Northwestern Debate Institute 2010
2
Tate/Gannon/Fisher/Lee
Politics – Wave 3

POLITICS – TGFL LAB – WAVE #3

2POLITICAL CAPITAL NOW – NO


3WINNER’S DON’T WIN


4START – YES –TOP OF DOCKET


5START – YES – BIPARTISAN SUPPORT


6START – YES – BIPARTISAN SUPPORT


7START – YES – GOP


8START – YES –KYL


START GOOD - US/RUSSIAN RELATIONS…………………………………………………………………………………………9
10START GOOD – PROLIFERATION


11START GOOD – PROLIFERATION


13START GOOD – ACCIDENTAL LAUNCH


14START GOOD – IRAN NUCLEARIZATION


15START GOOD – US/RUSSIAN RELATIONS IMPACTS


17START GOOD – AT:  RUSSIA IS A CHEATER


18START – NO - NOT AT TOP OF DOCKET


19START – NO – VOTE COUNT


20START BAD – PROLIFERATION


21START BAD – US/RUSSIAN RELATIONS


22START BAD – RUSSIA CHEATS


23START BAD – MISSILE DEFENSE


24ENERGY BILL GOOD – WARMING IMPACT MAGNIFIERS


25ENERGY BILL GOOD – WARMING BAD – RESOURCE WARS


26ENERGY BILL GOOD – WARMING BAD – TERRORISM


27ENERGY BILL GOOD – WARMING BAD – INDONESIA


28ENERGY BILL – NO – NOT ON TOP OF DOCKET





POLITICAL CAPITAL NOW – NO

OBAMA HAS SPENT HIS POLITICAL CAPITAL

Washington Post 7/22 (Charles Krauthammer, 7/22/10, " Beware the lame duck ", http://www.washington post.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/22/AR2010072204029.html?hpid=opinions box1)  yan

Barack Obama's considerable political capital, earned on Election Day 2008, is spent. Well spent, mind you, on the enactment of a highly ideological agenda of Obamacare, financial reform and a near-trillion-dollar stimulus that will significantly transform the country. But spent nonetheless. There's nothing left with which to complete his social-democratic ambitions. This would have to await the renewed mandate that would come with a second inaugural. That's why, as I suggested last week, nothing of major legislative consequence is likely to occur for the next 2 1/2 years. Except, as columnist Irwin Stelzer points out, for one constitutional loophole: a lame-duck Congress called back into session between the elections this November and the swearing-in of the 112th Congress next January. Leading Democrats are already considering this as a way to achieve even more liberal measures that many of their members dare not even talk about, let alone enact, on the eve of an election in which they face a widespread popular backlash to the already enacted elements of the Obama-Pelosi-Reid agenda. That backlash will express itself on Election Day and result, as most Democrats and Republicans currently expect, in major Democratic losses. It is still possible for the gaffe-happy Republicans to blow it. When the ranking GOP member of the House Energy and Commerce Committee publicly apologizes to the corporation that unleashed the worst oil spill in American history, you know the Republicans are capable of just about anything. But assuming the elections go as currently projected, Obama's follow-on reforms are dead. Except for the fact that a lame-duck session, freezing in place the lopsided Democratic majorities of November 2008, would be populated by dozens of Democratic members who had lost reelection (in addition to those retiring). They could then vote for anything -- including measures they today shun as the midterms approach and their seats are threatened -- because they would have nothing to lose. They would be unemployed. And playing along with Obama might even brighten the prospects for, say, an ambassadorship to a sunny Caribbean isle.

Small Business Jobs Act draining Obama’s political capital now

NBC 7/28 (“Obama focuses on small business”, http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2010/07/28/4771854-obama-focuses-on-small-businesses”) dhara

President Obama today used a stop at a New Jersey sandwich shop to make another strong push for Senate passage of a bill to help small businesses, which he called the backbone of America's economy.  It was the third time in a week that the president has called on the Senate to pass the Small Business Jobs Act, which would eliminate capital gains taxes on key investments, expand successful Small Business Administration programs, and create a $30 billion small business lending fund to help community banks offer loans to these companies.  Obama said that despite the "partisan politics" and "obstruction" his administration had confronted over the past year and a half, he had told the congressional leaders from both parties at a meeting at the White House yesterday that he expected to see the bill passed before the two chambers break for the August recess.  "Surely, Democrats and Republicans ought to be able to agree on this bill," he told reporters after meeting with a group of small business owners at the Tastee Sub Shop in Edison, NJ. "When I had a conversation with [Senate Minority Leader] Mitch McConnell and [House Minority Leader] John Boehner yesterday, I told them that the provisions of this bill are things that the Republican Party has said it supported for years -- helping small businesses, cutting taxes, making credit available. This is as American as apple pie."  In a conference call with reporters laying out the benefits of the bill, Small Business Administrator Karen Mills said that small businesses create 65% of the net new jobs in America, and that half of the people who work in this country own or work for a small businesses. She said that stimulus funds had helped put $30 billion in loans into the hands of some 70,000 small businesses, but that the program had run out of money at the end of May. Mills said more than 600 small businesses were waiting in line to receive funding once the Act becomes law, a sign they are ready to hire and to expand.  Despite multiple distractions in recent days -- from the leak of classified Afghanistan war documents to the premature firing of a USDA official over misrepresented remarks she made -- the White House has been trying hard to make the case to voters that the steps the Obama administration has taken to turn the economy around are working, an argument for keeping Democrats in control of Congress.  With the midterm elections approaching, Obama is stepping up both his fundraising events and efforts to focus people's attention on the economic recovery -- whether by pushing for passage of more stimulus to help jump-start private sector hiring or by visiting auto companies that his government took extraordinary steps to help save from collapse last year. The president is set to visit GM and Chrysler plants in Michigan on Friday.  After the stop in New Jersey, Obama was headed to New York for two fundraisers for the Democratic National Committee. The two events are expected to attract about 50 people each, and the maximum contribution will be $30,400 per person, according to a Democrat familiar with the events. One of them is being held at the home of Vogue Editor Anna Wintour, a fact the Republican National Committee highlighted in an email they called "The President Wears Prada" -- a play on the title of a popular novel and film about the fashion industry -- in which they listed events the president has attended with wealthy donors and celebrities.  Former New York Gov. George Pataki (R) held a conference call to bash the president's fundraising trip and his economic policies, arguing they had creating what he called "essentially a jobless recovery."  "This administration from day one has had completely the wrong approach," Pataki told reporters. "I find it ironic today that Obama is talking about more government support for small businesses. But it's his policies that have really, I think hurt, the confidence of small businesses."  

WINNER’S DON’T WIN
Winner’s don’t win- unemployment trumps legislative victories
MSNBC 7/16 (“First thoughts: Its the economy...”, http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2010/07/16/4689709-first-thoughts-its-the-economy) dhara

*** It’s the economy… : Yesterday afternoon, the oil spill in the Gulf temporarily stopped -- as did the story over Robert Gibbs' Kinsleyian gaffe. Indeed, the White House received two pieces of good news on Thursday. The first was the stoppage of the oil leak. The second was the Senate passage of the financial reform legislation, which President Obama will sign into law next week. Asked yesterday in an interview with NBC News why his considerable legislative achievements -- financial reform, health care reform -- haven’t translated into more political capital for him and his administration, President Obama essentially had this answer: It’s the economy, stupid. “If unemployment is at 9.5%, the party in power is going to have some problems regardless of how much progress we’ve made and how much worse it would be if the other side had been in charge.”

START – YES –TOP OF DOCKET

START IS TOP PRIORITY FOR OBAMA

RTT NEWS 7/30
[Staff Writer, 2010,  “Tauscher: Ratification Of START Treaty Top Priority” (http://www.rttnews.com/Content/MarketSensitiveNews.aspx ?Id=1376952&SM=1) gh~hak]

A senior State Department official in charge of Arms Control and International Security has said that the ratification of Russia-US nuclear arms reduction treaty that reduces their nuclear stockpiles considerably is a top priority of the Obama administration.  Ellen Tauscher, US Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security, was speaking Thursday in the Conversations with America program, an on-line video series recently launched by the Department of State..  Highlighting the importance of the treaty for global security, Tauscher made it cleat that the US government's "priority now is to have new START treaty ratified by the Senate."   Passage of the START treaty before summer break in August requires a two-thirds majority in the 100-member Senate, overcoming Republican opposition.  The new deal, binding on the world's two major powers, was signed by the presidents of both the countries in Prague on April 8.  
START on top of the docket- potential vote proves.

Baker 7/29 (Peter, Lexis Nexis, “Panel Puts Arms Treaty on Its Calendar, But Still Seeks Wider G.O.P. Support”, The New York Times)  yan
Senator John Kerry, the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, put the New Start arms control treaty with Russia on his panel's schedule for next week but then left open the possibility on Wednesday that he might not call a vote after all. Mr. Kerry, a Massachusetts Democrat, slated the treaty for consideration next Wednesday, signaling that he would advance one of President Obama's top priorities before the summer recess. But amid negotiations with Republicans, he issued a statement saying he had not made a final decision to hold the vote. ''Senator Kerry is working with his colleagues and the administration to hear views and address questions raised by senators about the New Start treaty and related issues as quickly as possible,'' said the statement issued by his spokesman, Frederick Jones. ''These efforts and discussions are ongoing, and as of now no final decision has been made about whether to proceed with the vote in the Foreign Relations Committee next week.'' 
START – YES – BIPARTISAN SUPPORT

START will pass – historically proven by bipartisan support – any GOP not on board will change their minds
Helfand 8-3 (Dr. Ira, M.D, Co-founder and past president of Physicians for Social Responsibility. Online Athens “New START treaty should be ratified” http://www.onlineathens.com/stories/ 080310/opi_689840527. shtml) dejohn
Historically, arms control agreements of this type have received overwhelming bipartisan support. The original START was ratified in 1992 on a vote of 93-6. START II was approved in 1996 by a vote of 87-4. The Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty was ratified in 2002 by a vote of 95-0. The failure of Senate Republicans to support New START is even more striking given the overwhelming support the treaty enjoys among the Republican defense establishment. It has been endorsed by Republican Secretary of Defense Robert Gates; former Republican Secretaries of Defense James Schlesinger, Frank Carlucci and William Cohen; former Republican Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger, James Baker and Colin Powell; Richard Burt, the chief negotiator for the original START treaty under the first President Bush; Brent Scowcroft, national security advisor to the first President Bush; and Stephen Hadley, national security advisor to the second President Bush. New START also enjoys the strong support of our military leadership. Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Gen. James Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs; Gen. Kevin Chilton, commander of U.S. strategic nuclear forces; and Lt. Gen. General Patrick O’Reilly, director of the U.S. Missile Defense Agency, all have endorsed the treaty. These defense experts and military leaders have argued that this treaty is critical for our national security. Sen. Johnny Isakson, R-Ga., has, throughout the months of hearings in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, asked thoughtful and pertinent questions of the more than 22 witnesses who have been called to testify. Every substantive question has been answered, and now is the time for Republicans and Democrats to ensure the immediate ratification of this treaty.

START will pass now – bipartisan support. 
And, START prevents extinction
AOL News 8-3 (“A Fresh START Between US and Russia” http://www.aolnews.com/opinion/article/opinion-a-fresh-start-between-us-and-russia/19577439) dejohn
Ellen Tauscher, undersecretary of state for arms control, noted at the State Department July 29 that in the past, arms control has been a bipartisan enterprise and that successive Republican and Democratic administrations have been able to win ratification of such agreements by wide margins. In keeping with that history, several venerable Republicans -- including former Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger, George Shultz and James Baker -- declared their support for the new treaty. In today's heated political atmosphere, however, every issue seems to become a zero sum game. There are plenty of grounds for criticizing the Obama administration's record over the past 18 months, and this new treaty is not perfect. But it is better than the status quo of no limits and no verification -- the situation since a previous agreement expired in December. Most important, START will solidify a relationship that remains crucial to the security of our planet.

START – YES – BIPARTISAN SUPPORT

START will pass – overwhelming military and bipartisan support – key Maine senators on board
Sun Journal 8-2 (“Ratify Arms Treaty Reduction” http://www.sunjournal.com/letters/story/884480) dejohn
There has been substantial support for the New START from a broad spectrum of experts in nearly 20 hearings in the Senate Foreign Relations, Armed Service and Intelligence Committees. Testimony in favor of New START has been from the likes of former secretaries of state James Baker and Henry Kissinger. Former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger testified, “It is obligatory for the U.S. to ratify this treaty.” Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said, “The new START treaty has the unanimous support of America’s military leadership.” Former Maine Sen. William Cohen recently signed a public letter supporting New START. Bipartisan support for New START is significant. Soon, the U.S. Senate must vote to consent that the president ratifies the treaty. A majority of at least 67 senators is required. Maine’s two senators could cast the necessary votes. I am hoping that Sens. Susan Collins and Olympia Snowe will show bipartisan leadership and support ratification of the New START.

START – YES – GOP 

START PASSAGE GAINING MOMENTUM- GOP GETTING ON BOARD – VOTE SOON

Politico 8/3
[Laura Rozen, 2010, “START vote announcement expected today,” (http://www.politico.com/blogs/laurarozen/0810/START _vote_announcement_expected_today.html?showall) gh~hak]
Senate staffers and non-proliferation hands anticipate an announcement today concerning the START ratification vote timeline. Senate Foreign Relations Committee chairman John "Kerry will discuss the matter at length at" today's committee business meeting, committee spokesman Frederick Jones told POLITICO. Senate sources yesterday anticipated that the U.S.-Russian strategic arms reduction treaty probably would not come up for a vote in the committee this week before the Senate breaks for August recess. But Hill sources believe the treaty could come up for a floor vote after the Senate returns in September. The Senate Republican leadership has indicated in recent days that they were leaning to support the treaty, which requires 67 votes to be ratified, but don't want to be rushed. "The only way this treaty gets in trouble is if it's rushed," Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Kentucky) told Reuters yesterday. "My advice to the president was, don't try to jam it, answer all the requests, and let's take our time and do it right." 

START will pass- Republicans running out of excuses to block.

NYT 8/2 (Lexis Nexis, “Ratify the Treaty”, The New York Times)  yan

The New Start treaty, the first arms control agreement signed with the Russians in nearly a decade, calls for modest nuclear reductions, from 2,200 deployed warheads to 1,550. It will make the world safer, guaranteeing each country continued insight into the other's strategic arsenals, with data exchanges and regular inspections. The treaty has been endorsed by nearly every luminary in the Democratic and Republican foreign policy establishments -- including Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, James Baker, Sam Nunn, William Perry and James Schlesinger -- as well as all three heads of the nation's nuclear laboratories and seven former commanders of the nuclear forces. That should make Senate ratification certain. But some Republican members -- including Jon Kyl, James Inhofe and Jim DeMint -- are still balking. Cold war habits and specious arguments die hard. The critics' biggest objection is that the treaty will somehow constrain American efforts to build missile defenses. They point to a line in the nonbinding preamble about the ''interrelationship'' between offensive and defensive strategic arms and a provision in the treaty that bans the use of missile silos or submarine launch tubes to house missile defense interceptors. Never mind that American commanders have no interest in using either that way. We are no big fans of national missile defense -- the technology has yet to show that it can work. But the Obama administration is moving ahead with a limited program. And Defense Secretary Robert Gates has testified that the New Start treaty will impose ''no limits on us.'' Critics also charge that the Russians can't be trusted, pointing to a recent State Department report that acknowledged several unspecified compliance disputes related to the Start I treaty. But it also said Russia lived up to the treaty's ''central limits.'' What the critics don't mention is that Start I expired last December. If the Senate fails to ratify New Start there will be no inspections and no data exchanged. Finally, critics claim that the Obama administration isn't doing enough to ''modernize'' the weapons it retains. If we have any complaint, it is that President Obama has gone too far to appease the nuclear lab directors and Republican critics on this point. He has promised $80 billion over the next 10 years to sustain and modernize the nuclear weapons complex and $100 billion to refurbish nuclear weapons and delivery systems. 

START will pass- Dems accommodating Republican’s desires.

Baker 7/29 (Peter, Lexis Nexis, “Panel Puts Arms Treaty on Its Calendar, But Still Seeks Wider G.O.P. Support”, The New York Times)  yan
Mr. Kerry and the White House have been trying to win Republican votes by committing to a 10-year plan to modernize the existing nuclear complex and by drafting statements that will further guarantee that the treaty does not impose any meaningful restrictions on American plans to build missile defense systems. Mr. Kerry initially scheduled the possible vote for next Tuesday but then postponed it until Wednesday at the request of a committee member. In a letter released Wednesday, seven former military commanders of the nation's nuclear force endorsed the New Start treaty, saying it would lead to a safer relationship with Russia without jeopardizing American security or constraining planned missile defense programs. ''We will understand Russian strategic forces much better with the treaty than would be the case without it,'' they wrote, citing the inspections, data exchanges and other verification measures in the pact. ''It will also give us greater predictability about Russian strategic forces, so that we can make better-informed decisions about how we shape and operate our own forces.''
START – YES –KYL

START LIKELY TO PASS – KYL IS LEANING TOWARDS RATIFICATION NOW

Rogin 7-27

[Josh Rogin, worked at the House International Relations Committee, the Embassy of Japan, and the Brookings Institution, staff writer, “GOP Senators Leaning Toward Yes on New START” http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/27/gop_senators_leaning_towards_yes_on_new_start] konstantine

As the Senate Foreign Relations Committee gets ready to vote on President Obama's nuclear arms reductions treaty, several Republican senators are now hinting that they will support the agreement and are working toward bipartisan ratification. The key senator to watch is Minority Whip Jon Kyl of Arizona, the Republican point man on the treaty. Kyl, who is in talks with the office of Vice President Joseph Biden, isn't saying which way he's leaning -- but his friends say Kyl is getting closer to supporting ratification. Utah Sen. Bob Bennett told The Cable in an exclusive interview Tuesday that he wants to vote for the treaty, but is holding off until he gets the nod from his leadership. "I'm waiting for Senator Kyl to finish his analysis, but he's leaning yes and I'm leaning yes," Bennett said. Contrary to some Republicans who don't believe that reducing nuclear stockpiles is a good idea at all, such as Jim DeMint, R-SC, James Inhofe, R-OK, and former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney, Bennett said the treaty is a good idea and even characterized it as a constructive part of President Obama's reset policy with Russia. "I think it's a step in the right direction and a continuation of the thawing of the relationship between the United States and Russia that goes all the way back to the Ronald Reagan. We're now at the point where this is probably a good idea." Bennett had a "friendly conversation" with Biden last week. Biden's office has been taking the lead on the issue, using his deputy national security advisor Brian McKeon to coordinate ratification strategy, administration sources said. Kyl had denied to The Cable that he was negotiating with Biden, but a spokesman confirmed that Kyl did meet with Biden but just didn't want to characterize it as "negotiating." The White House has taken the lead role in Congress although State Department officials did the heavy lifting in negotiating the deal with Russia over the last year. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton is still involved -- she met with another potential GOP vote, Tennessee Sen. Bob Corker, on the issue this month -- but the strategy is being driven in the Old Executive Office. "It's a White House priority, so that's the way it is," one administration source relates. Meanwhile, back on Capitol Hill, other senior Republican senators are signaling they are getting ready to support ratification. "Hopefully we can create an environment, after general study, that would permit the Senate to ratify the treaty in a bipartisan way," Sen. Lamar Alexander, R-TN, the third-ranking senator in the Republican caucus, told The Cable. "But we're not there yet." "It will depend primarily on whether we can have an adequate nuclear modernization program going forward," he said. "I'm working very closely with Senator Kyl to make that happen." Other GOP senators aren't yet showing their cards, and are withholding their support until their particular concerns are addressed. Sen. John Thune, R-SD, told The Cable that he is waiting for a response to his request for a briefing from the Defense Department about the Pentagon's intentions regarding delivery systems for nuclear weapons. In Thune's eyes, the new treaty doesn't have enough clarity on the mix of bombers, missiles, and submarines that will be used going forward. Ellsworth Air Force Base in Thune's state would stand to benefit greatly if a new bomber was built. Thune also expressed the lingering feeling among many Republicans that New START isn't a great deal for the United States. "I don't disagree with the idea that we ought to try to have some equilibrium between their capabilities and ours, but it seems to me right now that we have made reductions without any sort of comparable type of reductions from the Russians," he said. The treaty text requires each side to cap its arsenal to 1,500 deployed warheads and 700 deployed delivery vehicles. Thune's contention is that the Russians were already planning to reduce to those levels. With Senate Foreign Relations ranking Republican Richard Lugar, R-IN, as a firm yes vote, the committee can approve the treaty whenever it chooses. But Lugar and his chairman, John Kerry, D-MA, don't want to force GOP fence sitters to make a call before they are ready. And Kyl has made clear he won't let the treaty come to the Senate floor until his concerns are addressed. But time is of the essence for treaty supporters. The Senate leaves for recess next after next week and ratification would have to be fit into a hectic, politically charged session beginning after Labor Day and leading up to the midterm elections. "Senator Kerry is working with his colleagues and the administration to hear views and address questions raised by senators about the new START treaty and related issues as quickly as possible," said committee spokesman Fred Jones. There's no decisions yet on when to bring up the agreement. "Ultimately, the goal is to build consensus for the timely ratification of this vital treaty," he said. 
START GOOD – US/RUSSIAN RELATIONS

RATIFICATION OF START TREATY ALLOWS FOR RESET OF US/RUSSIAN RELATIONS

BBC 5/27
[Reported on behalf of Russian State news agency ITAR-TASS, 2010, “New START treaty has more political than military importance - Russian senator,” (accessed lexis nexis) gh~hak] 
The ratification of the new START (Strategic Arms Reduction) treaty would signify the restoration of trust between Russia and the USA and would therefore carry more political than military significance, the chairman of the Federation Council International Affairs Committee, Mikhail Margelov, said at the opening of an extended session of the council on 27 May, as reported by Russian news agency ITAR-TASS on the same day. He said that the Russian-US treaty had "far more political than military-strategic significance", since it "set the tone for further Russian-US cooperation, for a reset [in relations]". It demonstrates that "the two main possessors of nuclear potentials are uniting in a fight against nuclear proliferation," he added. The gradual development of this course presumes that "other members of the nuclear club may join the treaty, too", though their nuclear armament was "incomparable with (the armament of) Russia and the USA", he added. "Another aspect of the START treaty's development is in the specification of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)," Margelov said, noting that "given what is happening now, the NPT needs modernization". The treaty would signify "the restoration of trust between the countries, and the importance of this trust goes beyond the scope of bilateral relations", he added. Later, in remarks quoted by Interfax, Margelov said: "I would not speak about a quick and successful ratification [of the new START treaty]." He went on to say that certain difficulties faced both the US and Russian sides in the process. 
START GOOD – PROLIFERATION

START key to relations with Russia - ends nuclear terrorism, nuclear prolif, and is the first step to a world without nuclear weapons. 
Helfand 8-3 (Dr. Ira, M.D, Co-founder and past president of Physicians for Social Responsibility. Online Athens “New START treaty should be ratified” http://www.onlineathens.com/stories/ 080310/opi_689840527. shtml) dejohn
Furthermore, ratification of New START is critical to our relationship with Russia — the only other nuclear superpower — and to countries around the world that view this vote as a test of our sincerity about meeting our obligations to decrease our nuclear arsenal. Without their cooperation, it will be much, much more difficult to prevent nuclear terrorism and nuclear proliferation to noncompliant states like Iran, and every day we delay ratification compromises those efforts. Georgia will play a defining role in deciding whether this treaty moves forward or is rejected. On a tour I made through Atlanta and Athens two weeks ago, I spoke with many Georgians who feel, as I do, that we no longer can afford to ignore the dangers posed by these weapons of mass destruction. Sen. Isakson has a critical decision to make in the days ahead, and Georgians must let him know they support this essential piece of our national security. The world has worked to end the possession and use of chemical and biological weapons, and with this treaty, we will start to create a more manageable and stable world without nuclear weapons.
START spills over into further disarmament and reduction of TNW’s
ROAR 8-3 (“Russia is not giving up modernization of nuclear forces” http://rt.com/Politics/2010-08-03/roar-russia-politics-usa.html) dejohn
However, after the ratification of the new START treaty, the US plans to start talks with Russia on further disarmament, the paper said. The negotiations may concern the reduction of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, it added. Earlier, some Republicans have proposed to link the talks on tactical weapons with strategic offensive arms, the paper noted. At the same time, Russia and the US are successfully cooperating in stopping any illegal transporting of nuclear and radioactive materials across their borders. Russia is fulfilling its commitments in the framework of the Second Line of Defense program, the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has said.

START GOOD – PROLIFERATION

START KEY TO ESTABLISHING CREDIBLE NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME

CNN 5/18

[From the CNN news wire, 2010, “Top U.S. officials urge START ratification,” (http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/05/18/start.hearing /index.html) gh~hak]

The proposed U.S.-Russia Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty will enhance U.S. security and diplomatic credibility, and won't compromise U.S. nuclear force levels or undermine its missile defense, top U.S. officials said Tuesday as they urged the Senate to ratify the pact. "We will strengthen our national security more broadly, including by creating greater leverage to tackle a core national security challenge, nuclear proliferation," said Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. She joined Joint Chiefs Chairman Adm. Mike Mullen and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates in testifying before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. "The choice before us," Clinton said, "is between this treaty and no treaty governing our nuclear security relationship with Russia; between this treaty and no agreed verification mechanisms on Russia's strategic nuclear forces; between this treaty and no legal obligation for Russia to maintain its strategic nuclear forces below an agreed level." Signed by U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev on April 8, the treaty would cut the total number of nuclear weapons held by the United States and Russia by about a third. It would fix a ceiling for each country of 1,550 nuclear warheads and 700 deployed nuclear delivery vehicles. The treaty will take effect only if ratified by lawmakers in both countries. In the United States, the Senate would have to approve the treaty by a two-thirds vote. Gates said the treaty would foster transparency, predictability, strategic stability and access to Russian weapons and facilities. Clinton, asked why the treaty should not be rejected, said it has built a "level of understanding" between Russia and the United States, most notably with respect to Iran. Clinton said the improved relationship helped the United States, Russia and other nations reach agreement on the latest U.N. draft resolution on Iran. At the same time, the resetting of the U.S.-Russia relationship has not been good news for the nation's adversaries, she said. If the treaty is rejected, she said, it would undermine U.S. leadership on the issue of nonproliferation. Obama has called the treaty "the most comprehensive arms control agreement in nearly two decades." It builds on an agreement that expired in December. But some top Senate Republicans have expressed skepticism about the accord. Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Kentucky, said in a statement in April that the administration "will need to meet three requirements if it expects favorable consideration of the START follow-on treaty." "The Senate will assess whether or not the agreement is verifiable, whether it reduces our nation's ability to defend itself and our allies from the threat of nuclear armed missiles, and whether or not this administration is committed to preserving our own nuclear triad," McConnell said. Clinton said similar treaties have had support in Washington over the years. She said the 2002 Moscow treaty was approved by a vote of 95-0, and the 1991 START treaty was approved 93-6. She said President George W. Bush began the process that led to the new treaty more than two years ago. "I am not suggesting that this treaty alone will convince Iran or North Korea to change their behavior, but it does demonstrate our leadership and strengthens our hand as we seek to hold these and other governments accountable, whether that means further isolating Iran and enforcing the rules against violators or convincing other countries to get a better handle on their own nuclear materials," Clinton said. "And it conveys to other nations that we are committed to real reduction and to holding up our end of the bargain under the nonproliferation treaty."  

START GOOD – NUCLEAR TERRORISM

START KEY TO STAVING OFF NUCLEAR THREATS FROM TERRORISTS AND ROGUE STATES

Levin, 7/12/10

[Carl Levin is the senator of Michigan, “New START treaty makes us safer today and tomorrow”, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/108123-new-start-treaty-makes-us-safer-today-and-tomorrow-sen-carl-levin] anjali

As Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, described it, New START will “make our country more secure and advance our core national security interests.” This treaty is in keeping with a long tradition of bilateral, verifiable arms control agreements with Russia and its predecessor, the Soviet Union, and it strengthens the U.S. commitment to stopping the spread of nuclear weapons.

While the treaty would reduce the number of deployed nuclear warheads in our inventory, our nuclear arsenal would still deter potential enemies. We would maintain our “strategic triad” — the combination of land-based missiles, submarine-launched missiles and nuclear-armed bombers that gives us our flexible nuclear deterrent.

During the Cold War, our arms reduction treaties with the Soviet Union were designed primarily to limit the dangers of a nuclear confrontation between the superpowers. In today’s security environment, it is the threat of nuclear terrorism and the spread of nuclear weapons to countries like Iran that concern us. Through this treaty and related efforts to secure nuclear materials, we will reduce these dangers.

How? The United States and Russia together possess more than 90 percent of the world’s nuclear weapons. Reducing the number of these weapons, and the systems that could deliver them, reduces the chances that terrorists might acquire one or that they could be used accidentally.  This treaty is also a strong statement that the United States is committed to reducing the dangers to the world that nuclear weapons present. That commitment makes it easier for us to work with the international community, including Russia, to contain the threat of nuclear weapons programs in countries such as North Korea and Iran. The treaty accomplishes these important goals, but there are some things it does not do. For instance, there have been many statements suggesting that the treaty imposes constraints on our missile defense plans and programs. That is simply incorrect. This treaty limits strategic offensive nuclear arms, not missile defenses. As Defense Secretary Robert Gates told the Armed Services Committee, “The treaty will not constrain the United States from deploying the most effective missile defenses possible nor impose additional costs or barriers on those defenses.”Along with this treaty, President Obama’s administration has brought a new focus on maintaining the nuclear stockpile through increased scientific and technical rigor. To keep a credible deterrent, and to be confident that we can make reductions in the number of warheads, we have to make sure our remaining warheads will work. If an adversary does not believe that our weapons work, the weapons don’t serve as a deterrent. The administration has laid out a plan to restore the needed funding to ensure that for the foreseeable future, U.S. nuclear weapons are safe, secure and reliable. Our top scientists testify that we can achieve that goal without new warheads and without testing. I hope the Senate will promptly ratify this important agreement. The New START treaty will make us safer today, and leave a safer world for our children and grandchildren. It will reduce the chance that a terrorist or rogue nation can use these terrible weapons against us. That’s an opportunity we should be eager to seize. 

START GOOD – ACCIDENTAL LAUNCH

START solves accidental launch- accidental launch likely without START

Bergmann, 10

[Max Bergmann is policy analyst at the Center of American Progress, “The debate over declaring what nuclear weapons are for, March 4, 2010, http://wonkroom.thinkprogress.org/2010/03/04/what-our-nukes-are-for/  hebah]
The Secretary of Defense’s job is to imagine these sorts of threats and prepare for them. The problem is that preparing for them creates other dangers. Preparing for this attack on enemy forces requires our nuclear weapons to be ready to launch at a moment’s notice, it requires weapons that are highly accurate, fast flying, and very powerful… Russia, has to counter this capability by keeping its own weapons on alert, ready to launch in case we do. Ironically, keeping alive this option of attacking to reduce the damage from nuclear weapons actually creates much of the danger coming from nuclear weapons.The crisis that would lead us to consider a first strike, high confidence that Russia is planning an attack on us, is itself very unlikely but also the president’s decision to use his first strike capability is also unlikely because he would be trading a likelihood of nuclear war for a certainty of nuclear war, certain because we would be starting it. Preparing for this potential threat, which may or may not ever arise in the future, exacerbates the day-to-day danger of accidental launch of weapons or of intentionally launching weapons in a crisis. We have to compare this great, but highly unlikely, future threat with the on-going, everyday threat of living in world with simply too many nuclear weapons always ready to launch. The problem is that we tend to become inured to the everyday threat, it becomes the wallpaper that we simply stop noticing. But it is there. The threat of accidental launch is not some mythical notion. Having nuclear forces on a hair trigger alert is incredibly dangerous, since with the current nuclear set up the President of either country has just minutes to decide whether to launch a nuclear response. In 1995 a nuclear war was almost started because of a bureaucratic oversight. The Russians interpreted a the launch of a Norwegian weather rocket as a western nuclear launch, because the cable alerting them of the weather launch wasn’t sent up the right channels. The Russian military gave their President 10 minutes to decide to launch, fortunately sober Boris Yeltsin refused to launch a nuclear response. 
START GOOD – IRAN NUCLEARIZATION

START solves Iranian Nuclearization and European tensions

Mattox 2010

(Dr. Gale Mattox is Senior Visiting Fellow at AICGS and Professor, Political Science Department, at the U.S. Naval Academy. “START: A New Beginning for U.S.-Russian Relations?” 4-1 http://www.aicgs.org/analysis/c/mattox040110.aspx)  anjay

With the proposed START Treaty, there is a potential for this much discussed 'reset' to occur, lending the treaty an impact beyond the reduced sizes of nuclear arsenals and the first step in the nuclear agenda laid out at the beginning of the Obama administration. And the issues are many - beginning with greater cooperation on preventing Iran from becoming a nuclear threat in the Middle East to assuring continuing access to supply lines into Afghanistan to recognizing the rights of sovereign states to decide on membership in the European Union and/or NATO. Perhaps most notably for the U.S. and the allies is the looming prospect of Iran's development of nuclear capabilities that threaten the Middle East and potentially Europe and, by extension, the United States. To date the failure of the U.S./Russia/EU-3 efforts to stem the obviously growing Iranian threat has confounded all parties, but the seeming reluctance of the Russians to engage constructively has frustrated the negotiations. The benefits of cooperation are clear - had the Russian offer to Iran to produce nuclear fuel in its plants not been rejected, the threat level in the Middle East might today be considerably lower. If indeed the recent agreement leads to a resetting of the U.S.-Russian relationship, the benefits in terms of European continental tensions as well as Middle East could be substantial. For the Europeans as well as the United States, the recent suggestion made by NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen to Russia to consider inclusion in a new Euroatlantic defense shield - "one security roof"- could hold the potential for closer relations and ease the atmosphere between NATO and Russia and within the NATO-Russia Council. While admitting that he (Rasmussen) is "...suggesting nothing less than a radical change in the way we think about European security, about missile defense, and about Russia. So I am asking a lot. But the result will be worth the effort." (9) This and other initiatives may find discussions to be less contentious than has been the case in the more recent pass - not necessarily or always easier to resolve, but a move in the right direction.  

START GOOD – US/RUSSIAN RELATIONS IMPACTS

US Russian Relations solve for terrorism, proliferation, Korean War, Iranian Nuclearization, global economy, and Instability

Burns 2010
(William J. Burns is the Under Secretary for Political Affairs, and the senior career diplomat for the Department of State. “The United States and Russia in a New Era: One Year After "Reset"” April 14 http://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2010/140179.htm) anjay
Russia and the United States have also led the way in the crucial work of safeguarding nuclear materials. Building on the vision and determination of Senator Richard Lugar and former Senator Sam Nunn, we have helped Russia improve security at its facilities. The U.S. and Russia lead the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism, whose critical task was strongly supported at this week’s Nuclear Security Summit in Washington. Yesterday, Foreign Minister Lavrov and Secretary Clinton signed a new bilateral agreement that will dispose of 34 metric tons each of weapons-grade plutonium, enough to make some 17,000 nuclear weapons. Even as we have worked to reduce our nuclear arsenals and safeguard nuclear materials around the world, Russia and America have increased our cooperation to ensure that other countries do not acquire nuclear weapons. We are both key partners in the Six Party talks, and resolute in our determination to achieve the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula. And we are equally committed to holding Iran to its international responsibilities and preventing it from developing nuclear weapons, which would have catastrophic consequences for stability in a part of the world that matters enormously to both of us, and to the global economy. We have worked painstakingly from the beginning of the new Administration to build a habit of close consultation with Russia, along with our other partners in the P5+1 group which leads international diplomacy on the Iranian nuclear issue. We collaborated carefully with Russia on a creative confidence-building proposal regarding the Tehran Research Reactor, which the IAEA offered to Iran last autumn. We constructed this proposal with Russia in the sincere hope that it would be something to which Iran could say “yes.” It would have met an Iranian humanitarian need; enabled the Iranian leadership to offer tangible proof of the exclusively peaceful nature of its intentions, by using much of its stockpile of low-enriched uranium for a clear civilian purpose; and in the process it would have provided time and space for serious negotiation. The TRR proposal was meant both to test Iran’s intentions, and to invest in partnership with Russia. 

US- Russian Relations solve for Terror and Afghan Instability

Burns 2010

(William J. Burns is the Under Secretary for Political Affairs, and the senior career diplomat for the Department of State. “The United States and Russia in a New Era: One Year After "Reset"” April 14 http://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2010/140179.htm)   anjay

A second area of significantly improved cooperation is fighting violent extremism and resolving regional conflicts. The attacks on the Moscow Metro two weeks ago are a horrific reminder of what we have both suffered at the hands of terrorists, and of our common stake in defeating them. We have stepped up joint work among our intelligence and law enforcement authorities, and reinvigorated our Counterterrorism Working Group. At the same time, Russia has become a much more active operational partner in the collective effort to help stabilize Afghanistan, and prevent violent extremists from regaining a platform there from which they could once again threaten all of us. We negotiated an unprecedented military transit accord with Russia last spring, providing a new air corridor which now averages two flights a day, transporting nearly 20,000 American troops to Afghanistan so far. Most of those flights transit the Manas facility in Kyrgyzstan, an arrangement which remains of fundamental importance to our shared objectives in Afghanistan. We have stepped up counter-narcotics cooperation, also a crucial common interest. And Russia is exploring ways in which it can contribute to Afghan economic recovery, for example by supporting a joint assessment team to visit the Salang Tunnel. 

U.S. Russia Relations solve Arab- Israeli conflict and stabilize the Middle East

Burns 2010

(William J. Burns is the Under Secretary for Political Affairs, and the senior career diplomat for the Department of State. “The United States and Russia in a New Era: One Year After "Reset"” April 14 http://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2010/140179.htm) anjay

We have worked well together on other regional conflicts. Russia hosted a valuable Ministerial meeting of the Quartet last month, and remains an important partner in the long and often frustrating struggle to foster Arab-Israeli peace. We have also been effective partners in encouraging reconciliation between Turkey and Armenia, and in promoting diplomatic progress on Nagorno-Karabakh.

START GOOD –AT:  MISSILE DEFENSE
START reduces threat of Nuclear War while not affecting Missile Defense

Burns 2010 

(William J. Burns is the Under Secretary for Political Affairs, and the senior career diplomat for the Department of State. “The United States and Russia in a New Era: One Year After "Reset"” April 14 http://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2010/140179.htm) anjay

The first is renewed nuclear leadership by Russia and the United States. The new START agreement signed by President Obama and President Medvedev in Prague on April 8 enhances American security, reduces the threat of nuclear war, and sets a powerful example of responsible U.S.-Russian leadership in managing and reducing our remaining nuclear arsenals on the eve of the NPT Review Conference in May. New START reduces the number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads on each side by roughly 30%, from the upper limit of 2200 in the Moscow Treaty of 2002 to 1550. The allowable number of nuclear delivery vehicles will be reduced from the existing START level of 1600 to 800, with no more than 700 deployed at any one time. The new treaty contains modernized and streamlined verification and transparency measures that will build confidence and predictability on both sides. It does not constrain our own capacity to pursue missile defense programs. New START continues the vital work of arms reductions pursued by Administrations of both parties since the end of the Cold War, a moment when Russia and America together deployed some 20,000 strategic nuclear warheads.

NO LINK – START DOES NOT LIMIT MISSILE DEFENSE
Levin, 7/12/10

Carl Levin is the senator of Michigan, “New START treaty makes us safer today and tomorrow”, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/108123-new-start-treaty-makes-us-safer-today-and-tomorrow-sen-carl-levin   anjali

The treaty accomplishes these important goals, but there are some things it does not do. For instance, there have been many statements suggesting that the treaty imposes constraints on our missile defense plans and programs. That is simply incorrect. This treaty limits strategic offensive nuclear arms, not missile defenses. As Defense Secretary Robert Gates told the Armed Services Committee, “The treaty will not constrain the United States from deploying the most effective missile defenses possible nor impose additional costs or barriers on those defenses.”

START GOOD – AT:  RUSSIA IS A CHEATER

Russia will comply with the new START treaty- even if they don’t there’s no impact.

Baker 7/29 (Peter, Lexis Nexis, “Panel Puts Arms Treaty on Its Calendar, But Still Seeks Wider G.O.P. Support”, The New York Times)  yan
The treaty was signed by Mr. Obama and President Dmitri A. Medvedev of Russia four months ago, but Republicans have been expressing concerns about whether Moscow would cheat. A new State Department report released Wednesday concluded that Russia lived up to the ''central limits'' of the original Start treaty before it expired last December, but it also documented several disputes over compliance. ''Notwithstanding the overall success of Start implementation, a number of longstanding compliance issues'' remained unresolved when the treaty went out of force, the report said. It said that the United States and Russia ''worked through diplomatic channels'' to ensure ''effective resolution of compliance issues and questions.'' Its conclusions were reported Wednesday in The Washington Post and The Washington Times. The report said that several of the compliance disputes were settled, including some related to inspection of intercontinental ballistic missile re-entry vehicles. It did not give details about the issues that were not settled but said they involved different interpretations ''about how to implement the complex inspection and verification provisions of the Start treaty.'' Republican senators have pointed to these issues to ask how the United States could trust Russia to live up to its obligations in the new treaty if it did not abide fully by the old one. During a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing last week, Senator John McCain, Republican of Arizona, challenged the Obama administration's conclusion that even if Russia cheated it would not have military significance. ''Why have a treaty?'' Mr. McCain asked. ''To say that it has little, if any, effect, then we've been wasting a lot of time and money on negotiations.'' Administration officials have said that the treaty's verification and inspection process would help guarantee Russian compliance and that any large-scale cheating would be detected in plenty of time to compensate. Even if Russia began a major rearmament drive in violation of the treaty, officials noted that the United States would still have thousands of nuclear warheads in storage that could be readily returned to service. The Arms Control Association, an advocacy group, said the State Department compliance report should actually bolster the case for the new treaty. The conclusion that Russia complied with the central elements of the last pact ''should reassure the U.S. Senate that Russia would also comply with the New Start treaty,'' the group said in a statement. The New Start treaty would prohibit the United States and Russia from deploying more than 1,550 strategic warheads and 700 launchers each, starting in seven years. To win the two-thirds Senate vote required for approval, Mr. Obama needs at least eight Republicans. Mr. Kerry, who met with Mr. Obama on Wednesday, has been working closely with Senator Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, who is the ranking Republican on the Foreign Relations Committee and supports the treaty. Other supporters include prominent Republican national security veterans like former Secretaries of State Henry A. Kissinger, James A. Baker III and George P. Shultz.
START – NO - NOT AT TOP OF DOCKET
START won’t pass – timeline too short

Politico 8-3 (“START vote announcement expected today” http://www.politico.com/blogs/laurarozen/0810/ START_vote_announcement_expected_today.html?showall) dejohn

Senate staffers and non-proliferation hands anticipate an announcement today concerning the START ratification vote timeline.   Senate Foreign Relations Committee chairman John "Kerry will discuss the matter at length at" today's committee business meeting, committee spokesman Frederick Jones told POLITICO.   Senate sources yesterday anticipated that the U.S.-Russian strategic arms reduction treaty probably would not come up for a vote in the committee this week before the Senate breaks for August recess.
ENERGY BILL AND KAGAN CONFIRMATION AT TOP OF DOCKET

COURTHOUSE NEWS SERVICE 08-02

[“Senate unlikely to pass energy bill before recess”, http://www.courthousenews.com/2010/08/02/29272.htm] ttate
WASHINGTON (CN) - The Senate is unlikely to pass an energy bill before it leaves for August recess this week, killing one of the Democrats' top legislative priorities. 
     "It takes care of the BP oil spill so they can't do things that they've done to the American people anymore," said Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., of the bill he introduced last week.
     The Clean Energy Jobs and Oil Company Accountability Act would remove the $75 million oil spill liability cap and provide funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund. The bill also would fund the federal Home Star energy efficiency program, which Reid says would create 177,000 jobs nationwide and lower energy costs for consumers. The bill also promotes natural gas and electric cars.
     Reid is expected to hold a vote this week in order to end debate on the bill, but lawmakers have expressed doubt that the legislation will go through before Congress leaves for its August recess on Friday. 
     Before Congress adjourns, the Senate is scheduled to vote on the nomination of Solicitor General Elena Kagan to the Supreme Court. 
     Democrats who support the bill say it is only the beginning of energy legislation.
START – NO – VOTE COUNT

START won’t pass – Missing 7 GOP votes
Helfand 8-3 (Dr. Ira, M.D, Co-founder and past president of Physicians for Social Responsibility. Online Athens “New START treaty should be ratified” http://www.onlineathens.com/stories/ 080310/opi_689840527. shtml) dejohn
The passage of this treaty would allow the United States and Russia to inspect each other’s nuclear arsenals and reduce each of those arsenals to 1,550 deployed warheads. New START is believed to enjoy the support of all 59 Democratic and Independent members of the Senate. Yet only one Republican, Indiana Sen. Richard Lugar, ranking Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, has committed publicly to voting for the treaty, which requires 67 votes for ratification.
START BAD – PROLIFERATION

Turn – Russia would finish with more nukes than the US – causes European nuclear war 
AOL News 8-3 (“A Fresh START Between US and Russia” http://www.aolnews.com/opinion/article/opinion-a-fresh-start-between-us-and-russia/19577439) dejohn
Presidential hopeful Mitt Romney has called START Obama's "worst foreign policy mistake." In a Washington Post op-ed, Romney asserted that the treaty would impede U.S. missile defense programs and that Russia, through a variety of loopholes, would get to keep more warheads that can be mounted on missiles that could target Europe.
No solvency- START doesn’t spur global non-proliferation efforts.

Kagan 7/30 (Robert, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Lexis Nexis, “Why is the GOP fighting this Treaty?” The Washington Post)  yan
It's hard to believe that ratification of the New START treaty is turning into a pitched battle between some Republicans and the White House. It's even harder to believe that advocates for and against the treaty are trying to turn it into a stand-in for some imagined ideological contest over arms control and nonproliferation. It's not. This treaty is simply too unexceptional to carry such heavy freight. The proposed cuts in nuclear arsenals are modest. The START I agreement cut deployed strategic nuclear weapons on both sides roughly 50 percent, from between 10,000 and 12,000 down to 6,000. The never-ratified (but generally abided-by) START II Treaty cut forces by another 50 percent, down to between 3,000 and 3,500. The 2002 Moscow Treaty made further deep cuts, bringing each side down to between 1,700 and 2,200. And New START? It would bring the number on both sides down to 1,550. This is hardly the revolution that either side claims. Take the favorite argument of many New START proponents. They insist the treaty represents a critical commitment by the nuclear superpowers to abide by the grand bargain of the Non-Proliferation Treaty: The nuclear states move toward zero in exchange for the non-nuclear states forgoing the weapons altogether. Ratification is essential, they claim, to gaining greater worldwide support for nuclear nonproliferation efforts. Really? If this causal logic existed, why wasn't this the happy result of the massive cuts in superpower arsenals from 1989 to 2002? Instead, throughout those years, Iran and North Korea, as well as Iraq, worked determinedly to build nuclear weapons, and neither India nor Pakistan felt constrained from testing their nuclear devices. It's hard to see why the smaller cuts proposed in New START should suddenly produce a global commitment to nonproliferation. But it's equally hard for the treaty's critics to argue that these cuts represent a great leap toward zero and the end of the American nuclear deterrent. The three previous arms control treaties, all negotiated by Republican presidents, and two of which were ratified with full Republican Party support, cut deployed nuclear weapons from near 12,000 down to around 2,000 -- about 80 percent. If anyone deserves credit, or blame, for moving the United States in the direction of zero, the two Bushes deserve a lot more than President Obama. 

START BAD – US/RUSSIAN RELATIONS

No need for ratification- START negotiations already solved US-Russian relations and START reinforces anti-missile defense stance.

Kagan 7/30 (Robert, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Lexis Nexis, “Why is the GOP fighting this Treaty?” The Washington Post)  yan
The biggest issue consuming administration and Senate negotiators at the moment has nothing to do with the treaty per se. Sen. Jon Kyl and others are quite reasonably demanding that the administration put more money into modernizing the U.S. nuclear arsenal, since old warheads will become unreliable without major investments in the scientists and infrastructure behind them. As far as anyone can tell, the administration is trying to meet this request. And if it isn't, it should be. But the issue has nothing to do with New START's intrinsic strengths or weaknesses. Some critics express concern that the treaty will limit American missile defense capabilities. The administration insists it will not, and senior officials are on record to that effect. But the real problem is not the treaty. It is the administration's ambivalent attitude toward missile defense in general. Yet the critics don't seem to be pressing for any new spending on missile defense -- as Kyl is doing on the issue of force modernization. If critics are truly worried about missile defense, that is where they should be focusing their efforts. Finally, there is the question of U.S.-Russian relations. Some who oppose the treaty see it as the marquee item in the administration's "reset" policy. They rightly worry that this policy has given Russia too much at the expense of Eastern and Central European allies as well as Georgia and Ukraine. But here again, none of the critics has suggested making any linkage between the treaty and Russian policy toward its neighbors. As to the treaty's virtues, there is little doubt that its negotiations improved the mood of relations between Moscow and Washington. This has had some payoff, both in Moscow's behavior and in the administration's. One suspects the administration has moved in a tougher direction on these other issues partly because it has the treaty in hand. Successful cooperation with Russia on one front has allowed it to press Russia harder on others. The administration already seems to be trying to reset the "reset," paying greater attention to worried Europeans and protesting Russia's continued occupation of Georgia. Would defeat of the treaty help Russia's neighbors? I doubt it. Those who want to fix problems with the reset should focus more intently on those problems. New START is not one of them. Senators have an obligation to block a treaty that they believe may damage the national interest. And Democrats certainly have no right to lecture Republicans about supporting the president, since many of them just voted against his funding request for Afghanistan. But on this issue, Republicans can and should take the high ground and set a better standard. The treaty has its problems -- in verification, where the Russians seem never to be entirely trustworthy, as well as in counting mechanisms -- and so did the treaties negotiated by the two Bush administrations. But New START is not so badly flawed as to warrant rejection. 
START BAD – RUSSIA CHEATS

Concerns about Russia’s cheating may kill START- regardless of plan.

Pincus and Sheridan 7/28 (Walter and Mary Beth, Lexis Nexis, “Concerns about compliance could sink arms treaty; State Dept. report finds Russians may not have resolved some issues”, Washington Post)   yan

The United States believes Russia is not fully complying with international pacts involving chemical and biological weapons, although Moscow has settled most questions about violations of a nuclear arms treaty with the United States, according to a State Department report to be made public Wednesday. The State Department Compliance Report had been requested earlier this month by seven of the eight Republicans on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. They were concerned because the last report in 2005 highlighted what they described as "direct violations of START I by the Russians, " a reference to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty signed in 1991. The report comes at a crucial time, as the Senate considers a new treaty that would replace START I. The Obama administration hopes to have it ratified by year's end, when Democrats will likely lose some of their Senate seats. The Foreign Relations Committee could vote on the treaty as early as next week. But key Republicans are establishing tough conditions for approval -- including ironclad commitments from the White House to dramatically increase spending on the maintenance of the nuclear-weapons complex. President Obama has tried to address those concerns by laying out a plan to spend $80 billion on the nuclear weapons complex over the next decade. The new compliance report, obtained by the Washington Post, says that several issues raised in the 2005 version have been resolved, on subjects such as the movement of Russian road-mobile missiles and inspection of reentry vehicles. But the report may nonetheless fuel the debate over the new treaty, because it says a number of other compliance issues remained unresolved when the treaty expired last December. The unclassified version of the report does not identify them. To pass, the treaty will need at least eight Republican votes plus those of all 57 Democrats and the two independents. Most Republicans haven't yet indicated which way they will go. In recent weeks, the battle over the treaty has intensified, with the Heritage Foundation launching a nationwide campaign against it, and former presidential candidate Mitt Romney branding it Obama's "worst foreign policy mistake." For its part, the administration has amassed a bipartisan national security Who's Who of supporters of the treaty, including five former defense secretaries and six former secretaries of state. On Tuesday, seven of the eight retired commanders of U.S. nuclear forces added their voices to those calling on the Senate to ratify the treaty. "We will understand the Russian strategic forces much better with the treaty than would be the case without it," said the letter to the Senate foreign relations and armed services committees. It was signed by every leader of the strategic nuclear command from 1981 to 2004, except retired Adm. Richard W. Mies. The new treaty would reduce each side's deployed long-range nuclear warheads to 1,550, from 2,200. The treaty preserves a 15-year-old verification system that allows the Russians and Americans to "look under the hood" of each other's nuclear facilities. Some critics say they don't want to kill the treaty. Sen. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), the Republican whip, said he wants to ensure enough funding so the nuclear-weapons complex is still effective. Republicans are also concerned about whether the new treaty could constrain future U.S. missile defense systems. Some treaty supporters suspect that Republicans are dragging their heels to deny Obama a victory before the November election. Kyl rejected that idea. "It is not my purpose to delay, but if our legitimate requests are not dealt with appropriately, then it could be delayed," he said in an interview. The full compliance report, with classified sections, was sent to Congress earlier this month, but many senators have not yet read it. The document says the U.S. government does not believe Russia is in compliance with the Chemical Weapons Convention because it has not declared all its stockpiles nor destroyed those it has acknowledged, despite a 1997 plan to do so. The report also says Russia may not be in compliance with the international convention banning biological weapons. Russia committed in 1992 to dismantle a secret biological weapons program it inherited from the Soviet Union. Although Russia has said it is in compliance, it has "not satisfactorily documented whether this program was terminated," according to the report. 
START BAD – MISSILE DEFENSE

START fails – permits conflicting interpretations and ICBMs

NRO 8-2 (National Review Online “Fix the Treaty” http://article.nationalreview.com/438891/fix-the-treaty/eric-edelman-and-robert-joseph) dejohn
These same proponents have repeatedly cited support for the treaty from former senior officials in Republican administrations, such as James Schlesinger, Henry Kissinger, and Stephen Hadley, in an effort to discredit or marginalize Romney. But while these officials support the treaty, Schlesinger, Kissinger, and Hadley have all raised serious questions, including questions about its limitations on missile defenses and future conventional prompt-global-strike (PGS) capabilities. All expressed concern about the linkage between strategic offensive systems and missile defenses that the treaty reestablishes. Secretary Kissinger, for example, stated that he would “have preferred to avoid prohibiting the use of missile launching sites for strategic defense as unnecessarily limiting strategic options of a future president.” Other witnesses have testified that the treaty contains ambiguities that would permit conflicting interpretations regarding the definition and accountability of rail-mobile intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and that the treaty has shortcomings on verification and transparency more broadly.
ENERGY BILL GOOD – WARMING IMPACT MAGNIFIERS

Warming is real and inevitably becoming worse without the climate legislation due to anthropogenic action

Washington Post 8/2/10 [The truth about global warming, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/01/AR2010080102850.html?wpisrc=nl_pmopinions] tanner
IN A DEPRESSING case of irony by juxtaposition, the death of climate change legislation in the Senate has been followed by the appearance of two government reports in the past week that underscore the overwhelming scientific case for global warming -- and go out of the way to repudiate skeptics.
First came a report on global climate from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, which confirmed that the 2000s were by far the warmest decade in the instrumental record -- as were, in their turns, the 1980s and the 1990s. Unlike year-to-year fluctuations, these 10-year shifts are statistically significant. Further, the report notes that it derived its conclusions from an array of data sources -- not just the land-surface readings that doubters challenge -- from ocean heat uptake to melting land ice to sea level rise.

"If the land surface records were systematically flawed and the globe had not really warmed, then it would be almost impossible to explain the concurrent changes in this wide range of indicators produced by many independent groups," the report said. "The warming of the climate system is unequivocal." The gases most likely responsible for that warming, such as carbon dioxide, continue to accumulate.

Second was a strongly worded response from the Environmental Protection Agency to petitions that it revoke its finding that "climate change is real, is occurring due to emissions of greenhouse gases from human activities and threatens human health and environment." As with much climate-change skepticism, the petitions were based "on selectively edited, out-of-context data and a manufactured controversy," EPA Administrator Lisa P. Jackson said. Among other things, the agency reviewed every document from the "Climategate" e-mail hack at a respected British climate research unit. The EPA found what four other independent studies did: that the e-mails contained some "candid" language but nothing that seriously discredits the scientific consensus on global warming.

Perhaps it is still too much to hope that Virginia Attorney General Ken Cuccinelli II will call off his misguided investigation of climate scientist Michael Mann, which seems to be based on the e-mail affair. Many climate-change skeptics will simply dismiss these reports as more evidence of a sprawling conspiracy instead of what they really are: yet more affirmation of the risks humanity runs if it continues to pump carbon into the atmosphere.
ENERGY BILL GOOD – WARMING BAD – RESOURCE WARS

Climate change causes wars over food and water and makes the U.S. unable to fight terrorism.

Smith 2007 (Paul J. is an Associate Professor with the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. “Climate Change, Weak States and the "War on Terrorism" in South and Southeast Asia Volume 29, Number 2”August. http://muse.jhu.edu.turing.library.northwestern.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v029/29.2smith01.html#bio)  anjay
One of the concerns for U.S. policymakers is Nigeria, a key anchor state in Western Africa and major exporter of oil. John McConnell, Director of National Intelligence, recently warned the Senate Armed Services Committee of possible political instability in Nigeria. He stated that the government's institutional foundations are "hollow from decades of neglect and corruption and will continue to make the country susceptible to recurring crises in the coming years" (McConnell 2007). In addition, Nigeria suffers from sectarian clashes, partially generated by religious differences between a largely Muslim north and a predominantly Christian south. Climate change, and its various effects, will only compound these challenges and likely contribute to internal violence.5  Climate change-related processes can also threaten water and food security in particular regions or states. According to a 2001 IPCC assessment, water availability — in regards to both temporal and spatial distribution — is expected to be "highly vulnerable to anticipated climate change" (IPCC 2001a). Food security will also be influenced by climate change (although the effects will vary by country or region): "Climatic variability and change will seriously endanger sustained agricultural production in Asia in coming decades" (IPCC 2001c). In Africa, climate change may threaten food security as a result of its "adverse effects on agriculture, especially in semi-arid and sub-humid regions and areas with more frequent and prolonged drought" (IPCC 2001b). Governments that are challenged by water or food insecurity may be less able to assist the United States in confronting international terrorist threats.  

ENERGY BILL GOOD – WARMING BAD – TERRORISM

Climate change causes Terrorism

Smith 2007 (Paul J. is an Associate Professor with the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. “Climate Change, Weak States and the "War on Terrorism" in South and Southeast Asia Volume 29, Number 2”August. http://muse.jhu.edu.turing.library.northwestern.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v029/29.2smith01.html#bio)  anjay
Thus, as the examples above suggest, climate change may act as a significant destabilizing factor within the international system. Economic development, widely viewed by U.S. officials as a long-term solution against terrorism, can be stifled or undermined by environmental-related destruction (NSS 2006). Endemic poverty thus becomes reinforced, as was seen in the case of Hurricane Mitch in Central America (or as is regularly seen in Africa today). "Poverty bears indirectly on terrorism by sparking conflict and eroding state capacity, both of which create conditions that can facilitate terrorist activity" (Rice 2006, p. 78). Climate change, rather than being a direct "root cause" of terrorism acts instead as an overarching destabilizing element that fosters the enabling environment for non-state actor terrorist groups. For terrorists to thrive and to be effective, they require as much functional space — defined broadly as "the freedom to carry out the various activities necessary to support the terrorist agenda" (Ramakrishna 2005, p. 146) — as a particular piece of territory or state will allow. Poverty and reduced state capacity, a foreseeable outcome of predicted climate change events, contribute to the creation or sustenance of this functional space, and can thus provide the critical political opening for terrorist groups — or their precursor political organizations — to gain a foothold [End Page 271] within a state, acquire power or legitimacy and ultimately further their terrorist objectives.
Climate change increases terrorism and anti- Americanism. It prevents integration of Muslim countries into the global economy which is key to stopping Terrorism.

Smith 2007 (Paul J. is an Associate Professor with the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. “Climate Change, Weak States and the "War on Terrorism" in South and Southeast Asia Volume 29, Number 2”August. http://muse.jhu.edu.turing.library.northwestern.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v029/29.2smith01.html#bio)  anjay
Although terrorism has not been widely linked to climate change, this essay suggests that such an association is emerging, and, moreover, in light of current and predicted trends, will become clearer in the years and decades ahead. Climate change does not directly cause terrorism, but it may indirectly assist by creating a hospitable enabling environment — weak states, reduced state capacity and ungoverned spaces — in which terrorist organizations can thrive.20 As was seen in Indonesia in 1998, terrorists and their related political organizations [End Page 278] take advantage of instability or any type of state weakness. In the aftermath of the tsunami disaster in 2004, for instance, militant groups in Indonesia deployed agents to Aceh to help provide assistance to fellow Muslims, to spread religious messages and to recruit new members (Perlez 2005). To the extent that climate change contributes to natural disasters that promote state weakness, it could indirectly provide a political opening or increased "functional space" for local or global terrorist organizations.  From an ideational standpoint — the "battle of ideas" — climate change could emerge as a cause célèbre for anti-American militant preachers or anti-globalization protestors. If the United States continues to be perceived as the primary obstacle in solving the climate change issue — and indeed one of the key culprits in instigating the problem — it could help sustain an enabling environment that would be every terrorists' dream. This is especially problematic since current science and knowledge accepts that climate change is already a fait accompli (notwithstanding any amelioration efforts) for the next few decades (Hurrell 2007). Any immediate mitigation efforts (i.e. reduction in carbon dioxide emissions, etc.) would reap benefits only in the long term.  Thus, the United States, at least in the short term, is left with few options except perhaps providing preventive and adaptive aid (reinforcing infrastructure, etc.) to developing countries and assisting in the aftermath of humanitarian disasters (as was witnessed immediately following the 1991 Bangladesh cyclone). The second activity is known to generate goodwill towards the United States and, not surprisingly, remains central to U.S. security co-operation efforts around the world (Fallon 2007).  Finally, the uncomfortable truth regarding climate change is that the most devastating effects are likely to be felt not in rich, developed countries, but rather in poorer ones, some of which may have sizeable Muslim populations. Climate change may threaten the ultimate objectives of the global war on terrorism by preventing integration of Muslim-majority countries into the global economic system. It is widely recognized that such integration may be one way to help reduce the enabling environment for terrorism. As a National Intelligence Council Project, which looked at global trends to 2020, noted: "The collective feelings of alienation and estrangement which radical Islam draws upon are unlikely to dissipate until the Muslim world again appears to be more fully integrated into the world economy."21 However, climate change may stifle, delay or completely derail this integration, which is why the United States may want to [End Page 279] reconsider its current posture on climate change as it constructs and implements its long-term strategy against global terrorism.  
ENERGY BILL GOOD – WARMING BAD – INDONESIA

Climate change causes Indonesian Terrorism and Instability. Indonesia key to war on terror

Smith 2007 (Paul J. is an Associate Professor with the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. “Climate Change, Weak States and the "War on Terrorism" in South and Southeast Asia Volume 29, Number 2”August. http://muse.jhu.edu.turing.library.northwestern.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v029/29.2smith01.html#bio)
Compounding the crisis was a devastating drought, caused by an El Niño Southern Oscillation (ENSO) climate phenomenon that had persisted from the previous year. The drought caused food production to decline precipitously and thus food shortages became commonplace. As a result, food riots and mass demonstrations began to erupt, creating further social and political instability (Blustein 1998b). In February 1998, high food prices triggered violent riots in over 20 Indonesian towns and cities.6 The culmination of this and other factors led to President Soeharto's resignation after more than 30 years in power.  The impact of Soeharto's fall had a profound effect on the country. A once strong centrally-directed national government was transformed into a weak democracy that featured "intense political competition between the new president and a parliament that had a newfound and intense sense of empowerment" (Abuza 2003, p. 140–41). Moreover, central government control declined as provinces demanded redress from the decades-long legacy of overcentralization. More importantly from a terrorism perspective was the fact that hundreds of radical Muslim exiles returned to Indonesia and "demanded political space" (Abuza 2003, p. 141).  Two of the most important returnees were Abdullah Sungkar and Abu Bakar Ba'asyir, leaders of the then nascent Jemaah Islamiyah (JI) militant organization that advocated a commitment to salafi teachings, jihad, and the creation of an Islamic state in Indonesia and beyond (ICG 2003). Indonesia's sudden weakness provided the political opening that these two men needed to return from their exile in Malaysia; Sungkar and Ba'asyir were thus able to resume leadership of the JI organization in Indonesia (Ba'asyir would later assume sole leadership after Sungkar's death). Within a few years, the organization [End Page 272] would direct or inspire a series of bombing attacks across Indonesia. On 12 October 2002, they would execute their boldest operation to date: the attack on two nightclubs in Bali that killed more than 200 people, including 88 from Australia. Nearly a year later (on 5 August 2003), JI militants bombed the J.W. Marriott hotel in Jakarta, while on 9 September 2004, the same group bombed the Australian Embassy in the Indonesian capital.  Normally terrorism and the environment are viewed as two unrelated phenomena, but the case of Indonesia suggests a much greater association than perhaps recognized previously. As the Southeast Asian country with the world's largest Muslim population (more than 230 million), Indonesia is viewed by the United States as a pivotal state that will heavily influence the long-term goals of the U.S.-led global war on terrorism. 7 climate change potentially poses a long-term threat to U.S. goals in Southeast Asia because of its potential to weaken and destabilize the Indonesian state. Certain indicators suggest that, notwithstanding climate change, Indonesia is already a relatively weak state, for a variety of social, economic and political reasons.8Although geography largely protects Indonesia from significant cyclone activity, the country, as mentioned earlier, remains vulnerable to the El Niño Southern Oscillation (ENSO) phenomenon, which has been described as "the most important ocean atmosphere cycle" in the world and includes two modes, El Niño and La Niña (Henson 2007, p. 32). ENSO is based in the tropical Pacific Ocean and extends from Ecuador to Indonesia (Henson 2007, p. 32). Although far from certain, some evidence suggests that climate change may increase the amplitude and frequency of future ENSO-related environmental events.9  ENSO may intensify droughts and potentially disrupt food production, similar to the scenario which occurred in 1998 in many parts of Southeast Asia. One study on droughts worldwide forecasts the incidence of droughts increasing steadily through the 21st century and, by the 2090s, "the percentage of the land area in drought increases [End Page 273] to 30%, 40% and 50% for extreme, severe, and moderate drought, respectively" (Burke, Brown and Christidis 2006, p. 1122).  Droughts in Indonesia could also exacerbate forest fires, as witnessed during the 1997–98 period, and result in additional deforestation (Sunderlin 1999, p. 567). Indonesian forest fires during the 1997–98 ENSO period resulted in economic damages ranging from $2.3 billion to $3.2 billion (Tacconi 2003, p. 13). In addition the impact on human health was also serious. The Asian Development Bank conservatively estimates that at least 19,000 hospitalizations in the region can be attributed to the smoke (haze) crisis (Tacconi 2003, p. 24).  In addition, sea-level rise may threaten key cities in Indonesia, such as the low-lying coastal cities of Jakarta and Surabaya (Hulme and Sheard 1999). According to one study, sea-level rise will inundate 38 square kilometers of Jakarta's total land area by 2030, resulting in economic losses in the $1 billion range.10 This and other climate-related changes could stimulate significant and disruptive internal migration, in some cases involving different and antagonistic ethnic or religious groups, which may lead to violence. Indonesia has long been plagued by violence associated with internal migration, stimulated either by government policies or other factors (Collins 2002, p. 588). In extreme scenarios — similar to what occurred in 1998 — climate change processes could promote instability and destabilize the government (or at least undermine confidence in government rule). 

ENERGY BILL – NO – NOT ON TOP OF DOCKET
Energy Bill not top of docket and GOP opposition

The Hill 8-1 (“Senate energy bill missing off top of this week's agenda as recess looms” http://thehill.com/homenews/sneat/112081-senate-energy-bill-in-doubt-as-recess-looms) dejohn/dhara
Senate Democrats are gearing up for another week of political message votes as unified GOP opposition has made passage of energy legislation unlikely. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) had declared July the month to debate and pass comprehensive energy reform legislation. Instead, the Senate will likely spend only a day this week on a narrow oil-spill response bill that appears fated to stall because of another Republican filibuster. The Senate is scheduled to take a recess until mid-September after this week, giving lawmakers a chance to campaign back in their home states. Energy legislation isn’t even on the top of this week’s agenda. Lawmakers will vote Monday to cut off debate on a $26.1 billion package that includes $10 billion for an education jobs fund and $16.1 billion in Medicaid assistance to states. Democrats last week had tried to pass the state aid, which is supported by a bipartisan group of governors, but Republicans blocked the effort. There is no indication that any Republicans will defect to give Reid the votes he needs.  While Democrats have little hope of passing additional spending — which would be fully offset — they plan to use the vote as ammo on the campaign trail this fall. The legislation would be fully paid for by ending a tax credit on corporate foreign-earned income and $17.1 billion in spending cuts, including a $6.7 billion cut to the federal food-stamp program. A senior Democratic aide said it’s likely but not certain that Reid will file a motion to proceed to oil-spill response legislation, setting up a vote for mid-week. The sweeping energy and climate change bill that Democrats had envisioned earlier this year has been pared down to legislation that would eliminate the cap that limits oil companies’ liability for spills. The legislation would also raise safety standards for offshore drilling and break the Minerals Management Service into three parts, completing reorganization of the Interior Department begun by President Obama. Lawmakers predict Senate support for the bill to break down strictly along party lines, which would leave Democrats short the votes for passage. Lawmakers expect a virtual replay of the acrimonious debate that stalled small-business legislation.  Republicans will demand votes on a host of amendments and then will filibuster the bill, with both sides battling over arcane procedural agreements. In the end, they expect the energy bill to stall on the floor. “This is all about posturing because Sen. Reid knows if you introduce a piece of legislation and say take it or leave it, there’s no opportunity to offer amendments, the reaction is going to be, ‘No, we’re not going to do it that way,’ ” said Sen. John Cornyn (Texas), chairman of the Senate Republican campaign committee, explaining why the small-business bill hit a wall last week. Cornyn predicted the same outcome for the energy bill. “I think their strategy on the energy bill is to get Republicans to vote against their version,” said Cornyn. “This is all about political posture, not about trying to solve problems.” If Republicans block the oil response legislation, Democrats will use the vote to attack GOP candidates in the fall.
