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Spending Disad Notes
Notes:

1. Disclaimer: The links for this file aren’t phenomenal because none of the labs have sent out their plan texts as of yet so I will be happy to release another file with specific links once we have their mechanisms and stuff. For now, most of it is more general.

2. I’ve also included a small tradeoff option based on the DoT’s budget, since that will likely be one of the more common actors this topic. There isn’t a ton of lit on DoT programs as you might have noticed while doing your own research, but that’s life. There’s actually a pretty sweet program with a pretty sweet name called TIGER that is def the first thing on the chopping block- the House already tried to cut it but for now the senate is funding it- however, the PAYGO system implemented by Obama for the FY 2012 and 2013 budgets means that all programs have to be paid for through the existing budget instead of by adding to the deficit. While this is slightly problematic for the spending disad proper, it’s sweet for the tradeoff disad!
3. A warning to all: Congress finally decided to do something and passed the Student Loans/Highway Bill. Shockingly, even the Republicans agreed to spend money on infrastructure. This makes pretty much the entire topic non-unique. So that’s something to keep in mind.
4. I put some generic “Durable FIAT” cards in here for the Debt Ceiling Module of the DA. I personally think that’s a bit sketchy, but you can make your own calls on that.

5. TIGER could probably do the aff if it costs less than $500 Mil, or even if it costs more because it helps spur private companies to put up the capital for projects. Otherwise just say it solves the impacts by doing various other infrastructure shenanigans even if it doesn’t do the exact plan. This will just take a bit of spin on your part.
Best,

Philippa
***NEG***

    UQ: Econ Recovering Now
Economy is improving now, but isn’t strong yet.

Davidson et al 6-4. (Paul Davidson, Tim Mullaney and John Waggoner, USA Today. Jun. 4, 2012. “Why the U.S. economy is stuck in the slow lane.” http://www.azcentral.com/business/articles/2012/06/04/20120604PNI0604-biz-economy-recovery.html ps)
The recession officially ended three years ago, but the 'recovery' has been a frustrating mix of good and bad news. The economy isn't careening into a ditch. It's just stuck firmly in the slow lane. A disappointing report on the job market Friday dashed hopes that a halting recovery would finally take off and generate hundreds of thousands more jobs every month. Though the economy is growing, it still doesn't feel that way for millions of Americans who are unemployed or whose wages are barely rising. That could hurt President Obama's re-election chances. The economy is in some ways measurably better than it was three years ago -- manufacturing is stronger, vehicle sales are higher and a nearly moribund housing market is showing a stronger pulse. Yet almost every push on the accelerator has been countered by a sudden brake, keeping the recovery stuck at a frustrating half-speed pace. While gasoline prices are falling, for example, leaving consumers more cash to spend, the European recession has deepened and growth in China is slowing, hobbling exports and sapping business confidence.

The economy is recovering now but deficit reduction is key- inconsistency wrecks recovery.
Davidson et al 6-4. (Paul Davidson, Tim Mullaney and John Waggoner, USA Today. Jun. 4, 2012. “Why the U.S. economy is stuck in the slow lane.” http://www.azcentral.com/business/articles/2012/06/04/20120604PNI0604-biz-economy-recovery.html ps)

Job growth has been improving, but not enough to quickly lower unemployment. Since early 2010, the U.S. has added 3.7 million jobs. Payrolls have made average monthly gains of 85,000 in 2010, 153,000 in 2011 and 164,000 so far this year. Yet the nation still has 5 million fewer jobs than it did when the recession began in December 2007. About half the states will recover all their lost jobs by next year, economist Jim Diffley of IHS Global Insight estimates. But that's more than twice as long as it took in the last four recoveries. All 8.7 million jobs lost in the downturn won't be recouped until 2016, IHS projects. Most disconcerting: Job growth reved up at the beginning of 2010, 2011 and this year before slowing markedly each spring. From December through February, employers added an average 252,000 jobs a month. but job gains have progressively slowed the past three months. In May, employers added just 69,000, the fewest in a year, the Labor Department said Friday. Economists initially blamed the slowdown on warm winter weather that pulled forward construction and other activity to early this year, damping spring sales and hiring. Mark Zandi, chief economist of Moody's Analytics, says some weather-related payback was still at work in May, contributing to a loss of 37,000 jobs in construction and hospitality. But many economists say the darker jobs picture can no longer be chalked up to weather. Zandi points to worries by U.S. corporations about Europe's worsening financial crisis and says businesses' uncertainty has held back hiring. IHS' Gault says the stronger gains early in the year "were clearly out of line with the (weak) underlying pace of (economic) growth." Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke has suggested job gains surged temporarily as employers made up for excessive layoffs early in the recession but the pace wouldn't last without stronger demand for their goods and services. Last week, the government revised its estimate of first-quarter economic growth to a sluggish 1.9% annual rate from 2.2%. CONFIDENCE: It's coming back, but cautiousness is high Businesses and consumers aren't as gloomy about the economy's path as they were in the recession, but they're still wary. In the first quarter, CEOs' outlook for spending and hiring improved sharply from the fourth quarter, according to a Business Roundtable survey. But a cloud of uncertainty has grown larger the past few months. The growth in business investment in equipment and software has slowed from an annual pace of 16.2% in the third quarter of 2011 to 3.9% in the first quarter. "My sense is, business people have been through a lot, and their collective psyche is very fragile," Zandi says. "If anything goes off script, they stop" hiring and investing. Some executives say financial turmoil in Europe and the impasse in Congress over cutting the deficit and tax policy are hampering investment.

    I/L: Low Spending KT Recovery
Perception of controlling government spending is key for continued economic recovery.

Bartash 6-24. (Jeffry, MarketWatch “Economic Preview” Writer. “As economy stutters, confidence is key.” June 24, 2012. http://articles.marketwatch.com/2012-06-24/economy/32387591_1_consumer-confidence-weekly-claims-jobless-claims ps)
WASHINGTON (MarketWatch) — The economic picture in the U.S. has turned darker, but it could get darker still if businesses and consumers lose confidence. Nearly every indicator over the past few months has turned lower in a reflection of a weakening economy. What’s worse, many economists and business leaders warn that growth will slack off even further unless governments in the U.S. and Europe address existing or looming crises over debt, taxes and government spending levels. Evidence of how much these threats are already hurting is likely to show up in several economic reports this week, including consumer confidence, consumer spending and manufacturers’ orders for durable goods.

    A2: N/UQ: Highway Spending Now
Road infrastructure cuts now.

Davidson et al 6-4. (Paul Davidson, Tim Mullaney and John Waggoner, USA Today. Jun. 4, 2012. “Why the U.S. economy is stuck in the slow lane.” http://www.azcentral.com/business/articles/2012/06/04/20120604PNI0604-biz-economy-recovery.html ps)

Meanwhile, construction of commercial buildings and roads is sluggish. "Businesses are not willing to pull the trigger on many major expansions," Maki says. Cash-strapped state and local governments are also cutting back, says John Edwards, a vice president at Interstate Highway Construction in Englewood, Colo. "There's definitely fewer projects to bid on," he says, adding his firm has trimmed its investment plans and cut temporary workers.
    Link: High-Speed Rail
High speed rails are super expensive- even one segment costs $6 bil.
Vartabedian 5-14. (Ralph, national correspondent at the Los Angeles Times, covering space, national defense, environmental and auto issues, recipient of the Associated Press News Executives Council Award for news writing, Michael Kelly Award finalist for 2012. “Rail requires high-speed spending.” May 14, 2012. http://articles.latimes.com/2012/may/14/local/la-me-bullet-risks-20120514 ps)

If California starts building a 130-mile segment of high-speed rail late this year as planned, it will enter into a risky race against a deadline set up under federal law. The bullet train track through the Central Valley would cost $6 billion and have to be completed by September 2017, or else potentially lose some of its federal funding. It would mean spending as much as $3.5 million every calendar day, holidays and weekends included -- the fastest rate of transportation construction known in U.S. history, according to industry and academic experts. Over four years, the California High-Speed Rail Authority would need as many as 120 permits, mostly from a tangle of government regulatory agencies not known to rush their business. It would need to acquire about 1,100 parcels of land, many from powerful agriculture interests that have already threatened to sue. And it would need to assemble five teams of contractors with giant workforces positioned from Fresno to Bakersfield, moving millions of tons of gravel, steel rail and heavy equipment across the valley. Even if the authority avoids any delays, its ability to complete the first construction section on time will require a breakneck pace of activity. "It is a very aggressive plan," said Manuel Garcia, associate director at the Construction Industry Institute affiliated with the University of Texas at Austin. "It does appear that it will be a challenge." If the rail authority runs into technical problems, legal disputes, permit delays or political roadblocks, it could end up building less track and potentially leave an uncompleted project, according to warnings contained in its own business plan. If the project blows past the federal deadline, for example, the flow of money could be stopped. And the scramble to meet that deadline could lead to construction problems and drive up costs.

    Link: Durable Fiat

Durable fiat makes the plan a sacred cow - kills deficit reduction

Senator Portman, 9/6 (Republican, http://communitypress.cincinnati.com/article/AB/20110906/NEWS0108/109070336/Q-Sen-Rob-Portman-budget-cuts-?odyssey=mod|newswell|text|communities|s)

Q: As a former White House budget director, you probably know the budget more than most. Are there some concrete examples you can share with us about where the cuts should be made? A: Everything should be on the table. It's not wise, in my view, to start throwing things off the table. Instead, we need to have an honest discussion about all of our spending because it is so far in excess of historical spending levels and our revenue. I hate to be too specific about individual things because I think that sort of indicates that other things shouldn't be on the table. ... Entitlement programs like Medicare, Medicaid and Social Security are growing way beyond inflation and are unsustainable in their current form. So those have to be addressed. That's where it gets hard. 

Everything has to be on the table - otherwise it kills bargaining incentives

Goldwein, 7/24 (Marc, senior policy analyst for the fiscal policy program at the New America Foundation and former Associate Director of the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform http://crfb.newamerica.net/blogposts/2011/budget_path_how_feds_can_avert_the_fiscal_crisis-53732)
Make no mistake: the United States is not immune from a debt crisis. We are already in debt to the tune of 65 percent of our economy, a level higher than any time since the Truman Administration. On our current path, that level will exceed 90 percent—a level many economists consider as the danger zone—by the end of this decade. In fact, if you account for state and local debt, we are nearly there already. At some point, our creditors will lose faith in our ability to repay our debt. No one can know for sure when we will reach this tipping point. But we do know that the bond markets are fickle and can turn on us fast. And turn on us they will. Without a plan to control the growth of entitlement spending and make other tax and spending changes, our national debt will reach levels that no country could possibly sustain. The choice before us isn’t whether (or not) to cut spending or whether (or not) to increase taxes. The choice is whether to act now on our own terms, or later when a crisis forces such action upon us. Many experts have suggested that the political system will not be able to act before an actual crisis occurs. I don’t accept this as inevitability—not if our leaders can come together and support a bold but balanced plan of spending cuts, entitlement changes, and tax reforms. An ambitious plan to stabilize the debt can be enacted, and it can be done in a way that is comprehensive, progrowth, and protects those truly in need. The Fiscal Commission proved that such a plan is possible, and its recommendations garnered the support of 11 out of 18 commissioners. This bipartisan supermajority included five Democrats, five Republicans, and one Independent, ranging from Senator Dick Durbin on the left to Senator Tom Coburn on the right. The commission’s recommendations are now at the center of the deficit discussion in Washington. Whether or not these deliberations and negotiations lead somewhere could literally be the difference between prosperity and ruin. Fiscal Commission Recommendations The recommendations reported by the Fiscal Commission in December 2010 would reduce the deficit by nearly $4 trillion through 2020, and put the debt on a stable and declining path through at least 2035. The recommendations were quite comprehensive, hitting nearly every area of the budget. This approach was necessary not only to match the magnitude of the problem, but also to build a bipartisan coalition. No member of Congress would put his or her sacred cow on the chopping block without knowing that others would as well. And few members of the public are willing to accept higher taxes, lower benefits, or fewer government services unless it is in the spirit of shared sacrifice in which their fellow Americans are doing the same. The commission’s recommendations included five major parts: #1| Discretionary Spending Caps The commission called for discretionary spending caps, which would eventually bring spending back to real (inflation-adjusted) 2008 levels. Last election, the American people sent a clear message to Washington: cut spending. The commission agreed with this view, but felt that the cuts should not occur until 2013 to give the economy more time to recover. Now that the President has signed into law a portion of these cuts—the nonsecurity portion—much of what these caps would do would enforce the continuation of those cuts. 

***AFF***
    N/UQ: Highway Bill
This disad is terminally non-unique.
Boles 6-29. (Corey, “Congress Approves Student Loan, Highway Bill.” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303649504577496761419420828.html?mod=googlenews_wsj ps)

WASHINGTON—Congress passed a $120 billion highway bill Friday that would extend highway funding and includes funds to prevent student-loan rates from doubling. The measure renews federal funding for transportation projects for the next two and a quarter years. It also includes funds to continue the current 3.4% interest rate on government-backed student loans, ensuring more than seven million students don't face a scheduled doubling in interest rates from July 1. A five-year extension of the National Flood Insurance Program was also added to the bill as lawmakers try to clear the decks before they leave for the Independence Day recess. The bill easily cleared both chambers and now goes to President Barack Obama to sign into law. In the Senate, the vote was 74-19 with a majority of both parties' lawmakers approving the legislation. House lawmakers passed the measure in a 373 to 52 vote earlier Friday, with every Democratic lawmaker who voted supporting the measure. Not as many Republicans as some had predicted voted against the legislation, though many of those who did cited concerns over the cost of the package.

    Turn: Spending Cuts Kill Econ
Cuts in spending will be triggered now- kills business and investor confidence.

Bartash 6-24. (Jeffry, MarketWatch “Economic Preview” Writer. “As economy stutters, confidence is key.” June 24, 2012. http://articles.marketwatch.com/2012-06-24/economy/32387591_1_consumer-confidence-weekly-claims-jobless-claims ps)
What U.S. lawmakers can do, however, is erase worries about a so-called fiscal cliff — stiff tax increases and sharp cuts in federal spending slated to kick in on Jan. 1, 2013. That’s what will happen unless Congress changes the law. The looming fiscal crisis is already having an impact, executives say. Boeing CEO Jim McNerney says companies are trimming jobs and holding back on some investments because of uncertainty over pending changes in tax law and federal spending. Read McNerney’s comments. Leaders of two of the nation’s largest financial institutions, Jamie Dimon of J.P. Morgan and Lloyd Blankfein of Goldman Sachs, have also warned about the impact of Washington failing to act. Since chiefs of the largest U.S. companies “are the ones that ultimately drive hiring and investment decisions, their actions will have a big impact on the economy,” Bank of America Merrill Lynch said in a report. “Our view is that they will slow the pace of hiring and investment in the second half of this year, causing a growth slowdown.” A slower pace of capital spending is evident in orders for durable goods, which have softened over the past few months. Orders likely rose a scant 0.1% in May following no change in April, according to economists surveyed by MarketWatch. The report comes out Wednesday morning. “Businesses are nervous,” said Ryan Sweet, economist at Moody’s Analytics. “If they panic, they will cut workers and you’ll see it in jobless claims.” 
    N/U: Port Security 

Spending on port security high now.
Weisman 6. (Jonathan, Washington Post Staff Writer, “House Passes $7.4 Billion Port Security Bill.” May 5, 2006. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/05/04/AR2006050401672.html ps)

The House overwhelmingly approved legislation yesterday to provide $7.4 billion in spending on new port security inspectors, nuclear weapons screening and the development of an automated system to pinpoint high-risk cargo. The 421 to 2 vote came just hours after the White House expressed strong misgivings over the cost and feasibility of the bill. But the lopsided vote underscored how politically sensitive the issue of port security has become since the state-owned Dubai Ports World moved to purchase terminal operations at six major U.S. seaports in February. Republicans had voted several times in the past two years against Democratic proposals to increase funding for port security, saying that enough was already being spent. Indeed, White House officials repeated that assertion yesterday in a policy statement that depicted the House bill as overly generous and technologically unrealistic.

    N/UQ & N/L: Port Spending Wasted Now
Plan wouldn’t require new allocation of money- the budget is already free.
Edmondson 11. (R.G., Associate Editor. “GAO Says Ports Left $1.3 Billion in Security Grants Unused.” Dec 20, 2011. The Journal of Commerce Online. http://www.joc.com/security/gao-says-ports-left-13-billion-security-grants-table ps)
Ports spent only 23.6 percent of $1.7 billion in port security grants that the Department of Homeland Security awarded between fiscal 2006 and 2010, according to a Government Accountability Office report released Monday. The GAO said one-fourth, or $407.7 million, of the grant funds are unavailable to ports because they have not completed preliminary steps, such as compliance with federal requirements. And in some cases, the port has not identified how the money is to be spent. About $873 million is still available. The government watchdog agency also said that DHS should tweak the model it uses to award grants on the basis of threat, vulnerability and consequence to include a measure of how a port’s vulnerability has changed from previous security investments. The GAO also said that the Federal Emergency Management Agency, which administers the port grant program, is implementing performance measures to assess how well it is managing the program.

***Tradeoff Scenario: TIGER***
1NC
TIGER is funded now.
Berman 6-25. (Jeff, Group News Editor. “DOT doles out about $500 million in TIGER funding.” June 25, 2012. http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/dot_doles_out_about_500_million_in_tiger_funding/ ps)
United States Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said announced the latest round of funding for the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) TIGER (Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) 2012 program. LaHood said that 47 transportation projects in 34 states and the District of Columbia will receive about $500 million in TIGER grant funding. The objective of the TIGER program is to ensure that economic funding is rapidly made available for transportation infrastructure projects and that project spending is monitored and transparent.

***INSERT PLAN COSTS MONEY CARD***

Plan would take funding from the TIGER budget- previous budgeting plans prove.
Fiscal Times 6-24. ( “House Puts the Brakes on High Speed Rail.” June 24, 2012. http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2012/06/24/House-Puts-the-Brakes-on-High-Speed-Rail.aspx#page2 ps)

The movement got a major boost from President Obama’s stimulus package, which set aside billions of dollars for mass transit and high-speed rail projects. The TIGER grant program, where local communities competed for about $500 million a year, spawned dozens of projects like Normal’s across the country. If continued, the program would be a major boon to economic development along the new or improved rail lines being built in states whose governors still see the wisdom of investing in such projects. But the Republican-led House took the $500 million previously spent on TIGER grants and gave it to Amtrak to fund intercity projects owned by either “Amtrak or States.” That reference to states, one lobbyist noted, opens the door to funneling more money to mostly rural states on Amtrak’s cross-country lines that serve few riders.
And, TIGER solves jobs, the environment, the economy, and the aff.
Berman 6-25. (Jeff, Group News Editor. “DOT doles out about $500 million in TIGER funding.” June 25, 2012. http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/dot_doles_out_about_500_million_in_tiger_funding/ ps)

“President Obama’s support for an America built to last is putting people back to work across the country building roads, bridges and other projects that will mean better, safer transportation for generations to come,” said LaHood in a statement. “TIGER projects mean good transportation jobs today and a stronger economic future for the nation.” The federal government has had four rounds of TIGER funding, with the most recent one coming last November through President Obama’s FY 2012 Appropriations Act, which has $500 million for transportation infrastructure projects. DOT officials added that the first four rounds of TIGER funding were comprised of $3.1 billion to 218 projects in all 50 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. And during these four rounds, the DOT said it received more than 4,050 applications requesting more than $105.2 billion for nationwide transportation projects. In the fiscal year 2013 appropriations bill in the Senate, there is another $500 million in its language for a future round of TIGER grants, said DOT. Selection criteria for TIGER grants includes: contributing to the long-term economic competitiveness of the nation; improving the condition of existing transportation facilities and systems; improving energy efficiency and reducing greenhouse gas emissions; improving the safety of U.S. transportation facilities and improving the quality of living and working environments of communities through increased transportation choices and connections. Of the 47 transportation projects receiving funding last week, about 35 percent of that funding will be allocated towards road and bridge projects, and 12 percent will go towards freight rail projects, including parts of CREATE (Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency) program to reduce Chicago-area freight rail congestion, which will receive $10.44 million. Another 12 percent will go towards port projects, including the Outer Harbor Intermodal Terminal at the Port of Oakland, which will receive $15 million. William Schroeer, state policy director for Smart Growth America, told LM in a previous interview that the TIGER freight-related projects—especially the rail-focused projects—provide myriad benefits for freight transportation and logistics industry stakeholders. “The freight-related projects will create more options—especially the option of getting freight off the roads and into trains,” said Schroeer. “But the rail freight projects didn’t make the cut in the intensely competitive TIGER program because they benefit shippers and providers. These projects made the cut because they will create so many different kinds of benefits, such as reduced road congestion, reduced pollution, and reduced road maintenance needs.” And Mort Downey, senior advisor at infrastructure firm Parsons-Brinkerhoff, said in order for these projects to be considered successful, they ultimately need to deliver. “These grants are important on the job creation front and even more importation on the long-term economic growth front—particularly for the freight projects,” noted Downey. “The freight projects in particular have very large cost-benefit potential and are largely focused on shippers in terms of supply chain efficiency and reducing inventories and [transit time] delays. A lot of these projects were ‘partnership projects’ between entities like railroads and ports, and TIGER money acted as the closer to make these deals work.”

Economic decline causes protectionism and war – their defense doesn’t assume accompanying shifts in global power.

Royal 10 – Jedediah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, 2010, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215
Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defense behavior of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson’s (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crisis could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin, 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Seperately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland’s (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that ‘future expectation of trade’ is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behavious of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations, However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crisis could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states. Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write, The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favor. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflict self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. P. 89) Economic decline has been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. ‘Diversionary theory’ suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increase incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a ‘rally around the flag’ effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995), and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlated economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels. This implied connection between integration, crisis and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention.

    TIGER Rocks
TIGER is funded now, and solves the aff.
DOT 6-22. (Department of Transportation. “U.S. Transportation Secretary LaHood Announces Funding for 47 TIGER 2012 Projects as Overwhelming Demand for TIGER Dollars Continues.” June 22, 2012. http://www.dot.gov/affairs/2012/dot6812.html ps)
WASHINGTON – U.S. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood today announced that 47 transportation projects in 34 states and the District of Columbia will receive a total of almost $500 million from the U.S. Department of Transportation’s TIGER (Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery) 2012 program. “President Obama’s support for an America built to last is putting people back to work across the country building roads, bridges and other projects that will mean better, safer transportation for generations to come,” said Secretary LaHood. “TIGER projects mean good transportation jobs today and a stronger economic future for the nation.” The TIGER program is a highly competitive program that is able to fund innovative projects difficult or impossible to fund through other federal programs. In many cases, these grants will serve as the final piece of funding for infrastructure investments totaling $1.7 billion in overall project costs. These federal funds are being leveraged with money from private sector partners, states, local governments, metropolitan planning organizations and transit agencies. TIGER has enjoyed overwhelming demand since its creation, a trend continued by TIGER 2012. Applications for this most recent round of grants totaled $10.2 billion, far exceeding the $500 million set aside for the program. In all, the Department received 703 applications from all 50 states, U.S. territories and the District of Columbia. The grants will fund a wide range of innovative transportation projects in urban and rural areas across the country: • Of the $500 million in TIGER 2012 funds available for grants, more than $120 million will go to critical projects in rural areas. • Roughly 35 percent of the funding will go to road and bridge projects, including more than $30 million for the replacement of rural roads and bridges that need improvements to address safety and state of good repair deficiencies. • 16 percent of the funding will support transit projects like the Wave Streetcar Project in Fort Lauderdale. • 13 percent of the funding will support high-speed and intercity passenger rail projects like the Raleigh Union Station Project in North Carolina. • 12 percent will go to freight rail projects, including elements of the CREATE (Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency) program to reduce freight rail congestion in Chicago. • 12 percent will go to multimodal, bicycle and pedestrian projects like the Main Street to Main Street Multimodal Corridor project connecting Memphis and West Memphis. • 12 percent will help build port projects like the Outer Harbor Intermodal Terminal at the Port of Oakland. • Three grants were also directed to tribal governments to create jobs and address critical transportation needs in Indian country. TIGER projects will also improve accessibility for people with disabilities to health care, education and employment opportunities. Over the next six months, 27 projects are expected to break ground from the previous three rounds of TIGER. In addition, work is under way on 64 capital projects across the country. On November 18, 2011, the President signed the FY 2012 Appropriations Act, which provided $500 million for Department of Transportation national infrastructure investments. Like the first three rounds, TIGER 2012 grants are for capital investments in surface transportation infrastructure and are awarded on a competitive basis. This is the fourth round of TIGER funding. Under all four rounds combined, the TIGER program has provided $3.1 billion to 218 projects in all 50 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Demand for the program has been overwhelming, and during all four rounds, the Department of Transportation received more than 4,050 applications requesting more than $105.2 billion for transportation projects across the country. The fiscal year 2013 appropriations bill currently under consideration in the U.S. Senate provides $500 million for a future round of TIGER grants.

    A2: TIGER was cut
No- that’s just the House version of the bill and Obama is vetoing.
Laing 6-21. (Keith, Congressional Reporter at The Hill, covers transportation policy, formerly worked in Communications at the Metropolitian Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority. “White House threatens to veto Republican DOT, HUD budget.” 6/21/12. http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/infrastructure/234101-white-house-threats-to-veto-gop-dot-hud-budget ps)

The White House threatened to veto a $51.6 billion budget for the departments of Transportation and Housing and Urban Development that is being considered by Republicans in the House. The House Appropriations Committee's Transportation, Housing and Urban Development budget for fiscal 2013 is $1.9 billion less than President Obama requested for transportation and housing earlier this year. It contains a $3.9 billion reduction for the department agencies from 2012 spending. The White House said Thursday that the proposal violated the 2011 Budget Control Act. "The BCA created a framework for more than $2 trillion in deficit reduction and provided tight spending caps that would bring discretionary spending to a minimum level needed to preserve critical national priorities," the White House said in a statement of administration policy. "Departing from the bipartisan agreement reached in the BCA and departing from these caps, the House of Representatives put forward a top-line discretionary funding level for fiscal 2013 that, for example, would cost jobs and hurt average Americans, especially seniors, veterans and children — as well as degrade many of the basic government services on which the American people rely, such as air traffic control and law enforcement," the statement continued. "In addition, these cuts were made in the context of a budget that fails the test of balance, fairness and shared responsibility by giving millionaires and billionaires a tax cut and paying for it through deep cuts, including to discretionary programs." The White House said it was "committed to working with the Congress to produce a long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill devoid of controversial policy riders, to put Americans to work building the nation's roads, bridges, railways and transit systems," but it said the president's "senior advisers would recommend that he veto the bill" in its present form. Among the objections to the proposal listed by the White House was a lack of funding for Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grants. Obama requested $500 million for the TIGER program, but the White House said the House T-HUD budget proposal did not contain the money. The White House also said it objected to the House's decision not to include money for high-speed railways in the transportation portion of the bill. House Republicans voted last year to zero out funding for high-speed rail. 
    MUST READ A2: No Tradeoff
Yes tradeoff- the budget is PAYGO.

DOT 12. (Department of Transportation. “Department of Transportation Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Hilights.” Pgs 6-7. http://www.dot.gov/budget/2012/fy2012budgethighlights.pdf ps)

The Administration is committed to working with the Congress on a bipartisan basis to ensure that the President’s proposal will be paid for fully without increasing the deficit. For the first time, the Budget proposes to subject surface transportation spending to “PAYGO” provisions to ensure that spending and revenue are brought in line. The proposal will also expand the current Highway Trust Fund into a new Transportation Trust Fund with four accounts – one for highways, one for transit, one for high-speed passenger rail, and one for the National Infrastructure Bank. The Department of Transportation’s Surface Transportation Reauthorization Proposal Investing in Tomorrow and Creating Jobs Today Technical Highlights Changes to Budgetary Treatment Consistent with changes recommended by the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, the DOT Surface Transportation Reauthorization proposal calls for a change in the budgetary treatment of the surface transportation programs. Under this new proposal, all surface transportation spending (outlays) will be treated as mandatory and funding will be subject to “PAYGO” provisions. The proposal also recommends expanding the current Highway Trust Fund into a new Transportation Trust Fund, and to fold a number of previously General Fund programs into the trust fund. The Transportation Trust Fund will include the current Highway and Transit accounts and will add two new accounts for Passenger Rail and the Infrastructure Bank. Paying for the Plan with Future Revenues Today’s highway and transit programs are paid for with gas tax and other revenues deposited in the Highway Trust Fund. In recent years, the demands for highway and transit spending have outpaced collections. The current framework for funding transportation investments is not financially sustainable and does not adequately or effectively allocate resources to meet National needs. The President is committed to working with the Congress to ensure that funding for surface transportation does not increase the deficit. The proposed change in budgetary treatment and plans to make the programs in the next surface reauthorization subject to PAYGO will help ensure fiscal discipline in the management of the fund.

    Jobs KT Econ

Government job creation is key to prevent snowballing of job loss in the public sector which spills over to the private sector risking future economic collapse

Thompson 10. (Derek, staff editor @ Atlantic Business, The Atlantic, 6-8-10, http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2010/06/can-the-us-government-create-jobs/57845/)

Politicians can cheer "jobs bills" like the American Jobs and Closing Tax Loopholes Act* but they're ability to directly impact the private sector is limited. Indeed, the last jobs bill merely offered targeted payroll tax cuts for new hires. The best we can expect now is to prevent state government layoffs either with direct lifelines to endangered sectors like education or by shouldering the Medicaid burden in the hope that states will move that money over to payrolls.  If these are useful weapons against unemployment, then they're also doubled-edged swords. Bailing out states that overpay their employees (or overpromise pensions) does nothing to encourage efficient government. Throwing a $23 billion life raft to public schools for the purpose of job preservation undercuts the administration's efforts to use financial incentives to galvanize education reform.  And yet... Unemployment is kissing 10 percent and the economy is still leaning on the largess of Uncle Sam. If we remove the stimulus crutch, make no mistake: hundreds of thousands of jobs could be lost across the states, and that will have its own ripple effect on demand, profits and private sector employment. State relief is an ugly and messy measure to elevate employment. But the unemployment beast is still kicking, and this is the sharpest weapon we've got.

Government job creation key to ensure recovery and prevent of double dip

NPR 10. (editors, 6-11-10, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127763040)

Yes, the president's recovery plan successfully stopped the economic free fall he inherited. But it's becoming increasingly clear that even with the stimulus, the labor market is in the midst of an L-shaped recession. In May the economy added 431,000 jobs, but more than 95 percent of them were temporary Census positions. At only 41,000 new jobs, the private sector barely grew at all, and at a much slower rate than the 100,000 jobs per month economists say are needed just to keep up with new workers entering the job market (sorry, college grads!).  The hole is deep. According to the Economic Policy Institute, even if employment grew at the rate it did at the height of the '90s boom (2.6 percent annually), we wouldn't see pre-2008 levels of employment until January 2015, in the middle of Obama's second term—if he has one. Every moment the president spends in denial of the problem jeopardizes his chances for re-election. And it looks as if the situation will only get worse; stimulus spending is now peaking, and brutal cuts at the state and local levels are already negating its effects. Zombie banks still aren't doing much lending, and no one knows how far the economic turmoil in Europe will spread.  New action by Congress to create jobs is more than justified. But standing in the way is the increasingly loud conversation about the coming debt crisis, championed by the president's bipartisan deficit commission, stacked with deficit hawks and amplified by the mass media, which uncritically ring the deficit alarm bells.
    Econ Impact: Pakistan

Depression causes Pakistan instability
Bruce Crumley, 2009 (staff writer, February 25, 2009.  Online.  Internet.  Accessed, April 1, 2009.   (http://watchmannewsletter.typepad.com/news/2009/02/is-the-economic-crisis-a-security-threat-too.html)
But the signs are there that, as President Barack Obama's intelligence chief Admiral Dennis Blair warned last week, the economic crisis may be the source of the primary threat to global security right now. Security experts note that the economic downturn is already creating social unrest and political instability in some strategic hot spots around the world, and they warn that a prolonged slump could undermine U.S. and Western security interests.  Blair, addressing the Senate Intelligence Committee on Feb. 12, prioritized the global recession as America's "primary near-term security concern" and warned that the threat level would increase as the slump endures. "The longer it takes for the recovery to begin, the greater the likelihood of serious damage to U.S. strategic interests," Blair warned, emphasizing the danger of political instability in countries allied with Washington. "Economic crises increase the risk of regime-threatening instability if they persist over a one-to-two-year period." Part of the strategic challenge posed by the downturn lies in the realm of the economy itself. Emerging powers such as China or India could take the opportunity presented by U.S. economic weakness to extend their own influence in regions traditionally dominated by the U.S. China, in particular, has already established itself as a major player in Latin America and Africa, and it is investing heavily in extractive industries across the globe right now, procuring energy supplies — most recently in new oil deals inked with Russia, Venezuela and Brazil — and other natural resources for its industrial economy.  A second economically driven security threat lies in rising nationalism, which can translate into effects ranging from anti-immigrant violence in industrialized countries to rising protectionism that further limits international trade, imperiling prospects for a global economic recovery. A third risk, says Bruno Tertrais, a senior research fellow and strategic and security expert at the Foundation for Strategic Research in Paris, is a spike in the activities and power of organized crime groups controlling parallel economies that tend to flourish with rising unemployment.  But like Blair, Tertrais sees the biggest security threat posed by a prolonged recession as the collapse of regimes vital to maintaining international order. In the same way the collapse of the Somali state has spawned the peril of piracy in key international shipping lanes off the Horn of Africa, authoritarian regimes elsewhere that keep the peace on behalf of the West could be toppled if they lose the funds they distribute to placate their restive populations. The riots triggered in Egypt last year by sharp increases in the price of wheat were a reminder of that danger, while Pakistan's basket-case economy could act as a significant multiplier on the instability that already plagues the troubled nuclear-armed nation. Pakistan was rocked by food riots last year, and its foreign-currency reserves are now exhausted, leaving the government dependent on International Monetary Fund support at a moment when the domestic Taliban challenge is growing among the impoverished and marginalized sections of society. (See pictures of the battle against the Taliban.)  
Pakistani instability risks a nuclear war 
David Larson, 2007 (PhD student at the University of Chicago, March 30, 2007.  Online.  Internet.  Accessed at: http://larison.org/2007/03/30/krauthammer-on-iraq-a-foreign-policy-only-someone-from-another-planet-could-understand/) 
That would be Pakistan.  That would be the Pakistan that has a nuclear arsenal, and which has a highly unstable authoritarian government and the Inter-Services Intelligence branch that is heavily compromised by sympathies with and ties to jihadis forged over decades of sponsoring jihadis in Afghanistan and India.  Western Pakistan also now serves as the base for the Taliban and, to the extent that it is centered anywhere, the center of the leadership of Al Qaeda. Of course top Al Qaeda figures would talk up Iraq as the main front–all other things being equal, if you could convince your stupid enemy to fight you far away from where you are and make him think that he was dealing you a death blow in the process, you would do this, especially when the effect of this is to reduce his attention on the far more pivotal battle going on in the supposed backwater.  There is a very real possibility that jihadis of one sort or another could seize control of the government of Pakistan and its nukes, precipitate a war with India or use jihadis as couriers for nukes to attack targets abroad.  

    US K2 Global Economy
The United States is a crucial driver of the global economy.  
David McCormick, 2008 (former under secretary for International Affairs in the U. S. Treasury Department, May 12, 2008, Newsweek.  Online.  Lexis/Nexis.  Accessed, May 4, 2009).
Our friends around the world should gain confidence from the fact that U.S. policymakers and their international counterparts are taking aggressive, targeted actions to stabilize the financial markets, to reduce their impact on the economy and the individuals negatively affected by the turmoil and to protect against the same mistakes' being repeated. There are already some early indicators that these actions are beginning to have the desired effect, as markets appear to be gaining confidence and the availability of credit has improved modestly.  Flexibility and resilience in the face of such unexpected financial-market turmoil and economic hardship are among America's greatest strengths. Our objective is to help individuals and markets recover as quickly as possible, while avoiding actions that cause new problems that would hurt our economy in the long run. This storm, too, shall pass, and the United States will emerge, as it always has, as a driver of growth and innovation for the global economy.

History proves:  other nations can’t withstand a US economic downturn:

David Berman, 2007 (staff writer, Financial Post, October 30, 2007.  Online.  Lexis/Nexis.  May 4, 2009).

If the U.S. economy slips into recession-- a very real possibility given the terrible state of the housing market there and its likely impact on consumer spending -- investors are betting that strong growth in places like China, India and Europe will pick up the slack. But this remains to be seen, since the global economy in past business cycles has relied upon the United States as its primary driver.  Chinese authorities are raising interest rates in an effort to slow down an overheating economy that relies heavily on U.S. consumption. Despite strong growth in China's own consumer spending, exports remain a key element of the country's economic growth.  Should that growth dip sharply from its current pace of 11%, investors could become alarmed that the global economy is not as impervious to a U.S. slowdown as they had originally believed. 

Impact Scenario: Warming

Extend Berman 6-25- TIGER is key to clean tech and improving energy efficiency.

That’s key to solve warming

Finamore 9 | Natural Resource Defense Council (Barbara, " Clean Tech in Copenhagen: A Key Solution to Climate Change," December 14, http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/bfinamore/clean_tech_in_copenhagen_a_key.html, EMM)

Clean tech is very much on the radar screen here in Copenhagen as a key solution to climate change. The U.S.-based Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA) and the European Photovoltaic Industry Association (EPIA) have just released a report entitled “Seizing the Solar Solution: Combating Climate Change through Accelerated Deployment.” The report estimates that a combination of photovoltaics (PV) and concentrated solar power could deliver 15 percent of U.S. electricity by 2020. Moreover, along with European PV, these technologies could reduce CO2 emissions by nearly 1 billion tons annually while creating some 6.3 million jobs. Our team was present today in the U.S. Pavilion as Secretary of Energy Steven Chu launched a new $350 million, five-year Renewables and Efficiency Deployment Initiative (Climate REDI). This initiative was spearheaded by our former NRDC colleague Rick Duke, now U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Energy for Climate Policy. As shown in more detail here, the initiative will be designed to cut the cost of existing clean technologies, such as advanced energy efficient appliances, solar home systems and LED lamps, in order to make them affordable for people without access to electricity. In addition to lowering costs, the program will focus on enforcing quality assurance mechanisms for these products and coordinating international standards, labels, information programs and incentives for high-efficiency appliances in order to dramatically scale-up market penetration worldwide. The program will receive an $85 million infusion from the U.S. which is separate from the U.S. contribution to the major climate financing package that will likely be announced later this week. It is also separate from the $150 million U.S.-China Clean Energy Research Center that was announced during President Obama’s trip to China in November. I gave a presentation this afternoon about unlocking the potential of energy efficiency in China at an exciting side event hosted by the Alliance to Save Energy entitled From Paradox to Paradigm: The Role of Energy Efficiency in Creating Low-Carbon Economies, chaired by European Parliament Members Claude Turmes (Luxembourg) and Lena Ek (Sweden), featuring remarks from the CEOs of Rockwool International and Siemens Building Automation. (Side note: Frances Beinecke was slated to give this presentation but she was stuck in the Bella Center registration line for most of the day). I was more than willing to pinch-hit for her on this topic, since I am also the President of the China-US Energy Efficiency Alliance. The Alliance, which was the brainchild of Environmental Entrepreneurs (E2) members Peter Liu and Bob Epstein, is a nonprofit public-private partnership dedicated to combating global climate change by promoting energy efficiency as the cleanest and least expensive energy resource in China. Frances’ presentation astutely pointed out that energy efficiency represents over one-third of the total CO2 emission reduction potential in China, and could avoid about 2.4 billion tonnes of CO2 emissions by 2030. Most of China’s impressive success to date in slashing its energy intensity has been focused on the industrial sector, which constitutes about two-thirds of its energy demand. But the only way for China to achieve its new carbon intensity target will be to focus aggressively on unlocking the energy efficiency potential in China’s buildings.

Extinction
Flournoy 11 (December) | PhD and MA from the University of Texas, Former Dean of the University College @ Ohio University, Former Associate Dean @ State University of New York and Case Institute of Technology, Project Manager for University/Industry Experiments for the NASA ACTS Satellite, Currently Professor of Telecommunications @ Scripps College of Communications @ Ohio University (Don, "Solar Power Satellites," January, Springer Briefs in Space Development, Book, EMM)

In the Online Journal of Space Communication , Dr. Feng Hsu, a  NASA scientist at Goddard Space Flight Center, a research center in the forefront of science of space and Earth, writes, “The evidence of global warming is alarming,” noting the potential for a catastrophic planetary climate change is real and troubling (Hsu 2010 ) . Hsu and his  NASA colleagues were engaged in monitoring and analyzing climate changes on a global scale, through which they received first-hand scientific information and data relating to global warming issues, including the dynamics of polar ice cap melting. After discussing this research with colleagues who were world experts on the subject, he wrote: I now have no doubt global temperatures are rising, and that global warming is a serious problem confronting all of humanity. No matter whether these trends are due to human interference or to the cosmic cycling of our solar system, there are two basic facts that are crystal clear: (a) there is overwhelming scientific evidence showing positive correlations between the level of CO2 concentrations in Earth’s atmosphere with respect to the historical fluctuations of global temperature changes; and (b) the overwhelming majority of the world’s scientific community is in agreement about the risks of a potential catastrophic global climate change. That is, if we humans continue to ignore this problem and do nothing, if we continue dumping huge quantities of greenhouse gases into Earth’s biosphere, humanity will be at dire risk (Hsu 2010 ) . As a technology risk assessment expert, Hsu says he can show with some confidence that the planet will face more risk doing nothing to curb its fossil-based energy addictions than it will in making a fundamental shift in its energy supply. “This,” he writes, “is because the risks of a catastrophic anthropogenic climate change can be potentially the extinction of human species, a risk that is simply too high for us to take any chances” (Hsu 2010 ) . It was this  NASA scientist’s conclusion that humankind must now embark on the next era of “sustainable energy consumption and re-supply, the most obvious source of which is the mighty energy resource of our Sun” (Hsu 2010 ) (Fig . 2.1 ). 

    Impact Calc - Warming

Disad outweighs - Flournoy indicates warming is the most likely scenario for extinction because runaway will make the biosphere literally uninhabitable. 

We're on the brink of irreversible tipping points now - warming has a faster timeframe which means you should err negative because their impacts are more likely to be solved by intervening actors down the road.

Hansen, Head of the  NASA Goddard Institute and Professor @ Columbia, 8 (James E. Hanson, head of the  NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies in New York City and adjunct professor in the Department of Earth and Environmental Science at Columbia University, Al Gore’s science advisor, “Briefing before the Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming,” US House of Representatives, 6-23-2008, “Twenty years later: tipping points near on global warming,” http://www.columbia.edu/~jeh1/2008/TwentyYearsLater_20080623.pdf)

Fast feedbacks—changes that occur quickly in response to temperature change—amplify the initial temperature change, begetting additional warming. As the planet warms, fast feedbacks include more water vapor, which traps additional heat, and less snow and sea ice, which exposes dark surfaces that absorb more sunlight. Slower feedbacks also exist. Due to warming, forests and shrubs are moving poleward into tundra regions. Expanding vegetation, darker than tundra, absorbs sunlight and warms the environment. Another slow feedback is increasing wetness (i.e., darkness) of the Greenland and West Antarctica ice sheets in the warm season. Finally, as tundra melts, methane, a powerful greenhouse gas, is bubbling out. Paleoclimatic records confirm that the long-lived greenhouse gases— methane, carbon dioxide, and nitrous oxide—all increase with the warming of oceans and land. These positive feedbacks amplify climate change over decades, centuries, and longer. The predominance of positive feedbacks explains why Earth’s climate has historically undergone large swings: feedbacks work in both directions, amplifying cooling, as well as warming, forcings. In the past, feedbacks have caused Earth to be whipsawed between colder and warmer climates, even in response to weak forcings, such as slight changes in the tilt of Earth’s axis.2 The second fundamental property of Earth’s climate system, partnering with feedbacks, is the great inertia of oceans and ice sheets. Given the oceans’ capacity to absorb heat, when a climate forcing (such as increased greenhouse gases) impacts global temperature, even after two or three decades, only about half of the eventual surface warming has occurred. Ice sheets also change slowly, although accumulating evidence shows that they can disintegrate within centuries or perhaps even decades. The upshot of the combination of inertia and feedbacks is that additional climate change is already “in the pipeline”: even if we stop increasing greenhouse gases today, more warming will occur. This is sobering when one considers the present status of Earth’s climate. Human civilization developed during the Holocene (the past 12,000 years). It has been warm enough to keep ice sheets off North America and Europe, but cool enough for ice sheets to remain on Greenland and Antarctica. With rapid warming of 0.6°C in the past 30 years, global temperature is at its warmest level in the Holocene.3 The warming that has already occurred, the positive feedbacks that have been set in motion, and the additional warming in the pipeline together have brought us to the precipice of a planetary tipping point. We are at the tipping point because the climate state includes large, ready positive feedbacks provided by the Arctic sea ice, the West Antarctic ice sheet, and much of Greenland’s ice. Little additional forcing is needed to trigger these feedbacks and magnify global warming. If we go over the edge, we will transition to an environment far outside the range that has been experienced by humanity, and there will be no return within any foreseeable future generation. Casualties would include more than the loss of indigenous ways of life in the Arctic and swamping of coastal cities. An intensified hydrologic cycle will produce both greater floods and greater droughts. In the US, the semiarid states from central Texas through Oklahoma and both Dakotas would become more drought-prone and ill suited for agriculture, people, and current wildlife. Africa would see a great expansion of dry areas, particularly southern Africa. Large populations in Asia and South America would lose their primary dry season freshwater source as glaciers disappear. A major casualty in all this will be wildlife.

Turns case - causes a breakdown of international cooperation and nuclear war.
Dyer 9 – PhD in ME History

Gwynne, MA in Military History and PhD in Middle Eastern History former  @ Senior Lecturer in War Studies at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst, Climate Wars

THIS BOOK IS AN ATTEMPT, peering through a glass darkly, to understand the politics and the strategies of the potentially apocalyptic crisis that looks set to occupy most of the twenty​first century. There are now many books available that deal with the science of climate change and some that suggest pos​sible approaches to getting the problem under control, but there are few that venture very far into the grim detail of how real countries experiencing very different and, in some cases, overwhelming pressures as global warming proceeds, are likely to respond to the changes. Yet we all know that it's mostly politics, national and international, that will decide the outcomes.   Two things in particular persuaded me that it was time to write this book. One was the realization that the first and most important impact of climate change on human civiliza​tion will be an acute and permanent crisis of food supply. Eating regularly is a non-negotiable activity, and countries  that cannot feed their people are unlikely to be "reasonable" about it. Not all of them will be in what we used to call the "Third World" -the developing countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America.   The other thing that finally got the donkey's attention was a dawning awareness that, in a number of the great pow​ers, climate change scenarios are already playing a large and increasing role in the military planning process. Rationally, you would expect this to be the case, because each country pays its professional military establishment to identify and counter "threats" to its security, but the implications of their scenarios are still alarming. There is a probability of wars, including even nuclear wars, if temperatures rise two to three degrees Celsius. Once that happens, all hope of international cooperation to curb emissions and stop the warming goes out the window. 

    Yes Extinction: Oceans
CO2 emissions will destroy the ocean - causes extinction

Sify, Citing Professors @ University of Queensland and North Carolina, 10 (Sify News,  Citing Ove Hoegh-Gulberg, Professor @ University of Queensland and Director of the Global Change Institute AND Citing John Bruno, Associate Professor of Marine Science @ UNC, “Could unbridled climate changes lead to human extinction?,” June 19th, http://www.sify.com/news/could-unbridled-climate-changes-lead-to-human-extinction-news-international-kgtrOhdaahc.html, EMM)

Sydney: Scientists have sounded alarm bells about how growing concentrations of greenhouse gases are driving irreversible and dramatic changes in the way the oceans function, providing evidence that humankind could well be on the way to the next great extinction.  The findings of the comprehensive report: 'The impact of climate change on the world's marine ecosystems' emerged from a synthesis of recent research on the world's oceans, carried out by two of the world's leading marine scientists.  One of the authors of the report is Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at The University of Queensland and the director of its Global Change Institute (GCI).  'We may see sudden, unexpected changes that have serious ramifications for the overall well-being of humans, including the capacity of the planet to support people. This is further evidence that we are well on the way to the next great extinction event,' says Hoegh-Guldberg.  'The findings have enormous implications for mankind, particularly if the trend continues. The earth's ocean, which produces half of the oxygen we breathe and absorbs 30 per cent of human-generated carbon dioxide, is equivalent to its heart and lungs. This study shows worrying signs of ill-health. It's as if the earth has been smoking two packs of cigarettes a day!,' he added.  'We are entering a period in which the ocean services upon which humanity depends are undergoing massive change and in some cases beginning to fail', he added. 

    AT: Too Late to Solve

It's not too late to solve extinction from warming - reject their evidence

Romm 9 | Fellow @ American Progress (Joe, Fellow @ American Progress, " Is it just too damn late? Part 1, the Science," Oct 8, http://thinkprogress.org/romm/2009/10/08/204710/it-is-not-too-damn-late-part-1-the-science/?mobile=nc, EMM)

 It’s not too late to avert the worst impacts of human-caused global warming. In fact, it’s not too late to stabilize total warming from preindustrial levels at 1.5°C — or possibly less. But the U.S. must pass a comprehensive climate and clean energy bill, leading to a major global deal, to give us a plausible chance of getting on the necessary emissions pathway. From a scientific perspective, a major new study (subs. req’d, discussed below) is cause for some genuine non-pessimism, concluding “Near-zero CH4 growth in the Arctic during 2008 suggests we have not yet activated strong climate feedbacks from permafrost and CH4 hydrates.” The media and others want to move quickly from denial to despair, because both perspectives justify inaction, justify maintaining our grotesquely unsustainable behavior, justify sticking with the global Ponzi scheme in the immoral delusion we can maintain our own personal wealth and well-being for a few more decades before the day of reckoning. I have, however, received a number of queries from progressives about the meaning of this somewhat misleading Washington Post article, “New Analysis Brings Dire Forecast Of 6.3-Degree Temperature Increase,” which begins: Climate researchers now predict the planet will warm by 6.3 degrees Fahrenheit by the end of the century even if the world’s leaders fulfill their most ambitious climate pledges, a much faster and broader scale of change than forecast just two years ago, according to a report released Thursday by the United Nations Environment Program…. Robert Corell, who chairs the Climate Action Initiative and reviewed the UNEP report’s scientific findings, said the significant global temperature rise is likely to occur even if industrialized and developed countries enact every climate policy they have proposed at this point. The increase is nearly double what scientists and world policymakers have identified as the upper limit of warming the world can afford in order to avert catastrophic climate change. I don’t think the basic story should be a surprise to regular readers of this blog. We’re in big, big trouble, and we’re not yet politically prepared to do what is necessary to avert catastrophe — as I’ve said many times. But that is quite different from concluding it’s too late and we’re doomed. The WashPost story is about the Climate Rapid Overview and Decision-support Simulator — the C-ROADS model. It “translates complex climate modeling into readily digestible predictions” and “is being adopted by negotiators to assess their national greenhouse-gas commitments ahead of December’s climate summit in Copenhagen,” as explained in a recent Nature article (subs. req’d, excerpted here). As one of the leading C-ROADS modelers — my friend Drew Jones — explained in his blog, the Post headline could have easily been: “New Analysis Shows Growing Commitment to a Global Deal Will Help Stabilize Climate.” The first thing to remember is that the major developed countries, including China or India, haven’t agreed to cap their emissions, let alone to ultimately reduce them. Until that happens, no model of global commitments is going to keep us anywhere near 2°C (3.6F). Second, people forget that the 1987 Montr©al protocol would not have stopped the atmospheric concentration of ozone-destroying chemicals from rising forever. And yet we appear to have acted in time to save the ozone layer. Third, people also seem to forget that the United States government led by President Bush’s father, and including the entire Senate, agreed that we would tackle global warming the same way — with the rich countries going first. I have no doubt that China will ultimately agree to a cap (see “Peaking Duck: Beijing’s Growing Appetite for Climate Action“). Indeed, if a shrinking economy-wide cap on GHGs similar to the House bill or draft Senate bill ends up on Obama’s desk in the next few months, then the international community will almost certainly agree on a global deal, which will include China sharply reducing its business-as-usual growth path. Then in the next deal in a few years, China will, I expect, agree to a cap no later than 2025. But I’m getting ahead of myself. This is an important issue that I will treat in a multipart series. People seem to view this question of “Is it too late?” as if it were primarily a scientific issue, but that is because they have internalized their preconceptions about what is politically possible in terms of clean energy deployment in this country and around the world. There is no evidence scientifically that it is too late to stabilize at 350 ppm atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide, at 1.5°C total planetary warming from preindustrial levels. Nor is there any scientific evidence that we can’t afford to overshoot 350 ppm — as we already have — for a period of many decades. 

We can still prevent tipping points
Borenstein 6 (Seth, AP News, “Scientists say global warming inevitable, but disasters aren't”, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/nationworld/2002906901_warming03.html, April 3, 2006, LEQ)

But Environmental Defense chief scientist Bill Chameides is more hopeful: "There's a certain amount of warming that's inevitable, but that doesn't mean that we can't avoid the really dangerous things that are happening."  Those things include:  • The melting of polar ice sheets and an accompanying major sea-level rise.  • Abrupt climate change from a dramatic slowing of the ocean current systems.  • The permanent loss of glacier-fed ancient water supplies for China, India and parts of South America.  Despite what scientists say, 70 percent of Americans believe it's possible to reduce the effects of global warming and 59 percent think their individual actions can help, according to a poll commissioned by Environmental Defense as part of its public-service campaign.  It takes decades to stabilize greenhouse-gas emissions from power plants, cars and factories, and another half-century to slow revved-up ocean warming, so "you're stuck with, say, 100 years of warming," Barnett said.  "I believe we are past the point of no return," he said. "What does the point of no return mean? To me, it means we've reached a point where we are seeing the impacts of global warming ... The question is: How much worse is it going to get? That is a case in which we can control our destiny — if we act now."  

Action now is sufficient - clean tech is key - avoids extinction
Robert Socolow, Professor of Mechanical Engineering at Princeton and Head of the Carbon Mitigation Initiative at Princeton and Stephen Pacala, Professor of Ecology at Princeton and Head of the Carbon Mitigation Initiative at Princeton, September, ‘6

(A Plan to Keep Carbon in Check, Scientific American, Volume 295, Issue 3)

Getting a grip on greenhouse gases is daunting but doable. The technologies already exist. But there is no time to lose  Retreating glaciers, stronger hurricanes, hotter summers, thinner polar bears: the ominous harbingers of global warming are driving companies and governments to work toward an unprecedented change in the historical pattern of fossil-fuel use. Faster and faster, year after year for two centuries, human beings have been transferring carbon to the atmosphere from below the surface of the earth. Today the world's coal, oil and natural gas industries dig up and pump out about seven billion tons of carbon a year, and society burns nearly all of it, releasing carbon dioxide (CO2). Ever more people are convinced that prudence dictates a reversal of the present course of rising CO2 emissions.  The boundary separating the truly dangerous consequences of emissions from the merely unwise is probably located near (but below) a doubling of the concentration of CO2 that was in the atmosphere in the 18th century, before the Industrial Revolution began. Every increase in concentration carries new risks, but avoiding that danger zone would reduce the likelihood of triggering major, irreversible climate changes, such as the disappearance of the Greenland ice cap. Two years ago the two of us provided a simple framework to relate future CO2 emissions to this goal.  We contrasted two 50-year futures. In one future, the emissions rate continues to grow at the pace of the past 30 years for the next 50 years, reaching 14 billion tons of carbon a year in 2056. (Higher or lower rates are, of course, plausible.) At that point, a tripling of preindustrial carbon concentrations would be very difficult to avoid, even with concerted efforts to decarbonize the world's energy systems over the following 100 years. In the other future, emissions are frozen at the present value of seven billion tons a year for the next 50 years and then reduced by about half over the following 50 years. In this way, a doubling of CO2 levels can be avoided. The difference between these 50-year emission paths--one ramping up and one flattening out--we called the stabilization triangle.  To hold global emissions constant while the world's economy continues to grow is a daunting task. Over the past 30 years, as the gross world product of goods and services grew at close to 3 percent a year on average, carbon emissions rose half as fast. Thus, the ratio of emissions to dollars of gross world product, known as the carbon intensity of the global economy, fell about 1.5 percent a year. For global emissions to be the same in 2056 as today, the carbon intensity will need to fall not half as fast but fully as fast as the global economy grows.  Two long-term trends are certain to continue and will help. First, as societies get richer, the services sector--education, health, leisure, banking and so on--grows in importance relative to energy-intensive activities, such as steel production. All by itself, this shirt lowers the carbon intensity of an economy.  Second, deeply ingrained in the patterns of technology evolution is the substitution of cleverness for energy. Hundreds of power plants are not needed today because the world has invested in much more efficient refrigerators, air conditioners and motors than were available two decades ago. Hundreds of oil and gas fields have been developed more slowly because aircraft engines consume less fuel and the windows in gas-heated homes leak less heat.  The task of holding global emissions constant would be out of reach, were it not for the fact that all the driving and flying in 2056 will be in vehicles not yet designed, most of the buildings that will be around then are not yet built, the locations of many of the communities that will contain these buildings and determine their inhabitants' commuting patterns have not yet been chosen, and utility owners are only now beginning to plan for the power plants that will be needed to light up those communities. Today's notoriously inefficient energy system can be replaced if the world gives unprecedented attention to energy efficiency. Dramatic changes are plausible over the next 50 years because so much of the energy canvas is still blank.
    AT: No Warming

It's real and anthropogenic - on the brink of tipping points
Somerville, Professor of Oceanography @ UC San Diego, 11 (Richard, Distinguished Professor Emeritus and Research Professor @ Scripps Institution of Oceanography @ UC San Diego, Coordinating Lead Author in Working Group I @ the 2007 Fourth Assessment Report of the IPCC, “Climate Science and EPA’s Greenhouse Gas Regulations,” CQ Congressional Testimony, 3/8, Lexis)

In early 2007, at the time of the publication of WG1 of AR4, the mainstream global community of climate scientists already understood from the most recent research that the latest observations of climate change were disquieting. In the words of a research paper published at the same time as the release of AR4 WG1, a paper for which I am a co-author, "observational data underscore the concerns about global climate change. Previous projections, as summarized by IPCC, have not exaggerated but may in some respects even have underestimated the change" (Rahmstorf et al. 2007). Now, in 2011, more recent research and newer observations have demonstrated that climate change continues to occur, and in several aspects the magnitude and rapidity of observed changes frequently exceed the estimates of earlier projections, including those of AR4. In addition, the case for attributing much observed recent climate change to human activities is even stronger now than at the time of AR4. Several recent examples, drawn from many aspects of climate science, but especially emphasizing atmospheric phenomena, support this conclusion. These include temperature, atmospheric moisture content, precipitation, and other aspects of the hydrological cycle. Motivated by the rapid progress in research, a recent scientific synthesis, The Copenhagen Diagnosis (Allison et al. 2009), has assessed recent climate research findings, including: -- Measurements show that the Greenland and Antarctic ice-sheets are losing mass and contributing to sea level rise. -- Arctic sea-ice has melted far beyond the expectations of climate models. -- Global sea level rise may attain or exceed 1 meter by 2100, with a rise of up to 2 meters considered possible. -- In 2008, global carbon dioxide emissions from fossil fuels were about 40% higher than those in 1990. -- At today's global emissions rates, if these rates were to be sustained unchanged, after only about 20 more years, the world will no longer have a reasonable chance of limiting warming to less than 2 degrees Celsius, or 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit, above 19th-century pre-industrial temperature levels, This is a much- discussed goal for a maximum allowable degree of climate change, and this aspirational target has now been formally adopted by the European Union and is supported by many other countries, as expressed, for example, in statements by both the G-8 and G-20 groups of nations. The Copenhagen Diagnosis also cites research supporting the position that, in order to have a reasonable likelihood of avoiding the risk of dangerous climate disruption, defined by this 2 degree Celsius (or 3.6 degree Fahrenheit) limit, global emissions of greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide must peak and then start to decline rapidly within the next five to ten years, reaching near zero well within this century.

Their evidence is unqualified and not-peer reviewed - err neg
Lewandowsky and Ashley, Professors of Cognitive Science and Astrophysics, 11 (Stephan, Professor of Cognitive Studies at the University of Western Australia, and Michael, Professor of Astrophysics at the University of New South Wales, “The false, the confused and the mendacious: how the media gets it wrong on climate change

,” 6/24, http://theconversation.edu.au/the-false-the-confused-and-the-mendacious-how-the-media-gets-it-wrong-on-climate-change-1558)

But despite these complexities, some aspects of climate science are thoroughly settled. We know that atmospheric CO2 is increasing due to humans. We know that this CO2, while being just a small fraction of the atmosphere, has an important influence on temperature. We can calculate the effect, and predict what is going to happen to the earth’s climate during our lifetimes, all based on fundamental physics that is as certain as gravity. The consensus opinion of the world’s climate scientists is that climate change is occurring due to human CO2 emissions. The changes are rapid and significant, and the implications for our civilisation may be dire. The chance of these statements being wrong is vanishingly small. Scepticism and denialism Some people will be understandably sceptical about that last statement. But when they read up on the science, and have their questions answered by climate scientists, they come around. These people are true sceptics, and a degree of scepticism is healthy. Other people will disagree with the scientific consensus on climate change, and will challenge the science on internet blogs and opinion pieces in the media, but no matter how many times they are shown to be wrong, they will never change their opinions. These people are deniers. The recent articles in The Conversation have put the deniers under the microscope. Some readers have asked us in the comments to address the scientific questions that the deniers bring up. This has been done. Not once. Not twice. Not ten times. Probably more like 100 or a 1000 times. Denier arguments have been dealt with by scientists, again and again and again. But like zombies, the deniers keep coming back with the same long-falsified and nonsensical arguments. The deniers have seemingly endless enthusiasm to post on blogs, write letters to editors, write opinion pieces for newspapers, and even publish books. What they rarely do is write coherent scientific papers on their theories and submit them to scientific journals. The few published papers that have been sceptical about climate change have not withstood the test of time. The phony debate on climate change So if the evidence is this strong, why is there resistance to action on climate change in Australia? At least two reasons can be cited. First, as The Conversation has revealed, there are a handful of individuals and organisations who, by avoiding peer review, have engineered a phony public debate about the science, when in fact that debate is absent from the one arena where our scientific knowledge is formed. These individuals and organisations have so far largely escaped accountability. But their free ride has come to an end, as the next few weeks on The Conversation will continue to show. The second reason, alas, involves systemic failures by the media. Systemic media failures arise from several presumptions about the way science works, which range from being utterly false to dangerously ill-informed to overtly malicious and mendacious. The false Let’s begin with what is merely false. A tacit presumption of many in the media and the public is that climate science is a brittle house of cards that can be brought down by a single new finding or the discovery of a single error. Nothing could be further from the truth. Climate science is a cumulative enterprise built upon hundreds of years of research. The heat-trapping properties of CO2 were discovered in the middle of the 19th century, pre-dating even Sherlock Holmes and Queen Victoria. The resulting robust knowledge will not be overturned by a single new finding. A further false presumption of the media is that scientific opinions must somehow be balanced by an opposing view. While balance is an appropriate conversational frame for the political sphere, it is wholly inappropriate for scientific issues, where what matters is the balance of evidence, not opinion. At first glance, one might be tempted to forgive the media’s inappropriate inclusion of unfounded contrarian opinions, given that its function is to stimulate broad debate in which, ideally, even exotic opinions are given a voice. But the media by and large do not report the opinions of 9/11 “truthers” who think that the attacks were an “inside job” of the Bush administration. The media also do not report the opinion of people who believe Prince Phillip runs the world’s drug trade. The fact that equally outlandish pseudo-scientific nonsense about climate science can be sprouted on TV by a cat palmist is evidence not of an obsession with balance but of a striking and selective failure of editorial responsibility. What is needed instead of the false symmetry implied by “balance” is what the BBC calls impartiality – fact-based reporting that evaluates the evidence and comes to a reality-based conclusion. The dangerously ill-formed An example of a dangerously ill-informed opinion on how science works is the widely propagated myth that scientists somehow have a “vested interest”, presumably financial, in climate change. This myth has been carefully crafted by deniers to create a chimerical symmetry between their own ties to political and economic interests and the alleged “vested interests” of scientists.
    AT: Not Anthropogenic

Warming is anthropogenic
Rahmstorf, Professor of Ocean Physics @ Potsdam University, 8 (Richard, Global Warming: Looking Beyond Kyoto, Edited by Ernesto Zedillo, “Anthropogenic Climate Change?” p. 42-44)
It is time to turn to statement B: human activities are altering the climate. This can be broken into two parts. The first is as follows: global climate is warming. This is by now a generally undisputed point (except by novelist Michael Crichton), so we deal with it only briefly. The two leading compilations of data measured with thermometers are shown in figure 3-3, that of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration ( NASA) and that of the British Hadley Centre for Climate Change. Although they differ in the details, due to the inclusion of different data sets and use of different spatial averaging and quality control procedures, they both show a consistent picture, with a global mean warming of 0.8°C since the late nineteenth century. Temperatures over the past ten years clearly were the warmest since measured records have been available. The year 1998 sticks out well above the longterm trend due to the occurrence of a major El Nino event that year (the last El Nino so far and one of the strongest on record). These events are examples of the largest natural climate variations on multiyear time scales and, by releasing heat from the ocean, generally cause positive anomalies in global mean temperature. It is remarkable that the year 2005 rivaled the heat of 1998 even though no El Nino event occurred that year. (A bizarre curiosity, perhaps worth mentioning, is that several prominent "climate skeptics" recently used the extreme year 1998 to claim in the media that global warming had ended. In Lindzen's words, "Indeed, the absence of any record breakers during the past seven years is statistical evidence that temperatures are not increasing.")33 In addition to the surface measurements, the more recent portion of the global warming trend (since 1979) is also documented by satellite data. It is not straightforward to derive a reliable surface temperature trend from satellites, as they measure radiation coming from throughout the atmosphere (not just near the surface), including the stratosphere, which has strongly cooled, and the records are not homogeneous' due to the short life span of individual satellites, the problem of orbital decay, observations at different times of day, and drifts in instrument calibration.' Current analyses of these satellite data show trends that are fully consistent with surface measurements and model simulations." If no reliable temperature measurements existed, could we be sure that the climate is warming? The "canaries in the coal mine" of climate change (as glaciologist Lonnie Thompson puts it) ~are mountain glaciers. We know, both from old photographs and from the position of the terminal moraines heaped up by the flowing ice, that mountain glaciers have been in retreat all over the world during the past century. There are precious few exceptions, and they are associated with a strong increase in precipitation or local cooling.36 I have inspected examples of shrinking glaciers myself in field trips to Switzerland, Norway, and New Zealand. As glaciers respond sensitively to temperature changes, data on the extent of glaciers have been used to reconstruct a history of Northern Hemisphere temperature over the past four centuries (see figure 3-4). Cores drilled in tropical glaciers show signs of recent melting that is unprecedented at least throughout the Holocene-the past 10,000 years. Another powerful sign of warming, visible clearly from satellites, is the shrinking Arctic sea ice cover (figure 3-5), which has declined 20 percent since satellite observations began in 1979. While climate clearly became warmer in the twentieth century, much discussion particularly in the popular media has focused on the question of how "unusual" this warming is in a longer-term context. While this is an interesting question, it has often been mixed incorrectly with the question of causation. Scientifically, how unusual recent warming is-say, compared to the past millennium-in itself contains little information about its cause. Even a highly unusual warming could have a natural cause (for example, an exceptional increase in solar activity). And even a warming within the bounds of past natural variations could have a predominantly anthropogenic cause. I come to the question of causation shortly, after briefly visiting the evidence for past natural climate variations. Records from the time before systematic temperature measurements were collected are based on "proxy data," coming from tree rings, ice cores, corals, and other sources. These proxy data are generally linked to local temperatures in some way, but they may be influenced by other parameters as well (for example, precipitation), they may have a seasonal bias (for example, the growth season for tree rings), and high-quality long records are difficult to obtain and therefore few in number and geographic coverage. Therefore, there is still substantial uncertainty in the evolution of past global or hemispheric temperatures. (Comparing only local or regional temperature; as in Europe, is of limited value for our purposes,' as regional variations can be much larger than global ones and can have many regional causes, unrelated to global-scale forcing and climate change.) The first quantitative reconstruction for the Northern Hemisphere temperature of the past millennium, including an error estimation, was presented by Mann, Bradley, and Hughes and rightly highlighted in the 2001 IPCC report as one of the major new findings since its 1995 report; it is shown in figure 3_6.39 The analysis suggests that, despite the large error bars, twentieth-century warming is indeed highly unusual and probably was unprecedented during the past millennium. This result, presumably because of its symbolic power, has attracted much criticism, to some extent in scientific journals, but even more so in the popular media. The hockey stick-shaped curve became a symbol for the IPCC, .and criticizing this particular data analysis became an avenue for some to question the credibility of the IPCC. Three important things have been overlooked in much of the media coverage. First, even if the scientific critics had been right, this would not have called into question the very cautious conclusion drawn by the IPCC from the reconstruction by Mann, Bradley, and Hughes: "New analyses of proxy data for the Northern Hemisphere indicate that the increase in temperature in the twentieth century is likely to have been the largest of any century during the past 1,000 years." This conclusion has since been supported further by every single one of close to a dozen new reconstructions (two of which are shown in figure 3-6).Second, by far the most serious scientific criticism raised against Mann, Hughes, and Bradley was simply based on a mistake. 40 The prominent paper of von Storch and others, which claimed (based on a model test) that the method of Mann, Bradley, and Hughes systematically underestimated variability, "was [itself] based on incorrect implementation of the reconstruction procedure."41 With correct implementation, climate field reconstruction procedures such as the one used by Mann, Bradley, and Hughes have been shown to perform well in similar model tests. Third, whether their reconstruction is accurate or not has no bearing on policy. If their analysis underestimated past natural climate variability, this would certainly not argue for a smaller climate sensitivity and thus a lesser concern about the consequences of our emissions. Some have argued that, in contrast, it would point to a larger climate sensitivity. While this is a valid point in principle, it does not apply in practice to the climate sensitivity estimates discussed herein or to the range given by IPCC, since these did not use the reconstruction of Mann, Hughes, and Bradley or any other proxy records of the past millennium. Media claims that "a pillar of the Kyoto Protocol" had been called into question were therefore misinformed. As an aside, the protocol was agreed in 1997, before the reconstruction in question even existed. The overheated public debate on this topic has, at least, helped to attract more researchers and funding to this area of paleoclimatology; its methodology has advanced significantly, and a number of new reconstructions have been presented in recent years. While the science has moved forward, the first seminal reconstruction by Mann, Hughes, and Bradley has held up remarkably well, with its main features reproduced by more recent work. Further progress probably will require substantial amounts of new proxy data, rather than further refinement of the statistical techniques pioneered by Mann, Hughes, and Bradley. Developing these data sets will require time and substantial effort. It is time to address the final statement: most of the observed warming over the past fifty years is anthropogenic. A large number of studies exist that have taken different approaches to analyze this issue, which is generally called the "attribution problem." I do not discuss the exact share of the anthropogenic contribution (although this is an interesting question). By "most" I imply mean "more than 50 percent.”The first and crucial piece of evidence is, of course, that the magnitude of the warming is what is expected from the anthropogenic perturbation of the radiation balance, so anthropogenic forcing is able to explain all of the temperature rise. As discussed here, the rise in greenhouse gases alone corresponds to 2.6 W/tn2 of forcing. This by itself, after subtraction of the observed 0'.6 W/m2 of ocean heat uptake, would Cause 1.6°C of warming since preindustrial times for medium climate sensitivity (3"C). With a current "best guess'; aerosol forcing of 1 W/m2, the expected warming is O.8°c. The point here is not that it is possible to obtain the 'exact observed number-this is fortuitous because the amount of aerosol' forcing is still very' uncertain-but that the expected magnitude is roughly right.   There can be little doubt that the anthropogenic forcing is large enough to explain most of the warming. Depending on aerosol forcing and climate sensitivity, it could explain a large fraction of the warming, or all of it, or even more warming than has been observed (leaving room for natural processes to counteract some of the warming). The second important piece of evidence is clear: there is no viable alternative explanation. In the scientific literature, no serious alternative hypothesis has been proposed to explain the observed global warming. Other possible causes, such as solar activity, volcanic activity, cosmic rays, or orbital cycles, are well observed, but they do not show trends capable of explaining the observed warming. Since 1978, solar irradiance has been measured directly from satellites and shows the well-known eleven-year solar cycle, but no trend. There are various estimates of solar variability before this time, based on sunspot numbers, solar cycle length, the geomagnetic AA index, neutron monitor data, and, carbon-14 data. These indicate that solar activity probably increased somewhat up to 1940. While there is disagreement about the variation in previous centuries, different authors agree that solar activity did not significantly increase during the last sixty-five years. Therefore, this cannot explain the warming, and neither can any of the other factors mentioned. Models driven by natural factors only, leaving the anthropogenic forcing aside, show a cooling in the second half of the twentieth century (for an example, See figure 2-2, panel a, in chapter 2 of this volume). The trend in the sum of natural forcings is downward.The only way out would be either some as yet undiscovered unknown forcing or a warming trend that arises by chance from an unforced internal variability in the climate system. The latter cannot be completely ruled out, but has to be considered highly unlikely. No evidence in the observed record, proxy data, or current models suggest that such internal variability could cause a sustained trend of global warming of the observed magnitude. As discussed, twentieth century warming is unprecedented over the past 1,000 years (or even 2,000 years, as the few longer reconstructions available now suggest), which does not 'support the idea of large internal fluctuations. Also, those past variations correlate well with past forcing (solar variability, volcanic activity) and thus appear to be largely forced rather than due to unforced internal variability." And indeed, it would be difficult for a large and sustained unforced variability to satisfy the fundamental physical law of energy conservation. Natural internal variability generally shifts heat around different parts of the climate system-for example, the large El Nino event of 1998, which warmed, the atmosphere by releasing heat stored in the ocean. This mechanism implies that the ocean heat content drops as the atmosphere warms. For past decades, as discussed, we observed the atmosphere warming and the ocean heat content increasing, which rules out heat release from the ocean as a cause of surface warming. The heat content of the whole climate system is increasing, and there is no plausible source of this heat other than the heat trapped by greenhouse gases. ' A completely different approach to attribution is to analyze the spatial patterns of climate change. This is done in so-called fingerprint studies, which associate particular patterns or "fingerprints" with different forcings. It is plausible that the pattern of a solar-forced climate change differs from the pattern of a change caused by greenhouse gases. For example, a characteristic of greenhouse gases is that heat is trapped closer to the Earth's surface and that, unlike solar variability, greenhouse gases tend to warm more in winter, and at night. Such studies have used different data sets and have been performed by different groups of researchers with different statistical methods. They consistently conclude that the observed spatial pattern of warming can only be explained by greenhouse gases.49 Overall, it has to be considered, highly likely' that the observed warming is indeed predominantly due to the human-caused increase in greenhouse gases. ' This paper discussed the evidence for the anthropogenic increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration and the effect of CO2 on climate, finding that this anthropogenic increase is proven beyond reasonable doubt and that a mass of evidence points to a CO2 effect on climate of 3C ± 1.59C global-warming for a doubling of concentration. (This is, the classic IPCC range; my personal assessment is that, in-the light of new studies since the IPCC Third Assessment Report, the uncertainty range can now be narrowed somewhat to 3°C ± 1.0C) This is based on consistent results from theory, models, and data analysis, and, even in the absence-of any computer models, the same result would still hold based on physics and on data from climate history alone. Considering the plethora of consistent evidence, the chance that these conclusions are wrong has to be considered minute.   If the preceding is accepted, then it follows logically and incontrovertibly that a further increase in CO2 concentration will lead to further warming. The magnitude of our emissions depends on human behavior, but the climatic response to various emissions scenarios can be computed from the information presented here. The result is the famous range of future global temperature scenarios shown in figure 3_6.50 Two additional steps are involved in these computations: the consideration of anthropogenic forcings other than CO2 (for example, other greenhouse gases and aerosols) and the computation of concentrations from the emissions. Other gases are not discussed here, although they are important to get quantitatively accurate results. CO2 is the largest and most important forcing. Concerning concentrations, the scenarios shown basically assume that ocean and biosphere take up a similar share of our emitted CO2 as in the past. This could turn out to be an optimistic assumption; some models indicate the possibility of a positive feedback, with the biosphere turning into a carbon source rather than a sink under growing climatic stress. It is clear that even in the more optimistic of the shown (non-mitigation) scenarios, global temperature would rise by 2-3°C above its preindustrial level by the end of this century. Even for a paleoclimatologist like myself, this is an extraordinarily high temperature, which is very likely unprecedented in at least the past 100,000 years. As far as the data show, we would have to go back about 3 million years, to the Pliocene, for comparable temperatures. The rate of this warming (which is important for the ability of ecosystems to cope) is also highly unusual and unprecedented probably for an even longer time. The last major global warming trend occurred when the last great Ice Age ended between 15,000 and 10,000 years ago: this was a warming of about 5°C over 5,000 years, that is, a rate of only 0.1 °C per century. 52 The expected magnitude and rate of planetary warming is highly likely to come with major risk and impacts in terms of sea level rise (Pliocene sea level was 25-35 meters higher than now due to smaller Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets), extreme events (for example, hurricane activity is expected to increase in a warmer climate), and ecosystem loss.  The second part of this paper examined the evidence for the current warming of the planet and discussed what is known about its causes. This part showed that global warming is already a measured and-well-established fact, not a theory. Many different lines of evidence consistently show that most of the observed warming of the past fifty years was caused by human activity. Above all, this warming is exactly what would be expected given the anthropogenic rise in greenhouse gases, and no viable alternative explanation for this warming has been proposed in the scientific literature. Taken together., the very strong evidence accumulated from thousands of independent studies, has over the past decades convinced virtually every climatologist around the world (many of whom were initially quite skeptical, including myself) that anthropogenic global warming is a reality with which we need to deal.

***Aff Answers: TIGER***
Non-unique: TIGER underfunded now.
Berman 6-25. (Jeff, Group News Editor. “DOT doles out about $500 million in TIGER funding.” June 25, 2012. http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/dot_doles_out_about_500_million_in_tiger_funding/ ps)

And as has been the case with previous rounds of funding, TIGER grant levels has typically exceeded the level of available funding, with applications for TIGER 2012 grants at $10.2 billion well above the available $500 million the program has available. DOT officials said it received 703 applications for TIGER grants.

TIGER got cut.
Laing 6-21. (Keith, Congressional Reporter at The Hill, covers transportation policy, formerly worked in Communications at the Metropolitian Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority. “White House threatens to veto Republican DOT, HUD budget.” 6/21/12. http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/infrastructure/234101-white-house-threats-to-veto-gop-dot-hud-budget ps)

Among the objections to the proposal listed by the White House was a lack of funding for Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grants. Obama requested $500 million for the TIGER program, but the White House said the House T-HUD budget proposal did not contain the money. The White House also said it objected to the House's decision not to include money for high-speed railways in the transportation portion of the bill. House Republicans voted last year to zero out funding for high-speed rail. 

Obama will ensure that the budget includes money for TIGER
Laing 6-21. (Keith, Congressional Reporter at The Hill, covers transportation policy, formerly worked in Communications at the Metropolitian Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority. “White House threatens to veto Republican DOT, HUD budget.” 6/21/12. http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/infrastructure/234101-white-house-threats-to-veto-gop-dot-hud-budget ps)

The White House threatened to veto a $51.6 billion budget for the departments of Transportation and Housing and Urban Development that is being considered by Republicans in the House. The House Appropriations Committee's Transportation, Housing and Urban Development budget for fiscal 2013 is $1.9 billion less than President Obama requested for transportation and housing earlier this year. It contains a $3.9 billion reduction for the department agencies from 2012 spending. The White House said Thursday that the proposal violated the 2011 Budget Control Act. "The BCA created a framework for more than $2 trillion in deficit reduction and provided tight spending caps that would bring discretionary spending to a minimum level needed to preserve critical national priorities," the White House said in a statement of administration policy. "Departing from the bipartisan agreement reached in the BCA and departing from these caps, the House of Representatives put forward a top-line discretionary funding level for fiscal 2013 that, for example, would cost jobs and hurt average Americans, especially seniors, veterans and children — as well as degrade many of the basic government services on which the American people rely, such as air traffic control and law enforcement," the statement continued. "In addition, these cuts were made in the context of a budget that fails the test of balance, fairness and shared responsibility by giving millionaires and billionaires a tax cut and paying for it through deep cuts, including to discretionary programs." The White House said it was "committed to working with the Congress to produce a long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill devoid of controversial policy riders, to put Americans to work building the nation's roads, bridges, railways and transit systems," but it said the president's "senior advisers would recommend that he veto the bill" in its present form. Among the objections to the proposal listed by the White House was a lack of funding for Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grants. Obama requested $500 million for the TIGER program, but the White House said the House T-HUD budget proposal did not contain the money. The White House also said it objected to the House's decision not to include money for high-speed railways in the transportation portion of the bill. House Republicans voted last year to zero out funding for high-speed rail. 
Random Other Cards I Saw
Also the states can totally do this topic thanks to the Highway Bill.
Boles 6-29. (Corey, “Congress Approves Student Loan, Highway Bill.” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303649504577496761419420828.html?mod=googlenews_wsj ps)

The bulk of the legislation renewed the formula through which the federal government contributes to transportation-infrastructure projects through fiscal 2014. Typically, state and local governments determine which transportation projects receive funding and the federal government distributes public funds to help cover the costs. Traditionally, transportation bills have been renewed on a multiyear basis to give states certainty about funding levels to enable them to embark on major projects. But for the past three years, funding has operated on a short-term basis as lawmakers have been unable to agree on a longer-term deal. The major source of disagreement has been over the shortfall that exists between revenue raised from the federal tax on gasoline sales—the primary source of federal transportation funding—and the projected cost of renewing the funding formula. Lawmakers of both parties have shown little appetite to increase the tax, which has been set at 18.4 cents a gallon for nearly 20 years. The bill includes language seeking to streamline the approval process for transportation projects, a key priority of Republican lawmakers. They have argued that the current approval process unnecessarily delays projects, costing jobs and hampering the ability of states to tackle local infrastructure needs. Democrats had countered that abbreviating the approval process could lead to shortcuts of vital environmental reviews.

Congress is willing to compromise and spend on transportation.

(Highway bill proves)
Boles 6-29. (Corey, “Congress Approves Student Loan, Highway Bill.” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303649504577496761419420828.html?mod=googlenews_wsj ps)

The two-year bill had a shortfall of roughly $10 billion, sparking considerable acrimony between the parties over how to ensure it wasn't made up by adding to the federal budget deficit. Added to this, the cost of keeping student-loan rates the same for another year was a further $6 billion. To cover the shortfall, lawmakers agreed to increase the levy charged to private sector workplace pension plans by the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp. Firms will also be allowed to lower their contributions to defined benefit pension plans, which increases the taxes they pay to the federal government. The extension of the flood insurance plan has no cost to the taxpayer.

