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Algae cannot solve warming – even if it solves energy dependence, the act of burning it still contributes to global warming

No tech for algae now – takes up too much land and could be years before fully developed

By: Compare Gas & Electricity Prices | posted in News & Stories, Reviews |  Date: March 28th, 2010, “Bio Fuel From Algae Creating More Problems Than A Solution?”, http://www.keyframe5.com/bio-fuel-from-algae-creating-more-problems-than-a-solution/
Algae are the fastest growing plant life and as the organism that can convert sunlight into oil. Scientists theorize algae bio fuel can produce about 30 times more energy per acre than any other bio fuel options.  The US Department Of Energy has estimated that if algae bio fuel replaces all conventional fuel in the country, bio fuel algae will require about 15,000 mi.² of land to harvest algae. Which is 1/7 of all the land that are currently use to produce corn each year with the diverse group of bio products such as Dog Food, and plastic could be created with in-house bio fuel operation making those productions more cost-effective.   Before we head out to start celebrating the bio fuel solutions, there are a few problems. The biomass for producing a significant amount of algae bio fuel does not yet exist. The algae have to be grown from scratch and harvesting algae bio fuel is still very expensive at this time.  The potential of algae bio fuel is amazing but the problem is right now it’s all just potential. It might be many years before this technology make it possible to produce algae bio fuel in a large-scale at affordable price. When that time come, we might finally be ready to celebrate more efficient, renewable and environmentally friendly energy source. 
Solar power better algae – their cp links to the spending da – growing algae is expensive

ANS 4/24/11 (alternative news sources) Online magazine and news resources, “Solar Energy – Is a Solar Generator Worth The Cost?”, http://www.blurt-magazine.com/solar-energy-is-a-solar-generator-worth-the-cost.html
If you are currently looking into alternative energy sources solar energy, then you definitely need to read this quick article – it is going to shine some light on the subject of the latest in the field of solar energy. What if you were to learn that the technology now exists which gives you the power to change solar power into useable electrical power for less money than you think possible – wouldn’t you want to know how? Keep reading the following article. In the recent past, the decision to tap into solar energy for personal use was considered quite an expensive investment that only few could afford, still, some people hung onto the vision. It’s now a common occurrence to seek information on alternative energy sources solar energy, which confirms that curiosity about green technology has grown, and with it the quantity of people with questions about what is possible in this eco-friendly technology. News flash: with all the recent interest in green energy, the solar energy dream has become reachable and most importantly affordable to anyone who wishes to get a lifetime supply of no-cost clean energy. Consumers have long had the option of this green energy, although it remained out of reach for the majority due to the price; there was no choice but to keep on with the status quo and buy all our electricity, as we paid the price, month after month, year after year. As you continue to further check about alternative energy sources solar energy, It’s important to learn about a recent advancement in this area: a leading specialist in renewable energy wants to expand the use of green energy by showing you how to make a solar energy system of your own, quickly and easily, with low-cost and easy-to-find materials and a simple method for assembling them. I realized that there happen to be thousands of users across america and around the globe that already use this method to power their entire home courtesy of the sun, and even get paid by the power company for the extra power that they produce. As this is now so easy and inexpensive, the revolutionary solution is bringing major – and long-awaited – changes to energy production as we know it.   Algae is the fastest growing plant life, and as an organism it converts sunlight into oil, scientists theorize that Algal biofuel can produce a whopping 30 times more energy per acre than any other biofuel option. The US Department of Energy has estimated that if Algal Biofuel replaced all conventional fuel in the country, it would require 15000 square miles of land to harvest the algae… which is roughly one seventh of the area that is used to harvest corn in the US every year. And a diverse group of byproducts, such as neutraceuticals and feedstocks for producing plastics, can be created in algal biofuel operations, making the production more cost effective. But before we start celebrating the great biofuel solution we’ve been looking for, there are a few problems… the biomass for producing a significant amount of algal biofuel just doesn’t exist yet. The algae has to be grown from scratch and harvesting it is very expensive at this point in time. The potential of Algal Biofuel is staggering… but the problem is that, as of now, it’s all just potential. It might be years before the technology catches up to make producing algal biofuel on a large scale possible… but when that time comes, we might be able to finally celebrate a more efficient, renewable, and environmentally friendly energy source. For more information on this exciting and developing technology, check out AlgalBioMass.Org. I’m Elizabeth Chambers. Check back here for more eco friendly news and tips … 
Brink

SKFTA has a high chance of passage now but Obama’s political capital is on the brink – the political capital required to pass will increase rapidly

Kim, senior partner at the law firm of Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld LLP in Washington, D.C., 7/6/11 (Sukhan, “Endgame for Korus,” http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2938477.)

Four years after striking an initial deal with Korea, and after a number of significant revisions to that deal, President Barack Obama has finally announced a plan for Congressional consideration of the Korea-U.S. FTA (Korus), and he hopes for ratification prior to the Congressional recess in August. Under his plan, the Senate, controlled by Obama’s Democratic Party, will soon begin consideration of the legislation, with subsequent review by the Republican-controlled House. Prospects for the passage of Korus have never been so good, and there are grounds for optimism. Obama’s plan for Korus’ ratification, however, is a high-stakes political gamble in an enormously complicated political environment. After trying for months to forge a bipartisan consensus on the ratification, Obama has changed course and opted to try to push Korus through Congress in tandem with other controversial trade legislation. To succeed in this gamble, Obama must overcome a number of immediate challenges under great time pressure. The principle challenge is the renewal of Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA), a program that provides benefits to U.S. industrial workers laid off due to competition from imports. The renewal of the TAA is a must for Democrats, and Obama is attempting to link its renewal with the Korus bill. This linkage will complicate Congressional consideration of Korus, as many Republicans are opposed to the TAA, particularly in the current climate of fiscal austerity. Indeed, Senate Republicans boycotted a hearing organized by Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus to discuss an initial draft of the combined TAA-Korus bill. Key Republicans in both chambers, including House Speaker John Boehner, are now seeking any means to separate the TAA renewal from Korus in the hope that they can vote down the former while passing the latter. The White House, however, has declared it will not present Korus legislation to Congress without the TAA renewal. A second challenge is the linkage of Korus to pending FTAs with Colombia and Panama. Under Obama’s plan, and as a concession to the demands of Congressional Republicans, ratification of the three FTAs will move through Congress at the same time. However, many Democrats, including Sander Levin, the top Democrat on the House Committee on Ways & Means, which oversees trade matters, oppose the Colombia FTA because of concerns about Colombia’s treatment of trade union leaders. Levin’s opposition to the Colombia deal should not derail, but may well complicate, consideration of Korus in the House. Additional challenges relate to the so-called fast-track rules governing the submission of the trade deals to Congress. These rules provide, first, for informal reviews of draft legislation by both houses of Congress and permit members of Congress to propose amendments. While the president does not need to accept the amendments in the final version of the bill presented to Congress for passage, amendments proposed during the informal process signal Congressional concerns. The many amendments proposed for Korus, or at least those made public to date, indicate a high level of controversy and are previews of the heated debates to be expected in Congress about the legislation. They will also be used by opponents of the president’s strategy as drags on the process. Furthermore, Republicans insist that the pairing of the TAA renewal with the Korus legislation is inconsistent with fast-track rules. Timing is also a key concern for the White House. The November 2012 presidential election is coming fast, and the democratic base - already wary of trade deals and disappointed with Obama’s inability to revive the U.S. economy - may hold passage of three trade deals against him. The political cost to Obama of attempting to pass new trade deals will increase rapidly after the summer recess and at some point become unbearable. Hence, the Obama administration is now waging an all-out effort to secure passage under the expedited fast-track process before then. There is little that Korea can do to influence the outcome of the U.S. ratification process at this point. The Obama administration has decided it has obtained the best deal with Korea that it can get, and has launched a high-stakes domestic process to get the deal passed. Obama is personally invested in the success of this process, and we can expect that he will do his utmost to secure passage quickly. Indeed, Obama has repeatedly lauded Korus as a vital part of America’s exports promotion - and job growth from exports - strategy. The weeks ahead will show whether he can succeed in his audacious gamble.

SKFTA will pass

Gathering momentum in congress
Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center., 5/23/11 (Bruce, “Complaints About North Korean Imports a Smoke Screen for Trade Protectionism,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Complaints-About-North-Korean-Imports-a-Smoke-Screen-for-Trade-Protectionism.)

After years of needless delay, the South Korea–U.S. free trade agreement (KORUS FTA) is finally gathering momentum for congressional approval. Several key Members of Congress who previously opposed the FTA are now advocating its implementation. However, some die-hard opponents are making a last-ditch effort to stoke resistance to the agreement. The most egregious myth is that North Korean goods will freely enter the U.S. market via the North Korean Kaesong Industrial Complex (KIC), resulting in America’s de facto subsidization of Kim Jong-il’s regime.
SoKo Will Ratify

GNP pushing now

KBS World, 7/1/11 (“GNP to Seek Ratification of KORUS FTA in August Extra Session,” http://world.kbs.co.kr/english/news/news_Po_detail.htm?No=82697&id=Po.)

The ruling Grand National Party (GNP) has decided to push for a ratification of the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement by consulting the main opposition Democratic Party during an extraordinary parliamentary session next month. GNP spokesman Ahn Hyung-hwan told a meeting of the party’s leadership on Friday that GNP lawmakers agreed on the need to swiftly pass the deal as the U.S. parliament is recently moving to address the issue. The spokesman said that the ruling party will ensure the FTA deal will pass at the parliament, saying that deal will become complex if the deal fails to win approval at the 18th National Assembly. 

Kim pushing now

AfResNet, 6/6/11 (“Cabinet approves Korus Fta,” http://afresnet.mbendi.com/a_sndmsg/news_view.asp?I=116092&PG=16.)

The cabinet approved a new ratification bill for the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement (FTA) yesterday after fixing translation errors in the Korean text of the deal, the government said. The previous bill was submitted to the National Assembly in October 2008, about a year after the two countries signed the FTA. But the Assembly’s Foreign Affairs, Trade and Unification Committee retracted the bill last month after multiple translation errors were discovered in the Korean text of the agreement. The new ratification motion includes the corrected version of the text as well as terms of a supplementary deal reached last December to reflect U.S. demands that Korea soften its automotive safety and environmental standards, the government said. The deal, known as the Korus FTA, has yet to be ratified by parliaments of either county. Prime Minister Kim Hwang-sik urged cabinet ministers to do their best to win an early parliamentary passage of the deal. “The Korus FTA is an inevitable choice for our country’s economic growth and reform, and is a win-win strategy designed to boost cooperative ties between the two countries,” Kim said during a special cabinet meeting called to approve the new ratification bill. 
Obama pushing now

Yeon-Ji, Arirang News, 6/30/11 (Kim, “US President Barack Obama Calls on Congress to Ratify Korea-US FTA to Address Trade Imbalances,” http://www.arirang.co.kr/News/News_View.asp?nseq=117622&code=Ne8&category=1.)

US President Barack Obama reiterated his call to Congress Wednesday to move forward with the ratification of trade deals with South Korea, Colombia, and Panama. Speaking at a press conference in Washington, Obama used South Korea as an example to emphasize the need to address trade imbalances, especially, in regard to auto sales by removing tariffs. [Reporter : Barack Obama, US President] "Part of the reason I want to pass this trade deal is, you see a whole bunch of Korean cars here in the United States, and you don't see any American cars in Korea. So let's rebalance that trading relationship." Official data shows that.while Korea exports more than 400-thousand cars, mostly manufactured by Hyundai and Kia, to the US every year, the US exports fewer than 10-thousand vehicles to Korea. Obama's remarks came just a day after he discussed the renewal of the Trade Adjustment Assistance, or TAA, program for American workers who lose jobs due to import competition. Although some politicians and labor unions consider the TAA to be ineffective, Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus announced that his committee will hold a markup of the bills on the FTAs. that include an extension of the TAA on Thursday. After the markup, President Obama will submit the pacts to Congress for ratification. 
Business lobbying groups support SKFTA

Drajem and Martin, Bloomberg, 6/28/11 (“Obama Lures Trade-Deal Support From Business,” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-29/obama-lures-trade-deal-support-from-business-as-republicans-balk.html.)

President Barack Obama won support of the largest U.S. business lobbying groups while Republicans balked at his plans to attach aid for displaced workers to stalled trade deals with South Korea, Panama and Colombia. The endorsement from groups including the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, which represents companies such as Pfizer Inc. (PFE) and PepsiCo Inc., came with a call for Republicans to drop their objections. It was a turnaround for business leaders, who in the past joined Republicans in criticizing Obama’s policies. “For members of Congress who care about American jobs, this is a moment of truth,” Thomas Donohue, the Chamber’s president, said in a statement. “I urge members of both parties to seize a reasonable compromise and move the trade agenda forward.” Consideration of the trade agreements, which have languished since 2007, got a boost yesterday when the Senate Finance Committee set plans for a hearing tomorrow on the accords. Draft legislation submitted by Democratic Senator Max Baucus of Montana, the committee chairman, with support from the Obama administration would attach Trade Adjustment Assistance for workers to the South Korea deal. Republicans protested connecting the two issues. “I’ve never voted against a trade agreement before, but if the administration were to embed TAA into the Korea trade agreement, I would be compelled to vote against it,” Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky told reporters. It makes the debate “needlessly complicated and contentious.” Senator Orrin Hatch of Utah, the panel’s top Republican, said he also opposed linking the trade deals with worker aid. Republican opposition means Democrats, who have split on previous trade deals with nations such as Mexico and Oman, must round up bipartisan support for the accords in the Senate.
Senate approval is high now

Nasdaq, 6/30/11 (“US Sen Portman: Senate Approval For 3 Trade Pacts Likely Soon ,” http://www.nasdaq.com/aspx/stock-market-news-story.aspx?storyid=201106301430dowjonesdjonline000588&title=us-sen-portmansenate-approval-for-3-trade-pacts-likely-soon

U.S. Sen. Rob Portman (R., Ohio) on Thursday said he is confident three free-trade deals will win Senate approval this year, though he knocked the Obama administration for trying to link them to a worker training program. "I am hopeful they can even be done by the August recess. It's not like we're busy doing a lot of other things on the floor right now," Portman said in an interview. Portman, as President George W. Bush's trade representative, helped shepherd the Central American Free Trade Agreement through Congress. The deal barely squeaked through the House with a 217-215 vote. Now, deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama are on deck--talks on all three started during Bush's administration. The Obama White House and Senate Democrats want to ensure that funding for workers displaced by trade is passed along with the trade pacts. They are proposing that renewal of funding for Trade Adjustment Assistance be included in legislation to implement the South Korea trade pact, though many Republicans oppose the direct link. "I am amazed that the administration is willing to risk losing these trade agreements...by their insistence on adding what is a very controversial issue," Portman said. The Ohio lawmaker said the training program should be dealt with separately from the trade pacts. He added that Congress also should grant the administration trade promotion authority, which would allow it to negotiate trade pacts and submit them to Congress for an up-or-down vote. Without the authority, trade partners are reluctant to start free-trade talks out of concern that Congress will amend agreements negotiated by the White House, he said. "We should pass all three--I would support them all," Portman said.
Republican opposition low
Arirang, 6/29/11 (“Obama Administration Advances KOR-US Free Trade Agreeement,” http://www.arirang.co.kr/News/News_View.asp?nseq=117558&code=Ne2&category=2.)

The long-stalled Korea-US Free Trade Agreement advanced another step on Tuesday as the Obama Adminstration announced that it resolved a major sticking point with congressional Republicans on protections for American workers. On Tuesday White House spokesperson Jay Carney said there was agreement on the underlying terms to renew the Trade Adjustment Assistance program that would give US workers training and health benefits should they lose their jobs from new trade agreements with Korea, Colombia and Panama. With the green light the Senate will conduct 'mock' markups of the bills on Thursday. However some Republicans still oppose the TAA provision with Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell saying he would vote against the KOR-US FTA if the TAA were embedded.

TAA has been renewed – no more boycotts

The Associated Press, 6/28/11 (“White House, lawmakers break trade pact stalemate,” http://www.kansascity.com/2011/06/28/2981521/white-house-lawmakers-break-trade.html.)

The White House and congressional lawmakers broke a stalemate Tuesday in the long-stalled effort to finalize coveted free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. As part of the deal, key lawmakers from both parties agreed Tuesday to extend aid for American workers displaced by foreign trade through 2013. The White House, acknowledging concerns from labor unions, had threatened to hold up passage of the pacts unless the Trade Adjustment Assistance program, or TAA, was renewed. The Senate Finance Committee will begin considering the agreements and the assistance program Thursday. The United States signed the pacts in 2007 under President George W. Bush. But the then-Democratic-led Congress never brought them up for vote, giving the Obama administration time to renegotiate areas it found objectionable. Read more: http://www.kansascity.com/2011/06/28/2981521/white-house-lawmakers-break-trade.html#ixzz1QvLdRip1
TAA revival has garnered broad support from both parties

Cohen, senior congressional reporter for Politico, 6/27/11 (“Breakthrough on trade may come,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0611/57896.html.)

President Obama and key lawmakers plan to announce this week an agreement to revive trade-adjustment assistance for unemployed workers who have lost their jobs because of overseas trade, according to several sources. That deal could lead to a breakthrough on long-stalled U.S. trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. Those agreements were initially negotiated under President Ge’orge W. Bush and have been strongly opposed by organized labor and many House Democrats. But this time around they are expected to receive broad backing from House Republicans and a bipartisan Senate coalition. Rep. Sander Levin, the top Democrat on the House Ways and Means Committee said Monday in a Capitol speech that the trade package “might be available in the next day.” Other sources cautioned that earlier expectations of a deal have proved premature, and the complexities of free trade deals mean that any number of glitches can derail negotiations. Republican proponents of the trade deals—including Ways and Means chairman Dave Camp (R-Mich.)—have said for months that they hoped to finish work on the trade deals prior to the August recess. The Obama administration has insisted on the trade-adjustment extension before completing the trade deals. 
Substantial C/I

	


Substantial means important.

Dictionary.com ’11, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/substantially

Substantial; worthwhile; important; a substantial reform
SBSP Ptx Answers

Plan would be shielded-Pentagon and DOD support.

Huffington Post ‘7, ‘Drilling Up’ Into Space for Energy, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/huff-wires/20071223/space-power/

Unlike other ideas, however, one this year had an influential backer, the Pentagon, which is investigating whether space-based solar power _ beaming energy down from satellites _ will provide "affordable, clean, safe, reliable, sustainable and expandable energy for mankind."  Tommy Remengesau Jr. is interested, too. "We'd like to look at it," said the president of the tiny western Pacific nation of Palau.  The Defense Department this October quietly issued a 75-page study conducted for its National Security Space Office concluding that space power collection of energy by vast arrays of solar panels aboard mammoth satellites offers a potential energy source for global U.S. military operations.

Reid likes the plan-he’s key to the agenda.

Space Energy Newsletter ‘9, October 2009, http://spaceenergy.com/AnnouncementRetrieve.aspx?ID=31575

Space Energy CEO, Stephan Tennsel, dropped into Capitol Hill early this month to visit the Senior Energy Advisor to Senator Harry Reid, (Majority Leader from Nevada). The purpose of this meeting was to generate support in our efforts to secure government grants and it proved to be an exceptionally beneficial meeting for Space Energy.  An accomplished man, Senator Reid entered the Whitehouse in 1986 and over the past 23 years he has built his reputation as being a passionate, proud and dedicated leader. Senator Reid is an advocate for change particularly in the environmental sector with clean renewable energy solutions high on his agenda.  “Our country is too dependent on oil and fossil fuels, which pollute our air, place our economy and national security at risk, and contribute to global warming. As the Senate Majority Leader, I am working on a dramatic overhaul of our nation’s energy policy so that Americans now and in the future will have safe, reliable and affordable supplies of clean energy.”

Solar lobby makes the plan popular.

Erin Kelly, reporter at Gannett's Washington Bureau Jun. 26, 2011 12:00 AM, Solar power funding threatened by Congress, Federal grants, loans in jeopardy, http://www.azcentral.com/arizonarepublic/news/articles/2011/06/26/20110626solar-power-congress-funding-cuts.html//ZY
Solar advocates say they believe they can change some minds about solar in the House when they point out that there are solar companies in every state in the nation and in many congressional districts. That doesn't always work, though, as Schweikert's opposition to the loan-guarantee program shows. First Solar is based in his district. "I think solar is sometimes mistakenly thought of as a small, niche industry when it actually creates jobs all across the country," Caperton said. "It's not just California and Arizona - there are manufacturing companies in Mississippi, Alabama, Michigan, all over the place."
AT Space Primacy

Lack of Launcher capability means we can never have total space primacy.

Ken Kremer, ’10, Feb 6, 2010, (Universe Today, Orion can Launch Safely in 2013 says Lockheed, http://www.universetoday.com/54703/orion-can-launch-safely-in-2013-says-lockheed/)

"We can fly Orion in 2013", says John Karas, the VP and General Manager of Human Space Flight for Lockheed Martin. Lockheed is the prime contractor for NASA's Orion capsule. "There is no doubt in my mind we can do this. And Orion is very safe". He strenuously repeated this statement to me several times with absolutely no doubt in his mind during a wide ranging interview. I spoke at length with Karas today (Feb. 6) at the NASA Press Center shortly before the scheduled Feb. 7 launch of shuttle Endeavour on the STS 130 mission to the ISS. 
Lockheed Martin has issued an official statement saying, "We are keenly disappointed in the Administration's budget proposal for NASA that would cancel Project Orion as part of an elimination of NASA's Constellation Program. Orion's maturity is evident in its readiness for a first test flight in a matter of weeks. In fact, Orion can be ready for crewed flights to low Earth orbit and other exploration missions as early as 2013, thus narrowing the gap in U.S. human space flight capability when the shuttle is retired later this year". Karas decried the complete lack of vision and realism by the Obama Administration and NASA in deciding to terminate Project Constellation, which includes the new Orion Capsule, the Ares 1 booster rocket for Orion and the Ares 5 Heavy Lift booster required to reach the Moon, Mars and beyond. "I was very surprised by the cancellation. We expected and felt that a middle ground with some changes to Constellation was reasonable. We did not expect to be left with nothing". "Where is the US Leadership in space if we don't have a heavy lifter soon ? "Russia, China and India will all have Heavy Lift boosters better than the US. Why would anyone have an incentive to work with us if they have already developed their own Heavy Lifter. The nations of the world will look elsewhere, not to the US", Karas told me emphatically. "We will not maintain Space leadership if the US will only be spending money on technology development under the new proposals by the Obama Administration, and not on an actual rocket program that builds, tests and launches flight hardware." 

SBSP Fails

SBSP can’t be beamed down to support military activities.

Naval Research Laboratory, W. Neil Johnson, et. al., 10/23/09, High-energy Space Environment Branch, “Space-Based Solar

Power: Possible Defense Applications and Opportunities”, Keith Akins, James Armstrong, Kwok Cheung, Glen Henshaw, Steven Huynh, Paul Jaffe,   Matthew Long, Michael Mook, Michael Osborn, Robert Skalitzky, And Frederick Tasker   Jill Dahlburg And Michael N. Lovelette   Robert Bartolo And Keith Williams   Mark Dorsey   Donald Gubser   Philip Jenkins, Scott Messenger, John Pasour, And Robert Walters   Nathan Smith   Wayne Boncyk   Michael Brown   David Huber//jchen

Direct SBSP power delivery to daily patrols, either individuals or vehicles, seems problematic at best. In considering this, note that at microwave frequencies of 1.5 to 15 GHz, safe power densities for continuous exposure are between 1 and 10 mW /cm2, or about 1 to 10 W per sq ft., respectively (IEEE C95.1-1999). The FCC (Bulletin 65) limits this exposure more, to a constant 1 mW /cm2 (about 1 W per sq ft) above 1.5 GHz. Category Peacetime OPTEMPO* Wartime OPTEMPO Combat vehicles 30 162 Combat aircraft 140 307 Tactical vehicles 44 173 Generators 26 357 Non-tactical 51 51 TOTAL 291 1050 6 Johnson et al. • • Examples of end-user consumption include the following: Radio transmitters: Considerable power needs to be available, for example, to operate a radio – tens to hundreds of Watts while transmitting. Vehicle operation: A typical car only requires tens of horsepower to travel at reasonable speeds on a highway (much more when accelerating or traversing rough terrain). 1 HP is approximately 750 W, so even a 10 or 20 HP requirement becomes a requirement for 7.5 to 15 kW of power, even before considering the conversion efficiency between electrical and mechanical energy. The preferred application of power to these problems would require the ability to directly beam energy to each recipient rather than blanketing the area for several reasons: • Only the people/vehicles need the power – a tremendous fraction of power is wasted if it is transmitted everywhere. •Transmitting power everywhere is like providing a natural resource – one’s enemies can also use it (for free!), greatly reducing the advantage one gains by developing and implementing the system (at great cost). At radio frequency (RF) frequencies, it is (probably impossible, but optimistically speaking) extraordinarily difficult to directly point beams small enough to solve the efficiency problem from space. Extraordinarily large antenna apertures would likely be required at microwave frequencies. Perhaps even more difficult would be how to tell the power source exactly where to point the beams (potentially several thousand of them, all to a delivered accuracy of 1 m or less). To further compound the problem, if the beam pointing challenges were solved, power density issues would need to be resolved – that is, if there was enough power in the beam to do any good, it would likely pose a safety hazard to the people in or near the beam. Based on these statements, direct delivery of energy using microwave power to a final application to small, mobile units is not practically feasible with near-term foreseeable technology.
AT Terror

The probability of their terror impact is 1 in 80,000,

Eland ’7 [Ivan, Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at the Independent Institute, Ph.D in national security policy, former Director of Defense policy studies at CATO and spent 15 years working for Congress on national security issues, March 19, http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=1944]
The Bush administration, desperate for justifications to buy a little more time with the American people for its failed adventure in Iraq, markets the idea that if the United States rapidly withdraws from Iraq, the “terrorists will follow us home.” A closer examination of this assertion—like the rest of the administration’s fear mongering—demonstrates it is baseless. U.S. State Department statistics show that historically, North America has had the lowest incidence of terrorism worldwide. The American public’s shocked reaction to the catastrophic 9/11 attacks was due, in part, to the infrequency of past terrorist attacks on U.S. soil. After the unique events of 9/11, terrorism in North America has resumed its historical modest trajectory. North America has been a relative safe haven from terrorism for several reasons. The United States is far away from the world’s centers of conflict. Although the United States is roundly hated in the world because of its unneeded meddling in faraway conflicts, most anti–U.S. terrorism is perpetrated on U.S. embassies and military facilities overseas—not on the American homeland. Terrorists, like conventional armies, have trouble operating in the United States because it is so far from their normal bases of operations. In addition, the United States does not have many militant foreign populations that could provide sanctuary and support for imported terrorists of the same ilk. According to Ohio State political scientist John Mueller, the lifetime probability that international terrorists will kill any one American is a miniscule one in 80,000—about the same as the same person being killed by a comet. Of course, the chances are even lower if you are an American living in America (instead of overseas) and not residing in New York, Washington, Chicago, or Los Angeles.

AT Disease

Disease won’t cause extinction.

Gladwell, ‘95
Malcolm Gladwell, The New Republic, July 17 and 24, 1995, excerpted in Epidemics: Opposing Viewpoints, 1999, p. 31-32
Every infectious agent that has ever plagued humanity has had to adapt a specific strategy but every strategy carries a corresponding cost and this makes human counterattack possible. Malaria is vicious and deadly but it relies on mosquitoes to spread from one human to the next, which means that draining swamps and putting up mosquito netting can all hut halt endemic malaria. Smallpox is extraordinarily durable remaining infectious in the environment for years, but its very durability its essential rigidity is what makes it one of the easiest microbes to create a vaccine against. AIDS is almost invariably lethal because it attacks the body at its point of great vulnerability, that is, the immune system, but the fact that it targets blood cells is what makes it so relatively uninfectious. Viruses are not superhuman. I could go on, but the point is obvious. Any microbe capable of wiping us all out would have to be everything at once: 
as contagious as flue, as durable as the cold, as lethal as Ebola, as stealthy as HIV and so doggedly resistant to mutation that it would stay deadly over the course of a long epidemic. But viruses are not, well, superhuman. They cannot do everything at once. It is one of the ironies of the analysis of alarmists such as Preston that they are all too willing to point out the limitations of human beings, but they neglect to point out the limitations of microscopic life forms. 
Nuke War turns Ag

Even a limited nuclear war would kill the global food supply.

Sagan, ‘84
[Carl Sagan, Director of the Laboratory for planetary studies at Cornell University. 84, Winter. Foreign Affairs. “Nuclear War and Climatic Catastrophe”]

The immediate human consequences of nuclear explosions range from vaporization of populations near the hypocenter, to blast-generated trauma (from flying glass, falling beams, collapsing sky​scrapers and the like), to burns, radiation sickness, shock and severe psychiatric disorders. But our concern here is with longer-term effects. It is now a commonplace that in the burning of modern tall buildings, more people succumb to toxic gases than to fire. Ignition of many varieties of building materials, insulation and fabrics gen​erates large amounts of such pyrotoxins, including carbon monox​ide, cyanides, vinyl chlorides, oxides of nitrogen, ozone, dioxins, and furans. Because of differing practices in the use of such syn​thetics, the burning of cities in North America and Western Europe will probably generate more pyrotoxins than cities in the Soviet Union, and cities with substantial recent construction more than older, unreconstructed cities. In nuclear war scenarios in which a great many cities are burning, a significant pyrotoxin smog might persist for months. The magnitude of this danger is unknown. The pyrotoxins, low light levels, radioactive fallout, subsequent ultraviolet light, and especially the cold are together likely to destroy almost all of Northern Hemisphere agriculture, even for the more modest Cases 11 and 14. A 12° to 15°C temperature reduction by itself would eliminate wheat and corn production in the United States, even if all civil systems and agricultural technol​ogy were intact.' With unavoidable societal disruption, and with the other environmental stresses just mentioned, even a 3,000-megaton "pure" counterforce attack (Case 11) might suffice. Real​istically, many fires would be set even in such an attack (see below), and a 3,000-megaton war is likely to wipe out U.S. grain production. This would represent by itself an unprecedented global catastrophe: North American grain is the principal reliable source of export food on the planet, as well as an essential component of U.S. prosperity. Wars just before harvesting of grain and other staples would be incrementally worse than wars after harvesting. For many scenarios, the effects will extend (see Figure 2) into two or more growing seasons. Widespread fires and subsequent runoff of topsoil are among the many additional deleterious consequences extending for years after the war. Something like three-quarters of the U.S. population lives in or near cities. lin the cities themselves there is, on average, only about one week's supply of food. After a nuclear war it is conceivable that enough of present grain storage might survive to maintain, on some level, the present population for more than a year. But with the breakdown of civil order and transportation systems in the cold, the dark and the fallout, these stores would become largely inac​cessible. Vast numbers of survivors would soon starve to death. 

AT No War

Prefer our evidence—the majority of experts think major power war is still likely. 

Mearsheimer 99 (John J., Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “Transcript:  Is Major War Obsolete?  Great Debate Series between Professor Michael Mandelbaum and Professor John J. Mearsheimer, Presider: Mr. Fareed Zakaria”, http://http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/cfr10/conf/cfr10) 

My third and final point here is, the fact of the matter is, that there’s hardly anybody in the national security establishment-and I bet this is true of Michael-who believes that war is obsolescent. I’m going to tell you why I think this is the case. Consider the fact that the United States stations roughly 100,000 troops in Europe and 100,000 troops in Asia. We spend an enormous amount of money on defense. We’re spending almost as much money as we were spending during the Cold War on defense. We spend more money than the next six countries in the world spend on defense. The questions is, why are we spending all this money? Why are we stationing troops in Europe? Why are we stationing troops in Asia? Why are we concentrating on keeping NATO intact and spreading it eastward?

I’ll tell you why, because we believe that if we don’t stay there and we pull out, trouble is going to break out, and not trouble between minor powers, but trouble between major powers. That’s why we’re there. We know very well that if we leave Europe, the Germans are going to seriously countenance, if not automatically go, and get nuclear weapons. Certainly the case with the Japanese. Do you think the Germans and the Japanese are going to stand for long not to have nuclear weapons? I don’t think that’s the case. Again, that security zone between the Germans and the Russians-there’ll be a real competition to fill that.

The reason we’re there in Europe, and the reason that we’re there in Asia is because we believe that great-power war is a potential possibility, which contradicts the argument on the table. So I would conclude by asking Michael if, number one, he believes we should pull out of Europe and pull out of Asia, and number two, if he does not, why not?

Resources, nationalism, security, history, and strategy all mean war is still possible

John Mearsheimer, February 25 1999, Whitney H. Shepardson Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations; R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago Council on Foreign Relations Great Debate Series, “Is Major War Obsolete?” http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/cfr10
Now I think the central claim that’s on the table is wrong-headed, and let me tell you why. First of all, there are a number of good reasons why great powers in the system will think seriously about going to war in the future, and I’ll give you three of them and try and illustrate some cases. First, states oftentimes compete for economic resources. Is it hard to imagine a situation where a reconstituted Russia gets into a war with the United States and the Persian Gulf over Gulf oil? I don’t think that’s implausible. Is it hard to imagine Japan and China getting into a war in the South China Sea over economic resources? I don’t find that hard to imagine. A second reason that states go to war which, of course, is dear to the heart of realists like me, and that’s to enhance their security. Take the United States out of Europe, put the Germans on their own; you got the Germans on one side and the Russians on the other, and in between a huge buffer zone called eastern or central Europe. Call it what you want. Is it impossible to imagine the Russians and the Germans getting into a fight over control of that vacuum? Highly likely, no, but feasible, for sure. Is it hard to imagine Japan and China getting into a war over the South China Sea, not for resource reasons but because Japanese sea-lines of communication run through there and a huge Chinese navy may threaten it? I don’t think it’s impossible to imagine that. What about nationalism, a third reason? China, fighting in the United States over Taiwan? You think that’s impossible? I don’t think that’s impossible. That’s a scenario that makes me very nervous. I can figure out all sorts of ways, none of which are highly likely, that the Chinese and the Americans end up shooting at each other. It doesn’t necessarily have to be World War III, but it is great-power war. Chinese and Russians fighting each other over Siberia? As many of you know, there are huge numbers of Chinese going into Siberia. You start mixing ethnic populations in most areas of the world outside the United States and it’s usually a prescription for big trouble. Again, not highly likely, but possible. I could go on and on, positing a lot of scenarios where great powers have good reasons to go to war against other great powers. Second reason: There is no question that in the twentieth century, certainly with nuclear weapons but even before nuclear weapons, the costs of going to war are very high. But that doesn’t mean that war is ruled out. The presence of nuclear weapons alone does not make war obsolescent. I will remind you that from 1945 to 1990, we lived in a world where there were thousands of nuclear weapons on both sides, and there was nobody running around saying, “ War is obsolescent.” So you can’t make the argument that the mere presence of nuclear weapons creates peace. India and Pakistan are both going down the nuclear road. You don’t hear many people running around saying, “ That’s going to produce peace.” And, furthermore, if you believe nuclear weapons were a great cause of peace, you ought to be in favor of nuclear proliferation. What we need is everybody to have a nuclear weapon in their back pocket. You don’t hear many people saying that’s going to produce peace, do you? Conventional war? Michael’s right; conventional war was very deadly before nuclear weapons came along, but we still had wars. And the reason we did is because states come up with clever strategies. States are always looking for clever strategies to avoid fighting lengthy and bloody and costly wars of attrition. And they sometimes find them, and they sometimes go to war for those reasons. So there’s no question in my mind that the costs of war are very high, and deterrence is not that difficult to achieve in lots of great-power security situations. But on the other hand, to argue that war is obsolescent-I wouldn’t make that argument. My third and final point here is, the fact of the matter is, that there’s hardly anybody in the national security establishment-and I bet this is true of Michael-who believes that war is obsolescent. I’m going to tell you why I think this is the case. Consider the fact that the United States stations roughly 100,000 troops in Europe and 100,000 troops in Asia. We spend an enormous amount of money on defense. We’re spending almost as much money as we were spending during the Cold War on defense. We spend more money than the next six countries in the world spend on defense. The questions is, why are we spending all this money? Why are we stationing troops in Europe? Why are we stationing troops in Asia? Why are we concentrating on keeping NATO intact and spreading it eastward? I’ll tell you why, because we believe that if we don’t stay there and we pull out, trouble is going to break out, and not trouble between minor powers, but trouble between major powers. That’s why we’re there. We know very well that if we leave Europe, the Germans are going to seriously countenance, if not automatically go, and get nuclear weapons. Certainly the case with the Japanese. Do you think the Germans and the Japanese are going to stand for long not to have nuclear weapons? I don’t think that’s the case. Again, that security zone between the Germans and the Russians-there’ll be a real competition to fill that. The reason we’re there in Europe, and the reason that we’re there in Asia is because we believe that great-power war is a potential possibility, which contradicts the argument on the table. So I would conclude by asking Michael if, number one, he believes we should pull out of Europe and pull out of Asia, and number two, if he does not, why not?

Obsolescence of  major war is impossible—states inevitably slip into conflicts

Doran 99 (Charles F., Professor of International Relations at Johns Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies, Survival, “Is Major War Obsolete?  An Exchange: The Structural Turbulence of International Affairs,” June, vol.41 no.2, p.139-142)

Finally, of course, it is important to be clear about the meaning of the word at the heart of this argument. 'Obsolescence', in this context, can have two meanings. One is that something falls out of fashion. The other is that it is no longer in use. The former definition applies, perhaps, to war in general. But it does not apply to major war, because major war was never in fashion. I do not believe that any government since the beginning of the nineteenth century, has purposely sought a major war. Rather, they have slipped into major wars.
They may well have been interested in fighting wars, especially if such wars were thought to be quick and not very destructive, or only destructive for the other side. But they did not expect these wars to develop into the kind that took place in the Napoleonic period, or the First and Second World Wars. That leaves the second definition, 'disuse'. Therefore the burden of the argument has to be that major wars are no longer going to happen. And that is a faith that is very difficult to maintain.

Mandelbaum says that war can still happen—even if it’s minor

Michael Mandelbaum 99, American Foreign Policy Professor in the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, February 25, Council on Foreign Relations Great Debate Series, “Is Major War Obsolete?” http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/cfr10  

In conclusion, let me say what I’m not arguing. I’m not saying that we’ve reached the end of all conflict, violence or war; indeed, the peace I’ve identified at the core of the international system has made conflict on the periphery more likely. Nor am I suggesting that we have reached the end of modern, as distinct from major, war; modern war involving mechanized weapons, formal battles, and professional troops. Nor am I offering a single-factor explanation. It’s not simply nuclear weapons or just democracy or only a growing aversion to war. It’s not a single thing; it’s everything: values, ideas, institutions, and historical experience. Nor, I should say, do I believe that peace is automatic. Peace does not keep itself. But what I think we may be able to secure is more than the peace of the Cold War based on deterrence. The political scientist Carl Deutcsh once defined a security community as something where warlessness becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. Well, he was referring to the North Atlantic community, which was bound tightly together because of the Cold War. But to the extent that my argument is right, all of Eurasia and the Asia-Pacific region will become, slowly, haltingly but increasingly, like that.

Nuke War(Extinction

Nuclear war causes extinction

George M Woodwell, PhD From Duke, Director of the Ecosystems center at the Marine Biological Laboratory at Woods Hole Mass. , Nuclear Winter, Deterrence, and the Prevention of Nuclear War, Edited by Sederberg, 1986 p. 20

The primary concern, I suppose, is the direct effects on people. Many of the same uncertainties that apply to the induction of climatic changes apply as well to inferences about human mortality. The size and characters of the war are important: Are cities the targets? The analyses from previous studies range widely up to the recent WHO analysis that suggests a total mortality of 1.1 billion for a 10,000 MT war. No estimates in this study dealt with the effects of a climatic crisis. Systematic efforts at estimating the additional mortality due to dark and prolonged cold in the weeks following such a war are beyond the limits of this discussion and, when developed, any estimates will prove as tenuous as virtually all other assumptions concerning the effects of a hypothetical war. Survivors of the immediate effects of the weapons will emerge into a radioactive environment that is likely to be perpetually dark and frozen with 10-20C or more of frost. On first analysis it would seem difficult to exaggerate the difficulties of accumulating the resources required for survival under those conditions. All supplies of fresh water would be frozen. Plants and animals, left unprotected, would be frozen and dead. Agriculture would be paralyzed transportation, normal communications of all types, sources of fuel, power supplies, and the normal machinery of govemment, including normal conventions established in law or in manners will have been destroyed or suspended: under those circumstances mere survival will be a major challenge and it is well within the realm of probability that few or none would survive in areas as large as continents, possibly in the northern hemisphere itself.

We don’t need to win escalation -- five nuclear weapons destroy the planet

The Guardian, July 14, 1993
But we understand, or ought to understand, some things better now that the East-West confrontation is no more, and our knowledge of ecology and the fragility of planetary systems has advanced One is that the nuclear war fighting scenarios were not just optimistic but totally ludicrous We now know or ought to know – and that “we” includes Arabs, Iranians. South Asians, Chinese, and Koreans as well as Westerners that one nuclear weapon discharging might be enough to push an entire region, say a vulnerable region like the Middle East, into an irreversible ecological, economic, and political decline Two or three could thrust the world into a long term crisis, compounded by the degradation of other dangerous facilities including nuclear power stations. Five or 10 could wreck the planet
Even if some people survive, civilization will collapse, causing extinction

Nick Bostrum 2002 Prof of Philosophy at Yale university http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html - last updated April 15, 2k2 

The US and Russia still have huge stockpiles of nuclear weapons. But would an all-out nuclear war really exterminate humankind? Note that: (i) For there to be an existential risk it suffices that we can’t be sure that it wouldn’t. (ii) The climatic effects of a large nuclear war are not well known (there is the possibility of a nuclear winter). (iii) Future arms races between other nations cannot be ruled out and these could lead to even greater arsenals than those present at the height of the Cold War. The world’s supply of plutonium has been increasing steadily to about two thousand tons, some ten times as much as remains tied up in warheads ([9], p. 26). (iv) Even if some humans survive the short-term effects of a nuclear war, it could lead to the collapse of civilization. A human race living under stone-age conditions may or may not be more resilient to extinction than other animal species.

Korean War

Deal deters North Korean aggression

Gerwin 10 (Edward F., Senior Fellow for Trade and Global Economic Policy – Third Way, “5 Reasons America Needs Korea Free Trade Deal”, Wall Street Journal, 12-16, http://blogs.wsj.com/economics/2010/12/16/guest-contribution-5-reasons-america-needs-korea-free-trade-deal/)

5. China is Not a Fan. The Korea FTA would solidify America’s strategic relationship with South Korea, a key ally. It would bolster stepped-up U.S. efforts to respond to an increasingly assertive China and a belligerent North Korea by building strong trade, diplomatic and security relationships with South Korea and other Pacific allies. The Agreement would also help America compete and win in Korea’s $1.3 trillion economy. In recent years, China has muscled aside the United States, and is Korea’s #1 supplier. The FTA’s advantages would help U.S. companies and workers win back business from China and others in this vital Asian market.So, while Fords and fillets are certainly important, the Korea FTA also includes other “beefy” benefits for American trade.

Korea war turns every impact and causes extinction

Hayes and Green 10 (Peter, Professor of International Relations – Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and Director – Nautilus Institute, and Michael Hamel, Victoria University, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, Nautilus Institute Special Report, 1-5, http://www.nautil us.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions.  But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4  These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.

Turns Econ
Turns the economy--

SKFTA provides an immediate boost to the economy – and growth isn’t sustainable without it

Robinson, 10 – president and CEO of the United States Council for International Business (Peter M, 8/10. “Obama needs to go further on trade.” http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/113601-obama-needs-to-go-further-on-trade)

President Obama recently introduced the new members of his national export council, headed by the CEOs of Boeing and Xerox, and charged them with helping achieve his ambitious objective of doubling U.S. exports within five years.  He rightly observed that, with 95 percent of the world’s consumers outside our borders, we can’t have a decent or lasting economic recovery without trade.  Doubling exports is a laudable goal, and the private sector is committed to working closely with the administration to achieve it.  But one has to ask: Where will all these new exports come from? Part of the growth will occur naturally, as trade recovers from a severe contraction following the 2008 financial shocks. U.S. exports declined 15 percent in 2009, but global recovery has helped us to recoup that fall-off during the first half of 2010. As economic activity returns to more normal levels throughout the world, trade and investment should continue to rise.  But it’s not enough to just get back to where we started.  To create lasting prosperity, we need to work harder, much harder, to open markets overseas, while resisting the temptation to retreat into economic isolationism at home.  The president has called for the swift completion of pending free trade agreements with Korea, Panama and Colombia.  This is an important and courageous step, given the strong opposition to these agreements from trade critics.  Completing the trade pacts will provide an immediate, pain-free stimulus to our economy. If the past is any guide, once the U.S. implements them, exports should rise significantly, and our trade balance with each country will improve. (In the case of Colombia and Panama, many of their products already enter the U.S. duty-free. Why wouldn’t we want similar treatment?)

Turns Heg
Turns heg—


SKFTA solves heg—soft power, diplomacy, economics, and hard power.

Hubbard, 4/7 – Senior Director for Asia, McLarty Associates and Former Ambassador to South Korea (4/7/11, Thomas, Congressional Documents and Publications, “House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Trade Hearing - Brady Announces Third in a Series of Three Hearings on the Pending, Job-Creating Trade Agreements: South Korea Trade Agreement,” Factiva,)The United States-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS) is a critical step forward for American job creation and ensuring U.S. economic competitiveness in Asia. This trade agreement is also an important investment in the overall U.S.-South Korea alliance at a time when heightened tension on the Korean peninsula requires our solidarity with our allies in the south and it will be a strong manifestation of the U.S. commitment to remain a major presence in Asia. I urge Congress to work toward passage of KORUS as soon as possible. Sixty years ago, the United States stood with the Republic of Korea in countering aggression from the communist North. That bloody conflict, which cost the lives of more than 35,000 Americans, has yet to result in a permanent peace. North Korea continues to challenge the world through its nuclear weapons programs and its recent attacks on the South have reminded us of the military threat and raised deep concerns in Northeast Asia. The Korean Peninsula remains a dangerous place. However, there has been a spectacular success story amidst ongoing tensions. South Korea has risen to become the world's 14th largest economy, a vibrant democracy, and a valued ally for the United States in a critical region. It is currently America's 7th largest trading partner and 7th largest export market. The economic arguments for KORUS are compelling. The most economically significant trade agreement (FTA) negotiated by the United States in over 15 years, KORUS would boost U.S. goods exports by up to $11 billion dollars and U.S. GDP by nearly $12 billion, according to the independent, nonpartisan U.S. International Trade Commission. The agreement would create as many as 70,000 new jobs for Americans at a time when we most need them. It is important to bear in mind that KORUS offers an opportunity to level the playing field with a trading partner whose market has historically been less open than ours. Currently, Korea's average duty on industrial and consumer goods is more than double that of the U.S., and its average duty on agriculture is more than four times that of the U.S. Looking at these differences, it is clear that the U.S. will be in a better position across the board to benefit from the market opening that will flow from KORUS. Ninety-five percent of bilateral trade in industrial and consumer products will become duty free in three years and nearly two-thirds of U.S. agricultural exports--everything from feed corn, to frozen French fries, to fine wines--will enter Korea duty-free as soon as KORUS comes into effect. In addition, KORUS will establish a fair and transparent legal framework for U.S. investors in Korea, and benefit U.S. exporters in telecommunications, financial, pharmaceutical, and other sectors where U.S. companies are on the cutting edge. Koreans see KORUS as a means to make its economy more open, and that is very much in the U.S. interest. More broadly, moving ahead with KORUS will be a concrete demonstration that the United States is prepared to lead on trade in Asia, a signal that all of our partners in the region want to see. We cannot afford to wait on the sidelines while the region pursues agreements that leave us out. The economies of Asia are in the process of integration and are now trading more with each other than they are with the United States. Bilateral and regional free trade agreements are proliferating, and the ROK is in the vanguard. Less than a decade ago, the United States was by far South Korea's leading trading partner. Now, we are competing with the European Union for third place, after China and Japan. With South Korea set to implement an FTA with the European Union in July, we can expect to fall to fourth place, and American farmers, manufacturers, and service providers will be the losers. KORUS will give us special access to the Korean market, enhancing our ability to compete with China, Japan and India, and Europe, even as it strengthens Korea's ties to the U.S. KORUS may also provoke wider liberalization. Approval of KORUS will lend impetus to the effort to develop the Trans-Pacific Partnership. And Asia's third largest economy, Japan, may feel compelled to seek a similar agreement. This, too, would be great for America, provided Japan agrees to open its markets to the same degree Korea will under KORUS. But the economic benefits of KORUS are just part of the equation. Strategic interests are also overwhelming at a time when the U.S. is dealing with a host of new security threats, including North Korea's nuclear weapons program, this free trade agreement will strengthen our strategic partnership with an important Asian ally that shares our belief in democracy and has stepped up to the plate with significant military and economic support in the Middle East and Afghanistan. While creating new American jobs, KORUS will reinforce the full partnership we have with South Korea at a time when that country is playing a growing international role. Furthermore, KORUS will have positive strategic effects that will resonate beyond the Korean peninsula. One of South Korea's primary goals in seeking the Free Trade Agreement with the U.S. is to broaden and strengthen its relationship with its ally at a time when China's rapid rise has provoked significant changes in power relationships in Asia. We strongly share the Republic of Korea's interest in solidifying and broadening this critical alliance. A failure to approve KORUS would be exactly the wrong signal to North Korea and to our allies and friends in Asia who want us to remain strongly engaged. The agreement with South Korea will stand as a new anchor for our longstanding leadership position in a rapidly changing Asia. For more than fifty years, the United States' political and economic commitment to Asia has contributed to the region's stability and prosperity. Nowhere has our engagement been more positive than with the Republic of Korea, which, with our help, rose from the ruins of the Korean War to become a vibrant democracy and one of the largest economies in the world. Americans and South Koreans shared blood together to prevent a communist takeover of the entire Peninsula 60 years ago. We still stand together in facing the many challenges from the North. Republic of Korea Forces stood with us when we needed them in Vietnam and continue to support our common interests in today's military conflicts. The FTA with Korea will strengthen America's relationship with a long-time ally and enhance our presence and influence in the region. I am convinced that America, for its own sake, must remain a leader in Asia. Ratification of this agreement is one way of ensuring that our engagement with the world's fastest growing region will support our fundamental security and economic interests into the future.
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