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[bookmark: pmd-heading-61884819-5afe-4916-af1e-0034b3358ff4]Notes
[bookmark: pmd-heading-eb57577c-f846-47f4-af87-820cb47eda0c]Fishy Fairy Tale 
In the beginning were two ice kingdoms. One was called Ice-Ikka and the other was called Cold-Nadda.
The two ice kingdoms bordered a beautiful sea and disagreed about how to divide it, but it didn’t matter because it was covered in ice! 
One day, the ice started to melt and the two kingdoms knew the time had come to fairly divide the sea. Since they had been such good friends before the ice melted, nobody thought there would be a problem when the time came to split the sea. 
However, the Kingdom of Ice-Ikka was facing a terrible danger – a hidden disease. 
While the ice was melting, a new disease emerged and infected the kingdom of Ice-Ikka making all the people angry and bitter. A new king arose from the angry people and became the Angry King. 
The Angry King blamed all the other kingdoms for the problems in Ice-Ikka and began to close its doors to any outsiders. 
 The kingdom of Cold-Nadda became concerned. They had remained healthy because one of their priests had developed a cure, but the Angry King feared the cure would poison his people so he told his kingdom to reject the cure. Some of his people took it and other did not.  
The world and those in Cold-Nadda began to wonder if Ice-Ikka would be healthy enough by the time it was necessary to resolve the dispute in the sea. 
New magic fish were beginning to appear in the cold waters and Cold-Nadda’s fishermen were excited to catch them, but could they do it without upsetting the Angry King? 
A brave fisherman in Ice-Ikka was thinking ahead. He approached the Angry King and said, “it would be a shame if Cold-Nadda got to all the fish before we do, I’d like your permission to go fish first!”  
The Angry King agreed and gave the fisherman the authority to develop Ice-Ikka’s fishing industry in the frozen sea.
Now the fisherman was clever and knew there’d be trouble if Cold-Nadda heard about the Angry King’s action so he went to the king’s fish wizard who was in charge of all the other fishing activities in the land. 
The fisherman told the fish wizard, “I have authority to develop the fishing industry in the frozen sea, help me to create an alliance with the fish wizard of Cold-Nadda before I begin to avoid their anger”. 
The fish wizard saw the fisherman’s foresight and went to see the fish wizard of Cold-Nadda. 
Now Ice-Ikka’s fish wizard had grown very old and the Angry King had not appointed her successor. She feared nobody would be around to protect Ice-Ikka’s fish or fishers in the future
When she arrived to the home of Cold-Nadda’s fish wizard she said, “Friend, I’ve come to ask for assistance. You are wise and well-cared for. I have lost my King’s favor and I fear Ice-Ikka’s fishers are in danger. Lend me your assistance and I will ensure the division of the sea is favorable to you”. 
Cold-Nadda’s fish wizard replied, “how will you guarantee me a favorable division of the sea?” 
Ice-Ikka’s fish wizard replied, “the Great Ice Wizard Council will convene soon and I will give them secret, hidden information and betray the Fish King. This information will be useful to you in your negotiations with the Angry King. Not even the Angry King can disobey the Great Ice Wizard Council”. 
Cold-Nadda’s fish wizard beheld Ice-Ikka’s old and frail wizard and felt compassion for her. He said, “give me the information and I will give it to the Great Ice Wizard Council that your reputation may be saved and you may find peace in your kingdom for your peace is my peace”. 
May the whole world know that it was I, not you, that brought the Angry King into conflict with the Great Wizard Council. 
The fish wizards departed and Ice-Ikka’s fish wizard told the fisherman he could begin. 
…
The Angry King stormed into the Great Ice Wizard Council’s chambers and shouted, “you have no authority to partition the sea, it belongs to me and me alone”. 
The Great Ice Wizard Council replied in unison:
 “Kings and Queens have assaulted these grounds before. Entire kingdoms have been moved against us! The forces of disease, evil, and violence have conspired to eliminate us; yet here we are and here we will remain as guardians to all humanity. 
Our ally is truth and reality itself - we are merely its servants. For thousands of years we have stood as a sign of the Great Truth. We have taken different names, powers, and locations and our friends stand among your people. 
You are a sick man and you’ve rejected our cure. You have lead your people astray and you and they will all perish. You offer anger, bitterness, and resentment. You peddle in empty promises and suffering. Woe to you, Angry King, for your reign will end bitterly. 
We will leave your seas alone but know that the truth has been revealed and stands as an immovable mountain. 
Today you’ve asserted your sovereignty, but the fishermen you’ve alienated will search for light in the dark waters and they will only see our lighthouse of hope.”
And the Great Wizards rose and vanished leaving the Angry King alone. 
All the world witnessed the Great Wizard’s bravery and sought their light. Together they tackled the all world problems using a new magic called “science” and Jesus died for their sins. Amen. 
 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6181bd41-3dab-437e-9519-9bd4e4dcef68]What does the plan do? 
There is currently a ban on fishing in the Beaufort Sea. The plan lifts the ban and creates a regulated commercial fishing industry starting with exploratory fishing. 
After exploratory fishing, NOAA would publish scientific data justifying a legal catch limit for the whole Beaufort Sea. This includes fish stock data and geological data. 
It would establish a co-management zone called the “Beaufort Sea Zone” where fisherfolk and scientists from Canada/Arctic can build relationships to update fish stock data. There is no evidence saying the name of the zone needs to be that, but the Epstein evidence is the advocate that says the US and Canada should cooperate in a model like the Svalbard Zone. 
Canada says yes because it legitimizes their claim to the Beaufort through UNCLOS. That’s the Edvardsen evidence. You can see the inspiration for the say yes argument in the Fish Fairy Tale. 
The solvency cards are disguised as the Norway/Russia impacts in the Canada advantage. 
If you read the NOAA advantage:
The plan funds NOAA so they can rehire their fired workforce. That’s the WWF evidence
The plan establishes an exploratory-fishing scientific tourism industry in the arctic. That’s the Steins evidence. 
This means someone like Jerry Leeman could get hired to go work as a tour guide on a scientific voyage into the Beaufort Sea. Evidence suggests we could pay him a little more than $100,000USD per year, but I can’t remember what card that’s in. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9f97d7f4-4ef2-4c43-8a4d-f77ff2114abd]What advantages do I read? 
Read Canada + CAOFA for policy debates. 
Read NOAA for K debates. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-450c07b5-daa2-4b65-bc2e-c036395cfa59]What’s the CAOFA advantage say? 
Its not as complicated as it seems. There are just some distractions and impacts designed to confuse the 1NC. Let’s focus on the real stuff first. 
CAOFA banned fishing in the Central Arctic Ocean until 2037. As part of CAOFA, member countries agreed to start exploratory fishing which means they are collected data points to build a statistical model for the fish populations. They probably also need ice data, but it seems like everyone is taking it for granted that there will be enough water for commercial fishing by 2037. 
The debates about exploration have dragged on for four years already and China’s worried that everyone in CAOFA doesn’t actually want to fish in the Arctic any time so they might leave and start another fishing organization with Russia. 
This would delegitimize CAOFA and the Arctic Council because China is the world’s biggest fish consumer. That’s where we get the science diplomacy stuff. 
Since the plan lifts the US’s domestic moratorium and starts exploratory fishing inside the US Arctic EEZ it sends a clear signal that the US intends to fish the Arctic which keeps China on board. 
Okay, now for the impact work. 
The US EBM impacts are really just “US key” cards. They discuss how the US basically started CAOFA negotiations and what they do really influences the treaty. 
The China NQPF impacts are really just “China not revisionist” cards needed to answer China DA’s. 
Nuclear Dolphins are a jab at any nuclear war impacts or silly CP’s that go for “1% risk of a nuclear war is a reason to vote neg”. If the neg can giggle at your nuclear dolphins you can giggle at whatever net benefit they read to the process CP. 
It also demonstrates that there’s a lot of uncertainty in the status quo about country’s motivations so the aff’s clarity matters. 
Its also just funny. 
The offshore cities impact helps us prove that NQPF’s matter. The goal isn’t to go for it as a round winner. Its more to give an example of a successful Chinese innovation that solves extinction that the DA probably can’t access. 
The nationalist wars impact is another card to demonstrate China isn’t revisionist, they just care about global image and fish is very important to them. 
Lastly, EBM, NQPF’s, Offshore Cities, and Nationalism are really just scenarios that science diplomacy solves. 
Think about it like this: the topic is “science diplomacy solves war” and the example of the topic is the EBM, the NQPF, the offshore city, and nationalism. 
Each scenario is a warrant that proves the claim. In a big DA debate you should go for science diplomacy as the main impact with all the side impacts as warrants to help you get around defense. It’s a huuuuge scope with a really good probability since the empirical basis is solid and the examples are ongoing. The turns case args are also excellent. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9b9cd633-bf17-492f-a701-af19246b0ced]How does the NOAA advantage work? 
What does it profit, my brethren, if a man says he has faith but has not works? Can his faith save him? 
If a brother or sister is poorly clothed and in lack of daily food, and one of you says to them, “Go in peace, be warmed and filled,” without giving them the things needed for the body, what does it profit? 
So faith by itself, it it has no works, is dead. 
But some one will say, “you have faith and I have works.”
Show me your faith apart from your works and I by my works will show you my faith.
 --- James 2:14-18, Bishop of Jerusalem in 60AD; Brother of Jesus who born in Bethlehem currently in modern day Palestine. 

The advantage is built to answer framework arguments on the K. 

The best argument, imo, is that the alt leads to cooption. When we retreat from the world to reflect on our epistemology, ontology, relationship to the state, etc people like Jerry Leeman or Trump will deregulate the government and create fascism, misinformation, conspiracy theories, and cynicism. 

Instead, we should learn about the government, arctic policy, and ongoing struggles with imperfect epistemologies to best shape our relationships with each other. History and humanity is imperfect and we need to accept this is true, for now. 

Okay, so what’s with all the impact nonsense? 

Sharknado is in there to demonstrate that there is a difference between the BioD extinction scenario and fake extinction scenarios that the K might extinction K’s about. Obviously we are never going to go for a sharknado impact but if you drop it in the game of debate its true! The purpose is purely performative. You should only extend this impact to prove debate is a game and that the BioD impacts are real. 

The shark knowledge impact evidence demonstrates that indigenous people regularly work within government institutions to protect their interests, but that other constantly try to erase or coopt their struggles. We would argue that the K engages in such erasure by suggesting state-based engagement isn’t enough or isn’t real liberation. 
The Mexican redistribution impact is also tagged to make a performative point. 

The evidence is really demonstrating the link between NOAA’s efforts to protect the Red Snapper, Mexican fishermen, and drug cartels in Mexico. The tags allow us to re-imagine the possibility of NOAA and the coast guard’s law enforcement roles showing how we can use contradictory narratives to imagine a better future with scenario planning. 

For example, from this evidence and the tags comes “perm: issue redistributive permits to colonized fisherman” which would remove a revenue source from the drug cartels and do more for indigenous justice than the alt. 
Whales, plankton and oxygen all demonstrate the importance of biodiversity and force 1NC engagement. 
Climate change is there to force 1NC answers and bait links so we can say they are climate deniers. 

The science purges evidence shows what happens when we engage in institutional skepticism. People lose their jobs. This evidence was written by a former NOAA employee. There are really dedicated people in the government that want to do good work. We can’t forget about them! 

The Trump eco-facism impact demonstrates another reason why institutional/state skepticism is dangerous. 
The BioD impact evidence should give you a template for how you can discuss the environmental consequences of the advantage in the 2AR. Its also the best defense of extinction rhetoric. 

We will use the NOAA public hearing arguments as a permutation to demonstrate our model of debate is educational and has a real effect on the world. Ideally, everyone in the debate submits a public comment, but we also can’t force them. If the judge doesn’t comment it proves that the judge wouldn’t do the alt either so debate is a game and we should just care about fairness. 

Lastly, the Spirit arguments will be useful to incorporate some cosmology arguments into the 2AC about eternal life, healing, and reconciliation. We can’t just kill the conspiracy theorists who got all the NOAA scientists fired. We have to heal that relationship to move forward. That will also be our model for moving forward on settler/native relations. Additionally, it points to hope. While the material world today is imperfect our spiritual lives will be perfectly nourished in peace and harmony until the end of time when peace reigns in the universe. While we accept that our material world will never be perfect we also accept our responsibility to demonstrate our spiritual faith (scholarship) by the material works (plan) to care for our neighbors and love our enemies. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4c43e000-9abb-4d7d-a1ec-6f4af9a721e8]Why is the plan text so vague? 
The plan text is deliberately vague to dodge CP’s and T questions. The idea is that as the affirmative you can specify the solvency in the 1AC tags and CX and the plan just needs to be an example of the resolution. Pretend your solvency cards create the most plausible versions of the plan text in a world of infinite versions of the plan text.  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-895497a6-2d63-4624-b6bb-178df791458e]Is this topical? 
There is debate about “T—It’s” which David Heidt already resolved at Michigan when he wrote the Russian Science Diplomacy aff. 
The aff does not fiat any Canadian involvement, but it does fiat NOAA asks Canada for data in return. Canada will say yes. 
See the 2AC blocks on T for more info. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f3ecee73-c19b-490a-ae6c-e0e2db0ae340]Timing 

It takes Gabe ~4.00 to read the Canada advantage at a reasonable pace. You’re probably faster. 
It takes Gabe ~4.50 to read the CAOFA advantage at a reasonable pace. You’re probably faster. 
Its takes Gabe 8.00 minutes to read the NOAA advantage.  
Optional impacts you can remove in my suggested order: Trump annexes Canada, Nuclear Dolphins,  Offshore Cities, SAI release, Nationalist Wars. 
I would read everything for NOAA because it sets up the internal link chain for the biodiversity impact. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-59d80dba-e66e-4b14-9a43-f72621aa0770]1AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9eb344dc-0696-419d-bd7e-2b775c4d5187]1AC—Plan 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2457b9e2-4513-4ca6-9506-82748cc035d6]The United States federal government should substantially increase its exploration of Beaufort Sea marine organic resources.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-266995eb-59aa-4f6d-ab7e-9aeefa3c40fb]1AC—Canada 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5be2b8fc-3f58-4cc4-8ff4-0aa6e221a9e0]US and Canada negotiations on the border of the Beaufort Sea stalled. Delayed resolution poisons the relationship and collapses NORAD. 
Huebert 25 – 2008-2009 CIC Senior Research Fellow and a Fellow with Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs Institute. He is an Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Calgary. [Rob, 11 April 2025, Canadian Geographic, “Reaching for the Beaufort Sea”, https://canadiangeographic.ca/articles/reaching-for-the-beaufort-sea/, gabe@ADL]
The long-standing dispute between Canada and the United States over the Beaufort Sea can be seen as a metaphor for Canada-U.S. relations.
In the Beaufort Sea, which lies north of Alaska, Yukon and the Northwest Territories, there’s a wedge of ocean that has been in question for two centuries. As the border between Canada and America reaches the coastline, the two countries disagree as to which direction that boundary line proceeds into the tides. Canada says it should follow the 141st meridian west, extending the border between Alaska and Yukon. The U.S. asserts the line should instead be equidistant from the two nations.
Despite their differences, Canada and the U.S. have been able to resolve a wide range of practical issues, from the pursuit of oil and gas to commercial fishing in the region. The boundary disagreement hasn’t prevented the two countries from developing a seamless defence relationship to protect the region: the two coast guards operate on such a close basis, it’s hard to tell there even is a border. All of this is based on shared values and interests that have made the boundary issue seem almost irrelevant. But this may be about to change.
The re-election of Donald Trump has turned this relationship on its head — and is threatening to undermine it entirely. While Trump has not specifically mentioned the Beaufort Sea dispute, it is hard to see how the cooperation between nations can withstand what he has said.
The Beaufort Sea dispute is over a 21,197-square-kilometre wedge between Canada and the United States. (Map: adapted by Canadian Geographic from NRCan/Atlas of Canada/Polar Knowledge Canada)
The seeds for the border disagreement were sown before Canada even existed as an independent nation, back when the Russian Empire still owned Alaska. In the 1825 Treaty of Saint Petersburg, Russia and the United Kingdom agreed to use the 141st meridian as the dividing line between Alaska and the northwestern section of British North America. But there was little concern over the maritime border for two main reasons. First, international law at that time allowed coastal states to control only the area three nautical miles from their coastline. Any differences in how the sea was to be divided were not seen as significant. There was also very little economic incentive for either side to try to exploit the region’s resources, as the sea was frozen for much of the year, making access difficult.
Complicating the issue was the language of the 1825 treaty. It was customary at the time to use French — and what was written was confusing and open to interpretation. Even when Russia sold Alaska to the U.S. in 1867, the issue of the maritime boundary did not attract any real attention.
But tensions over that boundary surfaced in the late 1970s.
Both states knew the Beaufort Sea probably contained significant sources of oil and gas. The U.S. discovery of large deposits of oil off the north slope of Alaska in 1968 generated unprecedented interest in the region. The two nations suspected the Beaufort Sea would also contain rich deposits.
When oil deposits were found in Prudhoe Bay, Alaska, in 1968, interest intensified in the Beaufort Sea. The Prudhoe Bay Oil Field is the largest in North America. (Photo: Scott Dickerson/Design Pics Inc/Alamy)
In 1973, negotiations began for what would become the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. As negotiations went on, it became clear that areas extending into the ocean from coastal states would be expanded from three to 200 nautical miles through the creation of exclusive economic zones. The convention gave all coastal states sovereign control over their EEZ’s resources. In 1977, both Canada and the United States applied this new 200-nautical-mile EEZ to their northern waters.
But given the 1825 treaty’s vagueness, they had differing interpretations of what that would look like. Canada claimed the boundary dividing Alaska from the Yukon and northern British Columbia should be extended in a straight line into the sea. The United States made the case for the “equidistance principle,” which meant drawing a line that extended perpendicular to the coastline. Unsurprisingly, both countries favoured themselves. The difference between the two created a 21,197-square-kilometre wedge of disputed water and seabed.
They tried to negotiate. In the first phase of negotiations in 1977, Canada suggested the two countries resolve several maritime disputes in one fell swoop, aiming to find compromises that could satisfy both nations. They told the U.S. that Canada would “accept a compromise jurisdictional boundary [in the Beaufort Sea] more or less along the geographic coordinates put forth by the United States, provided American officials would grant Canada similar boundary concessions in the Gulf of Maine and off the Strait of Juan de Fuca.” But the Americans refused to link the boundary issues in a comprehensive approach.
Further negotiations took place but never succeeded. The most recent effort was announced on September 24, 2024, renewing hope that this issue would be resolved once and for all, especially in an era of a rapidly changing Arctic. “Our common interests in the region have served as the foundation of our bilateral Arctic relations for many decades and will continue to guide our Arctic cooperation in the future,” read the joint statement by the two governments.
Sea ice retreat in the Beaufort Sea from May 13, 2012 (top) to June 16, 2012 (bottom). Recent sea ice loss rates were reported as being double the climatological average that year. (Photo: NASA Goddard Space Flight Center/Wikimedia Commons)
Indeed, Canada and the United States have cooperated on a wide range of issues. In 2016, citing environmental concerns, President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Justin Trudeau both agreed to a moratorium on the search for offshore Arctic oil and gas in the entire Beaufort Sea. 
The United States also closed commercial fishing all of its Arctic Management Area, including the Beaufort Sea and the disputed zone, in 2009. The Americans were concerned that not enough was known about existing stocks as climate change reduced ice cover and opened the potential for future fishing. Canada had very limited fishing in the region, with most being Inuit traditional rather than commercial fishing. Canada joined its neighbour in limiting the potential for commercial fishing until more science emerged. They eventually banded together with other fishing nations, Arctic nations and the European Union, leading to the Central Arctic Ocean Fisheries Agreement to prevent unregulated fishing in the high seas of the central Arctic Ocean. Signed in 2018 and implemented in 2021, this agreement stops all commercial fishing in the region for 16 years.
The fact that Canada and the United States disagree about the maritime boundary has also never affected the seamless aerospace defence above the waters. In 1957, to defend and deter the bomber and missile threat posed by U.S.S.R. (and subsequently Russia), the two nations collaborated on a bi-national command called Norad (for the North American Air Defence Command, which was later renamed the North American Aerospace Defence Command). Norad remained in effect even after the Cold War ended. As recently as 2023, Chinese surveillance balloons were tracked crossing the American and Canadian Arctic and subsequently destroyed through Norad.
So: a disagreement that could have been a major political problem has remained in hand since it was argued into existence. But will the ability to manage this agreement persist in the face of the upheavals of the Trump administration’s actions towards Canada?
The threats of tariffs and annexations are beginning to poison this historically amiable relationship. And Trump has already stated his opposition to the existing and accepted borders between Canada and the United States. It is highly doubtful that he would simply ignore a border where a disagreement already exists. He has also stated his intention to reboot the oil and gas industry in Alaska and will probably see that disputed wedge as an American piece of the pie.
All this means the long-term “agree to disagree” spirit that has characterized the Beaufort Sea dispute is likely to come to an end. Does that mean the U.S. will more urgently try to resume talks that were recently restarted, or will it result in more aggressive actions from the Americans? While some observers feel that American officials — many of whom have developed close relationships with their Canadian counterparts — may try to negotiate a fair deal with Canada, that is unlikely to occur. First, Trump has been very effective in ensuring that all of the American bureaucracy serves at his pleasure — and that failure to do so means termination. Second, given his obsession with Greenland, it is highly unlikely he would agree to any terms that would not give the United States 100 per cent of its claims in the Arctic. What this should teach Canadians is that in international relations, there really is no such thing as a permanent special relationship. Canada should have settled this issue a long time ago.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-aaab0c69-b529-474e-a934-746fbb11387e]Weak NORAD invites existential nuclear aggression and dismantles arms control
Regehr 25 - Senior Fellow in Arctic Security and Defense, Research Fellow at the The Kindred Credit Union Centre for Peace Advancement, Conrad Grebel University College, University of Waterloo [Ernie, 11 February, The Simons Foundation Canada, “NORAD Renewal and a Team Canada approach to security”, https://www.thesimonsfoundation.ca/highlights/norad-renewal-and-team-canada-approach-security, gabe@ADL]
Lackenbauer characterizes the through threats as those that “emanate from outside the region and pass through or over it to strike targets also outside the region.”8 A prime example would be a nuclear armed intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launched from the Russian heartland and headed for the American heartland over the Arctic. Or it could be Russian nuclear bombers flying the shortest route to the Canadian and American heartlands. Another prominent Canadian Arctic security analyst, Prof. Rob Huebert of the University of Calgary, offers a clear description of the threats that are animating NORAD modernization.9 He argues that the serious Arctic threat is not to “sovereignty” but to “security.” There are, to be sure, sovereignty issues that need attention – like acknowledgement of the waters of Northwest Passage as internal to Canada, the Beaufort Sea boundary dispute with the United States, overlapping claims to extended continental shelves – but these are challenges to be managed to ensure that it is diplomats, lawyers, and scientists who remain the prime responders. The most immediate military challenge, says Huebert, is to convincingly demonstrate to Russia that it could never “launch a surprise missile attack across the Arctic to American targets with a chance of succeeding” – those targets being in the more southerly Canadian and American heartlands.
Both Huebert and Lackenbauer thus see the threats passing through the Arctic to targets in the American and Canadian heartlands as the focus of the military responses, and it is that same category of threats that drives NORAD modernization. Canada’s Arctic Foreign Policy essentially agrees that the basic military threats in the Arctic are the threats of attacks passing through the region: the Arctic “region represents a geographic vector for traditional and emerging weapons systems that threaten broader North American and transatlantic security.”
There is little prospect that the capacity to defeat threats travelling through or over the Arctic will ever be comprehensive. There is simply no sure defence against Russian or Chinese nuclear-armed intercontinental ballistic missile attacks via the Arctic on North America. Realistically, there is also no comprehensive defence against massed strategic bombers bearing nuclear-armed, air-launched, cruise and hypersonic missile attacks on North America. These systems represent an existential threat, yet there is no reliable defence against them.
US policy relies on nuclear deterrence to prevent such attacks, and durable prevention requires reliable domain awareness and early warning (that being NORAD’s role), and ongoing diplomacy aimed at stabilizing relations with adversaries, confidence building measures towards that end, firm limits on weapons through arms control, and concrete steps toward the total nuclear disarmament that nuclear powers have declared to be their ultimate objective – the kind of policies which Canada should promote from its seat at the continental security table.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-37700d16-32b3-487e-8cfa-2cc9172c8f26]US-Canada relations solve global existential risks. 
SG, DC Based Consulting Firm, 1-8-2025, "Trade and National Security Tensions Between the United States and Canada: What’s at Stake?", Sam Group, https://www.samuelgroup.us/post/trade-and-national-security-tensions-between-the-united-states-and-canada-whats-at-stake, gabe@ADL
The longstanding relationship between Canada and the United States has been one of mutual benefit and shared interests. However, as President-elect Trump signals his intention to rethink bilateral relations, citing Canada’s should no longer rely on America’s previous behaviors and longstanding policies as a signal for future relations. Concerns are now growing about what this shift could mean for the future of trade and national security between these two close allies.
While Canada and the U.S. have weathered disagreements before, this new approach introduces uncertainty that could have profound implications for both nations. Below, I outline three reasons why Canada should be worried and three ways this shift could also negatively impact the United States.
‍Three Reasons Canada Should Be Worried:
Economic Dependence on U.S. Trade
‍Nearly 75% of Canadian exports go to the United States, making the U.S. Canada’s largest trading partner. Any disruption to this economic flow—whether through new tariffs, stricter customs enforcement, or renegotiated trade agreements—could hit Canadian businesses hard, particularly in critical sectors like automotive, energy, and agriculture.
‍Defense Cooperation at Risk
‍Canada and the U.S. are longstanding defense partners through agreements like NORAD and NATO. A deterioration in relations could disrupt joint defense initiatives, leaving Canada more vulnerable to external threats. The integration of defense operations also means any fractures could complicate responses to emerging threats like cybersecurity risks or Arctic sovereignty.
‍Damage to Public and Diplomatic Relations
‍Canada prides itself on its international reputation for diplomacy and cooperation. A strained relationship with the U.S., especially under high-profile disputes, could erode Canada’s ability to influence global affairs and diminish its standing as a reliable partner on issues like climate change, trade, and global security.
‍Three Reasons How This Showdown Could Affect the United States:‍
‍Underestimating the Economic Blowback on U.S. Industries
‍The U.S. relies on Canada as its largest trading partner, with nearly $700 billion in bilateral trade annually. Disruptions in trade flows would hurt American industries that depend on Canadian imports and exports, from food production, agriculture, energy, raw materials to manufacturing, and could exacerbate inflationary pressures already facing U.S. consumers.
‍Weakened Defense Collaboration
‍Canada plays a critical role in the U.S.’s northern defense strategy, particularly through its longstanding contributions to NORAD. If relations cool, the U.S. could face diminished cooperation in key areas like Arctic security and joint military operations, even critical defense industrial base production components and technologies necessary for America’s military industries, thus weakening its strategic position in an increasingly contested region like the North and elsewhere in the world.
‍Geopolitical Instability in a Multi Polar World
‍A fractured U.S.-Canada relationship could embolden rival powers, such as China and Russia, to exploit divisions between the two allies. This would undermine North American solidarity on critical global issues, leaving both nations less equipped to address economic and security challenges in an increasingly multipolar world.
‍Charting a Path Forward
‍Despite these challenges, there remains an opportunity for Canada and the U.S. to strengthen their relationship by addressing these concerns constructively. Canada should engage in proactive diplomacy, making the case for its role as a steadfast ally while seeking assurances that trade and security policies under the Trump administration are mutually beneficial. Canada should be mobilizing and leveraging all its resources in soft power diplomacy, asking key associations representing Canada ‘s top industries and defense industrial base companies in a multi front lobbying and advocacy effort in Washington, D,C., elsewhere in the United States and at key global institutions where both countries have a seat at the table.
Similarly, the U.S. should recognize the risks of alienating a very close ally and ensure that any renegotiation of relations on trade and defense matters are done in a way that strengthens, rather than undermines, shared economic and national security goals.
The U.S.-Canada relationship has been a cornerstone of North American stability and predictability for over a century. While this period of uncertainty may test that bond, both nations must rise to the occasion to preserve a critical partnership that remains essential in an increasingly complex and multi polar world.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c96f757b-4ef8-437d-9fe6-dce2328d7933]The plan publishes exploratory fish and geology data that resolves the dispute through co-management. 
Epstein 11 - BA 2007, Northwestern University; JD 2010, The University of Chicago Law School [Andrew, Winter 2011, “COMMENT: A New Approach to an Old Problem: Managing Fish Resources in the Beaufort Sea”, 11 Chi. J. Int'l L. 755, Lexis, gabe@ADL]
The Fish Stock Agreement requires states to cooperate to strengthen scientific research capacity concerning ocean resources, which would lead to the proper evaluation of fish stocks from which all would benefit. 219 If territorial claims simply provide an opportunity for nations to expand their ability to exploit resources, then the conservation goals of UNCLOS will remain unfulfilled. 220 The overarching principle of UNCLOS, however, may provide a catalyst for Arctic nations to agree that co-management is the preferable scheme. 221 Because of the shared interest of both Canada and the US in fish conservation, scientific cooperation may lead to a satisfactory resolution of boundary dispute. 222
A joint management approach to managing transboundary marine living resources is preferable for three reasons. First, fisheries are common-property resources subject to individual selfish maximization of short-run results without regard for long-term consequences on other users. 223 Second, marine living resources do not follow human constructed national boundaries. Therefore, to properly manage these transboundary resources that benefit both states, cooperation is essential. 224 Third, a solution achieved through cooperation rather than adjudication fulfills UNCLOS Part XV's emphasis on resolving disputes amicably. 225
The projected impacts of climate change are likely to be profound on Beaufort Sea fisheries. 226 Climate change poses increased risks of disease as non-native species inhabit the territory, increased pollution levels, and increased competition from the northward expansion of temperate species. 227 Abundant uncertainties concerning the long-term impact of climate change necessitate research studies similar to those undertaken by Norwegian and Russian marine biologists. 
Canada's new openness to confronting the territorial dispute follows two summers of collaborative research between Canadian and US scientists aboard their nations' respective ice-breakers. 228 The Arctic policy directive of the US promotes the sharing of Arctic research platforms with other countries when conducting collaborative research. 229
 Until scientists establish an understanding regarding the abundance or biomass of fish communities, Canada and the US are well-advised to refrain from commercial fishing due to the potential to harm fish populations irrevocably. 230 Currently, both the US and Canada adhere to the precautionary principle when confronting fishery resources in the Arctic. 231 Effective governance requires "not only factual information about the state of the environment and human actions but also information about uncertainty and values." 232 The joint management of scientific research will also enhance the legitimacy of any implemented regulations, as evidenced by the Svalbard Zone's policy of shared research
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Prime Minister Mark Carney has vowed Canada will never be a 51st American state and has called on Canada to present a united front to defend against United States President Donald Trump’s escalating attacks on Canada’s economy and sovereignty.
Most Canadians are already on board. Provincial premiers have committed to defending against tariffs, and recent polling data shows 85 per cent of Canadians resolutely reject Trump’s threats of annexation.
Yet, despite this widespread patriotism, some Canadians may have a relative or friend in the contrarian 10 per cent of citizens who welcome annexation.
Why do these people support Trump?
Psychology and security
The answer has less to do with politics or economic frustration than it does psychology. The reason some Canadians are reacting positively to Trump’s threats is because cognitive biases often prevent human beings from accurately assessing shocks to their security environment.
Psychological biases are well-researched in international security scholarship, and I have witnessed their consequences first-hand in my work in conflict zones.
From peacekeepers to politicians to ordinary civilians, I have seen how cognitive biases can cause rational, intelligent people to ignore valuable evidence, even at great peril.
Humans often react to unsettling evidence by denying, minimizing or re-interpreting the information to restore their cognitive ease. Everyone in a conflict-prone part of the world experiences cognitive distortions and denial at some point. Psychological security often overrides physical security.
But these biases are dangerous. They undermine decision-making, slow down reaction times and cause people to believe dangerous things that make them unsafe.
The tricky part is that challenging a person’s denial can provoke defensiveness, even rage. But allowing denial to persist leaves them dangerously unprepared to face real-world threats.
On balance, the safer choice is to rip off these psychological Band-aids.
Denial through confirmation bias
Except for a small percentage of extremists, the 10 per cent who are in favour of American annexation are ordinary Canadians. What makes them different are two interrelated cognitive biases: confirmation bias and belief perseverance.
For Canadians who hold Trump in high esteem, acknowledging his threats creates cognitive dissonance. Some people find dissonance so distressing that it feels easier to reject or reinterpret the contrary information in a way that protects prior-held ideas and restores cognitive ease.
These confirmation biases allow the 10 per cent to redefine the word “annexation” to mean something else, such as peaceful political unification. That imagined definition turns Trump’s threat into a friendly proposal leading to greater prosperity and security.
That reinterpretation may reduce psychological distress, but it’s delusional.
Political unification is a non-coercive and consent-based process, wherein parties agree to incorporation through referendum, typically producing an all new government. Trump is proposing unilateral annexation, which is the hostile and illegal seizure of a sovereign state’s territory and the subjugation of its population.
Annexation is not marriage. It’s rape.
Unilateral annexation is so inherently violent that its prohibition in Article 2(4) of the United Nations Charter is considered the legal cornerstone of the post-Second World War international order.
As Trump, Russia’s Vladimir Putin and China’s Xi Jinping each champion annexing nearby sovereign nations in the name of greatness, that international order is now crumbling. If the laws, norms and institutions preventing annexation collapse, it opens the door to invasions, insurgencies and even global war.
Many of the 10 per cent are simply unaware of what “annexation” truly means, and could rationally change their position once they understand the facts. But a smaller subset of that group may reject the evidence entirely.
Belief perseverance causes some people to aggressively hold their original position, even when presented with disconfirming evidence.
While denial helps them feel safe in the moment, it also makes them dangerously unprepared to deal with real threats.
Denial through normalcy bias
Patriotic “elbows up” Canadians must also be wary of denial. For them, the issue is not identifying the threats, but comprehending their full implications.
Even among informed citizens, NATO, NORAD and the Five Eyes intelligence-sharing alliance are not easy to relate to. Trade wars show up on grocery bills, but these defence organizations keep peace in the background, which is harder to notice.
Canadians may intellectually understand that North American security is deteriorating, but that crisis may not seem as real as tariffs.
This is called “normalcy bias,” a psychological tendency to minimize the probability of threats or the dangers they pose, which delays protective action. Normalcy and optimism biases are why many people fail to evacuate quickly when they are forewarned about wildfires, hurricanes, earthquakes and even wars.
Slow reactions are not caused by stupidity or laziness. Research shows that the majority people respond inefficiently to warnings of forthcoming disasters. I have witnessed this bias in conflict zones and even experienced its effects myself. I can run 10 kilometres in about an hour, but when the Taliban attacked a bazaar less than 10 kilometres from my flat, it still felt far away.
Why? Because security threats don’t feel close until your windows start to shake.
While a military invasion is not imminent, Trump’s threats are so extreme that they warrant immediate action to improve Canadian defence. The time to take protective action is before windows start shaking.
For the majority of Canadians who already take Trump’s threats seriously, the first step in countering the normalcy bias is to pay attention to new risks and fractures in existing security co-operation.
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Ambiguous
Canada's willingness to cooperate with a country outside of UNCLOS may weaken the treaty. Still, it is politically smart, as an American ratification is unlikely to come any time soon, commented Rob Huebert, Professor of Political Science at the University of Calgary, to the CBC in January. 

The professor of law at UiT The Arctic University of Norway emphasizes that the implications are complex:

"If Canada and the US enter into an agreement on the delimitation of the continental shelf based on the criteria in the UNCLOS – and the US gets to determine an outer limit of its shelf without being a party to the convention and thus bypassing the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf – it may be a point that the US gets the benefits without the obligations."

"At the same time, it is important that the world's most powerful maritime nation, which is the USA, essentially follows the rules of the Law of the Sea," Henriksen points out. 
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In September, the Canadian and American governments announced a task force to negotiate the Beaufort Sea boundary, a longstanding bilateral disagreement, providing a welcome opportunity to showcase co-operation and collaboration in a world of heightening competition.
More than ever the world needs a positive-sum problem-solving mentality. While the Beaufort wedge may not have the historical significance or strategic importance of many of the world’s most critical territorial disputes, it can serve as an example of sensible accommodation and the value of compromise.
By modelling this in the Beaufort, Canada and the United States can reinforce the importance of diplomacy and the rules-based international order.
The timing is certainly right for the task force to do its work. The ocean and seafloor north of the Yukon-Alaska land border have been a source of disagreement since the 1940s. 
Concave and convex contours
The issue is a legal-technical one.
Canada argues the land boundary should extend into the ocean and up to the North Pole. The Americans believe the offshore line should be defined by the contours of the coast, with the convex Alaskan coast and the concave Canadian coast producing an “equidistance” line that pushes the maritime boundary further east than Canada’s position.
This results in a “wedge” of 21,197 square kilometres of ocean and seabed in the Beaufort Sea.
Canadian and American negotiators tried to resolve the issue in the mid-1970s, first prompted by the discovery of oil and gas in the region.
At the time, the wedge and the surrounding Beaufort Sea were seen as a potential source of enormous wealth. The oil boom following the second Arab oil embargo pushed hundreds of millions in spending into the region and sparked visions of a new hydrocarbon bonanza.
In 1976, the federal Department of Energy anticipated the Beaufort Sea region providing half of Canada’s natural gas requirements by 1990. Four years later, Dome Petroleum projected 1.5 million barrels of oil per day by 2000. The area was alive with activity as resource companies built fleets of ice-strengthened drill ships and began exploring off artificial islands.
But the Beaufort dispute proved less of a priority than solving the Gulf of Maine dispute, with its proven fisheries and proximity to large populations. The Americans refused to seek a joint solution.
Ottawa’s great dreams for the Beaufort boom never came to pass, crushed by falling oil and gas prices in the 1980s. As that dream faded, so did the incentive to resolve the sticky question of maritime jurisdiction between the two Arctic neighbours.
The Northern oil rush is on hold
Today, all that Arctic oil seems destined to remain under the ice, regardless of where the boundary lies. Fracking has once again made oil easier to draw from Texas than the Arctic, while climate change and the need to cut emissions have made risky propositions out of hydrocarbon megaprojects, with their decades-long return on investment.
Where control of the Beaufort wedge was once about resources, today it is about politics and principle. No government wants to be seen ceding sovereign rights – including to an offshore exclusive economic zone or continental shelf.
Canada’s long – and sometimes comically ridiculous – sovereignty battle with Denmark over tiny Hans Island showed that to be true. But Hans Island ultimately set a valuable precedent. After years of removing one another’s flags and stealing whisky bottles, the two sides did what everyone knew had to be done: they divided the rock in half.
What made that move so impressive was not that either side really surrendered anything (Hans Island is devoid of life and resources), but that Canada and Denmark/Greenland were willing to negotiate over what they saw as national territory. Few governments are willing to take that political risk – far easier to set the problem aside and let it fester.
The announcement of a Beaufort Sea task force is important for similar reasons. Ottawa and Washington are pushing through the comfortable inertia to resolve a boundary dispute that has been allowed to linger for nearly eight decades.
Canadians may look back with relief at the timing of this initiative. While the Arctic oil and gas industry has come and gone, fresh industries appear on the horizon. New fish stocks are moving north as the Arctic warms.
Resolving this jurisdictional issue now and building a common approach to regional management may be crucial to ensuring that both Canadian and American interests are protected and do not lead to friction in an uncertain future.
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A long-running dispute between Canada and the United States over sovereignty of the Northwest Passage is one of numerous tensions being heightened by the climate crisis. Global Insight explains how international law can help mitigate the risks.
When United States Secretary of State Mike Pompeo used a speech at an Arctic Council ministerial meeting in May 2019 to describe Canada’s claim to the Northwest Passage as ‘illegitimate’, his comments reignited a long-running Canada–US dispute about the Northwest Passage, the sea route to the Pacific Ocean through the Arctic Ocean.
Canada argues that the waters around the Arctic Archipelago, through which the Northwest Passage runs, are an internal waterway and under Canada’s legal jurisdiction. The US believes them to be an international strait, open to all vessels with no need to seek Canada’s permission – a view shared by the European Union.
The two neighbours signed the Canada–US Arctic Cooperation Agreement in 1988, by which the US agreed to ask Canada’s permission to transit in the region, while both parties maintained their respective positions on sovereignty of the Northwest Passage.
The region’s changing climate has exacerbated tensions. With ice melting earlier each year and the water open for increasing periods of time, routes previously unnavigable have become traversable, enhancing the Northwest Passage’s viability as a commercial shipping route. Gavin Giles QC, a partner at Canadian law firm McInnes Cooper, explains that as a potential trade route from the Far East to Northwestern Europe, the Northwest Passage could offer substantially reduced voyage times compared to the Panama Canal and Cape Horn.
The physical transformation of the Northwest Passage means the prospect of increased traffic along it, including tourist vessels. For the indigenous Inuit, this brings potential benefits but also concerns. Inuit communities note, for example, the harmful effects that waste dumped by ships or an oil spill could have for them and the wider ecosystem.
Steven Cooper is a partner at Cooper Regel – a member of Masuch Law – and a past Chair of the IBA Indigenous Peoples Committee. He often visits the Northwest Passage through his work. Cooper says that these communities ‘are only just starting to recover from the first tentative colonial encroachment which started 150 years ago. They are now being subjected to an assault by nature created by humans. The next insult causing further injury would be the introduction of commercial shipping in the Northwest Passage.’
‘Placing the Northwest Passage outside national jurisdiction risks leading to a free-for-all, unless a proper regulatory framework is put in place,’ says Carl Söderbergh, Director of Policy & Communications at Minority Rights Group International. Considering the waters around the Arctic Archipelago as international also ‘risks weakening current indigenous governance structures, as these are generally operating within national legal frameworks and with national governments answerable to them,’ he adds.
Kevin O’Callaghan, a partner at Fasken and leader of the firm’s Indigenous Law practice, believes the Northwest Passage is unlikely to be considered an international strait, ‘given the relatively infrequent number of transits on the record, and the fact that most countries still seek consent from Canada prior to passage. The Northwest Passage also does not meet the functional test from the Corfu Channel case, which is used to determine international navigation.’
International agreements and regulations covering the Arctic may go some way to resolve the question of sovereignty and to protect indigenous communities. Here, multiple regimes of international law intersect, including human rights law, the Polar Code concerning shipping regulations and the work of the Arctic Council, an intergovernmental forum.
The Northwest Passage and Northern Sea Route
In 2008, five Arctic coastal nations, including the US, declared – via the Ilulissat Declaration – that the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is the ‘international legal framework’ for the Arctic Ocean. UNCLOS allows for numerous means of dispute resolution and Giles believes it provides ‘a very thorough framework through which states’ rights to their domestic waters may be effectively determined’.
Its effectiveness in mediating geopolitical disputes involving the Northwest Passage may be limited, however, as the US has yet to ratify UNCLOS. Yet the US does rely on the Convention for claims relating to the Northwest Passage – specifically that it has the status of an international strait under Article 37 of UNCLOS.
O’Callaghan highlights that Article 37 of UNCLOS does not effectively define what constitutes an ‘international strait’. Meanwhile, ‘Canada focuses on Article 234 of UNCLOS (ice-covered areas) as the basis for their position in the Arctic,’ explains O’Callaghan. ‘This is problematic as the ice continuously recedes.’
‘Ultimately, the efficacy [of international law] depends on the willingness of the international community to abide by it,’ says Giles. ‘And the US has signalled no such intention, at least insofar as UNCLOS is concerned.’
Enter China and Russia
For Sherri Goodman, Senior Fellow at the Wilson Center’s Environmental Change and Security Program and Polar Institute, the Canada–US debate over sovereignty in the Northwest Passage is ‘more a disagreement over the legal interpretation’.
Perhaps more pressing is a growing problem elsewhere in the Arctic. ‘What is changing is that the ice [is] at its lowest extent in recent history,’ says Goodman. ‘It’s particularly retreating along the shallow coast of Russia, which is a potential viable route from Asia to Europe.’ This is the Northern Sea Route (NSR) and while it’s not yet a fully commercial enterprise, Goodman believes its viability will increase in a similar fashion to that of the Northwest Passage.
Russian President Vladimir Putin has strongly signalled Russia’s intent in the Russian Arctic, particularly along the NSR. Putin has indicated that by 2024 the route could ship some 80 million tons of goods, a substantial increase on the approximate 29 million tons shipped through the Arctic in 2019.
China asserts the South China Sea is internal waters. We could see a similar situation in the Russian Arctic
Sherri Goodman
Senior Fellow, Wilson Center’s Environmental Change and Security Program and Polar Institute
There have also been suggestions that the NSR could become part of China’s 21st century Maritime Silk Road, part of the Belt and Road Initiative. ‘Russia derives a significant portion of GDP from Arctic activities,’ explains Goodman. ‘The Arctic is a growth area for Russia; Putin has given Arctic shipping a mandate. A lot of Western shippers don’t see this [plan] as too realistic. But Putin is moving forward with the shipping route.’
Russia’s push to expand shipping in the Arctic ‘poses significant challenges for the West and the US may want to challenge Russia over this,’ believes Goodman. Here, too, there is disagreement over exactly who owns what. Russian legislation defines the straits of its Arctic archipelagos as its internal waters, alongside those of areas such as the Cheshkaya and Baydaratskaya bays. The US argues that Russian Arctic straits are international waters.
Pompeo used his speech at the Arctic Council meeting in May 2019 to push back against Russia’s assertions regarding the Arctic. Pompeo described Moscow’s demands – that other countries wishing to transit through the NSR must request permission to pass and that Russian maritime pilots must board such ships – as illegal. ‘These provocative actions are part of a pattern of aggressive Russian behaviour in the Arctic,’ he declared.
Pompeo also noted US concerns over plans to connect the Maritime Silk Road in the Arctic.
Goodman believes that in the NSR ‘there is a freedom of navigation, similar to the South China Sea, which the US sees as international waters, where military can transit without permission. China asserts the South China Sea is internal waters. We could see a similar situation in the Russian Arctic.’
Pushed to conflict
Across the continent of Africa, the effects of the climate emergency can be clearly seen. For example, the changing climate alters the physical and chemical properties of seawater, affecting fish stocks. ‘While the depletion of ocean fishery stocks is a multifaceted problem, the effect of climate change on these stocks cannot be overruled,’ explains Justin Truter, Head of Environmental Law at Werksmans Attorneys.
Off the coast of Somalia, the depletion of fish stocks has deprived the country’s fishermen of what was once one of the world’s richest fish stock regions. Increased fishing by boats from other countries is part of the problem too, but ‘one cannot ignore the impetus of climate change in this equation,’ believes Bronwyn Parker, a senior associate at Werksmans.
One consequence of the depletion of fish stocks was an upsurge in Somali piracy. While the situation has improved – the International Maritime Bureau, a specialised division of the International Chamber of Commerce, found Somalia had no reports of piracy-related incidents from January to September 2019 – the Bureau noted that the potential for piracy remains and ship owners were advised to be cautious in the area.
‘Users of this coastal water have responded by adapting [to the piracy], opting for heavy militarisation of shipping vessels,’ says Truter. ‘This, however, does not address the root of the problem of piracy. The geopolitical strategy thus being followed is one of militarisation and not investigation and response.’
In Nigeria, semi-nomadic herders – or pastoralists – have been migrating south in search of pasture. This has brought them into conflict with local farmers over claims of crop damage, encroachment on grazing areas and the blockage of watering points.
This conflict claimed over 2,500 lives between January and May 2018 alone, according to data from global non-profit Synergos. The migration of the herders is driven by an array of factors, including human and environmental issues. The UN predicts Nigeria’s fast-growing population will be larger than that of the US by 2050, and Nigeria is also suffering an insurgency by the extremist group Boko Haram in its northeast, which has encouraged migration from the region to other parts of Nigeria. The climate emergency has caused desertification and reduced – alongside urbanisation and industrialisation – the amount of arable land in the country, another key factor driving the movement of the pastoralists.
Responses to the farmer–herdsman conflict include Benue State’s Anti-Open Grazing Law and Nigeria’s National Livestock Transformation Plan, which is a multi-state initiative designed to develop the country’s livestock sector. Adewale Ajadi, Country Director for Nigeria at Synergos, says that although the Transformation Plan is being deployed, ‘there will be a need for greater alignment between Federal and State governments. Most importantly, local governments will have to take central stage as they are responsible for “rural lands”.’
Water crisis
The Indus river system – made up of the Indus river and five tributaries – flows through India and along the length of Pakistan. As India and Pakistan are agrarian economies – where agriculture forms a significant part of GDP – both countries naturally view any threat to the crucial resource of water as a huge concern.
Following the India–Pakistan partition in 1947, disputes arose relating to water sharing between the two nations. The Indus Water Treaty (IWT), signed in 1960 and arbitrated by the World Bank, did much to mitigate the tensions. But the IWT’s ability to mediate water sharing between the two countries has been jeopardised by the climate emergency.
The source of the Indus river system is in the Himalayan glaciers, which are melting at increased rates, leading to flooding along the flow of the rivers. The changing climate has also altered monsoon patterns, resulting in less overall rainfall in both India and Pakistan, with consequences for water supply.
Arjun Krishnamoorthy, a senior associate at J Sagar Associates in India, explains that the IWT does not contain definitive clauses to circumvent or resolve issues arising from the climate emergency. However, ‘climate change has politicised the question of the sharing of the waters’, which has added to the ‘already simmering distrust between the nations’.
‘Both countries have seen continuous disagreement in relation to the IWT, following the construction of various dams across the Indus River System, to provide for the storage of water for future uses, a consequence of climate change,’ adds Sana Afraz, an associate at J Sagar Associates.
The IWT may need updating to resolve conflicts over water sharing. International organisations could play the role of arbiters while the two nations consider a re-negotiation of the IWT, suggests Krishnamoorthy.
Dr Naho Mirumachi is a senior lecturer at King’s College London and author of Transboundary Water Politics in the Developing World. For her, the climate crisis is an ‘added factor’ contributing to tensions over shared rivers. ‘A lot of the tension… is driven by other factors like economic development and the expansion of irrigation schemes or the development of dams for hydropower or multipurpose dams,’ she says.
The latter is playing out in East Africa, where in 2011 Ethiopia announced its ambitions to build the Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam (GERD), a $4bn project with a planned completion date of 2023. With a projected capacity of over 6,000 megawatts, it’s an attempt to support Ethiopia’s developing economy.
The GERD will be situated on the Blue Nile River, responsible for a significant portion of the Nile River water relied upon by Ethiopia’s neighbours, Egypt and Sudan. Both countries have concerns about how the GERD project will affect them.
Egypt is concerned that as the dam is filled, it will temporarily reduce the water available to Egypt through the Nile River. This will have negative consequences for Egypt’s own hydropower capacity and agricultural production, for example.
‘Egypt, through its economic and technological capacity to build dams and to expand irrigation, has been able to control the major share of the water flow,’ explains Mirumachi. ‘What the GERD does is change that dynamic in a very distinct way: for the first time an upstream government has decided to build a dam that will change the flows of water.’
Egypt and Ethiopia have specifically disputed the speed at which the GERD is filled. Ethiopia argues for complete filling within four years of completion, while Egypt says seven, with adjustments made for rainfall. Egypt hopes that if the GERD is filled more gradually, the impact on them as a downstream state will be reduced.
Climate breakdown could add to the challenges in resolving the crisis. For example, some estimate that changes in the climate could result in a 50 per cent increase in flow variation for the Nile River Basin, leading to droughts some years and river flooding in others. This is worrying for all countries involved.
However, the climate models are not in agreement in East Africa, notes Mirumachi. ‘They don’t know whether it’s going to get drier or wetter. There are some predictions that say it’ll get wetter, so it’s not the fact that water is scarce that people are competing over it; rather, it’s because there are these national ambitions to develop the economy, there are national ambitions to maintain agricultural production for a regional market, or for an export market.’
Still, the dispute around the GERD ‘showcases the importance of water to geopolitics,’ says Wendy Wang, Of Counsel at Best Best & Krieger.
Talks aiming to resolve the tensions between the three countries resumed in late 2019 following mediation by the US, which invited the three sides to Washington, DC, with representation from the World Bank present. The talks ‘provide further opportunity for the countries to utilise all tools to formulate a solution that will work for all parties,’ says Wang.
Mirumachi says there’s a track record of international organisations becoming involved in mediation where two or more states share river basins. ‘It’s hard to find a river basin in the developing world, for example, that has not had donor agency or UN or World Bank funding or even regional bank funding to support these initiatives,’ she says. ‘Whether that has proven useful in that it’s provided better, more effective water basin management is a different question.’
Defusing geopolitics
International legal frameworks carry legitimacy and often reflect decades of cooperation and consultation. They can play a key role in resolving such disputes and may be called upon – and are likely to be revaluated and updated – as the climate emergency deepens.
For example, the UN Economic Commission for Europe’s Water Convention entered into force in 1996 and requires states to ‘prevent, control and reduce transboundary impact, use transboundary waters in a reasonable and equitable way, and ensure their sustainable management,’ says Mirumachi. ‘There are plenty of tools, soft law and international water law principles that can be applied [to disputes over water] but the question is about the political will to actually use and to implement them.’
While UNCLOS is specifically concerned with governing the law of the sea and may not be perfect, for Federica D’Alessandra, Executive Director at the Oxford Programme on International Peace and Security, it’s an example of how the ‘international community can create frameworks for cooperative action, or at least limit the damage of non-cooperative action’.
‘By including dispute-resolution mechanisms in framework agreements, intergovernmental organisations like the UN can productively expand into new or emerging areas of global governance,’ says D’Alessandra, who is also Co-Chair of the IBA Human Rights Law Committee.
She warns, however, that flashpoints like the issues of sovereignty in the Arctic region can’t be seen in isolation. ‘They have to be seen as part and parcel of a broader sea change in the way previously established rules of global order are being challenged,’ says D’Alessandra. ‘The current international climate is, in this sense, exacerbating disputes, including around the Arctic.’
Alvaro Rodrigo Castellanos Howell, Vice-Chair of the IBA Poverty and Social Development Committee and a partner at Rodriguez Aguilar Castellanos Solares y Alvarado, believes we must not only comprehend how the causes of the climate crisis can be tackled, but view the situation as a ‘global challenge’ and promote international regulations – both hard and soft law. ‘In our day-to-day practice, we should support clients in conducting due diligence and in complying with self-imposed standards in order to verify that not only is their own conduct compliant with the highest standards we can find in other jurisdictions, but also to require companies in their “chain of production” to do the same,’ he says.
Ultimately, ‘only broad partnerships that bring together the sovereign and non-sovereign, as well as private and public entities, around rights-centred approaches, and in fulfilment of international human rights standards, can offer true solutions to these crises,’ says D’Alessandra.
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Climate change is increasingly recognized not merely as an environmental crisis but as a threat multiplier, worsening political and economic tensions worldwide. Two factors — water scarcity and mass migration — are poised to completely reshape global conflict dynamics.
Without coordinated global action, these pressures may induce a vicious circle of interlocking issues: destabilization of livelihoods, unprecedented waves of civil unrest and political violence, mass migration and surging border conflicts.
The world is interconnected. A shift in one location will impact another. Fresh water is a resource we all need to survive, and as it dwindles, conflicts can flare. At the same time, rising sea levels and soaring temperatures will make many cities and huge swathes of land uninhabitable. Put together, these human-induced changes will lead to the widespread movement of people into countries that are hell-bent on protecting their resources.
A bushfire in Australia amid drought conditions. We see dry plants in the foreground and smoke. 'Like a creeping mold that's spreading across the landscape': Separate dry areas around the world are merging into 'mega-drying' regions at an alarming rate, study finds In response, governments will likely deploy ever-more sophisticated military technology to protect their own citizens, becoming more insular in the process. Once capitalism is at risk of crumbling, social divides increase, and nations, corporations, or even ultra-wealthy individuals may begin to take matters into their own hands — addressing climate change in a way that benefits them, potentially at the expense of others. Water scarcity Civilizations first emerged along fertile downstream river valleys — the Nile, Tigris, Euphrates and Indus. Nowadays, upstream states increasingly control the water that downstream populations rely upon — and in a warming world, that could fuel explosive conflicts. Consider Iraq: The once-rich agricultural areas near Basra have become increasingly barren due to upstream Turkish dams and accelerating climate change. This scarcity has heightened tensions between Iraq's diverse regions, including the upstream Kurdistan Regional Government (which has proposed adding 245 dams to the governorate), central Baghdad, and the downstream southern populations near Basra. Water flowing through the Great Renaissance Dam in Ethiopia Similar conflicts are brewing in the Nile Basin, where Ethiopia's Grand Renaissance Dam has heightened Egypt's anxieties over future water security. While Egypt's recent history of internal unrest has many roots, projected water shortages linked to the dam and increasingly erratic rainfall have amplified fears about food insecurity, unemployment and migration, all of which could compound domestic instability. As global warming accelerates, it's possible that downstream states may clandestinely carry out or finance acts of ecoterrorism against their upstream neighbors, for instance by destroying dams, as Russia did in Ukraine. Closer to home, recent tensions between the United States and Mexico over water rights have spilled over into economic policy. President Donald Trump recently threatened sanctions and tariffs against Mexico over disputes related to water treaties involving the Rio Grande and Colorado rivers, which have had dwindling flow in recent years thanks to climate change. In 2020, conflict began when Mexican government forces sought to release the water in La Boquilla dam in Chihuahua, Mexico, downstream to the United States. They clashed violently with local farmers whose farms would be receiving less water. Mass migration overwhelming borders As hostilities over water grow, climate-driven migration will also fan the flames of conflict in and between countries. After climate-affected people have exhausted all other options for adapting in place, they may resort first to internal migration and then south-to-north mass migrations that may overwhelm national borders. Sea-level rise threatens coastal cities worldwide — including Miami, Venice, Lagos, Jakarta and Alexandria — potentially displacing millions of people and intensifying competition over dwindling livable land and resources. As migration pressures mount, wealthier nations may increasingly militarize their frontiers rather than let in these climate refugees. They are already doing so. Of course, history reveals the limitations of this approach. Rome's sophisticated border fortifications eventually failed as climate change fueled the in-migration of rival groups like the Huns and Goths. To avoid this fate, modern states are going beyond simply building physical barriers; they are also deploying drones, artificial intelligence surveillance and even autonomous defense systems to keep refugees out. Border hardening may go hand-in-hand with policy shifts that mean governments only protect the rights of those who can pay. This shift is already underway. The recent proposal for restructuring the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) into the US International Humanitarian Agency explicitly prioritizes American "taxpayers" and companies rather than its citizens, reflecting a broader global trend toward commodifying citizenship. This trend will worsen inequality, insulating the wealthy from climate change while the poorest suffer. A hard road ahead Effectively addressing these challenges requires strong democratic governance. Democracies that prioritize distributing resources equitably and adapting to climate change are more resilient. Unfortunately, many countries today are backsliding, becoming less democratic and even rolling back climate policies. The potential collapse of insurance markets due to climate impacts, highlighted recently by Allianz, vividly illustrates what will happen if governments fail to adequately respond to climate change. Günther Thallinger, a member of the insurance giant's board, warned that pretty soon the company won't be able to cover climate risks — an impact that will ricochet through financial services. "The financial sector as we know it ceases to function," he wrote in a LinkedIn post. "And with it, capitalism as we know it ceases to be viable." When climate risks make large segments of global assets uninsurable — think entire districts or even cities vulnerable to flooding or wildfire — the foundations of capitalism wobble. Without significant political intervention, these pressures will dramatically widen social divides, fueling migration or even revolutionary movements.
The above scenarios could collectively heighten the risk of an often overlooked possibility: one where a single nation or group of nations unilaterally decides to deploy a stratospheric aerosol injection (SAI) — a type of geoengineering that, theoretically, reduces the effects of climate change by lowering overall solar radiation entering the atmosphere. However, the effects of such geoengineering strategies on rainfall patterns may inadvertently alter downwind rainfall patterns, or even cause "termination shocks" to temperature when ceased.
Middle-income "buffer zone" countries, like Mexico or Turkey, that may be overwhelmed by a surge of migration, could view an SAI as a way of reducing migration pressure. So, too, might democratic countries whose governments want to take action on climate change but can't find a global policy consensus. Craig Martin, co-director of the International and Comparative Law Center at the Washburn University School of Law, and Scott Moore, a University of Pennsylvania political scientist, have described the SAI scenario as a conceivable cause for war, possibly declared by autocratic or oligarchic nations that are negatively affected, or that are looking for excuses to seize resources or territories.
To prevent this spiraling scenario of violence, economic disruption and political breakdown, we need urgent, proactive international cooperation. In addition to dramatic climate change prevention efforts, we must include legally binding resource-sharing treaties, humane migration frameworks and collaborative adaptation efforts, where richer nations help poorer ones.
Climate change's profound reshaping of conflict dynamics is already underway. The question facing humanity now is not whether we will confront these pressures, but how we will choose to do so: through cooperation and proactive governance or through escalating militarization, inequity and instability. Our collective response today will define the peace and stability of tomorrow's world.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-33e0e3ce-80b0-4381-bc8f-6462e3d7da45]*SAI release is a gamble with planetary survival  
Aaron Tang 21, Fenner School of Environment and Society, The Australian National University, Canberra, ACT, Australia; & Luke Kemp, Centre for the Study of Existential Risk, The University of Cambridge, Cambridge, United Kingdom, 11-19-2021, " A Fate Worse Than Warming? Stratospheric Aerosol Injection and Global Catastrophic Risk", Frontiers, https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/climate/articles/10.3389/fclim.2021.720312/full, gabe@ADL]
Injecting particles into atmosphere to reflect sunlight, stratospheric aerosol injection (SAI), represents a potential technological solution to the threat of climate change. But could the cure be worse than the disease? Understanding low probability, yet plausible, high-impact cases is critical to prudent climate risk management and SAI deliberation. But analyses of such high impact outcomes are lacking in SAI research. This paper helps resolve this gap by investigating SAI's contributions to global catastrophic risk. We split SAI's contributions to catastrophic risk into four interrelated dimensions:
1. Acting as a direct catastrophic risk through potentially unforeseen ecological blowback.
2. Interacting with other globally catastrophic hazards like nuclear war.
3. Exacerbating systemic risk (risks that cascade and amplify across different systems);
4. Acting as a latent risk (risk that is dormant but can later be triggered).
The potential for major unforeseen environmental consequences seems highly unlikely but is ultimately unknown. SAI plausibly interacts with other catastrophic calamities, most notably by potentially exacerbating the impacts of nuclear war or an extreme space weather event. SAI could contribute to systemic risk by introducing stressors into critical systems such as agriculture. SAI's systemic stressors, and risks of systemic cascades and synchronous failures, are highly understudied. SAI deployment more tightly couples different ecological, economic, and political systems. This creates a precarious condition of latent risk, the largest cause for concern. Thicker SAI masking extreme warming could create a planetary Sword of Damocles. That is, if SAI were removed but underlying greenhouse gas concentrations not reduced, there would be extreme warming in a very short timeframe. Sufficiently large global shocks could force SAI termination and trigger SAI's latent risk, compounding disasters and catastrophic risks. Across all these dimensions, the specific SAI deployment, and associated governance, is critical. A well-coordinated use of a small amount of SAI would incur negligible risks, but this is an optimistic scenario. Conversely, larger use of SAI used in an uncoordinated manner poses many potential dangers. We cannot equivocally determine whether SAI will be worse than warming. For now, a heavy reliance on SAI seems an imprudent policy response.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-883ffeb1-2dbd-477a-a3d4-ed3b17208b3e]Beaufort co-management legitimizes Norwegian-Russian cooperation. 
Epstein 11 - BA 2007, Northwestern University; JD 2010, The University of Chicago Law School [Andrew, Winter 2011, “COMMENT: A New Approach to an Old Problem: Managing Fish Resources in the Beaufort Sea”, 11 Chi. J. Int'l L. 755, Lexis, gabe@ADL]
C. Why Joint Management Has Been Successful in the Svalbard Zone
 A superficial inspection of the fishery management regime in the Svalbard Zone suggests that it is ripe to succumb to the tragedy of the commons. Previous assessments of traditional property rights suggest that coercion is needed to manage any natural resource effectively. 190 A public authority's failure to utilize force or the threat of sanctions in the event of a property violation suggests that individuals would not comply, as they are inherently prone to maximize their personal gain without regard to the detrimental effect on the common good.
 191 Rather than relying on coercion, Norway's management of the Svalbard Zone's fishery resources relies on co management. 192 Its success depends upon the role of legitimacy in bringing individuals into compliance. 193 Russia and other nations comply because they perceive the regulations--and the process through which they are produced--as legitimate. 194 In addition to individual national management controls, Russia and Norway undertake a co-management [*781] approach to the Svalbard Zone based upon an agreement to share research, create regulations together, and jointly ensure compliance. 195’
With regard to research, Norwegian and Russian marine biologists cooperate in their assessment of the Barents Sea fish stocks. 196 This joint scientific endeavor leads to a sharing of knowledge in accordance with UNCLOS's provisions. 197 In turn, the sharing of scientific information allows Norway to adjust the fishing regulations in accordance with the natural conditions. Scientists enhance the legitimacy of the rules as they communicate to the fishermen that the established quotas and other regulations are not arbitrary, but rather based on scientific findings. 19
With regard to rule creation, the Joint Russian-Norwegian Fishery Commission meets every autumn to establish total allowable catches for the three primary fish stocks. 199 This commission also reflects the fishermen's voice, as they are afforded input in the process, thereby enhancing the regulations' legitimacy. 200 Because fishermen perceive the regulations as legitimate, they choose to comply. 201
With regard to compliance control, Russian and Norwegian authorities cooperate in exchanging information concerning violations. 202 Because both parties recognize the need for fish stock preservation at a sustainable level, they willingly assist one another. 203

The Norwegian government mainly performs compliance control on the sea with the assistance of Russian authorities on shore. 204 Russian violators are not punished directly by the Norwegian coast guard; rather, they face the possibility of domestic penalties. 205 While Russian captains routinely refuse to sign inspection forms presented by the Norwegian coast guard, they welcome [*782] inspectors on board. 206 Since the mid-1980s, the percentage of inspections that have revealed a violation has hovered around 25 percent in the Norwegian EEZ and 45 percent in the Svalbard Zone. 207 
While this disparity may seem to refute this Comment's assertion that fishery management is successful in the Svalbard Zone, most violations are due to Russian fishermen not reporting to the Norwegian authorities before commencing fishing activities. This is not a serious violation of the fishing rules. 208 If the data were adjusted to exclude this type of violation, the overall violation rates would not differ dramatically between the two zones. 209
Another source of compliance control is the nature of the region. Located far away from population centers, the Svalbard Zone is less accessible than most other areas where fishing occurs. 210 Thus, the Norwegian coast guard becomes more than a control body to the fishermen. 211 In addition to regulating fishing, the coast guard provides services ranging from medical assistance, to transportation, to ice breaking. 212 These services are provided free of cost to the fishermen, and as such, they may contribute to the fishermen's perception of an obligation to abide by the Norwegian authorities. 213 Another factor creating a mutual sense of obligation may be the inhospitable conditions of the sea. 214 The fishermen and the coast guard may have developed a spontaneous communal spirit and thus feel bound to help one another, leading the fishermen to adhere to the fishing regulations. 21

[bookmark: pmd-heading-7f14fcfb-30bd-447d-b3c6-acd868554238]*Russian cooperation solves escalatory fishing accidents. NATO draws in!
Evans and Østhagen 23, 7-11-2023, Grace Evans---MA (Distinction) in International Peace and Security at Kings College London and Andreas Østhagen---Senior Research Fellow at the Fridtjof Nansen Institute, Norway; a Senior Advisor at the High North Center at Nord University Business School, Norway; and a Global Fellow at the Wilson Center, US., "In Hot Water: Arctic Fisheries as a Proxy for Geopolitical Tensions", Rusi, https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/hot-water-arctic-fisheries-proxy-geopolitical-tensions, gabe@ADL
The North Atlantic and Barents Sea
Located north of the Norwegian and Russian mainland and adjacent to the Arctic Ocean itself, the Barents Sea is the breeding ground of the largest cod stock in the world – a critical resource for citizens of both countries. Since the 1970s, cooperation between Norway and Russia on fisheries in the Barents Sea has developed pragmatically. Often hailed as a prime example of successful co-management of shared fish stocks, this regime has withstood both the Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022.
However, tensions are mounting along two axes. First, there are fears that Russia could be utilising maritime space in the Barents Sea to challenge NATO – fears rooted in an assumption that any deliberate Russian action is likely to be hybrid in form, remaining below the threshold of direct warfare or direct conflict. Recent attention has focused on the role of Russian fishing vessels in the Barents Sea, with claims from the Norwegian naval academy that between 50 and 100 of those operating in Norwegian waters could be linked to intelligence gathering activities and pose a potential security threat. In parallel, there are mounting concerns over the vulnerability of critical infrastructure such as subsea cables (particularly in the context of climate change) and the way in which fishing vessels could be used in possible disruptive action.
Second, fears are rising around unintentional escalation in the maritime domain. The relatively high level of military exercise activity in the North Atlantic means that the danger of accidents involving fishers, both legitimate and illegal, is real. Another potential source of unintentional escalation could stem from the exercise of Norwegian maritime police authority towards Russian citizens. The Norwegian coast guard inspects and occasionally fines Russian fishers in the Norwegian exclusive economic zone (EEZ) or the Fish Protection Zone around Svalbard, with the potential for unintentional escalation should a case take on a state-state dimension.
The linkages between fisheries and security concerns here are thus apparent. These issues are likely to worsen as Arctic waters continue to warm. In this context, if fisheries cooperation between Norway and Russia were to break down and Norway were to deny Russian fishers access to its waters, the potential for unintentional escalation in the course of interaction between the coast guard and Russian fishing vessels could increase. Svalbard’s waters beyond 12 nautical miles are a particularly sensitive matter: Russia does not recognise Norway’s jurisdiction to inspect and arrest vessels in this area. By claiming that these are international waters, Russia can also claim that an inspection and potential subsequent arrest exceeds Norway’s authority in the area, and in turn respond with a threat to use military force.
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[bookmark: pmd-heading-739923a6-9ce3-446f-91dc-a69ea08b2b12]Exploratory fishing negotiations incoming. 
Dick 25 – Senior Governance Lead [Vanessa, 17 June 2025, WWF, “Staying the course on precaution: WWF reflections from the CAOFA COP4”, https://www.arcticwwf.org/newsroom/features/staying-the-course-on-precaution-wwf-reflections-from-the-caofa-cop4/, gabe@ADL]
Exploratory fishing: A work in progress
While progress was made, key discussions remain unfinished. The Conservation and Management Measures (CMMs) for exploratory fishing, rules that will govern any future exploratory fishing activity, are still under negotiation. WWF appreciates the commitment by all Parties to finalize this essential framework. These measures must ensure that exploratory fishing does not become a backdoor to commercial exploitation and that it is conducted with full transparency, scientific rigor, and robust environmental safeguards.
In a region where the marine food web is still being understood, and where even minor disruptions could have cascading effects, the risks of premature activity are too great to ignore. Any exploratory fishing must be treated with the highest caution, grounded in the best available science and guided by Indigenous Knowledge.
Looking ahead
The CAOFA continues to be a beacon of proactive ocean governance. It is one of the few international agreements that seeks to manage a marine area before large-scale exploitation begins. The outcomes of COP4 show that while challenges remain, the spirit of cooperation and precaution endures.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9d54f144-2ce0-4f29-ba47-003ce80dad33]The plan ends the Beaufort fish ban. 
NPFMC 25 – North Pacific Fishery Management Council, the part of NOAA that regulates Arctic fish. [“Arctic Fishery Management Plan for Fish Resources of the Arctic Management Area (Arctic FMP)”, https://www.npfmc.org/fisheries-issues/fisheries/fishing-in-the-arctic/, gabe@ADL]
The Council’s Arctic FMP is created under authority of the U.S. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
All Federal waters of the U.S. Arctic will be closed to commercial fishing for any species of finfish, mollusks, crustaceans, and all other forms of marine animal and plant life; however, harvest of marine mammals and birds is not regulated by the Arctic FMP.
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Yanyan and Hui 24 [Shan Yanyan--- Shanghai Maritime University & Polar Research Institute of China, Lin Hui---Polar Research Institute of China, Advances in Polar Science, “Central Arctic Ocean Fisheries Agreement: China’s role and implications for sustainable Arctic governence”, December 2024 Vol. 35 No. 4: 473-481, https://library.arcticportal.org/2858/, gabe@ADL]
The CAOF Agreement is a legally binding agreement. It explicitly acknowledges “the special responsibilities and interests of the Central Arctic Ocean coastal states in relation to the conservation and sustainable management of fish stocks in the Central Arctic Ocean” (Hoel, 2020b). Current geopolitical circumstances favor the priorities of coastal states, especially when these are backed by powerful countries (Stokke, 2022). The Ilulissat Declaration faced widespread criticism, especially from Iceland, a member of the Arctic Council that aspires to gain status as an Arctic coastal state (Vylegzhanin et al., 2020).
In 2015, the A5 states began to recognize the interests of other nations in the CAO fisheries through the signing of the Oslo Declaration. At the same time, the five new parties were also eager to participate in the negotiations of the CAO fishery agreement: Iceland, having been excluded from the “A5 process”, took the lead in opposing the initial exclusivity of the negotiations; the EU, which has three member states with Arctic territory, plays a leading role in Arctic science and high seas fisheries management; Japan, Republic of Korea, and China, which gained observer status in the Arctic Council in 2013, are the world’s largest distant-water fishing nations and have adopted their own Arctic policies and engaged in Arctic research (Dodds, 2019; Shan et al., 2023).
The CAOF Agreement also emphasizes the importance of involving indigenous and local peoples who live in coastal communities dependent on the bordering seas of the Agreement Area. Indigenous communities possess extensive knowledge from long-term conservation and sustainable use of marine living resources, as well as the maintenance of healthy marine ecosystems in the Arctic Ocean. Their involvement promotes a holistic understanding of the CAO ecosystem. Indigenous representatives participated in the negotiations in both stages of the CAOF Agreement as members of the delegations from Canada, Denmark (representing the Faroe Islands and Greenland), and the United States. Indigenous knowledge is incorporated into the work of the JPSRM and exploratory fishing, and the CAOF Agreement ensures that the needs and impacts on Arctic indigenous peoples are considered in decision-making (Molenaar, 2024). Non-governmental organizations (NGOs), such as the Pew Charitable Trusts and the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), have also been actively involved throughout the negotiation and implementation processes of the CAOF Agreement, providing the parties with valuable scientific information on the CAO (Harrison et al., 2020).
The geographic scope of the CAOF Agreement covers a 2.8×106 km2 area of high seas around the North Pole. The agreement area overlaps with the regulatory area of the NEAFC, which has the authority to adopt conservation and management measures in part of the high seas portion of the CAO. The CAOF Agreement acknowledges this overlap and emphasizes the importance of cooperation and coordination between the parties and NEAFC. Notably, all contracting parties to the NEAFC are also parties to the CAOF Agreement.
Since its entry into force in 2021, the CAOF Agreement has entered the implementation phase. The parties are required to prohibit commercial fishing in the Agreement Area, support joint research expeditions under the JPSRM framework, share data according to the Data Sharing Protocol, and develop CMMs for exploratory fishing (Kim et al., 2022). However, there are differences in long-term interests among the 10 parties. Scholars argue that while the United States may lean more towards a continued moratorium on fishing, Russia, Norway, Iceland, and the Asian states (China, Japan and Republic of Korea) are more open to future fishing, and the EU favors establishing a network of marine protected areas (MPAs) (James et al., 2024; Wegge, 2015) (Table 1). Canada and Denmark (representing the Faroe Islands and Greenland) have not yet shown their clear inclinations. Therefore, concerted actions by all parties are crucial for the successful implementation of the Agreement, which largely depends on the political will of each party to balance national interests with those of the international community (Kim et al., 2022; Xue, 2020).

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ef92d23f-6523-4417-ba0d-cd3c512ed15e]Moratorium only creates blocs and alienates China 
Dyck 24 - Western University, Faculty of Law, London, ON, Canada [Carol, May 2024, Science Direct, “On thin ice: The Arctic Council’s uncertain future”, Marine Policy, Volume 163, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2024.106060, gabe@ADL]
The Arctic no longer lies on the periphery of economic and political discourse. The potential for significant economic gains, particularly in oil and gas exploitation, minerals, fishing and shipping, has attracted non-Arctic States’ attention. These States question the logic of a regional forum since climate change, and its role in the unprecedented transformation of the Arctic environment, are global concerns that require an international response, especially as socioeconomic and geopolitical ties between the Arctic and the rest of the world draw tighter. China has proven particularly vocal regarding its discontent with the Arctic’s historically regional governance structure.
In its 2018 White Paper on Arctic Policy, China made clear that it no longer wants to take a back seat in Arctic governance.62 At a distance of almost 1500 km from the Arctic Circle, China identifies itself as a “Near-Arctic State”.63 In its White Paper, intended to clarify China’s Arctic Strategy, it is careful not to make any territorial claims on the Arctic,64 which could threaten its Arctic Council Observer status; the “Near-Arctic” identity differentiates China from the Arctic States, but still puts it in a position of advantage relative to other states.65 The White Paper left many questions regarding China’s intentions, which did nothing to quell concerns that non-Arctic States may undermine the status quo in the Arctic. Canada, Russia and the United States, in particular, have distrusted China’s Arctic ambitions, even challenging China’s application for Observer status.66 More recently, the United States and Canada have expressed fears over the “dual purpose” of China’s research in the Arctic Ocean, especially the presence of submarines.67
China recognized early that scientific research offers a legitimate means by which to engage in Arctic governance.68 With its growing fleet of Arctic capable ships and science station on Svalbard, China has engaged in extensive research, which it highlighted in its bid to gain Observer status. Now, however, China sees the Arctic Council’s focus on environmental protection and knowledge sharing as limiting. It believes the Council should address key economic and political issues of an ice-free Arctic, but its Observer status does not permit China to influence the Council’s remit or agenda.69 Ultimately, China may tire of the scientific and environmental focus of the Arctic Council and see little benefit in its Observer status. Additionally, with Russia’s exclusion from scientific projects, China, though cautious not to antagonize the Arctic seven, may see Russia as a more welcoming Arctic research partner. A growing apprehension exists that as a result “alternative ad hoc forums and exclusive circles of discussion” could emerge, a situation which “could undermine the fundamental circumpolar vision” at the centre of the Arctic Council.70 For now, with relations strained between the Member States and among Observers, steering clear of economic and geopolitical issues and heavily reinvesting in cooperative missions that include China could prevent the fracturing of the Council into separate camps with limited cross-dialogue.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9fa0e6c7-7056-4535-a9bd-75ab83020353]Blocs unravel CAOFA and cause cetacean weaponization 
WWF 2024 – World Wildlife Fund [ December 18th, “ARCTIC FISHERIES CONFLICT CASE STUDY”, WWF, https://www.worldwildlife.org/publications/arctic-fisheries-conflict-case-study, gabe@ADL]
Threats to Governance 
The anticipated poleward stock shifts motivated the ratification of the Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean, also known as the Central Arctic Ocean Fisheries Agreement (CAOFA), in June 2021. The 16-year agreement constraining industrial fishing in the Arctic High Seas will allow scientific exploration to understand the ecosystems that will emerge from below the ice and species that may migrate from the south to the central Arctic. This innovative, precautionary management accord was built upon the work of the Arctic Council, the intergovernmental group established in 1996 to coordinate cooperation in the Arctic. However, the strength of the Arctic Council (and CAOFA) has been threatened by rippled effects of geopolitical conflict elsewhere. Following Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine, the Arctic Council was suspended. Russia was acting as the Council chair at the time. The seven other member nations—Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, and the United States—condemned Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and paused their participation in all meetings. Three months later, a limited resumption of the forum’s work began, but without Russia’s participation. In May 2023, the chair was rotated to its Norwegian successor. In February 2024, Russia suspended payments to the Arctic Council.
Military Mobilization has Begun
 Meanwhile, the region is seeing an increase in military exercises. Russia has re-established Soviet-era Arctic bases and, just weeks before Russia invaded Ukraine, Russian President Putin ordered his Northern Fleet to conduct a series of exercises to practice securing shipping routes in the Barents Sea. Suspicions of Russian espionage have unnerved Norwegian fishers in the forms of a beluga whale wearing a camera and gathering vessels posing as fishing boats. In 2022, an intelligence undersea telecommunications cable that connected Svalbard to Norway’s mainland was damaged. Norway blamed a Russian fishing trawler but could not prove their claim; the incident received considerable attention and exacerbated geopolitical tensions between the two nations.
The threat of cross-national conflict is also growing on the Bering Sea, particularly over the valuable pollock fishery that straddles the border between U.S. and Russian waters. On the U.S. side, a sustainable fisheries management plan has supported healthy stocks, whereas in the much smaller region controlled by Russia, overfishing is common. Russian, Chinese, and South Korean factory trawlers crowd the border to capture pollock as soon as they cross. While “fishing the line” is not illegal, some vessels attempt to illegally cross the border. In 2000, seven foreign fishing vessels, including some from Russia, were detained by the U.S. Coast Guard for illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing in Alaskan waters. The U.S. Coast Guard and the Russian Federal Border Service collaborated to detain illegal vessels and discourage trespassing. Imagery from Global Fishing Watch suggests fishing vessels continue to crowd the boundary in pursuit of pollock
As fish stocks continue to migrate northward, the United States is at risk of renewed foreign fishing efforts in its expansive Bering Sea waters. Some foreign fishing fleets may soon have naval protection. In 2021, the U.S. Coast Guard shadowed a Chinese fleet of warships through the Alaskan Aleutian Island chain. In 2022, the U.S. Coast Guard encountered Russian and Chinese naval vessels together in the Western Aleutians. The U.S. Navy was dispatched to follow a fleet of 11 Russian and Chinese naval warships through the Bering Sea in 2023. In 2024, four Chinese warships were spotted by the U.S. Coast Guard.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-97e649e3-ee35-4361-b26f-fee8af4107d9]Weaponized cetaceans go nuclear 
Spyscape No Date [Spy Dolphins: The Secret CIA Plan to Use Mammals to Sink Ships, https://spyscape.com/article/the-secret-plan-to-use-mammals-to-sink-ships?utm, gabe@ADL]
Undercover dolphins have been trained to detect incoming submarines, divers, and even plant bombs but are they now fighting wars?
Satellite imagery indicates Moscow deployed marine mammals to help protect a Black Sea naval base at the start of the 2022 Ukraine war. Naval analyst H.I. Sutton studied satellite photos which revealed an underwater pen moved near the base, possibly to stop Ukrainian special operations forces from infiltrating the harbor underwater to sabotage ships.
Russia is not the only country apparently relying on marine mammals. In 2003, the US deployed dolphins to probe the seafloor for mines near a key Iraqi port. US dolphin operations date back to at least the Cold War and a secret 1960s CIA project known as Project OXYGAS which envisioned dolphin saboteurs trained to attach explosive devices to enemy ships.
Project OXYGAS
CIA Project OXYGAS used at least two captured wild bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops truncatus), according to an Agency report declassified in 2019, which reads: "The OXYGAS concept and the modest investment were considered more than justifiable providing feasibility could be demonstrated to deliver a simulated weapons package over an open sea distance to a propellor of a moored PT [patrol torpedo] boat.”
The CIA had big plans for the bottlenose dolphin program back in 1964, surmising that OXYGAS could even be rolled out to ‘spillover’ areas of interest including harbor and coastal reconnaissance through photographic means and the placement of rocket detection units. The dolphins might also be used to place sonar, acoustic, and seismic buoys and sensors. Dolphin spies and saboteurs‍ The CIA envisioned the dolphins working alongside US experts rather than in place of them. An Agency graphic shows the OXYGAS dolphins swimming away from a submarine or underwater container, using harnesses on their snouts to tow bombs. However far-fetched it may sound, dolphins have been found to share a number of similar personality traits to humans and primates such as intelligence, curiosity, and sociability, despite evolving in a different environment from primates. “Dolphins, like many primates, have brains that are considerably larger than what their bodies require for basic bodily functions; this excess of brain matter essentially powers their ability to be intelligent, and intelligent species are often very curious," according to Dr. Blake Morton who lead a 2021 study of 134 bottlenose dolphins. Flipper spy dolphins‍ The 1964 CIA dolphin project coincided with the debut of Flipper, an American TV show about a crime-fighting bottlenose dolphin that patrolled a Florida water park. The CIA’s real-life dolphins weren’t expected to fight crime, but they would be trained to fight US enemies underwater at a much cheaper price than an existing ‘swimmer’ program costing $5m a year, according to the memo. "The dolphin cannot be expected to completely replace the man in the water,” according to a two-page memo, signed by the Chief, Maritime Branch Special Operations Division. “The dolphin should, however, be expected to obviate the need for a major portion of our man-effort with a resultant considerable short and long-range dollar saving and many other advantages.” While the CIA plans don’t appear to have come to fruition, the US Navy has trained bottlenose dolphins to find explosive mines underwater. Dolphins for CIA project OXYCART Dolphins complete risky missions for a couple of kilograms of halibut Dolphin Echolocation While the dolphins can’t disarm the mines, they are able to locate suspicious metal objects from a distance so humans can avoid or disarm them. Eager to accept fish as a reward, the dolphins spot the metal object and then swim to a waiting boat to poke a signifier, such as a ball, with their nose. The dolphins then receive a transponder to leave near the suspected mine. Dolphin and CIA oxycart project Dolphins have the ability to use sound to detect the size and shape of objects, even from hundreds of yards away. A dolphin's ‘echolocation’ - their natural sonar - can even determine the difference between a golf ball and a ping-pong ball based on density. Dolphins complete risky missions for a couple of kilograms of halibut
Nuclear dolphins?
Could the CIA have been considering whether dolphins could carry nuclear weapons in the future? In February 1965, the CIA reported that "two dolphins are now routinely delivering simulated..." The rest of the paragraph is redacted  so we will never know with certainty.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-bfeef287-295d-46be-b44f-281112cd77d5]CAOFA saves the Arctic Council and revives science diplomacy 
Dyck 24 - Western University, Faculty of Law, London, ON, Canada [Carol, May 2024, Science Direct, “On thin ice: The Arctic Council’s uncertain future”, Marine Policy, Volume 163, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2024.106060, gabe@ADL]
6. The CAOFA: merging science, diplomacy and economics
The International Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean (CAOFA) embodies the spirit of cooperation found in the Ottawa Declaration of 1996. It offers a prime example of how science diplomacy can work to bring States together even as diplomatic relations falter. Furthermore, it offers an opportunity to engage China in knowledge gathering, while offering the promise of addressing economic issues. The 2018 Agreement, signed by the Arctic Council Member States, as well as China, the EU, Japan and South Korea, came as tensions were already rising between coastal Member States and as relations between China and the United States soured. Still, the Member States and Observers, driven by the urgency of protecting marine fisheries and the need for greater understanding of Arctic fish populations, succeeded in crafting an unprecedented Agreement. In November 2022 the first in-person meeting of the CAOFA Conference of the Parties took place, during which the Rules of Procedure were adopted. Russia participated fully in this meeting. As Timo Koivurova and Akiho Shibata note, the CAOFA, as a legally binding agreement, differs from the Arctic Council, which is an instrument of soft law, thereby making the exclusion of Russia within the Agreement more complicated.83 Nevertheless, in its creation, the CAOFA offers lessons for tangible scientific cooperation among States whose diplomatic relations are strained in other arenas.
The CAOFA is remarkable for its precautionary nature; a fishing agreement created before a fishery is even accessible, predicting the challenges that will come as rapid changes in the Arctic environment create new opportunities for commercial exploitation. The CAOFA places a sixteen- year moratorium on fishing in the CAO, with possibilities for renewal. This Agreement is founded on the principles of mutual trust and cooperation to prevent overexploitation, according to the best scientific evidence.84 Scientific research and information sharing are indeed central pillars of the CAOFA; the Agreement seeks to take a precautionary approach to fisheries management and gain the knowledge necessary, through the Joint Program of Scientific Research and Monitoring, to set sustainable catch limits in advance of commercial fishing.85 Given the strained relations between some of the signatories, this first truly precautionary international agreement is even more remarkable. Through scientific collaboration and knowledge sharing, the States have an opportunity to protect the Arctic marine environment and its fish populations while improving diplomatic relations. As the geopolitical situation in the Arctic and beyond shifts and tensions mount, it is hoped that the ethos of the CAOFA will not falter, but instead will help unite the Arctic Member States and other stakeholders, like China, to ensure that the Arctic Council, and Arctic governance in general, remain strong at a time when they are most vital.
7. Conclusion: old principles, new challenges
The current political and economic environment differs greatly from the immediate post-Cold War era that brought opportunities for Arctic States to build trust and collaborate for their mutual benefit. With the potential for great wealth in a newly accessible Arctic, a shift to decidedly more unilateral approaches to the Arctic may occur. Even before the Ukraine war, former US Secretary of State Pompeo’s speech in Rovaniemi engendered more nationalistic individualism than it did the spirit of Gorbachev’s 1987 speech calling for “a genuine zone of peace and fruitful cooperation,86 demonstrating just how far the Member States and Observers have strayed from the principles of the Ottawa Declaration.
Following the 2013 Ministerial Meeting in Kiruna, Sweden, the Council released its Vision for the Arctic, in which the Member States and Permanent Participants stated, “We are confident that there is no problem that we cannot solve together through our cooperative relationships on the basis of existing international law and good will.”87; Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, breaching a key principle of international law, quickly unraveled the goodwill and cooperation that characterized Arctic diplomacy over the past twenty-five years. The “Arctic exceptionalism” bubble burst, leaving many to question the Council’s continued ability to maintain peace and foster constructive dialogue when trust between the Arctic States is severely compromised. Non-Arctic States, like China, may use this opportunity to intensify their calls for global Arctic governance or attempt to profit from the shaky status of the Arctic Council by expanding bilateral agreements with an isolated Russia. As the Ukraine war continues, a quick return to the previous cooperative spirit is unlikely. A void in Arctic governance has emerged when cooperation is most critical.
Whether the Member States wish it or not, change is now inevitable for the Arctic Council. Climate change is forever altering the physical geography of the Arctic, opening a once isolated region to the global economy and intercontinental transportation routes. The North is no longer a peripheral area of international relations; the “new” Arctic will increasingly take center stage in foreign and economic policies. The Council must now adapt both to the unprecedented situation that has stalled its operations, and restructure itself to adapt to the ecological and socioeconomic pressures reshaping the Arctic environment, all while political and military tension threaten to destabilize the region.
The war in Ukraine demonstrated that the Arctic is not immune to complications of high politics and conflict far from its borders. Regardless of the situation in Ukraine, every effort must be made to resume Arctic Council operations with full Russian participation. From a purely scientific perspective, scientists and research institutes have previously noted the loss of scientific mores during periods of conflict and war.88 With the diplomatic fallout of the Ukraine War, the inability for some scientists to engage in field work within Russian territory, along with the freeze in certain projects, is already resulting in “significant gaps” in Arctic research data.89 Additionally, the war increases the critical nature of maintaining cooperation in the Arctic to reduce military posturing and the risk of sparking active conflict; the collaborative atmosphere of the Arctic Council has until now provided opportunities for communication and diplomacy on issues beyond the Arctic through the ups and downs of East-West relations.90 At the start of its Chairmanship Russia reminded the Council that it has worked consistently to guard the Arctic “as the territory of peace, stability and constructive cooperation.”91 It added that Arctic States “carry special responsibility for the future of the region and its inhabitants.”92 This sense of duty should encourage the Member States to find a solution to the current impasse.
A return to the original spirit of Gorbachev’s Murmansk speech could restore the congeniality between the Member States. Rebuilding trust between all the Arctic States is paramount to Arctic Ocean governance; efforts at Arctic conservation can only succeed if the coastal Arctic States, in particular, work together. Member States should revisit the foundation of their Arctic accomplishments, and re-initiate scientific collaboration and knowledge sharing that includes projects in Russia, the largest Arctic State. The Ottawa Declaration, and the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS) before it, could provide the key to renewing goodwill and re-examining the future of Arctic governance. The Council should focus on shared threats and challenges, bearing in mind the Principle of the Common Concern of Humankind, to revitalize peer-to-peer dialogue and collaboration. The threats of climate change in the fragile Arctic environment demand enhanced scientific cooperation “to monitor and improve our understanding of how and to what degree the Arctic climate is changing.”93 Should relations sour even further and Russia choose to exit the Arctic Council, the international community would suffer with the permanent loss of this forum which has furthered understanding of complex ecological processes and assisted in vital policy work. As many have noted, “Russia’s importance, especially for Arctic environmental and climate research, is irreplaceable.”94
While some advisors challenge the possibility of a “return to the pre-war reality”,95 Norway, as Chair of the Arctic Council, is optimistic that relations can be repaired.96 As a focal point for collaboration and cooperation, science can play a critical role in regaining trust, rebuilding diplomacy, and maintaining peace. The AEPS, with its focus on monitoring, assessment, and protection of the Arctic environment, succeeded in bringing the East and West together in the early years following the end of the Cold War. Those same mutual interests, and the less formal venue in which to share knowledge, could bring the Arctic Member States back together again. Time is running out on taking precautionary measures to protect the Arctic. The Arctic environment cannot be sacrificed to realpolitik when a unique opportunity exists to work collaboratively to regulate emergent industries and transportation before potentially irreversible damage occurs. The coastal Arctic states must recognize their shared mutual interest in working together to maintain a regional influence over an Arctic governance that best reflects their goals and concerns. A more accessible Arctic requires strong leadership; a divided Arctic Council simply cannot meet the pressing challenges put before it.
In the twenty-seven years since its creation, the Arctic Council has succeeded in bringing global attention to the fragility of the Arctic and its connection to global ecological systems. As political and economic forces permeate the Arctic, successfully addressing Arctic issues depends on strong alliances and mutual trust between Arctic Council Members, Observers and Permanent Participants. The peaceful relations and cooperation emblematic of the post-Cold War Arctic resulted from the opportunities for dialogue provided by the Arctic Council, even in times of heightened tensions. The more congenial format of the Arctic Council, one not based on rigid legal obligations, has allowed for greater openness, and frank dialogue, sometimes lacking in more formal diplomatic settings. Those channels of communication and cooperation must remain open for the good of the planet and humanity. The Arctic is facing unprecedented challenges; Arctic governance must not disintegrate when robust regulations and transnational peace and cooperation are most urgent.
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Science has the advantage of serving as a great unifier. It is non-threatening, and, ideally, non-competitive; scientists recognize the value of generating knowledge, dataset sharing and exchanging theories, especially in areas of research requiring costly specialized equipment. This transmission of findings and ideas is prized even more when it relates to pressing issues of global concern, such as climate change or biodiversity loss. Collaboration necessarily is economically advantageous and increases the likelihood of more expeditious research missions. Critically, though, cooperation among scientists from around the globe offers opportunities to engage in meaningful dialogue in a neutral setting, to create new alliances and, importantly, to establish trust.76 Through the benign, non-threatening channel of science kernels of confidence can blossom into alliances and ultimately peace. Scientific collaboration and dialogue can temper even the most politically-charged subjects, allowing for greater synergy between States’ national interests.77 In February and March of 2022, international Arctic research organizations (from both Arctic and non-Arctic States) and Arctic Indigenous groups participated in three webinars regarding the high North. Despite Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, it participated in all three webinars, which “convey[ed] the importance of open science with both allies and adversaries for our shared survival as a globally interconnected civilization.”78; The ongoing exclusion of Russian research institutes from collaborate projects is resulting in significant knowledge gaps since Russia accounts for approximately half of the Arctic region.79
Writing before the Crimea Crisis and the Ukraine war, Paul Arthur Berkman referred to the Antarctic Treaty as an example of the power of science to act as a “tool” for diplomacy80 and envisioned that, following in a similar vein, “the high seas surrounding the North Pole could become the next pole of peace.”81; The events of the past several months have severely disrupted the work of the Council and called into question its ability to weather this latest crisis. However, despite the frosty relations between the Arctic Council Member States, as well as between some Observers, significant scope remains to rebuild trust and further essential Arctic governance operations as the region faces multiple and intensifying stressors. By refocusing efforts on scientific principles and collaboration, doors to wider strategic diplomacy will open and the Arctic Council can get back on track. Promising signs have already come with the resumption of operations by Council Working Groups.82 Reaffirming the original intention of Gorbachev’s Murmansk speech and recommitment to mutually beneficial scientific projects can serve as a vital starting point to preserve the Arctic Council even as diplomatic relations far from the Arctic waver.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c84da560-8853-4bc5-9b54-70567639deb3]US fish development spills over 
Lackenbaur and Lalonde 24 [P. Whitney Lackenbaur---Professor in the School for the Study of Canada at Trent University & Suzanne Lalonde---PhD Law @ King’s College, North American and Arctic Defense Security Network, “Resolving the Beaufort Sea Dispute: The Timing is Right”, https://www.naadsn.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/24sep24-Beaufort-QI-PWL-SL.pdf, gabe@ADL]
The most significant attempt by the Canadian and American governments to settle their maritime boundary in the Beaufort Sea was made in 1977-1978, prompted by the discovery of large oil reserves in Alaska. While the energy potential of the Beaufort Sea was of significant national interest, the American and Canadian negotiators eventually decided that the Gulf of Maine, and the very real risk of an imminent fisheries ‘war’ had to be the priority. A closely connected concern was national sensitivity and the political difficulty of justifying to domestic audiences any agreement that represented a significant concession of national interests. 
The “curious” circumstance whereby the coastal geography of the Beaufort Sea favours one State closer to shore and the other State farther offshore means that it is not a “zero-sum” game. Accordingly, to maximize their national interests, both States should be willing to compromise. Canada did in 2022, when it resolved long-standing Arctic boundary disputes with its eastern Arctic neighbour when it signed an Agreement with the Kingdom of Denmark and Greenland to create an international boundary on Hans Island (Tartupaluk in Greenlandic) and to complete the process of delimiting the longest continuous maritime boundary in the world.
There is no particular national defence or security nexus to this dispute. Minister of National Defence Bill Blair insists in his foreword to Canada’s recent defence policy update (Our North, Strong and Free) that “as the Arctic becomes more accessible to foreign actors, we need to ensure our military has the tools to assert our sovereignty and protect Canada’s interests.” This emphasis does not apply to resolving an Arctic boundary dispute with our “premier partner” and key ally. Minister of Foreign Affairs Mélanie Joly emphasizes in her foreword to Our North, Strong and Free that “vigorous assertion of our sovereignty, particularly in the Canadian Arctic, is a fundamental priority.” In the Beaufort case, Canada will display “pragmatic diplomacy” at the negotiating table, armed with legal, historical, and geographical justifications.
Collaboration and cooperation have been the hallmarks of the Canada-US relationship in the Beaufort Sea and elsewhere. But with climate change sharpening resource issues in the Beaufort Sea, particularly fisheries, it is time to remove the risk to a serious quarrel between good neighbours. A settled boundary, respectful of Indigenous rights and interests, would provide much needed jurisdictional clarity upon which sustainable comanagement schemes, including co-management initiatives, can be built. Another powerful force – rising geopolitical instability – and the opportunity to signal strong commitment to the rule of law provides additional impetus for Canada and the US to resolve the Beaufort Sea controversy.
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The negotiation of the CAOF Agreement was initiated by the United States to prevent another tragedy of the commons, such as the pollock collapse in the “Donut Hole” of the Aleutian Basin in the central Bering Sea during the 1980s (Hoel, 2020b). As the ice began to melt in the high seas of the CAO, Congress of the United States passed a joint resolution in 2008 directing the United States to initiate international discussions and take necessary steps to negotiate an agreement for managing migratory and transboundary fish stocks in the Arctic Ocean (Schatz et al., 2019). In the following year, the United States banned commercial fishing in the North American zone beyond Alaska by passing an Arctic Fisheries Management Plan.
Since 2008, the United States Department of State has led an 11-year-long negotiation process for an international treaty on Arctic fisheries (Calderwood and Ulmer, 2023).
The negotiation process of the CAOF Agreement is divided into two stages. The first stage (2008–2015), known as the “A5 process”, involved discussions between the five CAO coastal states (United States, Canada, Denmark/ Greenland, Norway and Russia), resulting in the signing of the non-binding Oslo Declaration. The second stage (2015–2021), known as the “A5+5 process”, saw the A5 inviting China, Japan, Iceland, Republic of Korea, and the EU to join the negotiations, leading to the signing of the CAOF Agreement in 2018, which entered into force in 2021. The CAOF Agreement stands as a significant example of cooperation between Arctic and non-Arctic states in managing Arctic resources through numerous government negotiations, scientific conferences, working group seminars, and informal talks.
The agreement came into effect on 25 June, 2021, after ratification by all ten signatories. Since then, the CAOF Agreement has entered a new phase of implementation. According to the agreement, the contracting parties must develop JPSRM and adopt a data-sharing protocol within two years of its entry into force. Additionally, within three years, the parties must establish conservation and management measures (CMMs) for exploratory fishing in the Agreement Area. These efforts will enhance the understanding of the marine environment in the Arctic high seas and enable informed decisions about potential future fishing. Other practical issues must also be addressed, including coordination with the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) in the overlapping area, incorporation of indigenous and local knowledge, accession of other states with a “real interest”, and the formation of committees or similar bodies to promote the implementation of the CAOF Agreement.
2.2 CAOF Agreement and sustainable fishery management 
The CAOF Agreement is drafted to achieve the degree of innovation, coherence, and accuracy necessary to meet its objectives (Schatz et al., 2019). It represents an innovative management approach for Arctic fisheries, incorporating the precautionary approach, ecosystem-based management, and the use of the best available science in fisheries management. These approaches, which emphasize the sustainable use of marine living resources, are widely embraced by the international community.
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To mitigate the decline of fishery resources and the exacerbation of water pollution in Chinese lakes and to enhance the potential and sustainable use of lake fisheries, the Chinese government has actively implemented principles and models of ecosystem-based lake fishery management. This includes promoting ecological aquaculture techniques and the “retiring pens to restore lakes” policy. To assess the effects of ecosystem-based management on Chinese lake fisheries, data from 2007 to 2020 were collected for the Qiandao Lake, Tai Lake, Hongze Lake, Luoma Lake, and Gaobao Lake in the middle and lower reaches of the Yangtze River. The study employed Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) to assess fishing efficiency through a static input-output efficiency model. Additionally, the Malmquist index and distance functions were used for a dynamic comparison of total factor productivity (TFP) across the five lake management models. The results indicate that trends in technological progress, scale efficiency, and TFP were consistent across the lakes from 2013 to 2020. Qiandao Lake, Tai Lake, and Hongze Lake showed a positive average annual growth rate in TFP, with Qiandao Lake having the highest average annual growth rate of 13.2%. In contrast, Gaobao and Luoma Lakes experienced a negative growth rate in TFP. Furthermore, Qiandao Lake exhibited significantly higher technical efficiency than the other four lakes, effectively achieving an efficient state, followed by Hongze Lake. The study demonstrates that technological progress and variations in scale efficiency are the primary factors driving the increase in TFP in fisheries. Promoting ecosystem-based “fishing for water conservation” aquaculture techniques and restricting aquaculture scale through the “retiring pens to restore lakes” policy contribute to enhancing TFP in ecological fisheries.
Introduction
The fisheries sector and fishery economy are paramount to socio-economic development and public welfare in countries with large populations.1 As a leading fish-producing nation, China contributes approximately one-third to global aquatic product output, with its freshwater product output constituting over half of the global freshwater product volume.2 The intensive development of freshwater fisheries, particularly the swift expansion of aquaculture, has led to the extensive exploitation of significant water bodies, including lakes and reservoirs. China boasts 2,693 natural lakes, each larger than 1.0 km², and an area of 81,400 km². Out of this, 18,700 km² are deemed suitable for aquaculture. Additionally, aquaculture-friendly reservoirs span 20,000 km², representing over 70% of the nation’s inland-capable waters.3 Predominantly situated in subtropical and temperate zones, China’s lakes provide unparalleled conditions for nurturing freshwater fisheries. In 2022, lake fisheries accounted for 18% of China’s freshwater fishery production, underscoring their critical role.4
Urbanization has driven the aggregation of urban populations, increasing the demand for recreational fisheries, which has led to the rapid development of aquaculture and recreational fisheries, evolving from small-scale family operations to large-scale farming by fisheries cooperatives. Moreover, as a significant population moves to urban areas, many fishers are transitioning to other professions and settling ashore, gradually decreasing lake fishermen. This transition brought about by urbanization leads to a natural change in the pattern and structure of lake fisheries。

However, China’s accelerated economic progression and rapid industrial and agricultural advancement have exacerbated water pollution, perpetuating a yearly reduction in lacustrine fishery resources and diminishing fishery outputs. Fish play a regulatory apex role within lacustrine ecosystems, intricately linked to other biotic components through the food web. Alterations in fish populations and their decline precipitate the deterioration of lake ecological functions. Concurrently, the proliferation of intensive lake aquaculture has increased the influx of allochthonous nutrients, expediting the eutrophication of these aquatic ecosystems.5,6

Examining the global trajectory of lake fisheries development, it becomes apparent that since the 1950s, a common trend has emerged characterized by the depletion of natural fishery resources, environmental degradation, and climatic changes. These challenges, coupled with the limited availability of fishery resources, have catalyzed the rapid advancement of aquaculture within lake fisheries. Aquaculture has become the predominant form of fisheries in lakes, with efficient intensive farming techniques such as cage aquaculture and factory-based fish farming gradually evolving in certain countries. Countries at the forefront of advanced intensive aquaculture include Japan, Europe, and the United States. The US introduced cage fish farming technology in 1964, achieving a maximum 600 km/m³22 yield. By the mid-1960s, the successful introduction of Coho salmon into the Great Lakes was reported. In addition to conservation efforts to maintain and protect the ecological environment from degradation, the development of recreational fishing has emerged as another hallmark of lake fisheries in developed countries. The US began promoting recreational lake fishing in the 1920s, a form of fisheries renowned for its broad participation, environmental conservation, and substantial economic benefits.7 By the early 1980s, participation in freshwater recreational fishing in the US exceeded 20 million individuals. Lake stocking in the US gradually became a service industry supporting recreational fishing.8

Despite differences in the status of fisheries resources, the intensity of development and utilization, and focus points in fishery resource management between foreign countries and China, the experiences and practices of foreign fishery resource management are worthy of our consideration and emulation.

Fisheries constitute a critical function of lake ecosystems, significantly influencing their ecological progression and serving as a cornerstone for lake management and ecosystem restoration efforts.9 The essential criteria for managing China’s inland aquatic resources stipulate the imperative to preserve water quality, accommodate fishery interests, pursue moderate development, and ensure sustainable usage. The urgency of implementing ecological restoration in lakes is paramount; it encompasses safeguarding the aquatic environment and reversing the negative trends impacting fishery resources alongside their ongoing preservation.10 Globally endorsed, ecosystem-based fishery management is a strategic and effective method to expedite the recuperation of overharvested fishery stocks, avert further ecological deterioration, and facilitate the enduring sustainable exploitation of these resources. This management paradigm involves a holistic approach that incorporates living and non-living components, human dimensions, and the myriad interactions therein, spanning the spectrum of extant yet-to-be-discovered factors within an ecologically significant context.
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Overall, our findings suggest that global groundwater biodiversity and interactions can be considered as a first-order estimator for surface biodiversity (Figure 3a). For example, when we focussed into the Po (North Italy; Figure 2b; Figure S13b) and Mekong (Southeast Asia; Figure 2c; Figure S15b) river basins, two areas that in 2022 experienced the worst droughts in 70 years (Bonaldo et al., 2023; Kang et al., 2022), distinctive patterns emerged. The Po basin shows a high groundwater ecosystem biodiversity close to the Alps and the Mediterranean Sea with medium interconnectivity to surface waters compared to other global systems (Supporting Information Section 3). On the other hand, the Mekong shows a high groundwater ecosystem biodiversity and interconnection between groundwater and surface water. When surface biodiversity is incorporated in the modelling, the Po basin (Figure S13b) shows hotspots of groundwater ecosystem biodiversity and surface ecosystem biodiversity closer to the delta and the pre-Alp areas. In contrast, hotspots of interconnectivity remain as in Figure 2b. The Mekong shows extensive areas of high surface and subsurface ecosystem biodiversity together with a highly interconnected system (Figure S15).
Groundwater and surface systems are often interconnected, and focusing only on one, limits the effectiveness of conservation efforts. Only a holistic view that includes groundwater ecosystems will enable us to understand how excessive groundwater extraction will also affect surface ecosystems (Uhl et al., 2022) and how land cover changes, for example, deforestation, agricultural use or effect of river incision, will affect the groundwater quantity and quality and, in turn, the connected ecosystems. Without further research, the global role of groundwater in the carbon cycle remains unclear. When prioritizing areas for biodiversity conservation, integrating surface and groundwater biodiversity is more effective (Rohde et al., 2019). Combined protection of surface and subsurface areas is most efficient in terms of costs, available space and societal awareness. Recognizing groundwater as a keystone ecosystem highlights the cascading effects that would be triggered if we further contaminate and/or deplete groundwater. While some authors have already discussed the hydrological transboundary role of groundwater at global scale (Gleeson et al., 2020), to the best of our knowledge, this is the first ecological quantification of groundwater ecosystems' relevance for the Earth system.
4 SETTING THE GROUND(WATER) FOR A MORE EFFECTIVE PROTECTION OF AQUATIC SUBTERRANEAN ECOSYSTEMS
The success of groundwater conservation in the 21st century will be contingent on our ability to limit climate change (Amanambu et al., 2020), minimize contamination (United Nations, 2022) and reduce overexploitation of natural resources (Foster et al., 2013). However, the magnitude of the challenge ahead is in stark contrast with ongoing conservation inaction (Mammola et al., 2019, 2022; Sánchez-Fernández et al., 2021). Amidst an increasingly unpredictable climate, widespread aridification and scattered rainfall events (IPCC, 2022), many rivers and lakes are transitioning from permanent to intermittent (Messager et al., 2021), glaciers and snowfields are melting away, and thus two major freshwater sources are rapidly disappearing across several regions (Peterson et al., 2021). As a result, the reliance of surficial watersheds on aquifers is increasing, with groundwater providing the only permanent (if replenished) freshwater resource available for many areas worldwide. Given the uneven distribution of global groundwater (Kretschmer et al., 2023), inequitable access and the limited replenishment of ancient global groundwater reserves, shifts in the dependence of ecosystems from surface to groundwater will be spatially variable (Link et al., 2023; López-Corona et al., 2013). Therefore, effective groundwater governance will be a crucial aspect to mitigate the impact of droughts on economies, societies and diverse environments (Petersen-Perlman et al., 2022).
Recent research has demonstrated that groundwater ecosystems and their biota actively assimilate terrigenous carbon (Hartland et al., 2011), acting as carbon sinks (Chen et al., 2023) analogous to freshwater wetlands. Hence, maintaining the carbon assimilation capacity of groundwater ecosystems is essential to maximize the terrestrial carbon sink and minimize climate change effects. Aquifers are also crucial for maintaining surface environments (Boulton et al., 2010), including their biodiversity, within natural and anthropogenic contexts (Becher et al., 2022; Figure 4). However, current lack of implementation of effective groundwater management strategies is hindering also the preservation of associated GDEs. The development of biodiversity indices for groundwater ecosystems, similarly to biodiversity variables proposed to monitor biodiversity at global levels (Jetz et al., 2019; Pereira et al., 2013) and for discrete targeted purposes (Guerra et al., 2021), could provide a solution to overcome this roadblock. By initially targeting well-studied regions with comprehensive diversity datasets [e.g. the Krim region in Slovenia (Sket et al., 2004) or the Pilbara in Western Australia (Saccò, Blyth, Douglas, et al., 2022)] regional biodiversity indices can be designed, with the goal to expand the foci as groundwater biodiversity data from less studied systems become available.
[FIGURE OMITTED]
Overall, our analysis emphasizes the high interconnectedness between groundwater and surface systems, and demonstrates how focusing only on one compartment limits the effectiveness, scope and comprehensiveness of conservation efforts. To achieve more holistic conservation strategies, we will need to find effective strategies able to overcome the surface–subterranean divide. With this in mind, we advocate for a two-tiered approach for the conservation of groundwaters, composed by science and policy, and we propose eight key focal areas to develop an effective global strategy.
i. Create standardized global datasets. Global dataset's record information on groundwater fauna is abundant, but generally scattered across myriad databases, publications and personal datasets, often not openly accessible and lacking inter-operability due to different data standards and vocabularies. Two ongoing ambitious projects, the World Register for marine Cave Species (WoRCS; Gerovasileiou et al., 2016) and Stygofauna Mundi (Martinez et al., 2018), aim to create centralized, openly available and comprehensive taxonomic and ecological databases of all groundwater organisms. If successful, this will break a major barrier hampering conservation, offering much-needed data for accurate assessments of global groundwater biodiversity and providing information for evidence-based conservation (Mammola et al., 2022). Similar to rivers and lakes, integration of this information with available hydrogeological data will directly enhance the quality of groundwater environmental assessments. At transboundary ecosystem levels, published global data on the distribution of GDEs are not available to date. However, successful initiatives such as the Australian GDE Atlas (Doody et al., 2017) provide a promising initial step towards the creation of a scientifically sound global GDE map. Like in other disciplines, application of FAIR Data Principles (Wilkinson, 2016) to all global groundwater-based generated data should be ensured, assuring effective findability, accessibility, interoperability and reuse of these digital assets.
ii. Test and apply novel biomonitoring approaches. Novel biomonitoring of groundwater and its typical biota is a crucial aspect of environmental management, as many ecosystem services are dependent on a healthy environment and diversity of species that, despite being almost invariably overlooked, are irreplaceable (Griebler & Avramov, 2015). While monitoring of physical–chemical properties or chemical pollutants in groundwater is a regular practice across the world, the biota are often overlooked if not in connection with pollutant contamination. Therefore, novel tools are required to monitor these ecosystems. Particularly promising is the use of DNA extracted from environmental samples (environmental DNA or eDNA, Pawlowski et al. (2020)) to assess diversity of, and map the distributions of, species (Takahashi et al., 2023). First applications of eDNA to groundwater systems have been promising, recovering vast biodiversity hitherto mostly undocumented (Alther et al., 2021; Couton, Hürlemann, et al., 2023; Couton, Studer, et al., 2023; Saccò, Guzik, et al., 2022; van der Heyde et al., 2023). For selected taxa such as subterranean salamanders and cavefish, bioacoustics, the study of animal sounds, can be used to not only detect species, but also inform on their welfare and behaviour (Hyacinthe et al., 2019; Mcloughlin et al., 2019).
iii. Advance science to better understand ecosystem function. Capturing the entire diversity of subterranean species is currently not logistically feasible. For instance, it is estimated that 80% of the world's biggest subterranean biodiversity hotspot region, Western Australia, is undescribed (Guzik et al., 2011). Therefore, traditional diversity metrics may not provide a mechanistic understanding of disturbance effects (Li et al., 2021). To circumvent this, the use of trait-based (functional) methods is gaining ground in recent ecological studies. This approach highlights how functional traits (intended, in a broad sense, as morphological, ecological, physiological, behavioural features measured at the species level, see Toussaint et al., 2021) mediate a species' ability to respond to changes in their environment (Green et al., 2022; Palacio et al., 2022). However, functional studies targeting groundwater ecosystems are still rare (Hose et al., 2022). At a global level, an in-depth and groundwater-specific functional characterization proposed by Keith et al. (2022) could be informative. Microbes and aquatic invertebrates are essential for subterranean ecosystem functioning, contributing to nutrient cycling, energy flow, water filtration and biodiversity (Malard et al., 2023; Saccò, Blyth, Humphreys, Middleton, et al., 2020; Saccò, Blyth, Venarsky, et al., 2022; Venarsky et al., 2023). Therefore, targeting these components of underground aquatic ecosystems unveils crucial aspects of functioning and resilience.
iv. Involve interdisciplinary approaches. A cross-pollination of ideas among researchers from different scientific backgrounds—for example, hydrologists, hydrogeologists, climatologists, geochemists, ecologists and taxonomists—and operating both above and below the ground would enhance the implementation of conservation interventions able to embrace the entirety of the surface–subterranean continuum. Some possible ways forward to break the artificial divide between surface- and subterranean-based scientists and foster cooperation could include: (a) limiting discipline-specific jargon in communication (Martínez & Mammola, 2021); (b) broadening reading habits outside one's own niche expertise; (c) seeking active collaboration by exposing oneself to different scientific cultures (e.g. by attending scientific meeting outside one's own expertise); and (d) fostering open data policies to ensure data exchange among researchers, groups and companies as well as data availability for future generations.
v. Implement global policies to protect transboundary waters. Conservation of biodiversity often requires operating across country boundaries (Liu et al., 2020), an endeavour often complicated by bureaucracy and geopolitical instability (Allan et al., 2019; Sousa et al., 2022). Worldwide, 468 transboundary aquifers (namely aquifers crossing multiple states, Stephan, 2009) have been delineated (IGRAC, 2021), several of which are subject to mounting human pressure (Wada & Heinrich, 2013). However, there is currently no specific global convention or law for the management of transboundary aquifers. Today, transboundary aquifers are still governed by the 1997 UN Watercourses Convention which applies to groundwater systems, ‘[…] but only to the extent that an aquifer is connected hydrologically to a system of surface waters, parts of which are situated in different States’ (United Nations, 1997). Transboundary aquifers cooperation is still lagging as it is directly related to the capacity of the States to understand and value the groundwater systems and associated ecosystems they depend upon. Efforts should be made on valuing groundwater as a shared resource beyond frontiers—for example, by reporting evidence of anthropogenic impact on transboundary groundwater ecosystems to showcase and boost transboundary aquifers' cooperation (Brancelj et al., 2020).
vi. Improve water management and governance. It is essential to achieve a more balanced effort (both financial and conservational) to the management of the different components of the hydrosphere and biosphere. The historical focus on surface water in freshwater management (Foster et al., 2013), in part reflects knowledge deficits on the role of groundwater ecosystems at the time when the main freshwater policies were set up (EC-GWD, 2006) and the lack of ability in updating and adjusting strategies as scientific research progresses (Backhaus, 2023; Supporting Information Section 1). Now, 30 years after the publication of the cornerstone book ‘The Freshwater imperative’ (Naiman et al., 1995), inter-realm monitoring and management are more imperative than ever (Bugnot et al., 2019). It is just a matter of treasure lessons learned, expanding views and being ambitious (Saito et al., 2021). Most ecosystems will benefit from this timely (almost overdue) shift in perspectives.
vii. Develop restoration and monitoring programs. Hydrogeological restoration of aquifers (Kresic, 2009) and surface–groundwater interactions (Kasahara et al., 2009) have been the focus of extensive research over the last three decades, yet studies on the ecological restoration of groundwater ecosystems are still rare (Liu & Mou, 2016). As data on groundwater biodiversity and resilience to contamination and climate change are gathered, integration of comprehensive biotic-driven restoration guidelines is essential for the effective management of groundwater pollution both in natural and anthropogenic contexts (Scanlon et al., 2023).
viii. Encourage participatory approaches. The value of a natural resource is only acknowledged when citizens and key stakeholders are involved (Kobori et al., 2016). This is true for subterranean ecosystems, where the success of conservation campaigns often rests on the involvement of multiple actors—from conservation scientists, to the media, the public and decision-makers (Gavish-Regev et al., 2023). For example, Alther et al. (2021), Couton, Studer, et al. (2023) and Raghavan et al. (2023) employed participatory approaches to raise awareness on aquatic subterranean fauna, in projects that also led to the discovery of new species (amphipod genus Niphargus and catfish Horaglanis populi) and new information on the distribution and abundance of subterranean species. Extension and upscaling of such an initiative to other regions, countries and continents can provide a highly effective tool to increase societal awareness and advance science. Concurrently, the incorporation of local indigenous knowledge into ecological science harbours enormous potential to increase the efficacy of conservation and management strategies (Ban et al., 2018). For instance, by harnessing the power of local knowledge through participatory science programs, the opportunity exists to build up a database of active and inactive global spring locations (Goodall, 2008). Such community-led monitoring programs could also provide information about groundwater quality (levels of eutrophication and contamination) and provide the catalyst to building a groundswell of support for rehabilitating and restoration of inactive springs to benefit surface and subsurface biodiversity.
5 CONCLUSIONS
Water is the basis of life on Earth: by overlooking the ecological integrity of groundwater, we are threatening the long-term prospects of entire ecosystems and ultimately of humanity itself. Too often, conservation efforts consider groundwater as disjoint from the rest of the components of the global water cycle, despite the multiple functional interlinks between the subterranean, surface and atmospheric realms. The application of the keystone ecosystem concept to groundwater would enable breaking the conceptual and mechanistic barriers still existing in water science and policy. We provide evidence that almost two thirds of habitable global areas (74.9%) have a medium to high level of ecological interactions with groundwater. We also provide the first indication that groundwater biodiversity and interconnections can represent an ecological estimator for global surface biodiversity patterns. Given this foundation, conservation and water resource policies are pivotal to assure the maintenance of the essential ecosystem services provided by groundwater ecosystems worldwide. We argue that the overall benefits of this approach extend beyond the dark underworld, allowing the preservation of diverse terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. This is urgent for wise water management plans within the current climate change scenario, considering that many regions across the globe are already experiencing a water crisis.
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4.1 China’s interest in the Arctic 
As China rises as a global power, its interests have expanded to include the Arctic (Fravel et al., 2021). On 15 May, 2013, China became a permanent observer to the Arctic Council, marking the beginning of its deeper involvement in Arctic governance. According to the 2018 white paper titled “China’s Arctic Policy”, China is a significant stakeholder in Arctic affairs and geographically identifies itself as a “near-Arctic State”, closely involved in various Arctic issues (The State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, 2018).
China’s offshore fishing industry began in 1985. Although it started later than other states, after more than 30 years of development, China’s offshore fishing industry has achieved significant growth. In its 2018 white paper, China emphasizes both the right to fish on the high seas and the need to conserve fishery resources and ecosystems in the Arctic. As fish stocks have shown a tendency to move northwards due to climate change, the Arctic has the potential to become a new fishing ground in the future (Jones and Cheung, 2015; Rosen, 2020). China supports efforts to formulate a legally binding international agreement on the management of fisheries in the high seas portion of the Arctic Ocean. Through strengthening cooperation with the Arctic coastal states, conducting survey on fishery resources in the high seas in the Arctic, and carrying out appropriate exploratory fishing, China aims to play a constructive part in the management of fisheries in the high seas of the Arctic Ocean.
China also pursues other interests in the Arctic. Firstly, the natural conditions of the Arctic and their changes directly impact China’s climate system and ecological environment, influencing sectors such as agriculture, forestry, fisheries, and the marine industry (Luo and Ding, 2023). Secondly, China views the Northeast Passage, Northwest Passage, and Central Passage as new international shipping routes. The 2018 white paper links Arctic shipping routes with the Belt and Road Initiative. As Arctic sea routes become commercially viable, China could save roughly 4000 n mile on shipments to Europe and North America via the Arctic (Huang et al., 2015). Thirdly, on the condition of protecting the Arctic environment, China encourages its nationals to participate in the exploration and exploitation of oil, gas, minerals, and other resources. China respects the sovereign rights of coastal states and seeks cooperation in developing these resources (The State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, 2018). Lastly, China actively promotes scientific research in the Arctic. By conducting in-depth research on climate change and ecological environments, China aims to respond to climate change in the Arctic and protect the region’s natural environment and ecosystem.
4.2 China’s contribution to implementing the CAOF Agreement
China joined the negotiations of the CAOF Agreement in 2015, and Chinese scientists actively participated in the 4th and 5th FiSCAO meetings in 2015 and 2017. After the agreement came into effect, China dedicated itself to strengthening scientific research and exploratory fishing on Arctic fishery resources under the framework of the JPSRM and CMMs of the CAOF Agreement, playing a constructive role in its implementation.
Since 1999, China has embarked on 14 CHINAREs to the Arctic Ocean using the R/V Xuelong or Xuelong 2, conducting surveys in the Northwest Arctic Ocean and the nearby coastal seas, including the Bering Sea, Chukchi Sea, and the Canada Basin (The State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, 2023b). Scientific survey and research have been carried out at Chinese Arctic Yellow River Station in Ny-Ålesund in the Spitsbergen Archipelago and the China-Iceland Arctic Science Observatory in Karholl, north of Iceland as well. In 2020, China has sent scientists to participate in the international Multidisciplinary drifting Observatory for the Study of Arctic Climate (MOSAiC) expedition, collecting winter data from the Arctic Ocean (Lei, 2020). China has also actively involved in Arctic research under international platforms such as the Pacific Arctic Group (PAG), Sustaining Arctic Observing Networks (SAON) and working groups of the Arctic Council. With these efforts, China has gradually built a multi-disciplinary observation system covering various domains such as the sea, ice, snow, atmosphere, biology, and geology of the Arctic.
Within two years of the CAOF Agreement entering into force, the COP was required to adopt a JPSRM and a data protocol. Since 2021, Chinese fishery scientists have contributed significantly to developing the JPSRM framework and its implementation plan. They provided expertise on priority species of fish, birds, and mammals, which were subsequently refined by scientists from all signatory nations. China’s R/V Xuelong and Xuelong 2, are listed in the implementation plan and will be used for data collection in mapping and monitoring programs under the JPSRM framework. As part of the Data Management Working Group (DM-WG), Dr. Wu Lizong from the Polar Research Institute of China (PRIC) shared the chairmanship with Dr. Robert Foy from the Alaska Fisheries Science Center, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), beginning in 2022. Together, they worked collaboratively under the COP’s guidance. Dr. Wu and other colleagues from the Chinese delegation played a crucial role in drafting the Data Sharing Protocol (DSP), which, after adoption, led to the rebranding of the DSP Working Group as the Data Management Working Group (DM-WG) (Figure 1). Experts from China’s Yellow Sea Fisheries Research Institute, East China Sea Fisheries Research Institute, and other universities and research institutions have also made significant contributions to developing the CMMs for exploratory fishing in the Agreement Area.
5 China’s role and implications for sustainable Arctic governance
Despite its relatively short history in Arctic affairs, China has made substantial efforts to understand and explore the Arctic and expand its scope of activities over the past two decades. China currently participates in various Arctic-related activities and is closely involved in trans-regional and global issues in the Arctic. Although facing some mistrust or misunderstanding from some Arctic states, as an emerging stakeholder in the region, China could contribute to the implementation of the CAOF Agreement and sustainable Arctic governance in several key ways.
Firstly, China respects the existing international legal framework governing the Arctic and fulfills its international obligations. China asserts its rights to conduct scientific research, navigation, overflight, fishing, the laying of submarine cables and pipelines, and resource exploration and exploitation in the high seas and the Area of the Arctic Ocean, as stipulated by international law and global treaties. China also undertakes obligations under the international legal framework and actively participates in addressing challenges related to environmental and climate change in the Arctic. China believes that sustainable governance requires both protection and the rational use of resources. Chinese involvement in the CAOF Agreement, the new international Agreement under the UNCLOS on the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Marine Biodiversity of Areas beyond National Jurisdiction (BBNJ Agreement), the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF) and other global and regional forums highlights its commitment to developing an inclusive, transparent, rules-based governance framework in line with the interests of all parties.
Secondly, China is committed to enhancing international cooperation with Arctic communities. At the global level, China expands cooperation with international organizations on issues such as global environmental protection, climate change, international maritime issues, and high seas fisheries management. It fulfills its commitments under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, the Kyoto Protocol, and the Paris Agreement, and plays a constructive role in the work of the International Maritime Organization. At the regional level, China actively participates in intergovernmental mechanisms related to the Arctic. It supports the work of the Arctic Council and contributes to its working groups, task forces, and legal agreements, such as those signed in 2011, 2013, and 2017. At the bilateral and multilateral levels, China has established cooperative partnerships with Arctic and non-Arctic states. The CNARC, established in 2013 by PRIC and institutions from five Nordic countries, promotes mutual understanding and cooperation between Chinese and Nordic scholars. China also values cooperation with non-Arctic states and has launched high-level trilateral dialogues on Arctic issues with Japan and Republic of Korea to promote exchanges on policies and practices regarding Arctic international cooperation (Shan et al., 2023).
Thirdly, the Chinese government places great importance on Arctic scientific research. As one of the founding Parties of the CAOF Agreement, China has been actively conducting ocean investigation and scientific research to help fill knowledge gaps in understanding the fishery conditions and marine ecosystem of the Agreement Area. Over the years, China’s field observations and data collection have provided critical data on climate change and the Arctic ecosystem, contributing to the global understanding of climate change and efforts to protect the Arctic environment (Luo and Ding, 2023; Wei et al., 2019). China continues to increase its investment and support for Arctic scientific research, particularly in climate change, glacier dynamics, marine ecology, and marine sciences in the region. China encourages the development of environmentally-friendly polar technology and promotes innovation in renewable energy. In 2023, China introduced the concept of “new quality productivity”, emphasizing technological innovation, green development, and the use of advanced information and digital technologies to promote high-quality development in the marine industry (Gu et al., 2024).
Fourthly, China respects the sovereignty, sovereign rights, and jurisdiction of Arctic states. China’s Arctic policy focuses on understanding, protecting, developing, and participating in governance, guided by principles such as “respect” and “cooperation”. The CAOF Agreement and its related negotiations set a great model of cooperation between Arctic and non-Arctic states. China respects the exclusive jurisdiction and sovereign rights of Arctic states within their jurisdiction, and their legislative, enforcement, and adjudicative powers in the waters subject to their jurisdiction. China also respects the environmental laws and regulations of Arctic states (The State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, 2018). Furthermore, under the background of climate change, the recognition of indigenous people’s voices and knowledge is critical to a holistic and successful governance of the Arctic Ocean. China acknowledges the values, interests, traditions, and cultures of indigenous Arctic communities. The Evenki people of China have joined the Association of World Reindeer Herders, an observer organization of the Arctic Council. The connection between the Chinese Evenki people and Arctic indigenous communities exemplifies China’s cooperation with indigenous Arctic societies, and will promote a better implementation of the CAOF Agreement (Reindeer Herding, 2024).
6 Conclusion 
Several landmark developments in international environmental and ocean governance have occurred since the CAOF Agreement entered into force. The Kunming Montreal GBF, adopted in December 2022 at the COP15 to the UN Convention on Biological Diversity, contains wide-ranging goals and targets to reverse biodiversity loss and achieve a more sustainable future, including the “30×30” conservation target. In September 2023, the BBNJ Agreement was adopted and opened for signature, addressing four main elements: (1) marine genetic resources, including benefit-sharing; (2) area-based management tools, including marine protected areas (MPAs); (3) environmental impact assessments; and (4) capacity building and technology transfer (BBNJ Agreement, 2023). By September 2024, 92 countries had signed the BBNJ Agreement, and eight parties had ratified it. The BBNJ Agreement will enter into force 120 days after the deposit of the 60th instrument of ratification, approval, acceptance, or accession.
The 2025 COP meeting of the CAOF Agreement will address urgent issues, such as climate change and its impacts on the CAO, procedures for the accession of non-parties, and linkages with other international mechanisms. The EU and non-governmental organizations will likely push for the BBNJ Agreement to ensure the conservation and sustainable use of marine biodiversity in the CAO. However, the establishment of an RFMO or an MPA within the CAOF Agreement Area will depend on various factors, including the results of JPSRM scientific monitoring and mapping, the priorities of contracting parties and indigenous communities, and trends in global ocean governance.
As one of the founding members of the CAOF Agreement, China has actively participated in the negotiations of the BBNJ Agreement. Although Arctic states may be reluctant to recognize China’s claim as a “near-Arctic” state, China’s activities in the Arctic are conducted through legitimate avenues (Francis, 2020). China respects the existing international legal framework governing the Arctic and the interests and rights of Arctic states and indigenous peoples. In the context of global warming, the Arctic is gaining strategic and economic significance, as well as scientific and environmental importance. Cooperation between Arctic and non-Arctic states, including China, will be crucial to ensuring long-term sustainability and stability in this unique and fragile region.
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Abstract
The development of marine new quality productive forces and the enhancement of marine economic resilience are critical strategies for cultivating new drivers and advantages for high-quality and sustainable development in the marine sector. In order to deeply explore the relationship between these two constructs, this study selected panel data from 11 coastal provinces from 2007 to 2021 to construct an indicator system for MNQPFs and marine economic resilience, conducted scientific calculations and analysis, and, finally, used a two-way fixed effect model for empirical analysis and the instrumental variable method for robustness testing. The key findings are as follows: (1) The level of marine new quality productive forces (MNQPFs) in coastal areas demonstrates considerable spatial variability. The spatial distribution of MNQPF levels in the Bohai Sea and South China Sea regions is similar, whereas the levels in the Yellow Sea and East China Sea region demonstrate better balance. (2) A regional analysis of marine economic resilience indicates that the Bohai Sea region demonstrates a weak development trend and the South China Sea region demonstrates an unbalanced development trend, while the Yellow Sea and East China Sea region demonstrates a favorable development trend. (3) MNQPFs significantly improve marine economic resilience, including both its resistance and evolution abilities; the positive impact of marine new quality productive forces on the marine economic resilience’s recovery ability exhibits a time lag effect. (4) Heterogeneous results demonstrate that the positive impact of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience varies according to the level of marine economic development in different coastal areas, with a more significant promoting effect in less developed areas. Therefore, adaptively accelerating the development of marine new quality productive forces according to local conditions by effectively utilizing the unique resource endowments of each coastal area is essential for continuously strengthening marine economic resilience. This study can enrich research in the field of marine economics and provide references for marine economic development in coastal areas.
1. Introduction
At present, China’s economy has shifted from a stage of rapid growth to one of high-quality development. The development of the land economy has attained significant magnitude and achieved notable progress. There are still some difficulties in breaking through the bottleneck of economic development in the short term. Thus, the expansion of the maritime sector has become an essential strategy for China’s economy to attain high-quality growth in the future. The ocean provides biological, mining, and energy resources for human survival and development, boosting associated businesses and improving human well-being. The ocean is a major technological battleground and a vital international cooperation channel. The marine economy has become a pillar of China’s national economic development and a new driver of high-quality economic development.
In contrast to the land economy, the marine economy is represented by significant openness, sensitivity to external forces, and relative complexity, presenting both environmental and market-based risks. It is more particularly vulnerable to internal and external risk shocks, such as extreme weather events, ocean-related natural disasters, and market volatility [1]. The key to the stable development of marine economies is their resilience in the face of a variety of risks and shocks. This is also a necessary capability for the attainment of high-quality development of marine economies and the goal of becoming a strong maritime nation. However, unexpected natural disasters, public health emergencies, geopolitical conflicts, and other factors have weighed down the global and Chinese macroeconomies in recent years. China’s marine economy has also suffered, slowing growth. This has caused ecological damage, inefficient resource use, and poor marine product quality [2]. Such issues consistently hinder the effectiveness and quality of marine economic development, indicating underlying vulnerabilities, namely, inadequate resilience. China has explicitly expressed the overarching assessment of “good national economic resilience” and the grand strategy to “build China into a strong maritime nation.” Therefore, strengthening marine economic resilience in China’s coastal areas against both internal and external risks and disturbances has become essential for its developing marine economy, becoming both an unavoidable path forward and a critical safeguard. The question of how to strengthen marine economic resilience has increasingly received attention from both academia researchers and industry professionals [3,4,5].
At this critical phase of China’s economic transformation, the unsustainable extensive growth model applied by traditional productive forces, which depends on substantial inputs of production factors such as land, labor, and energy resources for economic gains, has resulted in drawbacks such as resource depletion and environmental degradation. Furthermore, it has proven insufficient to address intricate international challenges, thereby hindering the enhancement of economic resilience [6]. Against this background, in September 2023, General Secretary Xi Jinping said “in order to integrate scientific and technological innovation resources, to take the lead in the development of strategic emerging industries and future industries, and to speed up the construction of new quality productive forces” during his visit to Heilongjiang, China [7]. At the second session of the 14th National People’s Congress held in Beijing, the proposal of “striving to modernize the industrial system and developing new quality productive forces at a faster pace” was put forward, marking the first time that “new quality productive forces” was formally included in the government’s work report in March 2024 [8]. New quality productive forces prioritize the function of new types of productive factors in economic progress, emphasizing the enhancement of both the quantity and quality of production factors through scientific and technological innovation as a means to attain the high-quality development of the economy [9]. Since the concept of new quality productive forces was first proposed, it has been widely discussed in academia. New quality productive forces is a political and economic term with Chinese characteristics. It represents China’s revised comprehension of productive forces, informed by the technological revolution and significant transformations in production methods in the 21st century. It is an innovative benchmark for the development of productive forces in the context of Chinese-style modernization [10,11].
According to Marxist philosophy and methodology, General Secretary Xi Jinping pointed out that “it is crucial to firmly grasp the primary task of high-quality development and adaptively promote new quality productive forces according to local conditions” [9,12]. China is a major maritime nation that has about 3 million square kilometers of claimed waters and more than 18,000 km of continental coastline. Under the current background of building China into a strong maritime nation, accelerating the development of MNQPFs according to local conditions is expected to create a new engine for the development of the marine economy, and is of great significance for improving the sustainable development capacity of the marine economy and achieving the high-quality development of the Chinese economy [13,14]. Marine new quality productive forces (MNQPFs) represent an essential aspect in the adaptive development of new productive forces according to local conditions, facilitating the transformation and enhancement of industrial structures and production methodologies within the marine economy, while simultaneously presenting new opportunities and challenges for bolstering marine economic resilience in coastal areas [15].
Previous research into new quality productive forces within the marine sector has mostly focused on how to assess and measure, promote the high-quality development of the marine economy or fishing economy, and encourage environmentally sustainable practices in the marine economy [16,17,18,19]. Certain researchers have evaluated the effects of new quality productive forces on urban and agricultural economic resilience through the perspective of economic resilience [15,20,21,22,23,24]. Current studies on new quality productive forces of economic resilience mostly focus on the theoretical level, yet their conceptual foundations are primarily anchored in the land economy, seldom addressing the complexity and special constraints of the marine economy. As a result, the only empirical research has a significant gap in applicability to the marine sector. So, what impact do MNQPFs have on marine economic resilience? To explore these questions, this study first constructed an evaluation index system for MNQPFs and marine economic resilience and measured and analyzed the levels of MNQPFs and marine economic resilience in 11 provinces and cities in China’s coastal areas. Second, the impact of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience was explored from multiple dimensions, with a view to providing theoretical reference and practical reference for continuously promoting the development of MNQPFs and further enhancing marine economic resilience. While providing strong support for the high-quality development of China’s marine economy, MNQPFs will also inject new momentum and opportunities into the global marine economy and, thus, have significant global significance and contemporary value. First, at a time when the global economy is facing unprecedented challenges ranging from geopolitical tensions to environmental crises, the proposal of MNQPFs provides new ideas for the sustainable development of the world economy, from which other countries can seek inspiration for their own development. Second, exploring the impact of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience will also provide a reference for countries located in coastal areas to explore marine economic issues, thereby bringing momentum to global economic recovery and contributing Chinese wisdom and strength to sustainable development [25].
The main contributions are as follows: (1) This study introduces two novel index systems: one evaluating MNQPFs from the perspectives of new quality workers, new quality labor objects, and new quality labor resources, and the other evaluating marine economic resilience from the perspectives of resistance ability, recovery ability, and evolution ability. These systems offer a basis for measurement and analysis. (2) An empirical analysis is employed to determine the effects of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience, including the impacts on resistance ability, recovery ability, and evolution ability. Instrumental variable methods are utilized to account for potential endogeneity problems. (3) This study further discusses the heterogeneous impact of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience across varying levels of marine economic development level in coastal areas. 2. Concept Definition and Theoretical Analysis 2.1. Marine New Quality Productive Forces Productive forces prove to be the most potent and transformative driver of societal advancement. It constitutes a dynamic, continuously evolving process, continuously reshaped by significant technological advancements and the shifting phases of human interaction with the natural world, including utilization, transformation, and harmonious coexistence. This evolution is concretely observed in the leap of productivity from old to new quality, and from low to high quality [26,27]. At present, the Chinese economy finds itself at a critical juncture in its structural transformation and upgrading from extensive resource-intensive development to sustainable and high-quality development, and the new quality productive forces arise as an unavoidable consequence of the ongoing optimization and adaptation of traditional productive forces alongside China’s economic progress. In January 2024, during the 11th collective study of the Political Bureau of the CPC Central Committee, General Secretary Xi Jinping offered a comprehensive interpretation of the connotation of the new quality productive forces: the new quality productive forces represent an advanced productivity state in which innovation plays a leading role and discards the traditional mode of economic growth and the productivity development path. It is reflected by the characteristics of high technological advancement, high efficiency, and high quality, and aligns with the new development concept. According to General Secretary Xi Jinping’s interpretation of new quality productive forces, the Political Bureau of the Communist Party of China Central Committee has authoritatively and completely defined new quality productive forces as the advanced state of productive forces brought about by revolutionary technological breakthroughs, the innovative allocation of production factors, and in-depth industrial transformation and upgrading. The basic connotation is the leap forward in the optimization of the combination of workers, means of production, and objects of production [28]. The marine economy represents a critical pillar of China’s economy as well as an important opportunity to achieve the high-quality development of China’s economy [29]. Accordingly, as a vital part of the new quality productive forces system, MNQPFs can offer new momentum and new advantages for developing marine economy, protecting the marine environment, and stepping up efforts to build China into a strong maritime nation. In accordance with General Secretary Xi Jinping’s exposition on new quality productive forces and the definition of new quality productive forces by the Political Bureau of the Communist Party of China Central Committee, this study defines MNQPFs as an advanced and sustainable productive force that is born out of the goal of harmonious coexistence between humans and the ocean and a coordinated win–win between the economy and ecology, with technological innovation in the marine industry leading to improved production efficiency, the innovative allocation of marine production factors to reduce resource waste, and the in-depth transformation and upgrading of the marine industry to reduce damage to the marine ecological environment. Marx proposed, in “Capital”, that human material production activities are based on the formation and development of productive forces, which must have three basic elements: laborers, labor objects, and labor resources [30]. The labor of laborers is the main factor of the productive forces; labor resources serve as the material basis of the productive forces and include production tools, equipment, raw materials, etc.; labor objects are the unprocessed and processed objects of the productive forces, including various raw materials, semi-finished products, and natural material resources [31]. This study is based on a Marxist political economy perspective, in addition to reference to the research of relevant scholars; this study establishes an index system of MNQPFs from three dimensions of new quality laborers, new quality labor objects, and new quality labor resources [32,33,34], as presented in Table 1. New quality laborers are the most active and decisive force in the new quality productive forces in the MNQPFs. The new quality laborers are characterized by a higher level of professionalism, which is in line with the evolutionary trend of the development needs of the marine industry. Professionalism includes work ethics, professional skills, the ability to continue learning, and a spirit of innovation [35]. Traditional laborers are often engaged in repetitive and simple manual labor, and although they have accumulated enough work experience, their ability to learn and accept new knowledge and skills is relatively weak, making it difficult for them to perform more difficult tasks. Unlike traditional laborers, new quality laborers are a group of laborers, mainly high-quality talents, entrepreneurs, and scientists, who usually have richer professional knowledge, a stronger ability to understand and transform nature, and who can skillfully master and apply modern marine science and technology and play a supporting role in the development of marine science and technology innovation [36]. This study measures new quality laborers in two dimensions: laborer skills and labor productivity. First, laborer skills are measured by ocean-related employees and number of students majoring in marine specialty. Ocean-related employees have rich practical experience and high professional level, and often can quickly learn and skillfully use all kinds of marine science and technology products to assist their production activities; the number of students majoring in marine specialty reflects the reserve of senior talents in the marine field, because marine majors in colleges and universities usually grasp the cutting-edge hot spots of the marine disciplines and the direction of professional development, and have advanced experimental equipment, which can better train the marine majors in the marine field. These resources can better cultivate the practical ability and innovation ability of students majoring in a marine specialty. Secondly, labor productivity is measured by per capita marine capital stock and the per capita GOP of ocean-related employees; per capita marine capital stock reflects the per capita ownership of new products, technologies, and services in the ocean; the per capita GOP of ocean-related employees reflects the per capita ownership of new products, technologies, and services in the ocean. Per capita marine capital stock can reflect the per capita ownership of new marine products, technologies, and services; the per capita GOP of ocean-related employees refers to the sum of the value of marine products produced by ocean-related employees within a certain period. New quality labor objects are fundamental and prerequisite to workers’ productive activities. The resources available for such activities in MNQPFs will progressively broaden alongside the deeper exploration and utilization of marine resources. Unlike the traditional concept of labor objects, which is simply based on “processed or not”, the new quality labor objects emphasize the development of strategic emerging industries and the pursuit of the sustainable development concept of the “harmonious coexistence of human and nature” [37]. This study adopts two dimensions of new quality industry and ecological environment for measurement. First, according to the theory of industrial structure evolution, the continuous innovation of production factors, the new round of scientific and technological revolution, and the transformation and upgrading of the marine industrial structure have given rise to the marine tertiary industry, such as coastal tourism, marine transportation, marine science and technology, and education and management services. These new forms of marine industries have broken the traditional vertical integration structure of coastal areas and, while promoting the diversification, personalization, and convenience of service supply, they provide more jobs and opportunities for self-employment for residents in coastal areas, and the marine tertiary industry is the main growth point of the marine economy in the future [38]. Secondly, the ecological environment also constitutes a key area for new quality labor objects in MNQPFs because the ecological environment ensures the sustainability of new labor objects in their application, and because the quality of the marine ecological environment and the carrying capacity of the resource environment, in turn, determines the structure, scale, and mode of the development of the marine economy. In this study, total investment in marine environmental pollution control and the direct discharge of industrial wastewater per unit coastline are used to measure the quality of the marine ecological environment. New quality labor resources refer to the tools used by laborers in the labor process, which are important embodiments and carriers of the new quality productive forces in the MNQPFs, and can significantly change the mode of marine production and improve the efficiency of marine production activities and the quality of marine products and related products [39]. New quality labor resources are new production tools and technical equipment represented by smart terminals, wearable devices, mobile Internet, big data, cloud computing, etc., which mainly include tangible labor resources and intangible labor resources. Tangible labor resources are digitalized production tools as well as traditional machines, plants, equipment, and other kinds of material conditions. This paper adopts the proportion of information technology service income in GDP in coastal areas and long-distance optical cable length per intangible labor resources including information, data, knowledge, and other intangible resources, as well as innovation potential and enthusiasm, digitalization level, and other permeable elements, which can help to achieve the optimal combination of new quality productive forces in the MNQPFs, so as to create more economic benefits. The number of patents per capita for personnel engaged in marine scientifical activities and R&D investment of marine scientific research institutions are used in this study. 2.2. Marine Economic Resilience Resilience is a concept in physics that refers to the ability of an object to return to its original shape after being affected by an external force. It is considered to be an inherent property of a system. With the progression of research, resilience has been applied to fields such as ecology, psychology, economics, education, etc. Comfort, the first scholar to introduce the concept of resilience to the field of economics, argued that urban economic resilience describes the recovery ability of a city’s economy following external shocks [40]. Holling’s novel incorporation of social system variables into the theoretical framework of ecological resilience indicates that economic systems have adaptive characteristics that facilitate homeostatic migration via self-organizing mechanisms [41]. Martin explains economic resilience, which Martin defines as one of the prevailing views widely used in current academic circles. According to him, economic resilience includes the ability to resist, recover, renew, and reposition itself [42]. From an economic standpoint, every economic system exhibits some degree of resilience, which is not solely contingent upon external forces; rather, an economic system is inherently resilient regardless of the presence of external influences. Thus, marine economic resilience is an intrinsic characteristic of the marine economic system, and its development mechanism is grounded in the dynamic processes of marine economic operations rather than being solely dependent on external shocks. Marine economic resilience is a capacity that is perpetually developed through marine economic activities, yet it is frequently only effective when confronted with external disturbances. According to the research of Comfort, Briguglio, Chand, and other scholars [40,42,43,44], when economic systems encounter shocks of varying types and magnitudes, they exhibit dynamic evolutionary characteristics, including absorption and resistance, recovery and adjustment, and renewal and transformation through the combined forces of their internal and external environments. Therefore, this study defines marine economic resilience as an innate capacity of a marine economic system to withstand disasters and reduce their impact when experiencing shocks or disturbances through its endowments, attributes, and characteristics; to maintain the typical operation of its core functions by leveraging its organizational capacity and recovering from these shocks; and to utilize its learning and innovation capacities to attain a superior development path. In existing research, the main methods for measuring marine economic resilience are the single indicator method and the comprehensive indicator method. The single indicator method focuses on measuring marine economic resilience through a core variable. This method is simple and intuitive, but when faced with complex marine economic systems, it may not be able to comprehensively capture the multidimensional characteristics of resilience. Therefore, based on the definition of marine economic resilience, this study uses a comprehensive indicator method to evaluate the level of marine economic resilience in coastal areas, which can more comprehensively reflect the complexity of marine economic resilience. This study divides marine economic resilience into three subsystems: resistance ability, recovery ability, and evolution ability [2,45,46,47,48,49]. Resistance ability refers to the ability of marine economic systems to absorb or resist adverse factors and maintain their basic functions when responding to risk shocks. It is the foundation of marine economic resilience. Recovery ability refers to the ability of marine economic systems to recover or adapt to the current situation as quickly as possible through various means when the economic system undergoes changes due to risk shocks or certain sudden events, thereby ensuring the normal operation of the economic system. It is a specific manifestation of marine economic resilience. Evolution ability refers to the ability of the marine economic system to open up new development paths under the impact of shocks, even surpassing the original economic operation model to achieve high-quality transformation. It is the long-term driving force for maintaining marine economic resilience. Based on the principles of scientificity, comprehensiveness, representativeness, measurability, and relevance, this study selected indicators such as international tourism foreign exchange income, direct economic losses from marine disasters, and the degree of sea area development from the above three dimensions to construct an indicator system for assessing the marine economic resilience of coastal areas. The specific selection and description of the indicators are shown in Table 2. Table 2. Index system of marine economic resilience. Source: Drawn by the authors. The resistance ability of a marine economic system is defined by its ability to resist both internal and external risks while preserving its structure and function. This ability is primarily reflected through the system’s economic foundation, its natural resource endowment, and the robustness of its infrastructure [50,51]. Specifically, the per capita GOP and the contribution rate of GOP reflect the economic strength of the marine economic system. Moreover, international tourism and foreign exchange earnings, along with port cargo throughput, reflect the system’s economic vitality. A marine economic system exhibiting greater economic strength and vitality will have a higher degree of redundancy, strengthening its ability to absorb and resist shocks. Moreover, the comprehensive development index of marine natural resources offers insight into the abundance of natural resources available in the marine economic system, while the comprehensive index of marine infrastructure reflects the comprehensive nature and effectiveness of the system’s infrastructure. The recovery ability of a marine economic system is represented by its ability to adjust and maintain its structure, function, and development level after the shocks. The stability of the marine economic system, its ability to respond effectively to the shocks, and the extent of losses sustained are all crucial factors of its recovery ability [50,51]. The registered unemployment rate of residents, degree of exploitation of ocean areas, and the environmental pollution index all reflect the economic stability of the marine economic system. Enhanced stability in the marine economic system directly correlates with a reduction in severity of shocks experienced. In addition, the disposable income of urban residents, coupled with the financial development index, reflects the ability of the marine economic system to respond to shocks and adjust itself. The self-adjusting capacity of the marine economy, therefore, signifies the marine economic system’s ability to respond effectively to shocks. A more robust self-adjusting ability leads to a shorter duration of disturbance following a shock and contributes to a faster recovery speed. Finally, the direct economic losses from marine disasters reflect the extent of economic losses suffered by the marine economic system. The evolution ability refers to the ability of the marine economic system to reorganize its internal structure and adjust its developmental paths, thereby reducing the disturbance level of subsequent shocks. This ability emphasizes the flexibility and growth potential of the economic system [50]. More freedom in the marine economic system, coupled with fewer constraints, results in a more flexible system, facilitating the upgrading of its development path. This flexibility is reflected in the marketization index. The number of employees in marine scientific research institutions and the added value of marine scientific research, education, and management services reflect the economic development potential of the marine economic system. The number of marine nature reserves indicates the emphasis placed by the marine economic system on marine natural resources and reflects its ability for sustainable development. Finally, the economic density of the coastline reflects an indicator of the marine economic system’s developmental momentum. 2.3. Theoretical Analysis In the context of China’s new normal economic development, the marine economy has emerged as a crucial pillar and a novel engine of growth for the national economy, with sustainability as an important goal. For the achievement of this goal, the development of marine economic resilience must be considered [52]. MNQPFs, represented by high quality and efficiency, are driven by innovations in marine science and technology, the optimized allocation of marine production factors, and the transformation and upgrading of the marine industry. These productive forces, comprising new quality laborers, new quality labor objects, and new quality labor resources, represent a necessary condition for promoting the sustainable development of the marine economy. Therefore, the positive effect of the MNQPFs on enhancing marine economic resilience—specifically its resistance, recovery, and evolution abilities—has become increasingly evident. MNQPFs can enhance the resistance ability of marine economic resilience. The cultivation of MNQPFs will attract a large number of high-quality and efficient new types of labor to gather in coastal areas [53]. First, Capello’s research findings indicate that cities or densely populated areas demonstrate significant resilience [54]. The development of MNQPFs increased the number of ocean-related employees and expanded the scale of the urban population in coastal areas, which promoted the revitalization of population structure and generated demographic dividends for marine economic development in coastal areas. This offers coastal areas a robust foundation for economic development and a faster rate of economic growth, thereby enhancing marine economic resilience against risks. Second, the development of MNQPFs will promote the development of the marine tertiary industry in coastal areas and will also promote the integration of marine emerging industries represented by the marine tertiary industry with traditional marine industries, accelerate the transformation and upgrading of the marine industry, optimize the marine industrial structure, and extend the marine industrial chain [55]. Emerging marine industries are key drivers of employment, stimulating job growth and entrepreneurship in coastal areas, improving the income and living standards of coastal residents, and enhancing the economic strength of these areas, thereby enhancing marine economic resilience. Finally, the impact of MNQPFs on the resistance ability of marine economic resilience is also reflected in the qualitative and quantitative aspects of tangible labor resources. Concerning the tangible labor resources, the new marine productivity can promote the upgrading of technological equipment. A new generation of production equipment and technologies are constantly emerging, and the application of digital, automated and intelligent technologies is gradually becoming popular in all aspects of marine production activities. The efficiency of marine production activities and the quality of products have been improved, which, in turn, enhances the economic strength of coastal areas and, thus, improves the resistance ability of marine economic resilience. MNQPFs can enhance the recovery ability of marine economic resilience. First, the MNQPFs can achieve the goal of “low input and high output” and exhibit high labor productivity. This signifies that the new quality laborers have introduced more advanced production methods and management strategies to marine economic development. When the marine economy is impacted by shocks, these workers can quickly adjust their operational modes, minimize losses effectively, and improve the recovery ability of marine economic resilience [56]. Second, compared with traditional productive forces, MNQPFs pay more attention to the sustainable use of marine resources, focusing on scientific and technological innovation and green development, which can reduce damage to the ecological environment, reduce the vulnerability of the marine ecological environment, maintain the stability of the marine ecosystem, and improve the carrying capacity of the environment, thereby enhancing the recovery ability of marine economic resilience [57]. Finally, MNQPFs introduce cutting-edge science and technology as new types of labor materials, such as emergency science and technology, to coastal areas. Such science and technology not only improve the stability of the marine economy, but also promote the rapid recovery of the marine economy in coastal areas after being hit by risks, thereby improving the recovery ability of marine economic resilience [58]. MNQPFs can enhance the marine economic resilience evolution ability. First, the MNQPFs have cultivated a group of new quality laborers who frequently have a keen sense of innovation and strong learning abilities. When marine economic resilience is challenged through shocks, these workers can rapidly adapt to the new environment, learn from experiences, and effectively utilize their innovative capabilities to create new development paths for the marine economy, thereby improving the evolution ability of marine economic resilience. Second, the structural optimization of the marine industry facilitates a specialized division of labor and encourages diversified business models, achieving a more rational distribution of the marine industrial structure. This enables the marine economy to respond proactively to shocks and rapidly develop new paths for adapting to evolving economic conditions. Therefore, when facing risks, the enhancement of economic strength and upgrading of marine industrial structure effectively distribute risks and aid the marine economy in adapting to the new environment, thus improving the resistance and evolution abilities of the marine economy [59]. Concerning the environment, compared with traditional productive forces, MNQPFs prioritize the sustainable use of marine resources, focusing on scientific and technological innovation and green development, which reduces damage to and the vulnerability of the ecological environment. The implementation of emerging technologies can also promote the rapid recovery of the coastal marine economy following risk shocks, thus improving the recovery ability of marine economic resilience. Finally, the impact of MNQPFs on the evolution ability of marine economic resilience is also reflected in the qualitative and quantitative aspects of intangible labor resources. Concerning the intangible labor resources, the competitiveness and development potential of the marine economy have been enhanced through increased investment in scientific research and technological innovation. Accordingly, the recovery and evolution abilities of marine economic resilience will be enhanced. Therefore, this study proposes Hypothesis 1. H1: The improvement of MNQPFs will significantly enhance marine economic resilience. In the process of cultivating and developing MNQPFs in coastal areas, the impact of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience is likely to differ across provinces. This variation arises from interprovincial differences in resource endowments, an economic basis, development strategies, and the factors that drive innovation [2,23]. First, less developed marine economic areas have greater development space and potential than developed marine economic areas. MNQPFs cultivate new quality laborers who can efficiently integrate the untapped resources of less developed marine economic areas, optimize production processes, and maximize innovative value [60]. Moreover, new quality labor resources with high technological standards, such as the length of fiber-optic cable and number of Internet broadband ports per 100 population, can match the abundant potential advantageous resources of less developed marine economic areas with market demand, reducing labor costs and the burden on the environment [61]. Therefore, the development of MNQPFs can facilitate the transformation of resource advantages into tangible economic benefits in these less developed areas. Second, the marine industrial structure in the areas with less developed marine economies often exhibits homogeneity. This characteristic typically results in a more rapid pace of adjustment in the marine industrial structure, coupled with lower costs associated with transformation and upgrading. Therefore, as these less developed areas engage in the cultivation of MNQPFs, they can more readily concentrate and redistribute resources for unified deployment. For example, some areas where marine fisheries are the main industry can introduce more marine professionals by developing MNQPFs. It is relatively easy to develop new industries such as the aquatic product processing industry and modern fisheries, which can broaden the marine industrial chain in a short period of time, enhance the strength of the marine economy, and consolidate marine economic resilience [23]. Accordingly, this can lead to a rapid improvement in their economic strength, which has a demonstrable and positive effect on enhancing the overall resilience of their marine economies. Finally, the necessity for innovation is often more urgent in the areas with less developed marine economies, leading to more considerable marginal benefits derived from investments in innovation, whereas innovation efforts in areas with developed marine economies frequently concentrate in specialized high-end fields, which is an approach that may not yield significant enhancements to overall marine economic resilience [23,59,62]. Therefore, based on this, this study proposes Hypothesis 2. H2: The level of MNQPFs plays a stronger role in improving marine economic resilience in areas with a less developed marine economy. 3. Methods and Data 3.1. Variable Definition In this study, the explained variable is marine economic resilience, while MNQPFs are the explanatory variable. Drawing upon existing research and considering both the methodological soundness of variable selection and data accessibility, four control variables were selected [8,63,64,65]. Refer to Table 3 for detailed variable descriptions. Table 3. Variable description. Source: Variable selection. (1) Government management: The degree of government management is a crucial support for social governance and, to some extent, dictates the future developmental direction of the economy in the area. The government can strategize and modify the pattern of marine economic development from a macroeconomic viewpoint. Efficient government management can facilitate the enhancement and reconfiguration of the marine economic framework in coastal areas, thereby influencing marine economic resilience.
(2)
Degree of openness: A higher degree of openness in coastal areas to the outside world facilitates the development of a more diversified marine economic structure. This diversification reduces dependence accordingly on any single industry and strengthens both the overall economic power and vitality of the marine economic system. However, increased openness can also result in a greater degree of economic reliance on external forces, potentially amplifying the system’s vulnerability to external shocks.
(3)
Level of informatization: Information technology has the capacity to partially overcome the constraints of time and space. This influence on marine productive forces and production efficiency has a cascading impact on marine economic resilience.
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Introduction
With increasing population and rising sea level (Church et al., 2013) there is an increasing scarcity of space on land for people to live, grow food and harvest renewable energy. Moreover, a large number of people live in areas that are exposed to the risk of flooding in case of sea level rise (Warrick and Oerlemans, 2013; Sweet et al., 2017). One solution to overcome this challenge is the use of ocean space for needs of humanity.
Water-based settlements have been used for centuries, from stilt-based ancient Mexico City to still existing settlements in Brunei, Cambodia or Nigeria (Nicholl, 2007; Ogunlesi, 2016; Mauk, 2018). Nevertheless, the concept of floating cities on the ocean has only seen increasing attention as a futuristic alternative for urban expansion since the mid of last century (Kaji-o’grady and Raisbeck, 2005). Since then, numerous architectural studies have presented concepts for both the expansion of land-based settlements, such as the anchored floating city design for Tokyo Bay by Fuller (1981) and independent offshore-seasteds, such as the Lilypad floating city designed by Callebaut (2015). While several cities have since expanded their urban area using artificial islands and reclaimed land for housing and public spaces (Cosgrave, 2017), the construction and deployment of autonomous offshore-cities still remains an open challenge.
Scientific research on the offshore deployment of large structures which could be used for floating cities, so-called Very Large Floating Structures (VLFS), only found a broader audience in the early 1970’s (Wang and Tay, 2011; Lamas-Pardo et al., 2015). A VLFS can be defined as a floating object consisting either of a single or several connected floating modules, forming an entity with dimensions generally exceeding those of the largest currently employed vessels. For structures of this size, especially the structural requirements regarding connection between modules or the hydro-elastic effects experienced by single bodies impose a design challenge (e.g., Riggs et al., 1999). Therefore, realizations of VLFSs have so far only been deployed in benign waters, such as the Mega Float project, a floating runway for small aircrafts, which was deployed and tested in Tokio Bay in 1997 (Suzuki, 2005) or are still in the research phase, such as the modular Mobile Offshore Base (MOB), proposed as a floating airbase by the US Navy (Mcallister et al., 1997; Palo, 2005).
Besides these prominent examples, some research has also been devoted to the employment of VLFSs in the construction of floating harbors in the ocean, serving as logistic hubs (Tsinker, 1997, 2004; Kim and Morrison, 2012). Like floating airports, these face the challenge that the dimensions of typically employed land-based infrastructure exceed the dimensions of anything that has been built for long-term offshore deployment so far and that the environmental conditions of offshore locations generally impose restrictions on the operability of such infrastructure. In the past, it has been demonstrated that the feasibility of an offshore logistic hub largely depends on the type of cargo. Floating LNG-harbors are being employed in several port and offshore locations, since flexible offloading gear allows transhipment for comparably large relative motion. In contrast, the stacking of containers requires high precision and thus low relative motion of quay and vessel. Thus, realizations of floating container terminals have hitherto also been limited to confined waters despite being considered in a number of projects (Baird, 2011; Baird and Rother, 2013; Van der Wel, 2017). In sheltered waters, a significant number of floating or partially floating harbors have hitherto been built, e.g., in Venice, Monaco, and Chittagong. An extensive review of scientific publications concerning the design of VLFSs can be found in (Kostoff, 2003).
Concluding, it can be said that despite the attention the concept has found in the past decades, realizations of offshore deployments of VLFS are still not planned in the immediate future. The reason for this lies in the environment in which these structures are to be placed. Due to the extreme conditions at these sites and the challenges faced concerning the infrastructure needed for operation and maintenance, not only the initial investment of a VLFS but also the operational cost is much higher than for land based solutions. Eventually, the realization of such projects is usually limited by economic viability rather than technical feasibility. In order to overcome this barrier, an increase of return per square meter of installed area is sought by combining the classic fields of floating solutions – urban expansion and floating harbor facilities – with other fields of industry which may benefit from deployment in an offshore location. Of particular interest are two fields of offshore installations which have seen a significant increase in scientific interest over the past decades, namely the sector of aquaculture for food production and the sector of offshore renewable energy.
The importance of aquaculture compared to conventional capture of sea dwellers has been steadily increasing over the past decades. While the production from capture has remained at a constant value over the last 10 years, the production from aquaculture has increased by over 50%, now contributing over 48% of the global supply (FAO, 2019). In order to provide capacities for this growing market, floating fish-farms, currently mostly deployed in sheltered waters, are being increasingly found in offshore locations (FAO, 2013). Although these still face several challenges, such as the heavy environmental conditions, offshore deployments of fish farms are not only deemed to solve the issue of limited space in coastal waters, but also provide other benefits for a more sustainable food production (Cressey, 2009; Gentry et al., 2017a,b).
As a further industrial application with large potential, the field of offshore renewable energy has seen a growth similar to aquaculture in the past decade. Especially offshore wind has grown exponentially over the last years, with a total of close to 30 GW installed capacity by 2019, where of 6 GW were only installed last year (GWEC, 2020). With an increase in number and size of turbines, deployment locations move further offshore, as e.g., 60% to 80% of the wind energy resource in European Waters is available in water depth in which floating solutions are deemed more cost-efficient than fixed solutions. Current pilot-stage projects aim at installing close to 350 MW of floating offshore wind parks in EU-waters by 2021 (WindEurope, 2017).
All of the four fields of application introduced above – urban expansion, offshore logistics, aquaculture and offshore renewable energy – face the challenge of developing cost-efficient solutions for a harsh offshore environment. Furthermore, especially in the confined waters of the European Union, an uncontrolled expansion of the four industries might lead to tensions between stakeholders. Therefore, the European Commission has launched a number of research projects to investigate potential synergies between the applications, which has led to numerous scientific publications over the last decade. The following paragraphs give an overview of projects which aimed at providing solutions to foster the development of multi-use platforms (MUs) to combine two or more of the aforementioned applications in close proximity in a marine environment. The list is not exclusive and only covers those projects aiming at developing integrated solutions instead of advanced solutions to a single application with the potential to further extend the original concept by other applications.
The MARINA (2010–2014) project presented the first trans-European research effort looking at combining several types of offshore renewable energy in a single station (Sojo and Auer, 2014). The final reportings of the project show concepts for combined wind and wave energy concepts. The ORECCA project (2010–2011) developed a roadmap outlining the necessary steps for offshore renewable energies to claim their full market potential in Europe. Main outputs of the projects are a list of recommendations for administrations concerning actions needed to advance the industry in terms of finance, technology, infrastructure, and environmental and other regulations. The H2Ocean (2012–2014) project investigated multi-purpose offshore platforms beyond the scope of a pure energy hub by combining the energy conversion from wind and waves with a reverse osmosis plant to use the excess energy to generate hydrogen to be collected by tankers and oxygen to enhance growth in attached aquafarming facilities (Hart, 2015).
The MERMAID project (2012–2015) developed a participatory process to generate concepts for combined food and energy production at sea by arranging interviews and discussions with stakeholders (Christensen et al., 2015; Van den Burg et al., 2016). The aim of the project was to examine pre-existing concepts and to generate development guidelines for multi-use platforms in general. In the scope of the MARIBE project (2015–2016) the project partners conducted an assessment of the current state of the Blue Growth economy and reviewed multi-use platform concepts with regard to barriers for combined applications of marine industries (Dalton et al., 2015; Díaz-Simal et al., 2016). After assessing these barriers, beneficial combinations of applications and suitable deployment sites for these were investigated and a road map for their exploitation presented. Recently, the Muses project (2016–2018) targeted the development of an action plan for advancing the employment of multi-use platforms in European waters to commercial scale, based on the investigation of MU-potential for a number of possible installation sites located in European waters.
While all projects worked in the area of multi-use platforms, only the TROPOS consortium (2013–2015) developed a high-level design for a standardized floating offshore platform for multiple applications such as aquafarming, logistics, renewable energy and tourism (Quevedo et al., 2013). The concept consists of a single semi-submersible central unit, to which a small number of modules designed especially for the respective application could be connected. Only the central unit is moored to the sea bed and loads on the attached modules are absorbed indirectly through the connections between modules and central unit.
Despite the modular approach followed by the TROPOS group, each of their islands still represents a stand-alone solution, in that an up-scaling of the applications beyond the capacity of a single central hub is not possible. This also limits the ability of the concept to combine a large number of functionalities, since only a limited number of modules may be connected to the central unit.
In between the general concepts for very large platforms which could in theory be further developed for other applications beyond their original design purpose, e.g., the MOB, a large gap yet has to be closed in order to fully exploit the potential of floating multi-purpose platforms, especially with regard to the combination of several industrial applications in a single offshore installation.
In order to address this issue, the Horizon 2020 project Space@Sea aims to perform a conceptual study for a scalable, modular floating island with the demonstration of four particular applications of the island. The four applications are focussing on a hub for renewable energy, living quarters at sea, aquaculture and maritime transport (Figure 1). The aim of the project is to design a standardized floater which can be employed for all of the above functionalities in single- or multi-purpose islands deployed in European waters.
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Futurists have long embraced the idea that human survival will depend on the ability to survive in outer space. Some also recognized the ocean’s depths as resembling space in its promise for human success, survival, or redemption. Science fiction writer Arthur C. Clarke, more well-known for his space stories, created imagined futures in which the ocean proved key to humanity’s future. The Deep Range (1957) presents the ocean not only as a source of food and other material resources but also as an environment providing generative challenges to ensure social and moral development. The ocean’s critical place in the planet’s future and the survival of the human species has recently been recognized in the 2019 report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, whose “assessment of the ocean and cryosphere in a changing climate reveals the benefits of ambitious mitigation and effective adaptation for sustainable development and, conversely, the escalating costs and risks of delayed action.”1 Mitigation and adaptation are needed to stave off some of the worst effects of climate-related problems, many of which, such as overfishing, acidification, plastic waste, noise pollution, and sea level rise, involve the oceans and, particularly, the undersea.
Imagined futures of the ocean have been intertwined with reflections on human evolution and what it means to be human. The aerospace engineer and futurist Erik Seedhouse anticipates the creation by genetic engineers of the new species Homo aquaticus three years before his predicted 2076 modification of humans for space.2 Whether he knows or not, he is retreading a sequence anticipated by Clarke and other futurists in the 1950s and 1960s who expected ocean exploration to prepare the way for reaching space. In 1962 Jacques Cousteau announced Homo aquaticus, describing in a speech to the first World Congress on Underwater Activities in London the intentional evolution of a human species to live underwater, “bringing humanity full circle back into the sea.”3
By then, Cousteau was famous as the coinventor of the Aqualung, the first commercially available scuba gear, and as the creator of the popular underwater film, Silent World. While Seedhouse’s 2011 prediction for Homo aquaticus rested on genetic engineering and nanorobots, with no suggestion that nature might contribute, Cousteau’s involved both technological intervention and eventual natural adaptation.4
Cousteau invoked Homo aquaticus as the ocean, especially the undersea, came into focus as a prospective industrial site that, in parallel to the aerospace industry, inspired new technologies to enable undersea mining, aquaculture, oil drilling, and other ambitious uses. Many ocean scientists and engineers in the late 1950s and 1960s embraced a broader vision for working in and creating knowledge of the ocean than what came to be known as “oceanography.” Engineering and human physiology were viewed as integral to the ocean science that would support these new activities.5 Embraced by ocean boosters of the powerful metaphor of the ocean as a frontier akin to the American West animated this optimistic view of the sea as a place people could learn to control.6
Gaining the ability for people to work, and eventually live, in the sea was integral to the ocean frontier vision. Cousteau’s undersea work through the 1960s was animated by the goal of fully exploiting ocean resources. His Homo aquaticus speech came just after his Conshelf I experiment, in which two oceanauts, Albert Falco and Claude Wesly, lived for six days in a habitat at thirty-seven feet, working daily in depths down to eighty feet. Similar experiments were underway in the United States, including the Sealab program led by naval officer and physician George Bond, and another by the inventor-entrepreneur Edwin Link. While aerospace companies spun off divisions to develop small submersibles and other technologies to help people gain access to the ocean with the protection of hard shells and artificial environments, Cousteau’s Aqualung was the linchpin of the anticipated new and more naturalized, though still highly exploitative, human relationship with the sea. Boosters assumed that human minds and hands, untethered from the surface, would be essential for coming undersea industries. Divers needed long decompression stops after deeper and longer dives, to allow accumulated nitrogen gas to dissipate so that divers did not get sick. Experiments with so-called saturation diving aimed to enable people to remain at depth for days or weeks in undersea habitats, from which they could go out and work in the ocean. The idea was to increase productive bottom time relative to decompression time.
Cousteau proposed medical intervention to create Homo aquaticus. As he explained, “They will breathe by extracting oxygen directly from water after operations to surgically implant gills in their throats.”7 The gills would also enable carbon dioxide to be expelled. Lungs would be filled with an incompressible liquid to make them immune from the pressure that increases with depth, which Cousteau expected would enable swims to the depth of a mile and quick returns without decompression sickness. He predicted people would be born in sea floor habitats by 2000. Although they would require the same surgery as their parents, he implied that nature might soon intervene, declaring, “I think there will be a conscious evolution of Homo aquaticus, spurred by human intelligence rather than the slow blind natural adaptation of species.”8 Invoking evolution, even if aided by intervention, naturalized the process.
The story of Homo aquaticus reveals the extent to which the future of humanity has become tied to the ocean, including as a font of moral rebirth and, more recently, as a refuge for the human species. Antony Adler argues that ocean sciences have been intertwined with fears and fantasies about the future, showing how “scientists, politicians, and publics have involved the marine sciences and ocean environments in discourse about the fate of humanity and of the planet—debates which have conjured fantasies about utopian futures, as well as fears about human weaknesses and of humanity’s ultimate demise.”9 If oceans have proven a site and focus of fear and fantasy across the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as Linda Garforth demonstrates, apocalyptic and utopian science fiction visions of the future helped forge the sense of environmental crisis that arose in the 1970s.10 While the formal environmental movement focused more on air, fresh water, and land, the ocean also featured in dystopian as well as alternative utopian imaged futures. Media theorist Melody Jue views the ocean as “science fictional,” not because of connections to aliens but because of “the effect of cognitive estrangement underwater, of shocking the reader out of their normative habits of thinking and speaking about the world that belie our terrestrial acculturation.”11 Jue’s attention to submersion, in her case diving as a method for the oceanic humanities, is shared by other blue humanists. Steven Mentz and Philip Hoare both write about their practices of ocean swimming and, in connection, invoke the so-called aquatic ape hypothesis, of a supposed aquatic phase in human evolution, not to debate the theory’s scientific strengths and weaknesses but to express “an ‘oceanic feeling’ that many of us recognize even when we don’t know where it comes from.”12
This article historicizes that “oceanic feeling” by investigating the precursors to and emergence of Cousteau’s Homo aquaticus idea and other similar visions, the attempts to realize these predictions through technology or the manipulation of bodies, and the legacies flowing from them. Evolution, as a biological and a social concept, and also as a metaphor, became fused to conceptions of the ocean by the nineteenth century and shaped the underwater imaginary thereafter. Homo aquaticus, while animated by older traditions, flourished in the context of intensely optimistic post–World War II hopes for human use of ocean, especially its depths. The imagined transformation of human bodies to survive underwater rendered the undersea, otherwise antithetical to them, into a natural environment for people. While Cousteau’s Homo aquaticus promised to unlock ocean wealth, subsequent versions shifted to yearnings merely for human survival. The origin, shape, and fate of the Homo aquaticus idea offer insights into our human relationship with the rapidly changing ocean environment, while its persistence may reflect hope for prospective solutions to encroaching, human-caused disasters.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d00aebd9-2a8f-4fe7-8cef-5c10b4dea509]Arctic fish cooperation moderates domestic nationalism 
Barich 22, Master of Public Policy degree in global public policy with a concentration in United States foreign and international security policy from the Humphrey School of Public Affairs at the University of Minnesota, Field Artillery officer in the Active Guard Reserve program for the Minnesota Army National Guard. (Captain Christopher Barich, 10-3-2022, “The Three-Fold Path of the Snow Dragon: China’s Influence Operations in the Arctic” Journal of Indo-Pacific Affairs, https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/JIPA/Display/Article/3171142/the-three-fold-path-of-the-snow-dragon-chinas-influence-operations-in-the-arctic/) wtk 
China’s three warfares strategy represents a tool meant to facilitate global Sino ambitions through specialized regional application, including the Arctic. Beijing’s fundamental position on its need to be an equal governance actor in the Arctic exists through its global equities (great-power access) and concerns (climate-change impacts). Chinese global and Arctic legitimacy cannot be separated according to the regime, which presents advantageous geopolitical circumstances for China. China’s ability to effectively compete in various sectors throughout the world allows Beijing to set conditions for additional influence that is often difficult to contest. For example, the PSR policy involving the Arctic is largely an extension of the multiregional BRI.
The three warfares strategy is most pronounced in the geopolitical arena, by penetrating bilateral and multilateral institutions, governance regimes, and decision making to facilitate positive legal, psychological, and public opinion effects to set conditions for China’s long-term strategic objectives in the Arctic. Since 2013, Beijing has increased China’s participation in Arctic affairs and governance as an observer to the Arctic Council; as a partner in the Arctic Circle Forum, hosting the organization’s annual assembly in Shanghai in 2019; as a member of the Arctic Economic Council; as chair of the Pacific Arctic Group, organized under the International Arctic Science Committee; as a full member of the North Pacific Coast Guard Forum; and through China’s permanent seat on the UN Security Council.26 China’s engagement in organizations, inside and outside the Arctic region, facilitates the building of bilateral and multilateral relationships that provide opportunities for generating influence and political power.27 In 2018, the Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean (the CAO agreement) was negotiated and implemented among the Arctic coastal states of Canada, Denmark, Norway, Russia, and the United States and non-Arctic states with distant-water fishing capacity, China, the European Union, Iceland, Japan, and South Korea, aligning with Chinese policy positions and preferences outlined in China’s Arctic Policy white paper. The CAO agreement is an example of legal warfare setting conditions for future operations in the Arctic with psychological and public opinion effects enabling those future operations. China’s participation and ratification of the CAO agreement consolidated Beijing’s long-term position in Arctic fisheries regimes and prevented restrictions on Chinese marine scientific research, while nurturing its environmental profile and strengthening perceptions of China as a power that can legitimately pursue scientific advance in the Arctic.28
Additionally, China gains leverage as a responsible fisheries actor in the Arctic for the purposes of offsetting and/or distracting from other contested regions. At the very least, China establishes the official position of the state, which allows Beijing to maintain a position that Chinese-involved illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing violations are a substate actor issue. China’s membership to the agreement yields other three warfares benefits, too. Through a multitude of working groups, task forces, and expert groups, Beijing is able to conduct influence operations targeting the bilateral and multilateral decision-making regimes that have positive psychological and public opinion effects that promote China’s near-Arctic state narrative, legitimize the PRC’s participation in Arctic affairs as an important stakeholder, and shape the policy discussions to achieve Chinese interests.29 As far as Chinese society is concerned (public opinion), the regime is successfully fulling its duties as required by the self-proclaimed Middle Kingdom. Contrary to popular (Western) belief, most Chinese are generally satisfied with the geopolitical performance of Beijing. The Arctic regional pursuits of China—geopolitically—continue to fit within the larger national sentiment also. Lastly, China’s strongest psychological warfare component geopolitically manifests through its consistent use of “peace” overtones involving its interests.30 Such a premise presents difficulties for competitors to respond with counternarratives—by design. For the Arctic and its notable characteristic of cooperation, China’s “peaceful” pursuits could be particularly problematic for the West.
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Yet for the CCP, external aggression is a necessary tool to combat internal weakness. The CCP is obsessed with its fragilities, such as the threat of losing popular support and legitimacy and demands for more justice and freedoms. When Chinese people criticize their government, China must act more aggressively abroad. Beijing uses external aggression to fan Chinese nationalism and cast the CCP as the protector of the people and champion of a new era of Chinese glory.
Coronavirus was a true moment of weakness for the CCP, as it exposed fissures in China’s overcentralized authoritarian political system to light. A now-infamous example of Chinese paranoia over potentially out-of-control domestic crises was the case of Dr. Li Wenliang. On February 7, Li, a doctor who warned of the coronavirus but was quickly censored by the Wuhan police, died from the virus himself. Li’s death quickly became the top trending topic on Chinese social media with hashtags such as “We want freedom of speech.” The CCP censored all mentions of Li or any coronavirus failings, fearing more organized protests. Simultaneously, the coronavirus battered China’s economic growth, which underpins the CCP’s claim to legitimacy, with an unprecedented 6.8 percent Q1 contraction.
Far from the unified front which Beijing seeks to project, the coronavirus revealed the CCP’s dysfunction. For example, Dali, a midsize city, intercepted and distributed a shipment of surgical masks headed to the hard-hit municipality of Chongqing. Similarly, the City of Qingdao instructed customs officials to hold on to a shipment of masks and medical products headed to Shenyang. At the same time, Hong Kong dealt the CCP a major political embarrassment when it halted traffic coming in from the mainland. These reports demonstrate the government’s inability to enforce basic order among competing cities and provinces.
In response to the tumult caused by the coronavirus crisis, the CCP mobilized popular support by reigniting conflicts with its neighbors. On April 2, during the peak of the coronavirus, a Chinese maritime security vessel sank a Vietnamese fishing boat near the Parcel islands. Just two weeks later on April 16, China escalated a month’s long standoff with Malaysia by deploying the coast guard to a disputed oil shelf. China also stepped up its military activities targeting Taiwan—who’s coronavirus response was strong and effective—with as many as three incursions in a single week in June. These episodes were widely condemned by the international community, but greeted with nationalist revelry at home.
The need to project strength and unity domestically explains the timing of China’s border dispute with India. In May, violent brawls broke out between Chinese and Indian soldiers near Sikkim. On June 15, the Indian government reported that twenty Indian soldiers were killed by Chinese soldiers in the Galwan River Valley, a disputed border region controlled by India but claimed by China.
The CCP has made full use of the crisis to rally nationalism. China’s foreign ministry issued statements blaming India for the clashes and state-propaganda popularized the slogan “China is not afraid.” The Global Times, a propaganda outlet, cast the clashes as an Indian invasion, saying “India has illegally constructed defense facilities across the border into Chinese territory in the Galwan Valley region.” Importantly, Chinese state-owned news outlets were also running news about India’s poor coronavirus response at the time, in contrast to its own “successes.”
The recent border clashes mirror China’s 2017 standoff with India at Doklam, a strategic point near Bhutan. During the conflict, Foreign Minister Wang Yi made statements that cast the conflict as an Indian attack upon China, and state media circulated images from the 1962 Sino-Indian War, to remind the China populace that Beijing had defeated Delhi before. The India clashes coincided with another threat to CCP legitimacy: a fight to remove pro-democracy advocates from the Hong Kong Legislative Council. China ended up harshly cracking down on the supposedly autonomous city as well.
Understanding China’s weaknesses is essential for policymakers attempting to make sense of its aggression. This dynamic is not only a Xi Jinping phenomenon: China’s modern history shows that domestic crises are often followed by belligerence. A study that pre-dated Xi’s rule, with a dataset of over three thousand interactions between the United States and China, found that the CCP was twice as likely to initiate disputes when the Shanghai Stock Exchange (SSE) experienced a substantial drop. The SSE is a barometer of elite sentiment in China because the government pledges to protect elite investments and uses SSE listings to reward party insiders.
Insight into the CCP’s domestic political objectives helps determine the magnitude of the conflict and appropriate response. The editor of the Global Times wrote that a belligerent foreign policy was “necessary to satisfy the Chinese people.” Policymakers can use history to deduce what levels of aggression are “necessary” for the CCP’s goals. In India, it is unlikely that clashes will escalate into invasion because the current skirmishes satisfy the CCP’s purpose of bolstering legitimacy.
However, Taiwan may be in particular danger from China’s reactionary aggression. This is because the ways in which conflict with Taiwan would bolster the CCP’s legitimacy align more closely with more violent coercion—reunification is a core element of the CCP’s platform and Taiwan’s clear success fighting the coronavirus is a major blow to Beijing’s legitimacy. Because Taiwan’s “threat” to the CCP stems from its mere existence, it is particularly vulnerable to reactionary aggression. Xi is a self-proclaimed follower of Mao. So, the 1958 Taiwan Strait Crisis is a powerful example; Mao needed to generate support for the great leap forward and deflect criticism from poor economic growth. To stir the nation, Mao seized islands controlled by Taiwan and threatened an invasion of the country until restrained by American nuclear brinksmanship.
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NOTE: NOAA Fisheries to Hold Public Hearing on Secretarial Amendment 59 and Proposed Management Changes for Red Snapper
NOAA Fisheries will hold a public hearing on management measures proposed in Secretarial Amendment 59 to the Snapper Grouper Fishery Management Plan, specifically to end and prevent overfishing of Red Snapper in the South Atlantic region. The overfishing status determination is primarily due to the estimated dead discards from the recreational sector.
To achieve the Red Snapper dead discard reduction target, Amendment 59 proposes an annual discard reduction season for recreational fishermen (including for-hire), using hook-and-line fishing gear. The bottom fishing prohibition would apply to all species in the snapper grouper complex and includes an alternative that would prohibit recreational harvest from December 1 through the end of February in federal waters off Northeast Florida.
Fisherman holding a red snapper with a fishing rod and boat in the background.
Presentation and Public Hearing – Wednesday, March 5th
A presentation on measures proposed in Amendment 59 will be provided by NOAA Fisheries at 2:30 p.m. during the Council meeting on Wednesday, March 5th. NOAA Fisheries will accept comments on Amendment 59 beginning at 5:00 p.m. following the Council meeting in Jekyll Island, GA. Additional details on Secretarial Amendment 59 are available from NOAA Fisheries.
Mark McWaters Announced as 2024 Citizen Science Project SAFMC Release Champion
Congratulations to Mark McWaters for earning the title of “Release Champion” in the citizen science project SAFMC Release! This project partners with fishermen to collect valuable data on released shallow water grouper and Red Snapper. Participants submit information such as fish length, depth caught, descending device use, and optional fishing location. 
Mark has made outstanding contributions to the project, submitting an impressive 41 entries in 2024. Mark is a Florida native who grew up fishing the bays and offshore along the Florida panhandle before moving to Jacksonville where he fishes out of Mayport. Although he has been fishing for over 57 years, he still has trouble sleeping the night before an offshore trip. Mark stated, “Fishing is a passion that brings people together and builds relationships that last a lifetime. I’m hopeful that the Release project data will inform management decisions and support the health of our fisheries so we all can continue to enjoy the many benefits fishing brings to us all.”
By sharing on-the-water observations, Mark and his fellow Release participants have provided valuable information about their snapper grouper fishery. Learn more about the project on the SAFMC Release webpage.
Photo: Mark McWaters
Study Takes a ‘Bite’ Out of Shark Depredation Using Citizen Science
Shark depredation is a hot-button issue in recreational fishing, as anglers face off against these stealthy ocean bandits. These underwater thieves snatch fish straight off the line, often leaving nothing but scraps – or a broken leader – as evidence of their heist.
The Southeast, a major hub for saltwater fishing, is a depredation “hot spot” due to high fishing activity. While fisheries managers in the United States monitor shark depredation in commercial fisheries, efforts to evaluate these interactions in recreational fishing have been limited.
With Florida’s recreational fishing being economically vital and concerns about rising shark depredation, understanding its extent is crucial. A major research gap is identifying depredating shark species, as most events occur at depth and are rarely observed, making accurate identification difficult.
Photo: Florida Atlantic University HBOI
Florida Atlantic University Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute researchers and collaborators have addressed these challenges by involving the public in citizen-science research. Using multiple methodologies that included social media, online angler surveys, cooperative fishery-dependent charters, and genetic analysis, the study uncovers the scope and impact of shark depredation in Florida’s recreational fisheries.
Results of the study, published in the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) Journal of Marine Science, reveal that across methodologies, snapper-grouper species were the most frequently depredated target species group, and bull sharks and sandbar sharks were the most commonly identified depredating species. Findings show 43% of anglers experienced depredation and the probability of experiencing depredation ranged from 10% to 60% and varied both regionally and seasonally.
Read the complete article from Florida Atlantic University to learn more about this captivating study, view video of shark depredation as it occurs, and watch an informative and entertaining video, “Swabbing for Depredation”!
SAFMC and Sharks
The issue of shark depredation is not new to the Council members. Many Council members have first-hand experience, and all have certainly heard concerns from constituents. The Council has submitted multiple letters to NOAA Fisheries over the past several years relaying concerns about the dramatic increase in interactions with several large shark species, including bull, blacktip, silky, tiger, hammerhead, great white, sandbar, and dusky sharks.
The feature article Taking a Bite: Shark Depredation and Fisheries Management focuses on the issue of depredation by sharks and its impacts on South Atlantic fisheries, including the complexities of addressing the issue, and how fishermen can get involved in reporting depredation through the Council’s Citizen Science project SAFMC Release.
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Our research contributes to the understanding of how recreational fishermen and other red snapper stakeholders interact with the management, policy, and resiliency of the red snapper social-ecological system in the Gulf of Mexico. Anglers are vocal about regulations and conditions, and their voices have been used to guide policy decisions and understand compliance or adoption of new rules and tools (Scyphers et al. 2013, Curtis et al. 2019). Studies have been used to examine stakeholder impressions of implemented or proposed limited access programs, spatial management, and general impressions of regional management (Edison et al. 2006, Cullis-Suzuki et al. 2012, Tokotch et al. 2012, Veiga et al. 2013, Brinson and Wallmo 2017, Chan et al. 2018, Crandall et al. 2018, 2019, Ordoñez-Gauger et al. 2018). Because recreational fishermen are part of a broader social-ecological system, understanding angler behaviors is critical for effective management of recreational fisheries (Lyons et al. 2016, Ward et al. 2016).
How and why fishermen do or do not trust management authorities is an important area of social-ecological research. Trust between fishermen, fisheries managers, and scientists has been found to be a key element of successful governance in social-ecological systems (Holm and Soma 2016). Although projects such as cooperative fisheries research initiatives, which connect the fishing industry and scientists for research, have been implemented and help generate trust between fishermen, fishery managers, and scientists, simple inclusion in research processes does not necessarily generate trust (Kaplan and McCay 2004, Silver and Campbell 2005, Ebel et al. 2018). The opposite, however, has also been found. Recently, Scyphers et al.’s research utilizing the Great Red Snapper Count, a United States Congress-funded project designed to independently assess the population count of red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico, found that knowledge of the Great Red Snapper Count and its scientific methods and goals was positively correlated with recreational angler satisfaction, supporting other findings that stakeholder participation and inclusion improves satisfaction with management (Gray et al. 2012, Crandall et al. 2019, Scyphers et al. 2021).
Social-ecological systems and resilience
National-scale fisheries management, when it is handed down or devolved to a more localized scale of government, has been shown to enhance resilient management (Dunning 2018). Resilient management is defined as management that adapts to social and ecological change (Woods et al. 2022). Social-ecological systems thinking can be applied as a lens to better understand resilience in fisheries. On the ecological side, resilient fisheries management reduces anthropogenic stressors, protects key habitat, and maintains diversity (Woods et al. 2022). On the social side, resilient management can refer to the policy system itself (as in, can the management system change to accommodate stressors) or social resilience, which can include a wide range of societal capacities such as capacities for transitioning out of a fishery, disaster relief, diversifying livelihoods, education, investing in new gear, and property rights to fisheries (Woods et al. 2022).
When decision makers consider both social-ecological systems and local policy adoption while creating management plans, studies have shown that the resulting management system is more customized, better scaled, and fits better with the social-ecological system (Carpenter and Folke 2006, McClanahan et al. 2009). When a government shares decision-making power over fisheries with local communities, social and ecological benefits are enhanced (Cinner et al. 2012), albeit with the ecological benefits more difficult to document definitively (McClanahan et al. 2009).
Our research addresses a gap in our understanding of (1) devolving management of recreational fisheries in the United States to more localized scales and (2) devolved management in the context of the North American model of fish and wildlife conservation, a philosophy that views recreational sportfish as a public trust with every citizen (and future generations) holding the right to fish for. In the North American model, subnational or state agencies (fish, wildlife, and game agencies) have management authority over recreational fisheries in state waters, issuing regulations treating wildlife as a public trust, managed for the benefit of the public and future generations, with state agencies serving as trustees. Limited attention has been paid to stakeholder perceptions on devolving federal recreational fisheries management to state agencies under the North American Model. Although our case uses a U.S. policy event for analysis, its implications for resilient social-ecological fisheries management have global relevance because we examine a common factor: how do stakeholders, especially the fishermen themselves, understand and frame this significant management devolution?
METHODS
This research was designed as an exploratory case study that examines the social and political context surrounding the passage of Amendment 50 as a way to help explain its passage into fisheries management policy. Case study research examines past and contemporary variables that cannot be manipulated by the researcher, making it a logical method for studying Amendment 50 (Yin 2018). At the time of writing, Amendment 50 was in place, making case study methodology effective for examining past statements and comments about state management to create a window through which to analyze that discussion.
For this case, we collected secondary data from stakeholders essential to the creation of Amendment 50. These included recreational anglers, commercial fishermen, lawmakers, and management officials. We used stakeholder data that included public comments from the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council’s online open comment submissions for Amendments 39 and 50 to the Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan. Amendment 39 to the Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan was the Gulf Council’s first, unsuccessful attempt to pass management of red snapper to the state level in 2015. We also used public comments submitted to a 2015 Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries survey on attitudes toward state control of red snapper. These data sources gave voice to several local level stakeholder groups, including the important voices of many recreational fishermen who served to gain or lose the most from state management of red snapper. Newspaper articles and Congressional transcripts from hearings and committees were used to develop the problem framing at federal and inter-state discussions.
Important limitations of our dataset are that data are limited to (1) comments from individuals who chose to respond to and comment on the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 2015 survey, (2) comments from individuals who chose to submit comments to the Gulf Council’s online public comment portal for Amendments 50 and 39, and (3) sources that were publicly available. Analysis and results should be interpreted in this context. Our paper does not answer the question of who chooses to submit comments to the Fisheries Councils nor who chooses to comment on surveys about devolution of fisheries management. It does, however, examine the voices of those who care about these policy actions as a way to understand how these same individuals think about and understand the management of this important recreational fishery.
The use of public comments to assess natural resource management, policies, and institutions is not new. Across global fisheries, online comments offer a unique avenue for assessment of recreational fisheries and fishermen (Shiffman et al. 2017, Billing 2018, Lennox et al. 2022). In the United States, researchers have used interviews, meeting transcripts, memos, online posts of recreational fishermen, and analysis of open-ended survey questions to discuss mistrust and perceptions of “participation” (Wilson and McCay 1998, Hartley and Robertson 2008). We performed an extensive review of publicly available sources, including news articles, stakeholder comments, and web pages from involved agencies (i.e., NOAA Fisheries and the Gulf Council). In total, we collected 2206 usable data points, including 47 from Nexis Uni and 41 from Google searches. The framing provided by these was complemented by 28 open comments from Regulations.gov on Amendments 50 and 39, 236 from the Gulf Council’s Amendment 50 online open comments sheet, 301 from the Gulf Council’s Amendment 39 online open comments sheet, 1552 from the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 2015 survey on state control of red snapper, and from 1 Gulf Council video. Table 1 provides a breakdown by speaker of the secondary data collected and used in our research. Table 2 provides a timeline to see which years comments came from.
We coded n = 2206 stakeholder comments and documents that were found using Google, Nexis Uni, and snowball methodology where additional data sources mentioned in the statement would be sought out and analyzed. Demographic data was collected from these sources when clearly stated or inferred with certainty to identify the speaker. These data were coded iteratively using a first cycle of an in vivo grounded theory approach followed by a second cycle in which these codes were distilled into themes (Saldaña 2021). In vivo coding was utilized for the first cycle because it utilizes the speaker’s own words, thereby ensuring that the researcher remains true to the speaker’s intent and sentiment. Grounded theory is an inductive analysis of qualitative research, data, and cases in which the researcher’s process of analysis allows for theories and concepts to emerge from the codes and cases themselves (Charmaz 2006). As patterns emerged, these codes were collapsed or split iteratively. Choices on how to categorize codes were based on analytic memo writing and observation. We left analytic memos on the data files that discussed and explained any changes or additions we made to our codes, columns, or to the data in any way.
After taking note of similar and reoccurring in vivo codes, a second cycle of thematic coding was performed. These codes were then utilized to input each comment into the database. Eventually, repetition and recurrence of similarly worded comments allowed for us to code new comments only utilizing the thematic codes. We coded statements for positive or negative framing of topics presented in their comments. Essentially, these codes constituted the main idea or the narrative that the speaker used when talking about red snapper management. All codes were defined in a codebook that operationalized each theme and detailed the inclusion criteria for each theme so that the qualitative data gathered from comments and articles could be included in the dataset with consistency (DeCuir-Gunby et al. 2011).
Because this is exploratory, qualitative research, we used expectations instead of hypotheses. We expected that the problem of red snapper management would be shaped and narrated differently by different stakeholders varying according to whether they supported or opposed Amendment 50. To test these expectations, we analyzed the data using descriptive statistics broken down by type of speaker and where the stakeholder fell in the positive-negative category. These statistics were then used to show what the primary positives, negatives, and hesitations toward state control of red snapper were by category of speaker. In our Results, we detail the perspectives of each type of stakeholder and show how they form the problem of red snapper management, leading to the passage of Amendment 50 as the policy solution.
RESULTS
Of all coded comments, n = 875 or 40% were in support of devolved state management, with recreational anglers (89% of supportive comments), national political leaders (e.g., senators; 3%), and interest groups (3%) constituting the majority of these comments (see Table 3). Statements that opposed Amendment 50 were at n = 70 or 3% of all our data, with most non-supportive comments also coming from recreational anglers (n = 30 or 43% of non-supportive comments). A large portion of the comments (57%) were coded as “Other” in our data because the language did not clearly support or oppose state management. Even if these comments expressed frustration with current regulations or possessed negative language toward federal management, they were not coded as supporting state management because we could not assume that was the commenter’s stance on red snapper management. For this paper, we only analyze those comments that clearly supported or opposed state management. Importantly, our data was not a random sample, so these percentages are not meant to be generalized to the population. Instead, they are meant to characterize relative frequency of key stakeholder concepts that we describe in more detail below, and to characterize those stakeholders engaged in recreational red snapper management.
Rationale for support of Amendment 50 or state management of red snapper
The main reason that stakeholders supported Amendment 50 was a preference for state management of recreational fisheries. The four main reasons for this preference included (1) a belief that state management provides essential flexibility for recreational fisheries management, (2) a greater perceived trustworthiness of states, (3) a belief that state management would entail better access for recreational fishing for anglers, and (4) a belief that states have the capacity to conduct more accurate science. These four reasons are contained in Table 4 with definitions, examples, and quantitative data. In total, 19 themes were identified characterizing stakeholder support for Amendment 50. In our manuscript, we focus on the rationale for support or opposition to Amendment 50 that stakeholders discussed most frequently. These are reviewed in the following subsections.
Flexibility and timely management
Among statements that supported Amendment 50, 18% of statements noted that state management is better equipped to adjust to occurrences that require quick management changes, such as variability in seasonal weather patterns or fishing conditions. These localized management considerations vary between states, as does the abundance of red snapper. This quick response of state managers was often presented in contrast to federal managers, who were perceived to act with a delay, as expressed in the following representative statement from a recreational angler, “State management is more nimble than the Fed[s] (sic). Keep states [in] control over our fish.”
Stakeholders perceived state governments as more efficient given their geographical closeness to the communities in the Gulf that fish for snapper. Two stakeholder statements are representative of this view: “Most everything can be done better and more efficiently by a government that is closer to the resource, so let the States do this on a permanent basis”; and the following: “State managers inherently have better insight into what works best for the anglers of their state and will ultimately produce more and better opportunities both for private boat anglers and the charter/for-hire fleet.”
Trustworthiness of states
Stakeholders argued that states are more trustworthy than the federal government because states have similar responsibility for the management of other game species (e.g., white-tailed deer). In the U.S., state-level fish, wildlife, and game agencies manage many seasonal, recreational game species within their political boundaries. The following statement from a recreational fisherman is representative of stakeholders who prefer state management: “The Federal Government has NO BUSINESS (sic) in regulating State fisheries in States with waters bordering the Gulf of Mexico; their governance of our State resources is fundamentally wrong and flawed and should end IMMEDIATELY (sic); the [Federal government] [does] not manage our deer herds and they should not manage (mismanage) our fisheries; Red snapper are NOT pelagic or migratory and are resident fish and should be treated as such.”
It is important to note that the federal government has decades of experience in the sustainable management of fish stocks, bringing many back from the brink of collapse including the red snapper fishery that is the subject of this paper. That said, the perception is widely held that state level decision makers have the requisite sportfish management experience to better manage this fishery.
Better access
Recreational fishermen perceived state management as guaranteeing better access to the red snapper recreational fishery. Generally, these statements focused on how state management, in the eyes of stakeholders, meant a longer season so that anglers would not have to choose between fishing and taking a trip in bad weather. The perception that state management leads to longer periods of angler access vs. their federal counterparts was common sentiment in the data.
Respondents also argued that better access via longer seasons made for a more inclusive fishery where more young anglers were able to go fishing, as was said in the following representative statement: “The longer season has allowed a safer and enjoyable red snapper fishing season. There was not a push to try and catch snapper within a 7 or 10 day window when the weather may be terrible. By knowing the season would be open for a couple months, it helped the recreational anglers plan a safe trip and get new and younger anglers more involved in fishing. Nobody wants to take a young adult/teenager on a boat when it is rough. As an active recreational angler, I fully support a permanent amendment to allow states to manage the fisheries within their own waters.”
Stronger science
Twenty-two percent of stakeholders statements (n = 257) made arguments about science and scientific management in support of Amendment 50, arguments that typically focused on habitat and population estimates. For example, stakeholders argued that because red snapper habitat includes rocky bottoms and reefs rather than a more open ocean or Gulf-wide habitat, this trait makes red snapper more suitable to be managed locally by states. One respondent noted that because habitat varies state to state, Amendment 50 makes more sense: “Circumstances are different regionally, why shouldn’t management be also? Does coastal Florida have as many offshore structures, both natural and man-made as Alabama, Texas, Louisiana, nope.”
A large part of the management conversation revolved around the following question: who has a better idea of how many red snapper are in federal waters? Many stakeholder statements (n = 125) believed that there were more red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico than the numbers contained within federal scientific population assessments. Many recreational fishermen felt that red snapper regulations in the 2010s did not match the large number of red snapper they saw on their personal fishing trips. They perceived a frustrating mismatch in observed experience and the limited federal fishing season, a mismatch that ultimately led to the public frustration that started the adoption of Amendment 50. The following quote from the data from a Georgia-based recreational fisherman in 2019 is representative: “Yes, the state should manage their water. Also, they should open red snapper in early April and for many months. There are so many snapper you can’t get down to catch many other species, and for the last four years we have killed more snapper trying to catch grouper and seabass than we could have kept and gone in ...”
As seen in this quote, recreational fishermen sometimes felt that red snapper were actually overabundant. This led to the inability to catch other target fish when red snapper were not in season and could not be kept, thus resulting in a frustrating amount of red snapper dying after being thrown back. The following quote is representative of the perception that this mismatch resulted in wasted bycatch: “The current rules are not consistent with the catches I have observed on several trips out of Panama City FL. Throwing the fish back and watching the dolphins have a “field day” was very disappointing to say the least.”
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INTRODUCTION

Lutjanus campechanus (red snapper) is one of the most prized fish in the Gulf of Mexico (“the Gulf”). In 2018, red snapper was the most-landed recreational finfish species in the Gulf at 12.6 million pounds, and it was the third most harvested recreational fish per pound in the United States at 19.1 million pounds (National Marine Fisheries Service 2020). In the 1980s when federal management of the fishery began, red snapper numbers in the Gulf of Mexico were near collapse. From the 1980s to the 2010s, federal management measures greatly increased the red snapper stock. Despite greater numbers of fish, however, federal management quota mechanisms led to increasingly shorter fishing seasons to balance increased landings. Public outcry occurred when the shortest ever (3-day) recreational fishing season occurred in 2017, with anglers angry over the short length and what they deemed unsafe fishing conditions in a race to fish before the season quickly ended. Ultimately, this controversy led to a groundbreaking piece of public policy for United States fisheries: Amendment 50 to the Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Management Plan by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. For a longer discussion of the case context and history of red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico, please see Appendix 1.

Amendment 50A-F: State Management Program for Recreation Red Snapper (or “Amendment 50”) is the amendment to the Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan, that delegated management authority of the recreational red snapper fishery in the federal waters of the Gulf to localized, subnational jurisdictions, or “states” in the U.S., including Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida (Gulf Council 2019). Amendment 50 gives each state authority to autonomously change season length, bag limit, and minimum and maximum size limits for the recreational fishery. Under the plan, red snapper remains a federally managed species, but each state is delegated the authority to manage the fishery. If the state is found to mishandle management, NOAA Fisheries holds the right to restore its own federal guidelines in federal waters (NOAA 2020).

Although political leaders (e.g., Congress), recreational anglers, federal and state fish and wildlife agencies all agreed that recreational anglers were receiving an unacceptably short red snapper season under federal management, the devolution of management to states represented an experimental direction in fisheries management policy in the U.S (S. Palazzo 2017, unpublished manuscript). Proponents for the change argued it would lead to an increased number of fishable days and that states have the appropriate data and capacity to manage the fishery sustainably. Opponents worried state management might lead to overfishing for a variety of reasons. Whichever side a stakeholder argued for, little is known about the perceptions of recreational fishermen and stakeholders more broadly on this recent policy change. Our research question was the following: how do recreational fishing stakeholders, especially recreational fishermen, perceive devolution of fishery management authority from higher levels of governance down to more local levels, and what do these findings say about resilient social-ecological management? Our objective was to use the case of Amendment 50 as a window into these stakeholder perceptions. To approach this question, we used an exploratory case study of recreational red snapper management in the Gulf of Mexico with the objective of distilling key stakeholder messaging themes for analysis.

Better understanding stakeholder perceptions is critical because, according to NOAA, the attitudes, perceptions, and beliefs of the public have a profound impact on the success of policy, serving as a foundation for management because these groups are impacted by management decisions (NOAA Office for Coastal Management 2015). Our case study, though based in United States governance and political systems, offers a reflection point for global fisheries management practitioners at all levels of governance. Co-management strategies, defined as the sharing of management responsibilities between two levels or scales of government or resource-users more generally, have been employed in fisheries across the globe, leading to a greater inclusion of fisheries stakeholders in management processes (Carlsson and Berkes 2005, Pomeroy et al. 2007, Evans et al. 2011, d’Armengol et al. 2018, Whitehouse and Fowler 2018). Our paper contributes to this globally relevant topic by contributing key findings on stakeholder and fishermen perceptions of devolution in fishery management. In the United States context, agencies like NOAA increasingly acknowledge the importance of public knowledge. The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires public participation, stating that it produces better decisions, more support for agencies, brings to light important information on a resource, resolves conflicts among users, and ensures policies are implemented (NOAA Office for Coastal Management 2015). Public participation and stakeholder perceptions are no less important in the global context.

This introduction has described the relevant context of this case, and the following literature review places this question in the broader conversation of governance and natural resource management separate from any specific state’s context. Using a grounded theory approach, we consolidated stakeholder and recreational fishermen public comments into major themes underlying stakeholder perceptions in support of or opposition to Amendment 50 (Charmaz 2006, Saldaña 2021). Analysis and discussion of these results will offer a globally relevant, stakeholder perspective on fisheries governance at different scales of government. We argue that these perceptions are vital for informing effective future fisheries management.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2dd5d8b0-aaff-4771-aca8-f23af3ef9171]Shark wars escalate to Sharknado 
Matthew Wilson, Staff, 8-14-2025, "Congress Seeking Solutions To Sharks Stealing Fishermen's Catches", Wide Open Spaces, https://www.wideopenspaces.com/congress-seeking-solutions-to-sharks-stealing-fishermens-catches/] gabe@ADL
"Historically, we didn't have these encounters with sharks, so people are a little nervous," said Kellie Ralston, public policy vice president for the Miami-based Bonefish and Tarpon Trust. "An important part of the conversation is understanding why we are seeing such an increase in interactions between sharks and anglers. Is it something we would expect with population rebound in general? Or have we overcorrected, and [now] we're top heavy on sharks versus fish? That's what the task force needs to address."

The shark species appears to be in the middle of a population boom, and they're hungry. Hopefully, they don't hit a tornado system and form a Sharknado. I don't even know if Congress would be equipped to handle that one.
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Marksville, Louisiana, 1947: Fish are reported falling from the sky. Odzaci, Serbia, 2005: Thousands of frogs rain upon the city. Lajamanu, Australia, 2010: Hundreds of spangled perch drop from the sky down onto the small town. Los Angeles, 2013: Great white sharks pelt the metropolis from the sky, massacring everyone in sight.
OK, maybe that last one wasn't true. But with all the documented instances of animals getting sucked into tornadoes and plummeting en masse back to the earth, maybe it could be. At least that's what the 2013 film "Sharknado" would have you believe.
In the movie (and its obligatory sequels, "Sharknado 2" and "Sharknado 3"), a freak cyclone hits the oceanfront, and sharks are sucked into the whirling winds. As the storm moves over the city (Los Angeles in the first movie, New York in the second and Washington, D.C., in the third), the sharks drop out of the sky and attempt to rip apart anything in their path. As if that weren't enough, sharks enter the streets as well with the massive flooding from the storm. The sharks attack the city dwellers from the land, air and sea, leaving them no escape from the bloodthirsty beasts.
While we know this B movie isn't actually real, could it be? Or at least some elements of it? Let's explore exactly what would have to happen to turn this campy thriller into a real-life nightmare.
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Washington, D.C. — The U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation is scheduled to vote Wednesday on legislation to that aims to stop wild sharks from biting fish on fishing lines.
The so-called SHARKED Act (S. 2314) would create a task force to study shark behavior and make recommendations. Unfortunately, the bill falls short by not explicitly forbidding the task force from proposing shark culls or population reductions as a solution, leaving the door open to killing sharks.

The task force also fails to include representation from Indigenous, tribal and native people, even though sharks are considered sacred to some.

A full committee Executive Session starts at 10:00 a.m. EST. Wednesday, July 30 to consider various legislative proposals. The bill, which passed the House of Representatives in January, is expected to pass through the committee.

While it can be frustrating to have a shark bite your catch while fishing, shark populations are in trouble. Globally, sharks have declined by 71% since 1970, primarily due to overfishing.

“While certain shark populations are beginning to recover, it’s crucial to remember the principle of shifting baselines,” said Jasmin Graham, President and CEO of Minorities in Shark Sciences. “Even though there may be more sharks than in recent history, we’re still far below historic levels.”

“Our fisheries and wildlife laws are designed to recover animals like sharks, which ultimately means more sharks in the water,” said Kristin Butler, Earthjustice Legislative Representative. “People keep forgetting that is the goal. Our solutions should be about how we can coexist with these incredible beings, not condemning them for eating fish in their own habitat — something they’ve been doing for 450 million years.”

Native Hawaiians have long led the way when it comes to coexisting with sharks, with some having special relationships with shark (manō) as a family ‘aumakua — a deified ancestor that protects and warns against danger. Native Hawaiian cultural practitioners may honor their ‘aumakua by acting as shark guardians (kahu manō) and defending these sacred animals, who die needlessly due to inhumane fishing practices.

“There’s a lot we can learn by being on the water with sharks,” said Mike Nakachi, a native Hawaiian cultural practitioner, diver, and educator. “They might not speak to us, but they teach us a lot about respect and how we can both thrive in nature. These lessons are passed down through generations. This is why we need indigenous voices leading shark conservation.”

Sharks need protection more than ever, as industrial fleets overfish sharks and their prey fish. Human-caused climate change and pollution devastate marine life nurseries, including coral reefs and seagrasses. Sharks are a critical keystone species in marine ecosystems.

“Depredation is a complex issue, one that reflects the health of our ocean ecosystems as a whole,” said Graham. “As fish populations decline, both sharks and fishers are competing for the same limited resources. Sharks are becoming habituated to areas with fishing boats, chum, and bait, while increasingly effective fishing gear is putting pressure on the system and increasing the possibility of interactions. As we address this issue, we must tread carefully. We must ensure that our efforts to address shark depredation don’t undo the progress we’ve made or ignore the deeper, underlying causes of these challenges.”
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I only found out about the new Netflix documentary Shark Whisperer because my social media notifications exploded. I had been tagged in posts by people calling me anti-shark and anti-environment. I was confused​, until I watched the film.
There I was, portrayed as the antagonist.
I served as Chair of Hawaii’s House Committee on Ocean, Marine Resources and Hawaiian Affairs, the body featured in the documentary for holding hearings on shark protection legislation. What the film doesn’t show is that I was one the earliest and strongest champions of the bill that banned shark fishing. I called for a hearing when others hesitated. I moved the bill to a vote despite resistance from House leadership. I worked hard to secure the support needed to pass it.
But in the documentary, Native Hawaiians like myself—lawmakers, kūpuna (elders), and local researchers—are reduced to obstacles. We are either tokenized or vilified, while a single outsider (in this case, social media activist Ocean Ramsey) is framed as the story’s savior. This isn’t just a misrepresentation. It reflects a deeper pattern in the way mainstream documentaries often frame their stories​: who is cast as the subject, and who is cast as the object. Whose knowledge is celebrated, and whose is pushed aside.
I grew up freediving off the coast of Maui, spearfishing for fish and heʻe (octopus), and encountering manō (sharks) regularly. These weren’t adrenaline-fueled stunts. They were sacred moments. In our tradition, the shark is not something to be humanized or monetized. It is our aumākua, a family guardian. We do not stalk them, name them, or treat them like pets. We show respect. We let the manō come to us.
Later as a young lawmaker representing my community, I began to see how depleted our waters had become. Fish stocks were declining, coral was dying, and ocean commercialization was pushing native species to the edge. I didn’t take on shark protection because it was politically easy. It wasn’t. Many commercial fishermen opposed it. Colleagues warned me not to push it. But I moved forward anyway because the ocean raised me. I owed it that much.
Shark Whisperer claims to honor marine life, but it often confuses reverence with control. It reduces wild, sacred beings to characters in a human-centered story, mistaking closeness for connection. But in our culture, true respect often means keeping a sacred distance. Not everything powerful needs to be tamed. Every creature holds its own essence and role in the web of life, whether or not it reflects us. To honor them is to let go of the need to dominate or display, and simply let them be.
That’s what makes the film’s focus on Ramsey so troubling. Not just because it elevates her as the lone protector of Hawaii’s sharks, but because it blurs the line between advocacy and appropriation. In a recent Instagram post, Ramsey referenced the honor of receiving ʻuhi, a sacred tattoo ceremony traditionally reserved for Native Hawaiians. She described it as a “symbol of her kuleana and heritage”, claiming a cultural lineage that simply isn’t hers. 
Beyond this, her academic background is unclear. Her origin is often vague. What is clear is that she lacks the trust of the local community. Many advocates believe her involvement actually delayed the passage of the shark protection law. Her presence casted doubt on the credibility of the broader coalition. And some supporters hesitated to show up, concerned their advocacy would be associated with what many saw as her disrespect toward Native Hawaiians and local fishers.
And now, with an even larger platform, her example risks being imitated. And if others will mimic her tactics, our voices, the ones rooted in generations of lived experience and cultural knowledge, may be drowned out.
The truth is, Kānaka Maoli (Native Hawaiian) ocean protectors have been doing this work for generations. They’ve done it with fewer followers, without sponsorships or stunts, and without turning our aumākua into content or cash. Our true Kahu Manō (shark whisperers) may never get a documentary deal or millions of views, but they carry the knowledge that sustains life in our waters and our communities. They are who we turn to. They are who we trust.
Netflix had the opportunity to center their voices. Instead, it followed a formula weʻve seen many times before. 
In The White Helmets, Western filmmakers crafted a humanitarian narrative in Syria that largely erased local organizing and failed to contextualize the complex geopolitical forces involved. In The Rescue, Thai cave divers were spotlighted over the Indigenous local volunteers who led much of the initial effort. And in The Ivory Game, African anti-poaching leaders were overshadowed by European conservationists with camera crews and sponsorships. These films may have had good intentions, but they reflect a pattern: the white outsider as savior, the local or Indigenous people as backdrop or obstacle.
This kind of framing doesn’t just distort the truth, it disempowers communities. It reinforces a system in which those closest to the harm are furthest from the platform, and those furthest from the culture are handed the microphone.
But it doesn’t have to be that way.
Good allyship begins with humility. It means showing up in solidarity, not for visibility. It means knowing when to speak, and when to step back and amplify those with lived experience and ancestral ties—especially when the work involves sacred beings, sacred practices, and sacred places.
We’re not asking to be centered in every story. We’re asking not to be erased from our own.
We are not the villain. And neither is the manō.​
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When the Coast Guard interdicts a lancha, it impounds the boat and outboard motor, confiscates the fish and detains the fishermen. But under the Law of the Sea Convention, foreign fishermen are released. They walk across the Brownsville-Matamoros bridge back to Mexico, where — U.S. officials say — they usually acquire a new boat and do it all over again.
"We've apprehended the same fishermen 25 times. We get a lot of repeat customers," Ippolito said with a smirk.
There is widespread agreement among denizens of the Gulf of Mexico that the federal government should do more to discourage illegal snapper-poaching.
"I mean, there has to be a deterrent to stop people from doing this activity. It doesn't appear to be working because ... the encounters with illegal fishermen have been increasing for a decade," says Dale Diaz, vice chair of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council.
U.S. officials are frustrated by inaction from the Mexican government
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is the federal cop that deals with unauthorized fishing fleets in U.S. territorial waters. Such fleets' fishing is officially called IUU, for illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing. NOAA Fisheries has called out Mexico repeatedly for not curbing illegal snapper fleets. Mexico assures Washington that it's aware of the problem and that it's cracking down through prosecution, sea patrols and monitoring vessel registry. But year after year, nothing changes.
A top NOAA official — who talked on background because he was not authorized to speak for the agency — said they're frustrated by Mexican inaction.
"For a long time, we've tried to figure out how to make 'em stop," he says. "In the early days, we tried to bring penalties against Mexican fishermen, but it's hard to serve papers in a foreign country. That never worked for us. We've tried Plan A, B, C and D, and the Mexican government never did anything."
The beach that is home to the Mexican lancha fleet is the notorious Playa Bagdad (Bagdad Beach), located due east of Matamoros and 9 miles south of the Rio Grande. Four-hundred fishermen live here in wooden shanties. Marine rope and gill nets are strewn about. Yellow curs chew on fish guts. Fiberglass boats — white with blue hulls — are pulled up on the sand.
Idelfonso Carrillo is a longtime fisherman on Playa Bagdad who says he crosses into U.S. waters periodically to poach red snapper because the Mexican waters of the Gulf are fished out and he has to feed his family.
John Burnett/NPR
"El huachinango, lo maximo en precio y sabor. [Red snapper is the best in price and flavor]," says Idelfonso Carrillo, a 44-year-old fisherman who owns six boats. He's reclining in a hammock on his front porch after a day on the water.
What he says is true. A Galveston, Texas, restaurant is charging $38 for a single fillet of snapper. And at the upscale Central Market in Austin, fresh snapper fillets sell for $27.99 per pound, higher even than prime rib-eye.
Carrillo is remarkably open to explaining the ins and outs of clandestine fishing.
"The truth is there are red snapper in these waters, but very few. You all have them up there," he says, jutting his chin northward. "Here, we're using up all our fish."
He says the fish buyer may pay $75 for a batch of puny Mexican snapper and more than triple that — $250 — for a load of big U.S. snapper.
"We work every day, like campesinos," says Juan Obando Perez, a 21-year-old angler who works for Carrillo. "One looks for a way to earn a little more. Up there, the fish are bigger and there are more of them."
Unlike the diplomatic assurances that the Mexican government offers to NOAA, Carrillo says authorities don't do anything to prevent them from overfishing Mexican waters of the Gulf or crossing into U.S. waters. Other fisherman confirmed his laissez-faire observation about Playa Bagdad.
"There are times when we can't catch anything here, and that's when we have to look for fish up there," Carrillo says, "because we have families to feed! But we run the risk of losing everything. The Coast Guard takes it all."
Carrillo says he has been caught three times, and each time he had to spend at least $15,000 for a new boat and motor.
Drug cartels may be helping the fishermen
It is widely suspected among Texas fishermen and law enforcement that the Gulf Cartel is helping the snapper poachers buy new boats.
"A poor fisherman, you know, [pays] $3,000 for a lancha, $5,000 to $10,000 for a motor. How can he afford to lose that? Is he making that much, or is it a bigger operation?" asks Walker, the charter captain who sees a lot from the helm chair of his 45-foot, deep-sea fishing boat.
The Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) in Houston confirms that the Gulf Cartel has, for years, used Playa Bagdad as a staging ground to run drugs north in fishing boats. And it's on the rise. A DEA agent wrote in an email to NPR that "based on intelligence, coupled with recent seizures of cocaine, we've identified an uptick with drug trafficking organizations utilizing maritime smuggling of narcotics along the South Texas coastal waterways."
Lt. Cmdr. Dan Ippolito shows Mexican lanchas caught and confiscated while their occupants were fishing illegally in the Gulf. They are stored at U.S. Coast Guard Station South Padre Island and then destroyed.
John Burnett/NPR
Sources on both sides of the border believe the cartel also takes a cut of the lucrative snapper trade and helps fishermen buy new vessels. A Matamoros native with deep knowledge of the local fishing business — who asked not to be named because he fears for his safety — said in a telephone interview, "Mexican fishermen are not millionaires. They can't just go out and buy a new boat. There are other interests."
But what really ticks off protectors of U.S. waters of the Gulf is how much trouble they all went through to build up a depleted snapper population over the last 30 years. Today, the species has rebounded.
Greg Stunz, the marine biologist, is director of the Center for Sportfish Science and Conservation at the Harte Research Institute for Gulf of Mexico Studies at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi. He is also lead author of the recent Great Red Snapper Count, which tripled federal estimates of the species in the Gulf to 110 million fish.
"Red snapper has an iconic status in the Gulf of Mexico. It's very easy to catch. It's great to eat. So it's just an all-around idealized fishery," says Stunz, who is, arguably, the country's foremost authority on Lutjanus campechanus.
"There's been just horrendous battles among a variety of interest groups over these fisheries," he continues, having been a high-profile combatant himself. "And our fisheries are really robust, relatively speaking. So it's appalling to consider we've made all these sacrifices — then all these fish are going out the back door illegally. And so it's a big problem. It's an unrecognized problem."
U.S. Coast Guard pursuit teams captured 37 tons of marine life from illegal Mexican lanchas last year. Here is a haul of red snapper.
John Burnett/NPR
NOAA is again taking stock of Mexico's efforts to curtail illegal snapper-poaching. The agency declined to make an official available to interview because of the forthcoming biennial report to Congress on IUU fishing, expected in September.
Mexico wants to remain in NOAA's good graces. If Mexico were to be decertified, it would lose part of the lucrative U.S. seafood market and U.S. port privileges for Mexican vessels. A spokeswoman for the Mexican Embassy wrote in an email to NPR: "The Mexican government has followed up on the cases of vessels reported by the State Department and is in communication with NOAA in order to have a favorable result regarding certification in September."
In a final twist to the story, Mexico exported 7,500 tons of red snapper to the U.S. last year, for a value of $50 million, with the lion's share of the profits made by wholesalers.
NOAA suspects some of those fish were caught illegally in U.S. waters, iced down in Mexico and sold back to seafood lovers in Texas.
The Matamoros source, who knows lots of fishermen, was asked what he thought the U.S. government could do to discourage the snapper poachers.
"You are the most powerful country in the world!" he said. "Lock those cabrones up in jail for a year, and I guarantee they won't come back here and cross again."
On Aug. 12, NOAA released its 2021 Report to Congress in which it decertified Mexico for "not taking effective action to address its vessels illegally fishing in U.S. waters in the Gulf of Mexico." For the next two years, Mexican vessels will be denied entry to U.S. ports and potentially face restrictions on the exports of fish to the United States.
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I was the CIA's director of the Counternarcotics Center in the 1990s. We worked with the Colombian government and dismantled Cali Cartel and Pablo Escobar's notorious Medellin Cartel.
Eliminating the narcotics threat to our nation is a rightful priority for the Trump administration, but using U.S. troops to prosecute the drug war is the wrong tact and with far-reaching consequences.
This war will not end in a ceasefire. There will be no summits or working-level negotiations. It’s an insurgency, and the U.S. military must not become embroiled in another forever war when there are viable alternatives to undermine cartels and stem the flow of drugs.
I've seen firsthand how empowering foreign partners with military technology and intelligence has been pivotal to defeating adversaries everywhere from Afghanistan to Colombia. And right now, if we don't firmly partner with the Mexican government and take bold action together, the drug cartels aren't going anywhere.
How US helped Colombia break Cali and Medellin cartels
Colombian troops deploy around Medellin in a hunt for Medellin Cartel leader Pablo Escobar in February 1993.
We faced a similar narco-security challenge several decades ago when the most high-powered cartels were headquartered in Colombia. Back in the early 1990s, I was the CIA's director of the Counternarcotics Center and chief of the Latin America Division where I saw how a robust U.S. government effort involving the CIA, the Drug Enforcement Administration and the Colombians dismantled the Cali Cartel and Pablo Escobar's notorious Medellin Cartel.
At that time, just like now, the conventional wisdom was that the cartels were too powerful to be taken down. But we succeeded because we were willing to trust and equip our Colombian partners with the tools they needed, and because the Colombian forces themselves were the face of the operation, adding a critical stamp of legitimacy to the effort.
Opinion: What I saw as CIA chief of the Afghan Task Force
According to The New York Times, President Donald Trump has signed a directive to allow the U.S. military to carry out operations against Latin American cartels in foreign lands and at sea. This would disregard the valuable operational synergy I’ve seen time and again when there are strong partnerships between a host country and American officials.
Further, unilateral military action would be viewed as a threat to Mexico’s sovereignty, and without active participation from the Mexicans, any immediate success would inevitably be short-lived. Unilateral action would also increase the risk of retribution on U.S. interests, only dragging us into a more prolonged battle.
While partnering with Mexico is complicated by the fact that the cartels hold real sway within the government, right now we have a potential ally in Mexican President Claudia Sheinbaum, who has already sent cartel-linked individuals to the United States to face justice and appears eager to drop the ineffective "hugs not bullets" strategy of her predecessor.
Mexican President Claudia Sheinbaum on Aug. 8, 2025, ruled out any U.S. “invasion” following reports of President Donald Trump’s plans to use military force against Latin American drug cartels.
Although Sheinbaum must publicly resist any perceived threats to Mexico's sovereignty vis-à-vis the United States, the Mexican public is actively decrying crime and corruption. Addressing this legitimate complaint will require her to take meaningful action against the cartels.
Drug traffickers rank among top national security threats
Likewise, we've reached a breaking point here at home, where narco traffickers are ranked among top national security threats and Washington has designated certain cartels as foreign terrorist organizations. But instead of putting Mexico on the defensive, we should seize this moment of mutual concern by again undertaking a major joint project.
This should be a well-funded and formalized effort led by high-level U.S. intelligence, law enforcement, military and State Department officials with defined authorities and powers under a presidential national security directive. There also must be carefully defined guidelines for military action in Mexico to ensure that civilians never wind up as collateral damage. 
Opinion: I was in the CIA. I know from personal experience how soft power advances U.S. interests.
In Colombia, we were able to dismantle Escobar’s organization because we developed a clandestine and elite team of Colombian personnel and outfitted them with the most state-of-the-art analytical tools and intercept capabilities of the time.
We can replicate and expand upon this historic model with Mexico, taking advantage of our high-end intelligence fusion center in El Paso, Texas, and staffing it with thoroughly vetted U.S. and Mexican intelligence and military officers who have full access to all-source intelligence. This team should be tasked to identify all key cartel leaders and their foot soldiers, as well as transportation and storage facilities.
At the same time, a paramilitary action unit should be established on a highly restricted Mexican military base. This unit should have the responsibility for carrying out actions against cartel targets, but like in Colombia, the roles must be clearly delineated. The Americans should provide key intelligence and technology, but the Mexicans need to take the lead in any assaults so that the attack is not perceived as being externally driven or as a threat to their nation’s sovereignty.
Technology has evolved at a rapid clip since the breakup of the Colombian cartels, and we can empower our Mexican partners with the latest weapons that would grant them a critical advantage. The cartels are already using drones against Mexican law enforcement, to transport drugs and to surveil U.S. officers at the border.
However, U.S. military armed drone technology is a game-changer, and if we equip the Mexicans with the weapons needed to conduct a limited but highly aggressive armed drone campaign, the cartels may be so dramatically outmatched that they'll have no choice but to run. 
Jack Devine, a former acting CIA deputy director of operations, is founder and chairman of The Arkin Group, a New York City-based international intelligence and investigative company.
While new criminal factions can spring up after cartels are hit, if the operating environment is hostile enough within Mexico, the cartels will quickly look elsewhere. Colombia's security trajectory also demonstrates that dismantling cartels via limited but forceful action, while requiring continued vigilance, is still more likely to have a positive impact on society than maintaining the status quo.
Although there will always be drug traffickers when there is demand for narcotics, history shows that through collaboration we can drive the drug trade out of Mexico ‒ and there's never been a more opportune moment to do it.
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Jerry Leeman III is a fifth generation Maine fisherman and looks the part: broad shoulders, muscular hands, scraggly black beard with streaks of gray. Sitting at the head of an empty boardroom table in his South Portland office, he rails against the buildout of offshore wind currently getting underway in the Northeast.
Leeman has read the government’s environmental assessments and he’s heard scientific experts say turbines won’t destroy the marine ecosystem — but he doesn’t trust them.
“So you’re going to tell me somebody fresh out of college that got a degree knows more about your region and your fishery than [fishermen] who have spent 40 years [on the water]?” he says. “Who is the expert?”
Plenty of fishermen in the Northeast feel they're being squeezed out of existence by federal regulations and offshore wind development. But Leeman has a bigger platform than most. He founded and now leads the New England Fishermen’s Stewardship Association, better known as NEFSA.
Since forming in early 2023, the nonprofit has become a rising star in the offshore wind opposition movement. In a matter of months, the group seemed to be everywhere — from Facebook to Fox News to federal meetings — making claims about offshore wind that marine scientists and wind energy experts say are misleading or flat out wrong.
NEFSA’s anti-wind, anti-government regulation message resonates with many in the fishing community. But the scrappy group has also been turbocharged by the $1.1 million it received from a nonprofit linked to Leonard Leo, the conservative powerhouse and co-chairman of the Federalist Society.
Leo is perhaps best known for giving then-candidate Donald Trump a list of potential Supreme Court justices in 2016, though his activism for conservative causes extends far beyond that; he recently said in an NPR interview that, after decades of successfully working to shift the country’s courts to the right, he’s now on a mission to “crush liberal dominance” in other spheres of American life.
Leeman and other leaders at NEFSA say the nonprofit acts independently of its funders. But its affiliation with Leo places it within a growing network of anti-offshore wind organizations aided by conservative groups, many of which are known for casting doubt on climate science.
"It's a six-alarm fire to see [Leo] involved in offshore wind,” says Charlie Spatz, an analyst with the Energy and Policy Institute, an energy watchdog group. “He has unlimited money and ruthless teams that will use anything to push their agenda."
Fishermen in New England face significant challenges, and the plight of their industry is a real problem for the families they support and the economies of many coastal communities. But as 2024 comes to a close, Leeman and other leaders at NEFSA feel optimistic — both about the group’s meteoric rise and the incoming Trump administration, which shares their hostility to offshore wind.
Environmentalists, however, worry that with such a big platform, a group like NEFSA could help derail the young offshore wind industry, undermining the ability of Northeast states to curb planet-warming emissions and produce enough electricity to keep the lights on in the coming decades.
Among the threats New England fishermen face is climate change. Ocean temperatures are rising. That’s causing species that need cooler water, such as lobster and cod, to travel farther north or deeper into the sea. Renewable energy sources, like offshore wind, would help rein in the pollution that’s warming the planet.
But Leeman doesn’t accept the science around climate change — or at least, he’s not so sure it's behind ocean warming.
“I’m not a denier and I’m not an acceptor,” he says. “What’s going on with our waters? It could be a plethora of issues.”
Before he founded NEFSA, Leeman became famous in the New England fishing community for posting Facebook videos critical of the federal fishery surveys that help determine catch quotas and other restrictions.
In one, he stands on his boat and points to a map of the Gulf of Maine. Though scientists purposefully sample fish from select areas and use that to estimate the population size, Leeman thinks the method is flawed because the results don’t line up with what he sees out on the water.
“They are not doing right by any fishermen or lobstermen,” he wrote in the caption. “They are only pushing their narrative to push us out of the way for wind mills.”
The video has 16,000 views.
Leeman's videos resonate with a lot of fishermen who share his frustration with scientists and fear that offshore wind will displace them from popular fishing grounds, says Dustin Delano, a lobsterman and NEFSA’s chief operating officer.
“Offshore wind doesn’t discriminate by gear type and fishery,” says Delano, who sold his boat and traps last year to work with Leeman. “We’re all going to be in serious trouble if our areas that we depend on are industrialized.”
After seeing the response to his online videos, Leeman decided to start a nonprofit to unite fishermen in what he describes as their shared fight to preserve generational knowledge and safeguard their heritage. He brought in a few friends, and they incorporated in 2023.
One of those friends was Ronnie Musetti, a young lobsterman who currently serves as NEFSA’s part-time treasurer. Musetti co-owns a seafood restaurant in the picturesque seaside village of Northeast Harbor, near Acadia National Park.
The restaurant, The Nor’easter, attracts a diverse clientele, he says. “There are fishermen at the bar, but then you could roll in and see Martha Stewart in the dining room.”
Leo, who owns a $3.3 million home in the town, is one of those high-profile regulars.
Musetti says he often chatted with Leo when he came in to eat, and over time the two became friendly, bonding over their shared frustrations with certain government regulations. One day, the young lobsterman decided to ask Leo for help with NEFSA.
“I actually texted him,” Musetti says, “not really knowing if I was even going to get a response [or if] it would be something he was interested in.”
As it turns out, Leo was interested. He invited Musetti and Leeman to his home in Northeast Harbor to discuss the details, and a little while later, NEFSA got a $573,000 donation.
The money didn't come directly from Leo; it came from The Concord Fund, an organization — formerly called the Judicial Crisis Network — that's part of a sprawling network of nonprofits and foundations connected to Leo. These groups have taken in millions of dollars from anonymous donors and doled the money out to other organizations, effectively creating what Spatz of the Energy and Policy Institute calls "a slush-fund for billionaires to push their interests."
Federal tax documents from 2023, the most recent year available, show that The Concord Fund donated more than $44 million to 46 organizations, including anti-abortion groups like Susan B. Anthony Pro-Life America; Do No Harm, a group for medical professionals who oppose diversity and equity initiatives; and the Faith and Freedom Coalition, a conservative Christian advocacy group. The fund also gave money to groups that have downplayed climate change and promoted fossil fuels, like the American Legislative Exchange Council and a nonprofit affiliated with the Heartland Institute.
The Concord Fund’s donation made up about 80% of NEFSA’s funding in 2023, tax documents show. NEFSA received another $573,000 gift from The Concord Fund this year, according to Delano, and he expects a third and final installment in 2025.
The money has been a game changer for the group and its officers. It allowed them to move their headquarters out of Leeman’s father’s garage and into an office in South Portland. It enabled them to pay Leeman and Delano $100,000 salaries. And it gave them cash to promote their nonprofit and travel to fishing management meetings across the region.
“We’ve been very fortunate to have the help we’ve had,” Delano says — even if that support courts controversy.
“I don’t have any hesitation with that whatsoever because our fisheries are in a place now where, if we don’t fight like hell, we’re not going to have anything left,” he says. “But what I do have a problem with is anyone coming to the conclusion that NEFSA was created to be essentially a puppet for some kind of agenda.”
Leo declined an interview request, but in an emailed statement called it “a privilege" to help NEFSA.
“The fishermen and their businesses are cornerstones of the New England communities and are an essential part of their identity and heritage,” Leo wrote. “How could one not support them in their struggle against out of touch regulators and developers that are shutting down their family businesses and the lifeblood of many communities?”
While Leo has no role in the group’s day-to-day operations, being connected to him comes with perks, like free use of CRC Advisors, Leo’s for-profit public relations company, and access to the high-end law firm Holtzman Vogel, which does work for other Leo-affiliated groups like the Marble Freedom Trust and the Rule of Law Trust.
There’s nothing unusual about a nonprofit accepting money and assistance from a rich benefactor; plenty of environmental groups receive funding from liberal nonprofits and wealthy people. But several scientists and environmentalists worry the money from Leo’s network is being used to amplify false or misleading information about offshore wind.
Since quitting his job as a commercial fisherman to run NEFSA, Leeman says he’s spent a lot of time reading scientific papers to understand how offshore wind might affect the ocean ecosystem.
“Over the last year and a half, I spent probably two months just locked to three computers, just going through every piece of research we could find,” he says. Every study he read led to more questions.
“I go, 'This isn’t good. We have no answers,' ” he says.
Chris Rillihan, a scientist at UMass Dartmouth’s School for Marine Science and Technology, says he hears this all the time from fishermen.
Scientists can't know everything about the ocean, he says, but they know quite a bit — enough to say “it seems as if there’s not going to be any catastrophic effects” on the ocean from offshore wind development.
Rillihan says he has a lot of sympathy for fishermen because life has gotten harder for them in the last few decades and offshore wind could change how some operate. But climate change is also a big threat, and the Gulf of Maine, which extends from the southern tip of Nova Scotia to the outer Cape, is one of the fastest-warming bodies of water in the world. Already several commercial species have shifted their habitat in response.
“I think there's a misperception that if we don't do [offshore wind], everything will remain the same,” he adds. But right now in New England, “the alternative to not building offshore wind is to continue relying on fossil fuels. And we know that that is impacting a lot of these species as well.”
After doing his own research into the potential effects of offshore wind development, Leeman compiled his findings into two documents published on NEFSA’s website.
Barbara Sullivan Watts, senior marine research scientist and professor emeritus at the University of Rhode Island Graduate School of Oceanography, was one of several scientists who looked at the documents for WBUR. While the reports cite scientific studies published in reputable journals, she says it seems Leeman did a bit of “cherry picking” to draw his conclusions.
For example, one of Leeman's reports suggests that electromagnetic fields from subsea cables that carry electricity from wind farms to shore could harm lobsters. He cites a peer-reviewed study showing that egg-bearing lobsters placed in cages above electrical wires had offspring that didn’t grow as big and couldn’t swim as well as those in the control group.
That may be the outcome in a controlled experiment, Sullivan Watts says, but in the real world the effect is limited because the cables will only cover a tiny portion of the ocean floor, and the animals move around. She also points out that there are already a lot of electrical cables buried beneath the ocean floor.
In another instance, scientific experts say Leeman makes misleading statements about the “wind wake effect,” a phenomenon in which ocean surface temperatures in a localized area downwind from turbines rises slightly under certain weather conditions. Leeman claims that because of the effect, “wind farms mimic climate change by causing sea surface temperatures to rise.” Researchers say the actual impact is minimal and unlikely to have any meaningful effect on ocean dynamics.
“Nobody is saying there’s no impact from offshore wind,” Sullivan Watts says. But “what one has to keep in mind is the scale of the impacts.”
NEFSA also posts news stories on its social media accounts that suggest offshore wind development is connected to an unusual number of whale strandings and deaths along the East Coast. In reality, “vessel strikes and entanglement in fishing gear are the greatest human threats to large whales,” according to the federal government.
Between the cherry-picked conclusions described in Leeman’s reports and other misleading information NEFSA has shared on social media, the group appears to be following well-known patterns of misinformation, says Lisa Graves, who studies how right wing groups influence U.S. policy and institutions for the progressive firm True North Research.
“The core tactic is to sow doubt about the science and to try to present ‘alternative science’ that is not consistent with the majority of scientific opinion,” she says.
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Just hours after his inauguration on Monday, President Donald Trump signed an executive order halting new federal leases for offshore wind projects. He cited, as one reason, the impact offshore wind may have on marine life. “If you’re into whales,” Trump said, “you don’t want windmills.”
Whale experts say the facts show otherwise. Here’s what you need to know:
Trump has repeatedly said offshore wind is making whales “crazy” and “batty.” What do scientists have to say about that? 
It’s not entirely clear what Trump is referring to with those terms, but most experts say they believe his concerns have to do with noise. To build a wind farm, noise is unavoidable. The offshore wind industry primarily generates underwater noise through High Resolution Geophysical (HRG) surveys prior to construction, to better understand the seafloor, and later, through pile driving to install turbine foundations.
Years of research show that loud underwater noises can disrupt a whale’s ability to navigate the ocean, find prey, avoid predators, and communicate with one another. In more extreme scenarios — and when at close range — loud noises can damage whales’ hearing.
But that's not what's happening here. In fact, a lot is known about how whales respond to HRG surveys and pile driving:
According to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, there’s no evidence that HRG surveys have previously — or will in the future — injure or kill marine mammals or sea turtles. HRG survey sounds only affect small areas, and they often emit very high frequency sounds. “The so-called HRG surveys … most of them are well outside the hearing range of any marine mammal, let alone the large whales,” said Doug Nowacek, who studies the link between acoustic and motor behavior in marine mammals at Duke University. He also leads the WOW (Wildlife and Offshore Wind) Project.
Pile driving, meanwhile, does produce significant underwater noise. But offshore wind developers are required to use noise minimization and mitigation techniques. For example, they must only conduct pile driving in seasons where whales have migrated into different waters; they have to hire protected species observers and use infrared cameras (plus acoustic monitoring when possible) to make sure whales haven’t wandered into the area; and several developers have used bubble curtains, which rely on perforated hoses that produce bubbles around a construction site, reducing noise. Meanwhile, seismic airgun arrays, which are not used in renewable energy development but by the oil and gas industry, emit high levels of noise pollution. “We have several examples from around the world of animals changing behavior significantly in the presence of seismic air guns,” Nowacek said. “They're much louder than the sources used in wind energy areas — much, much louder.”
Pile driving itself hasn't been shown to produce lasting consequences. Nowacek tagged several fin whales during pile driving near South Fork Wind, New York’s first commercial-scale offshore wind farm. “We saw no dramatic responses,” he said. “A couple of the tagged whales did move south a few miles. But let’s keep in mind, these are highly migratory, highly mobile species.”
Nowacek added that his team is still tagging whales before, during, and after pile driving at other offshore wind farms — using high-resolution, short-term tags attached with suction cups, and also satellite transmitting tags, implanted into the skin and blubber of the animals — to collect more data. So far they haven’t found any significant, or even subtle, impacts of pile driving on fin whales’ behavior.
Researchers in Europe have also explored what happens after marine mammals move away from loud sounds, Nowacek said.
“Harbor porpoises are way more sensitive to this kind of stuff than most other whales and dolphins. Porpoises don't like it when there's pile driving, and they bugger off,” he said. “But within a couple of months, they're basically repopulated at the same density in that area. So the short term part of construction is not necessarily what we want to do, but at the same time, it's short.”
After construction, couldn’t offshore wind farms still produce noise that harms whales?
Once construction is finished and the wind farms are operating, experts believe the sound risks to whales are much reduced. (They are still keeping an eye on other potential impacts to whales, including entanglements in abandoned gear, collisions with offshore-wind affiliated boats, and changes to the hydrology near turbines.)
Bioacoustics experts from the University of Rhode Island found that the level of sound produced by the Block Island Wind Farm turbines is so low that just 50 meters away it can’t be detected above background noise unless there’s no wind blowing and no boat passing in the vicinity.
That’s why, given all of the evidence, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration says: “There are no known links between large whale deaths and ongoing offshore wind activities.” Meanwhile, many other industries like shipping, the military, bridge and pier construction, and oil and gas extraction routinely create a noisy environment for whales.
“[Critically endangered] right whales and other whales are exposed to a lot of noise in the ocean, all the time,” said Mark Baumgartner, a marine ecologist with the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution. He researches best practices for offshore wind construction and operation as it relates to mitigating noise and collision risks for whales.
But why are so many whales washing up dead?
This winter in particular, there was an unusually high number of dead whales found around Cape Cod in a very short period of time — and it’s not yet entirely clear why.
“What we do know is that coastal marine mammal dynamics have been very different this year," Sarah Sharp, a veterinarian for the International Fund for Animal Welfare wrote in an email. "Humpbacks are in [Cape Cod] Bay in higher numbers than normal in the fall/winter (this population is increasing and changing habitat use patterns), [North Atlantic right whales] are showing up early in larger numbers, dolphin species have been near-shore in very large numbers and continue to be.”
“Most of our dead minke whales appear to be dying due to infectious diseases, some humpbacks have shown evidence of blunt trauma, some entanglement, so I think the answer is that there are many different factors at play right now in our near-shore marine ecosystems and it may take a little time to tease it all out,” she wrote. “We have not found any evidence that these deaths are being driven by offshore wind development.”
In the recently published paper, “Evaluating drivers of recent large whale strandings on the East Coast of the United States,” scientists Lesley Thorne and Dave Wiley also found “no evidence that offshore wind development contributed to strandings or mortalities.” Instead, they wrote, entanglements in rope and fishing gear and vessel strikes (that is, collisions with boats) are whales’ primary killers, and climate change has exacerbated the problems.
Warming waters have shifted or decimated food sources like zooplankton and small fish, forcing whales to find new feeding areas and migration routes where there are sometimes no protections like slow boat zones or seasonal management of fisheries. The result for North Atlantic right whales has been devastating; after barely surviving centuries of whaling and then rebounding, the species’ population has fallen to just about 370. They’re now the most endangered whales in the world. These issues have been dogging whales long before December 2016, when Block Island Wind Farm, the first offshore wind farm off the U.S. East Coast, began construction on its first foundations.
“Let’s look back,” Baumgartner said. “Offshore wind construction only started in the last couple of years. What happened before that? We still had dead right whales on the beach. So we can imagine a world in which offshore wind construction is halted and we will still have dead animals. Only, in addition to that, we will be worsening the climate crisis. We will not be replacing fossil fuel energy production with clean energy production.”
Should we at least slow offshore wind development until more questions about impacts on marine life are answered?
The consensus from whale experts is a fairly unambiguous “no.” Baumgartner and Nowacek agreed that, at this point, the best way to protect whales and other species is to pursue offshore wind development while collecting as much data as possible, as quickly as possible. That’s true for studying impacts on a range of species, including birds. More specifically, Baumgartner said, he hopes regulators and scientists will continue working together to adjust best practices for marine life as each offshore wind farm is erected. That will allow him and others time to address research gaps.
If we wait any longer, Nowacek said, the risks posed by climate change will only grow. “The push of rapid changes from climate change are way more threatening to these animals than a little bit of pile driving, and, you know, a couple extra vessels,” he said.
So why have myths about offshore wind and whales taken such deep root across coastal communities, government, and beyond? 
This is a complicated question that taps into the psychology of humans, and the complexity of mis- and disinformation campaigns.
In recent years, grassroots organizations that oppose offshore wind have popped up across Massachusetts, Delaware, New Jersey, and elsewhere, citing concerns about whales. Since then, reporters and researchers have explored links between the groups and fossil-fuel interests.
In December, 2023, researchers from Brown University released a paper that linked 18 of these groups — through funding, membership, legal representation, and more — to think tanks and conservative donors who are known to block climate policy in support of fossil-fuel interests.
“We found some evidence of a planning memo from 2012 that really laid out the game plan that they would use local groups that appear entirely local, but are being fed information from a centralized set of think tanks,” said Dr. Timmons Roberts, who led the report and studies disinformation around climate change at Brown University.
The false information often spread by these groups has been challenging for scientists to easily refute, but not because it's true, Baumgartner said.
“If someone said peanut butter caused cancer, you would say, ‘Well, there is no evidence of that,’ and they would say, ‘Okay, well, peanut butter makes people smoke, and it's the smoking that causes cancer.’ And then you’re faced with having to disprove that people eating peanut butter makes them more likely to smoke,” Baumgartner said. “Same thing with ‘pile driving makes the whales batty.’ There is no direct evidence of that, so then the argument becomes that pile driving makes whales more susceptible to ship strikes and fishing gear entanglements. … Disproving this is nearly impossible, but that doesn’t make it a plausible hypothesis any more than peanut butter causes cancer.”
Ultimately, Baumgartner and Nowacek concluded, well-meaning concern about whales and offshore wind is understandable. But vessel strikes, entanglements and climate change should be the main focus. If they aren't, whales will continue to die.
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Whales play a vital role in combating climate change by driving nutrient cycling, fertilizing carbon-absorbing phytoplankton, and serving as carbon stores through their bodies. Their movements enhance marine ecosystem productivity and support global climate stability, making their conservation essential for a sustainable future. Yet, anthropogenic threats continue to endanger these magnificent mammals, highlighting the urgent need for stronger protection and restoration measures.
When it comes to tackling climate change, one of the most promising solutions may lie in the flippers of the world’s largest creatures: whales. 
Their ecological role in ocean ecosystems extends far beyond their majestic size, as they help regulate the global climate. This is possible thanks to their critical contribution to nutrient cycling and ocean mixing, which promotes phytoplankton growth. Phytoplankton, which are responsible for the majority of photosynthesis on Earth, sequester carbon and play a vital role in regulating the climate. 
So, protecting whales is not just about preserving biodiversity; it is a crucial step in combating climate change. 
Human activities continue to endanger whale populations, and current restoration efforts remain insufficient. As the climate crisis intensifies, restoring whale populations becomes an increasingly powerful tool for climate mitigation and marine ecosystem preservation. This restoration represents an effective nature-based solution, a term referring to the use of natural processes of healthy ecosystems to protect communities, enhance infrastructure, and ensure a sustainable and diverse future.
How Do Whales Stimulate the Growth of Phytoplankton? 
The answer lies in their feeding behaviour and movement within the ocean.
Whales dive deep into the ocean to feed on nutrient-rich prey such as squid, fish, and krill. After feeding, they return to the surface to breathe and sometimes to breed. As they do, they release nutrients ingested from their prey in the form of faecal plumes, creating a nutrient-rich layer at the ocean’s surface. 
These plumes contain essential nutrients, such as iron and phosphorus, that fertilise phytoplankton, creating ideal growth conditions. This stimulates rapid phytoplankton growth, leading to what is known as a phytoplankton bloom. 
Additionally, whales promote marine ecosystem health through their vertical movements between ocean layers. This process brings nutrient-rich waters from the deep sea to the surface, enhancing conditions for phytoplankton growth and productivity. 
Small but mighty, phytoplankton are the unsung heroes of Earth’s carbon cycle. These tiny photosynthetic organisms absorb around 40% of the carbon fixed each year globally and produce nearly half of the world’s oxygen, making them essential to global carbon sequestration. When phytoplankton die and sink to the ocean floor, they sequester carbon in deep ocean sediment. Ultimately, phytoplankton are essential for carbon sequestration and long-term storage, playing a critical role in regulating the global climate. As whales positively impact phytoplankton growth, their conservation is directly tied to maintaining climate stability.
Not only do whales help sustain ocean productivity, their large biomass means their bodies play a significant role in carbon storage.
Over their lifetimes they store an average of 33 tons of carbon, far more than the 12 tons stored by an oak tree. This is due to their large size and long lifespans. As apex predators, whales store carbon by consuming prey from lower trophic levels that are rich in carbon. When they die, their bodies sink to the seafloor, where the carbon is stored for centuries or even millennia. As the whale carcass decomposes, some of the carbon becomes integrated into ocean sediments, effectively sequestering it. Additionally, deep-sea organisms feed on the carcass, recycling part of the carbon through the ecosystem instead of releasing it back into the atmosphere as carbon dioxide. 
Under Threat
Once the giants of the ocean, whales are now struggling to survive against an onslaught of human-driven threats. 
Despite their vital role in climate mitigation and ecosystem health, whales face unprecedented challenges that jeopardize their health and survival, from plastic ingestion to noise pollution, climate change, and whaling. Whales often ingest plastic, leading to digestive blockages, exposure to toxic chemicals, and other serious health problems. Additionally, when smaller marine organisms consume plastic, toxins accumulate up the food chain and affect whales in concentrated amounts. 
Whales rely on their auditory systems for navigation, communication, foraging, and breeding. As a result, anthropogenic noise pollution, such as that from shipping, sonar, and seismic testing, poses a significant threat with the potential to kill whales. Noise pollution has been shown to disrupt whale communication, migration, and breeding behaviours, while also causing long-term stress. In some cases, it can lead to brain haemorrhages and has been linked to whale strandings. Rapid climate change further challenges their survival by altering migration routes, degrading habitats, and increasing disease risks. 
Despite the International Whaling Commission’s 1986 ban on commercial whaling, countries like Japan, Norway, and Iceland have continued to kill over 40,000 whales, undermining recovery efforts. Given these escalating threats, urgent action is needed to mitigate these risks and strengthen protection efforts to help whale populations thrive.
The decline in whale populations is creating ripple effects throughout marine ecosystems and accelerating climate change. With fewer whales, nutrient cycling diminishes, leading to reduced phytoplankton growth. Phytoplankton, crucial for carbon sequestration and a primary food source for many marine species, are essential to both oceanic food webs and climate regulation. 
As British broadcaster and biologist David Attenborough noted, “To restore stability to our planet we must restore biodiversity. The very thing we’ve removed. It’s the only way out of this crisis we’ve created. We must rewild the world.”
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5. Discussion and Concluding Remarks
Understanding the consequences of global climate change is a highly important issue. A variety of adverse effects have been identified [3]; however, because of the scale and complexity of the phenomenon, the list of potential problems is unlikely to be complete, and more research is needed to make mankind better informed about the arguably worst danger that it has ever faced. It has been shown that global warming can lead to a significant reduction in the amount of oxygen stocked in the ocean [6], in particular by reducing the oxygen solvability and slowing down the ocean upturning and mixing [7]. If this happens, it could have a devastating effect on marine life [8]. More recently, it has been shown that the effect of warming on the total oxygen budget in the ocean can be even worse, as a sufficiently large increase in the water temperature can disrupt the net oxygen production by phytoplankton’s photosynthesis [15,17]. Should the oxygen production stop (and insights from a relevant empirical study suggest that it may happen if the temperature increases by 5–6∘
C [13]), the global ocean would experience a regime shift to eventually become anoxic. Moreover, since the oxygen produced in the ocean adds up to more than one half of the total atmospheric budget [14], such global ocean anoxia or “panoxia” would likely lead to a depletion of atmospheric oxygen as well.
In studies aiming to understand the consequences of global warming, mathematical modelling has long been used as a powerful research tool [2,54,55,56]. Models of climate dynamics are usually very complicated [39] (but see [57]): indeed, a predictive model should account for many factors and processes occurring in the environment. In contrast, our model is very simple; however, it is by no means just a mathematical toy. It has been shown in [15] that the three-component oxygen-phyto-zooplankton model given by Equations (26)–(28) provides an upper bound for a class of much more complicated (and much more realistic) food web-type marine ecosystem models. This means that, whenever the plankton extinction/oxygen depletion happens in the simple model (26)–(28), it necessarily happens in the more realistic model (Figure 16). Therefore, although Equations (26)–(28) do not have the power to predict the details of the ecosystem dynamics, they do have the power to predict the possibility of an extreme event such as a global oxygen crisis due to the disruption in the oxygen production. Moreover, using the same mathematical technique (called the comparison principle for differential equations; see [15] for details), it is readily seen that the extremely simple model given by Equations (1) and (2) actually provides a further upper bound limiting the solutions of the three-component model Equations (26)–(28); see Figure 16.
[FIGURE OMITTED]
In this paper, we have shown that the oxygen catastrophe predicted by the baseline oxygen-phytoplankton model (Equations (1) and (2)) is robust to the details of the parametrization of the system feedbacks, which points out that the prediction is robust to the specifics of a given ecological situation. Whenever the oxygen production rate falls below a certain critical value, sustainable dynamics becomes impossible, and the system experiences a free fall to the extinction/depletion state. Interestingly and rather counter-intuitively, in the somewhat more realistic three-component system Equations (26)–(28), a similar change happens in the case that the oxygen production rate becomes too high [15,17]. Here, we showed that the latter remains true in the somewhat more realistic system given by Equations (26)–(28) with Equation (31) that takes into account the environmental stochasticity (see Figure 14 and Figure 15).
Apparently, our study leaves many open questions. Arguably, the main question is whether the predicted global anoxia due to plankton photosynthesis disruption can actually happen in reality. Even though our study clearly indicates it (and the relation of our simple models to more realistic models is explained above), this indication should be verified by empirical studies before it can become a firmly-established scientific fact. Whilst investigation into this issue through field and/or laboratory experiments is likely to be technically challenging and hence will take a long time to accomplish, there is an alternative way to link our findings to the real-world dynamics by checking the available palaeontological records [58]: indeed, whatever bio-geophysical event may happen in the future, there is a possibility that it has already happened in the past over the millions of years of Earth’s history. There have been many mass extinction events in the past when more than one half of the total Earth biota disappeared [59]. Mass extinction is a complex event and hence is likely to be a result of the joint effect of different factors, yet the existence of a single, universal physical mechanism responsible for this phenomenon is thought to be plausible [60]. A global anoxia or “panoxia” is believed to be a possibility [61,62]. It is indeed well known that oxygen has played a very important role in palaeoecology and biological evolution [63]. In particular, the geological records show that several of the mass mortality events coincided with a significant decrease in the oxygen level [61,63]. Moreover, it has been proven that some of the mass extinction events were preceded by a considerable increase in the average Earth temperature (by several degrees or even more [64]). The decrease in the global oxygen budget is thought to be a result of a global ocean deoxygenation, but whether it happened largely because of the temperature effects on the ocean ventilation and mixing (cf. [7]) or was a combined effect of some other factors remains unclear. Here, we argue that slowing down the ocean mixing and/or decreasing oxygen solvability are unlikely to have a prolonged effect as long as the rate of oxygen production is maintained. Instead, we hypothesize that, at least in some of the cases, the mass extinctions in the past might have resulted from the mechanism that we investigated here (see also [15,17]), i.e., due to the disruption of phytoplankton photosynthesis.
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Wind power is the most mature, most commercialized and promising renewable energy technology. Compared with onshore wind, offshore wind power has the advantages of zero occupation of land, high and stable wind speed, low turbulence intensity, minor visual and noise pollution, less environmental impact and large wind power production capacity. It is, therefore, the future direction of the wind power industry and an important way to reduce fossil fuel and carbon dioxide emissions, playing a key role in energy transition and the fight against climate change. Offshore wind energy resources alone would be sufficient to cover more than the world’s electricity demand in 2050.
Every part of the global economy is dependent on nature and its ecosystem services. Businesses must understand their specific interactions with nature within their sectors. As a widely recognized climate solution, what is the dependence and impact of the offshore wind industry on nature, what role does it play and how can it contribute to the transition to a nature-positive economy?
Offshore wind is recognized as a key ocean-based climate solution
As an important ocean-based climate solution, offshore wind has received widespread attention worldwide. It plays a pivotal role in combating climate change and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. In recent years, China has made remarkable achievements in the field of offshore wind, making breakthroughs in policy support and technology research and development and accumulating rich experience in practical applications. With the continuous investment and rapid development of China's offshore wind industry, it is expected to achieve a wider application and a higher market share and to make greater contributions to global climate governance and sustainable development.
The whole supply chain should be considered for its dependence and impact on nature
As clean energy projects, the construction and operation of offshore wind farms have limited environmental pollution. In parallel, large-scale development and construction of wind power equipment normally occupy habitats to a certain extent and cause disturbances to the marine ecological environment, which could lead to the altering of marine life behaviour. There are also positive examples, however. One study (IRENA 2018a: Dinh and McKeogh 2018) suggests that offshore wind foundation structures have positive and long-term effects on marine species, because they provide new habitats in the form of artificial reefs and because fishing – mainly trawling – tends to be restricted in their vicinity.
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If we contemplate the most extreme possible outcome for Earth's climate future, and given the seeming indifference of political and global corporate elites to heed scientific advice or public sentiment toward decarbonizing the economy, then we are potentially looking at an increase of global temperatures by 5.4 °F (3 °C) by 2050. Scientists predict that at this threshold, the world's ice sheets would disappear, severe droughts would decimate vast sections of the Amazon forest (eradicating one of the world's largest carbon offsets), and Earth would enter a feedback loop of increasingly intense and deadly conditions (Carleton et al., 2021; Hansen et al., 2011; Hsiang et al., 2019; Mulholland, 2019). In this bleak scenario, 35% of the global land area and 55% of the global population would be exposed to lethal heat conditions for more than 20 days a year, pushing the limits of human survivability. Concurrently, droughts, floods, and wildfires would regularly devastate the landscape. About one-third of the world's land surface would transform into deserts. Complete ecosystems, starting with the planet's coral reefs, rainforests, Arctic ice sheets, and the total deglaciation of the Hindu Kush Himalayan region, would collapse. The agricultural productivity of the tropics would be devastated, displacing more than one billion people. This mass migration, coupled with diminishing coastlines and acute shortages of food and water, would strain the societal fabric of the world's most populous nations. Conflicts over resources could escalate, potentially even culminating in nuclear war. If not urgently addressed with comprehensive mitigation strategies and restoration efforts, this scenario could mark the end of global human civilization as we currently know it. It is like sailing in a leaky boat on a stormy sea.
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Scores of employees working to ensure offshore wind has a low impact on whales, birds, and other wildlife were cut in a major round of layoffs at the agency.
The Trump administration axed hundreds of employees at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, one of the key agencies tasked with making sure offshore wind activities can coexist with wildlife, including whales.
The firings on Thursday affected more than 800 federal employees, The New York Times reported. Many of NOAA’s roughly 13,000 staff members famously provide the nation’s weather forecasting services. But dozens are climate and wildlife scientists who work to ensure offshore wind development complies with U.S. wildlife protection laws.
America already has one large-scale offshore wind farm in operation. Two more are expected to come online this year: the 800-megawatt Vineyard Wind 1 project in Massachusetts and the 715 MW Revolution Wind project in Rhode Island.
Whale researchers purged
A biologist working on the critically endangered North Atlantic right whale, which migrates annually from Canada to the Southeast through key wind farm areas, described getting a termination email Thursday at 3:45 p.m. ET. When she spoke with Canary Media five hours later, her access to NOAA’s email server had already been cut off.
“I was working on a project specific to the Carolinas … to determine ​‘pinch points’ for these whales … areas that would not be suitable for future offshore wind,” said the biologist, who declined to be identified, citing uncertainty around ongoing lawsuits contesting the Trump administration’s mass firings.
The whale biologist was part of a three-person team newly created by NOAA Southeast Fisheries Science Center to monitor and protect North Atlantic right whales at their calving ground off the Southeastern coast.
Today, less than 375 of the whales remain. At such low numbers, every death matters. NOAA closely monitors the species and works to make sure offshore wind construction boats and other vessels stay clear.
Right whales have also been central to influential misinformation campaigns aimed at stopping offshore wind developments. Advocacy groups, some with backing from right-leaning think tanks like the Caesar Rodney Institute, have brought lawsuits to halt permitting on the false premise that offshore wind turbines are harmful to right whales.
NOAA scientists have found no evidence that a spike in whales washing up dead on East Coast beaches in recent years is linked to offshore wind activities. Many dead whales display injuries consistent with a ship strike.
And now the team of federal scientists that tracks the health and movements of this endangered animal has been decimated.
Although classified as probationary, the biologist monitoring North Atlantic right whales had worked for NOAA as a contractor for almost three years. She had been hired as a full-time federal employee in December.
Thursday’s purge ousted the biologist and one other member of the newly created team protecting critically endangered whales off the Southeast coast. Both hold doctoral degrees. Now, only one team member remains: a fieldwork researcher on a short-term contract.
That employee will be left with the vital task of trying to coordinate monitoring efforts with a long-standing right whale research group in New England that was also ​“hit hard” by Thursday’s layoffs, another NOAA staff member told Canary Media. Teri Frady, a spokesperson for NOAA’s Northeast Fisheries Science Center, declined to answer questions about staff reductions, citing a ​“long-standing policy” to not discuss internal personnel matters with the press.
“We all had hoped Congress and lawsuits would do something to stop the madness before it got to NOAA. But nope,” said the NOAA staff member, speaking on the condition of anonymity for fear of retribution.
The Northeast office oversees the right whale’s foraging grounds, which overlap with almost a half dozen wind farms in various stages of at-sea development from Maine to the New York Bight. That office’s work has also been key to fighting the growing misinformation about the offshore wind industry.
NOAA’s purge targeted probationary employees who have been in full-time roles for a short time. Another NOAA staff member told Canary Media that the probationary period is generally between one and two years, after which staff are afforded more job security. President Donald Trump appears to be leveraging the fact that probationary employees are easier to fire even if their work is valuable.
Losing experts on bats and maps
The NOAA layoffs follow similar cuts to probationary staff last month at the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, a branch of the Interior Department that leads permitting for offshore wind.
The roughly 2,300 Interior employees terminated on Feb. 14 included eight specialists involved in planning and permitting offshore renewable energy, according to an email provided to Canary Media by a current BOEM employee who requested anonymity. One was Eva Windhoffer, according to a LinkedIn post, who worked to improve data collection on bats and birds impacted by wind power development.
“It’s a good time to check in on your teammates,” wrote the head of BOEM’s renewable energy office in an email announcing the cuts to the staff, which was shared with Canary Media.
Under the Biden administration, BOEM’s renewables staff streamlined offshore wind permitting. Through efficiency efforts, the staff successfully guided nine commercial-scale offshore wind farms through the complex permitting pipeline and to final approval.
Though the offshore wind team was small, with about 80 members prior to this month’s firings, almost every employee in that BOEM office helped — either directly or indirectly — coordinate with other agencies to make sure proposed wind projects did not violate the Endangered Species Act or the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the BOEM employee said.
At NOAA, it’s harder to determine exactly how many employees do the work that underpins responsible wind development in America. Its scientific products are critical to building any offshore wind farm, said one NOAA employee, whether it’s weather models, fishing datasets, or buoys listening for whale calls.
“Sometimes the work is half and half … part climate work, part offshore wind stuff,” said a biologist at NOAA’s Southwest Fisheries Science Center, who described how habitat-mapping specialists in his group researched the ways that climate change is altering where whales and other marine species spend their time.
Those models weren’t being developed for specific wind projects, he said, but the information was helping agencies determine which areas should get protected and which should get turbines as California plans for future offshore wind development.
Two mapping specialists who were doing that work were also laid off yesterday. The biologist at the Southwest Fisheries Science Center called the loss ​“really, really rough.” Another fired NOAA employee told Canary Media, requesting anonymity, that 14 researchers were cut from NOAA’s 40-person ecosystem sciences division in California.
Meanwhile, the staff that runs the nation’s network of ocean sanctuaries lost 14 employees, a NOAA staff member said. Often compared to national parks, NOAA’s national marine sanctuaries protect thousands of square miles of ocean.
No sanctuary staff work on offshore wind exclusively, but a handful lead ongoing monitoring of whales, seabirds, and warming temperatures in and around ocean sanctuaries, like the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary off the coast of southern California. The government has drawn from these datasets and other NOAA datasets to help with offshore wind planning and leasing work.
“These are American jobs that warn us about severe weather, protect our most vulnerable marine life, like whales and turtles, ensure abundant fisheries, and maintain a healthy ocean for those whose livelihoods depend on it,” said Beth Lowell, U.S. vice president of Oceana, an environmental nonprofit organization, in a statement released Thursday. ​“We’re calling on Congress to save NOAA from these disastrous cuts.”
But it seems more firings are already in the works.
The NOAA biologist working for the Southwest center said that the Office of Personnel Management has shut down his travel and expenditure requests. He told Canary Media that his office had received email notifications about a ​“reduction in force” slated for March 14. A Wednesday memo issuing guidance on reductions in force was sent to all executive agency leaders by OPM’s acting director and Russell Vought, director of the Office of Management and Budget and a key author of Project 2025, the far-right policy blueprint that calls for the breakup and commercialization of NOAA.
“Project 2025 is being carried out to a ​‘T’ right now,” the Southwest NOAA biologist said.
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On February 27, 2025, I received the same email as at least 880 employees at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. The email arrived just before 4 p.m. from Vice Admiral Nancy Hann, NOAA’s Acting Administrator, informing me that I would be fired effective at 5 p.m. that day.
The last email I’d received from Vice Admiral Hann was just a few weeks prior, when she had congratulated me on being awarded the “2024 Team Member of the Year” for the Southeast Fisheries Science Center.
I was fired along with every other “probationary employee” I knew. To explain the term, all new federal hires serve a probationary period during which they lack most civil service protections. I was fulfilling my one-year probation because I’d been promoted.
I didn’t just lose a job, I lost core pieces of my identity, my community, and a sense of purpose.
It took over 15 years of work to earn it, including a Ph.D., postdoctoral research, and then years working at NOAA. I’d poured my life into my work. I didn’t just lose a job, I lost core pieces of my identity, my community, and a sense of purpose.
Before I studied fish and fisheries with equations and computer models, I hunted them with a speargun.
After college, I moved to Key West, worked on boats, and learned to spearfish. Later, I apprenticed under Captain Steve Park, who became like a second father, on the Native Diver II in Jacksonville. I could be trusted not to kill myself diving solo, and I’d gut fish and swap tanks and scrub the deck without needing to be asked, so I’d be invited on commercial trips. It gave me the opportunity to spend a lot of time underwater.
My relationship with the ocean is deep and complex. I love studying it, the creatures that live in it, and the people who depend on it. It’s an awe-inspiring bioenergetic system and a wilderness I hope to preserve for future generations. It’s also a resource that we rely on for food and livelihood. These worldviews share the same long-term goal: a healthy ecosystem.
Fish have personalities. Red snapper are too curious for their own good. If you pick up sand from the bottom and throw it over you, they’ll come down from the water column to investigate. Hogfish are just dumb. If you miss one, which you’d never admit, it might stick around and let you try again. Gag grouper are smart. If you don’t have a speargun, they’ll follow you to see what you stir up. When you have a gun, you can’t be too eager. Pretend you’re doing something else until you’re ready to line up your shot.
For fisheries, it’s not all doom and gloom. Although the success stories in fisheries may not be as sensational as the collapses, many large stocks are sustainably managed with effective fisheries governance.
In the United States, eating American-caught seafood means consuming sustainably caught seafood. By law, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act requires that U.S. fisheries stocks be healthy as evaluated by the best available science. Since implementing fishery management plans over the past three decades, the U.S. has rebuilt over 50 fish stocks to the point where 94% of our fish stocks are not overfished.
The United States is a global leader in effective fisheries management. This has been built on decades of investment in science-based management, which relies on rigorous stock assessments. These involve statistical and mathematical modeling that integrates survey data, catch records, and environmental information.
NOAA’s National Fisheries Service provides the science to support sustainable American fisheries, which are worth over $320B annually. Losing scientists specializing in quantitative modeling will lead to increased uncertainties in aquaculture development, food security, and marine biodiversity. Less robust fisheries management will ultimately hurt American seafood production, which could increase reliance on foreign imports to meet our seafood demands.
I worked at the Southeast Fisheries Science Center to support the decision-making needs of the Fishery Management Councils in the South Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, and the U.S. Caribbean.
My team’s research supported ecosystem-based management (EBM) for fisheries. This work enhances traditional fisheries management assessments, which use stock assessments to evaluate a single species.
Traditional fishery management works, but it can also be improved. EBM recognizes that the fish population being assessed is part of a broader ecological community, where they act as both predators and prey, and are influenced by environmental changes to the ocean and its habitats.
Just as important, EBM integrates social and economic dynamics. For example, most of our southeastern fisheries have both commercial and recreational sectors, which can be optimized in different ways. The objective for the commercial fishery is to maximize profits, and the right management practices can help fishers increase revenues and lower costs. Meanwhile, recreational fishers may find higher value in having more opportunities to fish or having higher-quality fishing experiences, for example, catching larger fish rather than just more fish.
EBM also recognizes that fisheries are one of many ocean uses, alongside other recreational and industrial enterprises, such as tourism, offshore energy, and shipping. We supported holistic management to optimize a sustainable “Blue Economy.”
Fishers and managers know firsthand that the physical, ecological, and socioeconomic environments in fisheries have changed, and will continue to do so. The Fishery Management Councils, seeking science to make the best-informed decisions for their stakeholders, have and continue to request EBM research.
The science to support EBM is now possible due to recent technological advances. Today, we can collect and synthesize enormous amounts of data and run large computational simulations.
Our research integrated forecasts from NOAA ocean models into fisheries assessments to inform policy decisions. We were working to test future management scenarios and evaluate trade-offs: tools to guide proactive management.
In fact, our work directly aligned with President Trump’s priorities for U.S. fisheries. The April 17 Executive Order for Restoring American Seafood Competitiveness instructs that “the Secretary of Commerce shall take all appropriate action to modernize data collection and analytical practices that will improve the responsiveness of fisheries management to real-time ocean conditions.”
The science of developing physical and biogeochemical oceanographic forecasts is expressly linked to future atmospheric conditions. Our work interfaced with climate science, which may have made us a target.
For fisheries, the impacts of climate change are not necessarily all dire. Some areas and fisheries will be more impacted than others, and not all impacts will be negative. My ecosystem modeling simulations, for example, examined both the “winners” and “losers” under future ocean conditions. While some species and fisheries may require a more precautionary approach, others may benefit from changing conditions and be able to withstand heavier fishing pressure.
As a former NOAA scientist, it’s thus particularly upsetting to see the agency portrayed as a climate alarmist, as NOAA science finds itself amid a culture war over climate change. Earlier this summer, the NOAA National Centers for Environmental Information stopped tracking the prevalence of billion-dollar weather disasters. All work on the next National Climate Report has now halted after all of its authors were dismissed. Although budgeting is still being worked out in Congress, a recent budget memorandum (known as a “passback”) ends support for the Regional Climate Data and Information and dissolves NOAA’s Office of Atmospheric Research.
Losing such research puts our fisheries, oceans, and weather services at risk. We were using this science to inform proactive fisheries management decisions.
For the National Weather Service, it means losing the data and research enterprises that underpin weather forecasting. Without this research, significant data gaps will develop and worsen, leading to less accurate and less timely weather forecasts. This is already the case in regions with limited scientific infrastructure, where inadequate forecasting capabilities exacerbate the impacts of extreme weather events.
A fisheries science quip is that “if the conservation groups and the fishing groups are all mad at you, you probably made the right decision.” Now, I’ve seen both groups from both sides, who are often very upset with us, aligned for the first time I’ve ever seen in asking the federal government to stop these cuts to NOAA.
We all want the same thing: a healthy ecosystem. In other words, lots of fish, now and forever, and the science to make that possible.
For those fired, we are now suddenly rebuilding our careers and possibly changing our paths. For me, on some days, I’ll feel that I’ve lost the purpose I’d spent 15 or more years working towards. My ethos aligned with the mission of NOAA: science, service, and stewardship. I was proud to serve the American public and proud to conduct research that could improve people’s lives and livelihoods by stewarding our ocean environment.
The projects I led are ongoing, and I continue to work on them. I can’t let them go and am sometimes upset with myself for this. I should be focusing on the contract and consulting work that pays my bills. I should be sending out more job applications. But I often still find myself working on projects I no longer lead. It’s validating to know the science was valuable enough to survive and that the teams I built are resilient enough to continue. But it’s painful to watch it move on without me.
For society, the consequences may be long-lasting. Dismissing scientists across our government ultimately weakens America’s ability to make informed decisions in the face of pressing national and global challenges. It slows innovation and shrinks our foresight. And our ability to steward the ocean—to understand it, protect it, and benefit from it—will be compromised. Some of these impacts may not be immediate or dramatic. They’ll be slow and quiet. They’ll compound. And they may last for generations.
Yet the ocean remains: vast and in need of understanding. Its life and systems are changing. And those of us fired, my friends and colleagues, we’re still scientists. Many are still trying to do research, still collaborating, still trying to protect marine ecosystems and the communities that depend on them. You can’t fire our purpose. Some of us will continue to study the ocean, how we can, for as long as we can.
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Abstract
In 2025, the United States (U.S.) administration issued a new Executive Order (EO), Restoring American Seafood Competitiveness, intensifying efforts to deregulate the seafood sector under the guise of promoting domestic industry. Building on the 2020 EO (Promoting American Seafood Competitiveness and Economic Growth), the new policy and other disruptive governance actions mark a significant escalation in undoing federal regulatory frameworks, weakening scientific authority, and deemphasizing aquaculture development. This paper reflects on our first publication assessing the 2020 EO during the COVID-19 pandemic and evaluates four major areas of comparative concern: (1) regulatory dismantling rather than reform, (2) largely ignoring aquaculture from the national seafood strategy, (3) persistent and deepened data and research infrastructure gaps, and (4) a continued mischaracterization and inconsistency of U.S. seafood sourcing and trade realities. In contrast to science informed management that enabled the recovery of many U.S. wild stocks, the 2025 EO and other actions reduce the role of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, threatens legal mechanisms for agency expertise (via Chevron deference repeal), and promotes ill-informed deregulatory timelines and actions (e.g., removal of marine protected areas). Aquaculture, the most regulated and underutilized sector, is also seemingly overlooked, despite its actual potential to help meet domestic seafood demand. Simultaneously, critical federal databases, climate-focused research, and inter-agency coordination mechanisms are being defunded or removed. Ultimately, weakening evidence-based governance structures and partnerships, as well as voluntarily inducing volatile trade dynamics jeopardize the ecological, economic, and food security benefits of a resilient seafood system, putting America last not first.
The new United States (U.S.) administration is upending agency structure and function, regulations, and law itself, including when it comes to seafood. The new 2025 Executive Order (EO), Restoring American Seafood Competitiveness expands on a previous Trump order from 2020: EO 13921, Promoting American Seafood Competitiveness and Economic Growth. While both orders purport to strengthen the U.S. seafood industry, the 2025 declaration outlines far more aggressive changes and debuted alongside other disruptive administrative and judicial actions that likely counter potential benefits to the domestic seafood sector. Reflecting on our previous evaluation of U.S. seafood disruption in 2020 [1], there are at least four major escalations worth highlighting:
1)
Regulatory dismantling instead of reform
2)
Aquaculture overlooked
3)
Data disconnect
4)
Inconsistencies related to seafood consumption and sourcing
1. Regulatory dismantling instead of reform
The 2020 order focused on streamlining existing regulations, while 2025 directs the Secretary of Commerce to address overregulation within 30 days, mandating to suspend, revise, or rescind “burdensome regulations” for wild capture fisheries, aquaculture, and processing. Similar to the first order, it once again calls for improvements from Regional Fishery Management Councils within 180 days. While aquaculture is the most regulated food sector in the U.S. [2], [3], wild capture fisheries have rebounded because of fisheries regulations, not in spite of them [1] (Fig. 1). Regardless of these facts, the abrupt and short timelines again demonstrate the lack of understanding of the complex regulatory and agency structures that ensure seafood is not only produced and distributed, but also safe for people and the environment. One of the most stunning distinctions between the orders is that there is only one mention of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) – also known as National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, the operational arm of the Secretary of Commerce established by Republican President Richard Nixon in 1970 and descended from the Commission of Fish and Fisheries by Republican President Ulysses S. Grant in 1871 [4] – and no mention of sustainability. This is in stark contrast to the 2020 order, which mentioned NOAA and sustainability five times. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act does not explicitly codify NOAA as the lead agency for fisheries, but Section 2 assigns responsibility to the Secretary [5], who typically delegates the role and actions to NOAA. Note, after Magnuson-Stevens was passed – which increased regulatory oversight and funding to support the management of wild capture fisheries – landings significantly increased over time (Fig. 1). Nonetheless, omitting NOAA is likely not an oversight, but an active omission tied to the dismantling of the agency and threatening the very fisheries they espouse to support.
[GRAPH OMITTED]
The administration has executed a multi-pronged assault on the agency responsible for federally managing the ca. 500 U.S. commercial fishery stocks. A proposed nearly two-billion-dollar budget cut and elimination of 1300 NOAA employees (ca. 10 % of the workforce), so far, dismantles much of NOAA's research division, especially focused on climate change [6], [7]. Of the remaining workers, communications have also been restricted, particularly problematic for international coordination and planning of fished species—especially since motile organisms pay no mind to human boarders [8]. In addition, a 2024 case concerning an Atlantic herring fishery spurred the Supreme Court to overturn the Chevron deference (est. 1984), significantly reducing the authority of federal agencies, including NOAA, to interpret statutes [9]. Previously, courts deferred to agencies with appropriately staffed experts to interpret and act on the statues written by Congress. Now, courts have greater power to decide what statutes mean, likely leading to more, not less, litigation, uncertainty and instability for domestic seafood and beyond [10]. The administration also has goals to transfer NOAA Fisheries' responsibilities for endangered species and marine mammal protection to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the Department of the Interior. Given the ecosystem context of U.S. fisheries (e.g., lobster and whale entanglement [11]), this move will undermine NOAA’s integrated approach to marine conservation and fisheries management.
The removal of ecosystem considerations and protection is a continued misstep of the new and previous orders. The administration made a modified proclamation in 2020 to open the Northeast Canyons and Seamounts Marine National Monument to fishing [12], with little evidence for increased landings [1]. In fact, U.S. and global landings have been relatively stable for approximately 40 years because of management and protections [13], [14], [15] (Fig. 1). Yet, doubling down, the executive branch is expanding a review of all marine national monuments and made another proclamation opening the Pacific Islands Heritage Marine National Monument [16], one of the largest marine protected areas in the world and first designated by Republican President George W. Bush in 2009 [17]. These actions ignore the long-term spillover benefits from protected areas to commercial [18] and recreational fisheries [19], as well as biodiversity [20], [21]. Moreover, what fishing has occurred in the Pacific Remote Islands in the past – U.S. tuna purse seining and drift longlining – is such a small fraction effort [22], it will again do little to address the scale of the production gap [1], especially compared to aquaculture potential.
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Climate of Security
It may well be that the history of the next few decades will be substantially shaped by the conflicts between centrifugal liberal nationalisms with a pacifistic and universalistic orientation on the one hand and centripetal illiberal nationalisms of a violent and separatist impetus on the other. The prospects of achieving any substantive ‘green revolution’ in time to save the ecosystem clearly depends partly on the triumph, or at least predominance, of the former (Griffin 1991, 36).
The concept of the “environment” is inseparable from the context of the nation-state, where borders and policies that influence the flow of disease, terror, warfare, resources, refugees, toxins, waste, and disasters become politicized issues of security (Davoudi 2014; Press 1994). This is especially concerning due to leading scientific watchdogs and intellectuals making apocalyptic projections (see Mecklin 2017; Chomsky 2014; Lindorf 2017). In 1947, the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, an organization made up of the scientists who built the atomic bomb for warning the public about the consequences of nuclear war, evoked a powerful image, the Doomsday Clock, to assess and indicate “the world’s vulnerability to catastrophe from nuclear weapons, climate change, and emerging technologies in the life sciences” (Mecklin 2017). On January 2017, the 70th Anniversary of the Doomsday Clock, the Bulletin, informed by eighteen Nobel Laureates, moved the clock within two-and-a-half minutes of doomsday, which is the closest it has been to midnight since the beginning of the Cold War. Perhaps most alarmingly, the 2017 Doomsday Clock Statement cites President Trump’s reckless endangerment:
. . . Both his statements and his actions as president [] have broken with historical precedent in unsettling ways. He has made ill-considered comments about expanding the US nuclear arsenal. He has shown a troubling propensity to discount or outright reject expert advice related to international security, including the conclusions of intelligence experts. And his nominees to head the Energy Department and the Environmental Protection Agency dispute the basics of climate science. (Mecklin 2017, 3)
This administration is perhaps more aligned with Wise Use ideologies than any previous one, from nationalizing the rise of white identity politics to the fear of ‘white genocide’ in environmentalism to anti-environmental militancy, to the political economy of national economic environmentalism, and finally to the doomsday scenarios of nuclear war and climate change. The concern here is that climate change will be hollowed out (like identity politics and critiques of neoliberalism) to expand government powers to deal with the risk of the environment. This is precisely what Davoudi observed when “reflexive environmentalism is increasingly displaced by the dominating discourses of climate change which portray nature as risk and frame our relationship to it in terms of security” (361, emphasis added). In particular, Davoudi traces this shift from risk to security in the shift, in environmental discourse, from sustainability towards resilience. Thus she claims that resilience shifts the attention from “safeguarding nature for urban futures to securing urban futures against nature” (371; emphasis added). Davoudi presciently warns planning “That the recasting of climate change problems as security problems reflects and reinforces securitisation as the hegemonic discourse of our time” (ibid). Davoudi concludes that:
Feeding from each other, risk and security can provoke strong emotions, legitimise extraordinary measures, and lead to practices which are otherwise indefensible. They can create imaginaries of fear which renounce social conflict, foreclose politics, and crowd out descending voices. They can suspend democratic safeguards in the name of urgency, emergency, and resilience. The framing of climate events as sudden natural shocks can redirect the attentions away from long-term capacity building and social transformation towards short-term emergency planning, which is increasingly placed at the centre of debate on resilient urbanism. More alarmingly, the perception of climate change as a ‘threat multiplier’ may lead to the justification of exceptional measures as the undisputed and necessary action. Such a slippery slope to potential militarisation is a reminder of what Mouffe (2005) considers as the dangers of succumbing to liberal rationalism as the infallible and omnipresent form of consensual politics. (371-372)
As if in testament to Davoudi’s warnings on September 14, 2016, the Climate and Security Advisory Group (CSAG), made up of former top-level military leaders and national security advisors, issued the Briefing Book For A New Administration: recommended policies and practices for addressing the security risks of climate change (Femia and Werrell et al. 2016). The briefings, presented to the “climate-denier-in-chief”[6] (Bolstad 2016; see Tittel 2017; Price 2017) and guided by the Department of Defense’s 2014 Climate Change Adaptation Roadmap, claimed that climate change poses ‘immediate risks to national security’ (ibid, 7). Further guided by the 2014 Quadrennial Defense Review (ibid, 9) the briefings issued the following blanket recommendation:        
Countless sources confirm, the impacts of climate change are already contributing to the conditions that can lead to conflict, state instability, and state failure. Climate change is also straining military readiness, operations and strategy, and is making existing security risks worse. We recommend that a new President pursue three key objectives: 1) Elevate attention to the security risks of climate change at all levels of national security planning to ensure it is treated as comprehensively as other strategically significant security risks; 2) Institutionalize climate change and security concerns throughout all relevant U.S. government offices, agencies and departments; and 3) Integrate climate change and security concerns across the U.S. government through structures, procedures and actions designed to effectively and routinely reduce and respond to climate-related risks. (Femia et al. 2016, 9).
The CSAG recommendations are systematically broken down by government branch, from the White House (Executive Branch) to the Department of Defense, Foreign Policy (the Department of State and the U.S. Agency for International Development), the Department of Homeland Security, Intelligence Community, and the Department of Energy. The briefings for the Executive Branch call for full integration of climate security strategy which includes the recommendation: “assign a cabinet-level official to lead on domestic climate and security issues” and “improve capacity to absorb climate and security information” (ibid, 9-10; emphasis added). The Department of Defense, making claims that it has for years responded to the ‘threat multiplier’ of climate change, calls for “enhancing,” “elevating,” and “broadening” scopes in regard to climate security. A few of those include calls to: “Enhance mission resilience. . .to build national and sub-national capacities…”; “Address[] climate change risks in military doctrine”; and “Continu[e] to enhance the resilience of military infrastructure” (ibid, 10-14, emphasis added). Perhaps most Orwellian is the Homeland Security briefing: “Assist in focusing the attention of the broader security community, both within and beyond the local, state, tribal, and federal governments, to climate change impacts on certain fragile nations, and regions such as the Arctic, that are likely to affect homeland security equities” (21).
The securitization of the climate is a geopolitical shift to secure claims to natural resources for national interests. Thus, rather than addressing the impact of human activity on climate change, the underlying driver of climate security are U.S. interests to secure the remaining energy resources in the world. Michael Klare, in his book The Race For What’s Left: The Global Scramble for the Last Resources (2012), reveals that modern civilization is reaching the end of the world’s readily available resources. Increasingly, not only are there more intensive processes to extract oil from shale deposits and tar sands but furthermore, the depletion of land-based resources is leading to intense competition over offshore reserves. These have led to intense friction and conflicts in the Arctic Ocean (Cole 2015; Kramer and Krauss 2016), South China Sea (Glaser 2015), Falkland Islands (Morris 2015), Caspian Sea (Gottesman 2015), Middle East (Piotrowski 2016), and Alaska (Macalister 2015) among others. 
Indeed, the CSAG briefings lay out the primary arenas for U.S. climate security in the Asia-Pacific and Arctic Circle. Accordingly, the briefing recommends that the Executive Branch be concerned about “addressing climate security risks in key geostrategic waterways” and “launch[ing] . . . a unified climate security plan that fully supports [U.S.] national security, foreign policy and defense strategies in the Asia-Pacific region” (ibid, 9-10; emphasis added). And to no lesser degree, the Department of Defense shall “Enhance existing efforts to prepare for increased access and military operations in the Arctic” and “Rais[e] the profile of climate risks and opportunities at key international security institutions” (including NATO, ASEAN, and the Arctic Security Forces Roundtable). The scramble by the U.S. government to secure what remains of the world’s remaining resources is a means to sustain its massive military presence abroad (see Klare 2013). In the words of Klare, “To deploy armies on every continent, ships on every ocean, to have alliances all over the world - you have to have abundant, cheap oil.” But, perhaps more so the existential crisis for the U.S. is the end of the oil age, upon which modern industrial civilization will collapse[7] (ibid; Prashad 2012).
The perceived threat to the white race and denial of the anthropocene run from Wise Use to the Trump Administration through climate security. To be clear we are not claiming that climate security or its proponents are inherently fascist but that Trumpist perversion is possible and something we admonish. Hypothetically speaking, just as Wise Use rallied around the myth that urban-based environmentalists were bent on the annihilation of the white race, a climate security scenario in the small hands of a certain environmental fascist will posit nature as a threat to the future virility of the white race. Here the “risk” of the environment is understood as threats to white nationalist consumptive patterns and securitization will be used to protect white “citizens” from facing the damages of climate change at the expense of Others. While neoliberal environmentalism was outsourcing pollution and greening the economy within an economic regime of labor power exploitation, environmental fascism will be open to sacrificing predominantly non-white bodies within and beyond the United States in the name of security for white bodies. Environmental fascism will shift the political register from exploiting labor to obliterating labor through environmental degradation. As Wise Use ideologies link up with Washington's security agenda, we see the contemporary rise of environmental fascism, which sanctions alt-right and militant place-based anti-environmental populism through executive orders that fast track environmental degradation for extreme natural resource extraction along borders and in new territories towards propagating the U.S. military industrial complex.
Conclusion
In this paper, the seemingly isolated case of anti-environmental militancy in the Malheur standoff is in fact connected to Wise Use, an industrial corporate backed white nationalist movement. We identify the tendencies of the movement as environmental fascism and call for its reappropriation from alt-right ideologues. Environmental fascism is a concept that allows planning to trace the rise of the Trump Administration to the Wise Use movement through spatial relations. Central to environmental fascism are a palingenetic myth and populist ultra-nationalist agenda to regenerate the rural landscape in order to preserve the spirit of the nation against the false threat of white annihilation. Thus the taking back of property as an inalienable white nationalist right counteracts ‘white genocide,’ realizing calls for a ‘new birth.’ The often contradictory ideologies are loosely held together through symbolic nihilistic tension, such as in the politics of fear, rural-urban dichotomies, and risk of the environment. 
In tracing this tension, we present evidence of the rise of environmental fascism in the Trump Administration through national economic environmentalism and forewarn of its global manifestation through the securitization of climate change. National economic environmentalism marks a shift away from neoliberal environmentalism to protectionist anti-environmentalism in the dismantling of regulatory agencies and globalist agendas, as part of “taking America back,” which conflates anti-immigration policies with desires of U.S. corporate geopolitical dominance (see McIntyre 2017; Lavelle 1995; Klare 2012, 2013). Citing the the CSAG briefing, we forewarn that the securitization of climate change over the existential risk of the environment, in the Trump Administration, will further embolden anti-immigration policies and renewed energy resource extraction (see Schaller 2017). Here climate change is posed as a threat to both national security and the progeny of modern industrial civilization in order to warrant the race to secure the last of the remaining natural resources. Perhaps more so, there is the impending danger of the expansion of the military to envelop security, in total, as it will supercede the patriotic duty of defense leading to a permanent military state. If this is allowed to occur, we predict that there will be an increase in military tension with the real threat of nuclear annihilation in the sundown of Trumpist environmental fascism.
What we are witnessing today is far more nuanced than the dark green politics of the 1990s and thereby demands greater precision in the use of the term. Environmental fascism provides a more accurate label for the type of fascism that not only led up to the rise of the Trump Administration but is being exhibited in its daily backwardness. While these tendencies are yet to play out to their full extent in the agendas being set by Secretary of State Rex Tillerson, and EPA Chief Scott Pruitt (see Aronoff 2017; Bannon 2017; Clair 2017; Kramer & Krauss 2016; Wertz 2016), the term gives planning the agency to name and oppose the coming of climate security. 
Dismantling environmental fascism will only be possible through upholding democratic processes of dissent and disruption. Countering environmental fascism requires steadfast resistance to agendas that narrow citizenship. There must be open condemnation of declarations of nuclear warfare, the erasing of climate change from public discourse, the expansion of private property, the annihilation of non-white bodies through the elimination of environmental protections, and last but not least the militarization of climate security. While there is no easy solution to environmental fascism, the terminology offers a powerful framework for galvanizing an anti-fascist movement amongst allies of indigenous peoples, people of color, LGBTQA+, the undocumented, the incarcerated, Lantinx, feminist, and left civil society organizations. 
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Endogenous threats: Caused or closely linked to human activity
Climate change and environmental and ecological degradation
Anthropogenic activity is leading to an unprecedented acceleration of global temperature. Scenarios involving greater temperature rise are predicted to result in increasingly severe droughts, flooding, heatwaves, famines, disease spread and loss of biodiversity, with major global human mortality implications (Lee et al., Reference Lee, Calvin, Dasgupta, Krinmer, Mukherji, Thorne, Trisos, Romero, Aldunce, Barret and Blanco2023). The likelihood of catastrophic outcomes depends in part on the rate at which global CO2 emission reduction targets are met and on the Earth’s climate sensitivity. The sixth assessment report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) narrows the “likely” range of climate sensitivity to 2.5–4 °C, meaning an expected temperature rise in this range for a doubling of CO2 levels compared to pre-industrial levels (Lee et al., Reference Lee, Calvin, Dasgupta, Krinmer, Mukherji, Thorne, Trisos, Romero, Aldunce, Barret and Blanco2023). This suggested a reduction of the likelihood of the global catastrophic scenarios that would be associated with greater temperature rises. However, there remains substantial uncertainty around many aspects of climate sensitivity, including the impact of positive feedback loops such as possible methane release from thawing permafrost and the potential for tipping points to be passed resulting in a self-perpetuating change in the Earth’s system (Armstrong McKay et al., Reference Armstrong McKay, Staal, Abrams, Winkelmann, Sakschewski, Loriani, Fetzer, Cornell, Rockström and Lenton2022).
Some extreme possibilities associated with high temperature and CO2 emission scenarios have yet to be ruled out; for example, a recent model predicted stratocumulus cloud break-up in 1300 ppm scenarios leading to an additional 8 °C rise, although the authors note substantial uncertainties remain (Schneider et al., Reference Schneider, Kaul and Pressel2019). The potential for climate change to bring about outcomes as severe as human extinction or civilisational collapse remains the subject of academic debate. Ord (Reference Ord2020) and MacAskill (Reference MacAskill2022)Footnote 5 conclude that the direct risk of human extinction from climate change appears very low. Kemp et al. (Reference Kemp, Xu, Depledge, Ebi, Gibbins, Kohler, Rockström, Scheffer, Schellnhuber, Steffen and Lenton2022) argue that potential worst-case outcomes for climate change, including global catastrophe or human extinction, remain “dangerously unexplored,” highlighting that in addition to direct impacts, climate change may exacerbate other global threats.
Climate change is exacerbating ongoing anthropogenic biodiversity loss and environmental degradation. Other drivers of biodiversity loss include habitat destruction and fragmentation, pollution and overexploitation of species and resources (IPBES, Reference Brondizio, Settele, Díaz and Ngo2019). Dasgupta (Reference Dasgupta2021) reviews the extensive dependence of human society on ecosystem services; substantial global harm is to be expected from the degradation of these services, although a direct path to human extinction is not outlined. Surveying the literature Kareiva and Carranza (Reference Kareiva and Carranza2018) note a “growing scepticism regarding the strength of evidence linking trends in biodiversity loss to an existential risk for humans,” arguing that in the absence of unlikely circumstances such as 90% of biodiversity being lost, human civilisation would survive. Ord (Reference Ord2020) argues that ongoing environmental damage is a source of unknown threats to humanity and that more research is needed.
Under scenarios of unsustainable anthropogenic activity, wide-scale pollution, resource depletion, soil erosion, deforestation and other consequences of human activity may make global civilisation considerably less resilient, but a direct link to full extinction appears implausible. Concerns have been raised about the widespread release of chemicals that may be harmful to human health; in particular endocrine disruptors, which have been linked to fertility decline (Gonsioroski et al., Reference Gonsioroski, Mourikes and Flaws2020; Swan and Colino, Reference Swan and Colino2022). While it is premature to consider these extinction threats, more research is needed on their impacts on populations and reproductive health. Conversely, concerns have been raised for half a century that rising global population might lead to civilisational collapse (Ehrlich and Ehrlich, Reference Ehrlich and Ehrlich2009); however, research increasingly suggests that global population will peak and begin to decline within this century (Adam, Reference Adam2021).
Biological agents
Infectious disease has been a contributing factor in 3.7% of species extinctions known to have occurred between the years 1,500 and 2008 (Smith et al., Reference Smith, Acevedo-Whitehouse and Pedersen2009). In humans, the 1918 Spanish influenza outbreak killed 1–5% of world population (Johnson and Mueller, Reference Johnson and Mueller2002, Spreeuwenberger et al. Reference Spreeuwenberg, Kroneman and Paget2018).Footnote 6 Koch et al. (Reference Koch, Brierley, Maslin and Lewis2019) estimate that epidemics killed 90% of the indigenous population of the Americas as the result of diseases carried over by European colonists in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.
It is considered very unlikely that a naturally occurring pandemicFootnote 7 would be a primary cause of human extinction (Ord, Reference Ord2020), and the author is aware of no credible work presenting plausible pathways. Such a disease would need both to spread to nearly all humans across the world and be of extremely high lethality or cause infertility at extremely high rates. However, it seems plausible that pandemic disease could play a contributing role in combination with other factors in an extinction scenario.
A common concern is that advances in the biological sciences and biotechnology could enable the creation of more dangerous viruses and other forms of biological agent than exist in nature (Millett and Snyder-Beattie, Reference Millett and Snyder-Beattie2017). Biological weapon development and use are prohibited under the Biological Weapons Convention; however, leading states have developed major biological weapons programmes in the past, and it is conceivable that such directions might be pursued in future or are presently being pursued clandestinely (Riedel, Reference Riedel2004). Further, advances in these sciences lower the barrier to entry to the development of dangerous agents in terms of cost, expertise and equipment needed, potentially bringing globally catastrophic capabilities within the reach of small groups in future. While groups willing to bring about global catastrophe or even extinction would be expected to be rare, there have been notable examples of groups motivated by near-apocalyptic ideology such as the Aum Shinrikyo cult,Footnote 8 which attempted to weaponise Anthrax and carried out successful local nerve agent attacks (Lifton, Reference Lifton1999; Torres, Reference Torres2016). Gopal et al. (Reference Gopal, Bradshaw, Sunil and Esvelt2023) outline two scenarios leading to civilisational collapse: a “wildfire” scenario in which one or more pandemic agents leads to disruption of food, water, power supply and law enforcement and a “stealth” scenario in which an initially asymptomatic agent with long incubation time is spread to a majority of humanity. They consider both scenarios most likely to involve accidental or deliberate release of human-modified agents. Direct targeting of humans is only one plausible pathway to global harm; Monica Schoch-Spana et al. (Reference Schoch-Spana, Cicero, Adalja, Gronvall, Kirk Sell, Meyer, Nuzzo, Ravi, Shearer, Toner and Watson2017) note the potential pathogens targeting widespread eradication of food sources; and other forms of environmental harm are plausible.
The capability to re-engineer biology more fundamentally may create unprecedented risks. In 2024, a group of leading biological scientists called for a halt to research to develop “mirror bacteria,” designed to have an opposite chirality to that of all forms of existing life (Adamala et al., Reference Adamala, Agashe, Belkaid, Bittencourt, Cai, Chang, Chen, Church, Cooper, Davis, Devaraj, Endy, Esvelt, Glass, Hand, Inglesby, Isaacs, Wilmot, Jones, Kay, Lensky, Liu, Medzhitov, Nicotra, Oehm, Pannu, Relman, Schwille, Smith, Suga, Szostak, Talbot, Tiedje, Venter, Winter, Zhang, Zhu and Zuber2024). The group argues that it is likely these synthetic life forms would both resist predation and bypass immune systems in humans, animals and plants, potentially leading to risk “of unprecedented scope and scale” due to invasive spread and widespread lethal infection.
While robust likelihoods are not possible here, Millett and Snyder-Beattie (Reference Millett and Snyder-Beattie2017) deem the likelihood of full human extinction primarily from a bioweapon or engineered biological agent as “extremely low” but not ruled out, although Ord (Reference Ord2020) estimates as high as 1 in 30 for the coming century. Again for extinction, scenarios involving one or multiple pathogens in combination with other factors may be most plausible.
Nuclear war
The most credible global catastrophe scenarios resulting from nuclear war involve large-scale nuclear weapon exchange bringing about a catastrophic climate effect known as a nuclear winter. In these scenarios, smoke from burning cities, industrial facilities and oilfields enters the upper atmosphere, disrupting sunlight for a period of years and leading to wide-scale crop failures and famine. Disagreement exists between scientific teams modelling the climatic impact of nuclear exchanges. Xia et al. (Reference Xia, Robock, Scherrer, Harrison, Bodirsky, Weindl, Jägermeyr, Bardeen, Toon and Heneghan2022) estimate that over 2 billion people could die from nuclear war between Pakistan and India and over 5 billion between Russia and the USA. However, Reisner et al. (Reference Reisner, Koo, Hunke and Dubey2019) predict more limited generation and dispersal of soot, leading to less severe outcomes.
The size of nuclear warhead arsenals has been reduced from a combined global peak of over 70,000 in the 1980s (Kristensen and Norris, Reference Kristensen and Norris2013), but ~12,512 still exist, with the USA holding 5,244 and Russia holding 5,889 (Kristensen and Korda, Reference Kristensen and Korda2023). Recent years have seen increasing geopolitical tensions between nuclear powers, heightening of political rhetoric around nuclear weapons use, the non-renewal of key treaties such as New START (Williams, Reference Williams2023) and the development of new technology that might upset strategic balance (Bajema and Gower, Reference Bajema and Gower2022), leading to concerns that the risk of nuclear war remains high. A nuclear war appears unlikely to bring about extinction directly, but would severely undermine global ability to respond to other threats.
Artificial intelligence
Three plausible pathways to global catastrophe mediated by artificial intelligence (AI) have been proposed (Hendrycks et al., Reference Hendrycks, Mazeika and Woodside2023). The first relates to AI being used by humans to enact more powerful offensive warfare than in previous history or contributing to military escalation scenarios (Maas et al., Reference Maas, Matteucci, Cooke, Beard, Rees, Richards and Rios-Rojas2023). The second relates to AI accelerating development of other sciences and technologies such as bioscience (Sandbrink, Reference Sandbrink2023) relative to human understanding and governance, increasing any risks posed by these developments. The most discussed scenario, and that most directly linked to human extinction, involves the development and subsequent loss of control of artificial general intelligence (AGI) with autonomy and superhuman cognitive and strategic planning ability. The creation of AGI that is fully aligned with human goals and values is considered by many AI scientists a key challenge for future AI development (Russell, Reference Russell2019); a highly capable system that was not fully aligned might, for example, perceive human oversight as an obstacle to be bypassed and pursue actions (for example, large-scale modification of the Earth’s environment) that might lead to human extinction as a result of indifference to human survival. A rapidly growing number of research leaders consider the development of AGI feasible in coming decades or even years, and an open letter signed by many leading technologists in 2023 stated “Mitigating the risk of extinction from AI should be a global priority alongside other societal-scale risks such as pandemics and nuclear war.”Footnote 9 The topic remains controversial, with many research leaders considering such outcomes highly unlikely.Footnote 10 A recent survey of 2,778 AI authors found that between 37.8% and 51.4% (depending on framing of the question) of respondents gave at least a 10% probability to advanced AI causing human extinction or an equivalently bad outcome (Grace et al., Reference Grace, Stewart, Sandkuhler, Thomas, Weinstein-Raun and Brauner2024).
Physics experiments and unknown future technological developments
Concerns have been raised that particle physics experiments might have the potential to create consequences that could destroy the Earth: for example, creating a black hole, strangeletsFootnote 11 or triggering a phase transition that would rip the fabric of space (Rees, Reference Rees2021). According to Rees, the most favoured physics theories imply that the risks from such experiments “within our current powers” are zero; however, alternative theories imply the possibility of these catastrophic outcomes. Collisions between cosmic ray particles of much higher energies occur frequently without catastrophic consequence, offering some evidence against such concerns (Hut and Rees, Reference Hut and Rees1983). Kent (Reference Kent2004) discusses and critiques risk analysis estimates for the RHIC supercollider, for which probabilities of catastrophe ranged from 10−5 to 2 × 10−8 (Dar et al., Reference Dar, De Rújula and Heinz1999; Jaffe et al., Reference Jaffe, Busza, Wilczek and Sandweiss2000).
Concerns have also been raised about theorised but as yet undeveloped technologies such as atomically precise manufacturing (Phoenix and Drexler, Reference Phoenix and Drexler2004). More generally, many scholars have noted that some of the most powerful and potentially destructive technologies have been developed relatively recently in human history (Rees, Reference Rees2003; Bostrom, Reference Bostrom2013; Ord, Reference Ord2020). Given expectations of continued scientific advancement, it is likely that as-yet undeveloped technologies will pose catastrophic risks in coming decades and centuries and plausibly represent the greatest direct risk of human extinction.
Multiplicative stresses and civilisational vulnerability
A common theme across many of the risks discussed is that they may cause global catastrophe but are unlikely to wipe out the human species in isolation. However, it is realistic to expect that some catastrophes may trigger further catastrophic consequences across the categories above or otherwise occur in combination. The severity of some past major mass extinctions likely resulted from reinforcing interactions between multiple stresses, some playing out over thousands of years. The Permo-Triassic saw a cascade of global warming, ocean acidification and anoxia, and methane and hydrogen release Bond and Grasby (Reference Bond and Grasby2017). The Cretaceous-Paleogene saw the catastrophic consequences of the Chixhulub impact devastating a global environment already stressed by the Deccan Traps (Keller, Reference Keller and Talent2012).
Returning to modern times and shorter timescales, Kareiva and Carranza (Reference Kareiva and Carranza2018) argue that “it is the interconnections of stresses and the way we respond to environmental shocks that promulgates the greatest existential risk.”. Rees (Reference Rees2003) draws attention to the fragile nature of global supply chains: a catastrophe that resulted in higher order impacts, such as disruption of power and food supply chains, would quickly render cities uninhabitable. A civilisation reeling from one catastrophe might also be less resilient to further threats: a planet reeling from nuclear war may not be able to muster the resources to embark on a project to divert an asteroid. Nonetheless, total human extinction remains a very high bar, even for multiple of these threats in combination.
Analysing overall civilisational vulnerability and higher-order impacts of global-scale catastrophes is challenging. There is growing work in this direction. Baum and Handoh (Reference Baum and Handoh2014) propose a “Boundary Risk for Humanity and Nature” framework that combines concepts from global catastrophic risk and the planetary boundaries framework. This intersection is further explored in studies addressing the relationship between the sustainable development goals and existential risk (Cernev and Fenner, Reference Cernev and Fenner2020) and the role of planetary boundary breach in global catastrophe scenarios (Cernev, Reference Cernev2022). Jehn (Reference Jehn2023) examines the role of planetary boundary breach in exacerbating or mitigating the cascading impacts of nuclear war.
Liu et al. (Reference Liu, Lauta and Maas2018) present a taxonomy of existential hazards grouped by how global vulnerability and exposure to the hazards plays out. Avin et al. (Reference Avin, Wintle, Weitzdörfer, Ó hÉigeartaigh, Sutherland and Rees2018) analyse severe global catastrophic risk mechanisms by critical systems affected, global spread mechanism and prevention and mitigation failure. Cotton-Barratt et al. (Reference Cotton-Barratt, Daniel and Sandberg2020) propose a three defence layer model against extinction-level catastrophes, focusing on prevention, response and resilience. Kemp et al. (Reference Kemp, Xu, Depledge, Ebi, Gibbins, Kohler, Rockström, Scheffer, Schellnhuber, Steffen and Lenton2022) outline a research agenda around climate-triggered catastrophes and societal fragility. Maher and Baum (Reference Maher and Baum2013), MacAskill (Reference MacAskill2022) and Belfield (Reference Belfield, Centeno, Callaghan, Larcey and Patterson2023) explore factors that might contribute to either extinction or recovery following a civilisational collapse. Drawing on a range of concepts in systemic risk, Arnscheidt et al. (Reference Arnscheidt, Beard, Hobson, Ingram, Kemp, Mani, Marcoci, Mbeva, hÉigeartaigh, Sandberg and Sundaram2024) argue that emergent properties of the global system make important contributions to the risk of global catastrophic outcomes, noting that a focus on hazards in early global catastrophic risk research critically neglects factors such as amplification and vulnerability. Further valuable insights are likely to come from collaboration between existential risk, systemic risk and collapse research.
Estimating the unprecedented
I have used the term “estimate” in this review for expert assessments of extinction risks posed by hazards ranging from novel bioweapons through to physics experiments. These assessments are provided by scholars with substantial expertise, but there is frequently limited empirical evidence to draw on. Research on human extinction invariably involves at least one of three methodological challenges that make the assignment of robust probabilities difficult (for an analysis of likelihood estimation methods for existential hazards, see Beard et al., Reference Beard, Rowe and Fox2020). A first category of risks involves extremely rare events, where there is limited evidence to go on. A second category relates to entirely unprecedented developments, for which we must often primarily draw on experts’ subjective judgements. A third challenge relates to scenarios involving multiple interacting risks or trends; the complexity of these scenarios makes them challenging to assign likelihood to. Plainly put, humans are quite different from other species. We have no similar extinctions to draw on and so must fumble in the dark with what we have.
In The Precipice, Toby Ord judges the overall likelihood of an existential catastrophe in the coming century at about one in six. This figure is itself informed by subjective judgements across a range of individual risks where certainty is not possible. Ord caveats the purpose of these judgements as showing “the right order of magnitude, rather than a more precise probability“; even so, it would be reasonable to regard them as incorporating some element of guesswork given the presently unknowable nature of many of the informing variables. The majority of Ord’s overall estimate is contributed by Ord’s estimate of a one in ten likelihood of extinction from unaligned AI, with engineered pandemics and other anthropogenic risks making up most of the remainder. Even with these latter categories, Ord’s estimates have been critiqued as being too high for climate- and engineered pandemic-caused extinction (Thorstad, Reference Thorstad2023a, Reference Thorstad2023b). However, Ord’s overall estimate is similar to that derived from a 2008 survey of global catastrophic risk experts, which provided an overall risk of extinction of 19% prior to 2,100 (Sandberg and Bostrom, Reference Sandberg and Bostrom2008). The majority of this survey’s overall risk estimate was also linked to emerging or future technological development. These are also subjective estimates, and the previous discussion applies.
Ethical and social dimensions of human extinction
The social, ethical and political implications of human extinction and its study are hotly debated. Some scholarship emphasises the importance of reducing human extinction risk drawing on frameworks such as longtermism, which places a high moral value on the lives of unborn future generations and future achievements of humanity (MacAskill, Reference MacAskill2022). Critics contend that a focus on extinction of humanity as a whole or on the value of hypothetical future lives ignores or may detract attention from ongoing catastrophic impacts on existing peoples, particularly marginalised and indigenous peoples (Torres, Reference Torres2023a,Reference Torresb; Mitchell and Chaudhury, Reference Mitchell and Chaudhury2020).
Bostrom (Reference Bostrom2013)’s commonly used definition of existential risk includes both extinction and destruction of Earth’s desirable future potential as outcomes to avoid. “Desirable future potential” is open to interpretation within the definition; however, Bostrom’s own articulations of desirable futures have been criticised as heavily influenced by transhumanism and unlikely to be shared as an ideal by a majority of current people worldwide (Cremer and Kemp, Reference Cremer, Kemp, Beard and Hobson2024). It has also been argued that human extinction is a dangerous motivator: such high stakes could be used to justify extreme measures such as pre-emptive military action or authoritarian governmental action (Bostrom, Reference Bostrom2019; Cremer and Kemp, Reference Cremer, Kemp, Beard and Hobson2024).
Many themes overlap with discussions of the Anthropocene,Footnote 13 and similar critiques have been raised in relation to both literatures. It is argued that a universalist narrative portraying humanity as a single, unified agent risks obfuscating inequalities in responsibility for and vulnerability to present crises such as climate change (Todd, Reference Todd, Davis and Turpin2015; Head, Reference Head2016), as well as responsibility for harms such as the legacies of colonialism (Whyte, Reference Whyte2017; Yusoff, Reference Yusoff2018). Extractive practices associated with Global North countries have made disproportionate contributions to a range of environmental problems; it has similarly been argued that risks posed by nuclear weapons arsenals (Biswas, Reference Biswas2014) and advanced AI (Abungu et al., Reference Abungu, Iradukunda, Cass-Beggs, Pauwels, Kovacs, Roberts, Araya, He, Governance, Fay and Fumega2024) are borne by countries worldwide, while responsibility for their production lies mainly with a subset of Global North nations. Debates over the role of capitalism feature in both literatures. Moore (Reference Moore2015) proposes the Capitalocene as an alternative framework to the Anthropocene, arguing that the ecological crisis stems from specific patterns associated with capitalism. Ware (Reference Ware2024) similarly centres capitalism and the pursuit of economic growth as the driver of a range of crises threatening humanity. In contrast, Aschenbrenner and Trammell (Reference Aschenbrenner and Trammell2020) argue that over a long time frame, continued growth is likely to contribute to a richer global society better able to allocate resources to its safety.
A detailed treatment of these complex debates is out of scope for this review. However, they are important considerations, especially as calls grow for extinction risk mitigation to be incorporated into global policy decisions (Boyd and Wilson, Reference Boyd and Wilson2020).
Conclusion
The literature suggests that the likelihood of human extinction from exogenous threats, where we have more robust data to draw on, is extremely low. For anthropogenic threats, there is far greater uncertainty. For many anthropogenic threats such as nuclear war, pandemics and environmental degradation, the likelihood of such events and the scale of their catastrophic consequences strongly justify prevention and mitigation efforts. However, it is unclear how plausible they are as causes of extinction of homo sapiens. Through the lens of civilisational resilience, however, it can be argued that a global civilisation that avoids or robustly addresses these catastrophic threats will be far better placed to respond to any extinction-level threats it encounters; in terms of available resources, ability to coordinate and foresight and governance tools to identify and address emerging threats.
This argument carries particular weight if, as many experts believe, the greatest risks are anthropogenic and lie ahead of us; stemming from a global civilisation with a greater capacity to alter or degrade its environment deliberately or unintentionally; and rapidly developing technologies with novel characteristics that are more powerful than those we have experience with. If so, having the foresight, governance and response capacities necessary at a scientific, political and civil society level will be crucial. Humans may be hard to wipe out, but that will not stop us giving it our best shot.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c67cbbf9-1458-4443-8632-2d3646197a2f]NOAA’s EBM model resolves the shark wars  
Drymon et al 22 - Mississippi State University and Mississippi-Alabama Sea Grant Consortium [J Marcus, Daniel Goethel, NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Matt Ajemian (Florida Atlantic University), Angela Collins (Florida Sea Grant), Bryan Fluech (Georgia Sea Grant), Steven Gray (Michigan State University), Mandy Karnauskas (NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service), Julie Lively (Louisiana Sea Grant), Skyler Sagarese (NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service), and Steven Scyphers (Northeastern University) 2021-2022, “Characterizing cryptic mortality in Gulf of Mexico reef fish: Evaluating the nature and extent of depredation”, NOAA: Restore Science Program, https://restoreactscienceprogram.noaa.gov/projects/reef-fish-depredation] gabe@ADL
Why it matters: Stock assessments rely on data from fisheries landings to set sustainable catch targets and limits. However, mortality through depredation, defined as the removal of captured fishes by non-target species, is causing managers to underestimate fish removal, resulting in inappropriate catch limits. The project team will reduce uncertainties in setting catch targets and limits by providing quantitative descriptions of depredation.

What the team did: The project team synthesized Gulf reef fish depredation datasets to examine spatial and temporal trends in depredation and assess differences in depredation across fishing gear types. They conducted a survey to collect depredation-related knowledge and observations from more than 1,000, primarily recreational fishermen. They also conducted a workshop, which allowed resource managers and scientists to develop, assess, discuss, and refine regional Gulf reef fish depredation community models. The workshop attendees also participated in facilitated discussions and reciprocal learning about Gulf reef fish depredation and identified knowledge gaps.

Summary of outcome: The team found that depredation was more pronounced in the eastern Gulf compared to the west and that shark presence was strongly associated with depredation. Seventy-seven percent of survey respondents had experienced a depredation event, but most noted that they had not changed the way they fish due to depredation. Using the information gathered from the synthesis, survey, and workshop, the team developed a research and application plan to estimate the current rate of depredation, quantify changes in depredation over time, and determine how changes in shark populations affect important fishery populations in the Gulf.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e8928c66-2a81-4565-b9c9-d6defbaeff65]The plan funds NOAA and establishes exploratory fish-tourism 
WWF 2024 – World Wildlife Fund [ December 18th, “ARCTIC FISHERIES CONFLICT CASE STUDY”, WWF, https://www.worldwildlife.org/publications/arctic-fisheries-conflict-case-study]gabe@ADL
It Is Not Too Late 
The Arctic has yet to experience high intensity fisheries conflict. It is not too late to prevent it, but holistic and forward-looking solutions are needed across governance and diplomacy, natural resource management and conservation, increased maritime domain awareness, and enforcement.
First, the Arctic faces a growing governance challenge. The Arctic Council has been the mediating source for Arctic disputes. It was established as a forum, not an international organization, and is not an instrument for legally-binding agreements. Without Russia’s involvement, circumpolar governance and peace is threatened. Multilateral cooperation in the Arctic is critical for reducing illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing, and by extension, reducing the potential for conflict.
Cooperation over natural resource governance may provide a path forward. The primary factors that drive fisheries conflict—access to fishing grounds and ecosystem and fish stock health—can be used for good to facilitate cooperation. For example, Norway and Russia reached an agreement on fishing quotas for 2023 in the Barents Sea during heightened tensions due to the war in Ukraine. Fisheries management negotiations can, in the right circumstances, enable peaceful collaboration and diplomacy. In the Arctic, this could include proactive protection of the marine environment, development of fisheries management programs that are informed of and adjust to ecosystem changes, and protection of food and job security in subsistence fishing communities. Negotiations in CAOFA, a legally binding instrument, present an opportunity. Monitoring and mitigation measures are currently in development; the proposed exploratory fishing should have independent review of the plans and data that result from them, timely and complete reporting, and independent international observers on-board.
Second, we must increase the pace of development for climate-smart fisheries solutions and innovative technologies for reducing the damage caused by fishing. The seafood industry must be a partner in this mission, and governments should incentivize fair labor practices, fair competition, and reduced subsidies. Relatedly, the role of blue foods in providing local food security should be mainstreamed into management practices, recognizing the key role fisheries play in providing nutrition to coastal communities throughout the Arctic
Third, improving governance and management will not achieve lasting outcomes unless the policies are complied with, and therefore enforced. Greater maritime domain awareness (MDA), provided through monitoring, applications of observational systems or vessel tracking, data collection, and information sharing, are essential. For example, better MDA would immediately underscore vessel compliance (and lack thereof) with CAOFA’s prohibition of commercial fishing
Fourth, Arctic stakeholders need to adequately resource interventions that will further stability in this important domain. For example, in the U.S. context, one immediate action would be for Congress to fund the laws that are already on the books on IUU fishing, including the inter-agency work that is mandated by the Maritime SAFE Act, adopted in 2019. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-75aa0065-59cc-437b-885b-2133c30ef186]Arctic fish tourism revives citizen science and moderates skepticism 
Nathalie A. Steins 25, Wageningen Marine Research, Wageningen University & Research, Yerseke, the Netherland,  07 May 2025, Public engagement in polar science: perspectives from tourists and scientists on the SEES-2022 expedition to Svalbard, The Polar Journal, 15:1, 100-130, DOI: 10.1080/2154896X.2025.2492489] gabe@ADL
Reflection 
Advanced tourism-science combinations offer a unique opportunity to deepen understanding of vulnerable polar ecosystems and climate change impacts. Fostering personal connections between people and polar regions is important to uniting the interests of these remote areas with those of the general population.94 Immersive tourism-science experiences, such as during SEES, may be more effective in promoting pro-environmental behaviour or ambassadorship than typical polar cruise tourism, as seen in studies in other regions.95 However, claims that visits to the Arctic and Antarctica create polar ambassadors still need to be underpinned by empirical evidence.96 Comparative studies on the effectiveness of tourism science combinations, regular tourism cruises, and remote alternatives like VR immersive experiences in fostering these connections are urgently needed. 
While sharing insights of SEES-2022 and providing recommendations for future (advanced) tourism-science ventures, the author acknowledges the potential risks of blending tourism with scientific activities. Such combinations could be misrepresented as a justification for tourism expansion in fragile and remote regions, as noted by others.97 When tourism operators seek collaborations with science, whether through citizen science or other projects, care must be taken to avoid ‘science washing’ – a practice where science activities are symbolic rather than essential, deliberately misleading participants.98 To prevent this, careful selection of projects is crucial, ensuring that initiatives align with scientific needs, resonate with tourists, and encourage interaction, learning and dialogue. Effective communication before and during the voyage, is also crucial.99
Given that polar tourism – despite its numerous environmental impacts – is unlikely to be significantly curtailed in future, it is essential to integrate it with meaningful engagement, such as interactive lectures, systematically organised on-board dialogue about human impacts (including those associated with visiting these regions), or citizen science activities that contribute to gathering essential information for science. Lessons from advanced combined tourism-science expeditions, like SEES-2022, can inspire the development of meaningful public engagement strategies that not only raise awareness and foster deeper connections but also enhance our scientific understanding about polar ecosystems, human impacts, and more sustainable tourism practices.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-214f9864-a3f0-4665-83d1-9afac64d5c15]Fish cooperation nourishes the Holy Spirit. 
Epstein 11 - BA 2007, Northwestern University; JD 2010, The University of Chicago Law School [Andrew, Winter 2011, “COMMENT: A New Approach to an Old Problem: Managing Fish Resources in the Beaufort Sea”, 11 Chi. J. Int'l L. 755, Lexis]
D. Indirect Coercion In contrast to the Svalbard Zone, in which Russian (and formerly Soviet) vessels had been fishing since its establishment, no commercial fishing activity presently exists in the Beaufort Sea. 239 The absence of an established fishing industry provides an opportunity for both countries to implement a stringent fishing management system, or even a moratorium, that would not be regarded as a violation of property rights. 
A key component of the management and enforcement scheme, as previously described, is the education and outreach program. Dialogue involving "scientists, resource users, and [an] interested public, and informed by analysis of [*786] key information about [the environment]" is critical. 240 Indirect coercion can be achieved through increasing fishermen's cognizance of the importance of sustainable fish management which should align their interests with those of conservationists. 
Additionally, similar to the Svalbard's inhospitable climate, a spontaneous spirit of community is likely to arise in the Beaufort Sea. Coast guards of either nation that maintain enforcement efforts on the sea are also likely to serve as sources of medical assistance, transportation, and ice-breaking. As the Arctic Ocean warms, US enforcement officials and potential Canadian fishermen can work more closely together to pursue and protect their common interests. 241 Community-based institutions often use informal strategies, such as nourishing the spontaneous spirit of community, for achieving compliance. 24

[bookmark: pmd-heading-24b765fa-3ba5-4f6b-b1a5-fca19993a04a]Purse the Spirit. 
Pamela Mandela, 13 June 2024, Dr. Mandela is currently a Senior Lecturer at the Department of Human Anatomy, University of Nairobi School of Medicine, where she focuses on Medical Education, Academics & Research, and Student Mentorship. "Living In Fellowship with the Holy Spirit", Catholic Stand, https://catholicstand.com/living-in-fellowship-with-the-holy-spirit/, gabe@ADL
Take-Home Message
Living in fellowship with the Holy Spirit is abiding in Christ. It is being united to Christ in the bonds of the Holy Spirit. In fellowship with the Holy Spirit, we communicate with the Lord God, and He with us. He teaches, guides, leads and gives us the power to do the will of God. When we sin, He convicts us and exhorts us to go to the cleansing fountain (Sacrament of Reconciliation). Our fellowship with the Holy Spirit is a partnership in life and ministry, with unlimited, inexhaustible resources and invincible power. The Holy Spirit longs for this intimate fellowship with us and longs to be admitted into the inner life of our souls. And we must strive to enter into this fellowship with the Holy Spirit for eternity. May the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you all, now and forevermore, Amen.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a9e55142-69dd-4afc-9300-63a373f8c618]2AC—Case
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2c066177-4193-4d3f-b6fa-1c58e19a609a]2AC—Impact O/V’s—Canada 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-7fe1b159-bfb6-45be-b67a-dfd090236155]2AC—NORAD !
[bookmark: pmd-heading-12cded78-7f51-4182-9e70-c540aef5b375]Beaufort Border conflict spills down and ruins NORAD’s deterrence. Invites existential nuclear surprise attacks---That’s Huebert and Regher
[bookmark: pmd-heading-839424e1-d630-489b-bb40-49f9d331484a]2AC—US/Canada Relations !
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3ba64eae-c0b4-48d1-95ae-451022b0e816]US and Canada relations suppress global risks---they uphold NATO, cybersecurity, combat climate and deter China---that’s SG
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ee3af6bd-92f3-4404-a552-c91466ec7a57]2AC—Canada Annex !
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3bd65a81-ce79-4c4e-b3f1-a15f8c829ad2]Trump annexes Canada. It dissolves global sovereignty norms and risks global war---that’s Ahmad
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8589700e-3ee1-4385-99eb-fff0d340ac69]2AC—Climate Wars ! 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c262f528-b0c9-4c20-be47-5ed918c71a8a]Climate resource wars escalate hotspots but strong leadership on resource diplomacy solves it---that’s Fuller 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-da7689fa-880c-41cc-8f58-640fd37dd55f]2AC—SAI ! 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b8299c63-c9f6-4508-8be7-7283cc10765d]Middle powers weaponize SAI to mange climate related resource wars, but binding resource treaties like the AFF solves---that’s Mcdougal

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9a7339ca-61e1-4d8d-82ce-6a156ff9dd4f]SAI is an existential gamble. Blowback, space weather, and systemic cascades---that’s Tang
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b2329447-d382-4742-8db6-3e6db5a6e31d]2AC—Norway/Russia ! 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a0c55c05-7706-48df-b4cb-8422a94e348c]The plan legitimizes Norway and Russian cooperation. It solves escalatory fish accidents that entrap NATO---that’s Epstein and Østhagen
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c84fdd4f-901a-4bd4-b4a7-020c6757a850]2AC—Impact O/V’s—CAOFA 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-25aa545f-dfc5-4dba-bb40-2e576dff9a70]2AC—Nuclear Dolphins !
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f512fc89-9a24-4ce2-8713-7c92f78ce319]Strong CAOFA protects fishing norms and stops nuclear dolphins. They destabilize strategic stability. Its existential---that’s Woof and SpyScape
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0a4bc51b-47f1-4730-b93c-c07d8b32bd56]2AC—Science Diplomacy ! 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4803c0cb-f286-40fa-b782-2de10559011b]Science diplomacy chills hotspots---its an outlet for cooperation and “pole for peace” that stops global war---that’s Dyck
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3c832634-c651-4e54-80f1-6e9e56578435]2AC—EBM Water !
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5f8a8c65-4201-4fc1-adc9-330d8436c097]US fish diplomacy models EBM’s to China and solves Yangtze water pollution. Fresh water is the “basis of life”---that’s Liu and Yanyan
[bookmark: pmd-heading-659d5e73-cbc4-49ba-b7d8-b8d30f54a945]2AC—NQPF’s ! 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-123c7483-8e25-437f-8de5-0b409c5eb290]NQPF’s create marine adaptation for human survival against weather, health and market shocks. The world models their success. Trust us, its Chinese wisdom---that’s Qiang. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-da8af495-c429-4206-962e-a81e6311b573]For Reference:
Previous research into new quality productive forces within the marine sector has mostly focused on how to assess and measure, promote the high-quality development of the marine economy or fishing economy, and encourage environmentally sustainable practices in the marine economy [16,17,18,19]. Certain researchers have evaluated the effects of new quality productive forces on urban and agricultural economic resilience through the perspective of economic resilience [15,20,21,22,23,24]. Current studies on new quality productive forces of economic resilience mostly focus on the theoretical level, yet their conceptual foundations are primarily anchored in the land economy, seldom addressing the complexity and special constraints of the marine economy. As a result, the only empirical research has a significant gap in applicability to the marine sector. So, what impact do MNQPFs have on marine economic resilience? To explore these questions, this study first constructed an evaluation index system for MNQPFs and marine economic resilience and measured and analyzed the levels of MNQPFs and marine economic resilience in 11 provinces and cities in China’s coastal areas. Second, the impact of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience was explored from multiple dimensions, with a view to providing theoretical reference and practical reference for continuously promoting the development of MNQPFs and further enhancing marine economic resilience. While providing strong support for the high-quality development of China’s marine economy, MNQPFs will also inject new momentum and opportunities into the global marine economy and, thus, have significant global significance and contemporary value. First, at a time when the global economy is facing unprecedented challenges ranging from geopolitical tensions to environmental crises, the proposal of MNQPFs provides new ideas for the sustainable development of the world economy, from which other countries can seek inspiration for their own development. Second, exploring the impact of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience will also provide a reference for countries located in coastal areas to explore marine economic issues, thereby bringing momentum to global economic recovery and contributing Chinese wisdom and strength to sustainable development [25].
[bookmark: pmd-heading-eaa9c2fb-2fcb-4692-bdf1-ad59b79deba5]2AC—Offshore Cities !
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4b4b048f-a230-47cd-a349-b88eb82892fb]NQPF’s sustain ocean adaptation via aquaculture and wind to meet food and energy---centuries of tradition new research demonstrates viability---that’s Drummen

[bookmark: pmd-heading-acd17f82-107e-4fb8-be33-fc1b925b6b03]Water cities are the refuge for the fate of humanity---that’s Rozwadowski 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-6985d5a6-3e21-4d5f-8dd1-30bcefdd7b68]2AC—Nationalist Wars !
[bookmark: pmd-heading-37f6874c-8065-40b6-95b2-d0c91fcc2085]Fish diplomacy moderate nationalism i.e China signals competence and food security. Failure risks Taiwan invasion as a diversion---that’s Blumenthal. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5960d5ea-5507-48b5-af14-c6e81724b5c6]Canada Advantage—AT: Defense 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-208ac3ac-c163-4981-9cf9-c90806ff3fcd]2AC—AT: Alt Cause 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-86b7a152-ee1b-495a-a592-50b5d2e07b41]No alt causes---the Beaufort Sea is the crux of US-Canada relations. The plan solves the key dispute by co-managing fish stocks, which spills over to broader resource diplomacy and cooperation. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a5e8f5a8-40a6-44c7-b268-924221a73e04]1AR—AT: Alt Cause—Annex 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-28d300c2-ff7d-408b-9eba-e05e2867033a]Fish fights beat Pirate Trump’s plunder of Canada. Captain Trump is temporary but border disputes are forever. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-67d73f01-58b3-4a8b-8153-f943fb9475dc]1AR—AT: Alt Cause—Trade 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0fb1b2d2-301b-480b-a0f4-524b9b6c0bc6]Trade doesn’t thump because Carney already got a preferable deal. Sovereignty outweighs land because its where Canada gets resources they can trade from. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-89bc9875-b4fa-4f8b-98c8-7d48f82a7bf2]2AC—AT: NORAD Fine
[bookmark: pmd-heading-7d5d7959-729e-4e10-a8d6-b3f4b67e5d3d]The plan solves missile threats---their ev is squo descriptive---tech and capabilities are lacking now only because of splintered US-Canada relations which the plan resolves. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-778c089b-5bce-414c-a5b1-f93f5b5d763b]2AC—AT: No Russian Attacks
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e583aaa6-5118-40ee-ac97-6a6735d58b87]Yes Russian attack --- Carney would rather jump ship than give up the border to Trump. Russia would perceive the sinking ship and strike the sail. Solving the border dispute keeps NORAD afloat. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-25d53744-8d44-4d92-a583-fb88852d8674]2AC—AT: LIO Defense
[bookmark: pmd-heading-41053549-0d1e-4a59-a17f-ffc6d5f07af4]1) Their defense doesn’t apply to our scenario. Their evidence is about the general LIO, our 1AC SG evidence is specific to US-Canada relations. They’ve conceded that solves multiple existential risk like cybersecurity, growth, food shortages, migration AND energy security. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-190a98a5-11f2-43a1-a6ff-3c1be5346a5a]2) The plan restores the LIO by providing a template for resource diplomacy and democratic cooperation. That’s Lajeunesse. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ee8e0041-eb6c-47a3-835c-1bd84daed1e2]2AC—AT: No Spillover
[bookmark: pmd-heading-74c95e44-6fc1-490a-a668-f36faa0af168]Yes spillover---resolving the border dispute creates precedent for resource cooperation, showcasing that diplomacy in one area can spill out globally. That’s Lajeuenesse. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3e4ace28-573e-4620-b6af-b22930992b89]2AC—AT: No Climate Wars
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4005ccc5-ba6e-44fa-85de-d9f60f8920c9]Yes Climate wars---their defense doesn’t assume weaponized SAI which stirs global tensions that escalates to the nuclear level. That’s Mcdougal AND Tang. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ef12e628-4d69-4a6c-bcb9-68f7e87e94a8]2AC—AT: No Fish Wars
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f5e562b7-f222-45be-b379-fd445997f3d9]Yes fish wars---they’re a key food stock, shortages incite retaliation, risking conflict and war. That’s Fuller. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-09025a13-0c4c-4a3d-bb07-7a31702facaf]2AC—AT: No SAI
[bookmark: pmd-heading-36deeb8d-90bd-4be7-8b05-68824eb81f06]Their evidence is 15 years old---our ev is from this year, and says SAI is likely because of resource depletion. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ba295223-5d1b-4502-9faa-6eed8bbccf22]2AC—AT: No Geoengineering
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f51b8fff-d79d-4208-a189-7be2a8142fc2]Yes unilateral geoengineering---resource shortages and climate change will force last-ditch measures like SAI which causes unintended escalation. That’s Tang. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-48bb07f4-36ef-4a28-992d-0b2defc80b0b]2AC—AT: Relationship Resilient 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2e44e808-19a0-4d3d-b8b0-bca00351c256]The dispute could explicitly poison the defense relationship; assuming otherwise is normalcy bias---that’s Huebert
[bookmark: pmd-heading-cd00ff19-fc1a-4c91-b059-1e0f18589605]For reference: 
Huebert 25 – 2008-2009 CIC Senior Research Fellow and a Fellow with Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs Institute. He is an Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Calgary. [Rob, 11 April 2025, Canadian Geographic, “Reaching for the Beaufort Sea”, https://canadiangeographic.ca/articles/reaching-for-the-beaufort-sea/, gabe@ADL]
The fact that Canada and the United States disagree about the maritime boundary has also never affected the seamless aerospace defence 
…
The threats of tariffs and annexations are beginning to poison this historically amiable relationship.
…
All this means the long-term “agree to disagree” spirit that has characterized the Beaufort Sea dispute is likely to come to an end. there really is no such thing as a permanent special relationship. Canada should have settled this issue a long time ago.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-873e34ae-997e-494b-af63-68e02075e02b]CAOFA—AT: Defense 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a541432a-168c-4bb2-acfd-fa6664eedcea]1AR—AT: No Modeling 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b69f10a4-fafe-4ea6-b2ac-c670e3ce9db3]Yes modeling. 
Cayla Calderwood 21 - 1 Harvard Law School, Cambridge, MA, Sidley Austin LLP, Washington, D.C. [Frances Ann Ulmer--- Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Calderwood C and Ulmer FA. The Central Arctic Ocean fisheries moratorium: A rare example of the precautionary principle in fisheries management. Polar Record 59(e1): 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1017/ S0032247422000389]
Over the course of these negotiations, significant domestic work was occurring in all of the countries involved. Other Arctic countries followed the US moratorium model. Norway banned fishing in unregulated waters in January 2009 (just seven months after President Bush had signed Joint Resolution 17) (Pan and Huntington, 2016). Canada prohibited commercial fishing in the Beaufort Sea in 2014 (FOC, 2014). Meanwhile, other countries began focusing on the CAO. The European Union adopted a CAO policy in January 2011, Denmark released one that August (Pan and Huntington, 2016). In 2014, President Obama released the Implementation Plan for the National Strategy for the Arctic Region. It identified reaching an international treaty on CAO fisheries as a guiding principle.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d3499927-2819-4a76-9a9b-86d419f87dc4]AFF Leftovers 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8b363208-5887-4825-944f-31b9b792b355]!---Nuclear War---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e2857278-5f81-4ee2-a2e3-01511266e5ae]Nuclear winter causes extinction
Mulhollem 22, is an agricultural science researcher and writer at Penn State. (Jeff, 3-30-2022, “How would a nuclear winter impact food production?” Penn State, https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2022/03/220330164525.htm)
The day after lead author Daniel Winstead approved the final proofs for a study to be published in Ambio, the journal of the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences, Russia put its nuclear forces on high alert. "In no way, shape or form had I thought that our work -- 'Food Resilience in a Dark Catastrophe: A new Way of Looking at Tropical Wild Edible Plants' -- would be immediately relevant while we were working on it," said the research technologist in Penn State's College of Agricultural Sciences. "In the short term, I viewed it as an abstract concept." Winstead and study co-author Michael Jacobson, professor of forest resources, had to look back at the Cold War era to get information for their review. "So, it did not enter my mind that it would be something that could happen anytime soon," Winstead said. "This paper was published during this latest invasion by Russia into Ukraine, but our work on it began two years ago. The idea that nuclear war could break out now was unthinkable to me." The research acknowledges what has been widely agreed upon for decades: In higher latitude countries -- such as nuclear powers the U.S. and Russia -- there would be no agricultural production and little food gathering possible in a nuclear winter after an all-out conflagration. If warring countries unleashed large portions of their nuclear arsenals, the resulting global, sun-blocking cloud would turn the ground to permafrost. A nuclear war would cause global blockage of the sun for several years due to injections of black carbon soot into the upper atmosphere, covering most of the planet with black clouds, the researchers said. Computer models predict that a large nuclear war, primarily between Russia and the U.S., could inject upwards of 165 million tons of soot into the upper atmosphere from more than 4,000 nuclear bomb explosions and ensuing wildfires. Such a nuclear war could result in less than 40% of normal light levels near the equator and less than 5% normal light levels near the poles, with freezing temperatures in most temperate regions and severe precipitation reductions -- just half of the worldwide average -- according to the study. Post-catastrophe conditions, which could last 15 years in some wet tropical forests such as those in the Congo and Amazon basins, could cause a 90% reduction in precipitation for several years after such an event. But tropical forests would offer an opportunity for limited food production and gathering by local inhabitants because, despite the dense soot clouds, the region would be warmer. In the study, researchers classified wild, edible plants into seven main categories, augmented by forest insects: fruits, leafy vegetables, seeds/nuts, roots, spices, sweets and protein. In a nuclear winter, the study shows, the following foods would be available in varying degrees in tropical forests: konjac, cassava, wild oyster mushroom, safou, wild spinaches, vegetable amaranths, palms, mopane worm, dilo, tamarind, baobab, enset, acacias, yam and palm weevil. The researchers chose 33 wild, edible plants from a list of 247 and considered their potential for cultivation in tropical forests in post-nuclear war conditions. Their selections were complicated by the fact that in the tropics there are relatively few food-bearing plants that are both drought tolerant and shade or low-light tolerant. Post-catastrophe conditions would be unlivable for humans in many areas around the world, and agriculture may not be possible, the researchers concluded. This study shows how just a few of the many tropical wild, edible plants and insects could be used for short-term emergency food cultivation and foraging after an atmospheric soot injection from a catastrophic event such as a nuclear war. The world's tropical forests hold many underutilized crops and resources, Jacobson pointed out. This study offers a new perspective on global food security and resilience using forest foods, along with policy and preparedness recommendations. "But regardless of the risk of nuclear war, there are numerous other existential threats, not least being climate change," he said. "Meeting food security -- and nutrition -- in the face of any of these risks is clearly one of humanity's major challenges over the next decades. To that end, it is imperative that we better understand our food production, supply and value chains to make them less vulnerable and more adaptable in times of crises." This study is part of a much larger project, "Research on Emergency Food Resilience," underway at Penn State. Open Philanthropy provided funding for this work. Much of the data for this review came from a previous research paper.
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Wolfson and Dalnoki-Veress 22, is Benjamin F. Wissler Professor of Physics at Middlebury College. Ferenc Dalnoki-Veress is Scientist-in-Residence at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies of the Middlebury Institute of International Studies. (Richard & Ferenc, 3-2-2022, “The Devastating Effects of Nuclear Weapons,” MIT Press, https://thereader.mitpress.mit.edu/devastating-effects-of-nuclear-weapons-war/)
Summary Nuclear weapons have devastating effects. Destructive blast effects extend miles from the detonation point of a typical nuclear weapon, and lethal fallout may blanket communities hundreds of miles downwind of a single nuclear explosion. An all-out nuclear war would leave survivors with few means of recovery, and could lead to a total breakdown of society. Fallout from an all-out war would expose most of the belligerent nations’ surviving populations to radiation levels ranging from harmful to fatal. And the effects of nuclear war would extend well beyond the warring nations, possibly including climate change severe enough to threaten much of the planet’s human population. Debate about national and global effects of nuclear war continues, and the issues are unlikely to be decided conclusively without the unfortunate experiment of an actual nuclear war. But enough is known about nuclear war’s possible effects that there is near universal agreement on the need to avoid them. As the great science communicator and astronomer Carl Sagan once said, “It’s elementary planetary hygiene to clean the world of these nuclear weapons.” But can we eliminate nuclear weapons? Should we? What risks might such elimination entail? Those are the real issues in the ongoing debates about the future of nuclear weaponry.
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Lynas 22, is currently a visiting fellow with the Cornell Alliance for Science at Cornell University, which engages in pro-science advocacy and research around the world on issues ranging from GMOs to vaccines to climate. (Mark, 3-10-2022, “What the science says: Could humans survive a nuclear war between NATO and Russia?” Alliance for Science, https://allianceforscience.cornell.edu/blog/2022/03/what-the-science-says-could-humans-survive-a-nuclear-war-between-nato-and-russia/)
Full-scale nuclear exchange If global nuclear famine could result from just 100 nuclear detonations, what might be the result of a fuller exchange of the several thousand warheads held in current inventories by the US and Russia? One 2008 study looked at a Russia-US nuclear war scenario, where Russia would target 2,200 weapons on Western countries and the US would target 1,100 weapons each on China and Russia. In total, therefore, 4,400 warheads detonate, equivalent to roughly half the current inventories held each by Russia and the US. Nuclear weapons held by other states were not used in this scenario, which has a 440-Mt explosive yield, equivalent to about 150 times all the bombs detonated in World War II. This full-scale nuclear war was estimated to cause 770 million direct deaths and generate 180 Tg of soot from burning cities and forests. In the US, about half the population would be within 5km of a ground zero, and a fifth of the country’s citizens would be killed outright. A subsequent study, published in 2019, looked at a comparable but slightly lower 150 Tg atmospheric soot injection following an equivalent scale nuclear war. The devastation causes so much smoke that only 30-40 percent of sunlight reaches the Earth’s surface for the subsequent six months. A massive drop in temperature follows, with the weather staying below freezing throughout the subsequent Northern Hemisphere summer. In Iowa, for example, the model shows temperatures staying below 0°C for 730 days straight. There is no growing season. This is a true nuclear winter. Nor is it just a short blip. Temperatures still drop below freezing in summer for several years thereafter, and global precipitation falls by half by years three and four. It takes over a decade for anything like climatic normality to return to the planet. By this time, most of Earth’s human population will be long dead. The world’s food production would crash by more than 90 percent, causing global famine that would kill billions by starvation. In most countries less than a quarter of the population survives by the end of year two in this scenario. Global fish stocks are decimated and the ozone layer collapses. The models are eerily specific. In the 4,400 warhead/150 Tg soot nuclear war scenario, averaged over the subsequent five years, China sees a reduction in food calories of 97.2 percent, France by 97.5 percent, Russia by 99.7 percent, the UK by 99.5 percent and the US by 98.9 percent. In all these countries, virtually everyone who survived the initial blasts would subsequently starve. Human extinction? Even the 150 Tg soot nuclear war scenario is orders of magnitude less than the amount of smoke and other particulates put into the atmosphere by the asteroid that hit the Earth at the end of the Cretaceous, 65 million years ago, killing the dinosaurs and about two-thirds of species alive at the time. This implies that some humans would survive, eventually to repopulate the planet, and that a species-level extinction of Homo sapiens is unlikely even after a full-scale nuclear war. But the vast majority of the human population would suffer extremely unpleasant deaths from burns, radiation and starvation, and human civilization would likely collapse entirely. Survivors would eke out a living on a devastated, barren planet. It was this shared understanding of the consequences of nuclear Armageddon that led to the 1985 statement by then US President Ronald Reagan and Soviet General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev that “a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought.” This statement was reaffirmed by Presidents Biden and Putin as recently as January 2022. Even as war rages in Ukraine it remains as true now as it was then. With children’s hospitals bombed and refugees shelled as they flee, emotions run high. But cool heads must ultimately prevail, so that we can collectively step back from the brink of Russia-NATO confrontation before it is too late. The price of nuclear escalation is planetary suicide, with no winners at all. That won’t save lives in Ukraine — it will simply take the death toll of the current war from the thousands to the billions.
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Lynas 22, is currently a visiting fellow with the Cornell Alliance for Science at Cornell University, which engages in pro-science advocacy and research around the world on issues ranging from GMOs to vaccines to climate. (Mark, 3-10-2022, “What the science says: Could humans survive a nuclear war between NATO and Russia?” Alliance for Science, https://allianceforscience.cornell.edu/blog/2022/03/what-the-science-says-could-humans-survive-a-nuclear-war-between-nato-and-russia/)
‘Limited’ nuclear conflict – 100 warheads between India and Pakistan Prior to the Ukraine war it seemed very unlikely that the superpowers would confront each other again, so many researchers turned to studying the impacts of more limited nuclear conflicts. One study published two years ago looked at the likely impacts of a nuclear exchange of about 100 Hiroshima-sized detonations (15 kt yield each) on the most-populated urban areas of India and Pakistan. Each detonation was estimated to incinerate an area of 13 square km, with this scenario generating about 5 Tg (teragrams) of soot as smoke from wildfires and burning buildings entered the atmosphere. Direct human deaths in this “limited” nuclear war scenario are not quantified in the study, but would presumably number in the tens to hundreds of millions. The planetary impacts are also severe: as the soot reaches the stratosphere it circulates globally, blocking incoming solar radiation and dropping the Earth’s surface temperature by 1.8C in the first five years. This would be a greater cooling than caused by any recent volcanic eruption, and more than any climate perturbation for at least the last 1,000 years. Rainfall patterns are drastically altered, and total precipitation declines by about 8 percent. (These results come from widely-used climate models of the same types used to project long-term impacts of greenhouse gas emissions.) Food exports collapse as stocks are depleted within a single year, and by year four a total of 1.3 billion people face a loss of about a fifth of their current food supply. The researchers conclude that “a regional conflict using <1 percent of the worldwide nuclear arsenal could have adverse consequences for global food security unmatched in modern history.” A 2014 study of the same scenario (of a 100-weapon nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan) found that the soot penetrating the stratosphere would cause severe damage to the Earth’s ozone layer, increasing UV penetration by 30-80 percent over the mid-latitudes. This would cause “widespread damage to human health, agriculture, and terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems,” the researchers wrote. “The combined cooling and enhanced UV would put significant pressures on global food supplies and could trigger a global nuclear famine.”

[bookmark: pmd-heading-260b0e7f-c1e0-43ac-bceb-cf6360b25aae]Impacts—Fish 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ce82debe-5577-4ff7-9517-e916e9802ccc]Fishery decline causes global resource wars and escalates existing hotspots. 
Jessica Spijkers 20, Postdoctoral Researcher, CSIRO; Stockholm Resilience Centre, M.A. European Studies Catholic University of Leuven, M.Sc. Social-Ecological Resilience for Sustainable Development Stockholm Resilience Centre, Ph.D. Sustainability Science Stockholm Resilience Centre & ARC Centre of Excellence for Coral Reef Studies (James Cook University), 6/10/2020, Global Patterns of International Fisheries Conflict, Stockholm Resilience Centre, https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1438149/FULLTEXT01.pdf
International conflict over fishery resources is considered to be a growing security concern. Ongoing, high-profile interstate fishery disputes are sparking concerns of future global fish wars (note: for the remainder of this thesis, terms such as fishery conflicts refer to marine fishery conflicts, excluding conflicts over fresh water species). One of those ongoing interstate disputes is the so-called ‘mackerel war’ between Norway, the European Union (EU), Iceland and the Faroe Islands, which erupted in 2007 when the northeast Atlantic mackerel (Scomber scombrus) stock shifted its distribution towards the north-west of the Nordic Seas and their surrounding waters. The conflict has had disruptive social and ecological consequences: it resulted in the overfishing of the mackerel stock, undermined the coastal states’ management plans, and even contributed to Iceland withdrawing its application to become an EU member state (Spijkers & Boonstra 2017). Another prominent example is that of the South China Sea, where fishers often find themselves on the frontlines of international disputes over fishery resources as China, Vietnam, the Philippines, Taiwan, Malaysia and Brunei fail to resolve competing claims over parts of the area (Dupont & Baker 2014). Although these fisheries conflicts are linked to a larger territorial struggle in the region (with China increasingly militarizing what it has determined to be its maritime sphere of influence), the rich fishing grounds are an important, strategic commodity for surrounding states given that fisheries play a vital role in ensuring food security in the region (Dupont & Baker 2014). Some scholars even claim fish is an ‘overlooked destabilizer’ in the region, and that China’s militarization efforts are a power move intended to dominate marine harvest (Baker et al. 2016, Thomspon 2019)
Moreover, environmental conditions that might trigger or exacerbate fisheries conflict are likely to become more widespread in the future, further heightening worries about impending security challenges for ocean governance. First, changing ocean conditions are causing shifts in fisheries resources' distribution patterns, 3 affecting potential yields of and revenues generated from exploited marine species (Lam et al. 2016, Sumaila et al. 2011). This redistribution of resources is expected to result in more fishery disputes, as current fisheries management is predicated on the assumption that the geographical distribution of fish populations is largely static (Pinsky et al. 2018, Cheung et al. 2010). However, climate change will lead to a redistribution of resources and a loss of revenue for the global fishing industry (Lam et al. 2016, Sumaila et al. 2011). Such shifts in resources might become a particular menace for countries with a high dependence on fish protein for nutritional security with countries such as Tuvalu and Kiribati likely to experience the largest decreases in their maximum catch potential due to climate change (Blasiak et al. 2017, Lam et al. 2016). Depending on how the impacts of anthropogenic climate change play out in the global ocean, 23-35% of global Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) are projected to receive new transboundary fish stocks by the end of the century (Pinsky et al. 2018). In some EEZs in the already troubled maritime region of East Asia, 10 new stocks are projected to enter as a consequence of climatic changes (Pinsky et al. 2018). In summary, the changes fishery systems will undergo due to climate change are likely to cause disruption to fisheries management globally, and are feared to spark conflict.
Second, the global decline in catches, largely as a consequence of overfishing, is also considered to be an accelerating driver of conflict. The abundance of available fishery resources has decreased substantially: 33.1% of fish stocks were fished at biologically unsustainable levels in 2015 (in 1974, this was 10%), and 59.9% fished at their maximally sustainable level (FAO 2018). While effort has increased since the 1950s, catches have stagnated and then slowly declined since the late 1980s (Pauly & Zeller 2017, Pauly & Zeller 2016, Watson et al. 2013). Simultaneously, consumption of and demand for fish is steadily increasing, and the average annual increase in global fish consumption (3.2%) outpaced population growth (1.6%) between 1961 and 2016 (the average annual increase in meat consumption, for example was 2.8% during that 4 same period (FAO 2018)). In combination with disputed maritime boundaries, this increased competition may contribute to volatile situations.
International fisheries conflicts are considered a threat to maritime security as they can have far-reaching impacts on marine safety, resource sustainability, geopolitical relations and food security. For example, geopolitical stability and marine safety (safety of seafarers and passengers (Bueger 2015)) were compromised during the infamous Cod Wars that occurred between Great Britain and Iceland during the 1950s and 1970s. The two countries were embroiled in a string of confrontations over fishing rights in the North Atlantic, where Iceland wanted to extend its fishing limit, but Great Britain did not recognize their right to do so. The consequences for geopolitical stability and, at certain stages, marine safety (Bueger 2015) were severe: flash points of the conflict included the use of military vessels to patrol the area and defend fishing boats, patrol boats cutting the nets of trawlers, ships ramming trawlers and frigates, and, ultimately, Iceland threatening to leave NATO (Bakaki 2017). An example of compromised resource sustainability due to an international fisheries conflict is the previously discussed northeast Atlantic mackerel dispute. As a result of the conflict, there are no comprehensive management plans for the stock, and the mackerel has become severely overfished. With countries setting unilateral quotas, their combined catch in 2018 was twice that recommended by the International Council for Exploration of the Sea (ICES), and the fisheries had their Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) certifications retracted (Ramsden 2019, Seamon 2018). Lastly, food security has also been jeopardized due to international fisheries conflict, as exemplified by the incidents taking place in the South China Sea. Fishermen from contending countries that operate in the troubled waters, and whose livelihoods depend on the rich fishing grounds, have at times decided to leave their occupation all together, afraid of going out into the waters without any protection (Patience 2013). Moreover, failure to address rising tensions could lead to greater 5 regional instability and severe environmental degradation, further compromising regional food security (Zhang 2016, deLisle 2012).
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Sova, C. and Zembilci, E. (2023, Chase Sova is senior director of Public Policy and Research at World Food Program USA. Eilish Zembilci is a senior policy associate with the Energy and Climate Policy Program at Duke University’s Nicholas Institute). Dangerously Hungry: The Link between Food Insecurity and Conflict. [online] Csis.org. Available at: https://www.csis.org/analysis/dangerously-hungry-link-between-food-insecurity-and-conflict [Accessed 10 Jul. 2025 ❣].
Economist Paul Collier once wrote that “war is development in reverse.” That conflict inevitably produces poverty and hunger is a theory that has been tested—and proven true—in every major clash across human history. It is believed, for example, that more people died of starvation and starvation-related disease than from combat during the Second World War. But it is also true that hunger and food insecurity can lead to instability. There is a vicious feedback loop between conflict and hunger currently at play in dozens of countries around the world. War drives hunger and hunger drives war. In 2017, the World Food Program USA (WFP USA) produced a report titled Winning the Peace: Hunger and Instability. It was a comprehensive review of the literature on “food-related instability”—or the ways that hunger drives conflict. At the time, U.S. lawmakers knew anecdotally that this relationship existed. Former Senate Agriculture Committee chair Pat Roberts (D-KS) said in a 2015 speech, “Show me a nation that cannot feed itself, and I’ll show you a nation in chaos.” Others, like Senator Lindsey Graham (R-SC), frequently warned that providing humanitarian assistance in some of the world’s most complex emergencies was necessary to avoid more costly—in both blood and treasure—engagements. Winning the Peace provided a snapshot of what the academic community knew about the relationship between food insecurity and conflict. With Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February of 2022, the lingering economic impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic, and a rise in extreme climate events around the world, 2022 was a year of unprecedented global hunger. Predictably, global instability rose in tandem. At least 12,500 protests occurred last year in countries facing rapid food and fuel price increases. Academic literature on food-related instability has grown significantly in the last half decade. In fact, almost 50 percent of all the research to be published on food-related instability over the past 20 years has been produced in the last five years alone. A new report by WFP USA, launched in April of 2023, aims to capture this latest thinking in a review of 60 peer-reviewed academic studies produced between 2017 and 2022. Dangerously Hungry is a study of studies. This commentary is a literature review of such studies and discusses specific drivers and motivators of food-related instability, and how to create an improved framework for understanding of the complex relationship between food insecurity and conflict. Drivers of Food-Related Instability This review finds that food-related instability has three main drivers: climate change, conflict over natural resources, and economic shocks. Almost half of all studies reviewed in Dangerously Hungry investigate food-related instability through the lens of climate change: precipitation change, drought, temperature spikes, desertification, and other adverse climate events. This trend reflects tremendous growth in climate security literature in recent years. Many of these studies focus on food systems, often the first sector to feel the impacts of climate change. One study from Kyung Hee University in South Korea, for example, shows that high temperatures during corn growing seasons in sub-Saharan Africa reduced yields and led to a rise in civil conflict. The author suggests that with continued warming, civil conflict in the region is expected to increase by over 30 percent in the coming decade. Meanwhile, another Harvard University study finds that below-average rainfall can increase the likelihood of civil war in Africa by as much as 2.3 percent. In Somalia specifically, a country plagued by long-term droughts, decreases in annual precipitation across the country were associated with an increase in domestic terrorist attacks between 1991 and 2019. The impact of climate change on food systems is driving conflict around the world. A second driver of food-related instability is competition over natural resources. Conflicts between pastoralists and farmers in the African Sahel are among the most studied examples of food-related instability in this space. Farmer-herder conflict or “pastoralist violence” has increased greatly in the last decade in West and Central Africa, particularly in Nigeria, central Mali and northern Burkina Faso. This includes cattle raids, communal or ethnic violence over land and water resources, and conflict driven by association with violent extremist movements. These trends are exacerbated by fast-spreading desertification and multi-year droughts across the African Sahel. According to the African Center for Strategic Studies, more than 15,000 people have been killed in farmer-herder related conflicts in the last decade alone. Dangerously Hungry also sheds new light on the ways that agricultural abundance has also been linked to violence. For example, in studying the impacts of wheat and corn production across Africa, Ore Koren of Indiana University suggests that “contrary to previous expectations, conflict is driven by higher yields, on average, and not by scarcity.” In these situations of abundance, rebel groups are more likely to use violence to secure access to food resources. Indeed, he shows that the probability of rebel attacks increased significantly in areas with high agricultural potential. This is commonly referred to as “strategic conflict.” What the author is referring to in this case, however, is best considered “relative abundance”—conflict over pockets of agricultural productivity in otherwise scarce settings. Finally, food-related instability is driven by economic shocks. The 2007–2008 global food price crisis led to social unrest in at least 40 low- and middle-income countries in what has been termed the “silent tsunami;” it was the subject of significant attention in the Winning the Peace report. The food price crisis of 2022 bears remarkable similarities to 2008. According to analysis from the International Food Policy Research Institute, food prices were on the rise due to “uneven recovery from the COVID-19 crisis from surges in global demand and supply disruptions from transport and logistics.” This confluence of stressors resulted in a global market that was unprepared for the wheat, maize, oilseed, fuel, and fertilizer supply disruptions caused by Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. By the summer of 2022, more than 20 countries were facing protests and riots related, at least in part, to high food prices. Peer-reviewed research on the 2022 global food price crisis is still forthcoming, but several authors have already estimated the downstream effects it has had, and will continue to have, on conflict. Tufts University economist Eoin McGuirk and deputy director of Stanford’s Center on Food Security and the Environment, Marshall Burke, for example, have studied the impact of Russia’s war on Ukraine on producer and consumer price indexes, and the effect of these indexes on violence in Africa. They estimate that “the weighted average effect of the Russian invasion to be an increase in intergroup conflict in Africa of 5.3%.” That is after considering the conflict-reducing effects of increased prices for farmers across the continent; the economic impacts in the agricultural sector are, after all, two-sided. It continues to be the case that, generally, increased food prices lead to reduced conflict in food-producing areas and increased conflict in food consuming areas. Motivators of Food-Related Instability Modern conflicts are almost never driven by a single cause. Food insecurity is often referred to as “the straw that breaks the camel’s back” or a “threat multiplier” in conflict events. It is true that food insecurity alone is often not enough to produce conflict; it must also be met with external motivators that cause people to resort to violence, and is strongly determined by the underlying social, political, and economic context. Those motivators can be captured in three interrelated concepts: desperation, grievance, and governance. Often, the strongest motivator for participation in conflict is economics. This is sometimes referred to as the opportunity cost thesis, which states that when incomes are low and expected returns from fighting outweigh the benefits of traditional economic activity, one’s motivation to join a militia or rebellion increases. Researchers refer to this motivator as greed, a reference to the material benefits—even extreme wealth—often anticipated by groups staging rebellion. In the case of recruitment of food insecure populations to extremist movements, though, it is not one’s desire for wealth but one’s inability to meet their basic needs that is exploited. This is not greed, but desperation. In interviews with former al Shabaab fighters in Somalia, socioeconomic conditions were the most common motivator for joining. The authors of that study, Anneli Botha and Mahdi Abdile, spoke to one fighter who explained that he and his friends were lured with promises of a mobile phone and $50 a month upon joining. Other terrorist organizations have employed similar recruitment tactics. The Islamic State, for example, offered refugees food and cash payments of up to $1,000 to join, and Boko Haram has been shown to provide meals and loans to prospective recruits. In many settings, violent extremist organizations are also known to capture the means of food production or agricultural resources in order to fuel their rebellion. Food insecurity can raise the cost of mounting an insurgency, leading to the victimization of people who produce and hold food. Violence against civilians, in other words, can be a resource mobilization strategy. The second category of motivation is grievance. One major criticism of the opportunity cost framework (i.e., individual greed or desperation) is its inattention to the collective action required for widespread rebellion. Although it is true that individuals are motivated to engage in violence due to unemployment, wage losses, and rising costs of living (including food costs), collective agency—or a force that brings people together—is also required for higher levels of violence. Food price riots are a good example of this grievance-based phenomenon, with high food prices (especially for foods of cultural importance) fueling frustration and mistrust that cuts across class and ethnic groups. Grievance, of course, can also be divisive. In grievance-motived instability involving food, food insecurity is often the straw that breaks the camel’s back and causes societies to cleave along preestablished lines over perceived or real inequalities or discrimination. Finally, food-related instability is made more likely through poor governance. The inability of a government to ensure an adequate food supply for its people can lead to questions over a government’s legitimacy and ability to fulfill its people’s most basic needs. In a 2017 report by the UN Development Program, the authors note that 71 percent of voluntary recruits (to extremist groups) identified government action as the final trigger that motivated them to join the organization. Limited government capacity to provide services or policing can create a “vacuum effect,” which is a dynamic that provides an opening for rebel groups to offer an alternative and suggest that they themselves could provide those basic services to people. Conclusion Modern conflicts are not confined by political borders, and hunger emergencies must be addressed before they metastasize into large-scale security threats. U.S. lawmakers and officials are also becoming more cognizant of the fact that food insecurity is of consequence to national security. In October 2022, the Biden administration released its U.S. National Security Strategy. At the time of its writing, the world had reached record levels of food insecurity—349 million people across 79 countries faced crisis levels of hunger and almost one million people in Somalia, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, Haiti, South Sudan and Yemen were experiencing famine-like conditions. The 2022 U.S. National Security Strategy cited food on 30 occasions, more than double the highest-ever number of references in a strategy document and more than 10 times the number of references than the previous strategy. In late 2022 the U.S. Senate and Congress passed resolutions—S.Res.669 and H.Res.922—condemning the use of food as a weapon of war and bringing new resources to bear on the problem of food-related instability. The United States has long led the effort to fight global hunger, not only because it is a moral imperative, but because it is economically and strategically smart. It was clear in 2017, and it is even more obvious now: one of the surest pathways to instability is failing to feed someone who cannot feed themselves or their families.
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Although actual numbers of warheads have continued to fall from its peak of 70,000 weapons in the mid 1980s, scientists argue the danger of nuclear conflict in fact increased in the first two decades of the twenty first century. This was due to the modernisation of existing stockpiles, the adoption of dangerous new technologies such as robot delivery systems, hypersonic missiles, artificial intelligence and electronic warfare, and the continuing leakage of nuclear materials and knowhow to nonnuclear nations and potential terrorist organisations. In early 2018 the hands of the ‘ Doomsday Clock ’ , maintained by the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, were re-set at two minutes to midnight, the highest risk to humanity that it has ever shown since the clock was introduced in 1953. This was due not only to the state of the world ’s nuclear arsenal, but also to irresponsible language by world leaders, the growing use of social media to destabilise rival regimes, and to the rising threat of uncontrolled climate change (see below). 12 In an historic moment on 17 July 2017, 122 nations voted in the UN for the first time ever in favour of a treaty banning all nuclear weapons. This called for comprehensive prohibition of “ a full range of nuclear-weapon-related activities, such as undertaking to develop, test, produce, manufacture, acquire, possess or stockpile nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, as well as the use or threat of use of these weapons. ” 13 However, 71 other countries– including all the nuclear states– either opposed the ban, abstained or declined to vote. The Treaty vote was nonetheless interpreted by some as a promising first step towards abolishing the nuclear nightmare that hangs over the entire human species. In contrast, 192 countries had signed up to the Chemical Weapons Convention to ban the use of chemical weapons, and 180 to the Biological Weapons Convention. As of 2018, 96 per cent of previous world stocks of chemical weapons had been destroyed– but their continued use in the Syrian conflict and in alleged assassination attempts by Russia indicated the world remains at risk. 14 As things stand, the only entities that can afford to own nuclear weapons are nations– and if humanity is to be wiped out, it will most likely be as a result of an atomic conflict between nations. It follows from this that, if the world is to be made safe from such a fate it will need to get rid of nations as a structure of human self-organisation and replace them with wiser, less aggressive forms of self-governance. After all, the nation state really only began in the early nineteenth century and is by no means a permanent feature of self-governance, any more than monarchies, feudal systems or priest states. Although many people still tend to assume it is. Between them, nations have butchered more than 200 million people in the past 150 years and it is increasingly clear the world would be a far safer, more peaceable place without either nations or nation	alism. The question is what to replace them with. Although there may at first glance appear to be no close linkage between weapons of mass destruction and food, in the twenty first century with world resources of food, land and water under growing stress, nothing can be ruled out. Indeed, chemical weapons have frequently been deployed in the Syrian civil war, which had drought, agricultural failure and hunger among its early drivers. And nuclear conflict remains a distinct possibility in South Asia and the Middle East, especially, as these regions are already stressed in terms of food, land and water, and their nuclear firepower or access to nuclear materials is multiplying. It remains an open question whether panicking regimes in Russia, the USA or even France would be ruthless enough to deploy atomic weapons in an attempt to quell invasion by tens of millions of desperate refugees, fleeing famine and climate chaos in their own homelands– but the possibility ought not to be ignored. That nuclear war is at least a possible outcome of food and climate crises was first flagged in the report The Age of Consequences by Kurt Campbell and the US-based Centre for Strategic and International Studies, which stated ‘ it is clear that even nuclear war cannot be excluded as a political consequence of global warming ’ . 15 Food insecurity is therefore a driver in the preconditions for the use of nuclear weapons, whether limited or unlimited.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-26e5794d-576f-4736-8084-dd9bda0ce09b]Food insecurity, in the context of over-fishing, causes war
McClanahan, T., Allison, E.H. and Cinner, J.E. (2013). Managing fisheries for human and food security. Fish and Fisheries, [online] 16(1), pp.78–103. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12045.
‌Fisheries conflict and human security. The relationship between fisheries and political insecurity is complex – wars affect fisheries and conversely fisheries conflicts can spark wider local or regional political insecurity. Wars tend to reduce fishing pressure in areas of conflict as it becomes unsafe for fishermen to venture out to sea. This respite allows stocks to rebuild and results in bonanza catches after conflicts, as was seen in the North Atlantic after the 6 years of World War II (Jennings et al. 2001). Nevertheless, the need to feed troops can lead to increased fishing in grounds far away from conflict areas. For example, wartime fishing for sardines promoted a collapse of stocks in Monterey Bay, California in the 1940s (Palumbi and Sotka 2010). Redeployment of labour, population displacement, counter-insurgencies and opportunistic encroachment on the resource can, however, considerably delay any fishery recovery despite recovery of fish populations. In some instances, conflict may simply displace fishing effort spatially – fishing moves to adjacent areas unaffected by conflict and results in the heavier exploitation and serial depletion of neighbouring fisheries. In a multi-country study of 123 civil conflicts between 1952 and 2004, Hendrix and Glaser (2011) found that civil conflicts reduced fish catch by 16% compared with prewar levels and recovery was slow, taking 9 years to recover to prewar levels. This effect is 13 times larger than that of a strong climate anomaly such as the El Nino Southern Oscillation (ENSO) events that drive down fish catches in the Pacific (Watson and Pauly 2001) and, therefore, represent a considerable food security loss in countries with long and repeated conflicts. Sometimes, fisheries conflicts can escalate into military confrontations, a classic example being the ‘cod wars’ of the 1950s to 1970s between Iceland and the UK. Iceland, seeking to gain control over its resources after gaining its independence from Denmark in 1944, used evolving international ocean law to successively extend its territorial waters from the internationally recognized 3–200 nautical miles by 1975. The early extensions sparked conflict with British distant water fleets that had been fishing for cod (Gadus morhua), Gadidae in Icelandic waters since the 15th century. As well as threatening tens of thousands of livelihoods in the UK's fishing ports and the supply of the British working-class staple of cod and chips, this was a challenge to wider British interests in the ‘freedom of the seas’ (Johannesson 2004). In the succeeding decades, most nations extended and maximized their territorial limits to 200 nautical miles, or to the edge of their continental shelves establishing the present ocean governance regime of ‘exclusive economic zones’ (EEZ), leaving the usually much less productive open oceans as international territory or ‘the high seas’. Fishing rights in these areas were thus nationalized, and nation states have powers to limit or exclude other nations, bearing in mind historical rights of access. Such rights have been painstakingly negotiated in international courts, and a plethora of regional fishery management organizations govern access to particular resources. Developing countries get fishing licence revenues and other benefits from allowing other nations' fleets to fish their waters, although these fees are low compared with the value of the resources (Le Manach et al. 2012). Conflicts over access to resources persist where weak, autocratic, or failing states are unable to govern their EEZs and where states are unwilling or unable to defend the interests of their own fishing fleets. Piracy off the Horn of Africa is a contemporary example, and a cross-country analysis found that increased piracy between 1995 and 2007 was related to state weakness and reduced opportunities in the domestic fishing sector (Daxecker and Prins 2012). Piracy costs the shipping industry US$ 25 billion per year. This is small compared with the US$ 11.8 trillion value of global maritime trade in 2008 but still significant (Mildener and Gross 2011). As the principle of territorial limits has become accepted and codified in international law, fishery conflicts of the type witnessed in the 1970s to 1990s are increasingly rare but where maritime boundaries remain disputed, fishery access rights can be a flashpoint. Typically, though, such conflicts are associated with claims on mineral rights, particularly sub-sea oil and gas, and sometimes with militarily strategic location. In this new governance regime, small islands have assumed considerable importance. An example is the uninhabited Spratley Islands in the South China Sea where sovereign claims over rich fishing grounds, and potential oil and gas fields are disputed by six maritime states, including China (Snyder 1996). Fisheries governance analysts have classified fishery conflicts into five types (Table 1). There are no quantitative data available on the frequency of each type, but all are common and may be ubiquitous in small-scale fisheries in developing countries. Struggles for resource control and for the mechanisms of control (Type I and II) are found in the everyday acts of resistance by many fisherfolk to central state-imposed management of resources and have incentivized the transition towards more participatory forms of resource governance. Devolving governance to local level does not always reduce conflicts, particularly where local interest clash with broader national policy. Nevertheless, state–community partnerships are thought to reduce incidence of minor resource conflicts (Muawanah et al. 2012). Intra-sectorial conflicts (Type III) are also very frequent – fisheries are diverse industries and conflicts between different user-groups are inevitable. From a food security perspective, those arising from overlapping use of fish stocks by small-scale coastal and larger-scale industrial fishing are particularly significant and can involve physical violence at sea (DuBois and Zografos 2012). Most aquaculture-related conflicts are between different users of the same resource system (Type IV). The conflicts between common property mangrove forest users and commercial shrimp farmers are a common example. This conversion and privatization of common property has impacted coastal livelihoods and led to civil society campaigns and boycotts of farmed shrimp (Veuthy and Gerber 2011). Fishing, farming, tourism and leisure, industrial and urban development, power generation, nature conservation and waste disposal all compete for space in coastal and riparian areas and can be a source of conflict between interest groups. Fishing communities, particularly artisanal or small-scale ones, are often portrayed as rebellious and ungovernable by government officials. Conflicts related to wider governance, economic and social change contexts (Type V) occur when fishers feel marginalized by state authority and land-based elites (Allison et al. 2012). While the fishery sector is thus often rife with conflict, there is little direct evidence that food insecurity resulting from loss of fisheries access or that decreases in productivity drives wider conflict. There are certainly conflicts over resource access and loss of livelihood, but the contribution of fish to food security is through the ‘hidden hunger’ of micronutrient deficiency. Food riots, such as in 2007, are usually sparked by rising prices of staples (Bush 2010) and not the micro-nutrient deficiencies that may result from fish shortages.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3aeb4ecd-c91f-4dc8-8821-967f292694c2]2AC---No Link---Trump will sign Anything
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2507b67d-9ade-4b1d-9c61-cd3dd19a29d5]Trump will sign it without thinking twice
Steve Belczak 17, Writer at the Commons, "Culling the herd," The Commons, 04/05/2017, https://www.commonsnews.org/issue/402/Culling-the-herd, JLB, DOA: 7/22/25
Cruel economic disenfranchisement will enable the continuation of the extreme concentration of the wealth and power, using privatization and deregulation as the weapons of choice.
Trump has been often characterized as non-ideological. Depending on his state of mental health, Trump will sign anything in front of him.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0d93609d-1dfe-4391-a848-3090141a835f]2AC---No Link---Won’t Read
[bookmark: pmd-heading-36f3b76b-82a9-4f91-8d03-8fc05f27b6a2]Trump won’t read the bill---no way he gets upset
David A. Graham 18, staff writer at The Atlantic and an author of the Atlantic Daily newsletter, "The President Who Doesn't Read," The Atlantic, 01/05/2018, https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2018/01/americas-first-post-text-president/549794/
“He didn’t process information in any conventional sense,” Wolff writes. “He didn’t read. He didn’t really even skim. Some believed that for all practical purposes he was no more than semi-literate.”
Wolff quotes economic adviser Gary Cohn writing in an email: “It’s worse than you can imagine … Trump won’t read anything—not one-page memos, not the brief policy papers, nothing. He gets up halfway through meetings with world leaders because he is bored.”
[bookmark: pmd-heading-7804af88-5721-42a2-917d-25c82cb06ca3]2AC---No I/L---Trump Constrained
[bookmark: pmd-heading-903ff3e5-149d-4d7c-943d-5416906ea352]Trump is constrained
Quinta Jurecic 25, Staff writer at The Atlantic, Fellow in governance studies at the Brookings Institution, "Yes, the Law Can Still Constrain Trump," The Atlantic, 01/04/2025, https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2025/01/legal-restraints-trump-administration/681209/, JLB. DOA: 7/22/25
Even if Trump’s team decides to pull the trigger on the plan at a future date, they will face no end of difficulty in practice. To begin with, the scheme would require the House to recess first, but the GOP’s House majority is extremely tight, and there is no guarantee that Speaker Mike Johnson could secure the votes to send his chamber home in service of such a scheme, even if he wanted to. In the weeks since Whelan first warned against the idea, legal academics of all political stripes have begun assembling a range of compelling arguments as to why the plan would be unconstitutional—arguments that a Trump administration would have to face down in court. Even if such litigation makes it up to a potentially sympathetic Supreme Court, and even if the Court is sympathetic, Trump will confront the problem that three of the conservative justices previously signed on to an opinion holding that a president may only fill vacancies during a recess that arose during the recess itself, significantly limiting this immense claim of power.
None of this is to say that the House, the Senate, or a majority of the justices are pure and principled actors, or that respect for the text of the Constitution will be enough to stiffen their spines against Trump. But the combination of public outrage, the existence of strong legal arguments against Trump’s actions, and the total lack of strong legal arguments for them is potentially significant. Each element makes going along with him a little more difficult for Congress and the Court—especially because, even if many members of the public have given up on thinking of the Court as anything more than a political body, some of the justices still want to be able to think of themselves as fair and impartial jurists. And the more difficulty that Trump encounters, the more likely that he shrugs his shoulders and moves on to the next whim.
The same is true when it comes to the specific policies that Trump has promised to implement during his second term, many of them arguably or even blatantly illegal. Dara Lind, of the American Immigration Council, has pointed out that anxious rhetoric around Trump’s promised mass deportations often elides the challenging and perhaps insurmountable “logistical realities” of organizing and executing such an incredibly complex operation. Litigation is part of those logistical realities, too. Consider Trump’s promise to end the Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of birthright citizenship, which will reportedly involve an executive order directing the federal government not to issue Social Security numbers to babies born on U.S. soil to parents who are neither citizens nor green-card holders. How is the Social Security Administration meant to ascertain the citizenship of an infant’s parents? What happens when that agency and others are hit with a wave of lawsuits from organizations challenging the order? A signature on an executive order is a very different thing than actually putting a policy into effect.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-6c897e26-b237-400f-ac01-db16c74b8d6b]PDC - NOAA consults with various indigenous groups. 
NOAA ‘21 https://www.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-11/NOAA_Tribal_Consultation_Handbook_2021_1.pdf 7-14-2025//marlboroughsm
In 2004, through two consolidated appropriations acts, Congress required federal agencies to consult with Alaska native corporations on the same basis as federally recognized Indian tribes under E.O. 13175 (Public Law (Pub. L.) 108-199, 118 Stat. 452, as amended by Pub. L.108-447, 118 Stat. 3267). NOAA interprets the term “Alaska native corporations” in this requirement to mean “native corporation[s]” as that term is defined under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) of 1971 (43 U.S.C. 1602). A “native corporation” is any regional, village, urban or group corporation defined in, or established pursuant to, ANCSA. These corporations manage the lands, property, funds and other assets of Alaska natives. Most Alaska native corporation shareholders also are members of a federally recognized tribe in Alaska. However, the Alaska native corporations were established to operate as for profit or non-profit enterprises, and may not necessarily represent the same perspective or interests as the tribes and adjacent native communities. NOAA implements the requirement to consult with Alaska native corporations in a manner as close as possible to the requirement to consult with federally recognized Indian tribes in Alaska, while recognizing the important differences between the federal trust responsibility to the sovereign governments of federally recognized Indian tribes and the corporate entities created by ANCSA. Consultation with Alaska native corporations follows the process described in this Handbook for consultation with federally recognized Indian tribes. Consultations with Alaska native corporations occur on a “government-to-corporation” basis, rather than “government-to-government” basis to reflect the distinction between sovereign governments and corporate entities NOAA recognizes the distinct and individual cultural traditions and values of Alaska native peoples and their representative tribal governments. To the extent that concerns expressed by Alaska native peoples and tribes and Alaska native corporations substantively differ, NOAA gives due consideration to the sovereignty and self-governance of federally recognized Alaska native tribes. Alaska native entities are organized, and may be categorized, in a variety of different ways: Federally recognized tribes include Alaska native tribal entities formally recognized as having a government-to-government relationship with the United States. Federally recognized tribes possess certain inherent powers of self-government and are entitled to certain federal benefits, services and protections because of the relationship with the United States. 
● Tribal governments are organized according to the customs and traditions of a particular Native community. This category includes both individual tribal governments and regional tribes, which encompass multiple communities. 
● ANCSA Alaska Native Corporations3o Regional Corporations are the 13 Alaska Native Regional Corporations established under ANCSA, 12 of which represent distinct geographic regions across Alaska. The 13th Regional Corporation was created to include and benefit those Alaska natives living outside of Alaska. Regional Corporations are for-profit entities. Consultations with Regional corporations occur on a “government-to-corporation” basis.o Village, Group and Urban Corporations are for-profit or non-profit organizations established to hold, invest, manage or distribute lands, property, funds and other rights and assets for the native village, native group or urban community of natives. Village corporations generally represent shareholders in villages associated with federally recognized tribes in Alaska. Consultations with Village, Group or Urban Corporations occur on a “government-to-corporation” basis. Alaska Native Regional Non-Profit Organizations are organized in each of the 12 ANCSA regions to provide social, education and health services for Alaska natives within each geographic region under ANCSA. Coordination and dialogue with Alaska Native Regional Non-Profit Organizations would not constitute government-to-government consultation; however, a tribe may expressly authorize such an organization to represent it or conduct consultation on its behalf on a specific matter subject to consultation with NOAA (see section VI. Consultation Process, subsection E. Tribal Organizations). Additional Alaska native groups and nonprofits, including statewide non-profits, represent Alaska natives to address a range of issues involving science and research, health and wellness, native arts and heritage, economics, governance and public policy. Coordination and dialogue with such groups or non-profits would not constitute governmentto-government consultation; however, a tribe may expressly authorize such an organization to represent it or conduct consultation on its behalf on a specific matter subject to consultation with NOAA (see section VI. Consultation Process,subsection E. Tribal Organizations).
● Alaska native organizations are groups designated by law or formally chartered to enter into cooperative agreements with NOAA Fisheries to conserve marine mammals and co-manage subsistence use by Alaska natives pursuant to section 119 of the Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 1388(a)).4 These organizations have written agreements with NOAA Fisheries. Each co-management agreement sets forth the conditions and requirements for coordination between NOAA Fisheries and the applicable Alaska native organization. While this coordination and dialogue with an Alaska native organization on issues involving co-management of marine mammals would not constitute government-to-government consultation, a tribe may expressly authorize such an organization to represent it or conduct consultation on its behalf for issues involving co-management of marine mammals (see section VI. Consultation Process, subsection E. Tribal Organizations). If an Alaska native tribe authorizes another organization to represent the tribe during consultation or conduct consultation on its behalf, NOAA is cognizant that the issues and interests of that organization may vary from Alaska native tribes and members.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-7d2e876f-58ab-4fb5-ae3b-4eaebb89bda3]===AFF Condo===
Read long if you’re going for it. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2c969c6b-596b-42a8-8486-a6361a85dd5f]Condo—Short 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3b14696c-fee8-442f-9a3e-5e5cfb75525f]Condo Bad---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5b2aa279-5da2-4369-9f9a-457762a9a0a1]Conditionality is a voter. Forces untenable offense in the hardest speech while encouraging 2NRs on the least covered option at the expense of developed engagement. Dispo solves.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9b646d34-43c4-43bf-b95e-68c0af55b63a]XT---Condo Bad---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9ad8a18d-8619-45e5-85d4-e389daf3c049]Conditionality’s a voter. Two impacts:

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5b06a8f9-e8c8-4201-bad3-820eead2dbeb]First, strat skew. It outweighs. It forces debate into coverage over clash while creating a moral hazard to shotgun no-cost 1NC CPs and force contradictions which makes substance impossible.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-db913840-b57d-4b49-ad6a-0cb9b1503814]Second, advocacy. Their interp greenlights argumentative irresponsibility which discourages research and crushes advocacy skills. Turns [testing/logic] because we can’t adequately answer counterplans.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-8f061d91-359e-4c99-978f-3139b2414030]AT: Reasonability---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-593357af-61cc-414e-9824-db91a1cb71df]Reject the team. Any alternative is condo, competing interps set norms, and skew made substance impossible.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a7f150dd-1436-414b-b408-e142d1899e61]AT: X Condo---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a0902ea8-a793-4c13-9ca4-469369910cab][X condo/”we get what we did”] justifies infinite condo which links to all our offense.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b27d9cff-ddf7-439f-9a12-09816ac6c01f]AT: NEG Flex---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-87175f96-a613-4420-b0bf-be4604b45283]Dispo solves NEG flex [and ideological flex]. Threshold for the NEG is winning they need contradictions. 2AC is the last shot at AFF offense but the NEG has multiple rounds to find ways to beat us [from different angles]. Err AFF---this is the most NEG-leaning topic in decades.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e0614b0e-1e32-4763-b6e0-31777838bc55]AT: Logic & Real World---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3f7774af-8953-4f21-b442-238662cda757]Our interp is most logical [and real world], but none of debate is. This arg justifies judges voting on the “most logical 2NR” rather than the one that happened [and it’s not real world to defend a proposal from contradictory positions simultaneously].

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e16c0d35-430b-4b43-8b7e-3ee7544e66d0]AT: Arg Innovation---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f403255c-65de-40a4-9304-99c4d037e466]Argument innovation is inevitable. Teams will always do research to win debates.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-660bd8da-f705-411d-8bab-833dfc8ba72e]AT: Dispo Confusing---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-954e0947-66ac-40d6-bba5-c45149819a17]Dispo does solve. AFFs can stick the NEG with perms, only perm part of the CP, and straight turn net benefits.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-c603bdef-1d8c-4665-b7da-91112e438a81]Condo—Long 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-37d2d146-dc51-4a92-b5f1-cf5b5e8a5c50]2AC—Long  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-78670d39-1635-48ce-8782-a6e1967069b6]Condo’s bad, you should reject it!
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5e203e77-56a8-4949-887a-24840bfa6c14]1---2AC skew--- they moot our best offense in 2 seconds---the impact is clash 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8b74f0e9-b6b7-4f0d-a488-ec3d3e6a49d5]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-92a4d2b6-bf4b-4af1-8138-b4d18a20fa1e]2---ink chasing---condo lowers the introductive threshold to zero which encourages ink chasing over clash and argument proliferation over quality research---this turns all 2AC critical thinking and testing offense because infinite condo means we never get passed superficial research 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-3e3195cf-82dc-468c-8107-69ba38faa912]The counterinterp is dispo! It means they can only kick positions if we read theoretical objections or perms to the CP---it solves neg flex because they can still introduce multiple advocacies BUT it guarantees those advocacies aren’t contradictory---it solves 2AC critical thinking because the aff gets guaranteed DAs to test the 1AC vs the CP 



[bookmark: pmd-heading-48ae07bb-d09e-4a55-bbdb-82b0d5689ef6]1AR—Long 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2f383b35-f4e8-479f-a863-f1c952e42991]Reject conditionality---our offense is 2AC skew AND ink chasing because they can kick our DAs at no cost---the impact is clash---clash outweighs because it overdetermines research incentives and win rates! 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-8ce1c8c8-891a-43b7-aed4-4efd2f568e6b]No cost kicking turns their education impacts because it incentivizes ink chasing over clash which short-circuits the process of producing meaningful argumentative content

[bookmark: pmd-heading-42705f87-2165-4262-ab36-d14d0d3118ef]Dispo solves neg flex because it gives the 1NC multiple tests, BUT those tests must be robust enough to survive 2AC DAs which guarantees better CP and AFF research 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-4e59b756-ee8d-48a7-8a14-317256faf270]1AR—AT: Defend left and right 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f06dcc78-ec2c-47dd-b568-5d07dd437c9c]Many debates, DAs, and impact turns solve testing from many sides---only dispo allows thinking about the interactions between all those sides  


[bookmark: pmd-heading-6f225515-d5b1-43d7-ad07-1e093b71e101]1AR—AT: Neg Flex—ASB 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-30d9c4c1-0918-43a5-8929-6862fc9be1bc]Not this topic because the deterrence DA is OP, you get the block, 1NC topic choice and 2020 Trump bad in a hyper liberal debate community---violations of practice outweighs structural concenrs 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-c254605d-03bb-43d3-9b92-01b5ec5bc353]1AR—AT: Logic 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4ed50ffb-01e6-45e0-a95c-180df9a59af8]Ink chasing turns logic because its impossible to determine the most logical options under a model of superficial research and argument proliferation over argumentative revision and testing. 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-b4c956c1-a9da-4729-bd98-7696ebf726e5]1AR—AT: Skew Inevitable 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5b848538-33eb-41c0-b5cb-8d0b44c28a7d]No inevitable skews! We can cross apply standards on T which evens the time constraint and straight turn DAs---both have a cost to introduction that conditional positions DO NOT---faster teams and resources DON’T matter because you CAN’T solve those BUT you CAN solve our impact 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-632dd4fc-bf60-498e-b0ad-c7ae21b11ebd]1AR—AT: Aff Perms Solve  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1384975b-2958-4d20-a6a6-23f717d11328]Aff perms fail---it is the most predictable argument for the neg to prep and the time suck is irrelevant because “group perms! severance bad, moving target, fairness” is enough 



[bookmark: pmd-heading-b316029c-e803-4a37-bd57-f0451d1fa4ad]1AR—AT: DMU
[bookmark: pmd-heading-680c143a-45f2-4f7e-aec0-ad1e1e8840d3]Diminishing returns is an aff argument! Only dispo has a cost to introduction which balances the neg impulse to ink chase for a win. Kicking condo is free which means its utility cannot diminish. 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-60fbccfc-0dc3-4500-870c-e1314ebb6933]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f1e0afdb-c081-4778-9040-ad7ea0d890a6]1AR—AT: Risk Aversion 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1285ea73-8a04-4743-992c-ecd744b6756a]Dispo solves risk aversion because you’ll patch the holes in your risky options to make them less costly to read 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-11f37cdd-ab03-4a5a-b914-4fcc11f65338]1AR—AT: Reasonability on T 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-803e4504-5582-4abf-8e27-40644d448bcc]Condo is not reasonable because it deletes 2AC offense 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-dcfba251-fc8b-4654-87a1-7527d241455d]1AR—AT: 2NR Choice 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-411f6fd6-7a5a-4dbd-97b8-1ec9599719a9]2NR Choice fails---2AC sets the tone for aff offense and the 1AR doesn’t know where to blow up DAs if they can kick in the 2NR  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c31aedae-863c-4f4d-9f82-96e9fc0cc5f0]1AR—AT: Dispo=Condo 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-6d303aa7-71f4-4c86-a103-8a45bc55ebd5]Must be clarified in CX. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5afe3103-a725-43eb-8d7e-c01a1b326b42]2AR—Top 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9ad19fdb-a7bd-4120-a83a-582f6ac7942a]Reject conditionality---it’s the only way to deter the practice and it solves our offense because it rectifies violations of competitive equity i.e you vote aff to rebalance the scales---that’s key to clash because 2As get meaningful tests of negative advocacies 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-190bbb5a-8004-4767-829a-30cd11a104b7]Rejection solves because every time I go for condo I post it on the wiki which deters teams from using it against us

[bookmark: pmd-heading-857ebeec-68ae-4459-8724-6f00f4ce6048]The clash impact from above is different and better than their testing argument because it overdetermines research incentives and win rates since we cut answers to answers and judges vote for the best argument

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a688e1e1-3032-467c-92c7-7e0eddbfdff0]Education via research incentives outweighs their education via conditional testing arguments

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ddd91efe-5e18-4468-b38e-dd18802afe02]1---we have an internal link turn to their form of testing which functions as impact defense--- Our model means the negative can have multiple dispositional tests of the 1AC which may lead to less positions in the long run because the cost of introducing them is higher BUT they are better researched and the negative is more prepared to defend them! 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4eefa4d4-5819-4477-aaaa-4c835d3a9c12]Instead of putting out a CP shell with a few 2NC answers to solvency deficits and perms at the beginning of the season dispo means the CP has to have robust, thick files answering potential DAs or impact turns which leads to 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-3a983049-ae0f-4d14-938c-bc31eef155e5]conditionality encourages ink chasing because debaters seek wins---its more strategic to proliferate arguments than revise under condo because dropped arguments are true arguments 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c9d6c2e0-2eea-47da-8ec0-c5478b317fb7]This means the neg can delete entire 2AC DAs OR it happens at the margins because 2As are forced to strategically truncate their best responses to CPs NOT because of time constraints BUT because they don’t know if the negative will just kick the position AFTER the investment 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9e191224-a5ae-4524-9cbc-04816ff9ac38]2---topic driven education happens in the library, NOT the debate---our model encourages longer hours preparing CPs against potential aff DAs which is better than the education that comes from ‘testing’ 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-49334a75-fd98-4270-8724-d87f1a413fd5]Even if they win the argument that conditionality allows for more tests of the affirmative and dispo doesn’t 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4def3999-979a-49f0-8117-9fd5813dd74a]===AFF AT Theory===
[bookmark: pmd-heading-117764de-ee2e-40c9-8ce2-f8c552c0a645]AT: ASPEC---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b0560253-0663-4231-b56e-f3b91411db2c]ASPEC is bad. No resolutional basis makes it unpredictable, it’s a moral hazard to go for PICs and agent CPs which moot entirety of the 1AC, cross-ex checks, and slippery slope to O-Spec which moots NEG ground, too.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e061a442-07d9-4401-bd86-5bacb4c49de2]AT: New AFFs Bad---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-13657131-e24a-4a8f-816e-1551586108a8]New Affs are good.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-18874fb9-ceef-4bc2-a4c1-fe9b1aed4c9b]1. Increase creativity and innovation while preventing bunch of coaches pulling backfiles. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2bfdd246-593e-431a-9e8d-3e9a169bf8a8]2. Err AFF on condo and theory. The alternative disincentivizes research and prioritizes the prep of vague generics instead of prepping affs in the lit.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-dbe2e7df-1935-4761-8dec-0547117e1a30]3. Non-resolutional theory is a voter. Unpredictable and race to the bottom for arbitrary metrics.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-46453c57-224a-403a-bd96-936fe5fd9b18]4. Reasonability. Prevents a race to the bottom.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-04c24682-adc8-4b7c-963e-3af00b0b152d]===AFF AT Topicality===
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c8b99115-d621-446e-ac2d-ef75c302661c]AFF—T—Toolbox 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d0136e87-d140-4789-a6cc-fe2da2fc2457]What does the plan fiat? 
If the plan says exploration: 
The aff fiats 
Exploratory fishing in the Beaufort by NOAA scientists.

Sharing fish data with Canada. This could happen in two main ways.


 A strict reading of the word “its” would mean the US unilaterally collects the data in the Beaufort and publishes it on the NOAA website. We would argue Canada would read that data and reciprocate as a result of the plan. 

A more expansive reading of the word “its” means the US establishes a joint science commission and invites Canada. Canada says yes. 


*if K* --- NOAA establishes a scientific tourism arm (exploration)
We say the following is a result of the plan: 
Canada agrees. 
CAOFA perceives US/Canadian action 
Private fishers go fish 
*if K*---Private actors are employed as federal tour guides 
Fishery enforcement with the Coast Guard because someone must rescue the scientists if they get trapped in fog or ice. 
Amending the Arctic FMP to allow for exploratory fishing because otherwise the plan is illegal 
Funding NOAA and relevant federal agencies because you need money to pay the scientists 


If the plan says development and exploration: 
The aff fiats 
Exploratory fishing in the Arctic by NOAA scientists (exploration)
Fishery enforcement with the Coast Guard (development)
Sharing fish data with Canada (exploration)
Building ports for NOAA vessels conducting research in the Arctic Seas (development)
Lifting the fishing ban (development) 
Funding NOAA and relevant federal agencies (development) 
*if K* --- NOAA establishes a scientific tourism arm (exploration/development)
We say the following is a result of the plan: 
Canada agrees
CAOFA perceives US/Canadian action 
Private fishers go fish 
*if K*---Private actors are employed as federal tour guides 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8cc9348e-0ea0-480d-90c1-a3cf89955f8d]AFF—NOAA Federal 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bdcd5c33-4afc-4b2f-be9d-df21dc2b24b8]NOAA Fisheries is federal 
NOAA 21 [https://www.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-10/What-is-NOAA-2011.pdf]//gabe@ADL
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is a science-based federal agency within the Department of Commerce with regulatory, operational, and information service responsibilities with a presence in every state and our territories. Through its long-standing mission of science, service, and stewardship, NOAA generates tremendous value for the Nation — and the world — by advancing our understanding of and ability to anticipate changes in the Earth's environment, by improving society's ability to make scientifically informed decisions, and by conserving and managing ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes’ resources.
Science at NOAA is the systematic study of the structure and behavior of the ocean, atmosphere, and related ecosystems; integration of research and analysis; observations and monitoring; and environmental modeling. Science provides the foundation and future promise of the service and stewardship elements of NOAA’s mission. Service is the communication of NOAA’s research, data, information, and knowledge for use by the Nation’s businesses, communities, and people’s daily lives. Stewardship is NOAA’s direct use of its knowledge to protect people and the environment, as the agency exercises its authority to regulate and sustain marine fisheries and their ecosystems, protect endangered marine and anadromous species, protect and restore habitats and ecosystems, conserve marine sanctuaries and other protected places, respond to environmental emergencies, and aid in disaster recovery. To this end, NOAA will focus on four long-term outcomes within its primary mission domains: • Climate: An informed society anticipating and responding to climate and its impacts. • Weather-Ready Nation: Society is prepared for and responds to weather-related events. • Healthy Oceans: Marine fisheries, habitats, and biodiversity are sustained within healthy and productive ecosystems. • Resilient Coastal Communities and Economies: Coastal and Great Lakes communities are environmentally and economically sustainable. To learn more about NOAA’s mission, programs, and activities, please visit http://www.noaa.gov. NOAA Offices The National Environmental Satellite, Data, and Information Service NOAA’s National Environmental Satellite, Data, and Information Service (NESDIS) observes our Earth, the sun, our oceans, and our atmosphere. These observations benefit many sectors of society and are critical to the United States' contribution to a global environmental observation strategy. NESDIS develops and operates our nation’s environmental satellites, composed of the Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellites for short-range warning and forecasting, and the Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Satellites for longer term forecasting. Additionally, NESDIS operates National Data Centers that house the world’s largest archive of climatic, oceanographic, and geophysical data. NESDIS provides data and information to a broad spectrum of users including weather forecasters who issue storm warnings, national and international researchers who study the environment, and the public. For more information, please visit http://www.nesdis.noaa.gov/.
The National Marine Fisheries Service
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is responsible for the stewardship of the world’s largest exclusive economic zone. NMFS protects and preserves the nation’s living marine resources and their habitats through scientific research, fisheries management, law enforcement, and habitat conservation. NMFS has both domestic and international responsibilities, and is a leading voice for the economic benefits that can be derived from sustainable use and conservation of living marine resources. For more information, please visit http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3cb54c0c-b3eb-4abc-aa21-b15d738c855b]AT: AFF Fiats Border 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-6450e03b-218e-4bb8-a909-e09c8da8b44c]Wrong! The aff fiats: 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-56c61571-1241-4612-996d-2a299fb1d477]exploratory fish data and 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9c6530f5-f824-4ae6-a399-3deef4d1e1af]sharing it with Canada. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-0d5bc450-6b38-4579-8ed0-49f1f559d52f]This leads to a boundary resolution without explicitly setting a boundary---that’s Epstein 11 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b7a94774-7c46-404c-845b-7b37fa31e0d2]For reference 
Epstein 11 - BA 2007, Northwestern University; JD 2010, The University of Chicago Law School [Andrew, Winter 2011, “COMMENT: A New Approach to an Old Problem: Managing Fish Resources in the Beaufort Sea”, 11 Chi. J. Int'l L. 755, Lexis, gabe@ADL]
The Fish Stock Agreement requires states to cooperate to strengthen scientific research capacity concerning ocean resources, which would lead to the proper evaluation of fish stocks from which all would benefit. 219 If territorial claims simply provide an opportunity for nations to expand their ability to exploit resources, then the conservation goals of UNCLOS will remain unfulfilled. 220 The overarching principle of UNCLOS, however, may provide a catalyst for Arctic nations to agree that co-management is the preferable scheme. 221 Because of the shared interest of both Canada and the US in fish conservation, scientific cooperation may lead to a satisfactory resolution of boundary dispute. 222
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4d08da27-8999-4625-abc4-46207f55c137]AT: Private Science  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-36daac1a-b8b7-4109-9e14-40dcbb6bb1d4]NOAA does it too! 
Harris 25 –PhD NOAA Scientist [Holdon, 25 August 2025, WLRN, “A fired NOAA scientist reflects on the loss of public science”, https://www.wlrn.org/environment/2025-08-25/noaa-fisheries-public-science] gabe@ADL
NOAA’s National Fisheries Service provides the science to support sustainable American fisheries, which are worth over $320B annually. Losing scientists specializing in quantitative modeling will lead to increased uncertainties in aquaculture development, food security, and marine biodiversity. Less robust fisheries management will ultimately hurt American seafood production, which could increase reliance on foreign imports to meet our seafood demands.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-79ea7536-d564-4aad-b6d3-01ded7ff56ea]AT: Fishing = Private 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-664aab57-f5f7-4950-bdba-d8788c5e06b5]Commercial fishing is a result of the plan. We lift a federal ban---that’s NPFMC 25

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c0c3bf88-6fe2-4b7a-a3f0-651b1be31aec]For Reference: 
NPFMC 25 – North Pacific Fishery Management Council, the part of NOAA that regulates Arctic fish. [“Arctic Fishery Management Plan for Fish Resources of the Arctic Management Area (Arctic FMP)”, https://www.npfmc.org/fisheries-issues/fisheries/fishing-in-the-arctic/, gabe@ADL]
The Council’s Arctic FMP is created under authority of the U.S. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
All Federal waters of the U.S. Arctic will be closed to commercial fishing for any species of finfish, mollusks, crustaceans, and all other forms of marine animal and plant life; however, harvest of marine mammals and birds is not regulated by the Arctic FMP.
The Council’s management policy for the U.S. Arctic EEZ is an ecosystem-based management policy that proactively applies judicious and responsible fisheries management practices, based on sound scientific research and analysis, to ensure the sustainability of fishery resources, to prevent unregulated or poorly regulated commercial fishing, and to protect associated ecosystems for the benefit of current users and future generations. This management policy recognizes the need to balance competing uses of marine resources and different social and economic goals for sustainable fishery management, including protection of the long-term health of the ecosystem and the optimization of yield from its fish resources. This policy recognizes the complex interactions among ecosystem components, and seeks to protect important species utilized by other ecosystem component species, potential target species, other organisms such as marine mammals and birds, and local residents and communities. All management measures will be based on the best scientific information available.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-60ca60c1-b4d6-40dc-b805-8c6945b48599]1AR—NOAA Science 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-7b1bd6ad-774a-47bf-bb60-661e966a1ea4]NOAA science is systemic 
NOAA 21 [https://www.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-10/What-is-NOAA-2011.pdf]//gabe@ADL
Science at NOAA is the systematic study of the structure and behavior of the ocean, atmosphere, and related ecosystems; integration of research and analysis; observations and monitoring; and environmental modeling. Science provides the foundation and future promise of the service and stewardship elements of NOAA’s mission. Service is the communication of NOAA’s research, data, information, and knowledge for use by the Nation’s businesses, communities, and people’s daily lives. Stewardship is NOAA’s direct use of its knowledge to protect people and the environment, as the agency exercises its authority to regulate and sustain marine fisheries and their ecosystems, protect endangered marine and anadromous species, protect and restore habitats and ecosystems, conserve marine sanctuaries and other protected places, respond to environmental emergencies, and aid in disaster recovery. To this end, NOAA will focus on four long-term outcomes within its primary mission domains:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-caff3973-d509-4804-8871-ae1f83fa14cd]1AR—AT: Bidirectional 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c06fef26-bcbb-4819-992f-d214ea497996]Its unidirectional---requires economic incentive
Oran Young, 1992 – Professor Emeritus, UC Santa Barbara. Renowned Arctic expert and a world leader in the fields of international governance and environmental institutions. Dr. Young has been involved in leading position in global change research for several decades, among others as founding chair of the Committee on the Human Dimensions of Global Change of the US National Academy of Sciences; chair of the Scientific Steering Committee of the international project on the Institutional Dimensions of Global Environmental Change; founding co-chair of the Global Carbon Project; and from 2005 to 2010 the Scientific Committee of the International Human Dimensions Programme on Global Environmental Change.  Arctic Politics: Conflict and Cooperation in the Circumpolar North, p. 221 //DH

Although environmental protection constitutes a necessary condition for the achievement of sustainable development in the Arctic, it is far from sufficient. What is needed to complement environmental protection in this context is a program featuring more direct economic initiatives. No doubt, some of the most important of these initiatives can and will be articulated and administered largely within domestic political arenas. But there are opportunities in this realm for international activities as well. To acquire a feel for these opportunities, consider the following examples.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e8d5feb2-e15a-431d-8d64-0cddc9fbef85]1AR—AT: “Being NEG is hard on this topic” 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0f705c8b-df72-42fc-856b-813f5b26e3ef]Don’t err neg. The topic is reliability constrained by excellent K literature, the Alaska CP, international actors and conditionality. Nothing about this aff requires you to delete a key negative tool. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-0b8ab02e-5a87-4ef2-a2af-aa363876a0aa]Ground comparison arguments are unfalsifiable, the win rates are even from the latest tournaments. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3e826308-3e67-476f-b4c5-254278df98ff]XT---PTIV---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-028bb87d-09c4-41bd-85bf-febef9c41847]Plan in a vacuum is the best standard.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d3b0259d-b979-4889-b4f5-f109f4038b35]1. Arbitrariness. Their arg devolves into cherrypicked lines and positional competition which encourage vague taglines and non-committal cross-ex. Turns their offense. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bd8dcafb-b86c-4760-9515-434d3c5a0675]2. Crowdout. Tot going for T is the point. You shouldn’t against reasonably topical AFFs. Kills clash and education. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-3f67f0b9-9f97-4633-87c8-ee0f3c1e5d74]Their offense is wrong.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3c1e6ee5-ec4d-462b-83d9-233cb741df43]1. Reject extremes. Every answer devolves into ‘justifies whole rez’ or ‘reading an old AFF’ which is asinine. It’d be a field day if we read a plan with no connection to an old 1AC. PICs kill it which is why no one ever tried. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8ce31496-b2d9-40ef-9e47-15b5543ec010]2. Forcing ‘T and substance’ 2NRs is fine. They don’t need standards to win normal means.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-81ffb03e-8d38-4c9f-8106-fafb6226dcef]XT---Reasonability---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d2c3bd1e-c95f-4d3a-9ef8-9a39a5b891b4]Reasonability is good. Competing interpretations are arbitrary. They invite choosing a slightly more limiting interpretation which causes a race to the bottom and substance crowd out in both debating and research.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-07181662-b3ca-4666-ac20-f797bcded0b0]No judge intervention. Courts apply that standard and it works just fine. BUT [1] it’s inevitable. Must resolve impacts and determine whether or not we meet interpretations. And [2] no link. It’s just resolving defense.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-7e678c51-cfe8-4f17-8a37-53bee51681cc]No ‘sum of all interps.’ Our model doesn’t justify every interp and functional limits prove they don’t exist on this topic

[bookmark: pmd-heading-55d7d00d-cfb3-44aa-a03b-acbf474710ea]Fish—AT: T—“Its”—Exclusive 
This T argument suggests we are not topical because “its” is exclusive and does not include offers to cooperate with Canada. 
~40 seconds for the 2AC
~90 seconds for the 1AR

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a8ff4af1-1bd0-4241-b95f-a8418f3b867d]2AC—AT: T—“Its”—Exclusive
[bookmark: pmd-heading-076dda72-bda3-476a-b488-9cdda5a4804c]1---We meet: 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-fff04fff-fe6c-4363-92ab-b219bafd43fb]A---the text says “its” which is gov-to-gov. Winning T means they’ve clarified the function of that text. 
NOAA 25 [04/03/25, “Bilateral Agreements”, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/international/international-affairs/bilateral-agreements]//gabe@ADL
Canada and the United States meet annually for discussion on fisheries management and science issues. Through collaboration the countries strive to develop management approaches that can be implemented domestically, as required by both countries. For years, joint fisheries surveys have been conducted in the Pacific and Atlantic and the U.S. and Canada participate in several international agreements pertaining to shared species. NOAA Fisheries has a long-standing relationship with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO). Working primarily with the Northeast, Northwest, and Alaska Fisheries Science Centers, NOAA and DFO collaborate on a variety of topics including marine mammals, climate change impacts on fisheries, ecosystem approaches to fisheries management, and ecosystem monitoring.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9ecd3793-04e2-452b-b3d5-c7cb37779a3c]B---The US exclusively domains discoveries by NOAA scientists. If shared, the data is “its” public domain. 
Commerce 22 – the Department of Commerce [“NESDIS/NCEI OPEN DATA POLICY”, https://www.ncei.noaa.gov/sites/g/files/anmtlf171/files/2023-12/NCEI%20PD-10-2-02%20-%20Open%20Data%20Policy%20Signed.pdf]//gabe@ADL
Environmental data and information produced by NOAA or any Federal agency are available fully and openly to data users unless explicitly exempt from release by Federal law, regulation or policy. These data are in the public domain in the United States. To serve our international partners and customers, NCEI will work to ensure a Creative Commons CC0 license is applied
[bookmark: pmd-heading-64fe59de-ab96-493a-9f21-7728a8c430c5]2. We counter: “Its” means jurisdiction and ownership --- limits private actors and states rights. 
Forrest Tahdooahnippah et al. 22, Tahdooahnippah is Attorney at Dorsey & Whitney LLP, OBA 34872; Weisgram is Attorney at Dorsey & Whitney LLP, Admitted pro hac vice; Rivas is Attorney at Rivas Law, OBA 7608, "Kiowa Tribe Et Al V. United States Department Of The Interior Et Al," U.S. District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma, Case No. 5:22cv425, 06/16/2022, 2022 U.S. DIST. CT. MOTIONS LEXIS 141435, Lexis
(a) The Tsalote Allotment is not the FSAT's "Indian lands." (i) Tsalote Allotment is not within FSAT's Jurisdiction.
The FSAT's compact does not permit Class III gaming on any Indian lands, but rather "only on its [i.e., the FSAT's] Indian lands, as defined by IGRA." FAC Ex. 7 Part 5(L). The possessive "its" could mean either land owned by the tribe or land within its jurisdiction (or both). In this context, the word "its" must connote jurisdiction. As defined in IGRA (the definition expressly incorporated by the compact), "Indian lands" are lands "over which an Indian tribe exercises governmental power." 25 U.S.C. § 2703(4)(B). In the Tenth Circuit, a prerequisite for the exercise of governmental power is jurisdiction. Kansas v. United States, 249 F.3d 1213, 1229 (10th Cir. 2001).8

[bookmark: pmd-heading-f560c39a-b58e-4d94-9ede-7f3af6045967]3. They overlimit. “Exclusive” moots the Arctic Science and Diplomacy advantages. The neg always wins on “bilat key” because the literature reflects Arctic cooperation. Private Actor CP, “Say Yes”, Relations DA’s, Anthro and Settler Colonialism test this affs. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-43f0676f-0923-4685-9d34-d5a6b2a9ed2a]4. They distort. Holding “my” hand does not deprive me of my exclusivity. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-50724647-b72e-4ac3-b966-679a62c46082]4. Reasonability! Racing to the bottom crowds out substance. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-dcd16b8f-5c24-4497-b8f5-c826804db13d]1AR—AT: T—"It’s”—Exclusive 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-191f6085-522e-4dc4-a2d1-ae7964c0ecb2]Be reasonable! Arctic cooperation should be a part of the topic and I should “exclusively” own my hand after someone holds it. Judge intervention is inevitable due to bias.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1e0e2744-03b4-4d39-aab4-eb6d3aa94490]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f404309b-a36a-47e6-8e23-17e2044e788d]NDCA novice affs and camp affs solve predictability. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c6cbd1fa-330d-46c3-863e-84e66839cf24][if they say bilat CP] The bilateral counterplan is overcorrecting. They’d just read T-minerals vs the unilat aff. The private actor CP solves anything bilat does. [_____]


[bookmark: pmd-heading-0e10c7bd-1b75-4e29-aff9-ac921035c2da]The text says “its” and reasonably meets: 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5dfe11c6-3f2a-4bb6-8041-6e24ee0b923d]A---NOAA exclusively conducts the research---that’s NOAA 25
[bookmark: pmd-heading-584b53c8-2aa4-4dd4-9254-a27f9dfca31f]B---Data is exclusive domained by the US even if we share it with Canada---that’s Commerce

[bookmark: pmd-heading-af7835c9-a330-4b00-a1ec-9c5bd852129f]The plan text shields. NOAA demonstrates exclusivity by physical collection 
50 CFR 24 [Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 50 CFR Part 600 [Docket No. 241209-0318] RIN 0648-BM26, https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/12/17/2024-29366/confidentiality-of-information]//gabe@ADL
*NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service aka NOAA Fisheries, bracketed fisheries for easier reading. 
NMFS [Fisheries] proposed to revise § 600.405 to clarify that regulations under subpart E apply to confidential information that is under NMFS' [Fisheries]custody and control. NMFS[Fisheries] further explained that it treats information as subject to its custody and control when it physically obtains the information ( see16 U.S.C. 1881a(b) (providing for confidentiality of information “submitted” to the Secretary in compliance with MSA requirements)). In the case of electronically submitted information, NMFS[Fisheries] has custody and control when the information enters a NMFS Federal Information Security Modernization Act (FISMA) domain (which is a collection of devices, applications, software and information technology assets that serve a coordinated purpose or mission, and have a common enforced boundary with enforced or inherited security and privacy controls). Thus, while the MSA confidentiality requirements apply to information submitted to a State fishery management agency or a marine fisheries commission, these regulations would not apply to such information as it is outside of NMFS' [Fishery’s] physical possession. Protection of that information would be addressed through an agreement with a State or a marine fisheries commission as provided for under § 600.410(c).

[If they say EXTRA TOPICALITY]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ce6e9795-fab0-46aa-b8e3-59558508af8f]Not Extra-T. Sharing is still exclusive and increases neg ground. 

[if they say we fiat data sharing]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-27182c06-62dd-4acd-8a2e-f9e13149b6e8]Data sharing doesn’t violate because the US exclusively domains data produced and shared by NOAA---that’s Commerce

[If they say we Fiat Private Science]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3b8226b7-7875-4745-8f27-6f914ad8bfe3]We don’t fiat private science only NOAA scientists. 

[If they say we Fiat Canada]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c2902167-edc5-4fb1-8f56-f9d3528d2d5e]We don’t fiat Canada. They “say yes”. 

[if they say we Fiat CAOFA]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2515bbb9-1f7d-4fd9-928b-10c5bc2feb58]We don’t control CAOFA, they perceive the plan and agree to model. 

[If they say we Fiat Private Actors] 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d5d7bb1d-c703-4825-b806-eaa84e65f0b9]We don’t fiat private actors. They start fishing as a result of the plan. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-10dedaf3-c5c5-43af-a774-c55e0fbca757]The Counterinterpretation!

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b245c0a0-180b-41f6-9dc8-651f5924f0e6]“it’s” means “owning” and “jurisdiction” --- that’s Tahdooahnippah. Exclusivity is not required. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-130ca857-04ea-4f80-8a7e-6213dbd9e858]Anthro, Settler colonialism, “say yes” and relations DA’s functionally limit the topic. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-cb3422f0-4c60-4c4f-8ad9-f0d2c439d007]Group their topical examples! All of them have a trade advantage OR another international component that guarantee the aff still introduces the advantage. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-2fc69a65-6a38-41ea-b48b-c9a21a63149f]They overlimit---cooperation is necessary. No AFF is T. 
Olga Pasko et al, 2019 – Professor of Geology, Tomsk Polytechnic University, Russia “History of International Collaboration on the Exploration and Development of the Arctic” in Handbook of Research on International Collaboration, Economic Development, and Sustainability in the Arctic, IGI Global database, accessed via University of Michigan //DH
Exploration
Nowadays, international cooperation is a necessary principle in the exploration of the Arctic (Rennison, 2014; Novikov, 2016). Involvement of all available resources accelerates the process of obtaining scientific results and improves the quality of research (Noble & Maddock, 2015; Henderson & Loe, 2014). In 2003, the Russian Ministry of Natural Resources and Ecology and the Russian Federal Agency of Mineral Resources initiated cooperation on a series of Circum-Arctic geological and geophysical maps. In 2005, the key Arctic states such as Canada, Denmark, Finland, Norway, Russia, Sweden, and the USA signed the agreement. After three years of teamwork, the first results were gained (Government of Finland, 2013).
[bookmark: pmd-heading-af02ef2e-fae7-40d9-8ae7-e6462c034a12]1AR—Federal Ownership
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f9ec312c-4e7d-4628-ac41-8bcc64132afc]Fed owns the research
National Research Council, 3 - Committee on Exploration of the Seas, Ocean Studies Board, Division on Earth and Life Studies, National Research Council (Exploration of the Seas: Voyage into the Unknown, p. 199)

Montserrat Gorina-Ysern, American University, is an expert on the Law of the Sea Convention (LOSC). She provided a brief background on the regulation of fundamental oceanographic research and marine science research as distinct from exploration in the 1958 Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf and the 1982 LOSC, Part XIII, respectively. She outlined the main principles, rights and duties concerning the conduct of marine science research in different jurisdictional maritime zones and proposed how these would apply to IGOE activities.
“Exploration” has different meanings for different purposes (i.e., marine science research versus discovery of natural resources). The definition problem is compounded because marine science research has not been defined in LOSC. IOC has defined marine science research as referring to the scientific investigation of the ocean, its biota and its physical boundaries with the solid Earth and the atmosphere. The results of marine science research, normally published in journals of international circulation, are said to benefit humankind at large; whereas, exploration (also referred to as applied research) is concerned with ocean resources, and the results of this type of research are considered to be the property of the persons, corporations, or governments initiating the research.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d92cf6ea-8ba5-42a8-acc8-f9727e2f5555]2AR—AT: T—“Its”—Exclusive
[if the 2NR is entirely T you don’t need to go too fast with this. Otherwise you still need to answer whatever else they said]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9b8cfb48-2918-4977-9d38-a8980f13c037]Be reasonable. The neg must prove the aff was impossible to debate because we want to share data with Canada. The we meet arguments demonstrate ground loss was zero or minimal and not a reason exclude the aff.  


[bookmark: pmd-heading-3281d4d4-4dbb-4f18-a1c2-e15ccee04507]The speech will sound defensive because we are going for a reasonable we meet. Topicality is not an offense/defense question, you must be certain that debate would be heavily side biased to vote neg. Otherwise the neg would incentivized to exclude every aff with overlimiting definitions of the words that don’t reflect the literature base. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b3ebb6f1-6740-4625-97bf-752bac9d0f24]Extend the hand holding analogy! I’ll do it using the word “its”. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d5fe5f5e-0ee7-418c-9487-446b098bda97]Pretend you hold a cat’s tail. The cat is nice and so is the tail, but just because you hold “its” tail does not mean it is no longer exclusively the cat’s tail. Their interpretation is intentional distortion of the literature. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-bbead78f-6ed6-4172-8b82-803dcd187450]Two novice affs from the NDCA include cooperation with Russia over permafrost and LNG so you’d be in sharp disagreement with the debate community.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-643e7bc6-11e2-4ebd-bac9-32bfe93d990a]The Pasko evidence says cooperation is “necessary” to Arctic exploration and development because the Arctic is cold and resource intensive. The history of Arctic search and rescue, oil spill response, extraction and trade, and the Arctic Council demonstrate cooperation is the norm and the solvency advocates will reflect that. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d10ceaa5-9d51-40f3-a01e-16c18e56369f]Even if we don’t perfectly meet their interpretation, the violation should be tied to specific and non-hypothetical ground loss. It would not be reasonable to exclude our aff because a team in the future might weaponize some procedural obscurity about cooperation that we don’t know exists. 
 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d2e7a760-12e8-4b13-8a61-d7ac7b97b428]The plan meets “exclusivity”! 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1c6128f6-6422-4e3e-b7d3-ff5fa44595e8]A---We only fiat NOAA Fisheries which is exclusively owned by the federal government. Nobody else owns NOAA---that’s the NOAA evidence 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-695a57d6-d9a4-47f1-8a67-cda5ed003f5e]B---Discovery and exploratory fishing collected by NOAA is exclusively in federal domain. Even if Canada gets access to the data it is still exclusively produced and domained by the US for the purpose of sharing---that’s Commerce

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a4165cf2-1fe7-48ed-978c-40afec6154f0]Read the violations through the 50 CFR evidence. It’s the entire code of federal regulations for wildlife and fisheries. It specifically distinguishes between data that belongs to NOAA fisheries and data that does not belong to NOAA fisheries. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e6630682-ce74-484e-9f95-f8763f373248]Its also the only piece of evidence in the debate that discusses fishing data in context of the word “its”. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-50c5abf8-2889-4bb6-b359-bca81e020047]NOAA fisheries draws a distinction between confidential data and non-confidential data. Data that is submitted to NOAA fisheries by private actors is not “its” data especially if it is not inside a federal domain. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ce3b6a76-3c20-4c15-b96d-908e6d16e495]The aff is NOT private submission of data it is NOAA’s direct collection which NOAA Fisheries considers “its” exclusive data because it is willing to bear confidentiality requirements under the Magnuson Stevens Act. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-65afc5db-165d-4151-ae6f-8f344416146b]This solves all their ground arguments. Any data collected by NOAA that is shared with Canada is always shared within an American federal domain which includes American hardware or software. Giving Canada access to the Federal domain does not mean it is now Canada’s data. It is America’s exclusive data that is accessed by Canada. [IF THEY SAY EXTRA T: All of this demonstrates we are not extra topical, but its good anyway because it increases their ground with private actor cp]

[bookmark: pmd-heading-2266db18-5bf2-4396-b7ec-64020be1b235]Even if the neg doesn’t get the bilateral counterplan they get the private actor CP or Canadian domain CP. They also get the settler colonialism K, “say no”, and relations DA’s which provide adequate limits and ground. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-39bbc989-9d79-4dd0-ad34-436a11db4c8d]No other violations [check you flow and answer other violations]

[If they say we Fiat Private Science]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9c54d35a-5ad8-495d-83cc-a62615b7af69]Wrong, only NOAA scientists, see above! 

[If they say we Fiat Canada]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2433baaf-d7a6-4a8c-a2f4-45ea0325d382]Canada they agrees to the plan. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-f52d2755-8057-4f5d-87b7-99c293caf5f1]“Say yes” means cooperation is topical under their interpretation because the aff doesn’t control Canadian behavior, it is always a result of an initial federal action. 

[if they say we Fiat CAOFA]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-855eb774-4ba6-4785-99d5-fe1f3d89f64b]We don’t fiat CAOFA, they perceive the plan and agree to model. We do fiat NOAA scientists in CAOFA share data. 

[If they say we Fiat Private Actors] 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e08682f6-646e-4c1f-8591-cc0bae851fc8]We don’t fiat private actors. They start fishing as a result of the plan. 

[IF THEY SAY EXTRA T]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ff94d4bc-f6ba-4bd4-a334-f5af3d693ac7]Not extra T because we meet their interp even if we share the data. Those are 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-807e4d6a-3ee2-4037-8224-5d9f726f8c1d]I’ll spend the rest of my speech time demonstrating the restricting the topic does NOT lead to better debates to demonstrate our reasonability argument: 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-f6824697-92b3-428e-bdcc-ebeb77d3843b]The Arctic is already an international area and the cooperation advantage can be disguised as a “trade advantage” even if the aff is exclusively about US LNG or Alaskan energy development. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a6151e6e-d944-48cf-aeca-2be8e9f4b7ff]Oil spill clean up is almost always an international effort. Even if domestic they get a modeling advantage for Arctic Council clean up which is not different from ours. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a85b2b58-08b4-462d-919a-0f394f72ed60]Aviation affs are literally cooperative because aircraft are supposed to fly internationally. Their interp makes that aff impossible because it would only be about short flights from the northern parts of Alaska. Alaska matters for aviation because it is an anchor to the rest of the world THROUGH the shorter Arctic route. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1c967ffc-70fb-40a6-9c6c-0ee79754c9fe]Search and Rescue is an international issue because we search and rescue scientists from other countries all the time. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-eea8e196-7edd-4cae-ad10-9668813f6fcf][ANSWER ANY OTHER EXAMPLES OF AFFS THEY GAVE]

[bookmark: pmd-heading-0b1739b4-6fc0-47e7-8b47-db54761be7f8]Their interp is unreasonable because aff’s lose to T just because the aff “non-exclusively” interacted with someone with a non-American passport. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-70fb751e-40b8-4272-96e0-92a7efeaf713]2AR—Counter Interpretation 
[ONLY READ THIS IF YOU HAVE ANOTER 2 MINUTES, THE WE MEET SHOULD BE SUFFICIENT]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e1163282-2937-40e1-aea1-898138591cf6]The Counterinterpretation!

[bookmark: pmd-heading-bd4fab52-2ba8-43c7-8fed-5b63938b6596]It also means “jurisdiction” over---that’s Tahdoo 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a8bec3ea-5325-4c8d-8762-b20b62c599b4]It solves limits explosion because the government doesn’t own everything and has limited jurisdiction i.e it significantly limits the Arctic area to the Beaufort and Chukchi! 

[If they say, “cooperation isn’t topical”]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3dd25eb4-a530-4b20-ba9b-536fa4402262]They overlimit---the core advantage is “science diplomacy” which is impossible under their interpretation. The Pasko evidence says international cooperation is a “necessary principle” in Arctic exploration. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5c7426db-8da5-4e9f-8d7f-143b8f0f3a94]You should trust Pasko because he is writing a history of Arctic exploration and his ultimate conclusion is cooperation is a necessary component. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-2e381657-9e60-45a9-9e56-248b05833490]Their interpretation skews the literature base so far away from reality that it makes it impossible to win solvency arguments because Arctic exploration best works when countries share data and resources across national borders i.e fish, minerals, weather information, search and rescue, etc. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4fe84e87-9422-418d-8f5a-bbbf8493b10e]The whole principal behind scientific research is sharing data and information with other scientists without discriminating by nationality. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-8a6f6860-4139-4782-808b-65f601621fe3]You should read all of their interpretation evidence through the Pasko evidence to contextualize it to the Arctic. If their interp doesn’t make sense in the Arctic context it proves our point! 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-08ac2a24-0493-42a7-a49a-eb204d3a9749]They may have given you a list of topical actions, but ask yourself if the aff will always avoid advantages about cooperation. 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-8732b9d2-e67e-4f32-a07c-f71e0ecb7765]Even if the aff doesn’t get the cooperation advantage the neg will always read the China DA, Russia DA, or Canada CP which means the aff is incentivized to cut cooperative link turns and say yes arguments. Their interp limits out the best part of the DA debate. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-37b2bc89-1596-40bb-8c13-c8d257176bd4]“Say yes” solves infinite regression because there’s only so many countries in the Arctic that want to cooperate with the US. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5021c66f-42b8-4901-9d84-5e0297d94945]Be reasonable! Our aff is NOT surprising. The Arctic Council’s biggest accomplishment in the last 5 years is a huge fishing deal called CAOFA. Fish moving into the arctic is a national security, economic, and environmental debate with lots of neg ground like the regulation DA, China appeasement DA, anthro K’s, trade DA’s, and biodiversity DA’s. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1218a794-249b-4c1c-a41f-ee02cc646255]Its also predictable! Fish are natural resources that help develop economies, Alaska is well-known for their Salmon, and the literature discusses “exploratory fishing”. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3b49df85-0754-4037-a5b3-ce3e2b829242]Fish—AT: T—“Minerals” 
~30 seconds for the 2AC
~1.20 seconds for the 1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4b125744-cc40-433f-988b-e7842c069d76]2AC—AT: T—Minerals
[bookmark: pmd-heading-fe75b9dc-5633-46e4-ac92-57b7a6f96662]1--- Text in a vacuum. Search for the minerals inside the fish. 
 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-db25bbcb-5824-460b-90ba-fd2f8168ed7e]2---We meet! 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4db47af9-dd4c-48f2-8f61-0f0d658c21cf]A---Fish food = minerals!   
Clayton 1988 – Geologist, Denver Colorado [U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY BULLETIN 1870, “Role of Amount and Type of Organic Matter in Recognition of Petroleum Source Rocks”, https://pubs.usgs.gov/bul/1870/report.pdf]//gabe@ADL
Various definitions for petroleum source rock have been proposed (Dow, 1978; Hunt, 1979; Tissot and Welte, 1984; Brooks and others, 1987). In the most general sense, a source rock is any volume of rock that is capable of generating and expelling commercial quantities of oil or gas under proper conditions of heating over geologic time. Hunt (1979) emphasized the need to include "commercial" amounts of hydrocarbons in any source rock definition because nearly all sedimentary rocks can generate small quantities of hydrocarbons. Therefore, as noted by Brooks and others (1987), some ambiguity is inherent in defining a source rock because the criteria include economic considerations, not solely geological criteria. Further, the term "source rock" includes (1) rocks which have not generated hydrocarbons because they have not undergone sufficient heating over geologic time; (2) rocks which are actively generating and expelling hydrocarbons; and (3) rocks which already generated and expelled hydrocarbons during earlier heating and no longer contain residual capacity for further generation on a commercial scale. Source rocks of the first type are often referred to as "potential" source rocks. Rocks of the second and third type are called "effective" source rocks, and the term "spent" source rock (Dow, 1978) is sometimes used to describe the type of effective source rock in the third category. Recognition of source rocks requires characterization of the following criteria: (1) amount of organic matter, (2) type of organic matter, (3) maturity of organic matter, and (4) amount of hydrocarbons generated and expelled.
The amount of organic matter is critical for recognition of a source rock, not only because a minimum total mass of organic matter must be present to generate commercial quantities of hydrocarbons, but also because a minimum threshold concentration of liquid or gaseous organic matter must be present before expulsion (primary migration) of the generated hydrocarbons can occur (Momper, 1978). Ronov (1958) studied a large number of shale samples from petroleum-producing and nonproducing regions and observed that the lower limit for organic carbon content is 0.5 percent (by weight) for shales adjacent to oil-producing fields of part of the Russian Platform. Gehman (1962) investigated carbonate rocks and arrived at an empirically determined minimum value of 0.3 percent for carbonate rocks to be considered as source rocks. Currently, most investigators consider 0.5-1.0 percent as the minimum amount of organic carbon needed for a source rock. For "spent" source rocks, these criteria of minimum organic carbon contents are difficult to apply because much of the original organic carbon may have been lost during generation and expulsion of hydrocarbons, and the residual carbon remaining in the rock may represent only a fraction of the original carbon present. To a large extent, the mass balance approach to source rock evaluation, which is discussed later, avoids the issue of minimum requirement for organic carbon content, because actual amounts of hydrocarbons generated and expelled are calculated.
The type of organic matter present in a source rock is important because different types of organic matter have different potentials for generating hydrocarbons and because the composition of hydrocarbons generated depends on organic matter type. Reservoir rock type usually refers to the depositional site of the rock material, such as nearshore marine; in contrast, source rock type frequently refers to the provenance of the material. For example, a terrestrial source rock, which contains abundant pollen and spores derived from land plants, may be deposited in a marine environment off the mouth of a delta. Source rocks are commonly categorized into marine and nonmarine types. The distinction between marine rock and marine organic matter is important to remember and often tends to be overlooked in discussions of source rock types. A true marine source rock only includes organic matter that originated in a marine environment. However, rocks younger than Ordovician usually contain a mixture of organic matter derived from marine and terrigenous organisms including bacterially reworked material. Nonmarine source rocks contain organic matter derived from terrigenous organisms (higher land plant) or freshwater algae and bacteria. Other environments, such as hypersaline lacustrine and nearshore brackish settings, are also important depositional sites for source rocks. Coals have also been thought to be source rocks for gas, and more recently have been shown to be possible sources of liquid hydrocarbons (Durand and Oudin, 1979; Durand and Paratte, 1983; Thompson and others, 1985).
The main organisms contributing to organic matter in source rocks are higher plants, algae, zooplankton, and bacteria. The relative contribution from each of these organisms to a given source rock is important because the chemical composition, and therefore the ultimate hydrocarbon potential, varies among organic components derived from these groups of organisms. In general, higher plant tissue contains biomolecules with more oxygen (cellulose, hemicellulose) and relatively nonbiodegradable components such as lignin. These higher plant biomolecules have a relatively low HJC ratio and high 0/C ratio.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a0e1d192-fd06-4514-825a-18844d690267]B---Fish surveys are legally required for minerals [Read Blue]
30 CFR 25 [Part 550, 9-9-2025, "30 CFR Part 550 Subpart B", CFR, https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-30/chapter-V/subchapter-B/part-550/subpart-B] //gabe@ADL
**For reference. EP and DPP means “Exploration Plan” and “Development and Production Plan”**
Acronyms and terms used in this subpart have the following meanings: (a) Acronyms used frequently in this subpart are listed alphabetically below: BOEM means Bureau of Ocean Energy Management. BSEE means Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement. CID means Conservation Information Document. CZMA means Coastal Zone Management Act. DOCD means Development Operations Coordination Document. DPP means Development and Production Plan. DWOP means Deepwater Operations Plan. EIA means Environmental Impact Analysis. EP means Exploration Plan. IOP means Integrated Operations Plan. NPDES means National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. NTL means Notice to Lessees and Operators. OCS means Outer Continental Shelf.
[30 CFR 25 Continues]
[Part 550, 9-9-2025, "30 CFR Part 550 Subpart B", CFR, https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-30/chapter-V/subchapter-B/part-550/subpart-B] //gabe@ADL
§ 550.227 What environmental impact analysis (EIA) information must accompany the EP? The following EIA information must accompany your EP: (a) General requirements. Your EIA must: (1) Assess the potential environmental impacts of your proposed exploration activities; (2) Be project specific; and (3) Be as detailed as necessary to assist the Regional Supervisor in complying with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other relevant Federal laws such as the ESA and the MMPA. (b) Resources, conditions, and activities. Your EIA must describe those resources, conditions, and activities listed below that could be affected by your proposed exploration activities, or that could affect the construction and operation of facilities or structures, or the activities proposed in your EP. (1) Meteorology, oceanography, geology, and shallow geological or manmade hazards; (2) Air and water quality; (3) Benthic communities, marine mammals, sea turtles, coastal and marine birds, fish and shellfish, and plant life; (4) Threatened or endangered species and their critical habitat as defined by the Endangered Species Act of 1973; (5) Sensitive biological resources or habitats such as essential fish habitat, refuges, preserves, special management areas identified in coastal management programs, sanctuaries, rookeries, and calving grounds; (6) Archaeological resources; (7) Socioeconomic resources including employment, existing offshore and coastal infrastructure (including major sources of supplies, services, energy, and water), land use, subsistence resources and harvest practices, recreation, recreational and commercial fishing (including typical fishing seasons, location, and type), minority and lower income groups, and coastal zone management programs;
[bookmark: pmd-heading-030c443c-85fb-4632-bd17-172b03393dd4]3---We counter! Exploration is federal discovery. 
Eda Ayaydin, 2022 - teaching fellow at the University of London Institute in Paris. She teaches at the International Politics department. Chapter 15 (Research): Evolution of Arctic Exploration from National Interest to Multinational Investment P. A. Berkman et al. (eds.), Building Common Interests in the Arctic Ocean with Global Inclusion, Volume 2, Informed Decisionmaking for Sustainability, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89312-5_15  Accessed via Springer Nature Link at University of Michigan 
Exploration might be an act of discovering an unexplored place or discovering an unfamiliar subject; in both cases, an “unknown” is required. John Franklin sought to sail through an unknown passage; Robert Peary and Frederick Cook tried to reach the mythic North Pole. Explorers made the imaginary Thule real.
Depending on the era of exploration, the principal actors in the Arctic have changed over the centuries. Until the start of the twenty-first century, traditional “explorers” acted in the Arctic. Compared to the explorations in the previous centuries, contemporary efforts to explore the Arctic originate from oil and gas companies and scientists, who employ different methods and techniques and have different motives for exploration. Consequently, as the “unknown” elements of the Arctic have evolved and changed, so has the “subject” of exploration transformed as well.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-51680c58-9a16-4161-9d74-c41cbd4faad2]Arctic fish stocks are unknown. 
MacLean 18 - Analyst for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, and as the Arctic Marine Program Director for The Nature Conservancy in Alaska [Steve, February, NPFMC, “Discussion Paper: Exploratory Fishing in Global Regional Fishery Management Organizations”, https://www.npfmc.org/meetings, search the title: Taiwan is geolocked so I can’t get an exact web address]//gabe@ADL
Terms 
Throughout this paper a number of terms are used that might have slightly different meanings for each RFMO described. The intended meanings are described here. 
Exploratory fishery means fishing in new areas or areas where fishing is prohibited or has not occurred or with gear that has not previously been used in the existing fishing areas.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-900b7b3a-e210-47ba-be6e-4fdf48641e52]4--overlimiting---there’s no profit in frozen extraction and the AFF loses to biodiversity consequences.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-fcd38765-4988-462f-8a81-53ac2f17a6ab]5---precision---“Discovery” limits the scope of science. Non-Arctic definitions sever the literature base. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-663abe68-d720-4568-b772-018dc2a9cfac]Be reasonable! You can fish for minerals and fish without ending the topic. 

[LONG VERSION ~45seconds]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bbbd88d1-1e0b-4d14-a6d3-dc6f7440a704]Otherwise:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-52d8aba7-091f-45ea-9d67-1f85179572e3]A---Development is only fish 
Marr ‘11
(J. C. Marr - Journal of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada, “Management and Development of Fisheries in the Indian Ocean” – Abstract, 13 April 2011, http://www.nrcresearchpress.com/doi/abs/10.1139/f73-362?journalCode=jfrbc#.U7MfMI1dXIo) 
Development is defined as utilization of a fishery resource to meet the objectives of the government concerned; management is organization of the course of development to meet the socioeconomic objectives and resource utilization policy of government, and to deal with allocation of common-use resources. The rate of increase in fishery production in the Indian Ocean is slightly greater than the rate for the world as a whole, but the absolute level relative to potential is much lower in the Indian Ocean than elsewhere. Indian Ocean catches by non-Indian Ocean countries amount to about 8% of the total and have been increasing rapidly, a trend that may be expected to continue.Development of inshore fisheries has been promoted by governments of Indian Ocean countries, the private sector of Indian Ocean countries, the private sector of some non-Indian Ocean countries, and bilateral and multilateral assistance agencies. Development of offshore fisheries, especially for tuna, has been carried out by the longline fleets of Japan, followed by Taiwan and Korea. Governments of Indian Ocean countries show great interest in developing those resources for which there is a world demand, including shrimp, tuna, lobster, cuttlefish, and fish meal. Joint ventures with the private sector of economically developed countries are a common mechanism to develop such resources, particularly those in inshore areas such as shrimp.Management tends to be concerned primarily with socioeconomic objectives, particularly the gradual upgrading of the artisanal fisheries. However, among existing international management mechanisms are: a bilateral agreement between Thailand and Malaysia, apparently effective in solving local problems; and the Indian Ocean Fishery Commission, an FAO Regional Commission with 31 member nations, of which 19 are Indian Ocean countries. It has a special charge to consider offshore resource management problems and although it has been reasonably effective in identifying these problems the appropriate political decisions will be more difficult to realize.The Indian Ocean Program arose from the IOFC, is supported by the UNDP as an InterRegional Project, and is executed by FAO. Its purpose is fishery development, promoted through a small professional staff plus consultants. Twenty-six feasibility and other studies have been published and in 1972, the first operational year, the Program initiated or was involved in proposals totalling about $37 million (US).The need for development is urgent and activities must be timely. Impediments to development include handling-distribution problems; specific bottlenecks, such as lack of ice; lack of infrastructure; transplantation of western fishery science, generally not development-oriented; lack of capital, technology and managerial skills; artificial currency-valuation and import restrictions; and poor communications.The need for management exists if mistakes made elsewhere are to be avoided. Attention needs to be given to schemes involving artisanal fisheries. Impediments to management include lack of information necessary to decision taking; lack of new methodology applicable in the absence of conventional data; problems of allocation of common-use resources; difficulties in enforcement; and the fear by countries not engaged in a fishery that management schemes will preclude their subsequent entry into the fishery. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ef40d9e6-9436-42d5-9a6f-e3c0e1f9d86f]B---Exploration is only fish. 
MacLean 18 - Analyst for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, and as the Arctic Marine Program Director for The Nature Conservancy in Alaska [Steve, February, NPFMC, “Discussion Paper: Exploratory Fishing in Global Regional Fishery Management Organizations”, https://www.npfmc.org/meetings, Taiwan is geolocked so I can’t get an exact web address]//gabe@ADL
At the time the Council made the request, the United States and other countries were negotiating an agreement to manage commercial fishing in the Central Arctic Ocean (beyond the 200 nmi EEZ). The agreement was signed on November 30, 2017 and established a moratorium on commercial fishing in the area for at least 16 years while research is conducted to learn more about the Central Arctic ecosystem. The agreement, which must undergo legal and technical review, establishes and operates a joint program of scientific research and monitoring designed to understand the Central Arctic ecosystem and, in particular, determining whether fish stocks exist in the area that could be harvested on a sustainable basis. If harvestable fish stocks occur in the area, one or more regional fishery management organizations may be established to manage those international fisheries. Because commercial fisheries have not occurred in the Central Arctic Area, development of commercial fisheries would require exploratory fisheries, either scientific or commercial, to determine whether the potential fisheries are commercially and ecological sustainable. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-414a9c7f-9d4d-435a-9358-fdb6a19f091e]1AR—AT—T: Minerals 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2d82a2bb-158e-4252-b078-8349ec65cc18]We meet zeroes the T debate. Marine resources ARE future minerals, we explore them---that’s Clayton 88 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-61a47689-d0e5-4ecd-ac80-14fa11eaca3e]Exploration legally requires data on organic marine resources---that’s 30 CFR

[bookmark: pmd-heading-10760df4-1e9c-4ac0-96f8-7b6146a36cc0]Fish exclusion means every aff is illegal. 
NOAA, 2025, "Consultations for Essential Fish Habitat", https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/habitat-conservation/consultations-essential-fish-habitat]
Consultations for Essential Fish Habitat
A consultation with NOAA Fisheries is required whenever a federal agency, including the military, works in an area that will affect essential fish habitat. Together, the agency and NOAA determine how best to conduct coastal development while supporting fish habitat and minimizing or avoiding environmental damage.
Every year, NOAA Fisheries habitat experts across the country advise federal agencies on hundreds of projects, from port expansions to offshore energy development. We identify measures to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts to fish habitat and ensure that publicly-funded projects do not carelessly destroy habitat.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-966522eb-0c33-4230-9a63-bea8af1e7142]We meet disproves their limit. All extraction affs include fish data and related advantages. There’s a precedent: 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-87e4b724-fa4e-4583-a632-2df6dbf80cad]A---British Petroleum with NOAA Advantage 
Kendall 13 – PhD DOI Regional Director [James, 02 March, BOEM, https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/uploadedFiles/BOEM/About_BOEM/BOEM_Regions/Alaska_Region/Leasing_and_Plans/Plans/EFH%20Assessment%20BP.pdf?utm]
On February 21, 2013, BOEM received from BP Exploration (Alaska) Inc. (BPXA) a notification for ancillary activities to be conducted on one of its Liberty prospect lease tracts (enclosure 1): The purpose of BPXA's activities is to evaluate soils information to support a future development and production plan.
BOEM's environmental review of these activities indicated no potential for significant impacts to the environment. However, it was determined that these activities could adversely affect designated Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for Arctic cod. Accordingly, BOEM has prepared a supplemental EFH Assessment, which describes the project, analyzes potential effects on designated EFH, (enclosure 2) identifies proposed mitigation measures, and requests NOAA Fisheries to provide any appropriate Conservation Recommendations.
These impacts analyzed in this supplemental EFH assessment - resulting from temporary and localized increases in noise and turbidity - are similar to impacts previously evaluated by BOEM and NOAA Fisheries in prior EFH consultations. BOEM is nevertheless providing this supplemental EFH Assessment to allow NOAA Fisheries an opportunity to determine whether any additional project-specific Conservation Recommendations are appropriate.
We look forward to your response. If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact Dr. Dan Holiday, Wildlife Biologist, at 907-334-5244 / Dan.Holiday@boem.gov or Richard Knowles, Chief, Environmental Analysis Section II, Office of the Environment, at 907-334-5268 Richard.Knowles@boem.gov.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bdaf9fb6-2fa4-496f-8fe7-eb26b0388460]B---Red Dog mining with fish science advantage 
Scannel and Ott 98 [Phyllis Weber Scannell---PhD Fisheries @ Washington and Alvin G. Ott, “FISHERIES RESOURCES and WATER QUALITY, RED DOG MINE, Technical Report No. 98-2, https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/home/library/pdfs/habitat/98_02.pdf] gabe@ADL
The Red Dog Mine began operation in 1989, about 10 years after baseline studies were conducted. Soon after startup, water running through the exposed ore body caused increased metals concentrations in Red Dog Creek. The cause of the metals increase was described by Ott and Weber Scannell (1993): "The acidic metal-laden surface and subsurface waters emerging from the ore body were a major source of metals contamination to Red Dog Creek in 1989 and 1990." Impaired water quality caused concern to the resource agencies and downstream users. Cominco Alaska Inc. constructed an elevated channel to carry unpolluted waters of upper Red Dog Creek around the mining operation to a point downstream of the mine and a channel to collect surface water runoff and intercepted ground water. Water in the mine seep channel is pumped to the tailing impoundment for storage until it is treated and discharged. Cominco also increased monitoring of downstream water quality and fishery resources. (A summary of mine development and changes in water quality treatment is presented in Appendix 1 .) 
In 1991, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) began a 3-year study in the Wulik River drainage to document short-term changes in fish distribution during mine development and operation, following construction of the water bypass and collection system. Our study focused on distribution and relative abundance of juvenile Dolly Varden, Arctic grayling use of North Fork Red Dog Creek, metals concentrations in adult Dolly Varden tissues, and the number of adult Dolly Varden wintering in the Wulik River. Results and conclusions of the 3-year study were reported in Ott and Weber Scannell (I 994).
In 1994, a 5-year study was developed to document changes in fish distribution, relative abundance, fish species composition, and metals concentrations in adult Dolly Varden tissues. Results and conclusions for year 1 were reported in Weber Scannell and Ott (1 995), and for year 2 in Ott and Weber Scannell(1996.). In 1996 we expanded the scope to include a chum salmon survey in Ikalukrok Creek and a study of aquatic invertebrates and periphyton. In 1997, selenium was added to the laboratory tissue analyses. The objective of this expanded scope of work was to monitor and document changes that may occur in stream systems of the Wulik River drainage either naturally or as a result of mining activity. Aquatic invertebrates and periphyton represent communities that are continually exposed to water quality conditions present in a given tributary or section of stream. Specifically, we addressed how aquatic communities were affected by the Red Dog Mine effluent and naturally occurring changes in water quality. Since fish are a migratory group, their presence gives only limited information about in-situ productivity
[bookmark: pmd-heading-209c6ef4-5594-4ea4-a11c-09bbaf966dad][FOR REFERENCE] Red Dog is an Arctic mine. 
Scannel and Ott 98 [Phyllis Weber Scannell---PhD Fisheries @ Washington and Alvin G. Ott, “FISHERIES RESOURCES and WATER QUALITY, RED DOG MINE, Technical Report No. 98-2, https://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/home/library/pdfs/habitat/98_02.pdf] gabe@ADL
*Kotzebue is north of the Arctic Circle near latitude line 66. 
The Red Dog zinc and lead deposit is located in northwest Alaska, approximately 130 km north of Kotzebue and 75 km inland from the coast of the Chukchi Sea (Figure 1). The mine site is located on Red Dog Creek in the DeLong Mountains of the western Brooks Range. The Red Dog Mine is in a remote area with no previous development. The pro-ject consists of an open pit zinc and lead mine, with smaller amounts of silver. The mill and housing are located about 90 km inland from the Chukchi Sea. The port facility, located at the coast, is accessed by an interconnecting road. The mine, mill, tailing pond, housing, water treatment facilities, and port facility are described by Ott and Weber Scannell (1 996).

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e9a0e054-7b52-40cf-95f7-0181f27fec29]The counterinterpretation! 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b6426fed-3413-4dfe-9ca1-618bee658bed]Exploration is federal discovery of previously unknown resources---that’s Ayaydin 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ad151189-d1de-44cf-b042-faae9e58b0a4]Arctic commercial fish stocks are unknown because we’ve never fished them before---that’s McLean. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-15c41a89-6fd9-424d-9b95-22b87d15b78a]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1b911bfb-92da-4916-85fe-1348e9ed220c]It’s a reasonable limit on private actors, mammals, and improvements on previous discoveries. It limits out their examples because [EXPLAIN]

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6dc68576-2db0-48dd-ad2c-3976a15515ea]Context and precision matters. Ayaydin says the word “exploration” changes with the Arctic as it melts. There’s a limited amount of activities that are new due to ice melt like mining and fishing. All of their ev defines the rez in a narrow legal context FOR mining laws which distors the literature into meaninglessness. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-187fe0f7-651f-4b47-a2e6-9b7873ef211f]Precision outweighs debatability. T is a factual determination of if the plan is an example of the rez. Any deviation from strict interpretation of the words in the rez slips into what the resolution “should” be. Preseason and pre-tournament prep are premised on a best faith effort to interpret the rez and straying from that effort unjustly punishes AFF teams for defending topical AFFs.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-deef4335-7341-43e0-bad7-b5bf655fec59]Be reasonable! T-minerals is designed to be a non-contextual interpretation to arbitrarily exclude. Fishing is predictable and core to the Arctic controversy. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-880c1891-3aa8-4d8e-a532-d1f55940f666]2AR—AT—T: Minerals 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-51f9c847-0a5a-4d9b-bb3a-78778c468cdf]We will go for reasonability and the counterinterpretation BUT I’ll do the we meet first because it demonstrates their interpretation is non-viable and unreasonable. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-0ce63923-8374-491b-9759-6cee0b4d7db9]Reasonable precision outweighs limits. T is a factual determination of if the plan is an example of the rez. Any deviation from strict interpretation of the words in the rez slips into what the resolution “should” be. Preseason and pre-tournament prep are premised on a best faith effort to interpret the rez and straying from that effort unjustly punishes AFF teams for defending topical AFFs.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a9d5a4a5-670d-447e-9991-5a9c30bdb34b]Exploration legally requires data on organic marine resources including fish, endangered species, biological materials, fishing communities, and fishery management areas---that’s 30 CFR. It is a factual requirement of the rez. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-36f338b3-ea23-4187-9d0a-47c00152634b]Since fish data is a legal requirement, the mining aff can read an agency advantage with “say no” due to interference with fish habitats that greenlights NOAA’s EBM models. Its worse for debate because the 2A can pivot by reading “say no” later to moot the entire 1NC to restart the debate---that’s NOAA 25   

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e4efb4bb-67ff-42f1-a5d0-faec94aa618c]There’s empirical basis for this. US code required BP Oil AND Red Dog mining to comply with fishery assessments---that’s Kendall and Scannel 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ec936e32-7b79-4d1c-81b2-115a1fff8931]Specifically, BP had to conduct with NOAA fisheries to guarantee exploratory drilling wouldn’t harm Arctic Cod populations. Red Dog mine had to conduct a 3 year and 5 year long fishing survey. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4e57fb06-a4fa-4a3b-84c6-87c542f54b2c]None of this is distinct from the affirmative and demonstrates the AFF is theoretically possible even under the strictest interpretation they offer which breaks the limits debate because the aff is inevitable. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-de0e4450-d313-456c-b0ad-df7255609532]The Canada advantage is NOT unpredictable and could be read with a minerals aff. The CAOFA advantage is about fish, BUT the say no aff described above would certainly influence CAOFA debates because the Arctic high seas have minerals as well. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-cd90c4e0-0000-4385-ae8b-36a5df42307c]In order for the negative to win they have to demonstrate our version of the AFF was impossible to debate. Marginal risks of offense or slightly improved limits are NOT reasons to negate, especially in this case because US Arctic, exploration and development law is deeply tied to fishing. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-53bbe727-11d1-4d79-8269-ecd32faadd60]The counterinterpretation is exploration means discovery---that’s Ayaydin. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-70b2e36c-6595-4cb7-9603-7487078240a1]Fish meets because we’ve never fished in the Arctic before---that’s Maclean. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6c5aae86-e237-46ff-a41e-70656f3a4a58]Its most precise. Ayaydin deliberately indicts extractive interpretations because they are outdated. We are debating Arctic because its changing and using old interpretations completely misses the boat. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a6ce474b-1ef9-408c-8d5d-5677a33aa628]All of their definitions come from or cite laws about mining and extraction. In the particular context of those laws it probably sounds like exploration and development are only about minerals BUT it is NOT about the Arctic which Ayaydin says should be considered separately to preserve Arctic education.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-8bbadf05-848d-4d8d-b780-d0bd2c4723ba]New discovery + the availability of excellent negative ground functionally limits the topic. Novelty means the aff is constrained to debate only NEW resources unique to the Arctic like Arctic fish. The neg already gets an incredible kritikal literature base with cap K, extraction K’s, Anthro K’s, and set col. They can also use non-discovery CP’s, the Alaska CP, circumvention and say no arguments. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8c5159c5-b164-4224-8274-345b8d3f3fef]1AR—CI—Exploration 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-dd8801a7-f4a6-4ed8-af38-387a0526c916]Exploration means scientific or economic discovery
Eda Ayaydin, 2022 - teaching fellow at the University of London Institute in Paris. She teaches at the International Politics department. Chapter 15 (Research): Evolution of Arctic Exploration from National Interest to Multinational Investment P. A. Berkman et al. (eds.), Building Common Interests in the Arctic Ocean with Global Inclusion, Volume 2, Informed Decisionmaking for Sustainability, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89312-5_15  Accessed via Springer Nature Link at University of Michigan //DH

The nature of exploration in the Arctic has changed in the twenty-first century because of the increasing effects of climate change, which has created a new political and economic Arctic agenda in terms of physical changes of the ocean, easier access to oil and gas deposits, new shipping routes, new fishing areas and growing global interest in the Arctic Council. Climate change has also magnified the effect of globalization in the Arctic as a new global phenomenon. Thus, the Arctic is attracting the attention of non-Arctic world.
During this new era in the Arctic, scientific and economic exploration go hand in hand for some Arctic states such as Russia, where including scientists in economic exploration efforts is compulsory. Scientists from Russia interviewed for this chapter indicate that they joined several explorations with Rosneft and conducted their own scientific research on sea ice.4 In Norway, Equinor has always cooperated with universities and other research institutions. Ørjan Birkeland5 says that it is expected that the industry creates sustainable ripple effects in the societies in which they work, and this also implies engagement of universities. Equinor has agreements and sponsorship programs with several universities and supports research programs in their areas of interest, such as geology and energy distribution; sometimes the company sponsors independent research projects of universities (e.g., from Norway, United Kingdom, Germany and other countries). In other situations, Equinor funds research projects to examine a specific issue that it wants to be analyzed. In these ways, scientific involvement on the part of private companies is implemented on different levels.6
On the other hand, oil and gas exploration involves very different methods and means from the type of exploration undertaken in previous times. Modern efforts related to oil and gas development require expertise in geology and seismology and in related technological fields. Oil and gas companies must plan their explorations years in advance, and sometimes face failure. For example, Norway conducted an important oil exploration in Barents Sea in 2017 with disappointing results. However, the chief executive of Statoil (by 2018 Equinor) stated that the government-controlled company was “very patient” when it came to exploring new areas and that it would return to the Norwegian and Barents Seas the following year with “optimism but realism” (Milne, 2017). Indeed, Statoil resumed exploration between 2017 and 2019 in the Barents Sea, developing exploration wells in the areas of Jøkåsen, Gjøkåsen Deep, Korpfjell Deep, Sputnik and Mist.7 The “exploration” page of the Norwegian state-owned company Equinor’s website displays its purpose as: “Inspiration from a history of explorers. Building on a heritage of adventurers, Equinor has become a world-leading explorer for oil and gas.”8 It is obvious that scientific exploration and economic exploration methods differ greatly, but the notion of “exploration” is fundamental in this new era.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a1943fd5-1413-4326-a9fd-0ce35f0615f1]US funding of Arctic science is exploration
Eda Ayaydin, 2022 - teaching fellow at the University of London Institute in Paris. She teaches at the International Politics department. Chapter 15 (Research): Evolution of Arctic Exploration from National Interest to Multinational Investment P. A. Berkman et al. (eds.), Building Common Interests in the Arctic Ocean with Global Inclusion, Volume 2, Informed Decisionmaking for Sustainability, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89312-5_15  Accessed via Springer Nature Link at University of Michigan //DH

Conducting science-based explorations in order to understand the how and whys of climate change is necessary to mitigate its effects. However, if the United States, as a superpower, remains unsupportive of these kinds of scientific endeavors, it would have significant economic and symbolic impacts. First, the conduct of long-term or short-term scientific exploration in the Arctic is very expensive because of the remoteness of the region. Therefore, U.S. financial aid is crucial. Second, the contribution and presence of one of the great powers of the Arctic symbolically enhances the significance of scientific efforts. The Third International Polar Year was organized in 1957 in the middle of the Cold War and suffered from political tensions. The bipolar world of those days undermined both eastern and western scientific effort. Ironically, in today’s multipolar era, science suffers again because of power politics.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-757f5e83-6e6f-4574-8d31-98b6b29b3863]Our definition best reflects contemporary exploration of the Arctic
Thor B. Arlov, 2023 – Assistant Professor of History, University Centre Svalbard. Instructor-provided lecture summary of lecture 5 for the course “The History of Svalbard”
https://www.unis.no/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/summary05.pdf

The concepts “research” and “exploration” are often used indiscriminately about scientific or science related activities in the past. Though we might like to think of research as systematic, scientific studies and exploration rather as the process of discovering new territories, it is important to interpret the two concepts in their contemporary context. What we may regard today as a pure discovery expedition might have been viewed in the past as advanced science.
Polar research as a specific term probably originated in Germany in the 19th century – “Polarforschung” became a scientific discipline. Today, however, we realize that polar research is not defined as a particular discipline but is a geographical definition: research that is dedicated to polar areas of the world. Typically, it is field based, multidisciplinary, international, and very expensive. It is also typical that polar research is motivated by more than scientific curiosity – individual and national prestige, economic and political interests are also important. Nonetheless, international cooperation is prevalent in polar research.
Karl Weyprecht and Georg von Neumayer’s initiative in the 1870s to organize the first International Polar Year (1882–83) was a turning point in making polar research more focussed on science, less on heroic exploration and discovery. On Svalbard the Swedes manned the IPY station at Kapp Thordsen, with great success.
The (scientific) exploration of Svalbard may be divided into different phases, for example: 
• 1596–1720: First discovery, geographical exploration, mapping 
• 1720–1850: Development of natural science, North Pole expeditions 
• 1850–1900: First “golden age” of Svalbard science; Swedish hegemony 
• 1900–1945: Geology and land claims; Norwegian hegemony; economic crisis 
• 1945–today: International research platform, “big science”, environmental research

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1d8ca622-295e-41e8-810e-668f434cbbd7]1AR—We Meet—Shell Oil
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ebaab50a-0d0d-493b-929a-b662dbfc226f]Shell 
Shell 2014 – The Oil Company [“Shell Chukchi Sea Exploration Plan Revision 2 Environmental Impact Assessment Attachment B Air Quality Technical Report Onshore Areas”, https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/about-boem/BOEM-Regions/Alaska-Region/Leasing-and-Plans/Plans/2014-Shell-Chukchi-Sea/Shell-Chukchi-Sea-EP-Rev-2-EIA-Attachment-B.pdf]
Preface
Shell Gulf of Mexico Inc. (Shell) has requested authorization from the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM), to drill exploration wells in the Chukchi Sea beyond the 3-mile seaward boundary of Alaska. Exploration drilling will consist of the operation of two drilling units with support vessels on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) of the Chukchi Sea. Shell already has an approved Exploration Plan (EP) for drilling in the Chukchi Sea at the Burger Prospect (EP Revision 1), but is making changes to that approved EP. 
This report was developed for Shell’s EP Revision 2 and its supporting Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), for exploration drilling operations for Shell’s future seasons of operations. This Air Quality Technical Report presents the analytical methods and results of an analysis to estimate onshore air pollutant concentrations that may result from the drilling units, their support vessels, and onshore sources of air emissions associated with the exploration program.
BOEM implements its authority to protect air quality under 30 CFR Part 550 Subpart C. This program is referred to as the BOEM Air Quality Regulatory Program (AQRP). BOEM also has the responsibility to evaluate potential impacts of the exploration drilling program pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). BOEM Alaska indicates that air quality modeling is required to evaluate potential impacts under NEPA.
1 This report details the methods, data, and predicted onshore concentration results of the NEPA air quality analysis. A separate report, provided in Attachment C of the EIA of EP Revision 2, details the methods, data, and predicted offshore concentration results of the NEPA air quality analysis.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-9bd85ef7-460c-4975-a10e-e2b4f8a9b9ac]1AR—We Meet—Plankton—Long  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3906a722-46bd-41c9-a489-7338d4285285]We meet! The plan explores for “marine organic resources” like plankton which are future reserves of hydrocarbon---that’s Clayton 88

[bookmark: pmd-heading-91438b88-5c0e-4252-b346-9d8b937db541]Fish exploration is future hydrocarbon development. 
Majewski et al 16 - Researcher at Fisheries and Oceans Canada [17+ authors, wow!, Andrew R, June, Beaufort Sea Marine Fishes Project - Update for Stakeholders, https://www.researchgate.net/publication/304223211_Beaufort_Sea_Marine_Fishes_Project_-_Update_for_Stakeholders]//gabe@ADL
The Beaufort Sea Marine Fishes Project (BSMFP) was primarily designed to be an exploratory survey to address knowledge gaps regarding the diversity and distributions of marine fishes in offshore deep-water areas of the Canadian Beaufort Sea. The overall goal of the BSMFP was to provide governments, Inuvialuit, and industry with knowledge to better prepare for oil and gas exploration and development, as well as potential effects of climate change, in the offshore region of the Beaufort Sea. The survey provides important basic knowledge as to what species are present, habitat parameters, and ecological linkages (e.g., food web connections), which together allow for an understanding of ecosystem structure and function. The BSMFP was not simply a fish study; rather, it was an ecosystem study with many components, a central one of which focused on fishes. The deep-water offshore ecosystem is connected to the Arctic Ocean generally and to the shelf and coastal areas, the latter of which are important to the Inuvialuit. Because of these connections, offshore activities may influence coastal or shelf responses. In addition, activities in freshwater, coastal and shelf regions, and the Arctic Ocean generally, may have ‘downstream’ effects in the offshore zone. Another consideration during this study was climate change, which is rapidly and substantially changing all ecosystems in the Arctic. Because of this, there is a need to establish current baseline conditions in the ecosystem, including inter-annual variability, in order to detect and understand changes in the system. The establishment of baseline knowledge relevant to long-term monitoring of changes was an over-arching objective of the project. As such, a multi-year project design was undertaken for the development and delivery of both the offshore research and a linked coastal program.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e262dbff-d661-4a12-9992-3a90e70357bf]The fish is the oil. 
Turgeon and Morse 25 – NatGeo Staff [Andrew and Elizabeth, National Geographic, “Petroleum”, https://education.nationalgeographic.org/resource/petroleum/]//gabe@ADL
Formation of Petroleum
The geological conditions that would eventually create petroleum formed millions of years ago, when plants, algae and plankton drifted in oceans and shallow seas. These organisms sank to the seafloor at the end of their life cycle. Over time, they were buried and crushed under millions of tons of sediment and even more layers of plant debris.
Eventually, ancient seas dried up and dry basins remained, called sedimentary basins. Deep under the basin floor, the organic material was compressed between Earth’s mantle, with very high temperatures, and millions of tons of rock and sediment above. Oxygen was almost completely absent in these conditions, and the organic matter began to transform into a waxy substance called kerogen.
With more heat, time and pressure, the kerogen underwent a process called catagenesis, and transformed into hydrocarbons. Hydrocarbons are simply chemicals made up of hydrogen and carbon. Different combinations of heat and pressure can create different forms of hydrocarbons. Some other examples are coal, peat and natural gas.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a125eae0-5984-41d2-9a47-401880809cca]1AR—We Meet—AT: Plankton not enough 
Only read one of these. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-715f736e-7937-4353-aade-c721d3e3eb5f]Plankton data cuts the edge. Its enough. 
Kimmel et al 24 - Alaska Fisheries Science Center, NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle, WA, US [David G., Deana C. Crouser, Colleen E. Harpold, Jesse F. Lamb, Adam H. Spear, 11 October 2024, “Rapid Zooplankton Assessment: Evaluating a Tool for Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management in the Large Marine Ecosystems of Alaska”, Fisheries Oceanography, 2025; 34:e12707, https://doi.org/10.1111/fog.12707]
ABSTRACT
Ecosystem-based fisheries management (EBFM) remains an aspirational goal for management throughout the world. One of the primary limitations of EBFM is the incorporation of basic lower trophic level information, particularly for zooplankton, despite the importance of zooplankton to fish. The generation of zooplankton abundance estimates requires significant time and expertise to generate. The rapid zooplankton assessment (RZA) is introduced as a tool whereby nontaxonomic experts may produce rapid zooplankton counts shipboard that can be applied to management in near real time. Zooplankton are rapidly counted shipboard and placed into three broad groups of zooplankton relevant to higher trophic levels: large copepods (>2mm), small copepods (<2mm), and euphausiids. A Bayesian, hierarchical linear regression modeling approach was used to validate the relationship between RZA abundances and laboratory-processed abundances to ensure the rapid method is a reliable indicator. Additional factors likely to impact the accuracy of the RZA abundance predictions were added to the initial regression model: RZA sorter, survey, season, and large marine ecosystem (Bering Sea, Chukchi/Beaufort Sea, and Gulf of Alaska). We tested models that included the random effect of sorter nested within survey, which improved fits for both large copepods (Bayes R2=0.80) and euphausiids (Bayes R2=0.84). These factors also improved the fit for small copepods when the fixed effect of season was also included (Bayes R2=0.65). Additional RZA data were used to predict laboratory-processed abundances for each zooplankton category and the results were consistent with model training data: large copepods (Bayes R2=0.80), small copepods (Bayes R2=0.64), and euphausiids (Bayes R2=0.88). The Bayesian models were therefore able to predict laboratory-processed abundances with an associated error when accounting for these fixed and random effects. To demonstrate the utility of zooplankton data in management, zooplankton time series from the Bering Sea shelf were shown to vary in relation to warm and cold conditions. This variability impacted commercially important fish, notably Walleye Pollock (Gadus chalcogrammus), and these time series were used by managers using a risk table approach. The RZA method provides a rapid zooplankton population estimation in near real time that can be applied to the management process quickly, thus helping to fill a gap in EBFM.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-63d8f31a-0eea-4ac6-b0fe-337334a3d92d]Plankton data globally affects major fish stocks. 
Kimmel et al 24 - Alaska Fisheries Science Center, NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle, WA, US [David G., Deana C. Crouser, Colleen E. Harpold, Jesse F. Lamb, Adam H. Spear, 11 October 2024, “Rapid Zooplankton Assessment: Evaluating a Tool for Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management in the Large Marine Ecosystems of Alaska”, Fisheries Oceanography, 2025; 34:e12707, https://doi.org/10.1111/fog.12707] 
Ecosystem-based fisheries management (EBFM) has been proposed as a strategy for several decades (Brodziak and Link 2002; Christensen et  al.  1996; Larkin  1996; Link  2002). As defined by NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service, EBFM is “a systematic approach to fisheries management in a geographically specified area that contributes to the resilience and sustainability of the ecosystem; recognizes the physical, biological, economic, and social interactions among the affected fishery-related com ponents of the ecosystem, including humans; and seeks to optimize benefits among a diverse set of societal goals” (NOAA 2016). It is important to note that different opinions exist about what constitutes EBFM (Dolan, Patrick, and Link  2016; Trochta et al. 2018) and Lidstrom and Johnson (2020) point out that the overview by Pikitch et al. (2004) is one of the most cited papers on EBFM. The ability to effectively apply EBFM remains elusive (Fulton 2021; Karnauskas et al. 2021; Mollmann et al. 2014; Pennino et al. 2023) (though see Patrick and Link (2015) for an overview of myths related to EBFM implementation). There is general agreement that substantial barriers exist to EBFM implementation including insufficient data on biological diversity, incomplete understanding of the structure and function of ecosystems, and integration across appropriate spatial and temporal scales (Christensen et  al. 1996; Cowan et  al. 2012). One potential barrier to implementation is the lack of zooplankton information.
Zooplankton are a critical trophic link that connects primary producers with higher trophic levels (Naganuma  1996). Zooplankton interact with fish at many life history stages, but most strongly when fish transition into the larval stage and first begin to feed, termed the “critical period” (Hjort  1914). This period of high mortality for fish has substantial impacts on recruitment and is often a strong predictor of year-class strength (Cushing 1990; Houde 2008). Therefore, zooplankton information (e.g., abundance, biomass, and size) should be of considerable interest to fisheries managers, particularly those implementing the EBFM approach. There are numerous examples of zooplankton abundance/biomass correlating with fish across a variety of temporal and spatial scales. One of the best-known examples is that of Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua), where long-term fluctuations in the plankton community relate to cod recruitment both across the Atlantic broadly (Beaugrand 2003, 2005) and regionally (Runge et al. 2010; Stige et al. 2011). Zooplankton have also been linked to Atlantic mackerel (Castonguay et al. 2008; Jansen  2016; Plourde et  al.  2015), capelin (Buren et  al.  2014), salmon (Harvey et al. 2020; Keister, Herrmann, and Bos 2022), and multiple recruitment regimes in the northeast US ecosystems (Perretti et  al.  2017). These are only a few of the many examples, but they highlight the overall association between zooplankton productivity and fisheries yield, which are related on a global basis (Friedland et al. 2012). This work has led to the desire for zooplankton indicators that may be applied to management (Chiba et al. 2018; Pitois, Yebra, and Browman 2022) with the recognition that zooplankton data may not be as widely collected globally or as easily interpretable as other indices (Tam et al. 2017).
Zooplankton are also key species in Alaska's large marine ecosystems. Relationships between zooplankton and climate in this region have long been investigated as zooplankton are prey for commercially important fish species (Buckley et  al.  2016; Strasburger et  al.  2014), as well as many other higher trophic level organisms including seabirds (Piatt and Springer  2003) and marine mammals (Baumgartner et al. 2013). Zooplankton communities have shown responses to climate variability in both the Bering Sea (Eisner et al. 2018; Kimmel et al. 2018; Napp et al. 2002), Gulf of Alaska (Kimmel and Duffy-Anderson 2020; Pinchuk, Coyle, and Hopcroft 2008; Sousa et al. 2016), and Arctic (Ashjian et al. 2021; Spear et al. 2019). Therefore, zooplankton are good ecosystem indicators as they respond to ecosystem change and are unimpacted (with exceptions) by large-scale human extraction (Bedford et al. 2020). They also relate to the year-class strength of commercially important fish species in Alaska, including Walleye Pollock (Gadus chalcogrammus) (Coyle et al. 2011; Eisner, Zuenko, et al. 2020; Hunt et al. 2011; Siddon, Heintz, and Mueter  2013), one of the largest fisheries in the world. Recent large-scale changes in the zooplankton community during marine heatwaves (Fisher et  al.  2020; Huntington et  al.  2020; Kimmel, Eisner, and Pinchuk  2023; Suryan et al. 2021) may provide an indicator of future conditions in high-latitude systems and these changes have been associated with widespread marine bird die-offs (Piatt et al. 2024), fisheries closures (Barbeaux, Holsman, and Zador  2020), and collapses (Szuwalkski et  al.  2023). Thus, zooplankton information can play an important role in informing EBFM both as an ecosystem indicator and a direct prey item of commercially important fish.
Despite its importance, zooplankton information has rarely been used at the policy level (Chiba et  al.  2018; Ratnarajah et al. 2023; Skern-Mauritzen et al. 2016). This is because zooplankton data are complicated, representing wide taxonomic and size ranges, limited in temporal and spatial scope (are ecosystem snapshots), and take significant time and expertise to generate (Hartman et  al.  2021). The latter is of particular importance in that typical fishery management cycles are annual, and the availability of zooplankton data at high taxonomic resolution is often limited in space and time, often lagging collection by up to 1 year (Hartman et  al. 2021). Zooplankton indicators often have their origin in long-term monitoring programs that provide the necessary data for time series development (Pitois, Yebra, and Browman 2022). Perhaps the best examples of zooplankton indicators currently used in management are those applied within the European marine strategy framework direction (MSFD) (Ndah et al. 2022). In particular, the zooplankton mean size and total stock (MSTS) (Gorokhova et al. 2013; Gorokhova et  al.  2016) and plankton lifeform index (PLI) (McQuatters Gollop et al. 2019) are currently being applied to assess ecosystem status. MSTS is used by the Baltic Marine Environment and Protection Commission—Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) as an approved core indicator in the Baltic Sea and indicates environmental status in general, but it is also used to relate to fish feeding conditions (Gorokhova et al. 2016). PLI is used by the Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Northeast Atlantic (OSPAR) to assess the environmental status of pelagic habitats of the United Kingdom and the Northeast Atlantic (McQuatters-Gollop et  al.  2019). Both sets of indices are generalized from large plankton collection efforts and have been linked to shifts in ecosystem status over time (Gorokhova et al. 2016; Holland et al. 2023). Furthermore, these indices are simplified from a broader plankton sampling effort by either focusing on total stock or a biological trait such as size. Simplification can help reduce index ambiguity (Ndah et al. 2022), but it also assists in reducing the time to produce the index, a major issue leading to innovation in zooplankton data collection (Pitois et al. 2021).
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a65d7ff9-429b-472f-b58b-e407b766f4ca]1AR—AT: Not Modeling 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3f1dde7a-2872-4098-9254-8cb114fff9a9]Statistical modeling is required. 
30 CFR 25 [Part 550, 9-9-2025, "30 CFR Part 550 Subpart B", CFR, https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-30/chapter-V/subchapter-B/part-550/subpart-B] //gabe@ADL
§ 550.215 What hydrogen sulfide (H2S) information must accompany the EP?
The following H2S information, as applicable, must accompany your EP:
(a) Concentration. The estimated concentration of any H2S you might encounter while you conduct your proposed exploration activities.
(b) Classification. Under 30 CFR 250.490(c), a request that the BSEE Regional Supervisor classify the area of your proposed exploration activities as either H2S absent, H2S present, or H2S unknown. Provide sufficient information to justify your request.
(c) H2S Contingency Plan. If you ask the Regional Supervisor to classify the area of your proposed exploration activities as either H2S present or H2S unknown, an H2S Contingency Plan prepared under 30 CFR 250.490(f), or a reference to an approved or submitted H2S Contingency Plan that covers the proposed exploration activities.
(d) Modeling report. If you modeled a potential H2S release when developing your EP, modeling report or the modeling results, or a reference to such report or results if you have already submitted it to the Regional Supervisor.
(1) The analysis in the modeling report must be specific to the particular site of your proposed exploration activities, and must consider any nearby human-occupied OCS facilities, shipping lanes, fishery areas, and other points where humans may be subject to potential exposure from an H2S release from your proposed exploration activities.
(2) If any H2S emissions are projected to affect an onshore location in concentrations greater than 10 parts per million, the modeling analysis must be consistent with the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) risk management plan methodologies outlined in 40 CFR part 68.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-205cef65-5c89-423e-a12f-99aaab1e873c]1AR—AT: Small Scope 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a244adcf-e28a-4be2-8de2-71d9d797dfc4]Yes big scope! 
30 CFR 25 [§ 780.16 Fish and wildlife information, https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/30/780.16] //gabe@ADL
§ 780.16 Fish and wildlife information.
(a) Resource information. Each application shall include fish and wildlife resource information for the permit area and adjacent area.
(1) The scope and level of detail for such information shall be determined by the regulatory authority in consultation with State and Federal agencies with responsibilities for fish and wildlife and shall be sufficient to design the protection and enhancement plan required under paragraph (b) of this section.
(2) Site-specific resource information necessary to address the respective species or habitats shall be required when the permit area or adjacent area is likely to include:
(i) Listed or proposed endangered or threatened species of plants or animals or their critical habitats listed by the Secretary under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), or those species or habitats protected by similar State statutes;
(ii) Habitats of unusually high value for fish and wildlife such as important streams, wetlands, riparian areas, cliffs supporting raptors, areas offering special shelter or protection, migration routes, or reproduction and wintering areas; or
(iii) Other species or habitats identified through agency consultation as requiring special protection under State or Federal law.
(b) Protection and enhancement plan. Each application shall include a description of how, to the extent possible using the best technology currently available, the operator will minimize disturbances and adverse impacts on fish and wildlife and related environmental values, including compliance with the Endangered Species Act, during the surface coal mining and reclamation operations and how enhancement of these resources will be achieved where practicable. This description shall—
(1) Be consistent with the requirements of § 816.97 of this chapter;
(2) Apply, at a minimum, to species and habitats identified under paragraph (a) of this section; and
(3) Include—
(i) Protective measures that will be used during the active mining phase of operation. Such measures may include the establishment of buffer zones, the selective location and special design of haul roads and powerlines, and the monitoring of surface water quality and quantity; and
(ii) Enhancement measures that will be used during the reclamation and postmining phase of operation to develop aquatic and terrestrial habitat. Such measures may include restoration of streams and other wetlands, retention of ponds and impoundments, establishment of vegetation for wildlife food and cover, and the replacement of perches and nest boxes. Where the plan does not include enhancement measures, a statement shall be given explaining why enhancement is not practicable.
(c) Fish and Wildlife Service review. Upon request, the regulatory authority shall provide the resource information required under paragraph (a) of this section and the protection and enhancement plan required under paragraph (b) of this section to the U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service Regional or Field Office for their review. This information shall be provided within 10 days of receipt of the request from the Service.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-02a173f8-501a-4fb9-9140-c739f14fba27]1AR—AT: “EP/DP Unnecessary”
[bookmark: pmd-heading-79e41a13-82c8-4915-8f5f-48467a81d8db]Exploration under Title 30 (Mineral Resources) legally requires an “exploration plan” and a “development plan” 
30 CFR 25 [Part 550, 9-9-2025, "30 CFR Part 550 Subpart B", CFR, https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-30/chapter-V/subchapter-B/part-550/subpart-B] //gabe@ADL
Plans and documents. 
Before you conduct the activities on your lease or unit listed in the following table, you must submit, and BOEM must approve, the listed plans and documents. Your plans and documents may cover one or more leases or units.
[TABLE REARRANGED FOR CLARITY]
Before you . . .
Conduct any exploration activities on a lease or unit.
Conduct any development and production activities on a lease or unit in any OCS area other than the Western Gulf of America.
Conduct any development and production activities on a lease or unit in the Western GOA.
Conduct post-drilling installation activities in any water depth associated with a development project that will involve the use of a non-conventional production or completion technology.
Commence production from development projects in water depths greater than 1,312 feet (400 meters).
Conduct geological or geophysical (G&G) exploration or a development G&G activity (see definitions under § 550.105) on your lease or unit when:
(i) It will result in a physical penetration of the seabed greater than 500 feet (152 meters);
(ii) It will involve the use of explosives;
(iii) The Regional Director determines that it might have a significant adverse effect on the human, marine, or coastal environment; or
(iv) The Regional Supervisor, after reviewing a notice under § 550.209, determines that an EP, DPP, or DOCD is necessary.
You must submit a(n)
(1) Exploration Plan (EP),
(2) Development and Production Plan (DPP),
(3) Development Operations Coordination Document (DOCD),
(4) BSEE approved Deepwater Operations Plan (DWOP),
(5) Conservation Information Document (CID),
(6) EP, DPP, or DOCD,
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f2854955-6d1c-4ef6-853b-65cc1d7aa46e]1AR—Normal Means  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-42f8580e-cc48-4061-bdce-1efb3af49a29]Involving fisheries is normal means. 
NOAA, 2025, "Consultations for Essential Fish Habitat", https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/habitat-conservation/consultations-essential-fish-habitat]
Consultations for Essential Fish Habitat
A consultation with NOAA Fisheries is required whenever a federal agency, including the military, works in an area that will affect essential fish habitat. Together, the agency and NOAA determine how best to conduct coastal development while supporting fish habitat and minimizing or avoiding environmental damage.
Every year, NOAA Fisheries habitat experts across the country advise federal agencies on hundreds of projects, from port expansions to offshore energy development. We identify measures to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts to fish habitat and ensure that publicly-funded projects do not carelessly destroy habitat.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3fb338ac-204a-4b48-865d-4012ec68dda7]NOAA uses EBM models for consults. 
Harris 25 –PhD NOAA Scientist [Holdon, 25 August 2025, WLRN, “A fired NOAA scientist reflects on the loss of public science”, https://www.wlrn.org/environment/2025-08-25/noaa-fisheries-public-science] gabe@ADL
My team’s research supported ecosystem-based management (EBM) for fisheries. This work enhances traditional fisheries management assessments, which use stock assessments to evaluate a single species.
Traditional fishery management works, but it can also be improved. EBM recognizes that the fish population being assessed is part of a broader ecological community, where they act as both predators and prey, and are influenced by environmental changes to the ocean and its habitats.
Just as important, EBM integrates social and economic dynamics. For example, most of our southeastern fisheries have both commercial and recreational sectors, which can be optimized in different ways. The objective for the commercial fishery is to maximize profits, and the right management practices can help fishers increase revenues and lower costs. Meanwhile, recreational fishers may find higher value in having more opportunities to fish or having higher-quality fishing experiences, for example, catching larger fish rather than just more fish.
EBM also recognizes that fisheries are one of many ocean uses, alongside other recreational and industrial enterprises, such as tourism, offshore energy, and shipping. We supported holistic management to optimize a sustainable “Blue Economy.”
Fishers and managers know firsthand that the physical, ecological, and socioeconomic environments in fisheries have changed, and will continue to do so. The Fishery Management Councils, seeking science to make the best-informed decisions for their stakeholders, have and continue to request EBM research.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-09c46268-9a51-4859-89b8-06394f81a6fc]Each new activity requires new data for the next 85 years. 
Balsiger 2020 – PhD @ NOAA Fisheries [James W, 15 December, “Re: National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska Integrated Activity Plan, AKRO-2020-01519”, https://eplanning.blm.gov/public_projects/117408/200284263/20031737/250037936/NMFS%20Biological%20Opinion%20for%20NPR-A%20IAP.pdf] //gabe@ADL
Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA; 16 U.S.C. §1536(a)(2)) requires each Federal agency to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds, or carries out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat of such species. When a Federal agency’s action “may affect” a protected species, that agency is required to consult with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), depending upon the endangered species, threatened species, or designated critical habitat that may be affected by the action (50 CFR §402.14(a)). Federal agencies may fulfill this general requirement informally if they conclude that an action may affect, but “is not likely to adversely affect” endangered species, threatened species, or designated critical habitat, and NMFS or the USFWS concurs with that conclusion (50 CFR §402.14(b)).
In this document, the action agency is Department of Interior’s Bureau of Land Management (BLM), which proposes to implement a new Integrated Activity Plan (IAP) in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A). The IAP will allow expanded leasing and development opportunities compared to the current IAP. The leasing, exploration, development, and decommissioning of multiple projects that occurs under this IAP is expected to extend over an 85-year period beginning within one year of the Record of Decision. The consulting agency for this proposal is NMFS’s Alaska Region. This document represents NMFS’s programmatic biological opinion (opinion) on the effects of this proposed action on endangered and threatened marine mammals and designated critical habitat.
Section 7(b)(3) of the ESA requires that at the conclusion of consultation, NMFS and/or USFWS provide an opinion stating how the Federal agency’s action is likely to affect ESA-listed species and their critical habitat. If incidental take is reasonably certain to occur, section 7(b)(4) requires the consulting agency to provide an incidental take statement (ITS) that specifies the impact of any incidental taking, specifies those reasonable and prudent measures necessary or appropriate to minimize such impact, and sets forth terms and conditions to implement those measures. However, per NMFS’s regulations, 50 CFR §402.14(i)(6) and §402.02, an ITS is not required at the programmatic level for framework programmatic actions where information on the specific number, location, timing, frequency, and intensity of actions is unknown; and any incidental take resulting from any actions subsequently authorized, funded, or carried out under the program will be addressed in subsequent ESA section 7 consultations. A framework programmatic action evaluates the effects of an agency policy or program and approves that policy or program as a framework for the development of future actions that will be authorized, funded, or carried out at a later time; any take of a ESA-listed species would not occur unless and until those future action(s) are authorized, funded, or carried out and subjected to further section 7 consultation (50 CFR 402.02)
Accordingly, this opinion considers effects from the entire IAP, but consultations also will be required for all future activities related to this program that may affect listed species, and for each subsequent consultation NMFS will determine whether a future activity under this program is or is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat of such species. At each phase, project-specific information will aid in the assessment of effects on listed species and the amount and extent of incidental take resulting from that project. Project-specific information also will aid in the development of sufficiently specific and meaningful reasonable and prudent measures and terms and conditions for each project and will ensure an accurate and reliable trigger for reinitiation of consultation (80 FR 26832, 26835-36; May 11, 2015). For these reasons, NMFS is not including an ITS with this opinion.
The agency action addressed in this framework programmatic opinion is all activities covered by the IAP, including leasing of lands within the NPR-A for oil and gas development and all the activities that follow a lease sale. While lease sales alone will not affect listed marine mammals, associated seismic exploration to determine lease viability, and the subsequent phases of exploration, development, production, and abandonment and reclamation of leased blocks may affect listed species and designated critical habitat and are expected to require subsequent consultation to be initiated by BLM. The IAP also addresses activities such as recreation and film permits, land-based travel and camping, community overland moves, excavation and collection of samples related to archaeological, paleontological, or geological studies, and solid and hazardous waste removal. These activities are much smaller in scale and scope and have much less potential to overlap with the presence of marine mammals than activities related to oil and gas development. If any of the activities permitted by BLM may affect listed marine mammals under NMFS jurisdiction, consultation would need to be initiated with NMFS. The NPR-A has been managed under the existing IAP which went into effect in 2013. 
Consequently, lease sales, seismic exploration, and development have already occurred within the area. Ringed and bearded seals were listed after the prior IAP was written. The proposed action would open coastal areas previously closed to fluid mineral leasing and consequently may affect listed marine mammals. We consider potential impacts from initial seismic exploration through the endpoint of the action (i.e., abandonment and reclamation activities). We also consider effects along a Marine Transportation Route (MTR) associated with the proposed action.



[bookmark: pmd-heading-a3098064-d6e3-439b-aca7-79840bb7239f]1AR—AT: Not Stock Assessment 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-012be765-139b-4385-89cf-5bdab38ce675]NOAA stock assessments were required to greenlight the latest IAP.   
Balsiger 2020 – PhD @ NOAA Fisheries [James W, 15 December, “Re: National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska Integrated Activity Plan, AKRO-2020-01519”, https://eplanning.blm.gov/public_projects/117408/200284263/20031737/250037936/NMFS%20Biological%20Opinion%20for%20NPR-A%20IAP.pdf] //gabe@ADL
This letter transmits the National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) biological opinion on the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) proposed Integrated Activity Plan (IAP) for the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska and its effects on threatened and endangered species in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The activities that occur under this IAP are expected to extend over an 85-year period beginning within one year of the Record of Decision.
NMFS concludes the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered bowhead whales (Balaena mysticetus), endangered fin whales (Balaenoptera physalus), endangered Western North Pacific DPS humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae), threatened Mexico DPS humpback whales, endangered sperm whales (Physeter macrocephalus), threatened Arctic subspecies ringed seals (Phoca hispida hispida), or threatened Beringia DPS bearded seals (Erignathus barbatus nauticus). In addition, the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect endangered blue whales (Balaenoptera musculus), endangered North Pacific right whales (Eubalaena japonica), or endangered Western DPS Steller sea lions (Eumetopias jubatus). NMFS also concluded that the proposed action is not likely to destroy or adversely modify the designated critical habitat for Steller sea lions or North Pacific right whales. 
In formulating this opinion, NMFS used the best available scientific and commercial information including stock assessment reports, recovery plans, status reviews, research on the affected species, the Biological Assessment, email and telephone conversations between NMFS and BLM staff, and other sources of information. A complete record of this consultation is on file at NMFS’s Juneau Alaska Office. 
Conservation recommendations are provided with the opinion, which are intended to improve our understanding of the impacts of oil and gas activities on these animals. This biological opinion is attached, and will also be posted our website at: https://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/pr/biological-opinions
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0c91456e-9466-4561-bebf-645e64c8d554]MMA requires fisheries to collect stock data for exploration
NOAA, 4-23-2012, "Biological Opinion on the Issuance of Incidental Harassment Authorization to Shell Offshore, Inc. for Exploratory Drilling in the Alaskan Chukchi Sea in 2012", NOAA, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/document/biological-opinion-issuance-incidental-harassment-authorization-shell-offshore] //gabe@ADL
This opinion will address authorization by NOAA Fisheries of the incidental and unintentional taking of bowhead, fin, and humpback whales and ringed and bearded seals due to exploratory oil drilling by Shell Offshore Inc. and Shell Gulf of Mexico Inc. (collectively “Shell”) on the Outer Continental Shelf waters of the Chukchi Sea. Section 101 (a)(5) of the Marine Mammal Protection Act directs the Secretary of Commerce to allow, upon request by U.S. citizens engaged in a specific activity (other than commercial fishing) in a specified geographical region, the incidental but not intentional taking of small numbers of marine mammals if certain findings are made. Such authorization may be accomplished through regulations and issuance of letters of authorization under those regulations, or through issuance of an incidental harassment authorization. These authorizations may be granted only if:
an activity would have no more than a negligible effect on the species (or stock) in question
the activity would not have an unmitigable adverse impact on the availability of the marine mammal for subsistence uses
the permissible method of taking and requirements pertaining to the monitoring and reporting of such taking are set forth to ensure the activity will have the least practicable adverse effect on the species or stock and its habitat
These authorizations are often requested for oil and gas activities which produce underwater noise capable of harassing or harming marine mammals. Harassment is a form of taking otherwise prohibited by the Marine Mammal Protection Act and ESA.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4873a9bf-c67d-47b3-bf2c-3cc228e73252]AT: US Code 90 / 16 USCS § 2461 (Michigan 1nc)
[bookmark: pmd-heading-410e1464-a32a-49b6-acf9-8b8ade42518c]Their definition is limited to the context of Antarctic Mineral Resources Protection
U.S. Code ’90 [16 U.S. Code Ch. 44B; 1990; U.S. Code, “Chapter 44B—Antarctic Mineral Resources Protection,” https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?path=/prelim@title16/chapter44B&edition=prelim]
Pub. L. 101–594, §1, Nov. 16, 1990, 104 Stat. 2975, provided that: "This Act [enacting this chapter] may be cited as the 'Antarctic Protection Act of 1990'."
§2462. Definitions
For the purposes of this chapter:
(1) The term "Antarctica" means the area south of the Antarctic Convergence as defined in section 2432(1) of this title.
(2) The term "Antarctic mineral resource activity" means prospecting, exploration, or development in Antarctica of mineral resources, but does not include scientific research within the meaning of article III of the Antarctic Treaty, done at Washington on December 1, 1959.
(3)The term “development” means any activity, including logistic support, which takes place following exploration, the purpose of which is the exploitation of specific mineral resource deposits, including processing, storage, and transport activities.
 (4) The term “exploration” means any activity, including logistic support, the purpose of which is the identification or evaluation of specific mineral resource deposits. The term includes exploratory drilling, dredging, and other surface or subsurface excavations required to determine the nature and size of mineral resource deposits and the feasibility of their development.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-259faa34-50e9-4b6e-99a1-c4326801d780]It defines what exploration and development of minerals means 
US Code, 2025 - 16 USCS § 2461, Current through Public Law 119-18, approved June 12, 2025, CHAPTER 44B. ANTARCTIC MINERAL RESOURCES PROTECTION (§§ 2461 — 2466), Nexis Uni //DH

§ 2461. Findings and purposes
(a) Findings. Congress finds that—
(1) the Antarctic continent with its associated and dependent ecosystems is a distinctive environment providing a habitat for many unique species and offering a natural laboratory from which to monitor critical aspects of stratospheric ozone depletion and global climate change;
(2) Antarctica is protected by a series of international agreements, including the Antarctic Treaty and associated recommendations, the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Seals, and the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, which are intended to conserve the renewable natural resources of Antarctica and to recognize the importance of Antarctica for the conduct of scientific research;
(3) recurring and recent developments in Antarctica, including increased siting of scientific stations, poor waste disposal practices, oil spills, increased tourism, and the over- exploitation of marine living resources, have raised serious questions about the adequacy and implementation of existing agreements and domestic law to protect the Antarctic environment and its living marine resources;
(4) the parties to the Antarctic Treaty have negotiated a Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resources Activities which the United States has signed but not yet ratified;
(5) the Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resources Activities does not guarantee the preservation of the fragile environment of Antarctica and could actually stimulate movement toward Antarctic mineral resource activity;
(6) the exploitation of mineral resources in Antarctica could lead to additional degradation of the Antarctic environment, including increased risk of oil spills;
(7) the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties have agreed to a ban on Antarctic mineral resource activities which needs to be made legally binding;
(8) the level of scientific study, including necessary support facilities, has increased to the point that some scientific programs may be degrading the Antarctic environment; and
(9) the planned special consultative meeting of parties to the Antarctic Treaty and the imminence of the thirtieth anniversary of the Antarctic Treaty provide opportunities for the United States to exercise leadership toward protection and sound management of Antarctica.
(b) Purpose. The purpose of this Act [16 USCS §§ 2461 et seq.] is to—
(1) strengthen substantially overall environmental protection of Antarctica;
(2) prohibit prospecting, exploration, and development of Antarctic mineral resources by United States citizens and other persons subject to the jurisdiction of the United States;
(3) urge other nations to join the United States in immediately negotiating one or more new agreements to provide an indefinite ban on all Antarctic mineral resource activities and comprehensive protection for Antarctica and its associated and dependent ecosystems; and
(4) urge all nations to consider a permanent ban on Antarctic mineral resource activities.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-8fd89e42-757c-4c92-a3ef-aeb299458e6e]AT: 43 USC 1331 (Georgetown 1nc)
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1741bef4-de19-44c9-91d2-5b35df86f909]Their ev is only in the context of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, not the Arctic
US Code, 2025 - 43 USCS § 1331, Current through Public Law 119-20, approved June 20, 2025. Nexis Uni //DH
United States Code Service TITLE 43. PUBLIC LANDS (Chs. 1 — 50) CHAPTER 29. SUBMERGED LANDS (§§ 1301 — 1356c) OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF LANDS (§§ 1331 — 1356c) 

§ 1331. Definitions
In this Act:
(a) Outer Continental Shelf. The term “outer Continental Shelf” means—
(1) all submerged lands lying seaward and outside of the area of lands beneath navigable waters as defined in section 2 of the Submerged Lands Act (Public Law 31, Eighty-third Congress, first session) [43 USCS § 1301], and of which the subsoil and seabed appertain to the United States and are subject to its jurisdiction and control or within the exclusive economic zone of the United States and adjacent to any territory of the United States; and
(2) does not include any area conveyed by Congress to a territorial government for administration;
(b) Secretary. The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Interior, except that with respect to functions under this Act transferred to, or vested in, the Secretary of Energy or the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission by or pursuant to the Department of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), the term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Energy, or the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, as the case may be.
(c) Lease. The term “lease” means any form of authorization which is issued under section 8 [43 USCS § 1337] or maintained under section 6 of this Act [43 USCS § 1335] and which authorizes exploration for, and development and production of, minerals.
(d) Person. The term “person” includes, in addition to a natural person, an association, a State, a political subdivision of a State, or a private, public, or municipal corporation.
(e) Coastal zone. The term “coastal zone” means the coastal waters (including the lands therein and thereunder) and the adjacent shorelands (including the waters therein and thereunder), strongly influenced by each other and in proximity to the shorelines of the several coastal States, and includes islands, transition and intertidal areas, salt marshes, wetlands, and beaches, which zone extends seaward to the outer limit of the United States territorial sea and extends inland from the shorelines to the extent necessary to control shorelands, the uses of which have a direct and significant impact on the coastal waters, and the inward boundaries of which may be identified by the several coastal States, pursuant to the authority of section 305(b)(1) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1454(b)(1)).
(f) Affected State. The term “affected State” means, with respect to any program, plan, lease sale, or other activity, proposed, conducted, or approved pursuant to the provisions of this Act, any State—
(1) the laws of which are declared, pursuant to section 4(a)(2) of this Act [43 USCS § 1333(a)(2)], to be the law of the United States for the portion of the outer Continental Shelf on which such activity is, or is proposed to be, conducted;
(2) which is, or is proposed to be, directly connected by transportation facilities to any artificial island or structure referred to in section 4(a)(1) of this Act [43 USCS § 1333(a)(1)];
(3) which is receiving, or in accordnace [accordance] with the proposed activity will receive, oil for processing, refining, or transshipment which was extracted from the outer Continental Shelf and transported directly to such State by means of vessels or by a combination of means including vessels;
(4) which is designated by the Secretary as a State in which there is a substantial probability of significant impact on or damage to the coastal, marine, or human environment, or a State in which there will be significant changes in the social, governmental, or economic infrastructure, resulting from the exploration, development, and production of oil and gas anywhere on the outer Continental Shelf; or
(5) in which the Secretary finds that because of such activity there is, or will be, a significant risk of serious damage, due to factors such as prevailing winds and currents, to the marine or coastal environment in the event of any oilspill, blowout, or release of oil or gas from vessels, pipelines, or other transshipment facilities.
(g) Marine environment. The term “marine environment” means the physical, atmospheric, and biological components, conditions, and factors which interactively determine the productivity, state, condition, and quality of the marine ecosystem, including the waters of the high seas, the contiguous zone, transitional and intertidal areas, salt marshes, and wetlands within the coastal zone and on the outer Continental Shelf.
(h) Coastal environment. The term “coastal environment” means the physical atmospheric, and biological components, conditions, and factors which interactively determine the productivity, state, condition, and quality of the terrestrial ecosystem from the shoreline inward to the boundaries of the coastal zone.
(i) Human environment. The term “human environment” means the physical, social, and economic components, conditions, and factors which interactively determine the state, condition, and quality of living conditions, employment, and health of those affected, directly or indirectly, by activities occurring on the outer Continental Shelf.
(j) Governor. The term “Governor” means the Governor of a State, or the person or entity designated by, or pursuant to, State law to exercise the powers granted to such Governor pursuant to this Act.
(k) Exploration. The term “exploration” means the process of searching for minerals, including (1) geophysical surveys where magnetic, gravity, seismic, or other systems are used to detect or imply the presence of such minerals, and (2) any drilling, whether on or off known geological structures, including the drilling of a well in which a discovery of oil or natural gas in paying quantities is made and the drilling of any additional delineation well after such discovery which is needed to delineate any reservoir and to enable the lessee to determine whether to proceed with development and production.
(l) Development. The term “development” means those activities which take place following discovery of minerals in paying quantities, including geophysical activity, drilling, platform construction, and operation of all onshore support facilities, and which are for the purpose of ultimately producing the minerals discovered.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-cc91f69b-7145-417f-b52c-6a28a016111d]AT: Parker 93
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d4e14053-9da1-4385-8e3f-2269661eb9b7]Not about the Arctic – it’s from mineral law
Parker ’93 [Kyle; April 26; Assistant Attorney General, Oil, Gas, & Mining Section, Anchorage; Informal Opinion, “SUBJECT: Reservation of mineral rights to Alaska,” 1993 Alas. AG LEXIS 26 File, No. 661-93-0641]
Introduction
In Alaska, state ownership of severed mineral interests generally arises from either the state's acquisition from the United States of a previously severed mineral interest, or a mineral reservation by the state when it conveys state lands. 
5"Exploration" is defined as: The work of investigating a mineral deposit to determine by geological surveys, geophysical surveys, geochemical surveys, boreholes, pits and underground workings if it is feasible to mine. Exploration is undertaken to gain knowledge of the size, shape, position, characteristics and value of the deposit. T. Maley, Handbook of Mineral Law, 693 (3d. ed. 1983). This definition necessarily means that "mineral exploratory activity," as utilized in 11 AAC 96.140(10), occurs after the discovery of a mineral deposit and location of a mining claim.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8542b319-e991-4b6f-ae9d-b527c43c4b21]AT: Sustainability Directive / Cousins / Zale

Note – There is a set of “evidence” that comes from a website called “Sustainability Directive” that extensively defines “Arctic Development.” The entire site is AI generated. It’s possible that someone who is exceptionally dishonest cites this as from “Lorne Michael Cousins” or “Porter Zale” but the evidence itself is not written by either. They are the two unethical individuals who created the website; all of the text is generated by AI.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-6de489ad-ea05-4bb7-b490-2dc150e3cebb]Their ev is AI generated garbage – not qualified, predictable or honest
Sustainability Directive, 2025 – this is AI generated garbage. https://climate.sustainability-directory.com/author/sustainability_directory/  //DH

Disclaimer
The content in the Sustainability Directory is generated using LLM technology and relies on publicly available information. It is a general informational resource. While we strive to provide accurate and reliable insights, the content may have inherent limitations. We recommend cross-referencing with other reputable sources for a more holistic perspective.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-bc210136-6aa0-403b-8bd5-4cca1bbabdfa]AT: NEPA doesn’t apply internationally
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f7555063-a20e-47c4-91ac-351f0bb7060e]Actions funded by the US in foreign countries are still ‘federal’ – the NEPA amendment assumes a lack of federal control
Federal Register, 2025 – Code of Federal Regulations, 32 CFR 187.3, Part 187 — Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Department of Defense Actions, Current as of 6/20/2025, Nexis Uni //DH

(a) Environment means the natural and physical environment, and it excludes social, economic, and other environments. Social and economic effects do not give rise to any requirements under this part.
(b) Federal Action means an action that is implemented or funded directly by the United States Government. It does not include actions in which the United States participates in an advisory, information-gathering, representational, or diplomatic capacity but does not implement or fund the action; actions taken by a foreign government or in a foreign country in which the United States is a beneficiary of the action, but does not implement or fund the action; or actions in which foreign governments use funds derived indirectly from United States funding.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-fac5879c-3802-4c25-b15e-7a2c6d95fed0]AT: “Alaska Code”

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4e2f57b3-929a-4485-b7ce-1de3409e6385]It’s a definition limited to the Mining Loan Fund
Alaska Code ’25 [Alaska Statutes; Current through Ch. 5 of 2025 Legislature; Title 27, Ch. 5-9, § 27.09.060, lexis]

*** Current through Ch. 5 of 2025 Legislature.***
Alaska Statutes Title 27. Mining. (Chs. 05 — 40) Chapter 09. Mining Loan Fund. (§§ 27.09.010 — 27.09.060) 
Sec. 27.09.060. Definitions.
In this chapter,
(1) “advanced mineral exploration” means the investigation of a known mineral deposit to gain knowledge of its size, shape, and value, and to determine whether it is feasible for mining, by the use of geophysical surveys, boreholes, pits, or underground workings;
(2) “date of mineral production” means the date on which the first shipment of products from mining operations is made;
(3) “department” means the Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development;
(4) “development” means the preparation of a proven mineral deposit for mining;
(5) “fund” means the mining loan fund;
(6) “mining” means the extraction of ore and the preparation of a mineral product for market.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-212e37fc-e2eb-4313-bd87-80ef9f507057]AT: Gorsuch

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b257f9e1-d9f7-47cc-a084-55b25094b647]Also about the Mining Loan Fund
Gorsuch ’82 [Norman and Martha A. Fox; December 17; Attorney General and Assistant Attorney General of Alaska; Informal Opinion, “Request Re: SUBJECT: Mining Loan Fund AS 27.09,” File No. 366-317-83, 1982 Alas. AG LEXIS 245] Note: ‘AS’ = Alaska Statute
You have requested advice as to whether your department's reply to Anchorage Sand and Gravel Co., Inc.'s letter concerning its eligibility for a loan under AS 27.06, the Mining Loan Fund, is correct. Anchorage Sand and Gravel is engaged in the business of mining gravel in Palmer and transporting the material to Anchorage by rail. The company proposes to purchase 80 100-ton capacity triple hopper railroad cars to use in this operation, and wants a loan from the Mining Loan Fund to finance this purchase. You responded by letter of October 7, 1982 that Anchorage Sand and Gravel is not eligible for a loan because the proposed use of the loan proceeds is inconsistent with the stated purposes of the Mining Loan fund. We agree that this is a correct interpretation.
As Commissioner Webber noted in his letter to the president of Anchorage Sand and Gravel, the emphasis of the fund is on mining operations involving minerals. AS 27.09.010 states that the Mining Loan Fund is set up "to underwrite [*2] advanced mineral exploration, development or mining in the state." "Development" is defined as ". . . the preparation of a proven mineral deposit for mining, " AS 27.09.060(4). "Mining" is defined as ". . . the extraction of ore and the preparation of a mineral product for market." AS 27.09.060(6).
Mineral itself is not defined in the statute, however, courts have consistently held that ordinary sand and gravel are not minerals. Anchorage Sand and Gravel Co. v. Schubert, 114 F.Supp. 436 (D.C. Ak. 1983); see also Holland v. Dolese Co., 540 P.2d 549 (Okl. 1975), Whittle v. Wolff, 437 P.2d 114 (Or. 1968).
The fact that Anchorage Sand and Gravel is subject to the Mining License Tax under AS 43.lk has no bearing on this determination. The definition of mining found in AS 43.65 is not controlling for AS 27.09 because each statute has a different purpose. AS 43.65 is a revenue raising measure while AS 27.09 is a loan program. See Northern Adjusters, Inc. v. Dept. of Revenue, 627 P.2d 205 (Alaska 1981). 1
For these reasons we agree with your conclusion that Anchorage Sand and Gravel is not eligible for a loan from the Mining Loan Fund. Please let us know if we can be of any further assistance in this matter.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d97299e2-6ca7-4326-abc8-b21cf33b9a62]AT: “Alaskan courts”
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0a19a615-6456-4414-8eb1-3345b96362fd]Whalen is a footnote clarifying “mine development” in a lawsuit about mining
Whalen ’19 [Erin, Eric Jorgensen; 2019; Attorneys for Appellants Chilkat Indian Village of Klukwan, Southeast Alaska Conservation Council, Lynn Canal Conservation, and Rivers Without Borders, a project of the Tides Center, Earth Justice Law; 2019 U.S. 9th Circuit Briefs LEXIS, “Chilkat Indian Klukwan v. BLM,” 5280]

III. If mine development takes place at the Palmer Project, it may cause serious pollution in the Chilkat River watershed.
Constantine Metals' ongoing exploration activities preclude other uses of the project area and its vicinity by occupying physical spaces with infrastructure and equipment, generating disturbances that may displace users and wildlife, and creating safety concerns related to the use of heavy machinery, materials, and vehicles. III-ER-343-44; III-ER-419-20; III-ER-486, Fig. 3-8; III-ER-491-92; see infra pp. 52-53. Potential harms arising at the mine development stage would be even greater in intensity, scope, and duration. 2
Footnote 2  For simplicity Appellants use the term "development" throughout the brief to refer to mineral extraction, processing, and the construction [*13]  activities undertaken to facilitate mineral extraction and processing. At places in the record, mineral extraction and/or processing are referred to as distinct steps following development. See IV-ER-761-62; II-ER-68.
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[bookmark: pmd-heading-046329f1-ffa2-48e8-b1c2-f1c939199542]That’s limited to the Submerged Lands Act, not about the Arctic
U.S. Code ‘17 [United States Code; 2017; Chapter 29, Subchapter III, Title 43, “Definitions,” https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2017-title43/html/USCODE-2017-title43-chap29-subchapIII-sec1331.htm]

43 U.S.C.
United States Code, 2017 Edition
Title 43 - PUBLIC LANDS
CHAPTER 29 - SUBMERGED LANDS
SUBCHAPTER III - OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF LANDS
Sec. 1331 - Definitions
From the U.S. Government Publishing Office, www.gpo.gov
§1331. Definitions
When used in this subchapter—
(a) The term "outer Continental Shelf" means all submerged lands lying seaward and outside of the area of lands beneath navigable waters as defined in section 1301 of this title, and of which the subsoil and seabed appertain to the United States and are subject to its jurisdiction and control;
(b) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of the Interior, except that with respect to functions under this subchapter transferred to, or vested in, the Secretary of Energy or the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission by or pursuant to the Department of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), the term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Energy, or the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, as the case may be;
(c) The term "lease" means any form of authorization which is issued under section 1337 of this title or maintained under section 1335 of this title and which authorizes exploration for, and development and production of, minerals;
(d) The term "person" includes, in addition to a natural person, an association, a State, a political subdivision of a State, or a private, public, or municipal corporation;
(e) The term "coastal zone" means the coastal waters (including the lands therein and thereunder) and the adjacent shorelands (including the waters therein and thereunder), strongly influenced by each other and in proximity to the shorelines of the several coastal States, and includes islands, transition and intertidal areas, salt marshes, wetlands, and beaches, which zone extends seaward to the outer limit of the United States territorial sea and extends inland from the shorelines to the extent necessary to control shorelands, the uses of which have a direct and significant impact on the coastal waters, and the inward boundaries of which may be identified by the several coastal States, pursuant to the authority of section 1454(b)(1) 1 of title 16;
(f) The term "affected State" means, with respect to any program, plan, lease sale, or other activity, proposed, conducted, or approved pursuant to the provisions of this subchapter, any State—
(1) the laws of which are declared, pursuant to section 1333(a)(2) of this title, to be the law of the United States for the portion of the outer Continental Shelf on which such activity is, or is proposed to be, conducted;
(2) which is, or is proposed to be, directly connected by transportation facilities to any artificial island or structure referred to in section 1333(a)(1) of this title;
(3) which is receiving, or in accordnace 2 with the proposed activity will receive, oil for processing, refining, or transshipment which was extracted from the outer Continental Shelf and transported directly to such State by means of vessels or by a combination of means including vessels;
(4) which is designated by the Secretary as a State in which there is a substantial probability of significant impact on or damage to the coastal, marine, or human environment, or a State in which there will be significant changes in the social, governmental, or economic infrastructure, resulting from the exploration, development, and production of oil and gas anywhere on the outer Continental Shelf; or
(5) in which the Secretary finds that because of such activity there is, or will be, a significant risk of serious damage, due to factors such as prevailing winds and currents, to the marine or coastal environment in the event of any oilspill, blowout, or release of oil or gas from vessels, pipelines, or other transshipment facilities;
(g) The term "marine environment" means the physical, atmospheric, and biological components, conditions, and factors which interactively determine the productivity, state, condition, and quality of the marine ecosystem, including the waters of the high seas, the contiguous zone, transitional and intertidal areas, salt marshes, and wetlands within the coastal zone and on the outer Continental Shelf;
(h) The term "coastal environment" means the physical atmospheric, and biological components, conditions, and factors which interactively determine the productivity, state, condition, and quality of the terrestrial ecosystem from the shoreline inward to the boundaries of the coastal zone;
(i) The term "human environment" means the physical, social, and economic components, conditions, and factors which interactively determine the state, condition, and quality of living conditions, employment, and health of those affected, directly or indirectly, by activities occurring on the outer Continental Shelf;
(j) The term "Governor" means the Governor of a State, or the person or entity designated by, or pursuant to, State law to exercise the powers granted to such Governor pursuant to this subchapter;
(k) The term "exploration" means the process of searching for minerals, including (1) geophysical surveys where magnetic, gravity, seismic, or other systems are used to detect or imply the presence of such minerals, and (2) any drilling, whether on or off known geological structures, including the drilling of a well in which a discovery of oil or natural gas in paying quantities is made and the drilling of any additional delineation well after such discovery which is needed to delineate any reservoir and to enable the lessee to determine whether to proceed with development and production;
(l) The term "development" means those activities which take place following discovery of minerals in paying quantities, including geophysical activity, drilling, platform construction, and operation of all onshore support facilities, and which are for the purpose of ultimately producing the minerals discovered;
(m) The term "production" means those activities which take place after the successful completion of any means for the removal of minerals, including such removal, field operations, transfer of minerals to shore, operation monitoring, maintenance, and work-over drilling;

[bookmark: pmd-heading-41d479e2-1b03-432c-b2d7-ca2d620e10c8]The part about the Arctic is a separate executive order that just says some submerged lands are in the Arctic. It’s not related to the definition
U.S. Code ‘17 [United States Code; 2017; Chapter 29, Subchapter III, Title 43, “Definitions,” https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2017-title43/html/USCODE-2017-title43-chap29-subchapIII-sec1331.htm]

Ex. Ord. No. 13795. Implementing an America-First Offshore Energy Strategy
Ex. Ord. No. 13795, Apr. 28, 2017, 82 F.R. 20815, provided:
By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the laws of the United States of America, including the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, 43 U.S.C. 1331 et seq., and in order to maintain global leadership in energy innovation, exploration, and production, it is hereby ordered as follows:
Section 1. Findings. America must put the energy needs of American families and businesses first and continue implementing a plan that ensures energy security and economic vitality for decades to come. The energy and minerals produced from lands and waters under Federal management are important to a vibrant economy and to our national security. Increased domestic energy production on Federal lands and waters strengthens the Nation's security and reduces reliance on imported energy. Moreover, low energy prices, driven by an increased American energy supply, will benefit American families and help reinvigorate American manufacturing and job growth. Finally, because the Department of Defense is one of the largest consumers of energy in the United States, domestic energy production also improves our Nation's military readiness.
Sec. 2. Policy. It shall be the policy of the United States to encourage energy exploration and production, including on the Outer Continental Shelf, in order to maintain the Nation's position as a global energy leader and foster energy security and resilience for the benefit of the American people, while ensuring that any such activity is safe and environmentally responsible.
Sec. 3. Implementing an America-First Offshore Energy Strategy. To carry out the policy set forth in section 2 of this order, the Secretary of the Interior shall:
(a) as appropriate and consistent with applicable law, including the procedures set forth in section 1344 of title 43, United States Code, in consultation with the Secretary of Defense, give full consideration to revising the schedule of proposed oil and gas lease sales, as described in that section, so that it includes, but is not limited to, annual lease sales, to the maximum extent permitted by law, in each of the following Outer Continental Shelf Planning Areas, as designated by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) (Planning Areas): Western Gulf of Mexico, Central Gulf of Mexico, Chukchi Sea, Beaufort Sea, Cook Inlet, Mid-Atlantic, and South Atlantic;
(b) ensure that any revisions made pursuant to subsection (a) of this section do not hinder or affect ongoing lease sales currently scheduled as part of the 2017–2022 Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Proposed Final Program, as published on November 18, 2016; and
(c) develop and implement, in coordination with the Secretary of Commerce and to the maximum extent permitted by law, a streamlined permitting approach for privately funded seismic data research and collection aimed at expeditiously determining the offshore energy resource potential of the United States within the Planning Areas.
Sec. 4. Responsible Planning for Future Offshore Energy Potential. (a) The Secretary of Commerce shall, unless expressly required otherwise, refrain from designating or expanding any National Marine Sanctuary under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, 16 U.S.C. 1431 et seq., unless the sanctuary designation or expansion proposal includes a timely, full accounting from the Department of the Interior of any energy or mineral resource potential within the designated area—including offshore energy from wind, oil, natural gas, methane hydrates, and any other sources that the Secretary of Commerce deems appropriate—and the potential impact the proposed designation or expansion will have on the development of those resources. The Secretary of the Interior shall provide any such accounting within 60 days of receiving a notification of intent to propose any such National Marine Sanctuary designation or expansion from the Secretary of Commerce.
(b) The Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary of Homeland Security, shall conduct a review of all designations and expansions of National Marine Sanctuaries, and of all designations and expansions of Marine National Monuments under the Antiquities Act of 1906, recently recodified at sections 320301 to 320303 of title 54, United States Code, designated or expanded within the 10-year period prior to the date of this order.
(i) The review under this subsection shall include:
(A) an analysis of the acreage affected and an analysis of the budgetary impacts of the costs of managing each National Marine Sanctuary or Marine National Monument designation or expansion;
(B) an analysis of the adequacy of any required Federal, State, and tribal consultations conducted before the designations or expansions; and
(C) the opportunity costs associated with potential energy and mineral exploration and production from the Outer Continental Shelf, in addition to any impacts on production in the adjacent region.
(ii) Within 180 days of the date of this order, the Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the Interior, shall report the results of the review under this subsection to the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, the Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality, and the Assistant to the President for Economic Policy.
(c) To further streamline existing regulatory authorities, Executive Order 13754 of December 9, 2016 (Northern Bering Sea Climate Resilience), is hereby revoked.
Sec. 5. Modification of the Withdrawal of Areas of the Outer Continental Shelf from Leasing Disposition. The body text in each of the memoranda of withdrawal from disposition by leasing of the United States Outer Continental Shelf issued on December 20, 2016, January 27, 2015, and July 14, 2008, is modified to read, in its entirety, as follows:
"Under the authority vested in me as President of the United States, including section 12(a) of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, 43 U.S.C. 1341(a), I hereby withdraw from disposition by leasing, for a time period without specific expiration, those areas of the Outer Continental Shelf designated as of July 14, 2008, as Marine Sanctuaries under the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, 16 U.S.C. 1431–1434, 33 U.S.C. 1401 et seq."
Nothing in the withdrawal under this section affects any rights under existing leases in the affected areas.
Sec. 6. Reconsideration of Notice to Lessees and Financial Assurance Regulatory Review. The Secretary of the Interior shall direct the Director of BOEM to take all necessary steps consistent with law to review BOEM's Notice to Lessees No. 2016–N01 of September 12, 2016 (Notice to Lessees and Operators of Federal Oil and Gas, and Sulfur Leases, and Holders of Pipeline Right-of-Way and Right-of-Use and Easement Grants in the Outer Continental Shelf), and determine whether modifications are necessary, and if so, to what extent, to ensure operator compliance with lease terms while minimizing unnecessary regulatory burdens. The Secretary of the Interior shall also review BOEM's financial assurance regulatory policy to determine the extent to which additional regulation is necessary.
Sec. 7. Reconsideration of Well Control Rule. The Secretary of the Interior shall review the Final Rule of the Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE) entitled "Oil and Gas and Sulfur Operations in the Outer Continental Shelf-Blowout Preventer Systems and Well Control," 81 Fed. Reg. 25888 (April 29, 2016), for consistency with the policy set forth in section 2 of this order, and shall publish for notice and comment a proposed rule revising that rule, if appropriate and as consistent with law. The Secretary of the Interior shall also take all appropriate action to lawfully revise any related rules and guidance for consistency with the policy set forth in section 2 of this order. Additionally, the Secretary of the Interior shall review BSEE's regulatory regime for offshore operators to determine the extent to which additional regulation is necessary.
Sec. 8. Reconsideration of Proposed Offshore Air Rule. The Secretary of the Interior shall take all steps necessary to review BOEM's Proposed Rule entitled "Air Quality Control, Reporting, and Compliance," 81 Fed. Reg. 19718 (April 5, 2016), along with any related rules and guidance, and, if appropriate, shall, as soon as practicable and consistent with law, consider whether the proposed rule, and any related rules and guidance, should be revised or withdrawn.
Sec. 9. Expedited Consideration of Incidental Harassment Authorizations, Incidental-Take, and Seismic Survey Permits. The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Commerce shall, to the maximum extent permitted by law, expedite all stages of consideration of Incidental Take Authorization requests, including Incidental Harassment Authorizations and Letters of Authorization, and Seismic Survey permit applications under the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, 43 U.S.C. 1331 et seq., and the Marine Mammal Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.
Sec. 10. Review of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Technical Memorandum NMFS–OPR–55. The Secretary of Commerce shall review NOAA's Technical Memorandum NMFS–OPR–55 of July 2016 (Technical Guidance for Assessing the Effects of Anthropogenic Sound on Marine Mammal Hearing) for consistency with the policy set forth in section 2 of this order and, after consultation with the appropriate Federal agencies, take all steps permitted by law to rescind or revise that guidance, if appropriate.
Sec. 11. Review of Offshore Arctic Drilling Rule. The Secretary of the Interior shall immediately take all steps necessary to review the Final Rule entitled "Oil and Gas and Sulfur Operations on the Outer Continental Shelf—Requirements for Exploratory Drilling on the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf," 81 Fed. Reg. 46478 (July 15, 2016), and, if appropriate, shall, as soon as practicable and consistent with law, publish for notice and comment a proposed rule suspending, revising, or rescinding this rule.
Sec. 12. Definition. As used in this order, "Outer Continental Shelf Planning Areas, as designated by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management" means those areas delineated in the diagrams on pages S–5 and S–8 of the 2017–2022 Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Draft Proposed Program, as published by the BOEM in January 2015, with the exception of any buffer zones included in such planning documents.
Sec. 13. General Provisions. (a) Nothing in this order shall be construed to impair or otherwise affect:
(i) the authority granted by law to an executive department or agency, or the head thereof; or
(ii) the functions of the Director of the Office of Management and Budget relating to budgetary, administrative, or legislative proposals.
(b) This order shall be implemented consistent with applicable law and subject to the availability of appropriations.
(c) This order is not intended to, and does not, create any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in equity by any party against the United States, its departments, agencies, or entities, its officers, employees, or agents, or any other person.
Donald J. Trump.    
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[bookmark: pmd-heading-63e21d0f-3446-4258-bd85-3705507f7595]Deloitte’s almost as big of a con as T-minerals
Henry Mance, 2023 – Interview with Mariana Mazzucato, professor in the Economics of Innovation and Public Value at University College London (UCL) and founding director of the UCL Institute for Innovation and Public Purpose (IIPP). “Mariana Mazzucato: ‘The McKinseys and the Deloittes have no expertise in the areas that they’re advising in’” Financial Times, 2/12, https://www.ft.com/content/fb1254dd-a011-44cc-bde9-a434e5a09fb4  //DH
The Big Con of the book’s title is not a crime; it’s a confidence trick. Consultancies and outsourcers, Mazzucato argues, know less than they claim, cost more than they seem to, and — over the long term — prevent the public sector developing in-house capabilities. “We’re not against consultants. The problem is when an industry [has] no incentive to get government to be independent. A therapist who has their client in therapy forever obviously isn’t a very good therapist.” Consultants are not “neutral” about the role of the state, either, Mazzucato argues, citing their private sector work. They promoted slimming the state after 2008.
On both sides of the Atlantic, advocates of state action like Mazzucato are in the ascendancy. But she worries that there is still an unwillingness to invest in the bureaucracy itself. “The state is back, if you look at the figures.” The EU has a €2tn recovery plan. Mazzucato despairs that, in Italy, even under “a great leader” like Mario Draghi, the plan for EU funds was guided by McKinsey. The US spent $5tn in Covid aid. “It’s going to be wasted if we don’t know how to govern that.”
Born in Italy, raised in the US, Mazzucato has lived in the UK for 22 years. She is charismatic and media-savvy. Before we meet, I receive an email instructing me to refer to her as a professor, not an economist. I assume this is a status game, but she laughs it off as a point of principle. “I’m proud to be an academic.”
Mazzucato’s work has pushed back against post-financial crisis austerity, and the theory that the private sector knows best. “For the past fifty years, the Chicago school kind of economics, new public management, public choice theory has in some way reduced our faith in what government can do.” Government was “there at best to fix market failures”.
Her 2013 book The Entrepreneurial State detailed how governments had historically done much more, seeding technologies, including the internet and electric cars. Although she places herself on the centre-left, her ideas have appealed to those on both the left and right. Mazzucato worked with Scotland’s first minister, Nicola Sturgeon, to set up the Scottish National Investment Bank. She missed going to Davos this year because she was due to fly to Barbados to work with its premier Mia Mottley, and had to juggle childcare with her husband. She has four children with Carlo Cresto-Dina, an “artsy-fartsy” film producer whose latest film, Le Pupille, is nominated for an Oscar.
To highlight the risk of consultants, her current theme, Mazzucato goes back to the Apollo space programme, where Nasa’s director of procurement in the 1960s warned that the agency was at risk of being “captured by brochuremanship”. In recent times, Covid has been a bonanza for consultants: the UK was paying Deloitte £1mn a day for its work on testing and contact tracing.
In 2020 Theodore Agnew, then a UK government minister, complained that the reliance on consultancies “infantilises the civil service by depriving our brightest people of opportunities to work on some of the most challenging, fulfilling and crunchy issues”. But his proposed solution, an in-house government consultancy, has now been abandoned, because it struggled to match the range of external consultants. Mazzucato describes that as “a tragic” step, suggesting that Whitehall departments aren’t committed to reducing their spending on consultants.
The difficulty in criticising consultants, I suggest, is that the evidence is elusive. Consultants’ work is often opaque, and feeds into broader processes. French parliamentarians criticised McKinsey for its role in the country’s sluggish vaccine rollout. But how do we know that things wouldn’t have been even worse without the firm? “These are private companies, the McKinseys and the Deloittes, that have no expertise in the areas that they’re advising in.”

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a6a5d546-23e5-4d57-b7c7-11a385b7667e]Fish—AT: T—“Its…Development” = Construction 
We are going to remove development from the plan for now so this isn’t an issue, but just in case we need to come back. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1dbc1159-7bce-4355-bc81-60115b866fb9]2AC—AT: T—“Its…Development” = Construction
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e6b9cfda-93c4-40e6-b5e9-008b269885ac]The plan is topical under exploration. We only need to prove one is true for you to affirm. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-caae13ae-a86f-4c71-8bb8-e09956d60ee1]Plan text in a vacuum. There are topical versions of this aff, each we meet is an example. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9943e187-3bee-476c-a588-f17e71ca0fb4]1---We meet---The federal government builds an Arctic harbor for the fishing industry. 
Yulia Volkova et al 24 [all from Peter the Great St. Petersburg Polytechnic University, Russia, Nikolay Belyaev, Vita Belousova, Irina Frolova, and Gleb Averchenko1, E3S Web of Conferences 515, 04004 (2024), Sustainable development and challenges in Arctic harbors, https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202451504004]//gabe@ADL
Arctic harbors are also critical for the extraction and export of the region's vast natural resources, including oil (fig. 2), gas, minerals, and fish. The Arctic region is estimated to contain significant reserves of oil and gas, as well as valuable minerals such as rare earth elements and precious metals. Access to Arctic harbors is essential for transporting these resources to markets around the world, driving investment in resource exploration and extraction activities. Arctic harbors support the region's thriving fishing industry, providing essential infrastructure for the processing, storage, and distribution of seafood products. With the Arctic Ocean being home to a wide variety of commercially valuable fish species, including cod, haddock, and salmon, Arctic harbors play a crucial role in sustaining local livelihoods and supplying seafood to global markets. Arctic harbors have the potential to promote sustainable development in the region. By investing in green infrastructure and renewable energy technologies, Arctic harbors can reduce their environmental footprint and contribute to the transition towards a low-carbon economy. For example, the use of alternative fuels, such as liquefied natural gas (LNG) and hydrogen, can help reduce greenhouse gas emissions from maritime transportation, while the deployment of solar and wind power systems can provide clean energy for harbor operations. Arctic harbors can serve as hubs for scientific research and innovation, supporting interdisciplinary studies on climate change, ecosystem dynamics, and sustainable resource management. By fostering collaboration between scientists, policymakers, and local communities, Arctic harbors can generate valuable knowledge and expertise that can inform decision-making and promote sustainable development practices in the region. Arctic harbors, situated in one of the world's most challenging environments, are undergoing a transformation driven by technological innovations. These advancements are not only enhancing the efficiency and safety of harbor operations but also addressing environmental concerns and promoting sustainability. In this article, we explore some of the key technological innovations that are shaping the future of Arctic harbors.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-15297b24-7ae9-4d50-b392-1ec4206d6003]2---We meet---The plan plans and builds an observatory for NOAA’s exploratory fishing that utilizes water resources.  
NMFS 23 - National Marine Fisheries Service [May 2023, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas Regional Action Plan to Implement the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy Through 2024, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/s3/2023-06/508-Arctic-RAP-final-May23.pdf]//gabe@ADL
Focused involvement regarding demersal communities within the Distributed Biological Observatory
The DBO is a cross-agency tool for monitoring changes across the Bering Sea, Chukchi and Beaufort, and includes deployment of oceanographic moorings, net collections of zooplankton and ichthyoplankton, and passive acoustics for marine mammals. The DBO therefore represents a cost-effective platform to collect information relevant to changes in demersal fish communities, which may in the future be colonized by species that are fished in the Bering Sea. 
We recommend the following extensions during the 2022-2024 planning period: 
1. Add beam trawls: We recommend detecting key taxa such as Arctic cod, saffron cod, Pacific cod, pollock and snow crab using a small-mesh beam trawl, which could operate from the DBO survey vessel already supported in late summer.
2. Extend exploratory large-mesh trawling: As extension of the existing northern Bering Sea survey, we recommend at least one year (and ideally several years) that the charter be extended to the DBO3 line in the southern Chukchi to detect larger, adult individuals of the above key taxa. This could involve as few as two stations per day, and perhaps 3 days total.
3. Add benthic respirometer: Benthic respiration is a direct measure of oxidative metabolism of benthic carbon for the benthic community, and therefore measures biological use of benthic resources. We recommend adding a measurement of benthic respiration to all DBO moorings. This measurement would complement existing infaunal sampling, but with emphasis on the role of benthic organisms in benthic energy and nutrient flow.
4. Add environmental DNA: eDNA is a technology with growing application to detect communitywide and species-specific occurrence within waters that are sampled and subsequently analyzed for the presence of DNA fragments. We recommend developing eDNA assays for key species (e.g., Pacific cod and walleye pollock) to detect whether these species are occurring near the DBO3 line or further north, where such a detection could trigger large-mesh trawling as discussed in #2 above.
Collectively, these activities would allow AFSC to rapidly detect interannual variation in the northward extent of fish populations that also inhabit the Bering Sea, to anticipate future shifts due to climate change. In particular, eDNA would allow for rapid and cost-effective detection of range extension, while beam and large-mesh trawls are both needed to measure density and collect biological information (size/age/condition) from both juvenile and large bodied fish species. Finally, benthic respirometry would efficiently measure changes in benthic production at these fixed monitoring stations.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5da0d039-ffd7-473c-875b-64f246ac3574]Fish are water resources. 
EPA 25, Feb 05 2025, "Water", https://www.epa.gov/report-environment/water?utm, gabe@ADL
The nation's water resources have immeasurable value. These resources encompass lakes, streams, ground water, coastal waters, wetlands, and other waters; their associated ecosystems; and the human uses they support (e.g., drinking water, recreation, and fish consumption). The extent of water resources (their amount and distribution) and their condition (physical, chemical, and biological attributes) are critical to ecosystems, human uses, and the overall function and sustainability of the hydrologic cycle.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4418fd25-6073-4232-89a5-7b566cbea3c3]Counterinterpretation: Fisheries plans are included in development of the Arctic. 
Army Corps of Engineers 16, "General Guidance for Federal Consistency," US District Court for the District of New Jersey, Borough of Avalon v. United States Army Corps of Engineers et al., Case No. 1:16-cv-08057-JBS-KMW, 10/31/2016
B. DEFINITIONS
Federal Consistency is the CZMA requirement that federal actions that have reasonably foreseeable effects on any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone (also referred to as coastal uses or resources, or coastal effects) must be consistent with the enforceable policies of a coastal State’s federally approved CMP. The following are the three categories of Federal actions:
Federal actions:
1. Federal agency activities -- activities and development projects performed by a Federal agency, or a contractor for the benefit of a Federal agency. For example, Fisheries Plans by the National Marine Fisheries Service, Naval exercises, the disposal of federal land by the General Services Administration, a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) breakwater or beach renourishment project, an outer continental shelf (OCS) oil and gas lease sale by the Minerals Management Service (MMS), improvements to a military base, Naval disposal of radioactive or hazardous waste performed by a private contractor, activities in National Parks such as installation of mooring buoys or road construction;
2. Federal license or permit activities -- Activities not performed by a Federal agency, but requiring federal permits, licenses or other forms of federal approval. For example, activities requiring Corps 404 permits, MMS approvals for OCS oil and gas plans, Corps permits for use of ocean dump-sites, Nuclear Regulatory Commission licenses for nuclear power plants, licenses from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) for hydroelectric facilities;
3. Federal financial assistance to State and local governments. For example, Federal Highway Administration funds to coastal state and local governments, construction grants for wastewater treatment works, hazardous waste management trust fund, Housing and Urban Development grants.
Note: The regulations for the review of Outer Continental shelf (OCS) activities are not included in this document due to the current moratorium offshore of New Jersey.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8db52ce8-559d-4527-8108-ffdb688dd180]Vote aff. They overlimit and distort! The evidence is about compliance with state’s right’s NOT the Arctic. 
David M. Kennedy 11, Assistant Administrator for Oceans and Coastal Zone Management. , 7-7-2011, "Alaska Coastal Management Program Withdrawal From the National Coastal Management Program Under the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)", Federal Register, https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2011/07/07/2011-16987/alaska-coastal-management-program-withdrawal-from-the-national-coastal-management-program-under-the]//gabe@ADL
As of July 1, 2011, the CZMA Federal consistency provision no longer applies in Alaska. Federal agencies shall no longer provide the State of Alaska with CZMA Consistency Determinations or Negative Determinations pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1456(c)(1) and (2), and 15 CFR part 930, subpart C. Persons or applicant agencies for Federal authorizations or funding shall no longer provide to the State of Alaska CZMA Consistency Certifications pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1456(c)(3)(A), (B) and (d), and 15 CFR part 930, subparts D, E and F. Because the CZMA Federal consistency provisions no longer apply in Alaska, consistency determinations from Federal agencies and consistency certifications from applicants for Federal authorizations or funding that are currently pending ACMP response are no longer required to receive a response from the ACMP and may proceed in accordance with other applicable law and procedures.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d0673525-e5cb-499d-8bd6-06692f938092]Reasonability! Competing interpretations encourage a race to the bottom of the most self-serving definitions, which crowds out substance.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-3ee3f4ae-2231-40b4-88bb-ff4b4763e3e3]1AR—AT: T—Construction 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8f03e3fd-0a24-4f83-9493-b910cfba7d67]We meet! The plan text in a vacuum solves ALL of their ground arguments. We won’t spike links about construction. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-469b098c-ad85-4ded-8416-872d13cf388e]1---we build a harbor for fishermen---GAO evidence AND Yolkova say its necessary. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5e563b18-ad66-4a2d-9201-7883b62b0090]2---we build an observatory for NOAA---that’s the NMFS

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ea05a9f0-73d3-410a-b0ae-67f3d5fcc3a6]That’s consistent because fish are water resources---that’s EPA! 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-bc1d6aa0-bce2-465e-a508-7ade13de4a0d]Counterinterpretation! Fishery management and federal activity should be included in development OF the Arctic---that’s Army Corp 16

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e85b5c72-21eb-4cfc-bb39-436ac2b0116f]They overlimit---

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1b5dacd7-0bd8-4d75-af22-7009346d548e]Excludes the coast guard and navy. No aff enforces. 
Thomas G. Landreth 18, Retired U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Seattle District, U.S. Air Force Veteran 1964-1970, "Civil Rights Violation September 16, 2017," Federal Court of Claims, Case 1:18-cv-00476-PEC Document 7-6, 07/20/2018, Lexis
A federal activity is any function performed by or for a federal agency. Examples o f federal activities include adopting a management plan for a wildlife sanctuary and operating a Coast Guard station.
A federal development project is an activity that involves the planning or construction of buildings and structures or the purchase or use of land or water resources. Dredging a new navigation channel or purchasing land for a recreation area are examples of federal development projects.
Decisions on federal permits and grants are not considered federal activities.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-576be64f-e053-4714-902b-ebfbeb3fe472]Excludes the entire Arctic EEZ---no aff is T
NPFMC 25 – North Pacific Fishery Management Council, the part of NOAA that regulates Arctic fish. [“Arctic Fishery Management Plan for Fish Resources of the Arctic Management Area (Arctic FMP)”, https://www.npfmc.org/fisheries-issues/fisheries/fishing-in-the-arctic/, gabe@ADL]
Arctic Management Area
The Council’s Arctic FMP covers the U.S. Arctic EEZ waters offshore Alaska. This area is the Arctic Management Area, and is defined as all marine waters in the U.S. EEZ of the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas from 3 nautical miles offshore the coast of Alaska or its baseline to 200 nautical miles offshore, north of Bering Strait (from Cape Prince of Wales to Cape Dezhneva) and westward to the 1990 U.S./Russia maritime boundary line and eastward to the U.S./Canada maritime boundary.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5fd53ce5-5eec-4acf-a4a0-17a07b426b63]Your definition is strictly about states rights NOT the Arctic which undermines topic education about the Arctic. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9f3dc35a-3e91-4136-847a-bc61146b8992][Inserted for reference] Its about CZMA compliance with states. 
Harold Fong 84, Chief Judge of the United States District Court for the District of Hawaii, nominated by President Ronald Reagan, confirmed by the Senate, "Enos v. Marsh," 616 F. Supp. 32, United States District Court for the District of Hawaii, 01/05/1984, https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/FSupp/616/32/1811974/
This court has reviewed the CZMA and the regulations promulgated thereunder, and finds that the federal defendants' arguments are dispositive on this issue. Under the regulations promulgated under the CZMA, a consistency determination is not required for development projects initiated prior to the approval of the State's coastal zone management program:
A consistency determination will be required for ongoing Federal activities other than development projects ... initiated prior to management program approval.... (emphasis supplied)
15 C.F.R. § 930.38(a). The term "development project" is defined as follows:
A Federal development project is a Federal activity involving the planning, construction, modification, or removal of public works, facilities, or other structures, and the acquisition, utilization, or disposal of land or water resources.
15 C.F.R. § 930.31(b).
There should be no question that the harbor project is a "development project" within the above definition. The critical question is whether the project was "initiated" prior to the approval of the state's management program. The state's Coastal Zone Management program was approved on September 19, 1978. The project, however, was planned and approved some two years previously, although construction began only in 1982. Nevertheless, it would seem that the project was "initiated" prior to the approval of the state's management program.

[If they say “management isn’t development”]

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5126290b-581f-4895-a224-3631b1c6bc4b]Management is a prerequisite to development. Its impossible to develop something where it is illegal to do so. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5fc55136-e7f7-4d87-af42-feb2049eadf3]Development requires management. 
NOAA et al 12 [NOAA, BOEM, and BSEE, February 2012, “STRENGTHENING PARTNERSHIPS: NOAA, BOEM, BSEE IN THE ARCTIC Promoting effective collaboration among NOAA, BOEM, and BSEE in support of science-based decision-making related to energy activities on the outer continental shelf in the Arctic”, doi:10.4027/spnbbawr.2012]//gabe@ADL
The arctic region is one of the last frontiers on earth. The Arctic is considerably less developed than other U.S. maritime areas, and access to the region is increasing rapidly because of sea ice loss, demand for nonrenewable and renewable resources, capital investment options, and advances in technology. Development and transportation in the Arctic will bring many challenges and increased risk to the region, and new infrastructure and sustained investment will be needed to ensure the arctic ecosystem is protected and managed sustainably. Understanding and minimizing risks in the Arctic will require improved coordination within the federal government and within State of Alaska, tribal, regional, and local governments. 
On May 19, 2011, a memorandum of understanding (MOU) was signed between the Department of the Interior (DOI), Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement (BOEMRE); and the Department of Commerce (DOC), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) (Appendix 1). The intent of the MOU is to ensure that decision-making related to the development of outer continental shelf (OCS) energy resources is based on relevant scientific information and expertise from both agencies, to fulfill the stewardship and conservation of living marine resource and ecosystem responsibilities that fall under the agencies’ respective authorities. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-21a8a38d-3645-4471-b776-13a3e9844d50]NOAA manages Arctic water development. BOEM manages Arctic land development. 
NOAA et al 12 [NOAA, BOEM, and BSEE, February 2012, “STRENGTHENING PARTNERSHIPS: NOAA, BOEM, BSEE IN THE ARCTIC Promoting effective collaboration among NOAA, BOEM, and BSEE in support of science-based decision-making related to energy activities on the outer continental shelf in the Arctic”, doi:10.4027/spnbbawr.2012]//gabe@ADL
NOAA
NOAA’s mission is to understand and predict changes in the earth’s environment and conserve and manage coastal and marine resources to meet our nation’s economic, social, and environmental needs. 
NOAA is responsible for a variety of activities in marine and coastal ecosystems as mandated by several statutes and authorities. These activities include managing protected species, managing commercial and recreational fisheries, protecting marine and coastal habitats, managing development of the coastal zone, and designating and protecting marine areas of special significance due to their conservation, recreational, ecological, historical, scientific, cultural, archeological, educational, and aesthetic qualities. These activities are conducted pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA), Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), and other statutes and involve appropriate consultation with relevant federal agencies.
NOAA’s mission of science, service, and stewardship is critical to the future well-being of our nation and our planet. NOAA’s Next Generation Strategic Plan (NGSP 2011, http://www.ppi.noaa.gov/ngsp) defines NOAA’s long-term vision, goals, and objectives for 2014-2018. NOAA’s annual implementation strategy is described in its Annual Guidance Memo (AGM 2012, http://www.ppi.noaa.gov/see/agm). Four primary goals for NOAA operations are identified in the NGSP and AGM, referred to as (1) Climate Adaptation and Mitigation, (2) Weather-Ready Nation, (3) Healthy Oceans, and (4) Resilient Coastal Communities and Economies. Each NOAA line office supports one or more of these primary goals. Regarding the objectives of this workshop and its focus on the Arctic, it is important to recognize that each of the following NOAA line offices has been tasked with specific responsibilities in the Arctic:
1. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)—sustainable use of marine living resources, stewardship of protected resources, and promoting healthy marine ecosystems.
2. National Ocean Service (NOS)—arctic preparedness (including oil spill response and restoration, charting). 4
3. Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research (OAR)—climate change research (including sea ice forecasting).
4. National Environmental Satellite, Data, and Information Service (NESDIS)—satellite data (including collection, processing, and distribution).
5. National Weather Service (NWS)—weather forecasts and warnings (including arctic coastal and offshore waters). 
NOAA will rely heavily on its Arctic Vision and Strategy (http://www.arctic.noaa.gov/docs/NOAAArctic_V_S_2011.pdf), the Interagency Arctic Research Policy Committee (IARPC) 5-year research plan (once finalized), and the National Ocean Council’s Arctic Strategic Action Plan (“full content outline,” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ceq/sap_8_arctic_full_content_outline_06- 02-11_clean.pdf), which set short- and long-term objectives. To accomplish these goals, it is essential to establish clear priorities for activities in the Arctic and to build strong partnerships with other federal agencies, as well as with state and tribal governments.
BOEM
BOEM manages the exploration and development of the nation’s offshore energy and mineral resources. It seeks to appropriately balance economic development, energy independence, and environmental protection through oil and gas leases, renewable energy development, and environmental reviews and studies. Key functions of BOEM include:

[bookmark: pmd-heading-deadf4b6-ee49-4393-99f4-adc7f03c4f3b]1AR—AT: No Harbors 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a9b69c3f-5fd3-4c8e-962b-0ecca0dacd84]Required for commercial fishing. 
GAO, 4-28-2025, "Army Corps of Engineers: Commercial Fishing Data Could Help Inform Budget Process", GAO, https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-25-107447]//gabe@ADL
Fast Facts
The Army Corps of Engineers maintains harbors and channels that people use to transport commercial goods and fish caught offshore.

The Corps collects data about the tons of goods and the pounds of fish traveling through these ports. It prioritizes funding for maintenance and construction projects based on the tons of goods that pass through. However, the Corps does not include the commercial fishing data in those calculations.

We recommended assessing whether the Corps should include its commercial fishing data in its budget decision-making process.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d2b1205b-0fed-435e-aab3-46846d66fbc3]2AC—Disposal 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c9e4d33c-ca14-4069-b182-b2a38bb3d62b]Disposal means use by NOAA 
15 CFR 22 [Legal Information Institute https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/15/904.509]//gabe@ADL
§ 904.509 Disposal of forfeited property.
(a) Delivery to Administrator. Upon forfeiture of any fish, wildlife, parts or products thereof, or other property to the United States, including the abandonment or waiver of any claim to any such property, it will be delivered to NOAA for storage or disposal according to the provisions of this section.

(b) Disposal. Disposal may be accomplished by one of the following means unless the property is the subject of a petition for remission or mitigation of forfeiture or disposed of by court order:

(1) Return to the wild;

(2) Use by NOAA or transfer to another government agency for official use;

(3) Donation or loan;

(4) Sale; or

(5) Destruction.

(c) Purposes of disposal. Disposal procedures may be used to alleviate overcrowding of evidence storage facilities; to avoid the accumulation of seized property where disposal is not otherwise accomplished by court order; to address the needs of governmental agencies and other institutions and organizations for such property for scientific, educational, and public display purposes; and for other valid reasons. In no case will property be used for personal purposes, either by loan recipients or government personnel.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-26199541-5205-49ea-9bf2-66039f991011]1AR—AT: Harbor not T 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-23f48e21-f73e-4863-8868-bb3ab4b7a87e]Harbor is T
Harold Fong 84, Chief Judge of the United States District Court for the District of Hawaii, nominated by President Ronald Reagan, confirmed by the Senate, "Enos v. Marsh," 616 F. Supp. 32, United States District Court for the District of Hawaii, 01/05/1984, https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/FSupp/616/32/1811974/
This court has reviewed the CZMA and the regulations promulgated thereunder, and finds that the federal defendants' arguments are dispositive on this issue. Under the regulations promulgated under the CZMA, a consistency determination is not required for development projects initiated prior to the approval of the State's coastal zone management program:
A consistency determination will be required for ongoing Federal activities other than development projects ... initiated prior to management program approval.... (emphasis supplied)
15 C.F.R. § 930.38(a). The term "development project" is defined as follows:
A Federal development project is a Federal activity involving the planning, construction, modification, or removal of public works, facilities, or other structures, and the acquisition, utilization, or disposal of land or water resources.
15 C.F.R. § 930.31(b).
There should be no question that the harbor project is a "development project" within the above definition. The critical question is whether the project was "initiated" prior to the approval of the state's management program. The state's Coastal Zone Management program was approved on September 19, 1978. The project, however, was planned and approved some two years previously, although construction began only in 1982. Nevertheless, it would seem that the project was "initiated" prior to the approval of the state's management program.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-3814ec9d-71b5-46df-8a35-9d9b0bd63231]1AR—AT: No Data  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9414c0b1-6729-473a-a885-41da2e5999bc]2 years of fish data is normal means prior to construction 
Balsiger 2020 – PhD @ NOAA Fisheries [James W, 15 December, “Re: National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska Integrated Activity Plan, AKRO-2020-01519”, https://eplanning.blm.gov/public_projects/117408/200284263/20031737/250037936/NMFS%20Biological%20Opinion%20for%20NPR-A%20IAP.pdf] //gabe@ADL
Required Operating Procedure E-3 Shoreline Infrastructure Linear infrastructure that connects to the shoreline (e.g., causeways and docks) is prohibited in river mouths or deltas. Artificial gravel islands and permanent bottom-founded structures are prohibited in river mouths or active stream channels on river deltas. In areas where it is permissible, linear infrastructure that connects to the shoreline shall be designed to ensure free passage of marine and anadromous fish and to prevent significant changes to nearshore oceanographic circulation patterns and water quality characteristics. BLM will require submittal of a minimum of 2 years of site-relevant data on fish, circulation patterns, and water quality before approving a permit for construction. If such data does not exist, the permittee may be required to gather this data. A post-construction monitoring program, developed in consultation with appropriate federal, State, and NSB regulatory and resource agencies, shall be required to track circulation patterns, water quality, and fish movements around the structure.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-22c1105a-57c2-47a1-bc1f-43c760fa4fb7]1AR—AT: DBO Isn’t a place  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3d0123f6-11e6-452d-96a5-3bbd998ace3d]DBO is physical infrastructure with vessel parking. 
NMFS 23 - National Marine Fisheries Service [May 2023, Chukchi and Beaufort Seas Regional Action Plan to Implement the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy Through 2024, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/s3/2023-06/508-Arctic-RAP-final-May23.pdf]//gabe@ADL
DBO The DBO is envisioned as a set of fixed transects designed to monitor biophysical responses in four pivotal geographic areas that exhibit high productivity, biomass, biodiversity, and rates of change (Grebmeier et al 2010). These areas are: the northern Bering Sea, the Bering Strait and southeastern Chukchi Sea, the central Chukchi Sea, the Barrow Arc and the Beaufort Sea. Measurements at transect sites include hydrography (temperature, salinity, nutrients, chlorophyll); and biomass, and species composition, as well as the size and condition of key organisms of phytoplankton, ichthyoplankton, and benthic fauna. Seabirds are assessed via standard visual surveys on ship transects and through indicator colony studies. Similarly, marine mammal visual and passive acoustic sampling are conducted on shipboard operations and on ocean observation moorings, respectively. Oceanographic moorings near and within the DBO transects measure water column properties and fluxes. Finally, coastal residents who subsist on fish, seabirds, and marine mammals contribute observations and tissue samples so that shifts in ice conditions, species diet, and contaminant levels can be tracked in higher trophic organisms. The DBO stations are occupied by Canadian, Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Russian, and U.S. research vessels currently being coordinated through the international Pacific Arctic Group (PAG), a network of governments and scientists working in the Pacific Arctic sector. The DBO sampling framework was initially tested during a 2010 Pilot Study, and DBO surveys continue to the present. See https://www.pmel.noaa.gov/dbo/ for maps of DBO stations and moorings, cruise data, publications and contacts.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a85eaeaf-86c6-4524-967b-969d2eee4bce]2AR—AT: T—Construction  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-86089c00-c7e8-46a5-87b2-9d8cc18b8e6a]The framing issue is all the evidence says “Development Project” not development.
 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-50116991-3fac-4654-afe2-c1ea55eadb3d]It’s a hyper strict and non-contextual reading of the resolution that undermines the Arctic part of the debate. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-8e2fd8b3-9d60-4941-8089-62756a42f102]Ask yourself, would any of these definitions matter if the development was occurring outside of Alaska’s coastal zone management plan? The distinction between “federal activity” and “federal development projects” would cease to exist because there is no legal need for those constructs in federal Arctic waters.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e3bdc6b7-d8aa-40ae-8ea1-418ad3a4cc2c]This interpretation forces the aff into an overly narrow interpretation of development affs that can ONLY occur on the coast of Alaska. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-623cf4a3-4911-40ed-b7e3-6a61fb765666]“increase its development of the Arctic” which should be a different debate about the Arctic NOT state’s rights. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d5dd315d-caa1-4275-9714-31582bc2c613]Fish—AT: T—“Commercial” 
This is the same as T—Minerals. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ce2b594b-6c10-4b5b-b199-da16810b7616]2AC—AT: T “Commercial”  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3c15332b-b74b-4f00-ae2f-257485e090eb]We meet. Fishing is commercial. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-fcc30723-c348-4ee0-8142-0905a2f450a5]We counter! Exploration is federal discovery. 
Eda Ayaydin, 2022 - teaching fellow at the University of London Institute in Paris. She teaches at the International Politics department. Chapter 15 (Research): Evolution of Arctic Exploration from National Interest to Multinational Investment P. A. Berkman et al. (eds.), Building Common Interests in the Arctic Ocean with Global Inclusion, Volume 2, Informed Decisionmaking for Sustainability, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89312-5_15  Accessed via Springer Nature Link at University of Michigan 
Exploration might be an act of discovering an unexplored place or discovering an unfamiliar subject; in both cases, an “unknown” is required. John Franklin sought to sail through an unknown passage; Robert Peary and Frederick Cook tried to reach the mythic North Pole. Explorers made the imaginary Thule real.
Depending on the era of exploration, the principal actors in the Arctic have changed over the centuries. Until the start of the twenty-first century, traditional “explorers” acted in the Arctic. Compared to the explorations in the previous centuries, contemporary efforts to explore the Arctic originate from oil and gas companies and scientists, who employ different methods and techniques and have different motives for exploration. Consequently, as the “unknown” elements of the Arctic have evolved and changed, so has the “subject” of exploration transformed as well.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-6f3e5f47-7661-4775-883f-6489e8bb0ad3]Arctic fish stocks are unknown. 
MacLean 18 - Analyst for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, and as the Arctic Marine Program Director for The Nature Conservancy in Alaska [Steve, February, NPFMC, “Discussion Paper: Exploratory Fishing in Global Regional Fishery Management Organizations”, https://www.npfmc.org/meetings, search the title: Taiwan is geolocked so I can’t get an exact web address]//gabe@ADL
Terms 
Throughout this paper a number of terms are used that might have slightly different meanings for each RFMO described. The intended meanings are described here. 
Exploratory fishery means fishing in new areas or areas where fishing is prohibited or has not occurred or with gear that has not previously been used in the existing fishing areas.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-67732aab-7aa1-4459-bf1e-394e2033fde7]4--overlimiting---there’s no profit in frozen extraction and the AFF loses to biodiversity consequences.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-127aa433-3b3b-45ee-998c-d0c729448be9]5---precision---“Discovery” limits the scope of science. Non-Arctic definitions sever the literature base. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d7acd0c2-3868-4f53-b33a-8a4d6876d918]Be reasonable! You can fish for minerals and fish without ending the topic. 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-7259fef5-97b1-4e33-b403-9e1d2a2564eb]Misc
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8846b1ae-d74b-4c38-8e25-935fe519d698]2AC—Development 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-43505088-0ad8-4b68-89f7-452b19712a67]Development is fish 
Arctic economic development is driven primarily by the extraction of natural resources, including hydrocarbons, hard minerals, and fish. This natural wealth is located within remote Arctic marine and terrestrial regions and requires expanded infrastructure and transportation networks.
That’s Youn & Kim ’24 [Oran Young is an Arctic expert and a world leader in the fields of international governance and environmental institutions, and Jong-Deog Kim is the President of Korea Maritime Institute in the Republic of Korea, “North Pacific Perspectives on the Arctic - Looking Far North in Turbulent Times.”, Fridtjof Nansen Institute, https://www.fni.no/publications/arctic-economic-development-in-uncertain-times] 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-670b95fd-ecc0-440f-b0e1-3ce8234eb2af]Arctic development’ is resource extraction.
ARCUS ’99 [The Arctic Research Consortium of the U.S. (ARCUS); June; “Arctic Social Sciences: Opportunities in Arctic Research,” Fairbanks, AK; https://www.arcus.org/files/page/documents/31649/arctic_social_sciences_opportunities_in_arctic_research.pdf]
II. Resources and Economic Change
The resources of the Arctic, broadly defined, include living resources such as fish, timber, waterfowl, and mammals; nonrenewable resources such as hydrocarbons, metal ores, and coal; aesthetic resources such as wilderness and wildlife; and cultural resources such as arts, dances, stories, traditional practices and skills, and museums. Traditional economies have used many of these resources for millennia. Modern economies may combine some elements of traditional practices with largescale resource development and small-scale innovations and services such as tourism (Caulfield 1997, Condon et al. 1995, Wenzel 1995).
Large-scale economic development dates back centuries, starting with fish, furs, and whales and eventually incorporating oil and minerals. Today, the Arctic remains a rich source of raw natural resources, many of which interest southern markets. Due to inaccessibility and lack of infrastructure, however, in most cases only large-scale projects are economically viable. Large-scale development entails costs for the Arctic as well as offering benefits. Costs include the potential for causing environmental, social, economic, cultural, and political dislocation of arctic residents, among whom traditional land and resource uses remain prevalent. To predict and avoid such dislocation, a better understanding is needed of the characteristics of resource extraction industries and their markets and of the extent to which they affect local economies and cultures (Andréeva et al. 1996, Chance and Andréeva 1995, Flanders et al. 1998). Reviews of resource use through time as well as of past development can offer insights into the impacts of future projects. Culture may help northern peoples adapt to social and economic changes, and comparative studies can help illuminate its role in determining the nature and scope of impacts (Chance and Andréeva 1995, McGovern et al. 1996, McNabb et al. in press).
[bookmark: pmd-heading-7af137b3-28c2-4319-b73e-036a2f055de9]1AR—Development 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-78ce2172-0ff0-49a2-a08b-0870f6eb2a4c]Development requires fish data. 
30 CFR 25 [Part 550, 9-9-2025, "30 CFR Part 550 Subpart B", CFR, https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-30/chapter-V/subchapter-B/part-550/subpart-B] //gabe@ADL
§ 550.261 What environmental impact analysis (EIA) information must accompany the DPP or DOCD? The following EIA information must accompany your DPP or DOCD: (a) General requirements. Your EIA must: (1) Assess the potential environmental impacts of your proposed development and production activities; (2) Be project specific; and (3) Be as detailed as necessary to assist the Regional Supervisor in complying with the NEPA of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other relevant Federal laws such as the ESA and the MMPA. (b) Resources, conditions, and activities. Your EIA must describe those resources, conditions, and activities listed below that could be affected by your proposed development and production activities, or that could affect the construction and operation of facilities or structures or the activities proposed in your DPP or DOCD. (1) Meteorology, oceanography, geology, and shallow geological or manmade hazards; (2) Air and water quality; (3) Benthic communities, marine mammals, sea turtles, coastal and marine birds, fish and shellfish, and plant life; (4) Threatened or endangered species and their critical habitat; (5) Sensitive biological resources or habitats such as essential fish habitat, refuges, preserves, special management areas identified in coastal management programs, sanctuaries, rookeries, and calving grounds; (6) Archaeological resources; (7) Socioeconomic resources (including the approximate number, timing, and duration of employment of persons engaged in onshore support and construction activities), population (including the approximate number of people and families added to local onshore areas), existing offshore and onshore infrastructure (including major sources of supplies, services, energy, and water), types of contractors or vendors that may place a demand on local goods and services, land use, subsistence resources and harvest practices, recreation, recreational and commercial fishing (including seasons, location, and type), minority and lower income groups, and CZMA programs;

[bookmark: pmd-heading-2122eaf8-86fa-48a9-b454-710b337912cf]2AC—Exploration 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b52500c8-df78-4721-836c-2a5abb102f30]We counter! Exploration is federal discovery. 
Eda Ayaydin, 2022 - teaching fellow at the University of London Institute in Paris. She teaches at the International Politics department. Chapter 15 (Research): Evolution of Arctic Exploration from National Interest to Multinational Investment P. A. Berkman et al. (eds.), Building Common Interests in the Arctic Ocean with Global Inclusion, Volume 2, Informed Decisionmaking for Sustainability, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89312-5_15  Accessed via Springer Nature Link at University of Michigan 
Exploration might be an act of discovering an unexplored place or discovering an unfamiliar subject; in both cases, an “unknown” is required. John Franklin sought to sail through an unknown passage; Robert Peary and Frederick Cook tried to reach the mythic North Pole. Explorers made the imaginary Thule real.
Depending on the era of exploration, the principal actors in the Arctic have changed over the centuries. Until the start of the twenty-first century, traditional “explorers” acted in the Arctic. Compared to the explorations in the previous centuries, contemporary efforts to explore the Arctic originate from oil and gas companies and scientists, who employ different methods and techniques and have different motives for exploration. Consequently, as the “unknown” elements of the Arctic have evolved and changed, so has the “subject” of exploration transformed as well.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-fa7a2e16-0e17-4c1e-b68a-05dfbe922c14]Arctic fish stocks are unknown. 
MacLean 18 - Analyst for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, and as the Arctic Marine Program Director for The Nature Conservancy in Alaska [Steve, February, NPFMC, “Discussion Paper: Exploratory Fishing in Global Regional Fishery Management Organizations”, https://www.npfmc.org/meetings, search the title: Taiwan is geolocked so I can’t get an exact web address]//gabe@ADL
Terms 
Throughout this paper a number of terms are used that might have slightly different meanings for each RFMO described. The intended meanings are described here. 
Exploratory fishery means fishing in new areas or areas where fishing is prohibited or has not occurred or with gear that has not previously been used in the existing fishing areas.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-aec43d79-303e-4d10-978e-864425baf3ff]4--overlimiting---there’s no profit in frozen extraction and the AFF loses to biodiversity consequences.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-3a371efd-a0cc-4fb9-9cee-08853e0b468e]5---precision---“Discovery” limits the scope of science. Non-Arctic definitions sever the literature base. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-af15f3e1-d379-4398-92c5-14efae48ce69]Be reasonable! You can fish for minerals and fish without ending the topic. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-7a5622d2-cd59-4ad8-b0a1-a64409a87251]1AR—Exploration—Data Collection 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c3d9fd5f-fe49-4c9f-ad65-d5fdab2b80cc]“Exploration” must include data collection
Nordquist 7 – Myron H. Nordquist, Associate Director and Editor of the Center for Oceans Law and Policy, and Senior Fellow at the Center for National Security Law at the University of Virginia School of Law, Law, Science and Ocean Management, p. 597

Similarly in legal thinking, to define is to conceptualize and possibly identify a threshold for the application of a principle. Definitions have inclusive and exclusive effects. Marine scientific research is not defined in the Convention, despite numerous competing efforts over a number of years of negotiations at UNCLOS III.69 Nor are exploration." marine environment or resources.'" Some writers have pointed out the lack of definitions as a problem in the MSR regime because in practice some states have subjected certain research to unjustifiable requirements, possibly because they have not sufficiently distinguished between MSR and exploration and thus characterized a wide range of research as resource-relevant. '
Soons defines exploration with reference to data collection concerning natural resources, supra note 19. at 125. Wegelein echoes a similar view, supra note 19, 83-87.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-552fb31f-6be1-4fae-9505-3391f1d897f3]1AR—Exploration – Includes Research
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e18001d2-3b32-467a-9ad3-a0dc7eaccdb2]“Exploration” includes specific research
Mineart 2 – Gary M. Mineart and Fred C. Klein, Mitretek Systems, “A Data Management Strategy for the Ocean Exploration Program”, http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.120.2580&rep=rep1&type=pdf

The Frontier Report defines ocean exploration as “discovery through disciplined diverse observations and recording of the findings” [2]. The U.S. Navy, a partner in the President’s Panel process, has refined its definition as the systematic examination of the oceans for the purposes of discovery; cataloging and documenting what one finds; boldly going where no one has gone before; and providing an initial knowledge base for hypothesis-based science and for exploitation [3]. This definition recognizes that true ocean exploration is planned and executed to achieve discoveries as an intentional process rather than relying on serendipitous discoveries that sporadically emerge from typical oceanographic research programs. This definition also emphasizes the recording of results to facilitate the sharing of each new baseline level of knowledge across a broad, multidisciplinary user community.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d147a6a1-eeda-40b4-a4c1-580442f91566]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8cfe60be-7e65-4143-801b-4c6a76758634]Arctic---Beaufort Sea
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8da91de1-08ac-4386-b493-9937c7dde6c2]Yes Beaufort 
USCS ’25 [United States Code Servic//23/2025, “Definitions,” United States Code Service, Title 49: Transportation, Subtitle VII: Aviation Programs, Part A: Air Commerce and Safety, Subpart III: Safety, Chapter 448: Unmanned Aircraft Systems, Lexis
§ 44801. Definitions
In this chapter [49 USCS §§ 44801 et seq.], the following definitions apply:
(1) Actively tethered unmanned aircraft system. The term “actively tethered unmanned aircraft system” means an unmanned aircraft system in which the unmanned aircraft component—
(A) weighs 55 pounds or less, including payload but not including the tether;
(B) is physically attached to a ground station with a taut, appropriately load-rated tether that provides continuous power to the unmanned aircraft and is unlikely to be separated from the unmanned aircraft;
(C) is controlled and retrieved by such ground station through physical manipulation of the tether;
(D) is able to maintain safe flight control in the event of a power or flight control failure during flight; and
(E) is programmed to initiate a controlled landing in the event of a tether separation.
(2) Appropriate committees of Congress. The term “appropriate committees of Congress” means the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the Senate and the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives.
(3) Arctic. The term “Arctic” means the United States zone of the Chukchi Sea, Beaufort Sea, and Bering Sea north of the Aleutian chain.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e8164c5d-8937-4dd4-836e-e84430e29aaa]Arctic---Includes Waters---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-169fa396-fd83-4775-8972-4de4391a4701]“the Arctic” refers to bodies of water and shores that drain into them.
Olsen ’24 [Alexander; February 15; Training Solution Architect at Babcock International Group; Ship Operations in Extreme Low Temperature Environments, “The Arctic Environment,”  https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-52513-1_2]
For the purposes of this book, the term “Arctic” is used to indicate the terrestrial basin which is filled by the Arctic or Polar Ocean. “Arctic” will also include the seas contiguous to the Arctic Ocean, the shores surrounding these seas, and in some cases, the navigable rivers which flow into these seas and the Arctic Ocean.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e1142dfd-7d05-4820-8bd4-f777ae3415c3]Arctic---Includes Land---2AC

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9f414beb-7b2c-4517-a101-e12b775db764]It includes water and land.
Long ’19 [Marcy; December 20; founder of Sustainable Asia; Dialouge.Earth, “Podcast: China as a 'near-Arctic' state,” https://dialogue.earth/en/climate/40076019-12385-podcast-china-as-a-near-arctic-state-2]
Marcy: When we say the Arctic, we’re usually referring to the area within the Arctic circle, the 66th parallel that runs just north of Iceland. So the term “the Arctic” includes territorial waters and land that belong to the United States, Canada, Denmark’s Greenland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Finland and Russia. These eight countries are sometimes called the Arctic Eight. The only area of the Arctic that doesn’t belong to the Arctic Eight is a mostly frozen area called the central Arctic ocean. So when China announced the Arctic as one of its “new strategic frontiers”, it ruffled some feathers.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3cedaec2-9d6b-4674-ae12-1684e45694ba]2AC—Increase—Make Greater 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4fdac592-f5e6-4451-93c3-8b57f1d56826]Counter:  increase in size or intensity
Merriam Webster 25, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/increase
increase
verb in·​crease in-ˈkrēs ˈin-ˌkrēs increased; increasing Synonyms of increase intransitive verb 1 : to become progressively greater (as in size, amount, number, or intensity) 2 : to multiply by the production of young transitive verb 1 : to make greater : augment 2 obsolete : enrich
[bookmark: pmd-heading-57ba8ebc-7e21-4b14-9bd8-ed7d174d95b8]Vote AFF. Its key to precision. Anything else shifts the goal post. Be reasonable to deter crowd out. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-66fd819e-3f3c-4bd9-90aa-85d38b006695]1AR—Increase Make Greater
Grammatical Note—In the resolution Increase is a transitive verb. A transitive verb is a verb that has an object that receives the action. An intransitive verb is a verb that stands on its own and does not modify a noun. Exploration or Development are increased under the resolution which makes it transitive. You should use transitive definitions.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b1534b71-b659-4407-a3e2-695ab6cbe1f6]As a transitive verb it means simple addition
Webster 25, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/increase
increase, enlarge, augment, multiply mean to make or become greater. increase used intransitively implies progressive growth in size, amount, or intensity his waistline increased with age ; used transitively it may imply simple not necessarily progressive addition. increased her landholdings
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5c450c72-a511-4778-b50d-c01dc158df29]As a transitive verb it includes causing an increase
Goldstein et al 1, former clerk to Justice Brennan, (Thomas C, Jonathan S Massey, Amy Howe, George J Fowler, III, Lawrence R Demarcay; December 4; former clerk for Judge Patricia Wald of the D.C. Circuit, Westlaw, Appellate Brief for “Republican National Committee v. Taylor,” 
The rules of grammar confirm that the Contest Statement is untruthful because it implies a cause-and-effect relationship between the Bill and Medicare increases. When a subject and verb are not followed by an object - e.g., in the sentence, “Under the bill, Medicare spending increases” - the verb is intransitive. When an object follows the verb- as in the Contest Statement (the “bill... increases... spending on Medicare”)-the verb is transitive. The definition of the intransitive verb “increase” is “to become greater in size, amount, degree, etc.; grow.” Webster's New World College Dictionary 684 (3d ed. 1995). But the definition of the transitive verb “increase” - the verb used in the Contest Statement - is “to cause to become greater in size, amount, degree, etc.; add to; augment.” Id. (emphasis added). It cannot be said that the Bill would have caused Medicare spending to become greater in size in the period from 1995 to 2002, or that the Bill would have added to or augmented Medicare spending in those years.




[bookmark: pmd-heading-12349034-f11a-448f-b327-4d938bddd441]To make greater
Ho 17, J.D. Former Law Clerk to Justice David H. Souter (Derek T, Silvija A Strikis, Hilary P Gerzhoy, H Blair Hahn, and Christiaan A Marcum; August 18; Partner at Kellogg, Hansen, Todd, Figel, & Frederick PLLC,; Westlaw, Appellate Brief for “In Re: Lipitor (Atorvastatin Calcium) Marketing, Sales Practices and Products Liability Litigation,”)
The district court held Dr. DeMicco's admission insufficient to avoid summary judgment because it was “at best, evidence of association, not causation.” JA2055(CMO 97, at 22); JA2155(CMO 100, at 46). That ruling is contrary to the *64 plain language of Dr. DeMicco's email. The verb “increase,” when used in the transitive active voice (i.e., with a direct object, here, “the risk”) means “to make greater” – i.e., to cause an increased risk. See Webster's Third New International Dictionary 1145 (2002). That is the very definition of general causation. See, e.g., Kuhn v. Wyeth, Inc., 686 F.3d 618, 626 (8th Cir. 2012) (defining general causation as the requirement “that use of [a drug] increases the risk of [a disease]”); Jenkins v. Slidella L.L.C., No. 05-370, 2008 WL 2649510, at *4 (E.D. La. June 27, 2008) (defining general causation in a toxic tort as the requirement that “exposure to the substance at issue increases the risk of a particular injury”).43

[bookmark: pmd-heading-3cfa5078-77aa-4632-a09f-ac28bb46d570]AT: Increase Must Pre-Exist

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1b8bada3-7cc5-43f3-b22a-762a2b9a4019]Increase does not require existence
[bookmark: pmd-heading-402f5e96-3cf7-4901-836c-4e358aa8dab7]Reinhardt 5 U.S. Judge for the UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT (Stephen, JASON RAY REYNOLDS; MATTHEW RAUSCH, Plaintiffs-Appellants, v. HARTFORD FINANCIAL SERVICES GROUP, INC.; HARTFORD FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY, Defendants-Appellees., lexi
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d8a170cf-c50b-4c31-8105-ef5173657c1e]“Increase" means to make something greater. See, e.g., OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY (2d ed. 1989) ("The action, process, or fact of becoming or making greater; augmentation, growth, enlargement, extension."); WEBSTER'S NEW WORLD DICTIONARY OF AMERICAN ENGLISH (3d college ed. 1988) (defining "increase" as "growth, enlargement, etc[.]"). "Charge" means the price demanded for goods or services. See, e.g., OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY (2d ed. 1989) ("The price required or demanded for service rendered, or (less usually) for goods supplied."); WEBSTER'S NEW WORLD DICTIONARY OF AMERICAN ENGLISH (3d college ed. 1988) ("The cost or price of an article, service, etc."). Nothing in the definition of these words implies that the term "increase in any charge for" should be limited to cases in which a company raises the rate that an individual has previously been charged.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-adcf0fd1-d0ca-460e-aa19-59d2ccab14df]AT: Increase Must be new 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-32dc6c2e-fb59-485e-b039-24e0ec12693f]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-451fc825-ebf3-4519-91b9-763debbee0e2]Increase requires prior existence
[bookmark: pmd-heading-51377b93-63e6-44bd-be54-1ee01de8d1a9]Buckley 6 (Jeremiah, Attorney, Amicus Curiae Brief, Safeco Ins. Co. of America et al v. Charles Burr et al, http://supreme.lp.findlaw.com/supreme_court/briefs/06-84/06-84.mer.ami.mica.pdf)
[bookmark: pmd-heading-659128f8-c398-4a5b-be97-a723e8f83e68]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4a95937a-57fd-43df-8ce1-81109eaeb51d]First, the court said that the ordinary meaning of the word “increase” is “to make something greater,” which it believed should not “be limited to cases in which a company raises the rate that an individual has previously been charged.”  435 F.3d at 1091.  Yet the definition offered by the Ninth Circuit compels the opposite conclusion.  Because  “increase” means “to make something greater,” there must necessarily have been an existing premium, to which Edo’s  actual premium may be compared, to determine whether an “increase” occurred.  Congress could have provided that “ad-verse action” in the insurance context means charging an amount greater than the optimal premium, but instead chose to define adverse action in terms of an “increase.”  That def-initional choice must be respected, not ignored.  See Colautti v. Franklin, 439 U.S. 379, 392-93 n.10 (1979) (“[a] defin-ition which declares what a term ‘means’ . . . excludes any  meaning that is not stated”). Next, the Ninth Circuit reasoned that because the Insurance Prong includes the words “existing or applied for,” Congress intended that an “increase in any charge” for insurance must “apply to all insurance transactions – from an initial policy of insurance to a renewal of a long-held policy.”   435 F.3d at 1091.  This interpretation reads the words “exist-ing or applied for” in isolation.  Other types of adverse action described in the Insurance Prong apply only to situations where a consumer had an existing policy of insurance, such as a “cancellation,” “reduction,” or “change” in insurance.    Each of these forms of adverse action presupposes an already-existing policy, and under usual canons of statutory  construction the term “increase” also should be construed to  apply to increases of an already-existing policy.  See Hibbs v.  Winn, 542 U.S. 88, 101 (2004) (“a phrase gathers meaning from the words around it”) (citation omitted). 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-308e1496-c85a-43d2-8ab2-2c09847e8c7a]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-67ae23a8-2e3f-41c4-b1a4-eca105f108ac]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-37d24ac8-81ea-425d-a09c-ad83ff3e8d20]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-17c156c4-a579-42c2-ac3e-c8c7a428b000]You can’t increase something that doesn’t already exist
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1428261c-f364-4a6e-871c-8fc13d54dd62]Brown 3 (US Federal Judge – District Court of Oregon (Elena Mark and Paul Gustafson, Plaintiffs, v. Valley Insurance Company and Valley Property and Casualty, Defendants, 7-17, Lexis)FCRA does not define the term "increase." The plain and ordinary meaning of the verb "to increase" is to make something greater or larger. 4 Merriam-Webster's  [**22]   Collegiate Dictionary 589 (10th ed. 1998). The "something" that is increased in the statute is the "charge for any insurance." The plain and common meaning of the noun "charge" is "the price demanded for something." Id. at 192. Thus, the statute plainly means an insurer takes adverse action if the insurer makes greater (i.e., larger) the price demanded for insurance.An insurer cannot "make greater" something that did not exist previously. The statutory definition of adverse action, therefore, clearly anticipates an insurer must have made an initial charge or demand for payment before the insurer can increase that charge. In other words, an insurer cannot increase the charge for insurance unless the insurer previously set and demanded payment of the premium for that insured's insurance [**23]  coverage at a lower price.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-95f48e0f-6621-4c39-a8ce-44ac2ab84df0]AT: Conservation 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bf93d904-fbbc-4029-8f75-322e60899230]They can take actions towards marine preservation but it has to be in the context of increasing exploitation of resources
UNESCO, 86 - Organized with the support of the Department of Ocean Development, Government of India Ocean Engineering Centre, Indian Institute of Technology (“IOC-Unesco Regional Training Workshop on Ocean Engineering and Its Interface with Ocean Sciences in the Indian Ocean Region” http://www.jodc.go.jp/info/ioc_doc/Training/085239eo.pdf)

The term "ocean development" has often been used to denote all activities, including ocean sciences, ocean engineering and related marine technology, directed to resource exploration and exploitation and the use of ocean space. The underlying guiding principle in all these activities has been that these be conducted in a manner that insure the preservation of the marine environment without detriment to its quality and the resources with which it abounds. From the statements given by the participants, it became apparent that in some countries, such as China, Indonesia, India, Malaysia, Philippines and Thailand, ocean development programmes and activities, over the years, have evolved from fisheries oriented needs towards mineral resources exploitation. In some of these countries exploitation of these resources has brought about new adjustments to their priority needs which have progressively involved the strengthening of their marine scientific and technological capability demanded by these new situations.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ce7f3491-c356-4364-8afe-a0d341c3d7aa]Sustainable development requires growth – it can’t be just environmental protection alone
Dernbach et al, 2 – Widener University Law School; report prepared for the Committee on Climate Change and Sustainable Development (John, “Climate Change and Sustainable Development”, Environmental Energy, and Resources Law: The Year in Review, Vol. 2002, pp. 166-354 2002 Env't. Energy & Resources L.: Year Rev. 166 (2002), Hein Online)

Sustainable development was formally endorsed by the nations of the world ten years ago at the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED, or Earth Summit) in Rio de Janeiro. At the Earth Summit, nations agreed to implement Agenda 21, a global plan of action for sustainable development.77 The concept of sustainable development incorporates environmental protection and restoration into the definition of development. The idea is to work toward both conventional development and environmental protection, instead of making progress in conventional development at the environment's expense or only protecting the environment.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-93bd81d8-3a64-4f15-b24b-45f7629644bd]Development requires commercial resource expansion
Byron, 88 - Neil Byron, Department of Forestry, Australian National University (Asian-Pacif ic Economic Literature Vol. 2, No. 1, (March 19881, pp. 46-80, Wiley Online)

The notion of harnessing more of un-utilized or under-utilized resources is generally implicit in any definition of 'development'. Thus the thrust of many development agencies is to expand sectors of the economy in which such slack resources exist, particularly by incorporation into the world economy through trade. Characteristic examples are plantation estates (of rubber, tea, coffee, etc), export-oriented fisheries, mining and forestry development programs, all utilizing indigenous labour, land and natural resources, plus foreign capital, typically to produce primary commodities for world markets. It is within this context that many of the resource and environmental issues reported in the Asian-Pacific region, have arisen.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8ded7668-794d-4f9d-858b-07464c96ddc8]Sustainable development makes the topic bidirectional
UNESCO, 11 (“Build Green Societies in Small Island Developing States: Addressing Key Vulnerabilities” http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/ioc-oceans/priority-areas/rio-20-ocean/10-proposals-for-the-ocean/2a-small-island-developing-states/)

SIDS expect Rio+20 to provide support for sustainable ocean development and protection of resources. Measures could include actions to reduce fishing overcapacity, to establish MPAs, enhance and support local coastal management efforts, improve wastewater treatment as well as solid waste management and recycling. Significantly, capacity development could take place through SIDS-SIDS partnerships based on the sharing and consolidation of unique SIDS approaches to coastal management; such as the Pacific Locally Managed Marine Areas (LMMA) network, the recognition and transmission of local and indigenous knowledge and customary management of the coastal environment, and community participation in scientific coastal monitoring, management and decision-making as practiced in UNESCO’s Sandwatch programme.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-6af3521b-bf25-4a90-a75c-13916a968b26]===AFF AT Process CP===
All of this is also released as a stand alone file, but its here for redundancy. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a8e8111d-1dbc-4ef0-8d5c-524d5c01a99e]2AC—AT: Process CP 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e8e7c2d0-6c61-46a2-99d8-714f89d8ba7b]Perm do CP---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0f168f70-17c6-4351-a834-7ce56861329d]Perm do the counterplan---they must compete via text and function---both are key to clash and fairness. They don’t meet because the counterplan is a way the plan could happen, and the text includes the entirety of the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-81710df6-fe60-459c-aa6c-3eb8ea9a3e61]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
[[BEGIN FOOTNOTE 50]]
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.
[[END FOOTNOTE 50]]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-08d1529e-3df8-452c-8a01-9fd6e27da3c0]Same for immediacy
Dictionary.com 10 Dictionary.com, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should
should    /ʃʊd/ Show Spelled[shood] Show IPA –auxiliary verb 1. pt. of shall. 2. (used to express condition): Were he to arrive, I should be pleased. 3. must; ought (used to indicate duty, propriety, or expediency): You should not do that. 4. would (used to make a statement less direct or blunt): I should think you would apologize. Use should in a Sentence See images of should Search should on the Web Origin: ME sholde, OE sc ( e ) olde; see shall  —Can be confused:  could, should, would (see usage note at this entry ).  —Synonyms 3. See must1 .  —Usage note Rules similar to those for choosing between shall  and will  have long been advanced for should  and would,  but again the rules have had little effect on usage. In most constructions, would  is the auxiliary chosen regardless of the person of the subject: If our allies would support the move, we would abandon any claim to sovereignty. You would be surprised at the complexity of the directions.  Because the main function of should  in modern American English is to express duty, necessity, etc. ( You should get your flu shot before winter comes ), its use for other purposes, as to form a subjunctive, can produce ambiguity, at least initially: I should get my flu shot if I were you.  Furthermore, should  seems an affectation to many Americans when used in certain constructions quite common in British English: Had I been informed, I should  (American would ) have called immediately. I should  (American would ) really prefer a different arrangement.  As with shall  and will,  most educated native speakers of American English do not follow the textbook rule in making a choice between should  and would. See also shall.  Shall  –auxiliary verb, present singular 1st person shall,  2nd shall or ( Archaic ) shalt,  3rd shall,  present plural shall;  past singular 1st person should,  2nd should or ( Archaic ) shouldst or should·est,  3rd should,  past plural should;  imperative, infinitive, and participles lacking. 1. plan to, intend to, or expect to: I shall go later. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1e43b9aa-9830-45ce-aae6-9ea7457fe5b7]Perm do CP---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-600de55d-7b8b-4efe-a731-c7fa08dda384]Perm do the counterplan. Our interp is the plan is certain and immediate for DAs not CPs---that’s [Pfeiffer]. No other definition matters because should is a precursor and modifies every word in the resolution.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-328d27d2-eb70-41a1-a99a-462b0737ce5e]That means the counterplan doesn’t compete functionally: [INSERT]. Requiring both textual and functional competition is best---education and fairness outweigh---our interp filters out the worst counterplans and promotes case specific research.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-19ff1198-5d27-438a-91b5-cf8a9dabff1f]Certainty based competition is bad---justifies conditions---here’s a list of unbeatable ones:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f8cac8ae-1797-456a-9816-daafb93b5a6a]A. do the plan if it’s a good idea.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-dc760631-59d4-4c5c-a832-b2fe5ac4d220]B. do the plan if the sun rises tomorrow.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-be3c9be7-9ea9-4611-a3bb-353720162698]NEGs have an incentive to win so hold their interpretation to the extreme counterplans it justifies, skews fairness because the aff has no hope.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6171b089-f60d-45dd-b438-e203dfaf1e54]Immediacy is bad---justifies delay---here’s a list:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-dfb79adb-decf-4e63-a570-aae7c6f5801b]A. do the plan after midterms.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0b280841-14d9-4e74-a768-7e0f2e3851ed]B. do the plan in 1 hour.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-80337f36-accd-46ae-a03d-4581fd8db69c]These counterplans have zero deficits---skew fairness and don’t disprove the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-fc104f4d-a430-4a9e-ac2b-1ff503d7c8f3]They don’t have offense---reading a net benefit as DA solves and our interp just raises the threshold for a competitive counterplan.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-989f114f-18e0-4e6d-b53b-845f40528660]AT: Arbitrariness---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a1d6f181-1e51-47ec-a9cf-01d3dad69422]Arbitrariness doesn’t matter in theory debates. No ‘should’ interp is precise which means debateabiltiy must outweigh.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b241411c-ea0b-47e5-b4ef-20f15dfcbec1]AT: AFF Side Bias---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8fed2b9d-1527-468f-818d-d633f01f6396]Structural AFF side bias is a myth---it’s topic dependent, and win rates are consistently near 50%. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-3aa5b7a2-1f7a-4120-bf7b-8dd72f00efa2]NEG side bias outweighs---rampant conditionality boxes in the AFF and they get the block, which is reactive.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-802791cf-dab1-4f5e-9274-03fdf6e444d1]AT: DAs---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-60071299-c1b7-4161-9479-80300471acc7]Immediacy and certainty are only default assumptions that change upon introduction of a counterplan. Every argument above is an offensive reason why the AFF should not be locked into definitions for permutations.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1a4c05a2-b850-429b-9266-652f7d586e8a]AT: Function Only---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-42abd8b2-c619-4a54-97ab-bc3a0d7b6305]Functional alone is bad:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-21cdf6f8-822e-47c2-a777-56232f654ce2]1. Encourages the worst NEG ground like changing which senators vote for the plan, spending a penny less, racial audit. Those wreck AFF ground and undermine education by mooting the plan. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e8685708-ebe9-440a-ad97-9428de44f0e5]2. Text matters---it’s objective because judges need only look at the text of the counterplan---AND, if the counterplan includes the complete plan text than it has not disproven the AFF. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ad6dca76-4d76-4009-b7bc-2efd1aaeb5fa]AT: Textual Only---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b64deb92-a69f-40e0-83e6-5b1fb08980aa]Textual alone is bad:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0ef2ec86-ff49-42df-9c7a-4c8d553cb007]1. Encourages the worst NEG ground---forces regressive, semantic distinction like replacing “ought” with “should” or reading the plan in a different language. That’s bad results in AFF theft, unpredictability, and is anti-educational.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-641c2e87-c01a-4789-817b-dca9fee8ab10]2. It’s illogical---ban the plan becomes non-competitive.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9381c204-42cd-4652-93dc-4c39ab2f138e]3. Function matters---it’s intuitive because a counterplan that includes function the plan can’t disprove the AFF. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-09b0c654-f7fa-4884-95a7-5ffcc33b54b6]AT: Scramble Perms---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a52fb606-291b-40aa-8d9e-45845aaa9d5e]Scramble perms are good for weeding out egregious counterplans. The bad examples of perms won’t happen because they are hard to write, and judges don’t find them persuasive.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-15f6691b-4d36-4005-9ac6-bfe26e464eff]AT: Resolved---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-7efe1a64-35c6-44a0-bee5-3473cec9c2b3]“Resolved” has no meaning
PAFP 18, (Pennsylvania Academy of Family Physicians, 2018, https://www.pafp.com/Pages/Content.aspx?id=170)
Every resolution must have a title, “whereas” clause(s) and “resolved” clause(s) and carry the author’s name(s). The title should be clear and concise and convey the general idea of the topic of the resolution. The “whereas” clauses should explain the rationale for the resolution — identify a problem or need for action, address its timeliness or urgency, its effects on residents, medical students, AAFP and/or the public at large and indicate whether the proposed policy or action will alter current AAFP policy. The “resolved” clause(s) are the meat of the resolution. These clauses should be clear and concise and positively state the action or policy called for by the resolution.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2d487474-5b87-4bdd-b341-7d1301e47101]AT: Shall---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a51f7420-d414-48c7-9130-73ddec487b03]Should is not ‘shall’ which is mandatory.
Mank 7, James Helmer, Jr. Professor of Law, University of Cincinnati College of Law. (Bradford, 2007, “ARTICLE: Can Plaintiffs Use Multinational Environmental Treaties as Customary International Law to Sue Under the Alien Tort Statute?”, 2007 Utah L. Rev. 1085, 1153. Lexis. Accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/18/22)
The draft principles are not themselves binding but are suggestive of trends in international law. A key question is whether the draft principles reflect a universal, mandatory, and definite international consensus about providing compensation to victims of transboundary harms. The Commission's adoption of the draft principles suggests that there could be broad support for these principles, but it will not be known whether that support is universal until the General Assembly votes to accept the principles. From the perspective of an ATS suit, a problem with the draft principles is that they use the hortatory term "should" in several key liability principles rather than the mandatory shall. The use of the term "should" means they are not obligatory and hence are not enforceable in an ATS suit.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-793d6ee9-8194-4c0e-923c-b1e1d6c36e4d]AT: Should---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d0553cd1-dd4e-47b4-851b-1a1c3a1f131e]There is a purposeful distinction between must and should
JavaTPoint n.d., database of difference between different topics. (“Difference between must and should,” Java T Point, https://www.javatpoint.com/must-vs-should)
Must and should express the necessity. However, the usage of these terms in any sentence can modify the entire sentence meaning. Both "must" and "should" are model verbs. The term "must" is commonly used to express any unavoidable requirement or obligation. On the other hand, "should" is used as a probability, obligation, advice, recommendation, conditional, and exceptional mood.
The differences between must and should are listed in the below table:
[image: A screenshot of a computer&#xA;&#xA;AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c728a4f5-d08c-4cc4-af00-f380e23eccc9]“Should” is optional
FAA 20, Federal Aviation Administration Plain Language Program in the Office of Communications, trains employees throughout the FAA and supports Plain Language, devoted to improving communication from the Federal Government to the public (Federal Aviation Administration, 3-13-2020, "Words of Authority – May vs. Should — the neglected siblings of Must vs. Shall," Federal Aviation Administration, https://www.faa.gov/about/initiatives/plain_language/articles/authority/)             
Nonetheless, it's reasonable to say that "may" means purely optional and does not imply that the writer recommends that option to the reader. "Should" also means optional but implies that the writer recommends and advises the reader to use that option.
Does it matter? Perhaps. If you write "should" to recommend that the reader use an option, then you probably have some protection if the reader chooses not to use that option and something goes wrong. But anytime you use the word "should," be sure you can say why you recommended that option and prove that your recommendation was valid and justifiable.
It's usually wise to ask your attorney for an opinion if you write official words that tell other people what to do. But generally if you include words of authority like "may" and "should" in your policies, directives or other instructions, then you're probably safe to use what's already in the FAA Plain Language Tool Kit (PDF) and Federal Plain Language Guidelines (PDF):
Must = mandatory
Must not = prohibited
May = optional
Should = recommended
These are the only valid word choices to convey those meanings.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-284d27b5-5448-4590-941e-d37393faff5a]AT: Summers---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a2fabf09-6168-442e-845f-6f7e45992617]Should is not immediate---they read the dissenting opinion
Summers 94, Justice for the Oklahoma Supreme Court. (11-8-94, Pat Kelsee, Appellee, v. Dollarsaver Food Warehouse of Durant, Appellant, Appeal from the District Court of Bryan County, The Supreme Court of Oklahoma, Case Number 81862, 1994 OK 123, 885 P.2d 1353)
SUMMERS, Justice. [885 P.2d 1354] ¶1 Plaintiff (Appellee) was awarded a substantial judgment pursuant to a jury's verdict in Bryan County. Defendant (Appellant) filed a timely Motion for New Trial and Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict. On May 18, 1993, the trial judge signed and caused to be filed a handwritten document entitled "Court Minute", which stated "the Court finds that the motions should be overruled." ¶2 On June 2, 1993, the judge signed and caused to be filed a typed Order as follows: "IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED & DECREED by the Court that Defendant's Motion for New Trial and Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the verdict be, and they are hereby, overruled." Defendant commenced its appeal here on June 30, 1993. Plaintiff moves to dismiss for untimeliness, claiming the earlier writing commenced the appellate clock. We deny the motion and allow the appeal to proceed. ¶3 Our decision does not rest on whether judge-signed "court minutes" prior to the legislative change of October 1, 1993 are or are not appealable orders.1 That is because the writing of May 18 here under neither view contains language sufficient to make it an order of the court. A statement that the motions should be overruled is not the same as stating that the motions are overruled. ¶4 Webster describes "should" as a word used in an auxiliary function to express (1) condition (if he should leave his father his father would die); (2) propriety (this is as it should be); (3) futurity (he realized she should have to do most of her farm work before sunrise); or (4) what is probable or expected (they should be here before noon.) Merriam Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, 1085 (10th ed. 1993). "Should" as used by the judge here places his statement in the subjunctive mood rather than in either the indicative (or declarative) mood or the imperative mood. See II G. Curme, A Grammar of the English Language, 391 (1980) and volume I of Dr. Curme's work at 224. ¶5 The subjunctive mood is a verb form representing an act or state, not as fact, but as contingent or possible. Merriam Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, supra at P. 1172. In Jackson v. State of Indiana, 273 Ind. 49, 402 N.E.2d 947 (1980) the defendant on appeal argued that the trial court erred in overruling his motion for a mistrial. The appellate court pointed out that the defendant had not made such a motion: Defendant now contends that the trial court erred in refusing to grant his motion for mistrial. However, the record does not reflect that defense counsel made such a motion; rather, he merely stated, "Your Honor, at this point, I should move for a mistrial." The use of the subjective, "should," reflects a mere contingent or hypothetical action. Id. 402 N.E.2d at 951 (emphasis added). The trial judge in our case, just as the defense counsel in Jackson, chose to set his statement in the subjunctive mood, here a representation that the motions were going to be, but had not yet been, overruled. ¶6 We also note that the trial court in its May 18 entry stated that "the Court finds that the motions should be overruled." (emphasis ours) Our ruling today is consistent with Tillman v. Tillman, 199 Okla. 130, 184 P.2d 784 (1947). In that case the trial court had stated for the record certain findings which seemed indicative of the court's opinion as to the extent of his jurisdiction. This Court said: A judgment . . . is distinct from findings of the court, [citation omitted] Findings and opinion of the court are never the judgment, but only expressions as to what the court considers its judgment should be. Id. 184 P.2d at 785. (emphasis added). ¶7 The language used by the court on May 18 falls short of amounting to an order of the [885 P.2d 1355] court. It announced that the motions should be overruled, but it did not overruled them. The later language used on June 2 declaring that the motions "be, and they are hereby, overruled", did not express futurity or probability, but was an indicative, declarative statement of what the judge did with the motions. It overruled them. It was an order of the court, and it was timely appealed by Defendant's petition in error filed June 30. ¶8 The motion to dismiss is denied. ¶9 HODGES, C.J., LAVENDER, V.C.J., and ALMA WILSON, KAUGER, WATT, JJ., concur. ¶10 SIMMS, HARGRAVE and OPALA, JJ., dissent. Footnotes: 1 12 O.S. 1993 Supp. § 696.2 [93-696.2](C), effective October 1, 1993, provides: "The following shall not constitute a judgment, decree or appealable order: a minute entry. . . ." The issue was resolved in Manning v. State ex rel. Dept. of Public Safety, 876 P.2d 667 (Okl. 1994), in which we held that such orders could be appealable if they fully disposed of a case, but made the ruling prospective.
OPALA, Justice, with whom SIMMS and HARGRAVE, Justices, join, dissenting. ¶1 Concluding that the appellant's petition in error was timely brought, the court holds today that the June 2, 1993 record entry, and not the May 18, 1993 filed memorial,1 of the trial court's ruling triggers appeal time. The court reasons the earlier memorial is not an order because (1) it is couched as a "finding" and (2) it stated that Dollarsave Food Warehouse of Durant's [defendant or Dollarsaver] motion for judgment n.o.v. "should be overruled" rather than using the customary phrase "should be and the same hereby is overruled".2 I cannot accede either to the court's reasoning or to its conclusion. I THE SUBSTANTIVE CONTENT OF THE MAY 18 MEMORIAL DETERMINES WHETHER IT QUALIFIES AS AN ORDER ¶2 The meaning and effect of a legal instrument depends on its substantive content rather than on the form or title provided by its author.3 Although the May 18, 1993 memorial bears the printed title "court minute", the paper clearly meets all the attributes of a recordable4 order.5 Its content directs that [885 P.2d 1356] the relief sought by Dollarsaver - i.e., judgment notwithstanding the verdict - be denied and the "direction" is signed by the judge. The instrument is, without a doubt, fit for entry upon the journal record and also constitutes an order that triggers appeal time because it fully complies with the § 696.3 standards.6 II THE LEGAL EFFECT OF A RECORD ENTRY THAT USES THE WORD "FINDS" AS A SYNONYM FOR OR AS INTERCHANGEABLE WITH THE VERB "ORDERS" IS DETERMINED BY THE JUDGE'S INTENT ¶3 In concluding that the judge-signed direction is but a "finding",7 the court disregards the very essence of the May 18 entry. It memorializes the ruling made upon the defendant's motion for judgment non obstante veredicto.8 When in a case calling for the assessment of the parties' relative negligence a motion for judgment n.o.v. comes on for ruling, it is not within the nisi prius court's province to make any findings of fact.9 While the use of the verb "finds" to overrule Dollarsaver's motion was perhaps grossly unartful,10 the context in which the word ("finds") is used unmistakenly indicates that it was intended as a synonym for the verb "rules" or "orders".11 The court's construction today renders the entry nugatory. Its result, which is neither mandated by nor consistent with the clear meaning and substance of the memorial's intended meaning, is both improvident and contrary to precedent.12 [885 P.2d 1357] III IN TERMS OF THE POSTJUDGMENT MEMORIAL HERE UNDER REVIEW THE MEANING TO BE GIVEN THE WORD "SHOULD" IS THE SAME AS THAT IN THE VERBS "ORDERS" OR "RULES", EVEN THOUGH "SHOULD" IS NOT FOLLOWED IMMEDIATELY BY THE TRITE; AND ANCIENT PHRASE "AND HEREBY IS" 
[Where the dissent starts]
 The legal question to be resolved by the court is whether the word "should"13 in the May 18 order connotes futurity or may be deemed a ruling in praesenti.14 The answer to this query is not to be divined from rules of grammar;15 it must be governed by the age-old practice culture of legal professionals and its immemorial language usage. To determine if the omission (from the critical May 18 entry) of the turgid phrase, "and the same hereby is", (1) makes it an in futuro ruling - i.e., an expression of what the judge will or would do at a later stage - or (2) constitutes an in in praesenti resolution of a disputed law issue, the trial judge's intent must be garnered from the four corners of the entire record.16  [CONTINUES – TO FOOTNOTE] 13 "Should" not only is used as a "present indicative" synonymous with ought but also is the past tense of "shall" with various shades of meaning not always easy to analyze. See 57 C.J. Shall § 9, Judgments § 121 (1932). O. JESPERSEN, GROWTH AND STRUCTURE OF THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE (1984); St. Louis & S.F.R. Co. v. Brown, 45 Okl. 143, 144 P. 1075, 1080-81 (1914). For a more detailed explanation, see the Partridge quotation infra note 15. Certain contexts mandate a construction of the term "should" as more than merely indicating preference or desirability. Brown, supra at 1080-81 (jury instructions stating that jurors "should" reduce the amount of damages in proportion to the amount of contributory negligence of the plaintiff was held to imply an obligation and to be more than advisory); Carrigan v. California Horse Racing Board, 60 Wash. App. 79, 802 P.2d 813 (1990) (one of the Rules of Appellate Procedure requiring that a party "should devote a section of the brief to the request for the fee or expenses" was interpreted to mean that a party is under an obligation to include the requested segment); State v. Rack, 318 S.W.2d 211, 215 (Mo. 1958) ("should" would mean the same as "shall" or "must" when used in an instruction to the jury which tells the triers they "should disregard false testimony"). 14 In praesenti means literally "at the present time." BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 792 (6th Ed. 1990). In legal parlance the phrase denotes that which in law is presently or immediately effective, as opposed to something that will or would become effective in the future [in futurol]. See Van Wyck v. Knevals, 106 U.S. 360, 365, 1 S.Ct. 336, 337, 27 L.Ed. 201 (1882).
[bookmark: pmd-heading-dae379fe-9c6f-4f2b-ab27-bde332289e63]Perm do CP---2AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-49a3f11f-5f8c-4dd4-9aaa-06e06817f635]Perm do the counterplan. Should is not [certain or immediate] for CPs---that’s [Pfeifer]. That means the counterplan is not functionally competitive. Our interpretation is best---debateability and research outweigh [INSERT].

[bookmark: pmd-heading-2fff7b04-76c3-40f8-bbf1-d68c1a5ce2dd]Their interp is bad for debate:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8818704e-a3b2-4be8-b015-889cc448a7e7]1. Certainty based counterplans justify conditions and consult which do not have deficits because they can be written to be nearly certain.
---do the plan if it’s a good idea and do the plan if the sun rises tomorrow are both competitive under their interp and have no answer because they have nothing to do with the plan.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4162eb13-ecfb-4290-850c-011d4a0ad5d0]2. Immediacy based counterplans justify delay. Those have zero deficits---every impact is far out and personhood is not a priority.
---do the plan after the debt ceiling is raised and do the plan in one hour have no answer. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-64371ab4-e3e6-46bd-9bb1-e460d684d3bf]Our offense outweighs---the impact is fairness and research---they force the AFF to go for theory which trades off with substance. Process research is boring, leads to burnout, and often does not disprove the desirability of the plan. NEGs have an incentive to win which means cheating counterplans will be written if their model allows for them. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-dc68022f-8d99-4caa-9f47-730240147faa]AT: Arbitrariness---2AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e5f1ee0f-8cc8-4542-95fe-58003542923b]Arbitrariness is outweighed by our offense, but we are not arbitrary. The plan is certain and immediate against the status quo, but it’s good to jettison those assumptions for the purpose of excluding unfair counterplans via permutations. The introduction of a contrived counterplan flips initial assumptions about the intertia of fiat which is good because otherwise the AFF is critically disadvantaged. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ce6bf4eb-40b6-45c3-aec4-333061a70241]Textual + Functional Good---2AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b54be130-3727-44d2-bf1f-916a238182e1]Textual and functional competition creates the best debates and allows for developing the best offense for both AFF and NEG. The AFF is forced to craft a nuance defense of the plan and advantages while establishing a fair bar for what constitutes an opportunity cost. The NEG is incentivized to do their homework and locate relevant literature-based counterplans enhancing the educations value of debate. Absent a limit on NEG competition, debate is inverted too far in the NEGs favor.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-2c715195-6b18-4cb5-a6a9-b0d397a7a775]In depth contestation over resolution questions creates the best education, but that value is evacuated when the NEG no longer has to debate the case because of non-literature based [process] counterplans. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-8ee83547-eede-4048-8baa-74ff527d187d]Weigh competition through offense-defense---their interp does not solve our best offense, but our does have inroads to their offense.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-91157978-5661-4d22-985f-dd2538861b8a]Any risk that they artificially constrain AFF ground is reason to vote AFF. We might marginally reduce NEG ground, but that’s relative given the NEG has more than enough tools in their arsenal to defeat the AFF including: [conditionality, nearest person, spillover, T, and impact turns]. There is no unique need for this genre of counterplan. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4de02294-508a-4687-b082-116987854c99]AT: Textual Alone---2AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b7c86cda-9525-4fda-a772-dc2eff530ce1]Textual alone means the worst genre of NEG counterplans auto compete. The NEG would get the arsenal of word PICs, replacing “should” with “ought” and “substantially” with “significantly”. They can replace any or all of the plan’s words with synonyms or abbreviations or even read the plan in Spanish or Mandarin.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b7224296-e8df-4287-a322-84ff317f617d]That by itself is insufficient for competition because the judge has no idea whether these substitutions change the meaning of the plan absent definitions of those words, which is beyond the scope of simply looking at text. Including functional matters because it’s the only way to determine whether a genuine opportunity cost has been presented e.g. the NEG should not win if a counterplan’s means and implementation are identical to the AFF’s, because they haven’t disproven the AFF.

If they say “no net benefits”
Even if these counterplans don’t have the most glaring net benefits, NEG teams are crafty, and net benefits do exist, COMMS professors can find critiques of every word in the dictionary. AND, the strength of the net benefit is irrelevant if the AFF can’t permute it nor develop offense.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-f7c439c0-0a07-4228-af20-044a9b5f3217]These counterplans cumulatively exhaust possible and predictable defenses of the plan and will become escape hatches for NEG teams to avoid debating the AFF on its core assumptions---so every debate is bad and one-sided.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-98dd3e9c-1edc-4a01-b17e-29b5f0ee72b3]Textual alone link turns NEG ground by incentivizing vague plan texts---AFF teams have no reason to defend more words than necessary, and will shorten plans to defend nothing making links harder to establish prior to the 2AC. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f1c21e80-a703-4864-a919-4cbc97b90f21]AT: Function Only---2AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-14a754e2-f29d-43f5-bff5-0465fdeff390]Functional alone means the worst genre of NEG counterplans auto-compete. The NEG can obviate the plan itself by asserting what it denotes in a way that is self-serving---pass the plan but veto it, delay the plan until after a contentious senate vote, all sorts of impact assessments, or changing which senators or judges vote for the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-c14dca9d-32c9-407e-9178-75537398f124]That by itself is insufficient for competition because these counterplans agree with all logical assumptions encompassed within the plan, each says the plan text in its totality should be passed, just with some process modifications. Including textual matters:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-20864ba8-b4e8-494d-92e3-5a73a22ca139]1. it’s the only way for the judge to non-arbitrarily determine whether a genuine opportunity cost has been presented---an objective, quick look at the plan makes deciding competition a simply yes-no question---which avoids contrived debates over definitions and processes that invite judge intervention.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bc88a2d8-ce6a-4b54-bb99-408f0062cc8c]2. the text of the plan is its most important defense---AFF disclosure, scope of fiat, and NEG DA links all revolve around the words of the plan alone---so the NEG should not win on a counterplan that includes those words because they’ve PICed out of follow-on assumptions of the plan rather than the plan itself!

[bookmark: pmd-heading-f4f838af-f495-4d3d-b14c-8075630f18c3]These counterplans cumulatively exhaust possible and predictable defenses of the plan and will become escape hatches for NEG teams to avoid debating the AFF on its core assumptions---they’d just need to imagine a contrived net benefit based on an ephemeral political situation---meaning every debate is bad and one-sided. The NEG win condition becomes “can you cut and defend Summers 94?”.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e80c3162-0d31-4b26-a12e-0b093cdba32b]AT: PIC---Word [Textual]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-88f01a9f-6204-4fb5-b67c-fa8a40ac39a5]Perm do CP---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2bad037a-e3be-458c-83da-fc22da046e2a]Perm do the counterplan---they must compete via text and function---both are key to clash and fairness. They don’t meet because the counterplan is functionally identical.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a68a8899-ae41-4330-8d6a-75048415c32b]Word PICs are VI---they steal the AFF and crowd out substance. Reading the net benefit as a DA solves their offense.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ec61ce99-7d1c-4dea-8ad1-2e70789ac198]Perm do CP---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4cc9444b-66c4-40c7-a145-ff340adad663]Perm do the counterplan. They don’t compete functionally. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-dd0b74b3-1c9a-4073-b3dc-30315435ae51]Requiring both textual and functional competition is best---education and fairness outweigh---our interp filters out the worst counterplans and promotes case specific research.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1a79285d-7858-491b-9309-f80c2fe2499b]Textual alone is bad:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9af1e7ee-00ca-4dbe-b6b6-1a6521743508]1. Encourages the worst NEG ground---forces regressive, semantic distinction like replacing “ought” with “should” or reading the plan in a different language. That’s bad results in AFF theft, unpredictability, and is anti-educational.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2c4646f1-fd6d-4d5e-9aa4-7f4b44966a95]2. It’s illogical---ban the plan becomes non-competitive.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-55774aa3-d79c-4d9a-bf1e-74ab556f40ca]3. Function matters---it’s intuitive because a counterplan that includes function the plan can’t disprove the AFF. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a3a6e5ca-0bdc-4a19-87da-3d232cb1bdaf]Any NEG offense can be resolved by reading the net benefit as an external DA.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-edb949c3-4286-4c03-a0c4-1c8eb3cf4367]Perm do CP---2AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-da6abcd1-25e1-459a-b3f5-bcce35c0534f]Perm do the counterplan---they don’t compete functionally because the counterplan is the AFF. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bf62bcc5-de6c-4dc5-874e-2b1585d114e8]AT: Textual Alone---2AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c31af245-d638-4af0-9c24-69f8b4451178]Textual alone means the worst genre of NEG counterplans auto compete. The NEG would get the arsenal of word PICs, replacing “should” with “ought” and “substantially” with “significantly”. They can replace any or all of the plan’s words with synonyms or abbreviations or even read the plan in Spanish or Mandarin.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-440b7f89-8646-45de-a90e-6972159f9044]That by itself is insufficient for competition because the judge has no idea whether these substitutions change the meaning of the plan absent definitions of those words, which is beyond the scope of simply looking at text. Including functional matters because it’s the only way to determine whether a genuine opportunity cost has been presented e.g. the NEG should not win if a counterplan’s means and implementation are identical to the AFF’s, because they haven’t disproven the AFF.

If they say “no net benefits”
Even if these counterplans don’t have the most glaring net benefits, NEG teams are crafty, and net benefits do exist, COMMS professors can find critiques of every word in the dictionary. AND, the strength of the net benefit is irrelevant if the AFF can’t permute it nor develop offense.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-7bfa8aed-b00f-4691-a146-76ebdff9174d]These counterplans cumulatively exhaust possible and predictable defenses of the plan and will become escape hatches for NEG teams to avoid debating the AFF on its core assumptions---so every debate is bad and one-sided.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6a2871ef-9277-4005-a287-749afc013ab6]Textual alone link turns NEG ground by incentivizing vague plan texts---AFF teams have no reason to defend more words than necessary, and will shorten plans to defend nothing making links harder to establish prior to the 2AC. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9a12c086-e932-4df0-9f5f-3a203a333aaa]Textual + Functional Good---2AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-047fb466-bbdc-4381-96bf-e0661ad7ddc9]Textual and functional competition creates the best debates and allows for developing the best offense for both AFF and NEG. The AFF is forced to craft a nuance defense of the plan and advantages while establishing a fair bar for what constitutes an opportunity cost. The NEG is incentivized to do their homework and locate relevant literature-based counterplans enhancing the educations value of debate. Absent a limit on NEG competition, debate is inverted too far in the NEGs favor.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ba513cb6-cdb8-4545-83f8-0a144da5b074]In depth contestation over resolution questions creates the best education, but that value is evacuated when the NEG no longer has to debate the case because of non-literature based [process] counterplans. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-91527cf9-aa73-4713-a0fe-7cb0bbb51d2f]Weigh competition through offense-defense---their interp does not solve our best offense, but our does have inroads to their offense.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a1799623-85bb-4428-b903-92f079ba762d]Any risk that they artificially constrain AFF ground is reason to vote AFF. We might marginally reduce NEG ground, but that’s relative given the NEG has more than enough tools in their arsenal to defeat the AFF including: [conditionality, nearest person, spillover, T, and impact turns]. There is no unique need for this genre of counterplan. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ae443e2e-0a53-4c5e-87dc-331a348b8a09]AT: Public-Private Partnership
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ff286698-f252-4a42-ae71-6d9c26a399a0]Perm do CP---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ae8ed284-aab7-482d-b973-37cd369ca26d]Perm do the counterplan---they must compete via text and function---both are key to clash and fairness. They don’t meet because the counterplan is a way the plan could happen, and the text includes the entirety of the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4dd62170-6129-4bb5-b54f-ba3ab0c837bd]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
[[BEGIN FOOTNOTE 50]]
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.
[[END FOOTNOTE 50]]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-454db3a1-53fd-4984-85ef-7e0837776ed6]Same for immediacy
Dictionary.com 10 Dictionary.com, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should
should    /ʃʊd/ Show Spelled[shood] Show IPA –auxiliary verb 1. pt. of shall. 2. (used to express condition): Were he to arrive, I should be pleased. 3. must; ought (used to indicate duty, propriety, or expediency): You should not do that. 4. would (used to make a statement less direct or blunt): I should think you would apologize. Use should in a Sentence See images of should Search should on the Web Origin: ME sholde, OE sc ( e ) olde; see shall  —Can be confused:  could, should, would (see usage note at this entry ).  —Synonyms 3. See must1 .  —Usage note Rules similar to those for choosing between shall  and will  have long been advanced for should  and would,  but again the rules have had little effect on usage. In most constructions, would  is the auxiliary chosen regardless of the person of the subject: If our allies would support the move, we would abandon any claim to sovereignty. You would be surprised at the complexity of the directions.  Because the main function of should  in modern American English is to express duty, necessity, etc. ( You should get your flu shot before winter comes ), its use for other purposes, as to form a subjunctive, can produce ambiguity, at least initially: I should get my flu shot if I were you.  Furthermore, should  seems an affectation to many Americans when used in certain constructions quite common in British English: Had I been informed, I should  (American would ) have called immediately. I should  (American would ) really prefer a different arrangement.  As with shall  and will,  most educated native speakers of American English do not follow the textbook rule in making a choice between should  and would. See also shall.  Shall  –auxiliary verb, present singular 1st person shall,  2nd shall or ( Archaic ) shalt,  3rd shall,  present plural shall;  past singular 1st person should,  2nd should or ( Archaic ) shouldst or should·est,  3rd should,  past plural should;  imperative, infinitive, and participles lacking. 1. plan to, intend to, or expect to: I shall go later. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-cc4b0193-2174-4a8d-9b5e-07bf98becb7c]AT: CIL
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ac05f89e-cf6d-4ed8-bed8-265202ccd06c]AT: CP---CIL---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-669cf687-5bbd-415b-ac5d-373df685a9c7]Perm do both.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-7827e366-82c9-4fd7-8f6e-b1b74ef68677]Perm do the CP---must compete via text and function. It’s neither---both are key to fairness.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ad5cd443-0665-4f05-a764-610fc7c45be1]Perm do the plan apply CIL elsewhere.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ef41cd42-1f1a-4d15-b53a-5191b4ecedb2]Counterplan fails---requires prior domestic implementation
Walt 13, American professor of international affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government (Steven Walt, February 2013, “Why Jurisprudence Doesn’t Matter for Customary International Law, William & Mary Law Review, Vol. 54 (2012-2013), Issue 3 (Law Without a Lawmaker Symposium), Article 10)
For the same reason, custom has no necessary priority over other norms. While customary law, unlike simple custom, creates legal obligations, those obligations may not be superior to other legal obligations. Whether customary law operates only at the state level or also domestically can depend on the content of the particular custom. Although customary international law does not require recognition by a domestic legal system to create legal obligations, these obligations need not have priority over domestic law or automatic effect domestically. There is nothing in the bare notion of customary international law that gives it priority over inconsistent domestic law or makes customary international law applicable in domestic law without domestic implementation. The mere fact that international and domestic law are part of the same or different legal orders does not by itself give international law priority over domestic law or make it self-executing. Put another way, even if customary international law and domestic law are parts of a single legal order, international law might give priority to domestic law over customary international law, or domestic law might give priority to customary international law over domestic law. The priority or effect of customary international law depends on particular facts: facts about the priority or effect international law gives it. This is a contingent matter. Finally, if customary international law is not self-executing, so that its domestic application requires incorporation into domestic law, domestic law controls the recognition of customary international law. Erie’s limit on federal judicial law making extends to customary international law, requiring a source of authority in federal or state law for its application. Customary international law might be federal law for purposes of the Supremacy Clause in Article VI of the Constitution. Alternatively, its recognition might be authorized by legislation.127 In both cases, the limits on the judicial recognition of customary international law are constitutional or statutory, not jurisprudential.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-130d4377-dfba-4c6b-b169-103c72822be2]No internal link---one shot policy doesn’t spill over.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-78bf5a29-4169-414e-97fc-99da8b92fe43]No net benefit---codified international law solves and CIL lacks credibility.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e5c1830a-13ba-426f-972b-fc3e2b1addd8]AT: CP---Perm CP---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-458fbcd4-df7a-4896-b887-6edd81fa28f6]Perm do the counterplan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-dd626932-2937-4173-af92-1b57276f943e]Textual and functional competition is good rewards substantive aff debating while filtering out neg garbage.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-bbfe2978-aa7b-45b0-a16b-1bdf28da5b80]Not functionally competitive.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6933e189-fc23-4e66-9652-267d711da37d]We will defend certainty and immediacy for DAS not CPs.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a79905b3-64b8-4e0d-ba2d-53b9c9d751c3]CPs that compete off certainty and immediacy are bad and justify delay, conditions, do the plan if it’s a good idea which do not disprove the plan and are impossible to generate deficits against. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-687a2423-79a3-4edf-b873-8f8d981878de]Not textually competitive.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9183ebe8-067e-4fc6-94d0-4fbfc895c921]It doesn’t compete based on the change in text. Replacing “should” with “ought” is bad and causes aff theft that is unpredictable and anti-educational.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e36c0241-5e6d-481b-ab47-e9a4867ebab1]AT: CP---Perm Intrinsic---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9a2c1bfe-68ca-4bd6-9156-7a34f189eff3]Perm do plan and apply CIL elsewhere:

[bookmark: pmd-heading-fbe96fa3-c889-49c0-91c9-6cf01d51ac06]Solves the net benefit and proves the net benefit is not germane to the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a3d8bada-56a0-4783-9945-d738745e6036]Limited intrinsicness to disprove internal net benefits is good because it forces net benefits to be about the plan. Ensures good research and prevents argumentative recycling divorced from the topic.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d2205ae7-4213-41e9-aa09-d802187bcf45]AT: CP---Solvency---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-03cbae9e-962d-4dcf-98f1-32583545a422]Counterplan gets rolled back
Kundmueller 2, Ph.D. candidate, Department of Political Science, University of Notre Dame, former attorney at Wildman, Harrold, Allen & Dixon, specializing in constitutional law, Ph.D., M.A. Political Science, University of Notre Dame, J.D. University of Notre Dame Law School, B.A. Politics and Law, Flagler College (Michelle M. Kundmueller, 2002, "The Application of Customary International Law in US Courts: Custom, Convention, or Pseudolegislation?," The Journal of Legislation, Vol. 28, pp. 369-372, Hein Online)
The argument against direct incorporation of customary international law focuses on several perceived evils, with the primary focus resting on lack of constitutional justification and incompatibility with constitutional principles such as separation of powers and democratic rule. In a Note that focuses specifically on the question of whether customary international law supersedes federal statutes, Garland A. Kelley takes a moderate position, claiming that customary international law should not supercede federal law, but that "American courts must attempt to reconcile U.S. federal statutory law with conflicting international norms and standards, whenever possible.",42 In the course of explaining why federal law ought not be superseded by customary international law, based on constitutional interpretation, Kelley makes an argument for how customary international law has the potential to threaten some of the most basic premises of American constitutional government. Kelley challenges the claim that the last-in-time doctrine applies to customary international law, pointing out that the Supremacy Clause leaves ambiguous "how conflicts between separate classes of supreme laws are to be resolved., 43 While conflicts between different types of federal law would normally be resolved through the last-in-time doctrine, Kelley notes that with customary international law this does not result in a comfortable outcome." The precise date of a doctrine of customary international law becoming effective, because of the nature of customary international law, is impossible to determine; hence, any date chosen is entirely arbitrary. Unless one is willing to accept the premise that customary law is constantly in the process of being renewed-and, thus, that customary international law always trumps legislative federal law-this issue presents a serious practical obstacle to the application of the last-in-time rule. In a discussion of jus cogens, a specific form of customary international law, Kelley discusses two more fundamental problems of incorporation. Not only is the literature on jus cogens conflicting as to the substance of jus cogens, but the issue of who, in the arena of domestic law, will determine both the substance and applicability of jus cogens does not have an obvious answer.45 The issue of where to lodge the power of applying customary international law creates a dilemma, but this is not the most daunting problem. Kelley claims that "the most serious objection" is "that ceding peremptory power to jus cogens norms is fundamentally at odds with basic American constitutional values."46 Modern customary international law conflicts with domestic legal issues, issues concerning the self-governance of Americans. Kelley explains that the heart of the problem lies in the potential for customary international law, over which Americans have no direct control, to undermine democracy and the consent of the governed. If our form of constitutional government stands for anything, it is the belief that no law is law without the consent of the governed, as expressed through our elected representatives. Preempting domestic statutory law with norms of customary international law, particularly customary international law based not on the practice of nations, but on declarations that are purposeful and hopeful, is to apply law that has been generated by non-United States law-making procedure.47 Kelley contends that the loss of a truly consent-based government would not be the only casualty of customary international law's dominance over federal legislation: such implementation would necessarily come at "considerable cost, upsetting the safeguards inherent in at least three basic U.S. constitutional values and assumptions ....",48 Because directly incorporating customary international law as dominant over federal law would necessitate using the courts as the applying and interpreting body, such incorporation by definition gives previously unknown power to the courts. This power, as Kelley points out, comes at a price. The judicial branch's gain would come at the expense of the President, Congress, and state governments. According to Kelley, such costs are "excessive and illegitimate."49 In an article on the authoritative sources of customary international law in the United States, Harold G. Maier argues that both the governmental structure of the United States and the functional nature of international law itself compel the conclusion that the authoritative source of public international law in the United States is the will of the United States body politic as reflected in federal law ... not the will of the world community of nations. 50 Maier bases much of his argument on the role of territorial sovereignty. Territorial sovereignty and nationhood both require "possession of the internal authority to decide whether to violate international obligations."51 Not only is the authority to choose whether to follow international norms vested in the body politic of each nation, but, as a practical matter, this is the only method through which international law can be translated to the domestic front. In the words of Maier, "[i]t is this functional reality, as much as any language of the courts or of the Constitution, that supports the proposition that United States decision makers are not bound by the Constitution to apply rules of customary international law in domestic fora."52 In practice, this theory demands "active affirmative participation" of a nation's "authoritative decision-makers" for customary international law to have "applicability within a nation's legal system."53 Maier explains what this means within the framework of the U.S. legal system, stating that the "principles of international law are accessible to the federal courts when they decide cases by the common law method. 5 4 While available to courts, "those principles are given domestic legal effect by the authority of the court applying them in its traditional common law process, not by some metaphysical omnipresence of the international legal regime."5 The courts exercise their discretion in applying and interpreting customary international law. Customary international law is further checked and, ultimately in the scheme of U.S. law, balanced by the legislative branch. As the will of the people of the United States-as determined through our own law-making process-dominates the common law findings of the judiciary, so the legislative findings of Congress, when they contravene a court's holding concerning customary international law, reverse the holding of the court system. In the words of Maier, when there is "conflict between the will of the people, reflected by the act of their government institutions, and the will of the international community reflected in customary international law, the municipal will must necessarily control .... 56 Maier believes that, within pal will must necessarily control .... ."" Maier believes that, within the U.S. political and legal systems, customary international law can and rightfully does have a guiding role to play; ultimately, however, the decision-making authority is still retained by the people and government, none of whom are "subject to the limitations created by an international legal regime."57
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ed43c2de-a675-4a0c-9806-31d3990cda72]AT: CP---Net Benefit---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c85ba2f9-f27d-4280-98b6-7cdbef5a3a5b]No net benefit:

[bookmark: pmd-heading-115ab5f5-bc8b-42ec-9f88-6308d1fd2630]CIL isn’t credible which turns the DA
Joyner 19, Elton B. Stephens Professor of Law at the University of Alabama School of Law. (Daniel, 2019, “Why I Stopped Believing in Customary International Law,” Asian Journal of International Law, Vol. 9, Iss. 1, pp. 31-45, https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/asian-journal-of-international-law/article/why-i-stopped-believing-in-customary-international-law/B8DFADD291DD48D188A0381391B70B65)
iii. conclusion
So again, I think there is a big problem here. The problem is that the agencies that are looked to as identifiers of CIL—international courts, the ILC, and academics—have been demonstrated to typically go about that exercise in methodologically bankrupt ways. And we don’t just do it because we are lazy or incompetent, we do it so that we can use the resulting assertions of CIL obligations in instrumentalist ways, typically to expand international law to apply in areas where states have not given their explicit consent to be bound through agreed treaty text. The asserted rules of CIL which the short-cut methodologies of identification create, are therefore of low credibility in the eyes of states, who are understandably reluctant to have judges and academics creating new legal obligations for them.
This problem is so difficult to address because it is so institutionally entrenched. Courts and the ILC and many academics have every reason to continue to support the orthodox approach to CIL identification, which is so susceptible to this methodological mischief, because it serves their instrumentalist purposes. The ILC’s ongoing study on this topic, which will almost certainly provide yet another reaffirmation of the orthodox approach, will only further institutionalize the problem. 
Again, my problem is not with CIL itself as a source of law. In a theoretical sense, I have no problem with the idea that states can collectively make law that governs their interactions with each other, through an evolving process that is not necessarily written down in one law-making moment. Particularly under the modern approach that places emphasis and priority upon opinio juris, states can manifest their recognition of an obligation, and their consent to be bound thereby, through their subjective statements of legal understanding.
The problem is that we simply do not currently have a structural framework within the international legal system that can support this method of law creation in a manner that satisfies concerns about objectivity and empirical verifiability of that positivistic manifestation of affirmation and consent. And without this institutional structure, the black magic that stands in for identification of CIL in practice undermines the credibility of every assertion of CIL. It also, by extension, undermines tsahe credibility of the international legal system itself.
In order for CIL to survive as a supportable source of international legal obligation, we need to create such a system structure for the objective manifestation and empirical verifiability of positive manifestations of affirmation and consent to be bound by states, resulting in the identification of CIL obligations. This structure must have in place an agreed set of rules and procedures for how this is to happen. Exactly what this institutional structure should look like, I don’t know, and space constraints here won’t allow for a considered proposal.
But we have to do something. Because for me, and I think for an increasing number of international lawyers, the more we understand about the problems presented by the modern practice of identifying and asserting CIL, the more we will conclude that if CIL were Tinkerbell she’d be dead now. We just don’t believe in her any more.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b288a7e9-638b-4fff-be0b-74c16cc17c87]Treaties solve the internal link
Alford 14, general editor of Kluwer Arbitration Blog and on the Executive Committee of the Institute for Transnational Arbitration, Concurrent Professor at the Keough School of Global Affairs, Faculty Fellow at the Kellogg Institute for International Studies, Faculty Fellow at the Nanovic Institute for European Studies, served as the Deputy Assistant Attorney General for International Affairs with the Antitrust Division of the U.S. Department of Justice from 2017-2019 (Roger Alford, 11-29-2014, "Customary International Law is Obsolete," OpinioJuris, in association with the International Commission of Jurists, http://opiniojuris.org/2014/11/29/customary-international-law-obsolete/)
Trachtman examined 300 different CIL rules and found that only 13 (4.33%) have not been either incorporated in treaties or codified. Trachtman argues that the move toward treaties is because CIL cannot respond effectively to the great modern challenges of international society: global environmental protection, international public health, cybersecurity, financial cataclysm, and liberalization of movement of goods, services, and people. Trachtman also argues that CIL is incapable of addressing enduring challenges of regulating war, protecting human rights, and reducing poverty. According to Trachtman, the reasons for CIL’s obsolescence are manifold. CIL (1) cannot be made in a coordinated manner; (2) cannot be made with sufficient detail; (3) cannot be made with sufficiently heterogeneous reciprocity; (4) cannot be made with specifically-designed organization support; (5) is not subject to national parliamentary control; (6) purports to bind states that did not consent but failed to object to its formation, and (7) provides excessive space for auto-interpretation by states or undisciplined judges. For Trachtman, the obsolescence of CIL should lead states to stop arguing about CIL and start legislating mutually beneficial transactions. It should also lead NGOs and advocates to stop trying to “bootstrap a desired CIL past a target state” and instead engage with those states in treatymaking. Academics should “focus our analysis on the politically immanent, interdisciplinary, work of developing proposed rules that are administratively workable and effective, and that achieve actual social goals.” He suggests that the international legal system could survive just fine without CIL. So stop worrying about custom and learn to love treaties.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-fd5c8b86-1ec9-426e-962a-85f5f8daebff]AT: CURBING
[bookmark: pmd-heading-631fa59a-3e27-4cf2-a70e-3a05a1839a17]AT: CP---Curbing---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-372f0d1e-3a25-4f3e-befc-b76d84e68f62]Perm do both.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4b0464f0-855b-4f2f-a1a3-2d8265a2ce4a]Perm do the counterplan---they must compete via text and function---both are key to clash and fairness. They don’t meet because the counterplan is a way the plan could happen, and the text includes the entirety of the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-432ade77-2616-4137-a038-4e751e0d55fe]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
[[BEGIN FOOTNOTE 50]]
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6b38c1e3-e455-4f25-9900-717d28dbb1a4]Perm do plan + threaten judiciary over legal [rights/duties].

[bookmark: pmd-heading-0aab7b42-e9ac-4579-a461-3c803e4384eb]Court says no. They don’t care about threats/public opinion
Jessee 22, PhD, associate professor of political methodology at the University of Texas at Austin. (Stephen, et al, “The Supreme Court is Now Operating Outside of American Public Opinion,” Politico, https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2022/07/19/supreme-court-republican-views-analysis-public-opinion-00046445) 
For more than a decade, decisions handed down by the U.S. Supreme Court were largely in step with American public opinion on major policy issues, even as the Court’s makeup grew more conservative. Abruptly, that is no longer the case. The Court’s decision in Dobbs v. Jackson has garnered all the recent attention by reversing a 50-year precedent and eliminating the constitutional right to an abortion — despite the fact that a majority of Americans support abortion rights. But in fact, it is part of a larger, measurable shift in the past two years, in which the Court has consistently taken positions on major issues that are more conservative than the views of the citizens whose interests it notionally safeguards. This analysis is not just anecdotal. In a series of surveys we have conducted of the American public over the past several years, we show that these latest rulings put the Court squarely at odds with public opinion.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-4b8b721e-c55a-46ef-8c54-4f92709cc477]N-B is non-unique. Threats now.
Bernstein 22 (Jonathan, “Threats to Pack the Supreme Court Aren’t Going Away,” Washington Post, America’s News)
Senator Mike Lee, the Utah Republican, used his question time Wednesday in the Supreme Court confirmation hearing of Judge Ketanji Brown Jackson to lay out a case against court-packing. Never mind that this is a question for Congress, not for Jackson, given that it’s Congress and the president who set the size of the court, and the justices have no role in that process. Still, it was a better use of grandstanding time than the ones employed by many other members of the Judiciary Committee.
The problem was that the historical example Lee used actually supports court-packing.
The story Lee told is familiar, if not exactly historically sophisticated. President Franklin Roosevelt was repeatedly frustrated by a Supreme Court that knocked out New Deal programs. He eventually retaliated in 1937, after being re-elected in a landslide, by proposing a scheme to expand the court if elderly justices refused to retire. The plan was defeated in the Senate, but not before one justice switched his vote and decided that the New Deal was constitutional after all. Soon after that, the old justices did retire, giving Roosevelt’s Democrats a solid majority on the court, which soon expanded (to Lee’s dismay) what the federal government was allowed to do.
The episode demonstrated an inelegant solution to a constitutional problem: that lifetime terms for federal judges can allow the past to rule the present. It’s OK, it seems to me, that judges are not elected, given that they’re nominated by elected presidents and confirmed by elected Senates. They are, in that sense, democratically chosen.
But the majorities that chose them can be five, 10, or even 30 or more years in the past. Justice Clarence Thomas was nominated by a president chosen in 1988 and defeated in 1992. He was confirmed by senators chosen in 1990, 1988 and 1986. By contrast, the majority that elected President Joe Biden in 2020 has no votes on the Supreme Court. Even if Congress passed a reform scheme to limit Supreme Court terms to 18 years so that each president would fill two vacancies per four-year term, it’s still not entirely clear why older majorities should dominate more recent ones.
The problem is more acute when the majority is strongly partisan and ideological, and when a solid new majority replaces a different old one. That is basically what happened in the New Deal. Democrats won huge landslides in 1930, 1932, 1934 and 1936. But without any new vacancies on the court, the old majorities were replaced in Congress (beginning in 1930) and the White House (1932), but the old majority represented in the court continued on, and was able to blunt a fair amount of what the new majority wanted to do.
Now, we have to be careful here. Just because majorities voted for Roosevelt and the Democrats does not necessarily mean that they approved of every measure their representatives enacted. But the stronger the majorities, the more we can expect a democratic system to prefer those results and the politicians elected in those landslides over the representatives of older electorates. And when the cliche that the court follows the election returns (that is, that judges moderate their views in light of those newer majorities) didn’t hold true during Roosevelt’s first term, it really was a kind of democratic crisis. A republic can’t hold together if large majorities are frustrated too severely.
And to the extent that the threat of court-packing did convince justices to defer to that new majority, first by voting differently and then by retiring, what happened seems to be an acceptable democratic outcome.
What’s happening now is different. The conservative Supreme Court majority and many lower court judges are even more ideological and more partisan than the court that thwarted Roosevelt. We’re seeing that in “doctrines” proclaimed in election cases that mysteriously show up and then go missing depending on whether they would help Democrats or Republicans, and we’re seeing it in cases that achieve Republican policy objectives, most obviously with respect to abortion. On the other hand, we don’t have a six-year series of landslide elections breaking the opposite way. Instead, we have a president elected with a modest advantage, and extremely narrow margins for his party in both chambers of Congress.
Those circumstances are pushing in opposite directions, essentially making Democrats more interested in threatening to pack the court than they would be if the court was less intent on provocative activism, while at the same time making any such threats fairly empty. Also pushing Democrats’ frustrations are the combination of successful Republican constitutional hardball, differences in strategic retirements, and just plain luck that have netted Republicans a 6-3 majority on the Supreme Court despite Democratic victories in five of the nine relevant presidential elections. It doesn’t help matters that two of the three most recent Republican presidential victories came despite Democratic popular-vote pluralities. All of that, legitimately or not, is bound to make it less likely that most Democrats will be content with the status quo.
There’s no magic formula to resolve any of this. There’s nothing wrong with older majorities (yes, including electoral-vote majorities) having influence today. Biden is just as much president today as he was when he was newly elected, despite being currently unpopular, and even parliamentary systems that have the option of calling early elections usually don’t.
But it’s not hard to see trouble ahead if increasingly out-of-date majorities wind up aggressively overturning more and more of what currently elected majorities wish to do. The best way out would be what Chief Justice John Roberts sometimes seems to be prefer — moving the court and the constitution in the direction he favors, but at a slower pace than other Republicans want. But Roberts is hardly consistent in that, and at any rate he appears now to be outvoted. What’s worse is that some of the court’s actions are in areas that tend to undermine a healthy democracy, such as decisions that have hollowed out the 1964 Voting Rights Act.
The result: We’re going to have a lot of threats to pack the courts, and yet the threats are unlikely to help resolve the situation and narrow the gap between the court and the more recent majorities represented by Congress and the president this time around.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-47783e7c-d87e-4bd9-bfe2-929743921d6e]No spillover: one instance of curbing isn’t key to broader curbing.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-76a213df-7776-4734-9c22-54598bdf31fd]The counterplan ends Biden’s presidency and kills court legitimacy, turns their rule of law and extremism impacts
Shapiro 22, senior fellow and director of constitutional studies at the Manhattan Institute. (Illya, 7-25-2022, “Out of Whack, Indeed,” https://www.city-journal.org/the-folly-of-court-packing-proposals)
The most famous example of attempted court-packing is, of course, FDR’s maneuver in 1937. The president was fresh from a massive reelection—the famous “as goes Maine, so goes Vermont” year, when Roosevelt won all but those states—but he was unhappy about a series of rulings against his New Deal programs. He proposed adding a new justice for every sitting justice older than 70½, up to a maximum bench of 15. The plan met heavy bipartisan resistance in Congress and faced public opposition by the justices, including ur-progressive Louis Brandeis and FDR’s own vice president, John Nance Garner. The move led to huge Democratic losses in the 1938 midterm elections, with Republicans gaining 81 seats in the House and eight in the Senate.
Until recently, no real attempts at court-packing had been made since the 1930s, though calls to “Impeach Earl Warren” were heard in the Jim Crow South. As with most such proposals in our history, the partisan appeal is both evident and heavy-handed. But if Democrats think they’d be “rebalancing” an “out of whack” Court, then they deserve the political losses that such ends-justify-the-means radicalism would inevitably cause. And if they think that packing the Court would restore “norms”—accepting their premise that either Senate Republicans or the Court itself broke those norms—then they really don’t understand the nature of governance.
Just as two wrongs don’t make a right, you can’t depoliticize institutions by further politicizing them. As Bernie Sanders (of all people) put it two years ago, if the Democrats go through with their plan—which would also require ending the legislative filibuster in the Senate—“The next guy comes in, maybe a Republican, somebody comes in, you have two more. [Eventually], you have 87 members of the Supreme Court. And I think that delegitimizes the Court.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e1b73ce1-1bdc-4a75-9335-11a284a64af8]AT: CON CON
[bookmark: pmd-heading-08563b74-52e8-444e-b813-0db6b6228932]AT: CP---Con-Con---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-51a226d9-3bdc-42f9-a075-44d6f66d4957]Perm do both.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-3eff3bf1-5520-4203-8710-778536e507be]Perm do the CP---must compete via text and function. It’s neither---both are key to fairness.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-e087be70-7488-41cd-b2ed-e2a2e4e48f50]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1524f6da-90b4-4cfd-94a8-9ec2edae5ade]Enforcement deficit---courts have the last say
Segal and Spaeth 02 (Jeffrey A. – Professor of Political Science at SUNY Stony Brook, Harold J. – Professor Emeritus of Political Science at Michigan State University, “The Supreme Court and the Attitudinal Model Revisited,” p. 5-6)
If action by Congress to undo the Court's interpretation of one of its laws does not subvert judicial authority, a fortiori neither does the passage of a constitutional amendment, for example, the Twenty-Sixth Amendment reducing the voting age to eighteen and thereby undoing the decision in Oregon v. Mitchell,' which held that Congress could not constitutionally lower the voting age in state elections. Furthermore, not only does a constitutional amendment not subvert judicial authority, courts themselves – ultimately, the Supreme Court – have the last word when determining the sanctioning amendment's meaning. Thus, the Court is free to construe any amendment – whether or not it overturns one of its decisions – as it sees fit, even though its construction deviates appreciably from the language or purpose of the amendment.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-2608ca96-8108-42a2-b075-19512f31a026]Far right coopts the CP---extinction 
---their text fiated calling a “limited” concon, and passing the outcome---BUT did NOT fiat what happens in between, nor could they even if they wanted to
Marcetic 18, Staff Writer at Jacobin, holds an M.A. in History from the University of Auckland (New Zealand). (Branko. 11-16-18, Can Republicans Rewrite the Constitution?”, Jacobin, https://jacobinmag.com/2018/11/gop-constitutional-convention-state-legislatures-balanced-budget-amendment/)
In coverage of the midterms, we’ve heard a lot about the House, the Senate, governorships, and even ballot measures, but almost nothing about state legislatures. That may soon change, because the Democrats’ meager gains in this department will be crucial to stopping corporate America’s next strategy to further roll back the twentieth century. The weekend before election day, a little-noticed article was run by the Associated Press, detailing plans by right-wing groups to push for a constitutional convention after the midterms to alter the United States’ founding document. This itself is nothing new: the Right has spent the past few decades pushing for just such a thing. But with a historically radical GOP in power, and with the Democratic takeover of the House frustrating right-wing congressional legislation for the foreseeable future, the next couple of years could well see the Right go all in on circumventing Congress entirely by simply rewriting the Constitution. “Having a divided Congress may cause the proponents to feel even more committed to this idea,” says Michael Leachman, senior director of state fiscal research at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. “They might imagine that this is the only way they’re going to win the radical changes to the Constitution that they want.” There’s good news and, obviously, bad news to this. The bad news is, this is a scary prospect that would not only be a disaster for any future left-wing project---a Bernie Sanders presidency, for example---but would severely hobble efforts to mitigate rapidly intensifying environmental collapse. The good news is, it can be stopped. But first let’s back up for a second. For the last few decades, the Right has been gradually setting the table to pass a particular constitutional amendment (more on the details below). The most familiar way of doing this is to get two-thirds of both houses of Congress to approve it, before convincing three-fourths of all state legislatures---or thirty-eight of them---to ratify it. Congress actually came perilously close to doing this in 1995, when the amendment in question failed by one vote in the Senate. Now, with Democrats controlling the House and a thinning GOP majority in the Senate, this is a non-starter. But there is another way to pass an amendment: have two-thirds of all states, or thirty-four of them, adopt resolutions calling for a constitutional convention on just this issue. The proposed measure is the fabled balanced budget amendment. While its exact mechanics differ depending on who writes the language---in some versions Congress is simply barred from raising the debt ceiling, other times a supermajority is required to do so---the basic idea is to make it extremely hard, if not impossible, for the federal government to spend more than it takes in. It’s not hard to see why this measure would be disastrous. The strict spending limit would serve as a constant, ready-made pretext to slash social spending. It would debilitate any effort to forestall catastrophic climate change, such as through unprecedented, large-scale investment in infrastructure. And it would magnify the impact of economic crises by taking away the government’s ability to stabilize the economy through spending. According to a couple of different estimates, balancing the budget in the face of the Great Recession would have sent GDP plunging by 22 percentage points and doubled the unemployment rate to 18 percent. But wait, you say. Couldn’t a future Democratic president use this to jack up taxes on the rich? The answer is, not if the Right crams through any other constitutional amendments, such as an abolition of the federal income tax or a ceiling on federal spending, making brutal spending cuts the only avenue for meeting this legal standard. The Koch-funded American Legislative Exchange Council, one of the right-wing groups most aggressively engaged in this fight, included wording that would open the door to such limits in its model legislation in 2016. And that brings us to the other terrifying thing about an Article V convention, so-named after the constitutional provision that governs it: there’s a good chance it could see the entire Constitution rewritten amid an orgy of corporate spending and lobbying. This might sound like an exaggeration, but consider that the last time a constitutional convention met was in 1787. Originally called to simply amend the Articles of Confederation that then served as the country’s supreme legal document, the convention decided to rewrite the whole thing instead. Far from “the greatest document ever written,” the 1787 constitution---“the Constitution”---was the product of mess of bickering, wheeling and dealing, and bitter compromise that initially barely passed, and some of whose authors doubted would survive more than a couple of decades. Now imagine that already chaotic, rancorous process re-done, except with an army of lobbyists with bottomless wallets deployed to put their clients’ stamp on the process. Imagine every form of legalized bribery dangled in front of hapless delegates to ensure they vote in line with corporate America, from generous campaign donations to the prospect of cushy, well-paid corporate jobs just through the revolving door. “Ethics and campaign finance rules don’t apply to these delegates,” says Jay Riestenberg, who manages Common Cause’s campaign work on this issue. “I think Article V will work similar to ALEC---corporations and legislatures sitting around the table as equals.” “This would be the mother of all opportunities for powerful interests to change the country’s Constitution,” says Leachman. In such an environment, there’s no telling how many items on the Right’s long-term wishlist would be stuffed into a new founding document. One additional possibility mentioned in the AP report is a repeal of direct election of senators by voters, rather than selection by state legislatures, another anti-democratic bulwark against the GOP’s gradually fading electoral fortunes. There’s also no telling how the rules might be tilted to ensure the Right’s agenda passes. Republican dominance of the states guarantees the party would choose most of the delegates, and there’s no legal guidance as to how such a convention is supposed to work, from drafting all the way to voting. The ratification process could even be radically changed, as in 1787, when the convention straight up ignored the existing process and decided to make ratification substantially easier. But the sky would really be the limit. When 137 state legislators got together in 2016 to simulate such a convention, some of the drafted amendments required a congressional supermajority to raise taxes, empowered three-fifths of states to nullify federal laws, let congress override regulations, and limited the commerce clause of the constitution, which has been used to authorize everything from Obamacare to the Civil Rights Act. And it’s easy to imagine even more radical amendments being made: a constitutional ban on abortion, for instance, or all manner of language limiting government power at a time when large corporations, some industries in particular, are increasingly spooked about their future bottom lines.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-86c7569f-17f7-49c5-9013-86adeb186e1c]AT: CP---Con-Con---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-051b6490-e586-421d-b347-b8da0fd4f12f]Consensus on amendments doesn’t matter---either it’ll be evaded completely or enforcement is inevitable---won’t set a precedent.
Strauss 01, *Gerald Ratner Distinguished Service Professor of Law and Faculty Director, Jenner & Block Supreme Court and Appellate Clinic; (David A. Strauss, "The Irrelevance of Constitutional Amendments," 114 Harvard Law Review 1457 (2001), pp.1457-1478, Available Online at http://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2986&context=journal_articles)
One cannot, however, just say simplistically that any set of political forces strong enough to bring about a constitutional amendment is strong enough to change society in some other way, because that is not always true. A supermajority might act, and adopt an amendment, even if society has not fundamentally changed. An amendment might represent a momentary high-water mark of popular sentiment on a question, or an effective effort by an interest group at the height of its power to secure its position." At a later time, many people, even a majority, might decide that the amendment was a mistake - but there it is, entrenched in the Constitution. On these occasions the formal amendment will be relatively insignificant for a different reason. When there is no lasting social consensus behind a textual amendment, the change in the text of the Constitution is unlikely to make a lasting difference - at least if it seeks to affect society in an important way - unless society changes in the way that the amendment envisions. Until that happens, the amendment is likely to be evaded, or interpreted in a way that blunts its effectiveness. This is, in a sense, the other side of the fact that a mature society has a variety of institutions, in addition to the text of the Constitution, that can affect how the society operates. Those institutions can change society without changing the Constitution; but they can also keep society basically the same - perhaps with some struggle, but still basically the same - even if the text of the Constitution changes. This was, most notoriously, the story of the Fourteenth and, especially, the Fifteenth Amendment. The Fifteenth Amendment was somewhat effective in the short run, but within a generation it had been reduced to a nullity in the South. 12 It does not follow that, owing to some kind of historical necessity, formal amendments cannot ever cause important changes. Rather the point is that the formal amendment process will be the means of significant change only in certain limited circumstances that hardly ever occur in a mature society. In particular, three conditions must be present for the amendment process to make a difference. First, a formal supermajoritarian amendment process is unlikely to be an important means of change unless the other usual means of change, such as legislation and judicial interpretation, are unavailable for some reason.' 3 If other means of change are available, they will probably have effected the change to a significant degree before a supermajority can be assembled to amend the Constitution. Second, a formal amendment process is likely to make a difference only when the supermajority that adopts the amendment is a temporary one that was assembled even though society had not fundamentally changed. Deep, enduring changes in society will find some way to establish themselves with or without a formal amendment - if not through legislation or changes in the composition of the courts, then through changes in private behavior. The formal amendment process will have its most significant effect when the supermajority sentiment does not persist. Finally, for an amendment to matter, it must be unusually difficult to evade. An amendment that specifies a precise rule, for example, is more likely to have an effect than one that establishes only a relatively vague norm. If its text is at all imprecise, an amendment that is adopted at the high-water mark of public sentiment will be prone to narrow construction or outright evasion once public sentiment recedes, as the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments were. If all these circumstances occur together, a temporary supermajority's ability to adopt a formal amendment might bring about a permanent change that would not have occurred without the formal amendment. But this confluence of conditions is unlikely to happen very often. I suggest below one instance in which it might have happened - the Twenty-second Amendment, which limits presidents to two terms. Even that example is not entirely clear. But that may be the only occasion since the early days of the Republic when the formal amendment process seems to have made a substantial difference.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ef95ccf9-1584-4651-a3be-bd5e37e24122]AT: REG NEG
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4b9f9a25-0c70-4180-b8b6-1ed166ec51b7]AT: CP---Reg Neg---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-708b29fc-9390-479a-9d38-8c86cd926b73]Perm do both.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-08f1e394-94e7-4673-8eb0-cc566777a247]Perm do the CP---must compete via text and function. It’s neither---both are key to fairness.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-7ac3fce7-4045-4001-aaae-97deb89dce13]Perm do the plan and rulemaking over legal personhood.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-20d43fa7-2e5e-449e-b192-36a22bee8a70]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-f46f8115-4b53-4bc2-b28a-c687da269629]Say no deficit---reg neg fails
Coglianese 17, is Edward B. Shils Professor of Law. (Cary, 7-5-2017, “Does Consensus Work? A Pragmatic Approach to Public Participation in the Regulatory Process,” Renascent Pragmatism: Studies in Law and Social Science, Ch. 8 *OCR by ShareX. edited for OCR errors)
The Pitfalls of Consensus Building
Not only does the evidence suggest that consensus building has failed to live up to the claims of its advocates, consensus building also presents significant pitfalls that have tended to be overlooked. Although these problems with consensus have generally been neglected, a realistic appraisal of consensus building requires taking into account both its benefits as well as its drawbacks.
First, consensus building increases the likelihood that policy makers will focus more attention on tractable issues to the neglect of the issues that are most important. For example, less than one-tenth Of one percent of all regulations have been esta blished using formal consensus- based rocedures (Coglianese, 1997), a select sample that clearly excludes there ations having the largest impact on the public. After more than a decade of experience with regulatory negotiation, agencies have negotiated only five rules that were classified as "major" or "significant" (according to conventional criteria set forth under executive order) (Coglianese, 1997). Many practitioners advise only using consensus-building when it is reasonably likely that an agreement can be reached, a bias that inevitably tends to emphasize tractability over importance.
Once negotiations are under way, an emphasis on consensus can also lead to a focus on the most tractable issues rather than the most important ones. In 1996, former EPA Administrator William Ruckelshaus convened the Enterprise for the Environment initiative that brought together industry, government, and environmental leaders to forge a consensus on regulatory reform. Although the project initially sought to diagnose problems associated with the current regulatory system, it soon became apparent that the process would never result in an agreement on such a diagnosis, so the participants shifted their efforts to finding agreement on a broad vision of an ideal environmental protection system. What was really needed, of course, was first to identify and understand the existing problems, even though this was a daunting challenge. A similar experience occurred with the EPA's Common Sense Initiative, which the agency initially launched as a major effort to achieve fundamental change in the regulations affecting six industrial sectors, but after becoming bogged down in consensus-building, evolved into a vehicle for developing only modest, incremental projects (Coglianese and Allen, 2001). A emphasis on consensus pushes participants away from squarely confronting the most pressing problems and instead shifts their effort to less important problems where agreement is more likely.
A second pitfall of consensus building is its comparative exclusivity. Consensus in the regulatory process never really reflects agreement of all those affected by regulatory policy. Negotiations take place representatives of different organizations, not between all the consumers, taxpayers, and citizens who will be affected by a policy decision (Rose-Ackerman, 1994). Furthermore, even among those relevant organizations, policy-making by consensus can lead to the relative exclusion of affected organizations from policy decision-making (Rossi, 1997; Harrison, 1998). This is simply because it tends to be easier to achieve consensus among smaller rather than larger groups. Most practitioners of negotiated rulemaking, for example, recommend that negotiating committees consist of no more than a bout 25 members. As a result, it is not surprising that members of negotiated rulemaking committees acknowledge that agencies exclude parties from the negotiations who should be at the bargaining table (Langbein and Kerwin, 2000). Moreover, there have been concerns that even among those groups represented in a negotiation, consensus building disadvantages smaller or less well-endowed organizations, such as citizen groups and small businesses. The disproportionate burdens that consensus-building places on different participants is a subtler, but still a notable form of exclusivity worth considering.
A third pitfall of consensus-based processes is imprecision (Mansbridge, 1980: 167). The Enterprise for the Environment initiative noted earlier is a dramatic example of the imprecision that can result from a search for consensus. The outcome of this initiative was a set of recommendations with which no one could seriously disagree, but which spoke mainly in platitudes, such as that "the environmental protection system of the next century must become as efficient and low cost as possible without compromising environmental progress" (Enterprise for the Environment, 1998: 36). It is a well-known phenomenon, reflected in the ambiguities commonly found in statutes, that negotiators can more readily reach agreement by employing imprecise language. Imprecision is almost always less controversial in than precision (Diver, 1983). Hence, one risk of consensus building is that agreements that are achieved will be forged on the basis of broad, ambiguous principles that paper over underlying conflicts.
A fourth pitfall of consensus building is the lowest common denominator-effect (Rescher, 1993). In the context of international policy making, which is grounded ultimately on consensus, it is common for treaties to require no more than what is acceptable to the country with the most objections. The problem with the lowest common denominator, of course, is that such a minimally acceptable outcome will not be enough when a more dramatic decision is needed. In a recent study of negotiated rulemaking, Caldart and Ashford (1999: 201) found that because industry will not likely agree to regulations that would compel firms to make dramatic changes, "negotiated rulemaking's focus on consensus can effectively remove the potential to spur innovation". 
Finally, by making consensus the goal of participatory policy members contribute to a fifth pitfall: the creation of unrealistic and counterproductive expectations. Even if a broad consensus can be forged, holding fast to that agreement, without allowing even minor changes to be made in the resulting regulatory policy, can prove to be extremely difficult. Actors not party to the agreement, such as legislators, other interest groups, and executive branch officials, will undoubtedly try to affect the policy decision (Kagan, 1997). When this happens and the resulting outcome diverges from the agreement even modestly, participants in the consensus proceeding will naturally have certain expectations disappointed, expectations that would have been much less likely to have developed had the process simply sought public input rather than an agreement. In a recent study of consensus building at the National Marine Fisheries Service, it was reported that 60 percent of the participants were dissatisfied with the results of the consensus-based process (Resolve, 1999). The study's authors concluded that much of the dissatisfaction arose because participants expected to dictate the results more than the agency could legally allow. To the extent that government officials enact policies that depart even modestly from what those involved in policy negotiations thought they had agreed to or hoped to achieve, consensus-based processes can foster expectations that will eventually be unfulfilled.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-86329ea0-7627-4b43-ac2f-2b71596c4d5f]Federal agencies already do reg-negs
Kobick 10, deputy state solicitor in the Office of the Massachusetts Attorney General (Julia, “Negotiated rulemaking: the next step in regulatory innovation at the Food and Drug Administration?,” Journal of Food Law, https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24475549/)
Negotiated rulemaking is a regulatory tool designed to build consensus on regulations before notice and comment rulemaking procedures. An agency convenes a negotiation with relevant stakeholders to work together to develop a draft rule. In theory, consensus on a draft rule should then in turn decrease the agency's workload during the notice and comment period and decrease the likelihood of subsequent litigation challenging the rule. Numerous federal agencies have convened negotiated rulemaking committees, and many believe that the negotiations have strengthened their relationships with regulated industries and increased compliance rates. Curiously, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) stands out as one of the few major agencies that has never attempted to host regulatory negotiations. This paper examines instances where FDA has been urged to hold negotiated rulemaking sessions, and then analyzes why FDA has avoided negotiated rulemaking to date. The paper then highlights reasons why FDA might consider using negotiate rulemaking for appropriate regulations.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b7549abd-ac2d-48d4-b3b8-dd8c31deae1d]AT: CP---Net Benefit---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ca1b7dc5-8cf5-43e0-b603-ebfca4ea0d10]Reg-neg is already normal means. Almost every agency does it regularly. That’s Kobick.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c73111a6-1b97-4439-b21a-e5e39322cfe7]Here’s more specific evidence:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ce5f7606-46b1-47eb-bb4a-679a9611f6d1]---Energy
Harris 20 (Scott Blake, “DOE Amends Efficiency Rulemaking Procedures; Proposes Amended Standards Selection,” HWG Law, https://www.hwglaw.com/energy-efficiency-advisory-doe-amends-efficiency-rulemaking-procedures-proposes-amended-standards-selection/)
In a major departure from its prior approach, the Department of Energy (DOE) has rewritten its Process Rule—its procedures for energy efficiency rulemaking.[1]  The old rule had been in place since 1996.  The new Process Rule will take effect April 14, 2020.  At the same time, DOE published a proposal to change its decision-making process for selecting energy efficiency standards.[2] Comments on this proposal are due by March 16, 2020. DOE’s amended Process Rule In 1996, DOE issued a rule (1996 Process Rule)[3] setting forth its appliance efficiency rulemaking procedures to implement the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA).[4] In 2017, DOE began proceedings to improve the 1996 Process Rule. DOE said its intent was to increase transparency and public engagement and achieve meaningful burden reduction, while at the same time continuing to meet DOE’s statutory obligations under EPCA. The rulemaking garnered heavy participation by industry, advocacy groups, and governmental entities. Key features of the amended Process Rule include the following: The amended Process Rule is binding on DOE. DOE had said that the 1996 Process Rule was not binding on the agency, and, indeed, the agency had deviated from it on a case-by-case basis. The agency has now determined that requiring mandatory compliance on its part would clearly promote a rulemaking environment that is predictable and consistent. The amended Process Rule applies to both consumer products and commercial equipment. The 1996 Process Rule by its terms applied only to consumer products, but DOE in practice also applied it to commercial equipment. The amended Process Rule makes this practice official. The amended Process Rule has special provisions for ASHRAE 90.1. Under EPCA, if ASHRAE Standard 90.1, Energy Standard for Buildings Except Low-Rise Residential Buildings, is amended for a type of equipment, DOE must adopt amended standards at the 90.1 level. That is unless DOE determines, supported by “clear and convincing evidence,” that a more stringent standard would result in significant additional conservation of energy and is technologically feasible and economically justified.[5] The amended Process Rule uses procedures tailored to whether DOE is adopting the 90.1 levels or more stringent levels. The amended Process Rule revises the process for rulemaking prioritizing rulemaking. This includes increased stakeholder input early in the process on which rules should be prioritized. DOE will now issue a request for comment as it begins preparation of its Regulatory Agenda each spring. The amended Process Rule tightens procedures for designating additional products as “covered.” DOE intends to exercise its authority to designate new “covered” products in a more limited fashion than before. Coverage would be extended only to: (i) those consumer products for which EPCA regulation is “necessary or appropriate” to the achievement of EPCA’s purposes and which meet statutory consumption criterion; and (ii) to that commercial/industrial equipment for which EPCA regulation is “necessary” to the achievement of EPCA’s purposes. DOE would publish its decision on coverage before initiating any rulemaking for related test procedures or energy conservation standards. The amended Process Rule provides opportunities for earlier stakeholder input to determine the need for rulemaking. This includes adding a process for an early assessment review of the suitability of a potential rule and for continuing to seek early stakeholder input after the early assessment review. It also includes procedures for faster decisions about whether to amend a rule. The amended Process Rule applies a threshold approach to whether projected energy savings would be “significant” within the meaning of EPCA. DOE will now determine the significance of energy savings using either 0.3 quad of aggregate site energy savings or a 10-percent decrease in energy use (measured in quads)—both over a 30-year period. The amended Process Rule requires test procedures to be finalized before issuance of a proposal for a standard. The 1996 Process Rule provides for developing test procedures before issuance of a notice of proposed rulemaking for a standard. But DOE has deviated on occasion. DOE has concluded that a finalized test procedure allows interested parties to provide more effective comments on proposed standards. Hence, the amended Process Rule requires that test procedures be finalized at least 180 days before publication of a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for new or amended standards. The amended Process Rule generally requires adoption of industry test standards. Industry test standards are to be adopted without modification unless they would be unduly burdensome to conduct or would not produce test results that reflect energy efficiency, energy use (as specified in EPCA), or estimated operating costs of equipment during a representative average use cycle. The amended Process Rule includes provisions on the use of direct final rules (DFRs) and negotiated rulemaking (NR). DFRs and NR are rulemaking mechanisms already used by DOE. The amended Process Rule clarifies DOE’s DFR authority; the conditions a submitted joint proposal must meet for the agency to consider publication; and DOE’s obligations upon receipt of an adverse comment.  It also contains provisions on the Negotiated Rulemaking Act, including those on an Appliance Standards and Rulemaking Federal Advisory Committee (ASRAC) transmitting to DOE a report containing a proposed rule or term sheet.  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5a622846-5f49-4873-8813-f07a940a49ff]---Ed
Minsky 21 (Student Loan Forgiveness: Biden Administration Considers More Changes To Program For Public Service Workers, Forbes, https://www.forbes.com/sites/adamminsky/2021/12/16/student-loan-forgiveness-biden-administration-considers-more-changes-to-program-for-public-service-workers/?sh=39cc2ca1431d)
Last week, the Department of Education held a negotiated rulemaking session on longer-term changes to the PSLF program. Negotiated rulemaking is a process by which a federal agency can change existing regulations governing certain federal programs. The federal agency typically puts forward specific proposals for regulatory reform, and then a rulemaking committee comprised of key stakeholders (in this case student loan borrowers, legal services advocates, schools, and government officials) discusses and debates the proposals. If the committee reaches a consensus, the Department moves forward and finalizes the new regulations in accordance with that consensus. If there is no consensus, the Department can move forward on its own, but can consider the comments from the rulemaking committee and could change some of its proposals.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5c0f160e-11c1-4689-a80c-3f73c34efedb]---ag
Jones-Ellard 10 (Sam, “USDA Announces Intent to Establish Negotiated Rulemaking Committee,” AMS USDA, https://www.ams.usda.gov/press-release/usda-announces-intent-establish-negotiated-rulemaking-committee)
The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) today announced its intent to establish a Wholesale Pork Reporting Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. The Committee will be charged with developing proposed language to amend the Livestock Mandatory Reporting regulations to implement mandatory pork price reporting. The proposed language developed by the Committee will be published as a proposed rule in the Federal Register. “We look forward to establishing this committee to begin the process of bringing greater transparency and confidence to our wholesale pork reporting program,” noted David Shipman, Acting AMS Administrator. “Once implemented, this market reporting program will benefit pork producers, packers, processors, retailers, and ultimately, consumers.” On Sept. 28, 2010, the enactment of the Mandatory Price Reporting Act of 2010 reauthorized Livestock Mandatory Reporting for five years and added a provision for mandatory reporting of wholesale pork cuts. The Act directs the Secretary to engage in negotiated rulemaking to make required regulatory changes for mandatory wholesale pork reporting. As directed by law, the Committee will be composed of representatives from organizations representing swine producers; organizations representing packers of pork, processors of pork, retailers of pork and buyers of wholesale pork; USDA; and interested parties that participate in swine or pork production. AMS has identified organizations that it believes represent the interests of those affected by mandatory price reporting. However, if an organization believes that its interests will not be adequately represented by the proposed members, it may submit a nomination for consideration by AMS.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9318efdb-2a87-4998-8ae2-29e426d8ef4b]AT: SUNBURSTING
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5ed350d8-4a5a-427b-a812-115bcd0581ed]AT: CP---Sunbursting---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ccf58ce7-eb8d-4260-948a-84404bc0b574]Perm do both.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-231b7abd-98a7-47e2-8ff3-53c611040742]Perm do the CP---must compete via text and function. It’s neither---both are key to fairness.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-60c81099-5903-45a5-abed-36c77e1ed3c2]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-66a33fef-d5d3-4c27-99d8-fb3a72383398]Process CPs are a VI---infinite small processes that aren’t predictable or grounded in the topic---it’s an escape hatch to avoid clash and moot the 1AC.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-40cd146b-43de-45b8-8ccd-872b12d70c10]Sunbursting fails---there is no incentive to litigate
Ghatan 10, is an associate with Ropes & Gray, JD at NYU. (Gil, Spring 2010, “THE INCENTIVE PROBLEM WITH PROSPECTIVE OVERRULING: A CRITIQUE OF THE PRACTICE,” Real Property, Trust and Estate Law Journal, Vol. 45, No. 1 (Spring 2010), pp. 179-211)
PART II: THE INCENTIVE PROBLEM WITH PROSPECTIVE OVERRULING Whether or not the MSJC has expressly applied the three-factor test in its decisions, its rationale for issuing its holdings prospectively in each of the above cases was ultimately about protecting the reliance interests of the losing party. However, by upholding the reliance interests of the losing party, the Court is simultaneously disregarding the incentive interests of the winning party (hereinafter “the incentive argument” or “the incentive problem”). If a litigant knows that a court is inclined to issue rulings prospectively when overturning an existing law, that litigant is unlikely to sink the time and money costs into arguing for that change. Eliminating a litigant’s incentive to argue for a change in the law may serve to stifle the development of the common law. However, as noted in Part I.A, early proponents of prospective overruling contended that the practice of issuing decisions prospectively would help courts overcome the burdens of stare decisis, ultimately leading to the advancement of the common law.58 A clear tension exists. By issuing decisions prospectively a court may be able to advance the common law while upholding the interests of those who reasonably relied upon the earlier rule. But, by issuing decisions prospectively, a court is likely to find itself with decreasing numbers of opportunities to change the law, as litigants will be less inclined to seek such changes.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-f1b6aea1-00b0-4fca-8687-d21483dbf655]Links to every net benefit---results in the plan and has no link differential because the only interested parties are litigants.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-f8d7d70f-55e8-4d39-a3b3-63c66f751161]===AFF AT CP===
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9d2ca945-862a-42b6-93d5-914593531610]2AC—Top 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e53813c3-c3b9-43e9-962e-03696942aa75]2AC—Immediate 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-613842a3-1a20-401a-92b6-a47d4e89d694]Must act now---indefinite delays end relations. 
Aisha Ahmad,  3-18-2025, Associate Professor, Political Science, University of Toronto, "Opinion: Why some Canadians are in denial about Donald Trump", Vancouver Is Awesome, https://www.vancouverisawesome.com/highlights/opinion-why-some-canadians-are-in-denial-about-donald-trump-10388267 // gabe@ADL
While a military invasion is not imminent, Trump’s threats are so extreme that they warrant immediate action to improve Canadian defence. The time to take protective action is before windows start shaking.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-6e8b9f66-33ec-4c93-ae1d-28a08f19bdf6]2AC—Certain 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8aa0c969-1635-4f2f-8084-c664f20bf414]Certainty is key. Countries need to know exactly where the US stands on fishing. Otherwise China walks away and fractures Arctic science---that’s Yanyan
<<For Reference>>
Since its entry into force in 2021, the CAOF Agreement has entered the implementation phase. The parties are required to prohibit commercial fishing in the Agreement Area, support joint research expeditions under the JPSRM framework, share data according to the Data Sharing Protocol, and develop CMMs for exploratory fishing (Kim et al., 2022). However, there are differences in long-term interests among the 10 parties. Scholars argue that while the United States may lean more towards a continued moratorium on fishing, Russia, Norway, Iceland, and the Asian states (China, Japan and Republic of Korea) are more open to future fishing, and the EU favors establishing a network of marine protected areas (MPAs) (James et al., 2024; Wegge, 2015) (Table 1). Canada and Denmark (representing the Faroe Islands and Greenland) have not yet shown their clear inclinations. Therefore, concerted actions by all parties are crucial for the successful implementation of the Agreement, which largely depends on the political will of each party to balance national interests with those of the international community (Kim et al., 2022; Xue, 2020).

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a9831e7b-e38c-4ee3-8f51-8520add36f26]2AC—AT: Consult Arctic Council 
This is a process CP. Use this 2AC, it’s the same as the stuff in the process CP’s section. You can find the 1AR and 2AR’s there. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e6319d92-143d-4638-9f4d-1c4f56ca1754]Perm do CP---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-720a362f-a743-4fca-ba73-afc82fa6c663]Perm do the counterplan---they must compete via text and function---both are key to clash and fairness. They don’t meet because the counterplan is a way the plan could happen, and the text includes the entirety of the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-efbba0c7-7abb-49b5-8362-3d6d8d445f52]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
[[BEGIN FOOTNOTE 50]]
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.
[[END FOOTNOTE 50]]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-7bb67661-dafd-4f42-9301-867210b1a6ad]Same for immediacy
Dictionary.com 10 Dictionary.com, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should
should    /ʃʊd/ Show Spelled[shood] Show IPA –auxiliary verb 1. pt. of shall. 2. (used to express condition): Were he to arrive, I should be pleased. 3. must; ought (used to indicate duty, propriety, or expediency): You should not do that. 4. would (used to make a statement less direct or blunt): I should think you would apologize. Use should in a Sentence See images of should Search should on the Web Origin: ME sholde, OE sc ( e ) olde; see shall  —Can be confused:  could, should, would (see usage note at this entry ).  —Synonyms 3. See must1 .  —Usage note Rules similar to those for choosing between shall  and will  have long been advanced for should  and would,  but again the rules have had little effect on usage. In most constructions, would  is the auxiliary chosen regardless of the person of the subject: If our allies would support the move, we would abandon any claim to sovereignty. You would be surprised at the complexity of the directions.  Because the main function of should  in modern American English is to express duty, necessity, etc. ( You should get your flu shot before winter comes ), its use for other purposes, as to form a subjunctive, can produce ambiguity, at least initially: I should get my flu shot if I were you.  Furthermore, should  seems an affectation to many Americans when used in certain constructions quite common in British English: Had I been informed, I should  (American would ) have called immediately. I should  (American would ) really prefer a different arrangement.  As with shall  and will,  most educated native speakers of American English do not follow the textbook rule in making a choice between should  and would. See also shall.  Shall  –auxiliary verb, present singular 1st person shall,  2nd shall or ( Archaic ) shalt,  3rd shall,  present plural shall;  past singular 1st person should,  2nd should or ( Archaic ) shouldst or should·est,  3rd should,  past plural should;  imperative, infinitive, and participles lacking. 1. plan to, intend to, or expect to: I shall go later. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-86394e32-7fa4-43da-8b3a-ea91f26e5c86]Perm do the aff anyway. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a142ca7e-e712-424d-82b5-7776f77be651]Perm do both. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1f4cdaac-4a56-4490-bcf1-ac643066da0f]Perm do the CP elsewhere. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-9cf76f2b-d830-4c03-ad48-92108d753202]Council says no. CAOFA has Russia in it and the council has beef. CAOFA should go first. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-56eb6ecb-00e1-44d1-abe2-44de1524f353]Must act now---indefinite delays end relations. 
Aisha Ahmad,  3-18-2025, Associate Professor, Political Science, University of Toronto, "Opinion: Why some Canadians are in denial about Donald Trump", Vancouver Is Awesome, https://www.vancouverisawesome.com/highlights/opinion-why-some-canadians-are-in-denial-about-donald-trump-10388267 // gabe@ADL
While a military invasion is not imminent, Trump’s threats are so extreme that they warrant immediate action to improve Canadian defence. The time to take protective action is before windows start shaking.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-aadc9036-d22b-407f-a9c9-3d3830b4b475]Certainty is key. Countries need to know exactly where the US stands on fishing. Otherwise China walks away and fractures Arctic science---that’s Yanyan
<<For Reference>>
Since its entry into force in 2021, the CAOF Agreement has entered the implementation phase. The parties are required to prohibit commercial fishing in the Agreement Area, support joint research expeditions under the JPSRM framework, share data according to the Data Sharing Protocol, and develop CMMs for exploratory fishing (Kim et al., 2022). However, there are differences in long-term interests among the 10 parties. Scholars argue that while the United States may lean more towards a continued moratorium on fishing, Russia, Norway, Iceland, and the Asian states (China, Japan and Republic of Korea) are more open to future fishing, and the EU favors establishing a network of marine protected areas (MPAs) (James et al., 2024; Wegge, 2015) (Table 1). Canada and Denmark (representing the Faroe Islands and Greenland) have not yet shown their clear inclinations. Therefore, concerted actions by all parties are crucial for the successful implementation of the Agreement, which largely depends on the political will of each party to balance national interests with those of the international community (Kim et al., 2022; Xue, 2020).
[bookmark: pmd-heading-214d8475-03ef-4954-8b7b-02f0f3e6bc9b]Consult is normal means. 
Molly Masterton, Senior Attorney, 6-3-2025, "Combating Illegal Fishing and Leveling the Playing Field for Our Nation’s Fisheries: Opportunities for U.S. Leadership", NRDC, https://www.nrdc.org/bio/molly-masterton/combating-illegal-fishing-and-leveling-playing-field-our-nations-fisheries, Gabe@ADL]
At the end of 2024, NOAA released an action plan for SIMP based on an inclusive yearlong review process and more than 7,000 stakeholder consultations. The SIMP action plan provides a detailed road map for major improvements to the SIMP that would greatly enhance its efficacy, including:  
[bookmark: pmd-heading-af385ce4-e7d6-4ee0-bb8c-a5fb54a0a343]NonUQ. CAOFA already consulted the Arctic Council. 
Cayla Calderwood 21 - 1 Harvard Law School, Cambridge, MA, Sidley Austin LLP, Washington, D.C. [Frances Ann Ulmer--- Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Calderwood C and Ulmer FA. The Central Arctic Ocean fisheries moratorium: A rare example of the precautionary principle in fisheries management. Polar Record 59(e1): 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1017/ S0032247422000389]
The Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the CAO was negotiated and executed outside the framework of the Arctic Council. However, negotiations heavily relied on work that had been conducted by the Arctic Council. Working groups like the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMAP), the Sustainable Development Working Group (SDWG), Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME), and the Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF) expanded international cooperation in scientific research in the Arctic. Without the research collaborations enabled by these working groups, significantly less would be known about the status of Arctic ecosystems and the impacts of climate change. Furthermore, the Arctic Council has established certain norms for international negotiations in the region. For example, the Arctic Council has granted six Indigenous peoples’ organisations permanent participant status in the Arctic Council (Arctic Council, 2021). Negotiations for the Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the CAO followed this norm and Indigenous peoples were included in the negotiating process (Balton, 2020).
It is difficult to say for certain whether the Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the CAO could have been negotiated without the frameworks, relationships, norms, and research provided by the Arctic Council. However, there is no doubt that negotiations were aided by this existing organisation and its contributions to Arctic science. Similarly, it will be interesting to see how the Agreement impacts the Arctic Council as it represents a new development in Arctic governance (Vylegzhanin, Young & Berkman, 2020)

[bookmark: pmd-heading-df83260a-3aa5-4e03-a410-4edac0f12be7]2AC—AT: Native Consent 
This is a process CP. Use this 2AC, it’s the same as the stuff in the process CP’s section. You can find the 1AR and 2AR’s there. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ce6a196a-b99f-4d34-b513-82a55926fecd]Perm do CP---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1cf9ff11-cfef-46e6-ae83-006a9e32f813]Perm do the counterplan---they must compete via text and function---both are key to clash and fairness. They don’t meet because the counterplan is a way the plan could happen, and the text includes the entirety of the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-af30deb7-ccbe-4457-9d13-aa5d20664a52]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
[[BEGIN FOOTNOTE 50]]
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.
[[END FOOTNOTE 50]]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0d9a5571-93d3-4c38-af16-4a9ef1d7ca0c]Same for immediacy
Dictionary.com 10 Dictionary.com, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should
should    /ʃʊd/ Show Spelled[shood] Show IPA –auxiliary verb 1. pt. of shall. 2. (used to express condition): Were he to arrive, I should be pleased. 3. must; ought (used to indicate duty, propriety, or expediency): You should not do that. 4. would (used to make a statement less direct or blunt): I should think you would apologize. Use should in a Sentence See images of should Search should on the Web Origin: ME sholde, OE sc ( e ) olde; see shall  —Can be confused:  could, should, would (see usage note at this entry ).  —Synonyms 3. See must1 .  —Usage note Rules similar to those for choosing between shall  and will  have long been advanced for should  and would,  but again the rules have had little effect on usage. In most constructions, would  is the auxiliary chosen regardless of the person of the subject: If our allies would support the move, we would abandon any claim to sovereignty. You would be surprised at the complexity of the directions.  Because the main function of should  in modern American English is to express duty, necessity, etc. ( You should get your flu shot before winter comes ), its use for other purposes, as to form a subjunctive, can produce ambiguity, at least initially: I should get my flu shot if I were you.  Furthermore, should  seems an affectation to many Americans when used in certain constructions quite common in British English: Had I been informed, I should  (American would ) have called immediately. I should  (American would ) really prefer a different arrangement.  As with shall  and will,  most educated native speakers of American English do not follow the textbook rule in making a choice between should  and would. See also shall.  Shall  –auxiliary verb, present singular 1st person shall,  2nd shall or ( Archaic ) shalt,  3rd shall,  present plural shall;  past singular 1st person should,  2nd should or ( Archaic ) shouldst or should·est,  3rd should,  past plural should;  imperative, infinitive, and participles lacking. 1. plan to, intend to, or expect to: I shall go later. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-574fee0c-f22e-466d-b3d0-cb83869b2536]Perm do the aff anyway. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-b02b0447-9418-47b0-ad72-202e61cf70d4]Perm do both. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e2dc020a-48bb-44c5-b7bf-c97d184bd134]Perm do the CP elsewhere. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d3c6416c-e1dc-4040-8e23-e90734cf09ca]Must act now---indefinite delays end relations. 
Aisha Ahmad,  3-18-2025, Associate Professor, Political Science, University of Toronto, "Opinion: Why some Canadians are in denial about Donald Trump", Vancouver Is Awesome, https://www.vancouverisawesome.com/highlights/opinion-why-some-canadians-are-in-denial-about-donald-trump-10388267 // gabe@ADL
While a military invasion is not imminent, Trump’s threats are so extreme that they warrant immediate action to improve Canadian defence. The time to take protective action is before windows start shaking.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-9725e213-05c0-415f-8b96-4cf2ed56362c]Certainty is key. Countries need to know exactly where the US stands on fishing. Otherwise China walks away and fractures Arctic science---that’s Yanyan
<<For Reference>>
Since its entry into force in 2021, the CAOF Agreement has entered the implementation phase. The parties are required to prohibit commercial fishing in the Agreement Area, support joint research expeditions under the JPSRM framework, share data according to the Data Sharing Protocol, and develop CMMs for exploratory fishing (Kim et al., 2022). However, there are differences in long-term interests among the 10 parties. Scholars argue that while the United States may lean more towards a continued moratorium on fishing, Russia, Norway, Iceland, and the Asian states (China, Japan and Republic of Korea) are more open to future fishing, and the EU favors establishing a network of marine protected areas (MPAs) (James et al., 2024; Wegge, 2015) (Table 1). Canada and Denmark (representing the Faroe Islands and Greenland) have not yet shown their clear inclinations. Therefore, concerted actions by all parties are crucial for the successful implementation of the Agreement, which largely depends on the political will of each party to balance national interests with those of the international community (Kim et al., 2022; Xue, 2020).
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5afba2e1-7003-4344-9d8f-c3ae82319078]CP is false hope. 
McCulloch 21 [Emily McCulloch; University of Montana – Public Land Resource Review, “Free, Prior, and Informed Consent: A Struggling International Principle,” 06/2021, https://scholarworks.umt.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1744&context=plrlr]
Finally, it remains unclear if the “consent” part of the FPIC includes veto power.79 Without veto power, the FPIC loses strength because projects can continue to move forward. As of now, the international community recognizes tribal consultation as the customary norm.80 For instance, the United States has a “long-standing executive branch policy to incorporate special [tribal] status into regulatory processes,” but it does not include tribal veto power on projects.81 Similarly, Canada has a duty to consult with indigenous communities during the Environmental Impact Assessment phase which includes “good-faith consultation” and willingness to make changes based on information obtained during assessments.82 Canada’s policy, however, does not include tribal consultation as determinative of whether the project moves forward, even if indigenous communities are opposed. 83 Unfortunately, as shown in Canada’s and the United States’ policies, the question of whether nation states need to obtain consent from indigenous communities is usually answered in the negative because governments can weigh economic benefit to regulate resources for all citizens, not just its indigenous groups.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-69fc72f4-fde4-49ab-961d-2e5bd8a9c273]NonUQ. CAOFA did the CP. 
ICC 24 [18 June, Inuit Cirumpolar, “Indigenous Knowledge strongly asserted at the Central Arctic Ocean Fisheries Agreement (CAOFA) COP3, as implementation work advances”, https://www.inuitcircumpolar.com/news/indigenous-knowledge-strongly-asserted-at-the-central-arctic-ocean-fisheries-agreement-caofa-cop3-as-implementation-work-advances/]//gabe@ADL
Documenting our Progress
Indigenous Knowledge strongly asserted at the Central Arctic Ocean Fisheries Agreement (CAOFA) COP3, as implementation work advances
June 18, 2024—Incheon, South Korea—The Inuit Circumpolar Council (ICC) participated at the 3rd Conference of the Parties (COP3) of the Central Arctic Ocean Fisheries Agreement (CAOFA) in Incheon, South Korea. ICC asserted that including Indigenous Knowledge will bring a more robust understanding of the central Arctic Ocean ecosystem and result in better informed decision-making. ICC also emphasized the importance of Inuit engagement and reiterated the need to understand and consider the intricate knowledge Inuit hold about the ecosystems of Inuit homelands, including the ice, waters and seas through the interconnections of hunting, culture, food sovereignty, food security, and ways of life. 
During COP3, the Joint Program of Scientific Research and Monitoring (JPSRM) Implementation Plan was adopted—with Indigenous Knowledge strongly reflected in the approved text. Parties will now prepare for the Scientific Coordinating Group to implement this research plan in the years to come. Inuit contributions to the JPSRM Implementation Plan bring a holistic understanding of the Arctic marine ecosystem, which looks at the relationship between the interrelated and interdependent components of the ecosystem and includes Inuit as a part of the ecosystem.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-9ace2df6-066b-42a5-8cb9-6e1849da8c69]2AC—AT: UCF States CP 
This is a process CP. Use this 2AC, it’s the same as the stuff in the process CP’s section. You can find the 1AR and 2AR’s there. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-67fe1e8d-df77-472a-a0f0-e2f611da6898]Alaska CP---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4c9da53c-cade-459c-9687-91c66b17fc4a]Perm do both. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1126d702-09b5-4d56-802c-2851cdbb1bfb]Perm do the counterplan---they must compete via text and function---both are key to clash and fairness. They don’t meet because the counterplan is a way the plan could happen, and the text includes the entirety of the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-2f534fcf-7ac4-4e5e-8a8e-7872f40b4eaa]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
[[BEGIN FOOTNOTE 50]]
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.
[[END FOOTNOTE 50]]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f3f5f0b3-37e6-4663-a466-ab10cd83dd33]Same for immediacy
Dictionary.com 10 Dictionary.com, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should
should    /ʃʊd/ Show Spelled[shood] Show IPA –auxiliary verb 1. pt. of shall. 2. (used to express condition): Were he to arrive, I should be pleased. 3. must; ought (used to indicate duty, propriety, or expediency): You should not do that. 4. would (used to make a statement less direct or blunt): I should think you would apologize. Use should in a Sentence See images of should Search should on the Web Origin: ME sholde, OE sc ( e ) olde; see shall  —Can be confused:  could, should, would (see usage note at this entry ).  —Synonyms 3. See must1 .  —Usage note Rules similar to those for choosing between shall  and will  have long been advanced for should  and would,  but again the rules have had little effect on usage. In most constructions, would  is the auxiliary chosen regardless of the person of the subject: If our allies would support the move, we would abandon any claim to sovereignty. You would be surprised at the complexity of the directions.  Because the main function of should  in modern American English is to express duty, necessity, etc. ( You should get your flu shot before winter comes ), its use for other purposes, as to form a subjunctive, can produce ambiguity, at least initially: I should get my flu shot if I were you.  Furthermore, should  seems an affectation to many Americans when used in certain constructions quite common in British English: Had I been informed, I should  (American would ) have called immediately. I should  (American would ) really prefer a different arrangement.  As with shall  and will,  most educated native speakers of American English do not follow the textbook rule in making a choice between should  and would. See also shall.  Shall  –auxiliary verb, present singular 1st person shall,  2nd shall or ( Archaic ) shalt,  3rd shall,  present plural shall;  past singular 1st person should,  2nd should or ( Archaic ) shouldst or should·est,  3rd should,  past plural should;  imperative, infinitive, and participles lacking. 1. plan to, intend to, or expect to: I shall go later. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-929cf35f-faca-4c61-9f51-293b2d2cd6be]NOAA’s key. They have expertise and EBM models to solve water pollution in China---that’s Yanyan. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-89fe4556-eaf5-4a4c-b187-5a628f8b8047]No authority. The ban is federal. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5e888f8e-997e-47b4-a84b-f9297f5f5141]Can’t solve modeling. 
Vicki C. Jackson 2K, Professor of Law at Georgetown University Law Center, Spring 2000, “Seductions of Coherence, State Sovereign Immunity, and the Denationalization of Federal Law,” Rutgers Law Journal, Vol. 31, pp. 732-734, Lexis 
The state sovereign immunity decisions this Term, coupled with the 1996 decision in Seminole Tribe, may well be short-lived. While they now constitute a relatively coherent body of decisions, that body dates only from 1996. The decisions are all by the narrowest of margins; history and reason suggest that the issue is not yet settled. The foundational decisions of the Marshall Court placed weight on the benefits of uniformity in the interpretation and application of federal law, benefits with respect to the content of federal law that still seem compelling. 155
[Footnote 155]
While the growth of supranational structures for economic development and law enforcement through the European Union may well have diminished the relative value of the benefits that member nation-states can confer on their citizens, and thus provided opportunities for the greater assertion of power at the subnational levels, the situation of the United States in the world order does not yet seem comparable. Query whether the growth of supranational trade-related organizations will become so powerful that economic interests in the United States will be able to secure competitive levels of uniformity of regulation through international regimes? If so, constitutional devolutions of power to the states in the United States may come to be seen merely as a symptom of the global decline of the nation state as an organizational structure. For more optimistic perspectives on the benefits of devolution, see J. Harvie Wilkinson III, Fear of Federalism, Wash. Post, Nov. 26, 1999, at A45.
[Footnote 155 Ends]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-69c069c0-9fda-4bae-ae3e-fcfc432a30de]The CP starts fish wars. 
Scoville ’22 [Ryan M.; Winter; Professor of Law, Marquette University Law School; Yale Journal of International Law, “U.S. Foreign Relations Law from the Outside In,” vol. 47 no. 1]
Arguments in the field of U.S. foreign relations law typically proceed from the inside out: Legal actors focus on internal (domestic) sources of authority to reach conclusions with significant external (international) implications. The text and structure of the Constitution, case law, assessments of institutional competency, original meaning, and historical practice thus dominate debates about treaty-making, war powers, diplomatic authorities, and related matters. This tendency reflects generic assumptions about the legitimate modalities of legal analysis and helps to ensure that the law reflects national values.
Yet inside-out arguments overlook a critical fact: the practical merits of U.S. foreign relations law often depend on whether and how this law is understood abroad. In other words, the nature and extent of foreign governmental knowledge of U.S. foreign relations law significantly affect the law's ability to advance U.S. national interests, but there is neither theoretical nor empirical scholarship on the stakes or condition of such knowledge. Nor are there official U.S. policies to ascertain or account for this form of foreign knowledge. In these circumstances, American legal actors cannot fully apprehend whether the law is well designed and applied to achieve its purposes.
This Article elaborates on these issues to develop an "outside in" approach to U.S. foreign relations law. The Article begins by explaining the value of meta-knowledge--domestic knowledge of foreign knowledge--of U.S. foreign relations law. The Article then uses original empirical research to generate meta-knowledge. That research includes an immersive case study on Japan, where I collected academic publications, searched newspaper archives, obtained government records under Japan's freedom-of-information act, and interviewed dozens of scholars and government officials to triangulate Japanese understandings of U.S. foreign relations law. The Article concludes by laying out an agenda to cultivate additional meta-knowledge, reevaluate the law's practical merits in light of epistemic conditions, and optimize foreign sophistication through legal and policy reforms.
INTRODUCTION
In the fall of 1982, a striking exchange occurred between senior officials from the United States and the People's Republic of China (PRC). A class of  [*2] investors had sued China in U.S. federal court for failing to pay interest on bonds that the Imperial Chinese Government issued in 1911 to fund the construction of the Hukuang Railway. 1The court received no response, so it entered a default judgment, paving the way for the attachment of over $ 41 million in PRC assets. 2Upon learning of this development, China's paramount leader Deng Xiaoping asked U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz to order the court to remove the threat to the assets, but Shultz refused. 3Such an order, Shultz explained, would be impossible due to the separation of powers. Confused, Deng asked, "What is the separation of powers?" 5Shultz dispatched State Department Legal Adviser Davis Robinson to Beijing to explain. 6
Fast forward now to 2013 and consider a veritable photo negative of Deng's ignorance. In Kiobel v. Royal Dutch Petroleum, the Supreme Court granted certiorari and ordered supplemental briefing on whether a nexus to U.S. territory should be required for an actionable claim under the Alien Tort Statute (ATS), 7which confers jurisdiction over "any civil action by an alien for a tort only, committed in violation of the law of nations or a treaty of the United States." 8To aid the Court's deliberation, legal advisers from the foreign ministries of the United Kingdom and the Netherlands co-filed an amicus brief with an American lawyer, arguing for a narrow reading of ATS authority. 9This filing demonstrated not only an awareness of the existence and function of the U.S. Supreme Court and amicus briefs, but also detailed knowledge of a specific statute and associated case law. 10If Deng was a novice at American government, the British and the Dutch seemed to be experts.
These disparate episodes and many others like them raise common questions about foreign knowledge of U.S. foreign relations law--the field of domestic law that "governs how [the United States] interacts with the rest of the world." 11Does it matter whether foreign governments understand U.S. foreign relations law? Do they understand it in fact, or do they operate in conditions of "acoustic separation" 12from the community of American legal actors who study, design, and apply this law, resulting in foreign misperception or ignorance? If  [*3] foreign epistemic conditions vary cross-nationally or by issue, what accounts for that variation? And what, if anything, should U.S. foreign relations law do to shape the quality and pervasiveness of foreign knowledge?
For the most part, the U.S. government has not taken these questions seriously. The U.S. intelligence community generally does not seek to ascertain or account for foreign knowledge of U.S. foreign relations law in generating intelligence products for policymakers. 13To the extent that U.S. officials touch upon questions of foreign knowledge in open sources, they do so only by way of assumptions. Those assumptions, moreover, are usually unacknowledged and very markedly without explanation, much less a proffer of evidentiary support. Consider three examples, each involving a legal authority of longstanding and recurring significance.
First, in a series of enactments since 1975, Congress has established procedures for the expedited adoption of certain types of international trade agreements. 14These procedures, which are currently available under so-called Trade Promotion Authority (TPA), 15require Congress to vote on approval of a qualifying agreement on an expedited basis and without the possibility of amendment. 16In doing so, the procedures aim "to reduce the likelihood of congressional tampering with [a presidentially negotiated] deal and hence to reassure America's negotiating partners" that the deal will not unravel. 17Yet the expectation of foreign reassurance depends on an assumption of foreign legal knowledge: If U.S. partners understand that federal law bars Congress from amending a deal negotiated under TPA, 18they can rest assured that the prospect of U.S. ratification hinges primarily on the degree of congressional support for the text that emerges from international negotiations, and TPA will achieve its purpose. But if those partners are unaware of TPA or misinformed about its effect, they might miscalculate the chances of ratification by assuming the possibility of congressional revision, and TPA will fail to deliver the reassurance that its authors envisioned. However likely foreign sophistication might seem, TPA's legislative history contains no evidence that Congress vetted that critical premise. 19
Second, in the 1968 case of Zschernig v. Miller, 20the Supreme Court reviewed an Oregon probate statute that precluded nonresident aliens from inheriting any part of an estate unless they enjoyed a right under the law of their  [*4] own country to receive estate proceeds "without confiscation." 21 Zschernig held the statute unconstitutional as applied because Oregon courts had used it to assail the law of communist countries--a practice that could very well "impair the effective exercise of the Nation's foreign policy." 22Yet the likelihood of such an adverse effect depended, at least in part, on the pervasiveness of foreign ignorance: If communist regimes were uninformed about American federalism, they might have mistakenly attributed the incendiary critiques of Oregon courts to the federal government and retaliated against the United States as a whole. In this scenario, Zschernig is relatively easy to justify in practical terms, because it reduced the likelihood of state actions that might interfere with U.S. diplomatic relations. But if communist regimes correctly perceived that the fifty states are substantially independent from Washington and do not speak for the United States, those regimes were unlikely to mistakenly attribute the actions of Oregon courts to the federal government and, all else equal, less likely to retaliate against the United States. 23In this scenario, Zschernig is harder to justify because it took power away from Oregon to mitigate a questionable risk of national blowback. The premise of foreign ignorance here contrasts starkly with the assumption of foreign sophistication in the context of TPA, but the Court cited no supporting evidence. 24
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5e3790b1-7531-45db-a710-861bdf59c6d7]Must act now---indefinite delays end relations. 
Aisha Ahmad,  3-18-2025, Associate Professor, Political Science, University of Toronto, "Opinion: Why some Canadians are in denial about Donald Trump", Vancouver Is Awesome, https://www.vancouverisawesome.com/highlights/opinion-why-some-canadians-are-in-denial-about-donald-trump-10388267 // gabe@ADL
While a military invasion is not imminent, Trump’s threats are so extreme that they warrant immediate action to improve Canadian defence. The time to take protective action is before windows start shaking.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-04c03bd9-e55d-414b-92c9-c6f1e6b664ce]Certainty is key. Otherwise China walks away and fractures Arctic science---that’s Yanyan
<<For Reference>>
Since its entry into force in 2021, the CAOF Agreement has entered the implementation phase. The parties are required to prohibit commercial fishing in the Agreement Area, support joint research expeditions under the JPSRM framework, share data according to the Data Sharing Protocol, and develop CMMs for exploratory fishing (Kim et al., 2022). However, there are differences in long-term interests among the 10 parties. Scholars argue that while the United States may lean more towards a continued moratorium on fishing, Russia, Norway, Iceland, and the Asian states (China, Japan and Republic of Korea) are more open to future fishing, and the EU favors establishing a network of marine protected areas (MPAs) (James et al., 2024; Wegge, 2015) (Table 1). Canada and Denmark (representing the Faroe Islands and Greenland) have not yet shown their clear inclinations. Therefore, concerted actions by all parties are crucial for the successful implementation of the Agreement, which largely depends on the political will of each party to balance national interests with those of the international community (Kim et al., 2022; Xue, 2020).

[bookmark: pmd-heading-46860335-a9fb-4fca-9c79-65e4a26a46d1]SAY NO---two warrants:
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0ed3194f-2999-45f2-881e-4cbc09b19257]A. VETO---The Governor is trigger happy with vetoes and nukes everything.
Brooks ‘25 [James and Corinne Smith; June 12; Reporters; “Amid bleak state revenue forecast, Alaska Gov. Dunleavy vetoes millions in education funding,” Alaska Beacon, https://alaskabeacon.com/2025/06/12/amid-bleak-state-revenue-forecast-alaska-gov-dunleavy-vetoes-millions-in-education-funding/] rohan 
Education vetoes were expected
The governor’s veto came less than a month after lawmakers voted to override a different Dunleavy veto and to increase the base student allocation, the education funding formula’s main component, by $700 per student. 
If that formula were a bucket, Thursday’s veto by Dunleavy represents a choice to only partially fill the bucket. Last year, lawmakers and Dunleavy approved a $680 one-time increase to the BSA; Dunleavy’s veto cuts the increase to $500, a year-over-year decline. 
“To go down from our $700 to $500, that’s going to be quite, quite devastating for the school districts and for kids,” Stevens said.
Rep. Rebecca Himschoot, I-Sitka, and co-chair of the House Education Committee, said that reduction is “nothing short of catastrophic for districts who’ve already submitted budgets. I think this could trigger, possibly, some school closures in rural Alaska, and I think also there could be some school closures in urban Alaska. What choice do they have? They’re going to make those cuts now and hope that we override or come up with a supplemental in January.”
Rep. Jeremy Bynum, R-Ketchikan and a member of the House Finance Committee, observed that Dunleavy had previously threatened to veto some of the BSA funding, and so Thursday’s action wasn’t a complete surprise.
He added that the cut was larger than he was expecting.
“It’s definitely going to put some real strain on a lot of our school districts across the state, and specifically it’ll put some strain on the schools in my district, so it’ll be something that we want to monitor, and we’ll work with our local school districts in our local communities to see how we can soften the blow,” he said.
In addition to the BSA veto, the governor eliminated lawmakers’ attempt to divert tens of millions of dollars from transportation projects to school maintenance issues. 
Budget documents indicate that the governor vetoed those diversions because some of the money was already allocated for spending. In at least one case, the Alaska Department of Transportation didn’t announce spending plans until after lawmakers approved their version of the budget.
Last year, the governor proposed incentive grants for public school teachers. This year, lawmakers approved $554,000 for a different incentive grant program, but Dunleavy vetoed that idea.
Rep. Andy Josephson, D-Anchorage and co-chair of the House Finance Committee, said he was “disappointed” by the education vetoes overall.
“He claims to be a champion of education, but at some point — prove it. Just prove it,” Josephson said of the governor. “I just think it’s shameful and very hurtful.”
Other vetoes were smaller
In a maneuver intended to reduce demand for general-purpose tax revenue, lawmakers used $100 million from the state’s higher education investment fund and $100 million from the accounts of the Alaska Industrial Development and Export Authority — the state’s investment bank — to pay for things like National Guard maintenance, road repairs on the Dalton Highway, and rifle-proof armor for state troopers.
Dunleavy vetoed the $100 million draw from AIDEA, so all $200 million now comes from the higher education investment fund. 
“People shouldn’t get upset about that, because … the plan is to replace that money when we come back in January, to put that money back into the higher ed fund,” Stevens said.
Under his vision, lawmakers would take money from the Constitutional Budget Reserve and put it into the higher education fund to backfill it.
Stevens said he’s concerned by other vetoes, including a $5 million appropriation for the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute, which helps Alaska fishers sell their fish internationally.
The governor eliminated $75,000 for a safe gun storage media campaign, $1.9 million in grants for child care centers, and $37 million intended to fill the state’s disaster relief and wildfire-fighting funds. 
“I just was a little surprised to see it removed from the budget here up front, because it will be something that ultimately we will have to fund,” Bynum said of the vetoes to the disaster relief and wildfire funds.
In the state’s mental health budget bill, the governor cut $2.7 million intended to support infant learning programs and $100,000 for dementia education and prevention, as well as $3 million for programs that support disabled Alaskans. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-13e04e85-7e20-4fdd-9480-62f17af3344d]2AC—AT: Canada Conditions CP 
This is also the “Canada Bans Cooperation CP”
This is a process CP. Use this 2AC, it’s the same as the stuff in the process CP’s section. You can find the 1AR and 2AR’s there. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a0dcaa80-f1e8-4f8f-a2a5-94c5e95dfb6e]2AC—AT: Canada Conditions CP
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bad46974-759d-4902-93cd-90e9c36e3387]Perm do the counterplan---they must compete via text and function---both are key to clash and fairness. They don’t meet because the counterplan is a way the plan could happen, and the text includes the entirety of the plan.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-7c76760b-a247-4e86-8243-d49e2bffeef9]Should is not certain for counterplans, but is for disads
Pfeiffer 1, Professor of Law; Director, Institute for Foreign and International Private and Economic Law, University of Heidelberg (Germany). (Thomas, 1 December 2001, “The ALI / UNIDROIT Project: Are Principles Sufficient, Without the Rules?” Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015, Unif. L. Rev. (2001) 6(4), pp 1015. Lexis accessed online via KU libraries, date accessed 4/17/22)
[[BEGIN FOOTNOTE 50]]
It may be understood that "should" means "must" except in exceptional cases. Another possible interpretation, however, is that "should" is meant to leave some discretion to the legislator or the court as to whether and to what extent a given Principleshould be implemented. To some extent, this ambiguity is inherent in the framing of Principles. Since this problem is essential for the Principlesas a whole, there is a need for as much clarity as possible. As a consequence, it seems necessary to add comments to the Principlesin order to give some information on how the word "should" is to be understood.
[[END FOOTNOTE 50]]
[bookmark: pmd-heading-09f3626a-eac5-4930-95f8-ac1f7307ddc4]Same for immediacy
Dictionary.com 10 Dictionary.com, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should
should    /ʃʊd/ Show Spelled[shood] Show IPA –auxiliary verb 1. pt. of shall. 2. (used to express condition): Were he to arrive, I should be pleased. 3. must; ought (used to indicate duty, propriety, or expediency): You should not do that. 4. would (used to make a statement less direct or blunt): I should think you would apologize. Use should in a Sentence See images of should Search should on the Web Origin: ME sholde, OE sc ( e ) olde; see shall  —Can be confused:  could, should, would (see usage note at this entry ).  —Synonyms 3. See must1 .  —Usage note Rules similar to those for choosing between shall  and will  have long been advanced for should  and would,  but again the rules have had little effect on usage. In most constructions, would  is the auxiliary chosen regardless of the person of the subject: If our allies would support the move, we would abandon any claim to sovereignty. You would be surprised at the complexity of the directions.  Because the main function of should  in modern American English is to express duty, necessity, etc. ( You should get your flu shot before winter comes ), its use for other purposes, as to form a subjunctive, can produce ambiguity, at least initially: I should get my flu shot if I were you.  Furthermore, should  seems an affectation to many Americans when used in certain constructions quite common in British English: Had I been informed, I should  (American would ) have called immediately. I should  (American would ) really prefer a different arrangement.  As with shall  and will,  most educated native speakers of American English do not follow the textbook rule in making a choice between should  and would. See also shall.  Shall  –auxiliary verb, present singular 1st person shall,  2nd shall or ( Archaic ) shalt,  3rd shall,  present plural shall;  past singular 1st person should,  2nd should or ( Archaic ) shouldst or should·est,  3rd should,  past plural should;  imperative, infinitive, and participles lacking. 1. plan to, intend to, or expect to: I shall go later. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-17964652-191c-4ef3-b20d-8b8b671a1950]Perm do both. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-668ad7f6-492a-45d5-a27c-f167c603f998]Counterplan turns science into politics. Trump says no and annexes Canada. Global war---that’s Ahmad. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6915cfc8-e219-4e07-96a9-af76471daa67]AFF solves the net benefit. The world perceives Canada got the US to agree to UNCLOS---that’s Edvardsen
<<For Reference>>
"If Canada and the US enter into an agreement on the delimitation of the continental shelf based on the criteria in the UNCLOS – and the US gets to determine an outer limit of its shelf without being a party to the convention and thus bypassing the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf – it may be a point that the US gets the benefits without the obligations."

"At the same time, it is important that the world's most powerful maritime nation, which is the USA, essentially follows the rules of the Law of the Sea," Henriksen points out. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5c10bccb-6c13-46ec-bce3-0a120504f23c]Chairperson of CAOFA is Canadian---CP get perceived as abuse of power. 
NOAA 25 – The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [June 2025, Conference of the Parties 4 (2025) Final Report, “REPORT FOURTH MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT TO PREVENT UNREGULATED HIGH SEAS FISHERIES IN THE CENTRAL ARCTIC OCEAN”, https://vlab.noaa.gov/web/caofa]//gabe@ADL
The fourth in-person meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP) to the Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean (CAOFA or Agreement) was opened and chaired by the Chairperson of the COP, Mrs. Nadia Bouffard of Canada from June 3-5, 2025, in Tromsø, Norway. The Mayor of Tromsø, Gunnar Wilhelmsen, Norway, welcomed participants.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3afbbd08-7a11-4153-8731-66bc59c20ab3]Must act now---indefinite delays end relations. 
Aisha Ahmad,  3-18-2025, Associate Professor, Political Science, University of Toronto, "Opinion: Why some Canadians are in denial about Donald Trump", Vancouver Is Awesome, https://www.vancouverisawesome.com/highlights/opinion-why-some-canadians-are-in-denial-about-donald-trump-10388267 // gabe@ADL
While a military invasion is not imminent, Trump’s threats are so extreme that they warrant immediate action to improve Canadian defence. The time to take protective action is before windows start shaking.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e8ec41a8-0651-460e-97e7-2b7955aa803d]Certainty is key. Countries need to know exactly where the US stands on fishing. Otherwise China walks away and fractures Arctic science---that’s Yanyan
<<For Reference>>
Since its entry into force in 2021, the CAOF Agreement has entered the implementation phase. The parties are required to prohibit commercial fishing in the Agreement Area, support joint research expeditions under the JPSRM framework, share data according to the Data Sharing Protocol, and develop CMMs for exploratory fishing (Kim et al., 2022). However, there are differences in long-term interests among the 10 parties. Scholars argue that while the United States may lean more towards a continued moratorium on fishing, Russia, Norway, Iceland, and the Asian states (China, Japan and Republic of Korea) are more open to future fishing, and the EU favors establishing a network of marine protected areas (MPAs) (James et al., 2024; Wegge, 2015) (Table 1). Canada and Denmark (representing the Faroe Islands and Greenland) have not yet shown their clear inclinations. Therefore, concerted actions by all parties are crucial for the successful implementation of the Agreement, which largely depends on the political will of each party to balance national interests with those of the international community (Kim et al., 2022; Xue, 2020).

[bookmark: pmd-heading-ec65e3dd-09ce-4465-93ad-78664a310765]2AC—AT: Canada CP
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d2518ae7-c889-43b0-943b-1455a9dfc020]2AC—AT: Canada CP
[bookmark: pmd-heading-57aee0cc-1d3f-43f0-b238-133df52f0f3f]Perm do both. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-88a58686-ccd2-4ee2-a363-c02c4050a775]Canada just chaired CAOFA. Gets perceived as abuse of power. 
NOAA 25 – The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [June 2025, Conference of the Parties 4 (2025) Final Report, “REPORT FOURTH MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT TO PREVENT UNREGULATED HIGH SEAS FISHERIES IN THE CENTRAL ARCTIC OCEAN”, https://vlab.noaa.gov/web/caofa]//gabe@ADL
The fourth in-person meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP) to the Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean (CAOFA or Agreement) was opened and chaired by the Chairperson of the COP, Mrs. Nadia Bouffard of Canada from June 3-5, 2025, in Tromsø, Norway. The Mayor of Tromsø, Gunnar Wilhelmsen, Norway, welcomed participants.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-100fee54-ac86-4c06-95b6-578151b1c59a]US is key. EBM models solve Yangtze water pollution. It’s a question of life on earth. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-f7256e9f-a91e-40c7-97a7-13a601294ba2]Misc
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1f6b1af8-05ce-4eb3-b0aa-7926996a31c7]2AC—AT: Canada First 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-39fbf94d-c9df-49c2-8572-b5d92a2f1870]Chairperson of CAOFA is Canadian---CP get perceived as abuse of power. 
NOAA 25 – The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [June 2025, Conference of the Parties 4 (2025) Final Report, “REPORT FOURTH MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT TO PREVENT UNREGULATED HIGH SEAS FISHERIES IN THE CENTRAL ARCTIC OCEAN”, https://vlab.noaa.gov/web/caofa]//gabe@ADL
The fourth in-person meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP) to the Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean (CAOFA or Agreement) was opened and chaired by the Chairperson of the COP, Mrs. Nadia Bouffard of Canada from June 3-5, 2025, in Tromsø, Norway. The Mayor of Tromsø, Gunnar Wilhelmsen, Norway, welcomed participants.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1f64be04-d738-4e2d-9661-03d169c7f7e4]AT: Hot Lines CP — 2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-ae0140aa-5609-4a85-a424-36acc8f52f0d]1. Perm do both.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-19ad66a8-2d2b-466b-8c40-c2ca734d0b60]2. Perm do the CP.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-07ee1ece-7f96-4ef3-8e13-d9d7067a8384]3. The counterplan fails.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-5c4f8373-9ffd-4850-83de-8d5d4ab026f9]A) Arms control. It has empirically failed and been violated by Russia. 
Pry 19 — Peter Pry, Executive Director of the Task Force on National and Homeland Security, Director of the United States Nuclear Strategy Forum, holds a Ph.D. in History from the State University of New York, 2019 (“The Case Against Arms Control,” Real Clear Defense, June 24th, Available Online at https://www.realcleardefense.com/articles/2019/06/24/the_case_against_arms_control_114528.html, Accessed 07-22-2025)
Arms Control Failures
Before “arms control” it was called the Versailles Treaty, the League of Nations, the Kellogg-Briand Pact (outlawing war), and the Washington and London Naval Treaties.  All of these were violated or exploited by Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan to prepare for their nearly successful bid to win World War II.
Then as now, advocates of appeasement (before World War II “appeasement” was a policy, not a dirty word) went through extraordinary mental gymnastics to deny or justify ignoring “pocket battleships”, submarines, tank armies, air forces, and acts of aggression that violated what today would be called the “international arms control regime”.
During the 1960s and 1970s, the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and then the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaties (SALT I and SALT II) allegedly enshrined the principle of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) for the U.S. and USSR, while supposedly capping numbers of permitted strategic forces, even while allowing modernization.
In reality, the USSR and Russia today never subscribed to U.S. theories about respecting MAD by constraining “destabilizing” offensive and defensive capabilities.  Moscow exploited arms control to constrain the U.S. and gain strategic advantages to prevail in nuclear diplomacy and war. 
For example, President Reagan’s blue-ribbon General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament, in their summary of “A Quarter Century of Soviet Compliance Practices Under Arms Control Commitments: 1958-1983” examined 26 arms control treaties, agreements, and commitments.  The USSR violated all the most important arms control treaties of that era, including:
The ABM Treaty
SALT I
SALT II
Limited Test Ban Treaty
Biological Weapons Convention
Conventional Weapons Convention
Today, 25 years after the publication of the GAC Report Summary, the State Department should declassify the still-classified main report, so policymakers and the public see a full accounting of the failures of arms control during Cold War years 1958-1983.
During the 1980s through today, the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty eliminated an entire class of nuclear weapons.  The Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START and New START), and Presidential Nuclear Initiative (PNI) made deep reductions in strategic and tactical nuclear weapons (mostly on the U.S. side) while permitting modernization (almost entirely on the Russian side).
Now the decades-long experiment in nuclear arms control has failed catastrophically, shredded by Russian cheating:
The INF Treaty is broken by Moscow’s deployment of at least one and possibly four illegal missile types;
The PNI is broken such that Russia now has an advantage in tactical nuclear weapons of at least 10-to-1.
START and New START are broken, according to some astute analysts like Mark Schneider and Stephen Blank, by Russia having possibly thousands of strategic warheads over the allowed limits. (Blank, “Russia’s Military Strategy and Doctrine," Jamestown Foundation, 2019; Schneider, "Does Russia Have 2-to-1 Advantage In Deployed Strategic Nuclear Weapons?” RealClearDefense.com, January 12, 2019)
Most recently, according to the Defense Intelligence Agency, Russia has been cheating on the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty for nearly 30 years, developing new generations of advanced nuclear warheads.
“Convergence” between Washington and Moscow toward mutual trust and a safer more strategically stable world order has not happened, as promised by arms control.  The New Cold War with Russia, China, North Korea, and Iran may well be more dangerous than the old.
Yet the arms control community refuses to face these realities. 
Instead, they criticize the United States for withdrawing from treaties already broken by Russia. They complain about U.S. modernization of its nuclear deterrent, while for years watching Russia’s illegal nuclear build-up in uncomplaining silence.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-051ba047-ab3c-427c-8c0f-aa38294a01f7]B) Diplomatic channels.
Wanis-St. John ND — Anthony Wanis-St. John, Associate Professor of Peace, Human Rights & Cultural Relations at American University, holds a Ph.D. in International Relations from Tufts University’s Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy (“An Assessment of Back Channel Diplomacy: Negotiations Between the Palestinians and Israelis,” American University, Available Online at https://www.american.edu/sis/faculty/upload/wanis-back-channel-working-paper.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2025)
The very qualities that make the pursuit of the back channel appealing must be carefully examined as they may turn into liabilities for the parties. Ultimately the risks of such negotiations may actually prejudice the interests of the parties and, in the long run, endanger the possibility of preserving the very accommodation they seek to achieve in negotiating their differences. Back channel negotiations have several distinct disadvantages. They include: the exclusion of subparties; loss of intraparty cohesion; alienation in the front channel; confusion of signals; sacrificing of interests; and the confirmation of negative images and intentions. Each is considered below:

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6018ce24-5599-4c06-bf47-56529bef5b75]C) Hotlines. They empirically fail and leaders won’t answer.
Logan 16 — David C. Logan, Ph.D. Student in Security Studies at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University, John Parker Compton Memorial Fellow and a Fellow in the Center for International Security Studies at Princeton University, holds an M.A. in Public Affairs from Princeton University, holds a  B.A. in Political Science from Grinnell College, 2016 (“Overconfidence in Confidence Building,” Foreign Affairs, October 6th, Available Online at https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/china/2016-10-06/overconfidence-confidence-building, Accessed 07-22-2025)
In spite of their popularity, such agreements do not always reduce tensions. Hot lines between China and other nations, perhaps the most basic form of a confidence-building measure, have a particularly poor record. In addition to its dedicated line with the former Soviet Union, China has at one time or another established hot lines with Japan, the United States, Vietnam, and South Korea. However, in subsequent crises with those countries, the phone lines were reportedly dead. After North Korea carried out a nuclear test earlier this year, South Korean President Park Geun-hye reportedly tried to reach Chinese President Xi Jinping on the countries’ bilateral hot line for an emergency consultation. Xi apparently declined to answer. In some of the cases, unrelated political disputes led to the complete termination of the hot line. For example, China and Japan had agreed in May 2010 to establish a hot line for managing crises. However, after a September 2010 collision involving a Chinese fishing boat and Japanese coast guard vessels, China, reportedly angered by the Japanese decision to detain the Chinese captain, terminated the hot line. Some Western experts have raised questions about whether China would adhere to confidence-building agreements, and Japanese security analysts have reportedly expressed concerns that while Beijing has shown some willingness to engage with Washington on confidence-building measures, it may be less cooperative with neighboring countries.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-634c80e0-a224-4e62-9048-2e1147acb685]D) Joint military exercises. They are seen as escalatory.
Bernhardt & Sukin 20 — Jordan Bernhardt, National Security Professional, holds a Ph.D. in Political Science and Government from Stanford University, and Lauren Sukin, Assistant Professor of International Relations at the London School of Economics and Political Science, holds a Ph.D. in Political Science form Stanford University, 2020 (“Joint Military Exercises and Crisis Dynamics on the Korean Peninsula,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 65, No. 5, November 25th, Available Online at https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0022002720972180, Accessed 07-22-2025)
States facing threats from JMEs may also want to send warning signals indicating that the costs of continuing the JMEs are high. States can use threatening rhetoric or military activities, such as troop mobilizations or missile tests, to help prevent JMEs that could increase the military capabilities of their adversaries. States can use rhetoric or military activities to manipulate risk for the opposing side (Schelling 1966), which can help in bargaining and deterrence or lead a security provider to question its willingness to aid a protégé. Warnings might, therefore, lead to a reduction in future JMEs or in the cohesion of the opposing alliance. North Korea could hope that its bellicose behavior will threaten the U.S. into abandoning South Korea. We expect that adversaries’ responses to JMEs indicate serious concern about the threat that they think JMEs pose to their security. As a result, we expect a mirrored relationship between the signals of resolve and capabilities on each side of a dispute.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-94b9c6d8-41b5-48f0-b597-d47f70d438b3]===AFF AT K===
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d35ebf60-acf4-4a94-a2f1-aeedb02d177e]K – Capitalism
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4c019099-fbe6-45b2-be75-caac69a62d27]2AC—AT: Cap K 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-d08c91bf-83d2-4835-9e52-7254f9ae97fc]Try or die for Chinese growth models to go global. The alt can’t do that---that’s Qiang
For Reference:
At this critical phase of China’s economic transformation, the unsustainable extensive growth model applied by traditional productive forces, which depends on substantial inputs of production factors such as land, labor, and energy resources for economic gains, has resulted in drawbacks such as resource depletion and environmental degradation. Furthermore, it has proven insufficient to address intricate international challenges, thereby hindering the enhancement of economic resilience [6]. Against this background, in September 2023, General Secretary Xi Jinping said “in order to integrate scientific and technological innovation resources, to take the lead in the development of strategic emerging industries and future industries, and to speed up the construction of new quality productive forces” during his visit to Heilongjiang, China [7]. At the second session of the 14th National People’s Congress held in Beijing, the proposal of “striving to modernize the industrial system and developing new quality productive forces at a faster pace” was put forward, marking the first time that “new quality productive forces” was formally included in the government’s work report in March 2024 [8]. New quality productive forces prioritize the function of new types of productive factors in economic progress, emphasizing the enhancement of both the quantity and quality of production factors through scientific and technological innovation as a means to attain the high-quality development of the economy [9]. Since the concept of new quality productive forces was first proposed, it has been widely discussed in academia. New quality productive forces is a political and economic term with Chinese characteristics. It represents China’s revised comprehension of productive forces, informed by the technological revolution and significant transformations in production methods in the 21st century. It is an innovative benchmark for the development of productive forces in the context of Chinese-style modernization [10,11].
According to Marxist philosophy and methodology, General Secretary Xi Jinping pointed out that “it is crucial to firmly grasp the primary task of high-quality development and adaptively promote new quality productive forces according to local conditions” [9,12]. China is a major maritime nation that has about 3 million square kilometers of claimed waters and more than 18,000 km of continental coastline. Under the current background of building China into a strong maritime nation, accelerating the development of MNQPFs according to local conditions is expected to create a new engine for the development of the marine economy, and is of great significance for improving the sustainable development capacity of the marine economy and achieving the high-quality development of the Chinese economy [13,14]. Marine new quality productive forces (MNQPFs) represent an essential aspect in the adaptive development of new productive forces according to local conditions, facilitating the transformation and enhancement of industrial structures and production methodologies within the marine economy, while simultaneously presenting new opportunities and challenges for bolstering marine economic resilience in coastal areas [15].
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8073debc-8549-4ae0-9b6a-0012a60267bd]Empirics go aff. Panel data from 14 years conclude positive resilience.---that’s Qiang 
For Reference: 
The development of marine new quality productive forces and the enhancement of marine economic resilience are critical strategies for cultivating new drivers and advantages for high-quality and sustainable development in the marine sector. In order to deeply explore the relationship between these two constructs, this study selected panel data from 11 coastal provinces from 2007 to 2021 to construct an indicator system for MNQPFs and marine economic resilience, conducted scientific calculations and analysis, and, finally, used a two-way fixed effect model for empirical analysis and the instrumental variable method for robustness testing. The key findings are as follows: (1) The level of marine new quality productive forces (MNQPFs) in coastal areas demonstrates considerable spatial variability. The spatial distribution of MNQPF levels in the Bohai Sea and South China Sea regions is similar, whereas the levels in the Yellow Sea and East China Sea region demonstrate better balance. (2) A regional analysis of marine economic resilience indicates that the Bohai Sea region demonstrates a weak development trend and the South China Sea region demonstrates an unbalanced development trend, while the Yellow Sea and East China Sea region demonstrates a favorable development trend. (3) MNQPFs significantly improve marine economic resilience, including both its resistance and evolution abilities; the positive impact of marine new quality productive forces on the marine economic resilience’s recovery ability exhibits a time lag effect. (4) Heterogeneous results demonstrate that the positive impact of MNQPFs on marine economic resilience varies according to the level of marine economic development in different coastal areas, with a more significant promoting effect in less developed areas. Therefore, adaptively accelerating the development of marine new quality productive forces according to local conditions by effectively utilizing the unique resource endowments of each coastal area is essential for continuously strengthening marine economic resilience. This study can enrich research in the field of marine economics and provide references for marine economic development in coastal areas.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c0c85cbd-7991-401f-aa93-3c517be95023]Framework. Evaluate the plan versus the status quo or a competitive alternative based on text and function. Anything else goes beyond the resolution and is inherently unpredictable which decks fairness and clash by letting the NEG choose the metrics of the debate.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-b25b3019-c75b-4905-ae67-694a1831fff8] Perm do both. If the alt can overcome the status quo, it can overcome the plan. Force them to articulate why the plan makes the alt less effective.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-a08ffec7-7b6a-4905-b598-19ef150dbd5e]Private actor fiat is a voter. Unpredictable. 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-1328026a-b1cd-4641-a08a-06222132b5ea]Reject utopian alts ---impossible to debate perfection; we’d always lose! 


[bookmark: pmd-heading-cf3d7b03-c0cc-4278-a498-018e59d1b2ad]The alt needs to feed 3 billion people. 
Molly Masterton, Senior Attorney, 6-3-2025, "Combating Illegal Fishing and Leveling the Playing Field for Our Nation’s Fisheries: Opportunities for U.S. Leadership", NRDC, https://www.nrdc.org/bio/molly-masterton/combating-illegal-fishing-and-leveling-playing-field-our-nations-fisheries, Gabe@ADL]
Seafood and fishing are mainstays of coastal economies all over the world, and they are a major source of dietary ️‍️protein ️‍️ for more than three billion people, including many of the world’s poorest and most vulnerable communities. Illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing—estimated to account for one-third of global catch—plays a uniquely harmful role in degrading ocean ecosystems, depleting fish populations, and distorting seafood markets. These practices globally are propped up by human rights abuses at sea and in the seafood processing sector. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a4c74bbd-7bcd-4676-a428-86f532cf4aed]
Vague alts are a voter --- its neg conditionality --- it spikes our DA’s to the alt so we can’t test their educational model.  

[bookmark: pmd-heading-0961a13e-0cad-4781-8416-cba18affe786]The alt stops space col. Extinction.
Marko Kovic 19. Co-founder president of the Zurich Institute of Public Affairs Research. “The future of energy: Energy prospects for a budding inter-planetary civilization.” The Zurich Institute of Public Affairs Research, March 2019. https://osf.io/preprints/socarxiv/aswz9/download.
Ideally, the mitigation of climate risks will coincide with and contribute to the development of improved or even entirely novel sources of energy that will increase the long--term chances of humankind’s survival by means of space colonization. This is not an unrealistic expectation, given that the mitigation of climate risks consists, to a large degree, of replacing fossil fuels with other, less harmful sources of energy. However, some climate change mitigation strategies might actually harm the long--term prospects of humankind.
First, it is possible that dominant climate change mitigation strategies will actively exclude any form of nuclear energy from the repertoire of climate--friendly energy sources. Existing and experimental (molten salt) fission reactors could play a significant role in replacing carbon--heavy energy sources, but pro--environmental attitudes often overlap with anti--nuclear sentiments [65]. As a result, and in combination with other problems such as large--scale market failures of existing  fission reactors (one of the reasons being that generating electricity from fossil fuels is cheaper) [66], nuclear  fission does not currently have significant standing as a “cleantech” contribution to climate change mitigation. From a long--term perspective, an unfavorable view of nuclear energy in the context of climate change might mean that technological progress in the areas of nuclear  fission and fusion might come to a halt (for example, due to explicit bans or implicit disincentives). If such a scenario came to be, our attempts at colonizing space would almost certainly fail: There are currently no alternatives to fission and fusion, and it is highly improbable that Solar power alone could suffice for sustaining extraterrestrial habitats.
Second, there is some probability that climate change mitigation strategies will change the social order towards a degrowth philosophy. Degrowth is a vague socio--economic concept and social movement that, in general, calls for a contraction of the global and national economies by means of lower production and consumption rates, and, to some degree, to more profound changes to the “capitalist” system of economic production [67]. Degrowth or degrowth--like approaches are being actively considered as climate risk mitigation strategies [68, 69], and degrowth would almost certainly be a highly effective measure for mitigating climate change. After all, if we were to drastically reduce or even completely eliminate the (industrial) sources of greenhouse gases, the amount of greenhouse gases that are being emitted would accordingly drastically sink. From the long--term perspective of humankind’s survival, degrowth is problematic in at least two ways. First, there is a risk that the general contraction of economic activity would also slow or eliminate progress in the domain of energy, which would, in turn, reduce the probability of successful space colonization due to an absence of suitable energy sources. Second, and more fundamental: If degrowth were to become a dominant societal paradigm, it is uncertain whether the long--term survival of humankind by means of space colonization would be regarded a desirable goal. In a literal sense, establishing extraterrestrial colonies would mean growth; the size of the total human population would grow, and the area of space--time that humans occupy would grow.
In a more philosophical sense, degrowth might even be antithetical to space colonization. Even though both degrowth and space colonization have a similar moral goal -- increasing wellbeing -- , the ends to that goal are very different. Within degrowth philosophy, the goal is, metaphorically speaking, not to “live beyond our means”: We should strive for “ecological balance”, and such a state should increase the average wellbeing. But the frame of reference is the status quo; Earth and humankind as we know it today. Space colonization, on the other hand, operates with a much larger frame of reference: All the future generations of humans (and other sentient beings) who could enjoy wellbeing if we succeed in colonizing space -- and who will categorically be denied that wellbeing if we fail to colonize space [70]. The goal of space colonization as a moral project is not to live beyond our means, but to actively redefine and expand what our means are through scientific and technological progress.


[bookmark: pmd-heading-8d093233-8490-4d7d-91fa-187bd9d7c058]1AR—Qiang 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1714960d-5b6a-47d9-94ab-e66e75d47c1a]It’s a game changer. 
Qiang et al 25 [Qiang Gao, Zixin Feng & Kuang Li --- College of Management, Ocean University of China, Qingdao 266100, China, 03 April 2025, MPDI, “Research on the Impact of Marine New Quality Productive Forces on Marine Economic Resilience: A Case Study of 11 Coastal Provinces and Cities in China”, Sustainability 2025, 17(10), 4457; https://doi.org/10.3390/su17104457, gabe@ADL]
2.1. Marine New Quality Productive Forces
Productive forces prove to be the most potent and transformative driver of societal advancement. It constitutes a dynamic, continuously evolving process, continuously reshaped by significant technological advancements and the shifting phases of human interaction with the natural world, including utilization, transformation, and harmonious coexistence. This evolution is concretely observed in the leap of productivity from old to new quality, and from low to high quality [26,27]. At present, the Chinese economy finds itself at a critical juncture in its structural transformation and upgrading from extensive resource-intensive development to sustainable and high-quality development, and the new quality productive forces arise as an unavoidable consequence of the ongoing optimization and adaptation of traditional productive forces alongside China’s economic progress. In January 2024, during the 11th collective study of the Political Bureau of the CPC Central Committee, General Secretary Xi Jinping offered a comprehensive interpretation of the connotation of the new quality productive forces: the new quality productive forces represent an advanced productivity state in which innovation plays a leading role and discards the traditional mode of economic growth and the productivity development path. It is reflected by the characteristics of high technological advancement, high efficiency, and high quality, and aligns with the new development concept. According to General Secretary Xi Jinping’s interpretation of new quality productive forces, the Political Bureau of the Communist Party of China Central Committee has authoritatively and completely defined new quality productive forces as the advanced state of productive forces brought about by revolutionary technological breakthroughs, the innovative allocation of production factors, and in-depth industrial transformation and upgrading. The basic connotation is the leap forward in the optimization of the combination of workers, means of production, and objects of production [28].
The marine economy represents a critical pillar of China’s economy as well as an important opportunity to achieve the high-quality development of China’s economy [29]. Accordingly, as a vital part of the new quality productive forces system, MNQPFs can offer new momentum and new advantages for developing marine economy, protecting the marine environment, and stepping up efforts to build China into a strong maritime nation.
In accordance with General Secretary Xi Jinping’s exposition on new quality productive forces and the definition of new quality productive forces by the Political Bureau of the Communist Party of China Central Committee, this study defines MNQPFs as an advanced and sustainable productive force that is born out of the goal of harmonious coexistence between humans and the ocean and a coordinated win–win between the economy and ecology, with technological innovation in the marine industry leading to improved production efficiency, the innovative allocation of marine production factors to reduce resource waste, and the in-depth transformation and upgrading of the marine industry to reduce damage to the marine ecological environment.
Kritiks
[bookmark: pmd-heading-bf640998-fb70-493c-8156-4c0a8827a0ae]AT: Capitalism K---2AC
---capitalist innovation is good; when you have a socialist economy, government labs would be less efficient (private firms more efficient) because instead of people based on risk and incentive to do great and crazy things, people work for paychecks directed by governments who don’t know how much need there is for anything in a given time. Especially with AI where there are a bunch of small companies competing to create new and innovative technologoies, any one of them can become the new idea to solve human problems. That sounds terrible. (2 minutes of 1NC CX on the alt---ask them about the basic structure of the economy [e.g. how do people get assigned jobs? Do people get paid differently? How differently? Do you just have minimum wage? Or are they all equal?]; the alt will either be too close to cap and not solve warming, or it’ll be something that sounds silly)  1) risk; 2) markets are better at allocating efficiently

1980s NY Central Park---ask govt to eradicate nuclear arsenal (protests were global); 88% reduction of nuclear arsenal

We publicize things that have social good (e.g. energy industry, healthcare industry, insurance, education, etc).
How much money 
Private firms
What doesn’t get publicized?
Google’s social-good-related initiatives would be publicized

Technologies today allow us to distribute much more efficiently than the Soviet Union did

Trickled down and had spillover effects—proves that government innovation can be successful (in the US); USSR failed for other reasons

[bookmark: pmd-heading-d46da647-c0c1-42c5-a5cc-b2e9a3111a22]1. Framework. Evaluate the plan versus the status quo or a competitive alternative based on text and function. Anything else goes beyond the resolution and is inherently unpredictable which decks fairness and clash by letting the NEG choose the metrics of the debate.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5cfa3fa7-8ab3-425b-9159-967cd70b30ab]2. Plan solves. Inventive AI expedites a clean energy revolution. That’s Lacey.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-943d61b5-a57c-4762-8eaf-d27929199497]AI ends resource scarcity.
Celine Herweijer 18. PhD in Climate Modeling and Policy from Columbia University, MA in Earth and Environmental Sciences from Columbia University, BSc in Environmental Geoscience from The University of Edinburgh, Group Chief Sustainability Officer. “8 Ways AI Can Help Save The Planet.” World Economic Forum, 24 January 2018. https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2018/01/8-ways-ai-can-help-save-the-planet/.
The challenge, however, goes beyond guiding “human friendly AI” to ensuring “Earth friendly AI”. As the scale and urgency of the economic and human health impacts from our deteriorating natural environment grows, we have an opportunity to look at how AI can help transform traditional sectors and systems to address climate change, deliver food and water security, build sustainable cities, and protect biodiversity and human wellbeing.
To this end, in a new Forum-PwC report launched at Davos this year, we showcase the significant opportunity to harness AI for the Earth. Here we outline eight of the identified “game changer” AI applications to address this planet’s challenges:
1. Autonomous and connected electric vehicles
AI-guided autonomous vehicles (AVs) will enable a transition to mobility on-demand over the coming years and decades. Substantial greenhouse gas reductions for urban transport can be unlocked through route and traffic optimisation, eco-driving algorithms, programmed “platooning” of cars to traffic, and autonomous ride-sharing services. Electric AV fleets will be critical to deliver real gains.
2. Distributed energy grids
AI can enhance the predictability of demand and supply for renewables across a distributed grid, improve energy storage, efficiency and load management, assist in the integration and reliability of renewables and enable dynamic pricing and trading, creating market incentives.
3. Smart agriculture and food systems
AI-augmented agriculture involves automated data collection, decision-making and corrective actions via robotics to allow early detection of crop diseases and issues, to provide timed nutrition to livestock, and generally to optimise agricultural inputs and returns based on supply and demand. This promises to increase the resource efficiency of the agriculture industry, lowering the use of water, fertilisers and pesticides which cause damage to important ecosystems, and increase resilience to climate extremes.
4. Next generation weather and climate prediction
A new field of “Climate Informatics” is blossoming that uses AI to fundamentally transform weather forecasting and improve our understanding of the effects of climate change. This field traditionally requires high performance energy-intensive computing, but deep-learning networks can allow computers to run much faster and incorporate more complexity of the ‘real-world’ system into the calculations.
In just over a decade, computational power and advances in AI will enable home computers to have as much power as today’s supercomputers, lowering the cost of research, boosting scientific productivity and accelerating discoveries. AI techniques may also help correct biases in models, extract the most relevant data to avoid data degradation, predict extreme events and be used for impacts modelling.
5. Smart disaster response
AI can analyse simulations and real-time data (including social media data) of weather events and disasters in a region to seek out vulnerabilities and enhance disaster preparation, provide early warning, and prioritise response through coordination of emergency information capabilities. Deep reinforcement learning may one day be integrated into disaster simulations to determine optimal response strategies, similar to the way AI is currently being used to identify the best move in games like AlphaGo.
6. AI-designed intelligent, connected and livable cities
AI could be used to simulate and automate the generation of zoning laws, building ordinances and floodplains, combined with augmented and virtual reality (AR and VR). Real-time city-wide data on energy, water consumption and availability, traffic flows, people flows, and weather could create an “urban dashboard” to optimise urban sustainability.
7. A transparent digital Earth
A real-time, open API, AI-infused, digital geospatial dashboard for the planet would enable the monitoring, modelling and management of environmental systems at a scale and speed never before possible – from tackling illegal deforestation, water extraction, fishing and poaching, to air pollution, natural disaster response and smart agriculture.
8. Reinforcement learning for Earth sciences breakthroughs
This nascent AI technique – which requires no input data, substantially less computing power, and in which the evolutionary-like AI learns from itself – could soon evolve to enable its application to real-world problems in the natural sciences. Collaboration with Earth scientists to identify the systems – from climate science, materials science, biology, and other areas – which can be codified to apply reinforcement learning for scientific progress and discovery is vital. For example, DeepMind co-founder, Demis Hassabis, has suggested that in materials science, a descendant of AlphaGo Zero could be used to search for a room temperature superconductor – a hypothetical substance that allows for incredibly efficient energy systems.
To conclude, we live in exciting times. It is now possible to tackle some of the world’s biggest problems with emerging technologies such as AI. It’s time to put AI to work for the planet.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4d2c3f6d-b3c7-4492-a174-80b13524d0a1]3. Case is a DA to the alt. Slowing down innovation would cede tech leadership to China which causes transition wars and authoritarian AI.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-eafc53a3-ab3a-432a-8904-8117434c9d49]4. Perm do both. If the alt can overcome the status quo, it can overcome the plan. Force them to articulate why the plan makes the alt less effective.
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Allison Schrager 20. PhD in Economics from Columbia University, Senior Fellow at the Manhattan Institute. "Why Socialism Won't Work." Foreign Policy, Winter 2020. https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/01/15/socialism-wont-work-capitalism-still-best/.
ONE REASON TO TRUST MARKETS is that they are better at setting prices than people. If you set prices too high, many a socialist government has found, citizens will be needlessly deprived of goods. Set them too low, and there will be excessive demand and ensuing shortages. This is true for all goods, including health care and labor. And there is little reason to believe that the next batch of socialists in Washington or London would be any better at setting prices than their predecessors. In fact, government-run health care systems in Canada and European countries are plagued by long wait times. A 2018 Fraser Institute study cites a median wait time of 19.8 weeks to see a specialist physician in Canada. Socialists may argue that is a small price to pay for universal access, but a market-based approach can deliver both coverage and responsive service. A full government takeover isn't the only option, nor is it the best one.
Beyond that, markets are also good at rationing risk. Fundamentally, socialists would like to reduce risk--protect workers from any personal or economywide shock. That is a noble goal, and some reduction through better functioning safety nets is desirable. But getting rid of all uncertainty--as state ownership of most industries would imply--is a bad idea. Risk is what fuels growth. People who take more chances tend to reap bigger rewards; that's why the top nine names on the Forbes 400 list of the richest Americans are not heirs to family dynasties but are self-made entrepreneurs who took a leap to build new products and created many jobs in the process.
Some leftist economists like Mariana Mazzucato argue that governments might be able to step in and become laboratories for innovation. But that would be a historical anomaly; socialist-leaning governments have typically been less innovative than others. After all, bureaucrats and worker-corporate boards have little incentive to upset the status quo or compete to build a better widget. And even when government programs have spurred innovation--as in the case of the internet--it took the private sector to recognize the value and create a market.
And that brings us to a third reason to believe in markets; productivity. Some economists, such as Robert Gordon, have looked to today's economic problems and suggested that productivity growth--the engine that fueled so much of the progress of the last several decades--is over. In this telling, the resources, products, and systems that underpin the world's economy are all optimized, and little further progress is possible.
But that is hard to square with reality. Innovation helps economies do more with fewer resources--increasingly critical to addressing climate change, for example--which is a form of productivity growth. And likewise, many of the products and technologies people rely on every day did not exist a few years ago. These goods make inaccessible services more available and are changing the nature of work, often for the better. Such gains are made possible by capitalist systems that encourage invention and growing the pie, not by socialist systems that are more concerned with how the existing pie is cut. It is far too soon, in other words, to write off productivity.
Here, it is worth considering the lessons of a previous productivity boom: the Industrial Revolution. As the economist Joel Mokyr has shown, it took new innovations like the steam engine more than 100 years to appear in productivity estimates. The same could be happening today with smartphones and the internet. Meanwhile, even as that upheaval transformed the human experience, creating a more comfortable existence for most everyone, it was also messy and disruptive. The early part of that innovative cycle--like others since--displaced existing workers while the gains flowed to the owners of capital first, causing social instability.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-4c2c7ec0-a24d-4c69-bbcb-d89e18dee08b]6. Alt fails. The system is locked in.
Jeffrey C. Isaac 19. James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science at Indiana University, Bloomington. “Beyond Trump? A critique of Nancy Fraser’s call for a new left hegemony.” Philosophy & Social Criticism, Vol. 45, Issue 9-10, 29 October 2019. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0191453719872293?casa_token=VBpJoI2RiRwAAAAA:JTGXXIhyXZ6aIsQvu5o-wPGscsfBIT4YONfqyFM6ehth9OcHfzkS_WWIkbFLueH5Nz9c7JShstg9.
Reliance on a new Labour Metaphysic At the core of Fraser’s strategy is the working class. ‘Rallying major segments of the entire working class’, she writes, ‘this strategy could conceivably win’. A lot here rests on the meaning of ‘conceivably’. But more rests on the notion that there exists an ‘entire working class’ that is ripe for new forms of radical left organizing. In her account of the economic conditions of the current crisis, she places particular attention on these things: ‘the metastasization of finance; the proliferation of precarious service-sector McJobs; ballooning consumer debt to enable the purchase of cheap stuff produced elsewhere’. But she doesn’t engage, in a serious way, the links between these things and the development of ‘post-Fordist’ forms of flexible accumulation that have dramatically transformed the entire social landscape. ‘Precarious service sector McJobs’ are increasingly prevalent in the emerging ‘gig economy’. And while the terms of employment are typically egregiously unfair, and while fewer and fewer workers are covered by longterm contracts that include retirement and health benefits, in a sociological sense the very conditions of work are in many ways atomizing. We no longer live in the industrial society of Marx and Engels, of Debs or of Walter Reuther, where the social character of labour was ever present, labour was for most people the defining human experience and the workplace was a site of real interaction, social solidarity and political mobilization. The ‘ballooning consumer debt to enable the purchase of cheap stuff produced elsewhere’ is linked to mass consumerism, and indeed to increasingly personalized and online forms of consumption, which constitute for most people a way of life. These conditions are obviously linked to the dramatic decline of unions and to the even more dramatic decline of the discourse of ‘the labour movement’. Labour is instead very divided; largely disorganized; and far from constituting a movement of its own, much less being the core of a broader ‘counter-hegemonic’ project of social transformation. None of this gainsays the importance of genuinely important union organizing drives (among janitors, or graduate students, or fast food workers) or so-called ‘alt-labor’ initiatives, or ‘fight for $15’, or the importance of supporting efforts to reform labour law and make union organizing easier.7 These things are important, and progressive liberals, and the Democratic Party, have paid too little attention to these things for too long. And that is the real importance of the Bernie Sanders candidacy and of the ascendancy of Elizabeth Warren within the party. But it is one thing to say that the struggle for economic justice is important. It is another thing to insist that they are most important, and to downplay the economic and political importance of ‘flexible’ transformations of capitalism which cannot be turned back, and to imagine that somehow there can be mobilized and organized a mass movement centred on labour and on ‘the working class’. Where such a strategy to be successful, it could ‘conceivably win’. But that is almost a tautology. And the chances of such a strategy succeeding are exceedingly slim. Fraser’s a turning toward to its success thus sound less like ‘materialist analysis’ and more like the conception of left politics advanced by French philosopher Alain Badiou: ‘A politics is a hazardous, militant and always partially undivided fidelity to eventual singularity under a solely self-authorizing prescription’. What about political parties? As is well known, Gramsci’s entire approach to ‘hegemony’ and ‘war of position’ was linked to his belief that the Italian Communist Party was ‘the modern Prince’. In this regard, Gramsci was one with both Lenin and Kautsky and indeed with a long tradition of Marxist thinking about left politics. Perhaps the most striking thing about Fraser’s essay espousing the ‘beyond’ of a new ‘progressive populism’ is that it says nothing about left party politics at all. Consistent with some of Fraser’s other recent discussions, cited above, the essay does indicate that the Republican and Democratic Parties both represent forms of neoliberalism that are predatory, unstable and outmoded. But Fraser does not say anything about how the ‘counter-hegemonic bloc’ she prescribes – which is essentially a coalition of social forces ‘led’ by the working class – will take a party form, or will relate to the existing parties, or will work towards achieving some kind of political influence much less governing power. The closest she comes is her statement, in her penultimate paragraph, that ‘the sort of change we require can only come from elsewhere, from a project that is at the very least anti-neoliberal, if not anti-capitalist’. But she offers no word on from where this might come, or how it might proceed. This is a stunning lacuna in the piece. Now, she might perhaps reply that it follows from what she has already argued that both major US parties are mere shells of effective political parties. And indeed, such a statement would be true. But hollowed out political parties are still political parties. And in the US political system, the paradigm case of a ‘twoparty system’, the existing parties possess extraordinary mobilizations of bias in their favour, in spite of their real deficiencies. On rare occasions in American history, a national party has been either destroyed (the Whig Party) or dramatically reconfigured (the Democrats after WWII). Such reconfigurations and realignments are surely possible, if rare. And at certain rare moments, such realignments can be fuelled by the emergence and activism of ‘third parties’ or smaller parties that are capable of running candidates at local levels, or participating in ‘fusion’ or cross-ballot endorsements, or sometimes, or, rarely, in winning a substantial number of popular votes – but never enough to obtain an Electoral College victory in a Presidential election. These are no doubt very complicated questions, and there are indeed serious debates going on within Democratic Socialists of America – which is not a party – and elsewhere on the US left about what this means for left participation in party politics. There might be a long-term strategy beyond the current two parties worth pursuing, though I am sceptical, and Fraser offers little reason for anything but scepticism. But even then, there remains the question of what to do now. Fraser’s view from ‘elsewhere’ seems to recommend either abstention from electoral politics, at least at the national level, or support for ‘third-party’ candidates such as the Green Party’s Jill Stein, whose likely effect is the effect it had in 2016 – to maximize the electoral chances of the so-called ‘hyper-reactionary neoliberals’ represented by Trumpism. (Note: A European friend has pointed out to me that even in Europe Green Parties have grown haltingly and over time, and that it would be wrong to offer political judgements based on a single election. This seems true to me. But the American two-party context is distinctive, and in the United States the Greens, which have been around for decades, have never been a serious electoral force, especially in national politics, though their two most significant candidates, Ralph Nader in 2000 and Stein in 2016, helped to ‘spoil’ national Presidential elections. But that is my own political judgement. It might be possible to make a strong, theoretically grounded argument on behalf of the claim that the Jill Stein-Green Party represents the core of a new ‘counter-hegemonic bloc’. But Fraser does not make this claim, or offer any serious analysis of parties.) It is hard to take seriously, especially in retrospect, the view there really is no difference worth fighting for between the ‘progressive neoliberalism’ of the Democrats and the Republican Party of Trump. Liberal ‘diversity’ and ‘meritocratic individualism’ versus exultant sexism, racism and xenophobia; the Affordable Care Act versus unregulated health care markets; environmental regulation and civil rights enforcement staffed by professionals versus the gutting of federal bureaucracies through malign neglect. These differences matter politically. Some of them matter a lot. ‘A plague on both your houses’ is a questionable ethical stance. But it is an utterly irresponsible political stance in a two-party system.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-60ce535e-5c79-4f28-951c-603f2fc25ec9]7. The alt stops space col. Extinction.
Marko Kovic 19. Co-founder president of the Zurich Institute of Public Affairs Research. “The future of energy: Energy prospects for a budding inter-planetary civilization.” The Zurich Institute of Public Affairs Research, March 2019. https://osf.io/preprints/socarxiv/aswz9/download.
Ideally, the mitigation of climate risks will coincide with and contribute to the development of improved or even entirely novel sources of energy that will increase the long--term chances of humankind’s survival by means of space colonization. This is not an unrealistic expectation, given that the mitigation of climate risks consists, to a large degree, of replacing fossil fuels with other, less harmful sources of energy. However, some climate change mitigation strategies might actually harm the long--term prospects of humankind.
First, it is possible that dominant climate change mitigation strategies will actively exclude any form of nuclear energy from the repertoire of climate--friendly energy sources. Existing and experimental (molten salt) fission reactors could play a significant role in replacing carbon--heavy energy sources, but pro--environmental attitudes often overlap with anti--nuclear sentiments [65]. As a result, and in combination with other problems such as large--scale market failures of existing  fission reactors (one of the reasons being that generating electricity from fossil fuels is cheaper) [66], nuclear  fission does not currently have significant standing as a “cleantech” contribution to climate change mitigation. From a long--term perspective, an unfavorable view of nuclear energy in the context of climate change might mean that technological progress in the areas of nuclear  fission and fusion might come to a halt (for example, due to explicit bans or implicit disincentives). If such a scenario came to be, our attempts at colonizing space would almost certainly fail: There are currently no alternatives to fission and fusion, and it is highly improbable that Solar power alone could suffice for sustaining extraterrestrial habitats.
Second, there is some probability that climate change mitigation strategies will change the social order towards a degrowth philosophy. Degrowth is a vague socio--economic concept and social movement that, in general, calls for a contraction of the global and national economies by means of lower production and consumption rates, and, to some degree, to more profound changes to the “capitalist” system of economic production [67]. Degrowth or degrowth--like approaches are being actively considered as climate risk mitigation strategies [68, 69], and degrowth would almost certainly be a highly effective measure for mitigating climate change. After all, if we were to drastically reduce or even completely eliminate the (industrial) sources of greenhouse gases, the amount of greenhouse gases that are being emitted would accordingly drastically sink. From the long--term perspective of humankind’s survival, degrowth is problematic in at least two ways. First, there is a risk that the general contraction of economic activity would also slow or eliminate progress in the domain of energy, which would, in turn, reduce the probability of successful space colonization due to an absence of suitable energy sources. Second, and more fundamental: If degrowth were to become a dominant societal paradigm, it is uncertain whether the long--term survival of humankind by means of space colonization would be regarded a desirable goal. In a literal sense, establishing extraterrestrial colonies would mean growth; the size of the total human population would grow, and the area of space--time that humans occupy would grow.
In a more philosophical sense, degrowth might even be antithetical to space colonization. Even though both degrowth and space colonization have a similar moral goal -- increasing wellbeing -- , the ends to that goal are very different. Within degrowth philosophy, the goal is, metaphorically speaking, not to “live beyond our means”: We should strive for “ecological balance”, and such a state should increase the average wellbeing. But the frame of reference is the status quo; Earth and humankind as we know it today. Space colonization, on the other hand, operates with a much larger frame of reference: All the future generations of humans (and other sentient beings) who could enjoy wellbeing if we succeed in colonizing space -- and who will categorically be denied that wellbeing if we fail to colonize space [70]. The goal of space colonization as a moral project is not to live beyond our means, but to actively redefine and expand what our means are through scientific and technological progress.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-65bee8c3-3b10-4a8d-828a-0ba3705fd94b]XT---AFF Solves---1AR
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Asafu-Adjaye et al 15. John Asafu-Adjaye, Associate professor of economics at the University of Queensland in Brisbane, Australia. “An Ecomodernist Manifesto.” Ecomodernism, April 2015. https://www.ecomodernism.org/manifesto-english.
High-efficiency solar cells produced from earth-abundant materials are an exception and have the potential to provide many tens of terawatts on a few percent of the Earth’s surface. Present-day solar technologies will require substantial innovation to meet this standard and the development of cheap energy storage technologies that are capable of dealing with highly variable energy generation at large scales.
Nuclear fission today represents the only present-day zero-carbon technology with the demonstrated ability to meet most, if not all, of the energy demands of a modern economy. However, a variety of social, economic, and institutional challenges make deployment of present-day nuclear technologies at scales necessary to achieve significant climate mitigation unlikely. A new generation of nuclear technologies that are safer and cheaper will likely be necessary for nuclear energy to meet its full potential as a critical climate mitigation technology.
In the long run, next-generation solar, advanced nuclear fission, and nuclear fusion represent the most plausible pathways toward the joint goals of climate stabilization and radical decoupling of humans from nature. If the history of energy transitions is any guide, however, that transition will take time. During that transition, other energy technologies can provide important social and environmental benefits. Hydroelectric dams, for example, may be a cheap source of low-carbon power for poor nations even though their land and water footprint is relatively large. Fossil fuels with carbon capture and storage can likewise provide substantial environmental benefits over current fossil or biomass energies.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-906c5cab-bb42-4592-848b-97405a3eb3b7]XT---UQ---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-2ebc7db6-2230-4566-9eb0-89332bdd38b8]Competitive capitalism solves sustainability.
Shi-Ling Hsu 21. D'Alemberte Professor of Law and Associate Dean for Environmental Programs at the Florida State University College of Law. “1 Introduction.” In Capitalism and the Environment: A Proposal to Save the Planet, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020).
Differences in degree are masked by a simple capitalism-versus-socialism dichotomy. Nevertheless, this book takes up this debate on these simplified terms, and with respect to only one question, but one of existential importance to humankind: How will human civilization right its horribly, tragically errant relationship with the planet it inhabits? Climate change, water pollution by nutrients, plastics, and hydrocarbons, the vast transformation of large landscapes, and the assault of industrial chemicals about which we know virtually nothing, head up a long list of ways in which human civilization faces colossal upheaval, a comeuppance of a longstanding disregard for the environmental consequences of human activity. Earth itself will support some lifeforms indefinitely, but the range of climatic and environmental conditions in which humans can thrive is limited. Humankind is now threatening the planet’s ability to support humankind. What will save us from ourselves? For better or for worse, it will be capitalism that saves us. That may seem like a strange assertion to some. Activists, scholars, researchers, interested citizens, and maybe even politicians that have been concerned with environmental issues may be surprised, and some chagrined, to hear such a thing, given how much damage capitalist economies have already done to the global environment. Not only that, some prominent capitalists continue to get in the way of environmental regulation and reform. It seems Pollyannaish to suggest that capitalism can turn around and start doing the opposite of what it’s been doing for well over a century. But that simplistic view misses the wide varieties of ways in which capitalism works and the infinite number of goals that capitalists pursue (it is not just profit). Capitalism is not a monolith. Capitalism can exist in authoritarian states such as China, in libertarian states such as the United States, and in social democratic states such as the Scandinavian countries. In this variety of governments, cultures, and ideologies, capitalism has clearly held sway as the preferred method of economic governance, even as it faces different limits in different countries. In this hour of global environmental crisis, capitalism is the only way to quickly enough marshal the human, financial, and material resources necessary to right the direction of a huge, ponderous ship: a global economy powered by fossil fuels and trillions of dollars of polluting capital. If there is something that can fix this broken form of capitalism, it is capitalism. Capitalism, like socialism, is difficult to define and frequently misunderstood. By “capitalism” I mean a form of economic governance with decentralized decisionmaking through prices, explicit or implicit, which govern a system in which not only is there free trading in markets, but free movement of factors of production. Money, labor, and other useful inputs (including environmental ones) are all factors of production, and capitalism requires that the owners of these factors of production be free to deploy them in whatever venture they choose. There are limits, of course. Slavery is forbidden, so there is no price on human bondage. But capitalism often means that the most profitable venture finds itself with the most useful factors of production, and competitors fall away, even fail. This is an oversimplification, and I undertake a lengthier discussion in Chapter 2. Importantly, capitalism is not the absence of law or government, nor even a widely held illusion that government is “neutral” with respect to values, and that it can simply “call balls and strikes” like an impartial umpire in a baseball game. Capitalism embodies bundles of values that vary from country to country. This book suggests only elevating one: protection and restoration of the global environment. It is a far-reaching value because humankind has fouled its own nest in so many ways in so many countries and cultures. But it is a momentous one, because the whole of humankind is now at risk of descending into greatly diminished, and possibly some post-apocalyptic, existence. Whatever diverse meanings people may place on “capitalism” and on “human civilization,” it is now a clear and present danger that the global environment may deteriorate enough to make both of these things difficult to sustain in a recognizable form. That dark future may be nearer than we would like to believe. The way that capitalism is practiced must change, of course. It has been profitable to externalize environmental harms onto the planet and the rest of society. That is not only a human and planetary tragedy, but it is an anathema to capitalism. At a minimum, a healthy capitalist economy would count and value the vast forms of ecosystem services provided to many productive, profit-making enterprises. Clean air and water are not only vital to a healthy and productive population of human workers, but also as inputs to many industrial processes. But a healthy capitalism would go well beyond that, and place protection of the global environment at the center of industrial and commercial activity, where it belongs. Just as capitalism wrought momentous changes that have transformed society, it can be redirected to transform it again, but with the new goal of protecting and restoring the global environment. This book suggests ways in which capitalism can be shunted away from its currently unsustainable (ecologically and economically) collision course with the global environment, and how capitalism can be harnessed to help solve the environmental crises facing humankind. Some parts of capitalism are already hard at work solving some of the environmental market failures that other parts of capitalism have created. Saving humankind and many other species will require that these restorative forms of capitalism be allowed to thrive. But more than that is required. Capitalist society must not only beat a hasty retreat from its destructive aspects, but also allow some new forms of capitalism to emerge, develop, and mature. The necessary transformation of capitalism will be profound, but not necessarily jarring for everybody. In fact, it is already well underway. Driving electric cars or hybrid-electric cars, drawing electricity from a solar rooftop, and using energy- and water-efficient appliances is already routine for many, and would represent just a minor change for most consumers. Overall consumption patterns need not change dramatically. It is on the production side that change is afoot. Given what we now know about impacts on human and nonhuman life, some methods of industry and commerce are now clearly inferior to alternatives. The way that energy and goods are produced must clearly change. Change is of course difficult, but the nature of capitalism is that progress comes through competition and change. Joseph Schumpeter thought that “creative destruction” brought about by healthy competition was the core feature of capitalism.2 Businesses and industries must come and go. One example of an industry that has become anachronistic is coal mining. Coal combustion can now be replaced by a variety of alternative energy sources, and in fact has been in many places. In the United States and elsewhere, low natural gas prices have outcompeted coal as a fuel of choice for electricity generation. While it is important to acknowledge the economic and emotional toll of change for coal workers, it is also worth keeping it in context. With the development of the internet and the advent of travel websites, about 50,000 travel agents in the United States went out of business from 2000 to 2016. 3 That is also about the same number of workers in the coal mining industry who are at risk.4 In healthy capitalist economies, the only constant is change.
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Tran & Caruana 19. Hung Tran, Nonresident senior fellow with the Atlantic Council and a former executive managing director of the Institute of International Finance. Jamie Caruana, Former general manager at Bank for International Settlements, is a member of the board of directors at BBVA. “Diversity Builds Financial Resilience,” Atlantic Council, 9 April 2019. https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/diversity-builds-financial-resilience/.
The diversity of financial institutions, with their differences in business models, liability structures, time horizons, and investment motivations could contribute greatly to financial resilience. Since the 2008 crisis, financial institutional diversity has helped sustain market liquidity while banks have curtailed their market-making activity [a readiness to buy and sell securities to accommodate their clients] due to regulatory changes and business strategies. Improving resiliency and liquidity in financial markets is critical to better finance the real economy, allocate risks properly, and support financial stability.
Many financial institutions and practices, together with regulatory and accounting requirements, however, tend to exacerbate cyclical fluctuations in the economy by buying assets or extending credit in good times and cutting back in bad times. It is important, therefore, to promote financial diversity and foster counter-cyclical behaviors among institutions capable of doing so. This helps reduce the risk of market imbalances leading to liquidity crises and offset self-reinforcing dynamics in times of financial stress. This risk has become important to guard against as the International Monetary Fund’s just-released World Economic Outlook finds the global economy entering a synchronized slowing phase. 
The idea is to exploit the natural differences in the balance sheet structures of financial institutions like banks and investment funds on the one hand, and insurance companies and pension funds on the other, and develop regulatory and accounting regimes that encourage diversity of behaviors.
Banks and investment funds have a positive duration gap in their balance sheets—meaning the average duration of their assets tends to be longer than that of their liabilities. Consequently, banks and investment funds tend to act in a pro-cyclical manner. When asset quality deteriorates, prices fall, and interest rates rise, the value of banks’ assets declines by more than that of their liabilities. Regulatory capital and liquidity requirements increase under those circumstances, pressuring banks to liquidate falling assets.
Investment funds can sell into falling markets to meet redemption demand, according to research by the Bank for International Settlements. Funds can also buy and sell at the same time if they use similar investment strategies, sharing economic and market views.
The pro-cyclical practices described above can be ameliorated to some extent by regulations requiring higher capital and liquidity ratios for banks as well as heightened liquidity risk management. Better capitalized banks with sufficient liquidity can arguably contribute less, but more reliable, market liquidity—compared with the very liquid pre-crisis market conditions driven by high leverage, which turned out to be illusionary. Funds can also maintain adequate cash positions to meet possible redemption demand. In any event, pro-cyclicality remains a natural tendency for those institutions and needs to be managed.
By contrast, insurance companies and pension funds have a negative duration gap in their balance sheets and, under some circumstances, could play a stabilizing role in mitigating selling pressure. As their average asset duration is much shorter than that of their liabilities, when rates rise, the value of their assets fall by less than that of their liabilities. This strengthens their solvency, allowing them to acquire assets having fallen in prices. They thus can act in a counter-cyclical manner. However, some research indicates that this counter-cyclical behavior may need to be further supported. The International Monetary Fund’s Global Financial Stability Report observed that life insurance companies—but not property and casualty insurers—and pension funds act counter-cyclically in liquidity crises, but pro-cyclically in solvency crises.
More recent empirical research, using recently available granular data on security-by-security holdings by EU institutional investors, shows that their behavior is more nuanced. Overall, insurers and pension funds behaved in a counter-cyclical manner, but the intensity of such effect has weakened since the pre-crisis period. Other preliminary research notes that the counter-cyclical behavior of insurers and pension funds can be observed for safe assets whose value can be discounted by the same risk-free rate used for liabilities. However, these institutions tend to pro-cyclically reduce holding of risk assets, including equities and corporate bonds, as their values tend to fall by more than liabilities in a market correction.
Regulators should encourage insurers and pension funds to make more use of the counter-cyclical measures provided in the EU insurance regulatory regime Solvency II—as highlighted by the European Insurance and Occupational Pension Authority. While interventions by government authorities are necessary to stabilize severe financial turmoil, more counter-cyclical behaviors by insurers and pension funds, many of which likely stay resilient in a crisis, can help reduce the frequency and severity of financial crises. Remember: during the Great Depression in the United States and its aftermath, some 7,000 banks failed but most of the insurers remained financially healthy.
Overall, financial diversity should be a focus of the ongoing assessment of the cumulative impact of regulatory changes on the financial system.
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Andrew McAfee 19. Cofounder and codirector of the MIT Initiative on the Digital Economy at the MIT Sloan School of Management, former professor at Harvard Business School and fellow at Harvard’s Berkman Center for Internet and Society. “What Causes Dematerialization? Markets and Marvels.” In More from Less: The Surprising Story of How We Learned to Prosper Using Fewer Resources—and What Happens Next, (New York: Scribner, 2019).
We still have gold and silver, and we still have large reserves of them. In fact, the reserves of both are actually much bigger than in 1972, despite almost half a century of additional consumption. Known global reserves of gold are almost 400 percent larger today than in 1972, and silver reserves are more than 200 percent larger. And it's probably not too early to say that we're not going to run out of copper, aluminum, and petroleum as quickly as estimated in The Limits to Growth. Known reserves of all are much larger than they were when the book was published. Known aluminum reserves are almost twenty-five times what they were in the early 1970s. 
How could these predictions about resource availability, which were taken seriously when they were released, have been so wrong? Because the Limits to Growth team pretty clearly underestimated both dematerialization and the endless search for new reserves. Capitalism and tech progress combine to drive both of these trends—the use of fewer resources and the hunt for more of them—and neither of these two drivers is about to become less powerful. So we’ll continue to innovate our way to greater dematerialization while we keep finding more reserves. 
The counterintuitive conclusion from this line of reasoning is that resource scarcity isn't something we need to worry about. The earth is finite, so the total quantity of resources such as gold and petroleum is limited. But the earth is also very, very big—big enough to contain all we need of these and other resources, for as long as we'll need them. The image of a thinly supplied Spaceship Earth hurtling through the cosmos with us aboard is compelling, but deeply misleading. Our planet has amply supplied us for our journey. Especially since we're quickly slimming, swapping, optimizing, and evaporating our way to dematerialization. 
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Christina P. Skinner 21. Assistant Professor, The Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania. “Cancelling Capitalism?” Norte Dame Law Review, Vol. 97, Issue 1, Article 9, December 2021. https://scholarship.law.nd.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4992&context=ndlr.
For one, using law or regulation to create distance between companies and profit-seeking is likely to stymie welfare-enhancing innovations. A central theme throughout Edmans’s book is that profit is not profligate; rather, it is the engine oil for the human wheel of progress. Edmans refers to the social benefits of corporate innovation no less than eighty-four times throughout the book, with numerous examples illustrating a virtuous chain: profit incentivizes experimentation, which leads to break-through technologies, medicines, or consumer services, ultimately enhancing human welfare.48 Indeed, that capitalism and the corporation are at the heart of human progress seems difficult to deny—simply ask yourself to name a great civilization that was created by a stakeholder-oriented society (or, put differently, that did not look favorably on free markets, industry, and trade). In some ways, I would go further than Edmans here. At times, he may be overly sanguine in presuming that companies are inspired to innovate for innovation’s sake irrespective of profit potential.49 It seems more like the exception than the rule: companies might be willing to subsidize research in the hopes of the rare breakthrough— but profit is always part of the equation. So, Edmans is correct that corporate innovation is socially beneficial, but may well underestimate (at least in certain parts) the extent to which profit is the motivational spark, in one way or another. But overall, Edmans’s general point is quite well taken: the realization that we need successful companies that are focused on innovation should put the brakes on stakeholder capitalists’ moves to hamstring corporate profit. After all, forcing companies to forgo profits is likely to translate directly and in the first instance to the R&D line item in the corporate budget. 
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Hubert Buch-Hansen 18. Associate Professor, Department of Business and Politics, Copenhagen Business School. “The Prerequisites for a Degrowth Paradigm Shift: Insights from Critical Political Economy.” Ecological Economics, Vol. 146, p. 157-63.
Still, the degrowth project is nowhere near enjoying the degree and type of support it needs if its policies are to be implemented through democratic processes. The number of political parties, labour unions, business associations and international organisations that have so far embraced degrowth is modest to say the least. Economic and political elites, including social democratic parties and most of the trade union movement, are united in the belief that economic growth is necessary and desirable. This consensus finds support in the prevailing type of economic theory and underpins the main contenders in the neoliberal project, such as centre-left and nationalist projects. In spite of the world's multidimensional crisis, a pro-growth discourse in other words continues to be hegemonic: it is widely considered a matter of common sense that continued economic growth is required. It is also noteworthy that economic and political elites, to a large extent, continue to support the neoliberal project, even in the face of its evident shortcomings. Indeed, the 2008 financial crisis did not result in the weakening of transnational financial capital that could have paved the way for a paradigm shift. Instead of coming to an end, neoliberal capitalism has arguably entered a more authoritarian phase (Bruff, 2014). The main reason the power of the pre-crisis coalition remains intact is that governments stepped in and saved the dominant fraction by means of massive bailouts. It is a foregone conclusion that this fraction and the wider coalition behind the neoliberal paradigm (transnational industrial capital, the middle classes and segments of organized labour) will consider the degrowth paradigm unattractive and that such social forces will vehemently oppose the implementation of degrowth policies (see also Rees, 2014: 97). While degrowth advocates envision a future in which market forces play a less prominent role than they do today, degrowth is not an antimarket project. As such, it can attract support from certain types of market actors. In particular, it is worth noting that social enterprises, such as cooperatives (Restakis, 2010), play a major role in the degrowth vision. Such enterprises are defined by being ‘organisations involved at least to some extent in the market, with a clear social, cultural and/or environmental purpose, rooted in and serving primarily the local community and ideally having a local and/or democratic ownership structure’ (Johanisova et al., 2013: 11). Social enterprises currently exist at the margins of a system, in which the dominant type of business entity is profit-oriented, shareholder-owned corporations. The further dissemination of social enterprises, which is crucial to the transitions to degrowth societies, is – in many cases – blocked or delayed as a result of the centrifugal forces of global competition (Wigger and Buch-Hansen, 2013). Overall, social enterprises thus (still) constitute a social force with modest power. Ougaard (2016: 467) notes that one of the major dividing lines in the contemporary transnational capitalist class is between capitalists who have a material interest in the carbon-based economy and capitalists who have a material interest in decarbonisation. The latter group, for instance, includes manufacturers of equipment for the production of renewable energy (ibid.: 467). As mentioned above, degrowth advocates have singled out renewable energy as one of the sectors that needs to grow in the future. As such, it seems likely that the owners of national and transnational companies operating in this sector would be more positively inclined towards the degrowth project than would capitalists with a stake in the carbon-based economy. Still, the prospect of the “green sector” emerging as a driving force behind degrowth currently appears meagre. Being under the control of transnational capital (Harris, 2010), such companies generally embrace the “green growth” discourse, which ‘is deeply embedded in neoliberal capitalism’ and indeed serves to adjust this form of capitalism ‘to crises arising from contradictions within itself’ (Wanner, 2015: 23). In addition to support from the social forces engendered by the production process, a political project ‘also needs the political ability to mobilize majorities in parliamentary democracies, and a sufficient measure of at least passive consent’ (van Apeldoorn and Overbeek, 2012: 5–6) if it is to become hegemonic. As mentioned, degrowth enjoys little support in parliaments, and certainly the pro-growth discourse is hegemonic among parties in government.5 With capital accumulation being the most important driving force in capitalist societies, political decision-makers are generally eager to create conditions conducive to production and the accumulation of capital (Lindblom, 1977: 172). Capitalist states and international organisations are thus “programmed” to facilitate capital accumulation, and do as such constitute a strategically selective terrain that works to the disadvantage of the degrowth project. The main advocates of the degrowth project are grassroots, small fractions of left-wing parties and labour unions as well as academics and other citizens who are concerned about social injustice and the environmentally unsustainable nature of societies in the rich parts of the world. The project is thus ideationally driven in the sense that support for it is not so much rooted in the material circumstances or short-term self-interests of specific groups or classes as it is rooted in the conviction that degrowth is necessary if current and future generations across the globe are to be able to lead a good life. While there is no shortage of enthusiasts and creative ideas in the degrowth movement, it has only modest resources compared to other political projects. To put it bluntly, the advocates of degrowth do not possess instruments that enable them to force political decision-makers to listen to – let alone comply with – their views. As such, they are in a weaker position than the labour union movement was in its heyday, and they are in a far weaker position than the owners and managers of large corporations are today (on the structural power of transnational corporations, see Gill and Law, 1989). 6. Consent It is also safe to say that degrowth enjoys no “passive consent” from the majority of the population. For the time being, degrowth remains unknown to most people. Yet, if it were to become generally known, most people would probably not find the vision of a smaller economic system appealing. This is not just a matter of degrowth being ‘a missile word that backfires’ because it triggers negative feelings in people when they first hear it (Drews and Antal, 2016). It is also a matter of the actual content of the degrowth project. Two issues in particular should be mentioned in this context. First, for many, the anti-capitalist sentiments embodied in the degrowth project will inevitably be a difficult pill to swallow. Today, the vast majority of people find it almost impossible to conceive of a world without capitalism. There is a ‘widespread sense that not only is capitalism the only viable political and economic system, but also that it is now impossible to even imagine a coherent alternative to it’ (Fisher, 2009: 2). As Jameson (2003) famously observed, it is, in a sense, easier to imagine the end of the world than it is to imagine the end of capitalism. However, not only is degrowth – like other anti-capitalist projects – up against the challenge that most people consider capitalism the only system that can function; it is also up against the additional challenge that it speaks against economic growth in a world where the desirability of growth is considered common sense. Second, degrowth is incompatible with the lifestyles to which many of us who live in rich countries have become accustomed. Economic growth in the Western world is, to no small extent, premised on the existence of consumer societies and an associated consumer culture most of us find it difficult to completely escape. In this culture, social status, happiness, well-being and identity are linked to consumption (Jackson, 2009). Indeed, it is widely considered a natural right to lead an environmentally unsustainable lifestyle – a lifestyle that includes car ownership, air travel, spacious accommodations, fashionable clothing, an omnivorous diet and all sorts of electronic gadgets. This Western norm of consumption has increasingly been exported to other parts of the world, the result being that never before have so many people taken part in consumption patterns that used to be reserved for elites (Koch, 2012). If degrowth were to be institutionalised, many citizens in the rich countries would have to adapt to a materially lower standard of living. That is, while the basic needs of the global population can be met in a non-growing economy, not all wants and preferences can be fulfilled (Koch et al., 2017). Undoubtedly, many people in the rich countries would experience various limitations on their consumption opportunities as a violent encroachment on their personal freedom. Indeed, whereas many recognize that contemporary consumer societies are environmentally unsustainable, fewer are prepared to actually change their own lifestyles to reverse/address this. At present, then, the degrowth project is in its “deconstructive phase”, i.e., the phase in which its advocates are able to present a powerful critique of the prevailing neoliberal project and point to alternative solutions to crisis. At this stage, not enough support has been mobilised behind the degrowth project for it to be elevated to the phases of “construction” and “consolidation”. It is conceivable that at some point, enough people will become sufficiently discontent with the existing economic system and push for something radically different. Reasons for doing so could be the failure of the system to satisfy human needs and/or its inability to resolve the multidimensional crisis confronting humanity. Yet, various material and ideational path-dependencies currently stand in the way of such a development, particularly in countries with large middle-classes. Even if it were to happen that the majority wanted a break with the current system, it is far from given that a system based on the ideas of degrowth is what they would demand.
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Sean Everett 16. CEO of Prome Biological Intelligence, a global biotechnology company, BS Mathematics & Actuarial Science, MBA from UChicago. “Humanity’s Extinction Event Is Coming.” Medium, 18 October 2016. https://medium.com/the-mission/humanitys-extinction-event-is-coming-c0f84f1803f.
But the reality is that an asteroid impact, a change in our magnetic field, or the rising temperature of Earth’s climate are all events that we currently cannot escape. There is no back-up plan. We are, for better or worse, tied to the fate of this planet. As history has shown, that’s not a good fate to be tied to. In fact on September 7, 2016 a 30-foot asteroid flew between the Earth and the Moon. Our most powerful instruments only detected it with two days notice. Two days. If the asteroid was only 1000-foot wide, it would destroy all human life and we’d have no back-up to get out of it. Even the White House is worried about it. Five, yes five, major extinction events have occurred on our planet that we know about. We’re due for another. And when that happens, what’s our alternative? You can’t move to another house. You can’t buy survival, even with a billion dollars in the bank. The only way out, is up. We must find a way to become multi-planetary if we want to save humanity, your family, and yes, even yourself. Only this can restore the honor we seemed to have lost from the brave days of the 60s, while also ensuring our survival. It’s for the species, folks. And as a species, we have not allowed ourselves the opportunity to blast off for the stars. Only the space race in the 60s when we were afraid enough of a self-inflicted global extinction event (read: nuclear) that we put forth the funding required to launch into orbit and onto our moon. We didn’t have calculators back then, and now we have supercomputers in our pocket, but no one is allowed out of our atmosphere, save for a few communication and spy satellites. Doesn’t that make you mad? It’s not some oppressive government that tells us no. It’s us. We pay our taxes. We elect leaders. Those leaders choose Defense as the primary budget line item, but forget about defending against the forthcoming apocalypse. Funding for NASA in the United States has decreased from 4% of the national budget in the 60s to about 0.5% from 2010 onwards. That’s just the money side. But in order to move past this threshold from our home planet to space and then onto other planets, we need to do two things: Travel there. Survive. Luckily, we can simplify the problem of passing this barrier by sending machines in our place. Like TARS from Interstellar, they can go places humans cannot and explore the environment for habitability and resources, even in particularly hostile conditions. Maybe not black hole hostile, but definitely Mars hostile, as the Curiosity Rover has shown. Only now, with a few bold, private startups are we beginning to see a re-emergence of the space industry. We are about to pass a few very important tests that allow us to explore and visit the cosmos. The first is launching physical things into space. This is the catalyst that will jump start a new space race. Prices of sending cargo are falling dramatically, down to nearly $500 per pound of payload with SpaceX’s Falcon 9 heavy re-usable rocket. Note that the re-usable part is key. We can’t throw away our “space car” every time we Uber it. And once that becomes standard and cost-optimized we might be able to get that down to $10 per pound. Imagine what could happen when it costs the same amount to ship something across town as it does into space. The second, and this is just as important, is the wave of autonomous machines. Tesla has popularized the notion of self-driving cars. SpaceX lands their rocket onto a small barge in the ocean autonomously. Companies are buying startups in the space. Self-driving will be our gift, our talisman, on the quest to save the species by becoming multi-planetary. II. Shipping Ourselves to Space The graph below is from the Founders Fund manifesto, showing the decreasing cost of launching something into space. It begins with the 1960s US-versus-Russia space race and extends to the present day SpaceX-versus-Blue Origin reusable rocket race. The cheapest method we have today is SpaceX’s Falcon series rockets. With the Falcon 9 Heavy, it’s predicted launching cargo into space will be cheaper than ever before, at $750 per pound of payload delivered to low earth orbit (LOE)on an expendable rocket. You have to note here, however, that these statistics are as cheap as possible. It costs more to deliver payload on a non-reusable rocket, and on something that’s further out than LEO, like geosynchronous orbit, or to Mars. For example, based on SpaceX’s published pricing, it would be at least 4x more expensive to deliver far less cargo to Mars. So what happens when we reduce that cost to $10 per pound? Namely, an explosion of startups, much like iOS. Instead of pushing to production for your continuously deployed web and mobile app, we will see future developers push to production by deploying physical things into space. “STAGE” takes on an entirely new meaning for software developers when it means your automated regression tests fail, it could blow up a rocket and hurt people on board. That’s why SpaceX and Blue Origins exist. To make this continuous-deployment-to-space process as cheap and fast as possible. By Elon’s calculations, every 15 minutes. III. Self-Driving Space Explorers The most successful products for space, at least in the beginning, will make money by pushing this stuff into orbit. Things like science experiments and new 3D printers. A company called Made in Space creates a number of these products, including the empty box you see below used for sending things up with Blue Origin. The box shown in gray is a specialized 3D printer that works in zero gravity. Remember how most 3D printers work. It squeezes out a single layer of liquid ooze, and then another, over and over again until it builds up enough vertically that it creates an object. This can be simple plastic or more esoteroic metals. But when you’re “dripping” something, held down in place by gravity, the entire process has to be re-imagined for space. Things in zero-G would just float away. Enter these chaps. There’s also the very real need for oxygen, food, water, and shelter from the harsh elements. Funny how we will end up recreating Maslow’s Heirarchy in every new voyage or planetoid we want to colonize. And space mining is off to the races with the recent announcement of Deep Space Industry’s Prospector-1: Their vision is to extract water from asteroids and use the chemical components to hydrate us, but also as oxygen (breathing) and hydrogen (fuel). To do that, you have to identify candidate asteroids, physically get to them, land and attach, and then do surveying, prospecting, and extraction. In short, you’re going to need some level of self-driving capabilities to make this happen. And wouldn’t it be nice if it “just worked” right out of the box. Unfortunately, in space you don’t have fleets of these space craft, millions of miles of training data, maps, or an internet connection to the cloud so how the heck are deep learning algorithms going to work? I don’t think they will. And that’s what I believe we need a better approach.
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Dale Skran 16. Executive Vice President of the National Space Society and a member of the Board of Directors of the Alliance for Space Development. “Settling space is the only sustainable reason for humans to be in space.” The Space Review, 1 February 2016. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/2915/1.
As robotic and artificial intelligence technologies improve and enable increasingly robust exploration without a human presence, eventually there will be only one sustainable reason for humans to be in space: settlement. Research into the recycling technology required for long-term off-Earth settlements will directly benefit terrestrial sustainability. Actively working toward developing and settling space will make available mineral and energy resources for use on Earth on a vast scale. Finally, space settlement offers the hope of long-term species survival that remaining on Earth does not. There are more than seven billion people on the Earth today. No rational space settlement advocate suggests that any significant portion of that population, or even of those who are rich, will be moving to Mars or anywhere else in space. However, a recent essay by Astro Teller, head of Google X Labs, and his wife Danielle, a physician and researcher takes the bold position that “It’s completely ridiculous to think that humans could live on Mars.” This essay, published by Quartz, repeats with little examination some of the hoariest arguments against space settlement. To support this view, the Tellers quote their 12-year-old daughter: “I can’t stand that people think we’re all going to live on Mars after we destroy our own planet.” This quote contains two mischaracterizations that demand refutation: that “we are all” going to live in space and that we are going to live in space after we destroy Earth. Another canard that has long floated about was given form by the recent film Elysium starring Matt Damon: the rich will leave the poor on the Earth and escape to space settlements. Upon examination, all three of these ideas are strawmen. There are more than seven billion people on the Earth today. No rational space settlement advocate suggests that any significant portion of that population, or even of those who are rich, will be moving to Mars or anywhere else in space. Instead, we expect that relatively small numbers of highly qualified individuals, or those who are deeply dedicated to living in space, would form the first settlements. Over a significant period of time, thousands more from the Earth would join those settlements as they become increasingly self-sufficient. Over more time, various possible niches for settlement (Moon, Mars, asteroids, free space, etc.) will be occupied, and eventually the population in space will total many millions, most of whom will have been born in space. So why then do Elon Musk, Stephen Hawking, and many others, including organizations like the National Space Society (NSS) and Alliance for Space Development, believe strongly that space settlement is essential to human survival? Although this may seem surprising, the Earth is not a “safe space.” The destiny of virtually all species on Earth is extinction in a relatively short span of geologic time. The Tellers claim that “we live on a planet that is perfect for us.” This statement is both completely true and total nonsense. We fit well on the Earth because we have evolved over millions of years to become creatures that are both adapted to live here and to like living here. It is truer to say that we are perfect for the Earth than the reverse. In fact, the Earth is not such a commodious place. It is subject to periodic calamities of various sorts, ranging from massive asteroid and comet impacts to titanic volcanic eruptions, and from periodic ice ages to disastrous solar flares. In the short run, the Earth seems balmy and comfortable. Viewed from the perspective of deep time, it starts to look more like a death trap, bedeviled by regular mass extinctions. However, things are actually quite a bit worse. Although there are many potentially bad things that might happen to the human race on the Earth from natural sources, there are many more from unnatural sources. We have been dancing with nuclear disaster for a long time. An apocalyptic atomic war is not inevitable, but it is possible. Add to this scenario the genetically engineered killer virus, “gray goo,” a robot revolt, and other horrors as yet undreamt, and the odds against human survival get longer. Hence, the need to abandon the fiction of Earth as our eternal and unchanging perfect home and to appreciate both the need for, and promise of, space settlement. Not so the rich can escape to an Elysium in the sky, or so we can all leave behind a polluted and overheated Earth, but simply so that the human species and human culture has a chance at surviving and flourishing in the long term. The Tellers believe that sustainability on the Earth has no relationship to what we do in space, but the same technologies that enable deep space settlement will have a profound impact on terrestrial sustainability. The Tellers write, “We haven’t even colonized the Sahara desert, the bottom of the oceans… because it makes no economic sense.” This may be true, but it also makes no sense to settle the Sahara desert, the bottom of the oceans, or Antarctica since these locations are on the Earth, and humans living there will not increase the probability of species survival. Near-Earth free space settlements and lunar bases are just stepping stones to ones much further out that are quarantined from Earth by millions of kilometers of vacuum. Once the motivation of species survival is put front and center, it becomes clear that a settlement in low Earth orbit, on the Moon, at L5, or on the Martian surface is not nearly sufficient. What is needed is a large set of thriving communities distributed throughout the solar system, and even ultimately in the Oort Cloud surrounding the solar system proper. This vision is not a small thing. It will be the work of many generations, just as was the settling of the New World or, even earlier in history, the human diaspora out of Africa along the Asian coast to Australia and beyond. The Tellers believe that sustainability on the Earth has no relationship to what we do in space, but the same technologies that enable deep space settlement will have a profound impact on terrestrial sustainability. Space settlements, of necessity, push the limits of food production per square meter and per liter of water. Space settlement agricultural methods can also be applied to growing food in parched California or in vertical farms in crowded urban areas. Space settlements require humans and technology to co-exist in close proximity. This implies an absolute minimization of pollution and sustained recycling of all waste. Such technologies seem highly applicable to sustainability on Earth as well. We will need to provide the best possible medical care for remote space settlements, which will be far from hospitals on Earth. The technologies that make such medicine effective—“tricorders”, telemedicine, and so on—can also bring medical care to underdeveloped and underserved areas of the Earth. The Tellers raise the specter of “winter-over syndrome” in the Antarctic, writing that “living on Mars would be way, way more miserable than living in Antarctica,” and concluding, “Nobody wants to live there.” Although it is clear that the Tellers will not be going, the large numbers who signed up for Mars One’s sketchy settlement plans suggest that a lot of people do want to live on Mars. There are real challenges to constructing space settlements, but current Antarctic bases are not true settlements. Nobody lives there with their families, with the exception of the coastal Esperanza Base, where about ten families routinely winter over. No real effort is made to create any kind of human environment that is comfortable over a long period of time. Conditions in Antarctica might be better compared to living in a campground than a self-sustaining settlement. Additionally, the current Antarctic Treaty essentially prevents any extraction or use of the natural resources found there, thus making economically independent settlements infeasible. The Tellers think that, from an economic perspective, “Mars has nothing to offer in return.” Here, at least in the short run, they have a point. Let us not shy from the truth. Conditions in the early settlements in the New World were difficult at best, and the casualty rate was high. We should expect the same to hold true for early space settlements. However, Jamestown and Plymouth gave rise to vast cities and a tamed landscape on a scale of hundreds of years. We now bring to the table technological means that would seem magical to the Jamestown settlers. Even as difficult an environment as the Moon can be developed and settled using technology that either exists currently or is an engineering project, as one book suggests. The Tellers think that, from an economic perspective, “Mars has nothing to offer in return.” Here, at least in the short run, they have a point. Although Mars may have more of the natural resources a settlement will need than, say, the Moon, it is at the bottom of a fairly steep gravity well and, for the time being, it is not likely that there will be many Mars-to-Earth exports. However, this is like looking at the resources of the New World via a keyhole, seeing a swamp, and reporting back that there is no point in going there. It is worth keeping in mind the example of “Seward’s Folly.” The purchase of Alaska from Russia was mocked as “Seward’s icebox” and a “polar bear garden.” At the time, the oil and mineral riches of Alaska were undiscovered and undreamt of. Space itself teems with valuable resources, including continuous and abundant solar energy and mineral wealth on a scale beyond imagination just in the near Earth asteroids. Just as the Tellers were dismissing space resources as irrelevant, the US Congress was laying the legal groundwork for asteroid and lunar mining with the passage of the Commercial Space Launch Competitiveness Act, signed by President Obama on November 23, 2015. The Tellers also seem unaware that their leadership at Google, Larry Page and Eric Schmidt, are investors in the asteroid mining firm Planetary Resources. The Tellers say that “we won’t survive [on Earth] unless we learn to live in a resource neutral way.” This statement assumes that that Earth is a closed system, which it is not. The Earth is flooded daily with vast amounts of solar energy that, if exploited, could power just about any civilization we wish to maintain. There is no technical limitation to providing continuous, carbon-free power from space solar power satellites beaming power back to the surface of the Earth anywhere it might be needed. The main opposition to this idea derives from an unwillingness to consider centralized power systems on ideological grounds, combined with the unexpected reality of very cheap natural gas today. Even the most conservative consideration of near-Earth asteroid resources suggests that there is no reason to view the Earth as a closed system to which nothing can be added. The time for the settlement of Mars will come, but first we need to build on our success in developing the resources of Earth orbit, in the form of navigation, Earth observation, communication, and weather satellites, by fully developing the economic potential of the Earth-Moon system. Space settlements must flow out of the development of the economic resources of space if they are to be sustainable in the long term. The NSS has developed a complete description of milestones toward the development of space settlements. In view of the above, Astro Teller was probably right to turn down the “space cadet” who wanted Google X to spend money on Mars settlement. But wait—Google is doing exactly that. A key first step toward space settlement is ensuring a gapless transition from the existing International Space Station to commercially owned and operated LEO space stations as described in the NSS position paper “Next Generation Space Stations.” Next will come the development of the resources of the Moon and neaby asteroids leading to the creation of a self-sustaining Earth-Moon economy. Once we have established an asteroid-Earth-Moon economy that makes the resources found in this region fully available for projects ranging from the construction of solar power satellites to fueling future Mars missions, trips to Mars will be far less of a reach than they are today. In view of the above, Astro Teller was probably right to turn down the “space cadet” who wanted Google X to spend money on Mars settlement. Currently Google’s money would be better spent in low Earth orbit, among the asteroids, and on the Moon, joining forces with the growing number of entrepreneurs seeking their fortunes in space. But wait—Google is doing exactly that by sponsoring the Google Lunar X PRIZE to encourage private groups to send landers to the Moon, and investing $900 million in Elon Musk’s SpaceX. Given that corporate Google (now Alphabet) has just made a massive investment in a company founded to settle Mars, the Tellers’ essay sounds a bit like sour grapes. In any case, the Tellers are completely wrong in their disregard of the potential economic benefits of space development and the underlying motivation for space settlement.
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[bookmark: pmd-heading-533846b4-6895-4938-8902-3b6e56a1b46a]Aliens don’t exist.
Michael J. Coren 18. Reporter at Quartz, Founder at Publet, Writer for Fast Company, Foreign Policy, and The Economist, citing Anders Sandberg et al, PhD in Computational Neuroscience from Stockholm University. “We May Have Answered The Fermi Paradox: We Are Alone In The Universe.” Quartz, 25 June 2018. https://qz.com/1314111/we-may-have-answered-the-fermi-paradox-we-are-alone-in-the-universe/.
Alien life should be everywhere. The sheer abundance of stars in the universe (the number far outstrips the total number of grains of sand on every beach on Earth) suggests that, somewhere, an intelligent lifeform should be warming itself on a distant planet. Even if life evolves rarely, ET should be phoning. Yet, by all appearances, humanity seems to be flying solo in our galaxy, and perhaps the universe. Many solutions have been proposed to solve this riddle, known as the Fermi Paradox. The aliens are hiding. They’ve entered suspended animation until more propitious conditions arise. A Great Filter makes the leap from “life “to “intelligent life” improbable, if not impossible. They’ve blown themselves up. Researchers of Oxford University’s Future of Humanity Institute have another answer. It’s likely intelligent life doesn’t exist at all, outside of Earth. In a paper submitted to the Proceedings of the Royal Society of London (it appeared online this month on the pre-publication site arXiv), the researchers write that there is “a substantial ex ante probability of there being no other intelligent life in our observable universe,” and we shouldn’t be surprised if we fail to detect any signs of it. In other words, there is no need to speculate about the fate of aliens. It’s likely they’ve never existed, they assert in the paper, titled “Dissolving the Fermi Paradox.” The Fermi Paradox derives from a question reportedly posed by physicist Enrico Fermi during a 1950 lunch in the Los Alamos National Laboratory in the state of New Mexico. According to Scientific American, a group of scientists were discussing a New Yorker cartoon showing aliens emerging a spaceship, onto the streets of New York City. ”Where is everyone?” Fermi asked. While he was likely questioning the possibility of interstellar travel, later accounts suggested he was casting doubt on the existence of extraterrestrials themselves, the magazine reports. Scientists have been trying to answer Fermi’s question ever since. Many of the most rigorous attempts have built on a postulation known as the Drake equation. There are plenty of unknowns, but the equation suggests it’s plausible thousands of detectable alien civilizations could be roaming the Milky Way based on the probability of seven factors. The equation: <<<Figure omitted>>> N: total detectable alien civilizations in the Milky Way R∗: rate of star formation per year fp: fraction of stars with planets ne: Earth-like (or otherwise habitable) planets per system with planets fl: fraction of such planets with life fi: fraction with life that develop intelligence fc: fraction of intelligent civilizations that are detectable/contactable L: average longevity of such detectable civilizations Previous estimates of the Drake equation have assigned a single number to those variables. The recent study sought to make a more informed guess. It relies on our latest knowledge of biology, chemistry, and cosmology, and uses a distribution of probabilities (a range) to capture the most likely scenarios, rather than assign a single value. When they did, the researchers found that the possibility we’re alone in the galaxy is far higher than presumed given the truly gargantuan number of possible home planets. The authors assert that the chance humanity stands alone among intelligent civilizations in our galaxy is 53%–99.6%, and across the observable universe is 39%–85%. Since the Fermi “paradox” exists only if we are confident alien civilizations are out there, this uncertainty suggests we may just be the lucky ones—thus, there is no such paradox. ”We should not actually be all that surprised to see an empty galaxy,” the authors write. But don’t give up entirely. The Drake equation, at best, merely gives us a way to formalize what is still unknowable. It’s a big universe.
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[bookmark: pmd-heading-d49ec8f2-97f6-4545-8116-e2dd4a0a0635]Genetic engineering solves.
Mike Wall 20. PhD in evolutionary biology from the University of Sydney as well as herpetologist and wildlife biologist. "Colonizing Mars may require humanity to tweak its DNA." Space.com, 19 May 2020. https://www.space.com/mars-colony-human-genetic-engineering-tardigrades.html.
If humanity is ever going to settle down on Mars, we may need to become a little less human. Crewed missions to Mars, which NASA wants to start flying in the 2030s, will be tough on astronauts, exposing them to high radiation loads, bone-wasting microgravity and other hazards for several years at a time. But these pioneers should still be able to make it back to Earth in relatively good nick, agency officials have said. It might be a different story for those who choose not to come home, however. If we want to stay safe and healthy while living permanently on Mars, or any other world beyond our home planet, we may need to make some tweaks to our species' basic blueprint, experts say. Genetic engineering and other advanced technologies "may need to come into play if people want to live and work and thrive, and establish their family, and stay on Mars," Kennda Lynch, an astrobiologist and geomicrobiologist at the Lunar and Planetary Institute in Houston, said on May 12 during a webinar hosted by the New York Academy of Sciences called "Alienating Mars: Challenges of Space Colonization." "That's when these kinds of technologies might be critical or necessary," she said. Coming soon? Genetic enhancement may not be restricted to the pages of sci-fi novels for much longer. For example, scientists have already inserted genes from tardigrades — tiny, adorable and famously tough animals that can survive the vacuum of space — into human cells in the laboratory. The engineered cells exhibited a greater resistance to radiation than their normal counterparts, said fellow webinar participant Christopher Mason, a geneticist at Weill Cornell Medicine, the medical school of Cornell University in New York City. NASA and other space agencies already take measures to protect their astronauts physically, via spacecraft shielding, and pharmacologically via a variety of medicines. So, it's not a huge conceptual leap to consider protecting them genetically as well, provided that these measures are proven to be safe, Mason said. "And are we maybe ethically bound to do so?" he said during the webinar. "I think if it's a long enough mission, you might have to do something, assuming it's safe, which we can't say yet." Tardigrades and "extremophile" microbes, such as the radiation-resistant bacterium Deinococcus radiodurans, "are a great, basically natural reservoir of amazing traits and talents in biology," added Mason, who has been studying the effects of long-term spaceflight on NASA astronaut Scott Kelly. (Kelly spent nearly a year aboard the International Space Station in 2015 and 2016.) "Maybe we use some of them." 
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[bookmark: pmd-heading-24fb22ba-e57b-4d98-a298-d4299c89a866]Independently, sustainable fish stocks enable recovery from otherwise existential nuclear winters. 
Kim J. N. Scherrer 20, Postdoctoral Researcher, Department of Biological Sciences, University of Bergen; M.Sc. Environmental and Water Engineering, Uppsala University; Ph.D. Environmental Science and Technology, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, et al., 11/24/2020, “Marine Wild-Capture Fisheries after Nuclear War,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(47), pp. 29748-29758, https://www.pnas.org/doi/10.1073/pnas.2008256117, JL
Nuclear weapons continue to pose a threat to humanity. Although global nuclear weapons stockpiles are lower today than at their peak in 1986, arsenals are growing in India, Pakistan, and North Korea, adding to those already maintained by the United States, Russia, China, France, the United Kingdom, and Israel (1–4). The United States and Russia are both undertaking extensive modernization programs for warheads and delivery systems (5, 6), and increased tension in South Asia and recent failures to renew arms control treaties have intensified concerns about the prospect of imminent nuclear war (7, 8). Beyond the devastating direct impacts, the soot inputs from fires ignited by nuclear air bursts are likely to cause global cooling and reductions in sunlight (9–13), similar to historical volcanic eruptions (Table 1) (3, 14–23). Nuclear-war–driven climate perturbations are expected to disrupt global primary productivity, with a potential threat to human lives through crop failure in breadbasket regions and subsequent food shortages worldwide (24–28). 
Modeling approaches make it possible to evaluate the effects of nuclear war of varying magnitudes, with the model simulations used here (3, 15) agreeing well with earlier simulations in terms of climate response (12, 16, 17, 29). Process-based crop modeling frameworks have recently made it possible to further investigate potential implications of a nuclear conflict for global food security. Jägermeyr et al. (28) found that even a limited regional nuclear conflict between India and Pakistan, using less than 1% of the world’s nuclear weapons (5-Tg soot), is likely to decrease global caloric crop production by 11% for 5 y. This decrease would be four times larger than the highest observed historical anomalies. The high-latitude production shock would propagate globally through food trade dependencies. These alarming findings make it important to investigate how other parts of the global food production system may be affected by a nuclear war, in particular global fisheries, on which many societies depend (30, 31). 
<<PARAGRAPH BREAKS END>>
The responses of global marine ecosystems and fisheries to both volcanic and nuclear-war–driven abrupt climate perturbations are largely unknown. Here, we explore the impacts of nuclear war scenarios on wild-capture fisheries. Fish and other seafood provide almost 20% of the animal protein consumed by the global human population, out of which wild-caught seafood— the focus of the present study—make up approximately one-half (∼80 to 120 Mt·y−1) (32, 33). Furthermore, wild-caught seafood (herein simply “fish”) is a particularly important source of essential micronutrients in developing countries, with almost 1 billion people at risk to become micronutrient deficient if global fish catches fall (31). Concerningly, global catches have been stagnant or slightly declining since the 1990s (Fig. 1) (32, 33), and in a majority of the world’s fisheries, biomass is depleted below the level that generates the maximum sustainable yield (BMSY) (34). This indicates that present-day catches exceed the limits of productivity in many regions, and effective management measures, which are crucial to remedy this situation (35), have been projected to increase global fish biomass by 200 to 800 Mt (34). A closer investigation into the response and potential of the global fishery under an abrupt global food emergency is therefore warranted. While fishing pressure has a major impact on fish populations and their ability to reproduce, the production of fish biomass also depends on environmental characteristics, most importantly net primary production (NPP) and water temperature (36, 37). Since a nuclear war is expected to cause global cooling and de- crease oceanic NPP (3, 15, 38), it is likely to have a significant impact on global fish catch. However, it is unknown how these global-scale shifts in NPP and temperature could combine to affect marine ecosystems and marine food productivity, and whether these effects would worsen or mitigate the predicted losses in agricultural food production. Beyond direct climatic perturbations, a nuclear conflict is also likely to cause socioeconomic perturbations that change global fishing behavior. Altered climate conditions leading to decreased crop production on land (24, 25, 27, 28) could cause a general decrease in caloric supply and limit aquaculture and livestock production due to their dependence on feed (39, 40). This would likely raise the demand for wild-capture fish as a source of ani- mal protein, leading to an increase in price and intensified fishing. For example, the Tambora volcanic eruption in 1815 and the associated crop failures triggered a hundredfold increase in the exported catch of marine pelagic fish in the Gulf of Maine (41). On the other hand, substantial damage to fisheries infra- structure (e.g., ships, harbors, fuel supply, processing facilities) along with supply chain disruptions could lead to reduced fishing effort, as would unsafe ocean travel due to geopolitical instability (42). Although difficult to predict, such socioeconomic changes may greatly influence fisheries outcomes after a nuclear war. This study explores the effects of six nuclear war scenarios (Table 1) on the global biomass and catch of fish: five India– Pakistan scenarios of increasing intensity with black carbon (soot) loads of 5 to 47 Tg (details in ref. 3) and one substantially larger US–Russia war injecting 150 Tg of soot (details in ref. 15). All war scenarios are generated by a state-of-the-art Earth system model (Community Earth System Model–Whole Atmo- sphere Community Climate Model [CESM-WACCM]; Materials and Methods). Output from CESM-WACCM is used as input to the Bioeconomic Marine Trophic Size-Spectrum (BOATS) model, a process-based ocean ecosystem model with dynamic fishing that has been used in a number of future climate applications (23, 43–46). With an unregulated prewar fisheries base- line simulation as the starting point (Fig. 1 and Materials and Methods), we use BOATS to model the impact of nuclear war on global fisheries. Bracketing a range of possible changes in fishing behavior due to the war, we explicitly model five simplistic socioeconomic responses: business-as-usual (BAU) fishing and a large or very large increase (F+, F++) or decrease (F−, F−−) in fishing intensity (Table 2 and Materials and Methods). We also investigate how strong prewar fisheries management improves the ocean’s capacity to alleviate food losses (SI Appendix, Fig. S8 and Materials and Methods). Beyond quantifying the effects of nuclear war, these simulations illustrate the potential effects of large volcanic eruptions or of socioeconomic shocks on global marine capture fisheries. Results Below, we present the impacts of both nuclear-war–driven climatic perturbations (soot inputs, Table 1) and socioeconomic fishing responses possibly triggered by the global crisis (Table 2). For clarity, we hereon define a scenario as a specific combination of soot input and socioeconomic response. First, we present an overview of the impacts in year 2 postconflict, pinpointing the initial, transitory effects of altered fishing behavior. We then describe the longer-term (15-y) fisheries trajectories for all scenarios, illustrating the duration and rate of recovery. Then, we investigate the spatial patterns of change and link these to national- level seafood dependence for the 5-Tg case. Finally, we show how strong fisheries regulation increases the potential for higher global catches postwar. Unless otherwise stated, presented relative changes are anomalies from the BAU-control scenario, which has no war and BAU fishing behavior (Materials and Methods). In the text, we generally present numbers for the end-member cases of 5- and 150-Tg soot inputs. Initial Impacts on Catch and Biomass. Nuclear-war–driven climate perturbations (Table 1) generally lead to significant short-term losses in global fish catch and biomass in year 2 postwar (Fig. 2 and SI Appendix, Fig. S1). Larger soot input exacerbates losses, and the effect is linear with the associated reduction in photo- synthetically active radiation (PAR) (SI Appendix, Tables S1–S4 and Materials and Methods), which presumably drives the net reduction in global NPP (SI Appendix, Fig. S6). On average for all socioeconomic fishing responses, catch and biomass decrease by ∼2% and ∼1%, respectively, for every 1 Tg of soot (∼4% and ∼3%, respectively, for every 10% decrease in PAR). Under BAU fishing, global biomass decreases by 1.6% (±0.7%, SD of the five BOATS ensemble runs; Materials and Methods) in the scenario with a 5-Tg soot input, and up to 18 (±3.5)% in the 150-Tg scenario (Fig. 2A and SI Appendix, Fig. S1A and Tables S1 and S3). Since this biomass decrease also leads to a decrease in the global fishing effort (Eq. 1), catches fall more than biomass: by 2.4 (±0.8)% under 5 Tg, and up to 29 (±7)% in the 150-Tg case (Fig. 2B and SI Appendix, Fig. S1B and Tables S2 and S4). If the conflict is followed by intensified fishing due to in- creased demand (F+, F++; Table 2), catch initially increases at the expense of biomass. Under the 5-Tg soot input, where the climatic effect is relatively small, F+ and F++ generate catch increases of 13% (±17%) and 17% (±14%), respectively, in year 2 postwar (Fig. 2B). At the same time, F+ and F++ cause a 10% (±4%) and 23% (±9%) global biomass decline (Fig. 2A). Larger climate perturbations cause more rapid biomass collapse and can preclude a net increase in catch. In the 150-Tg case, representing the strongest perturbation, even the greatly intensified fishing effort in F++ fails to compensate for the large negative climate impact, as global catches still fall by 14% (±20%) (Fig. 2B). Conversely, decreased fishing intensity due to decreased ability to fish (F−; F−−) decreases catch but creates a net in- crease in biomass despite the climate-driven losses for almost all soot inputs (Fig. 2). Under the 5-Tg soot input, F− and F−− result in substantial falls in global catch of 23% (±19%) and 52% (±24%), respectively. This increases global biomass by 7% (±4%) and 26% (±7%), respectively. Larger soot inputs both exacerbate the falls in catch and diminish the biomass recovery that is enabled by the lowered fishing pressure. Again, the climatic effect is linear with PAR (Fig. 2 and SI Appendix, Tables S1 and S2). Decadal Fishery Response. Longer-term global fisheries trajectories under BAU fishing (Fig. 3 A–C) show the general decrease and subsequent recovery in global fish biomass and catch in the decade postwar. In the 5-Tg case, global catch decreases by at most 3.6% (±1.4%), occurring in year 5 postwar (Fig. 3A). In contrast, with a 150-Tg soot input, the largest catch decrease is 31% (±9%) in year 3 postwar. Trajectories for the intermediate soot loads consistently lie in between. Eventually, both biomass and catch recover relative to the control climate, with recovery taking ∼14 y and somewhat exceeding the BAU-control (Fig. 3 A and B). Due to the climate-driven biomass decline, which renders fishing less profitable, modeled fishing effort begins to de- crease immediately after the war and lags harvest and biomass (Fig. 3C and Eq. 1). Increase in fish demand (F+, F++) in turn increases fishing effort. After an initial increase in catch, biomass is depleted, driving a fishery crash in all scenarios that lasts until the end of the simulation (Fig. 3 D–F and SI Appendix, Fig. S2 A–C). Catches drop below the BAU control 2 to 3 y postwar, and stabilize about 45% and 75% lower by the end of the 15-y simulation. For all soot inputs, biomass under F+ decreases, at most by 50 to 60%, and under F++ by about 84%. This biomass depletion means that the largest intensification of fishing (F++) leads to the lowest total catch when integrated over the whole 15-y postwar period: Under the 5-Tg and F++ scenario, cumulative catch falls by 38%. If the war induces a substantial decrease in fishing (F−, F−−), global catches initially decrease and fish biomass rapidly begins to recover (Fig. 3 G–I and SI Appendix, Fig. S2 D–F). The de- cline in catch, down to 49% (±8%) in the F− and 150-Tg scenario, is maintained for the first 4 y, but eventually the recovering fish biomass increases catches long-term. By year 5 postwar, catch has begun to exceed the BAU control catch for all soot inputs. At the end of the simulations, global biomass is al- most double and fourfold under F− and F−−, respectively (Fig. 3H and SI Appendix, Fig. S2E), and catches increase by ∼60 and 140% (Fig. 3G and SI Appendix, Fig. S2D). Thus, the total cumulative catches over the 15-y postwar period is almost 30% higher under the 5-Tg and F−− scenario (in contrast to the cumulative 38% decrease under 5 Tg and F++). The greatly decimated effort (Fig. 3I and SI Appendix, Fig. S2F) and higher biomass lead to increased catch efficiency, similar to observations in the North Atlantic after the end of World War II (42), which makes the fisheries more economically efficient. Regional Patterns of Change. While the climatic perturbations decrease the total global fish catch postwar, there is substantial spatial variability, with increasing catch in some regions (Fig. 4). Averaged over the first 5 y postwar under BAU fishing, catch increases patchily in the tropics and subtropics, particularly in the Atlantic Subtropical Gyres under higher soot input scenarios. The largest decreases in catch occur along the equator and midlatitudes. These spatial patterns generally follow spatial changes in NPP following the war predicted by CESM (SI Appendix, Fig. S3), with some influence from changes in water temperature (SI Appendix, Fig. S4). Spatial patterns of catch change under increasing or decreasing fishing pressure are similar to the patterns under BAU (SI Appendix, Figs. S5 and S6). The spatial patterns translate into differential impacts on the catches of individual fishing nations (Fig. 5, SI Appendix, Table S5, and Materials and Methods). Here, we focus on the 5-Tg BAU scenario for comparison with the investigation of crop yields by (28). Under this lower-impact scenario, several major fishing nations, such as Russia, Canada, Japan, and the United States, see substantial catch losses in their territorial waters under the modeled climatic perturbations. Some lower-latitude fishing nations like Mexico, Peru, Greece, and Somalia experience in- creased catch potential. However, equatorial island nations, who are most dependent on marine food supply, suffer some of the largest declines. A comparison with the country-level dependence on marine ecosystems for nutrition (47) suggests that these island states are particularly vulnerable to the predicted fall in catches (Fig. 5B), among which Indonesia is the most populous country by far. 
<<PARAGRAPH BREAKS BEGIN>>
Benefits of Fisheries Regulation. Strong prewar management of fisheries greatly increases the capacity of marine fisheries to mitigate agricultural losses (Fig. 6). If global fisheries are strongly regulated to maintain a healthy biomass before the onset of the conflict (SI Appendix, Fig. S8 and Materials and Methods), the short-term catch increase under intensified fishing postwar is greatly enhanced (SI Appendix, Fig. S9). Under a 150-Tg and F+ scenario (Fig. 6), shown here to illustrate the extent to which intensified fishing could alleviate an extreme food crisis, global catch increases by 430% (±350%) relative to the unregulated BAU control. This increase is achieved despite the substantial climatic impact associated with the 150-Tg soot input (Fig. 2A). Catch rapidly decreases in the second year but remains somewhat higher than in the unregulated case until ∼10 y postwar. 
Discussion 
In summary, nuclear-war–driven climatic perturbations have an overall negative effect on fisheries that increases with soot input, despite positive impacts in some subtropical regions. However, socioeconomic responses to the nuclear war could greatly influence the trajectories of global fish catch and biomass. In the absence of strong prewar management, if the nuclear war leads to intensified fishing (for example due to terrestrial food shortages) a small increase in the global catch is possible for the first few years postwar. This however rapidly depletes the fish stocks and is followed by a precipitous decline in catches. Strong fisheries regulation prewar could instead allow catches to become many times higher than normal in the first year postwar, even despite large soot inputs. A decrease in fishing because of damaged infrastructure would lead to relatively large short-term catch decreases in a potentially critical time for global food security.
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[bookmark: pmd-heading-8ce55027-6a9b-4572-aead-9ed6c420dd20]NOAA is poised to lead mCDR development now---sustained efforts are key.
DOE ’24 [Department of Energy; 06/03/24; Executive department of the U.S. federal government that oversees U.S. national energy policy; " NOAA, DOE Sign Agreement to Advance Marine Carbon Dioxide Removal," https://www.energy.gov/fecm/articles/noaa-doe-sign-agreement-advance-marine-carbon-dioxide-removal] raj
Today, NOAA and the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) signed a memorandum of agreement (MOA) on future collaborations regarding marine carbon dioxide removal research and development. As a climate solution, marine carbon dioxide removal is an important pathway to achieve the broader Biden Administration goal for the U.S. to reach net-zero emissions of greenhouse gases by 2050. 
This MOA will formalize collaboration between NOAA and DOE to share expertise on research and technology development, as well as avoid duplicative work. The MOA makes clear that combining the ocean science expertise of NOAA with the carbon dioxide removal and energy science and technology expertise of DOE will be a powerful way to advance the state of marine carbon dioxide removal science and strengthen the existing relationship between both agencies. 
“The science is clear,” said NOAA Administrator Rick Spinrad, Ph.D. “In order to limit global warming to 1.5C or even 2C, we not only have to bring our emissions of greenhouse gases to net-zero rapidly, but we also must remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. This MOA, utilizing the great strengths of NOAA and DOE, means we can develop the marine carbon dioxide removal research and technology necessary to tackle the climate crisis.” 
“Carbon dioxide removal methods have the potential to mitigate and remove hundreds of millions of tons of harmful carbon dioxide emissions per year,” said DOE Under Secretary for Science and Innovation Dr. Geri Richmond. “DOE is excited to partner with NOAA under this MOA to advance our collaborative research and development efforts in this growing area of marine carbon dioxide removal and slow the harmful effects of climate change.” 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-195d67dd-f60e-45a6-a439-a13a480a0b9a]Oil spills require vast amounts of personnel and resources.
NOAA ’22 [National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; 11/08/22; The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration is an American scientific and regulatory agency charged with forecasting weather, monitoring oceanic and atmospheric conditions, and charting the sea; "What Does It Take to Clean up the Cleanup From an Oil Spill?," https://response.restoration.noaa.gov/about/media/what-does-it-take-clean-cleanup-oil-spill.html] raj
A large U.S. oil spill response will have an entire section of personnel devoted to waste management. Their job is to provide the necessary storage and waste processing facilities, figure out what can be recycled, what will need to be taken to a proper landfill or incineration facility, and how to get it all there. That includes ensuring everything is in compliance with the necessary shipping, tracking, and disposal paperwork.
<<IMAGE OMITTED>>
The amount of waste generated is a serious matter, particularly because oil spills often can occur in remote areas. In far-off locales, proper handling and transport of wastes is often as big a challenge as cleaning up the oil. Dealing with oily wastes is even more difficult in the Arctic and remote Pacific Islands such as Samoa because of the lack of adequate landfill space. One of the common goals of a spill response is to minimize wastes and segregate materials as much as possible to reduce disposal costs.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-38958cec-20ec-4baf-ae58-f8d5f154bfe6]CDR solves warming.
Dinneen ’25 [James; July 11; Award-winning investigative journalist covering all things environmental; NewScientist; “Climate could warm another 0.5°C if we fail to capture far more CO2”; https://www.newscientist.com/article/2487738-climate-could-warm-another-0-5c-if-we-fail-to-capture-far-more-co2/] jason
The world would have to remove hundreds of billions of tonnes of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere to limit the rise in global temperatures to 1.5°C this century. Even the less ambitious 2°C climate target is now virtually out of reach without large volumes of carbon capture and carbon dioxide removal (CDR), alongside aggressive cuts to emissions.
The role that such carbon-management technologies have to play in meeting climate targets has long proved controversial. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has said some amount of carbon management will be “unavoidable” to reach the net-zero emissions required to stabilise global temperatures. But others have pointed out that technologies that could achieve this haven’t yet been proven to work at the scale needed, and relying on them risks providing an excuse to continue emitting as usual.
There is a “debate across scientists that CDR is both essential and impossible”, says Candelaria Bergero at the University of California, Irvine. “There are some people saying that without CDR, we are doomed,” she says, adding that others say ”we are banking on some almost fictional technology that we think we will have, and we’re putting future generations at risk”.
To get a better handle on what is at stake, Bergero and her colleagues used a simple climate model to estimate the consequences of failing to manage CO2 across hundreds of different emissions scenarios consistent with the Paris Agreement target to keep the rise in global temperatures well below 2°Cs. These scenarios included carbon-removal technologies like direct air capture as well as nature-based approaches like tree planting. They also included varying amounts of carbon capture and storage applied to emissions from power plants and other industrial sources.
They found that failing to capture or remove any CO2 added about 0.5°C to global average temperatures at the end of the century, while failing to deliver half of the carbon management assumed in the scenarios added about 0.28°C of warming. This would make it nearly impossible to limit the rise in temperature to 1.5°C, even in a scenario where temperatures breach 1.5°C but then are brought back down.
The 2°C warming target might still be just about possible without any carbon management. However, the researchers found it would require extremely steep emissions cuts equivalent to 16 per cent per year from 2015 onwards. Such a rapid decline seems unlikely given that global emissions have increased over the past decade, says Bergero.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-927bdde2-ddfd-462f-951f-923df4b77585]Extinction.
Stuart White 24, Honorary Senior Lecturer at Brighton and Sussex Medical School; Hugh Montgomery, Visiting Professor at The Netherlands School of Public Health and Care Research, MD from the University of London. “The need for radical climate interventions: six years to secure humanity's ‘liveable future.’” Anaesthesia, Vol. 79, Issue 3, pp. 232-236. 1-11-2024. https://doi.org/10.1111/anae.16160
Manmade global heating is occurring more rapidly and intensively than forecast by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) in 2018 111. In July 2023, the Earth experienced its highest mean monthly land and sea surface temperatures since records began 121, global mean surface temperature twice breaching I .50C above pre- industrial levels (the sustained target identified in the 2015 Paris climate agreement) [11. Moreover, there is ‘no credible pathway to 1.50C in place' today [31.
Indeed, several researchers have forecast rises of 2oC (or even as high as 2.40C) by 2045—2050 14—91, highlighting problems in the IPCC's use of pooled models, publication lags, its under-appreciation of positive climate feedback loops and natural conservatism in achieving global consensus ('erring on the side of least drama'). Heating > 2oC would bring ‘numerous risks to natural and human systems' (at 'multiple times (the rates) currently observed' [101), including biodiversity loss; food and water shortages; extreme weather events; outbreaks of infectious disease; mass migration; and geopolitical crises 131. Any further delay in radically reducing so-called greenhouse gas emissions will risk missing 'a brief and rapidly closing window to secure a liveable future’ [10].
Events may accelerate even faster than this. Occurring slowly, and then very rapidly once ‘climate tipping points' are exceeded, self-perpetuating positive feedback loops can interact in ‘climate tipping cascades', amplifying global heating. Five of nine core global tipping elements and their climate tipping points have already been breached, increasing the likelihood of further breaches, and potentially accelerating global heating towards 2-3oC by 2050 [11]. For example, thawing carbon-rich polar ice shelves and permafrost drives the release of methane (83 times as powerful a greenhouse gas as carbon dioxide over the first 20 years after its release), reduces reflection of solar energy back into space and increases the loss of winter sea ice (contributing to sea level rises and altered ocean currents). Some tropical forests have become net carbon dioxide emitters because of heating-related deforestation and altered local weather patterns. The shift of multiple weather systems into new and dangerous states (for instance, through the collapse of major ocean circulations and movement of the northerly jet stream) are likely to precipitate extreme weather events, and thus food and water shortages. Individual and compound cascade effects increase the likelihood of high-consequence ('fat tail’) geopolitical and economic threats to humanity and could plausibly precipitate the collapse of human civilisation within 30 years (360 months, c. 2050) 16, 91.
Humanity has always faced seemingly insoluble existential crises. Virtually all previous civilisations have collapsed, including several after ecological disasters [121, but this will be the first time that humanity has caused a global collapse knowingly and whilst documenting it- The predicted 30-year time horizon should shake humanity’s collective complacency. ‘It won't happen in my lifetime’ becomes redundant as any justification for continuing the current rate of personal or societal contributions to climate change.
The collapse of global civilisation is not inevitable, but all of us need to act quickly and decisively to avoid breaching the 1.5oC threshold identified by the IPCC. Manmade carbon dioxide emissions need to halve by 2030 compared with 2010 levels and reach net zero by 2050 to limit global heating 1.5oC, or 45% by 2030 and reach net zero by 2070 to remain 2oC. Net zero does not mandate cessation of manmade carbon dioxide emissions, merely that they occur at the same rate as their 'draw down’ (removal) from the atmosphere. Many have called for radical decarbonisation and further research. Radical decarbonisation needs to proceed urgently according to actions based on current knowledge and informed opinion. Certainly, research should be performed (e.g. into carbon capture and storage technologies) but should not delay immediate action to reduce emissions. However, we cannot wait for certainty, or rely on innovation and technology to engineer us out of imminent climate collapse. Even if the IPCC 1.5oC and 2oC target horizons remain valid, we will need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by over 10% year-on-year to 2030 (i.e. approximately double the 5.4% annual emissions reduction measured during the COVID-19 pandemic ‘anthropause’ of 2020).

[bookmark: pmd-heading-713d4095-2ec2-48de-8925-994a8a135514]2AC—AT: Shutdown DA 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-c475d797-ea65-446b-8501-b2bfbbd7abda]Shutdown DA---2AC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-266e02dd-2ddf-4a46-a5a7-74370ff3a878]PC is fake---it’s infinite.
Jim Newell 25, Senior politics writer at Slate, B.A. in English, University of Pennsylvania, 3/29/2025, “So Is Trump Actually Firing Any of These Signal Jokers?” Slate, https://slate.com/news-and-politics/2025/03/is-trump-firing-michael-waltz-pete-hegseth-signal.html
Last we left Republicans’ effort to pass their “one big, beautiful bill” of tax cuts, spending cuts, and assorted other goodies, House and Senate Republicans had each passed wildly different versions of the blueprint necessary to unlock a filibuster-proof reconciliation bill. The next step was to reconcile their differences in a single blueprint, pass it through both chambers, then set about writing actual legislation. How would the two chambers reconcile their differences on the size of the tax cuts? The spending cuts? The defense-spending increase? The answer, as we appeared to learn this week, is that they won’t. Leaders’ plan for now is to pass a joint blueprint with entirely different instructions for House and Senate committees—and make the eventual hard choices, especially on the level of spending cuts to pursue, down the road. This is a useful opportunity to explain how leadership strategy on signature legislation works, whether it’s Democratic or Republican leaders herding the cats. The job is to reassure reluctant members, at each procedural juncture where their votes are needed, not to sweat the small stuff and that things will be fixed down the line. Just keep it moving. That will continue all the way to the final phase in the process, after an ugly compromise is made, when leaders’ message will abruptly change: You have to vote for this, or else. So: Conservatives will be persuaded to keep moving along with a package that doesn’t guarantee deep spending cuts, and moderates will be persuaded to keep moving along with a package that doesn’t guarantee lesser spending cuts, until, at some point, Donald Trump credibly threatens to destroy their lives if they don’t vote for the final product. It’s a pretty good plan.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-e6d8b2eb-5f62-4a17-84bd-0607eb8cb9fd]Government’s resilient, and 20 shutdowns disprove the impact. 
Carl Hulse 23, Chief Washington Correspondent, The New York Times, B.S. in Mass Communications,  Illinois State University, Catie Edmondson, Congressional Reporter at The New York Times, B.A. in English Literature, Barnard College, 9/27/2023, “Senate Reaches Deal to Head Off Government Shutdown,” The New York Times, Section A, p. 14
Some functions of the government would continue, including the military and public safety, with those employees working without pay. Each federal agency creates a “contingency plan” of how to operate during a shutdown and which employees are “excepted” from being furloughed. The Defense Department plan, for example, states that active-duty military personnel will continue to report for duty during a shutdown.
President Joe Biden and members of Congress would all continue to work and be paid, as required by law.
Does a shutdown affect benefits and payments like Social Security?
Social Security checks that go out to 67 million Americans every month would continue during a shutdown as this is considered “mandatory” spending and not funded through the dozen appropriations bills that Congress is supposed to pass each year.
Other examples of mandatory spending that would continue include payments from Medicare, Medicaid, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families and veterans’ benefits.
How long did the longest government shutdown last?
Congress has allowed funding to lapse several times in the past four decades, leading to 20 shutdowns that lasted at least one full day. 
The longest shutdown was also the most recent: The government shut down for 34 full days from Dec. 21, 2018, to Jan. 25, 2019.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-25340489-aef1-4c8f-9118-cf451a43a13c]They’re short-lived.
Zachary Wolf 24, Senior Writer at CNN Politics, B.A. in English and Political Science, University of California, Berkeley, 3/21/2024, Why a No-Drama Government Shutdown Would Be NBD, CNN Politics, https://www.cnn.com/2024/03/21/politics/no-drama-government-shutdown-what-matters/index.html
Short-term, no-big-deal government funding lapses like this possible one are not unprecedented.
In 1982, for instance, lawmakers had a deal in place to fund the government, but they ran out of time to pass the funding bills. Republicans were set to attend a barbecue at the White House. Tammy Wynette sang “Stand By Your Man,” as then-President Ronald Reagan looked on. Democrats were bound for a fundraiser.
Funding lapsed, but they went back to work the next day. Granted, that was at the end of September, when the fiscal year ends. This year, a potential temporary lapse for part of the government will occur almost six months late, when the fiscal year to be funded is already nearly halfway over.
A Congressional Research Service review of previous funding lapses since the concept was created in 1980 notes that brief lapses – those lasting less than three days – often do not result in much of anything shutting down, particularly when there is an expectation that the appropriations bills are coming.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-dbf213b0-f8b4-4e2f-bbd5-18c8b71d2a9a]Shutdown DA---1AR
[bookmark: pmd-heading-1a03e622-7fb7-4918-846f-c85262ae0336]Shutdown has minimal impact, is empirically disproven, and is solved by public pressure.
Bernstein ‘23 [Jonathan; September 14; Reporter, the Washington Post and Bloomberg; Washington Post, “We’re Headed for a Government Shutdown,” The https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2023/09/14/government-shutdown-mccarthy-s-republicans-are-headed-the-wrong-way/14ad310a-52f7-11ee-accf-88c266213aac_story.html]
How long? That’s difficult to predict. There have only been three extended government shutdowns in US history. The first, in 1995, was 21 days.(1)A 2013 shutdown lasted 16 days, and a third started in December 2018 and dragged into January 2019, for an epic 35 days. Unlike the threat of a government default brought on by debt limit crises, the damage from shutdowns, both in terms of economic harm and personal inconvenience, starts small and builds slowly over time. It’s one thing for tourists to lose out on trips to national parks or federally-run museums. It’s another when backlogs start piling up for the many things that need government action to proceed, from environmental impact statements to patents to non-essential— but still important— court cases. Over time, constituents put pressure on their representatives to get something done — and over time, polling usually makes it clear which party is suffering more, which is usually the party that started the shutdown in the first place.(2)
[bookmark: pmd-heading-8b2f977f-536c-4f81-94a7-c82cdb5f29fa]2AC—AT: Canada DA
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0878ae79-d2a6-4d93-b5b8-7c469e939095]2AC—AT: Canada DA 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-80a0854a-502f-4165-ab8a-5bffeb6da6d2]Canada needs the US--- lack of cooperation erodes global influence---that’s SG

[bookmark: pmd-heading-6c91c008-49ef-4eae-ab3c-0e9d41a68eae]Thumped
NOAA 25 [04/03/25, “Bilateral Agreements”, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/international/international-affairs/bilateral-agreements]//gabe@ADL
Canada and the United States meet annually for discussion on fisheries management and science issues. Through collaboration the countries strive to develop management approaches that can be implemented domestically, as required by both countries. For years, joint fisheries surveys have been conducted in the Pacific and Atlantic and the U.S. and Canada participate in several international agreements pertaining to shared species. NOAA Fisheries has a long-standing relationship with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO). Working primarily with the Northeast, Northwest, and Alaska Fisheries Science Centers, NOAA and DFO collaborate on a variety of topics including marine mammals, climate change impacts on fisheries, ecosystem approaches to fisheries management, and ecosystem monitoring.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-a0883616-f7ee-40db-a55a-4824188caf1e]2AC—AT: China DA
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5c51a90d-b0dc-4957-a9b3-40d7bd19da56]2AC—AT: China DA 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-34b7993c-52db-439c-898b-cf2ce0138a6d]US China relations maintain strong defense industry and deters China---that’s SG

[bookmark: pmd-heading-502e01bd-2c05-4d4f-8c9d-afd0d6c4abe5]NonUQ. China’s hungry for fish. Xi needs CAOFA to signal competent food management or he’ll divert to Taiwan---that’s Blumenthal and Barich. Probability, our ev is a statistical reading.
For Reference (Blumenthal) 
Understanding China’s weaknesses is essential for policymakers attempting to make sense of its aggression. This dynamic is not only a Xi Jinping phenomenon: China’s modern history shows that domestic crises are often followed by belligerence. A study that pre-dated Xi’s rule, with a dataset of over three thousand interactions between the United States and China, found that the CCP was twice as likely to initiate disputes when the Shanghai Stock Exchange (SSE) experienced a substantial drop. The SSE is a barometer of elite sentiment in China because the government pledges to protect elite investments and uses SSE listings to reward party insiders.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-af6384bf-bc96-41a0-9855-71e7f68ad35d]Thumped. 
NOAA 25 – The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [June 2025, Conference of the Parties 4 (2025) Final Report, “REPORT FOURTH MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE AGREEMENT TO PREVENT UNREGULATED HIGH SEAS FISHERIES IN THE CENTRAL ARCTIC OCEAN”, https://vlab.noaa.gov/web/caofa]//gabe@ADL
66. The China Delegation extended an invitation to host the Fourth Meeting of the SCG (in person) in China during spring 2026. The meeting may be scheduled during the month of March, but specific dates for that meeting will be confirmed as soon as feasible based on finding the most convenient time for both the host and participating delegations. 67. The SCG thanked the China Delegation for its invitation to host the in-person SCG4 meeting in 2026. The SCG accepted the invitation and looks forward to working with China’s local hosts to organize the meeting.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-55bcc8cd-d12e-4361-b564-75d0cddb3d6e]2AC—AT: Russia DA 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-0676f0bc-afd6-4f61-89de-f79c1ccfbe89]2AC—AT: Russia DA
[bookmark: pmd-heading-5dbaebea-949c-4842-80d5-d3213d9618a7]Non-UQ. Norway entrap NATO through fishing accidents with Russia---that’s Epstein and Østhagen
[bookmark: pmd-heading-fc259d34-c5f6-4f66-88c4-ae69190675a9]2AC—AT: Mining DA 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-46cb774c-f8cb-4929-b5c5-350b8c8a10ff]Mining bad outweighs mining good. 
Larson 23 –  JD Seattle School of Law [“I’ll Have the Fish, Please” – Why Wild, Sustainable Fisheries in the United States Need Permanent Federal Protection, and Fast," Seattle Journal of Technology, Environmental, & Innovation Law: Vol. 14: Iss. 1, Article 6. https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/sjteil/vol14/iss1/6, gabe@ADL]
[*20] However, there is an argument to be made regarding the need for industrial development and the sacrifice of one resource for another. If current circumstances change and there is an agreement to sacrifice the Bristol Bay fishery for the Pebble Mine, permanent protections issued by the federal government may make it difficult to move forward with the mineral extraction. Because fisheries management is dominated by the federal government, every fishery that has been granted permanent protections may struggle to waive those protections to allow exploitation of their resources if they so desired. Additionally, as the human population grows and industries expand, there may come a day when the United States needs the resource in the fishery's environment more than it needs the particular seafood being harvested. Again, if these priorities were to change, accessing these resources would likely be more complicated if fisheries were permanently insulated from the resource extraction.
Although the arguments in support of industrial development are valid, they are outweighed by a more pressing need to protect fishery resources. For fisheries like Bristol Bay that are threatened by exploitative industries, permanent protections are the necessary course of action. Threats like the Pebble Mine exist right now, and any future change of circumstances can be addressed if it arises. Additionally, the arguments for industrial development are merely hypothetical. That is, it is more important to protect a fishery struggling right now, because present fisheries need more support than future theoretical industry developments.
Since the threat of the Pebble Mine has only just been diminished, it is reasonable to deduce that the strategies used thus far to protect fisheries have not been effective. Therefore, the issuance of permanent protections by the federal government, complimented by strict punishment for non-compliance and incentives for assisting other fisheries, is a legal move that may finally grant Bristol Bay and other United States fisheries reliable protection from outside threats and more resources to dedicate towards promoting sustainability.
2AC—A/O—Mining 

[bookmark: pmd-heading-97c458ce-8503-4e4e-b2ba-2faeeb1f276e]Permanent fishery in the Beaufort deters mining and spills over domestically. 
Larson 23 –  JD Seattle School of Law [“I’ll Have the Fish, Please” – Why Wild, Sustainable Fisheries in the United States Need Permanent Federal Protection, and Fast," Seattle Journal of Technology, Environmental, & Innovation Law: Vol. 14: Iss. 1, Article 6. https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/sjteil/vol14/iss1/6, gabe@ADL]
IV. ANALYSIS

Although Pebble Mine is not the first or last threat to a fishery in the United States, it is a great example of a threat that federal legislation should act on, as it is an action interfering with a fishing region. Bristol Bay, its salmon run, and its communities should have been insulated [*18] from the threats that Pebble Mine presented. Unfortunately, it took many years for Bristol Bay to finally get the protection it needed.
Bristol Bay is an essential source of revenue for its local communities, Alaska, and the United States. Bristol Bay's fishing industry has created thousands of jobs and is responsible for much of the salmon that ends up on our menus. Since Bristol Bay hosts the world's largest wild sockeye salmon run, we must reconcile why it took so long to assure protection of such an essential resource.
Furthermore, Bristol Bay has an effective management planning council with supportive committees and advisory panels. UW provides invaluable information to the NPFMC by conducting annual research on the Bristol Bay salmon run. Bristol Bay hosts not only thousands of employees, but also major corporations, like Trident Seafoods, North Pacific Seafoods, and Alaska Marine Lines. Therefore, we must also reconcile why the protection of such a major resource took so long to arrive.
The fact that Bristol Bay has only recently been relieved of the threat of exploitation by the Pebble Mine is evidence of the reality that regulations within the fisheries themselves are not sufficient to protect them from outside risks. It begs the question: if it took so much effort to protect Bristol Bay, what happens when a less lucrative fishery is threatened? In order to properly protect all fisheries, there must be federal regulations that provide permanent protection and insulation from exploitation. The EPA's issuance of a final determination prohibiting the Pebble Mine from using the Bristol Bay watersheds as a disposal site, thus thwarting the Mine's ability to operate, was a huge success. However, the EPA's determination only pertains to the 2020 Mine Plan and future plans like it.96 This means that Northern Dynasty and the Pebble Partnership could revise their plan and either proceed with it or, if the EPA chooses to do so, begin another cycle of assessment and determinations under the CWA. While the determination currently in force has been a relief for Bristol Bay, it is not permanent, and sustainable fisheries need permanent protection.
The protective federal regulations also need to impose punishments for noncompliance not just monetary fines. Monetary fines do little to change the behavior of large corporations with deep pockets like Northern Dynasty. Therefore, punishments violating the federal regulations must come in other forms, like an injunction on their production or indictment of their chief officers. Corporations will likely be compliant if they are threatened with a suspension of operations or an indictment of their officials, as compared to merely having to pay fines. Also, federal courts are beginning to hear more challenges concerning fishery management plans,97 so the new regulatory protections should provide and depend on a remedy at law of court-issued injunctions against corporations that refuse to comply.
Further, regulations should include an incentive for fisheries and their respective management groups to reach out and help other fisheries [*19] that may need assistance in building a better plan for sustainability. Although no sustainability strategies are identical, assistance from sustainable fisheries should be rewarded because public policy favors good samaritan acts. For example, Alaska's successful management scheme is owed in part to the state fisheries guidance in Alaska's Constitution.98 If Alaskan fishery-related lawmakers have more time in the absence of external threats, they could work with other states that host fisheries to amend their constitutions and incorporate successful state fisheries guidance. Alternatively, the unique genetic diversity of Bristol Bay salmon allows them to "help 'seed' new freshwater habitats that become available" meaning their salmon could be transplanted to create new fishing locations.99
If the above-mentioned federal regulations were taken, fishing regions like Bristol Bay would be permanently protected from exploitation and may actually have the opportunity to better develop and support other fisheries in the United States. Congress has expressed its desire to encourage various fisheries to cooperate with and support each other. Since the fisheries management in Bristol Bay is more effective than other fisheries management in other parts of the United States, they can provide effective support. One organization that is also integral to Bristol Bay's success is the Bristol Bay Regional Seafood Development Association (BBRSDA), which is dedicated to "maximizing the value of the Bristol Bay fishery for the benefit of [their] members."100 Between January 1, 2022, and June 30, 2022, the BBRSDA spent a total of $ 87,277 on sustainability efforts 33,345 of which was spent on projects to protect Bristol Bay from the Pebble Mine.101 That $ 33,345 could have been spent bettering Bristol Bay and potentially helping other fisheries that struggle with sustainability. Further, citizens and officials in Alaska have dedicated time and money to protecting Bristol Bay by attending hearings, holding campaigns and events, submitting public comments that encourage the EPA to protect Bristol Bay, and testifying at hearings regarding the adverse impact the Pebble Mine would have on the Bristol Bay Region. This summer, the EPA reported 186 participants 111 of whom offered oral statements at the three public hearings held during the public comment period prior to issuing its final determination.102 The EPA also received over 582,000 written statements during that public comment period 99% of them favored the proposed determination that restricted and prohibited Pebble Mine's 2020 Plan.103 That is time and money that could be spent elsewhere perhaps on supporting adjacent fisheries. Bristol Bay and its supporters could have the opportunity to assist other United States fisheries if they had federally regulated and enforced insulation from the constant fear of damage to their watershed.
[*20] However, there is an argument to be made regarding the need for industrial development and the sacrifice of one resource for another. If current circumstances change and there is an agreement to sacrifice the Bristol Bay fishery for the Pebble Mine, permanent protections issued by the federal government may make it difficult to move forward with the mineral extraction. Because fisheries management is dominated by the federal government, every fishery that has been granted permanent protections may struggle to waive those protections to allow exploitation of their resources if they so desired. Additionally, as the human population grows and industries expand, there may come a day when the United States needs the resource in the fishery's environment more than it needs the particular seafood being harvested. Again, if these priorities were to change, accessing these resources would likely be more complicated if fisheries were permanently insulated from the resource extraction.
Although the arguments in support of industrial development are valid, they are outweighed by a more pressing need to protect fishery resources. For fisheries like Bristol Bay that are threatened by exploitative industries, permanent protections are the necessary course of action. Threats like the Pebble Mine exist right now, and any future change of circumstances can be addressed if it arises. Additionally, the arguments for industrial development are merely hypothetical. That is, it is more important to protect a fishery struggling right now, because present fisheries need more support than future theoretical industry developments.
Since the threat of the Pebble Mine has only just been diminished, it is reasonable to deduce that the strategies used thus far to protect fisheries have not been effective. Therefore, the issuance of permanent protections by the federal government, complimented by strict punishment for non-compliance and incentives for assisting other fisheries, is a legal move that may finally grant Bristol Bay and other United States fisheries reliable protection from outside threats and more resources to dedicate towards promoting sustainability.
V. CONCLUSION 
Salmon and other seafoods are an integral food source in the United States but commercial fisheries need protection if we expect this food source to persist. Despite comprehensive management strategies within the fisheries, they may still be subject to interference from outside sources. Evidence of this interference was found in Bristol Bay, Alaska, where a project to extract minerals from a deposit in its headwaters threatened the health and safety of the Bristol Bay watershed. Even though Bristol Bay is sustainable and well-regulated, it was still exposed to the threats of this mineral extraction because they came from an external source that was not subject to fisheries regulations or Bristol Bay's own internal rules.
The solutions to problems like the one Bristol Bay faced are permanent federal protections that carry strict punishment for noncompliance and incentives for assisting other fisheries in sustainability efforts. Not only do fisheries like Bristol Bay need to be protected, but [*21] the consequences for violating the protective regulations must also be serious enough to deter large entities from exploiting the fishery's resources. This solution should be implemented nationwide.
Protection of Bristol Bay is especially important because the fishery can shift the resources it had previously dedicated to stopping the Pebble Mine to other concerns. Namely, Bristol Bay will finally have an opportunity to assist other fisheries in building a sustainable management plan. The opportunity may be even more efficacious if the regulations include incentives for sustainable fisheries to assist other fisheries in devising assistance plans that Congress should be proud to support.

[bookmark: pmd-heading-8b4da54e-5deb-4273-a6b8-2c9b7dd8f14c]Courts set science-based precedents---guarantees spill over 
Larson 23 –  JD Seattle School of Law [“I’ll Have the Fish, Please” – Why Wild, Sustainable Fisheries in the United States Need Permanent Federal Protection, and Fast," Seattle Journal of Technology, Environmental, & Innovation Law: Vol. 14: Iss. 1, Article 6. https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/sjteil/vol14/iss1/6, gabe@ADL]
iv. The Court's Role 
The next important piece of the United States fishery regulation scheme is the role the courts play or the lack thereof. First and foremost, reputable scholars argue there are no clear guidelines from the courts on issues pertaining to fishery management such that the courts may even contribute to confusion on these issues.25 As the various fisheries are highly specialized and require scientific understanding and access to intricate data, the disputes regarding fishery regulations and management are equally complex.26 Courts acknowledge their lack of expertise in this specialized field and often defer to agency decisionmaking processes for dispute resolution.27 Furthermore, litigants in fishery disputes typically encounter a power imbalance favoring those with the means to obtain legal resources, thus reinforcing the benefit of dispute resolution via agency decision-making. For example, the Court in [*7] Fisherman's Finest v. Locke acknowledged that, if the courts must review an issue, they are highly deferential to regulations arising from the MSA, stating "our only function is to determine whether the Secretary [of Commerce] 'has considered the relevant factors and articulated a rational connection between the facts found and the choice made.'"28 The Court stated that it would only reverse an agency action under the APA that was "arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise contrary to law."29 Notably, the Court provided one brief guideline, stating that regulations based on political compromise instead of scientific research will generally be deemed arbitrary and capricious.30 Given the courts' preference to either defer to the appropriate agencies or dismiss disputes as non-justiciable, it is unlikely that the judiciary will act in reforming fisheries legislation.

Although courts generally defer to agencies, they can still play an effective role in fishery management. Through strategic decisionmaking, courts can establish precedent regarding proper management and guidelines to address violations. Federal courts can set binding or persuasive authority across the United States an excellent way to necessitate the development of sustainability measures and hold management councils accountable. Federal courts, albeit as a last resort, do serve as a "necessary safeguard" to ensure that agencies do not exceed their powers or fail to perform their statutory duties.31 However, action from the courts is only effective if the precedents they set require proper, data-based management schemes that truly prioritize sustainability.
[bookmark: pmd-heading-135a97d4-95a0-4a94-895d-8385aaf7a630]Arctic mining ends biodiversity. 
WWF Arctic 25 { takes a comprehensive approach to the Arctic, recognizing the area’s vast, interconnected nature. In the coming years, we expect to see a battle for space in the Arctic—an area that attracts competing interests.} - (“Biodiversity and nature,” published xx-xx-2025, accessed 7-25-2025, https://www.arcticwwf.org/our-priorities/biodiversity-and-nature/)//daenak/
Road and pipeline construction create fragmented landscapes, and change vegetation and water systems. Increased shipping creates more underwater noise pollution, black carbon emissions and raises the risk of oil spills. Unsustainable fishing practices compound these challenges, highlighting the need to balance economic growth while protecting ecosystems. The mining sector is also lobbying governments to approve deep sea mining from the Arctic’s seabed, an ecosystem we know little about. These activities endanger Arctic biodiversity by fragmenting habitats, displacing wildlife, and disrupting crucial breeding and feeding areas.
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