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Rookie Affirmative 
 

Fracking, or hydraulic fracking, is a process of getting oil and gas out of bedrock. A solution mostly of 
water is injected with high-pressure into the rock to “fracture” the rock and release oil or gas. It is 
primary used to extract natural gas from shale rock. In the past decade, there has been an expansion of 
fracking technology and an increase of fracking, particularly natural gas. Because of fracking, the United 
States is now the world’s biggest producer of natural gas. Natural gas is used to create electricity and 
directly in home as a sort of heat. But with this increase in natural gas production has come 
environmental problems. 

The climate change advantage focuses on the methane production during the fracking process and the 
use of the natural gas. As fracking as increased, so have U.S. methane emissions. Using chemical 
analysis, scientists are convinced this is directly caused by fracking. Fracking causes a leakage of 
methane and burning natural gas releases methane as a by-product. Methane is a more powerful 
greenhouse gas then carbon dioxide (CO2). The fracking industry claims they have led the reduction in 
CO2, but often ignore the effects of the methane produced instead. Some proponents also claim that 
natural gas is an important transition energy source as we move to 100% renewable energy. 

 



Contention 1: Inherency, or what is happening in the status quo. 
 

Fracking, or hydraulic fracking, is a process of getting oil and gas out of bedrock. A 
solution mostly of water is injected with high-pressure into the rock to “fracture” the 
rock and release oil or gas. It is primary used to extract natural gas from shale rock. In 
the past decade, there has been an expansion of fracking technology and an increase 
of fracking, particularly natural gas. Because of fracking, the United States is now the 
world’s biggest producer of natural gas. But fracking causes major environmental 
harms that must be addressed. 
 

Despite recognizing the dangers of hydraulic fracturing, the Biden administration 
remains committed to not banning fracking. 
Chesley Cox writes in USA Today that: 
(“Fact check: Biden temporarily banned new oil and gas leasing on public lands,” Chelsey Cox, Jan. 30, 2021, 
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/factcheck/2021/01/30/fact-check-biden-orders-dont-completely-ban-fracking/4315441001/) 

Did Biden propose a fracking ban? The Biden campaign emphasized the dangers posed to the environment by 
fossil fuel extraction in a $1.7 trillion Clean Energy Revolution proposal, according to the campaign's website. But during the last 

presidential debate on Oct. 23, then-Democratic presidential nominee Biden said he would rule out eliminating all 
fracking. "I do rule out banning fracking because the answer we need — We need other industries to transition to get to, ultimately, a 

complete zero emissions by 2025," he said, according to a transcript. "What I will do with fracking over time is make sure 
that we can capture the emissions from the fracking. Capture the emissions from gas. We can do that 
and we can do that by investing money into — It's a transition to that." 

 

To fix this problem in the current system, we propose the following plan of action: 

The United States federal government should ban 
hydraulic fracturing by energy companies in the United 
States. 

  



Contention 2: Harm – Climate Change 
Our major reason to ban hydraulic fracturing is climate change. 
 

Methane is an often forgotten about greenhouse gas, yet it is 80 times more powerful 
than carbon dioxide! Curbing methane emissions right now is necessary to lessen the 
effects of global warming like extreme weather and droughts right now. 
According to the Environmental Defense Fund: 
(“Methane: A crucial opportunity in the climate fight,” Environmental Defense Fund, no date, accessed 6/23/2021, 
https://www.edf.org/climate/methane-crucial-opportunity-climate-fight) 

Cutting methane emissions is the fastest opportunity we have to immediately slow the rate of global 
warming, even as we decarbonize our energy systems. It’s an opportunity we can’t afford to miss. Methane has more 
than 80 times the warming power of carbon dioxide over the first 20 years after it reaches the atmosphere. Even 

though CO2 has a longer-lasting effect, methane sets the pace for warming in the near term. 

 

The large increase in fracking in the United States since 2008 is directly tied a 
significant global spike in methane emissions. Using chemical analysis, researchers at 
Cornell discovered that the methane molecules have the “fingerprint” or chemical 
imprint of the methane released during fracking. That increase in emissions is 
increasing the pace of global warming.  
Jillian Ambrose reporting on a research paper from Cornell Professor Dr. Robert 
Howarth in 2019: 
(“Fracking causing rise in methane emissions, study finds,” Jillian Ambrose, 14 Aug 2019, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/aug/14/fracking-causing-rise-in-methane-emissions-study-finds) 

The boom in the US shale gas and oil may have ignited a significant global spike in methane emissions 
blamed for accelerating the pace of the climate crisis, according to research. Scientists at Cornell University 
have found the “chemical fingerprints” of the rising global methane levels point to shale oil and shale 
gas as the probable source. Methane, levels of which have been increasing sharply since 2008, is a 
potent greenhouse gas that heats the atmosphere quicker than carbon dioxide. 

 

  



The good news is that if we control emission by ending fracking, we will quickly see 
the decrease in methane in the atmosphere! While methane is a powerful greenhouse 
gas, it also stays in the atmosphere for a shorter time than carbon dioxide. This means 
that affirmative can quickly make an impact on climate change. 
Ambrose continues reporting: 

“However, this paper makes a very important point,” he said. “Controlling emissions from fracking, and 

fossil fuels in general, represents a potential policy quick fix to stemming the rise of methane still further.” 

Howarth said his report showed that if humans stopped emitting large quantities of methane into the 
atmosphere, it would dissipate. “It goes away pretty quickly, compared to carbon dioxide. It’s the 
low-hanging fruit to slow global warming,” he said. 

 

Climate change is a massive and pressing issue. Individual action is not enough. We 
need powerful governmental policy that addressing the growing threats caused by 
climate change. We cannot continue down the current path. 
Phoebe Weston reports on a paper written by top scientists in 2021: 
(“Top scientists warn of 'ghastly future of mass extinction' and climate disruption,” Phoebe Weston, 13 Jan 2021, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/jan/13/top-scientists-warn-of-ghastly-future-of-mass-extinction-and-climate-disruption-
aoe) 

“Our main point is that once you realise the scale and imminence of the problem, it becomes clear 
that we need much more than individual actions like using less plastic, eating less meat, or flying less. Our point is that we 
need big systematic changes and fast,” Professor Daniel Blumstein from the University of California 
Los Angeles, who helped write the paper, told the Guardian. The paper cites a number of key reports published in the past few 
years including: The World Economic Forum report in 2020, which named biodiversity loss as one of the top threats to the global economy. The 
2019 IPBES Global Assessment report which said 70% of the planet had been altered by humans. The 2020 WWF Living Planet report, which 
said the average population size of vertebrates had declined by 68% in the past five decades. A 2018 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change report which said that humanity had already exceeded global warming of 1C above pre-industrial levels and is set to reach 1.5C 

warming between 2030 and 2052. The report follows years of stark warnings about the state of the planet from 
the world’s leading scientists, including a statement by 11,000 scientists in 2019 that people will face “untold 
suffering due to the climate crisis” unless major changes are made. In 2016, more than 150 of Australia’s climate 
scientists wrote an open letter to the then prime minister, Malcolm Turnbull, demanding immediate action on reducing emissions. In the same 
year, 375 scientists – including 30 Nobel prize winners – wrote an open letter to the world about their frustrations over political inaction on 

climate change. Prof Tom Oliver, an ecologist at the University of Reading, who was not involved in the report, said it 
was a frightening but credible summary of the grave threats society faces under a “business as usual” 
scenario. “Scientists now need to go beyond simply documenting environmental decline, and instead find the most 
effective ways to catalyse action,” he said. 

 

  



Contention 3: Solvency 
Our last contention is how the plan would solve the problems outlined. 
 

The federal government needs to act on regulating fracking to minimize the risk to 
society. Only the federal government has the capability to properly regulate. 
Andrew Rosenberg, Director, Center for Science and Democracy at the Union of 
Concerned Scientists, writes in 2013: 
(“In Search of the Federal Role on Fracking,” Andrew Rosenberg, Director, Center for Science and Democracy, July 16, 2013, 
https://blog.ucsusa.org/andrew-rosenberg/in-search-of-the-federal-role-on-fracking-180/) 

From my perspective, the current federal inaction is unfortunate and deeply worrying. Federal agencies have enormous 
capacity and capability for research and analysis, monitoring, inspection, and enforcement – 
unmatched by any state. And despite rhetoric to the contrary, recent studies have shown that state regulatory systems 
are not up to the task of managing risks related to unconventional oil and gas development. And, from a 
science perspective, for baseline studies and ongoing monitoring, as well as enforcement of regulatory requirements for oil and gas operations, 
we need that federal capability. I am not arguing that states should relinquish their critical role in overseeing fracking—to the contrary, they 

need to step up their game. However, we need a comprehensive and coherent set of rules that bring federal and 

state capabilities into play to address the risks 

 



Rookie Negative 
 

  



Inherency 
The affirmative team states that despite recognizing the dangers of fracking, the 
current administration does not plan to ban fracking. We stand with this calculated 
decision and in this debate round will answer why the benefits of fracking in the 
status quo outweigh the harms. 
 

We must look at current options for energy production and then we realize that 
banning fracking would do more harm than good. 
 

 

 



Harm – Climate Change 
On their first harm of climate change: 
 

Fracking technology has reduced the U.S.’s carbon dioxide emissions. Banning fracking 
would increase CO2 emissions. We must consider what fracking natural gas replaces: 
burning coal. Natural gas is a cleaner option than the alternative.  
Drew Johnson, a Senior Fellow at the National Center for Public Policy Research, 
writes in 2019: 
(“Care About the Planet? Don't Ban Fracking.” Drew Johnson, a Senior Fellow at the National Center for Public Policy Research, July 09, 2019, 
https://www.realclearenergy.org/articles/2019/07/09/care_about_the_planet_dont_ban_fracking__.html) 

The transition away from coal has been great for the environment, since burned natural gas produces 
only half as much carbon dioxide as burned coal. Thanks largely to our increased reliance on natural 
gas, the United States leads the world in cutting carbon emissions. U.S. carbon dioxide emissions are 
near the lowest point they've been in 25 years. Large power plants reduced their emissions by 4.5 percent from 2016 to 

2017. Fracking bans would reverse this progress. If natural gas hadn't begun to displace coal, 2018 
emissions would have been 15 percent higher, according to the International Energy Agency. 

 

Banning fracking would not reduce GHG emissions. A ban would cause the US to 
import dirtier fuels from abroad, causing an increase in global warming. Climate 
change is a global problem, so we must look at the global impact of policies. 
Samantha Gross, Director of Energy Security and Climate Initiative at The Brookings 
Institution, argues in 2019: 

Yet cutting back domestic oil and gas production without an equally ambitious focus on demand will 
just increase U.S. imports, rather than reduce consumption. The United States could lose the economic advantages of 

its oil and gas production without a commensurate reduction in GHG emissions. In fact, such an outcome could actually 
increase global emissions, depending on how replacement fuels are produced and the emissions 
produced in transporting them to the United States. We must remember that climate change is a global 
problem and that the measure that matters is global GHG emissions. Any “solution” that reduces U.S. 
emissions, but increases global emissions, is no solution at all. Fossil fuel companies are a politically expedient enemy, 
but the hard work of actually reducing GHG emissions requires a focus on nearly every sector of the economy. 

 

  



The affirmative cannot solve for methane emissions. A large source of methane comes 
from agriculture, which means that the affirmative does not solve the alternative 
causes of methane production and exaggerates the impact of their action. 
Alejandra Borunda reports for the National Geographic in 2019: 
(“Methane, explained,” Alejandra Borunda, January 23, 2019, https://www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/article/methane) 

Cows and other grazing animals get a lot of attention for their methane-producing belches and 
releases. Such grazers host microbes in their stomachs, gut-filling hitchhikers that help them break 
down and absorb the nutrients from tough grasses. Those microbes produce methane as their waste, 
which wafts out of both ends of cows. The manure that cattle and other grazers produce is also a site for microbes to do their 

business, producing even more methane. There are 1.4 billion cattle in the world, and that number is growing as 
demand for beef and dairy increases; together with other grazing animals, they contribute about 40 percent of 
the annual methane budget. Other agricultural endeavors pump methane into the atmosphere, too. 
Rice paddies are a lot like wetlands: When they’re flooded, they’re filled with calm waters low in oxygen, which are a 

natural home for methane-producing bacteria. And some scientists think they can see the moment when rice production took 
off in Asia, about 5,000 years ago, because methane concentrations—recorded in tiny bubbles of ancient air trapped in ice cores in Antarctica—
rose rapidly. 

 

Climate change is not a threat to human survival. The risk is too low of a risk and 
humanity can adapt enough even in extreme scenarios. 
Sebastian Farquhar, Leader of the Global Priorities Project at the Centre for Effective 
Altruism, and others write in 2017: 
(“Existential Risk: Diplomacy and Governance”, Sebastian Farquhar, Leader of the Global Priorities Project (GPP) at the Centre for Effective 
Altruism, et al., Jan. 23, 2017, https://www.fhi.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/Existential-Risks-2017-01-23.pdf) 

The most likely levels of global warming are very unlikely to cause human extinction.15 The existential risks 
of climate change instead stem from tail risk climate change – the low probability of extreme levels of warming – and interaction with other 

sources of risk. It is impossible to say with confidence at what point global warming would become severe enough to pose an existential threat. 
Research has suggested that warming of 11-12°C would render most of the planet uninhabitable,16 and 
would completely devastate agriculture.17 This would pose an extreme threat to human civilisation as we know it.18 Warming of around 7°C or 
more could potentially produce conflict and instability on such a scale that the indirect effects could be an existential risk, although it is 

extremely uncertain how likely such scenarios are.19 Moreover, the timescales over which such changes might 
happen could mean that humanity is able to adapt enough to avoid extinction in even very extreme 
scenarios. 

 

  



Solvency 
The policy proposed by the affirmative will not solve the problems. Federal laws will 
be riddled with loopholes in favor of oil and gas companies. The federal enforcement 
of the policy will fail. 
Andrew Grinberg writes in March 2021: 
(“Roadmap for Reform,” Andrew Grinberg, Clean Water Action and Clean Water Fund, March 2021, 
https://cleanwateraction.org/sites/default/files/docs/publications/Roadmap%20to%20Reform%20--%20Clean%20Water%20Action%20--
%20March%202021.pdf) 

Federal environmental and natural resource protection laws and regulations, like the Clean Water Act 
and SDWA, are riddled with loopholes and preferential treatment for fossil fuel companies. The most 
notorious oil and gas exemption is the “Halliburton Loophole,” which exempts hydraulic fracturing 
from SDWA Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulation. (42 U.S.C. § 300h(d)) The Halliburton Loophole deserves the 

attention it receives and should be reversed. However, the significant shortcomings of the UIC program mean that 
closing this loophole and regulating fracking under the UIC program would not be enough. 

 

 

  



Fracking Affirmative 
 

Fracking, or hydraulic fracking, is a process of getting oil and gas out of bedrock. A solution mostly of 
water is injected with high-pressure into the rock to “fracture” the rock and release oil or gas. It is 
primary used to extract natural gas from shale rock. In the past decade, there has been an expansion of 
fracking technology and an increase of fracking, particularly natural gas. Because of fracking, the United 
States is now the world’s biggest producer of natural gas. Natural gas is used to create electricity and 
directly in home as a sort of heat. But with this increase in natural gas production has come 
environmental problems. 

The affirmative outlines 2 advantages: climate change and environmental justice. 

The climate change advantage focuses on the methane production during the fracking process and the 
use of the natural gas. As fracking as increased, so have U.S. methane emissions. Using chemical 
analysis, scientists are convinced this is directly caused by fracking. Fracking causes a leakage of 
methane and burning natural gas releases methane as a by-product. Methane is a more powerful 
greenhouse gas then carbon dioxide (CO2). The fracking industry claims they have led the reduction in 
CO2, but often ignore the effects of the methane produced instead. Some proponents also claim that 
natural gas is an important transition energy source as we move to 100% renewable energy. 

The environmental justice advantage focuses on the localized environmental impacts of fracking. 
Environmental justice is the idea that we all deserve to live in a clean environment and some 
communities are affected more by the harsh environmental impacts of our industries. This is particularly 
true in the context of fracking well. Fracking happens most often near poor communities, especially 
communities of color. These operations pollute war, pollute air, and cause earthquakes and birth 
defects. Prioritizing environmental justice would mean fighting against the inherent racism of placing 
the burden of our energy production in our communities of color. 



Contention 1: Inherency 
Despite recognizing the dangers of hydraulic fracture to release shale underground, 
the Biden administration remains committed to not banning fracking. 
Cox 2021 
(“Fact check: Biden temporarily banned new oil and gas leasing on public lands,” Chelsey Cox, Jan. 30, 2021, 
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/factcheck/2021/01/30/fact-check-biden-orders-dont-completely-ban-fracking/4315441001/) 

Did Biden propose a fracking ban? The Biden campaign emphasized the dangers posed to the 
environment by fossil fuel extraction in a $1.7 trillion Clean Energy Revolution proposal, according to the campaign's website. 

But during the last presidential debate on Oct. 23, then-Democratic presidential nominee Biden said 
he would rule out eliminating all fracking. "I do rule out banning fracking because the answer we need — We need other 

industries to transition to get to, ultimately, a complete zero emissions by 2025," he said, according to a transcript. "What I will do with 
fracking over time is make sure that we can capture the emissions from the fracking. Capture the 
emissions from gas. We can do that and we can do that by investing money into — It's a transition to 
that." Despite Biden's statement, former President Donald Trump accused him of declaring war on the oil industry, USA TODAY reported in 
October. A December 2019 report released by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce Global Energy Institute estimates a fracking ban imposed in 2021 
would cost the U.S. economy 19 million jobs and reduce gross domestic Product by $7.1 trillion. Temporary moratorium on oil and gas leases 
The Washington Post article cited in the meme fact-checks a Trump campaign advertisement that uses Biden soundbites to falsely claim he will 
ban all fracking. The Townhall article references Press Secretary Jen Psaki's Jan. 20 statement on Biden's executive action to place a temporary 
moratorium on oil and gas leasing only in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. It states that Psaki confirmed "President Biden will follow through 
with campaign promises to ban new fracking on federal land." The article recaps an exchange between a reporter, who asks if the White House 
still plans to end new oil and gas leases for federal land, and Psaki, who answers, "We do and the leases will be reviewed by our team." The 
order was a precursor to a Jan. 27 executive order that paused new leasing on public lands and offshore waters, according to The White House. 
The article does not mention Trump's campaign-era accusations against the president's policy on fracking. USA TODAY reached out to Townhall 
for comment. Biden reiterated his stance on the practice and committed to reviewing and resetting the oil and gas leasing program in his Jan. 

27 remarks. "Let me be clear, and I know this always comes up: We’re not going to ban fracking. We’ll 
protect jobs and grow jobs, including through stronger standards, like controls from methane leaks 
and union workers in — willing to install the changes," he said. The Biden administration has not followed through with a 
ban on fracking, as the claim states. Our rating: False We rate this claim FALSE, based on our research. A Facebook claim stating that Biden is 
following through with a fracking ban referenced an article from a conservative opinion website that notes the Biden administration's recent 
environmental action. Biden signed two executive orders placing a temporary moratorium on new oil and gas leasing on public lands and 

offshore waters, but he has not banned fracking. The president said he will not put an end to fracking in remarks 
released by the White House. 

 

 

Thus the plan: The United States federal government 
should ban hydraulic fracturing by energy companies in 
the United States. 

 

  



Contention 2: Harm – Climate Change 
Curbing methane emissions is necessary to curb the effects of global warming like 
extreme weather and droughts right now. 
EDF n.d. 
(“Methane: A crucial opportunity in the climate fight,” Environmental Defense Fund, no date, accessed 6/23/2021, 
https://www.edf.org/climate/methane-crucial-opportunity-climate-fight) 

Cutting methane emissions is the fastest opportunity we have to immediately slow the rate of global 
warming, even as we decarbonize our energy systems. It’s an opportunity we can’t afford to miss. 
Methane has more than 80 times the warming power of carbon dioxide over the first 20 years after it 
reaches the atmosphere. Even though CO2 has a longer-lasting effect, methane sets the pace for 
warming in the near term. At least 25% of today’s warming is driven by methane from human actions. One of the largest 
methane sources is the oil and gas industry. Why the methane moment is now For many years, methane was 
overlooked in the climate conversation. But scientists and policymakers are increasingly recognizing 
that methane reductions are crucial. Slowing today’s unprecedented rate of warming can help avert 
our most acute climate risks, including crop loss, wildfires, extreme weather and rising sea levels. 
Atmospheric concentration of methane is increasing faster now than at any time since the 1980s. Which means that 

now is the methane moment: Acting now to reduce methane emissions will have immediate benefits to the 
climate that reductions in carbon dioxide cannot provide on their own. 

 

 

  



The fracking boom caused a massive expansion of methane emissions, a more potent 
greenhouse gas than CO2, but luckily the aff reverses this trend. 
Ambrose 2019 
(“Fracking causing rise in methane emissions, study finds,” Jillian Ambrose, 14 Aug 2019, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/aug/14/fracking-causing-rise-in-methane-emissions-study-finds) 

The boom in the US shale gas and oil may have ignited a significant global spike in methane emissions 
blamed for accelerating the pace of the climate crisis, according to research. Scientists at Cornell University 
have found the “chemical fingerprints” of the rising global methane levels point to shale oil and shale 
gas as the probable source. Methane, levels of which have been increasing sharply since 2008, is a 
potent greenhouse gas that heats the atmosphere quicker than carbon dioxide. Researchers at Cornell said the 
carbon composition of atmospheric methane, or the “weight” of carbon within each methane molecule, was changing too. Robert Howarth, the 

author of the paper published in the journal Biogeosciences, said the proportion of methane with a “carbon signature” 
linked to traditional fossil fuels was falling relative to the rise of methane with a slightly different 
carbon make-up. Researchers had previously assumed the “non-traditional” methane was from biological sources such as cows and 

wetlands, but the latest research suggests unconventional oil and gas from fracking may be playing a significant 
part. The theory would support a correlation in the rise of methane in the atmosphere and the boom 
in fracking across the US over the last decade. “This recent increase in methane is massive,” Howarth said. 

“It’s globally significant. It’s contributed to some of the increase in global warming we’ve seen and 
shale gas is a major player.” However, UK academics have said the jury is still out because there remained “significant uncertainty” 
about the theory, which has not been conclusively proven. The claim is “highly contentious in the academic community and further work is 
needed to constrain uncertainty before conclusions such as this can be robustly backed up”, said Prof Grant Allen, from the Centre for 

Atmospheric Science at the University of Manchester. “However, this paper makes a very important point,” he said. “Controlling 
emissions from fracking, and fossil fuels in general, represents a potential policy quick fix to stemming 
the rise of methane still further.” Howarth said his report showed that if humans stopped emitting large 
quantities of methane into the atmosphere, it would dissipate. “It goes away pretty quickly, 
compared to carbon dioxide. It’s the low-hanging fruit to slow global warming,” he said. 

 

 

  



Climate change must be addressed now with policy changes, this is the only way to 
avoid ecological disaster and mass extinctions. 
Weston 2021 
(“Top scientists warn of 'ghastly future of mass extinction' and climate disruption,” Phoebe Weston, 13 Jan 2021, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/jan/13/top-scientists-warn-of-ghastly-future-of-mass-extinction-and-climate-disruption-
aoe) 

The planet is facing a “ghastly future of mass extinction, declining health and climate-disruption 
upheavals” that threaten human survival because of ignorance and inaction, according to an international group 
of scientists, who warn people still haven’t grasped the urgency of the biodiversity and climate crises. The 17 experts, including Prof Paul Ehrlich 

from Stanford University, author of The Population Bomb, and scientists from Mexico, Australia and the US, say the planet is in a much 
worse state than most people – even scientists – understood. “The scale of the threats to the 
biosphere and all its lifeforms – including humanity – is in fact so great that it is difficult to grasp for 
even well-informed experts,” they write in a report in Frontiers in Conservation Science which references more than 150 studies 

detailing the world’s major environmental challenges. The delay between destruction of the natural world and the 
impacts of these actions means people do not recognise how vast the problem is, the paper argues. “[The] 
mainstream is having difficulty grasping the magnitude of this loss, despite the steady erosion of the 
fabric of human civilisation.” The report warns that climate-induced mass migrations, more 
pandemics and conflicts over resources will be inevitable unless urgent action is taken. “Ours is not a call to 
surrender – we aim to provide leaders with a realistic ‘cold shower’ of the state of the planet that is essential for planning to avoid a ghastly 

future,” it adds. Dealing with the enormity of the problem requires far-reaching changes to global capitalism, 
education and equality, the paper says. These include abolishing the idea of perpetual economic growth, properly pricing environmental 
externalities, stopping the use of fossil fuels, reining in corporate lobbying, and empowering women, the researchers argue. The report comes 
months after the world failed to meet a single UN Aichi biodiversity target, created to stem the destruction of the natural world, the second 
consecutive time governments have failed to meet their 10-year biodiversity goals. This week a coalition of more than 50 countries pledged to 

protect almost a third of the planet by 2030. An estimated one million species are at risk of extinction, many within 
decades, according to a recent UN report. “Environmental deterioration is infinitely more threatening to civilisation than Trumpism or 
Covid-19,” Ehrlich told the Guardian. In The Population Bomb, published in 1968, Ehrlich warned of imminent population explosion and 
hundreds of millions of people starving to death. Although he has acknowledged some timings were wrong, he has said he stands by its 
fundamental message that population growth and high levels of consumption by wealthy nations is driving destruction. He told the Guardian: 
“Growthmania is the fatal disease of civilisation - it must be replaced by campaigns that make equity and well-being society’s goals - not 

consuming more junk.” Large populations and their continued growth drive soil degradation and biodiversity 
loss, the new paper warns. “More people means that more synthetic compounds and dangerous throwaway plastics are manufactured, many 

of which add to the growing toxification of the Earth. It also increases the chances of pandemics that fuel ever-more 
desperate hunts for scarce resources.” The effects of the climate emergency are more evident than 
biodiversity loss, but still, society is failing to cut emissions, the paper argues. If people understood the 
magnitude of the crises, changes in politics and policies could match the gravity of the threat. “Our main 
point is that once you realise the scale and imminence of the problem, it becomes clear that we need much more than individual actions like 

using less plastic, eating less meat, or flying less. Our point is that we need big systematic changes and fast,” Professor 
Daniel Blumstein from the University of California Los Angeles, who helped write the paper, told the Guardian. The paper cites a number of key 
reports published in the past few years including: The World Economic Forum report in 2020, which named biodiversity loss as one of the top 
threats to the global economy. The 2019 IPBES Global Assessment report which said 70% of the planet had been altered by humans. The 2020 
WWF Living Planet report, which said the average population size of vertebrates had declined by 68% in the past five decades. A 2018 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report which said that humanity had already exceeded global warming of 1C above pre-industrial 
levels and is set to reach 1.5C warming between 2030 and 2052. The report follows years of stark warnings about the state of the planet from 
the world’s leading scientists, including a statement by 11,000 scientists in 2019 that people will face “untold suffering due to the climate crisis” 
unless major changes are made. In 2016, more than 150 of Australia’s climate scientists wrote an open letter to the then prime minister, 
Malcolm Turnbull, demanding immediate action on reducing emissions. In the same year, 375 scientists – including 30 Nobel prize winners – 
wrote an open letter to the world about their frustrations over political inaction on climate change. Prof Tom Oliver, an ecologist at the 

University of Reading, who was not involved in the report, said it was a frightening but credible summary of the grave 



threats society faces under a “business as usual” scenario. “Scientists now need to go beyond simply 
documenting environmental decline, and instead find the most effective ways to catalyse action,” he 
said. Prof Rob Brooker, head of ecological sciences at the James Hutton Institute, who was not involved in the study, said it clearly emphasised 

the pressing nature of the challenges. “We certainly should not be in any doubt about the huge scale of the 
challenges we are facing and the changes we will need to make to deal with them,” he said. 

 

  



Contention 3: Harm – Environmental Justice 
There is scientific consensus that fracking is damaging to public health. The only way 
to solve the problem is by banning fracking. 
Johnson 2019 
(“'We Need to Ban Fracking': New Analysis of 1,500 Scientific Studies Details Threat to Health and Climate,” Jake Johnson, Staff Writer, June 19, 
2019, https://www.commondreams.org/news/2019/06/19/we-need-ban-fracking-new-analysis-1500-scientific-studies-details-threat-health-
and) 

A comprehensive analysis of nearly 1,500 scientific studies, government reports, and media stories on 
the consequences of fracking released Wednesday found that the evidence overwhelmingly shows the 
drilling method poses a profound threat to public health and the climate. The sixth edition of the Compendium of 
Scientific, Medical, and Media Findings Demonstrating Risks and Harms of Fracking (the Compendium), published by Physicians for Social 

Responsibility and Concerned Health Professionals of New York, found that "90.3 percent of all original research studies 
published from 2016-2018 on the health impacts of fracking found a positive association with harm or 
potential harm." The analysis (pdf) also found that: 69 percent of original research studies on water quality found 
potential for, or actual evidence of, fracking-associated water contamination; 87 percent of original research 
studies on air quality found significant air pollutant emissions; and 84 percent of original research studies on 

human health risks found signs of harm or indication of potential harm. "There is no evidence that 
fracking can operate without threatening public health directly and without imperiling climate 
stability upon which public health depends," the Compendium states. Sandra Steingraber, PhD, co-founder of Concerned 
Health Professionals of New York, said in a statement that "the case against fracking becomes more damning" with the publication of each 
edition of the Compendium. "As the science continues to come in, early inklings of harm have converged into a wide river of corroborating 

evidence," said Steingraber. "All together, the data show that fracking impairs the health of people who live 
nearby, especially pregnant women, and swings a wrecking ball at the climate. We urgently call on political leaders to act on the knowledge 
we've compiled." According to the Compendium, the first edition of which was published in 2014, the "feverish pace" of U.S. fossil fuel 

extraction—which has accelerated under President Donald Trump—"has spurred a massive build-out of fracking infrastructure," putting air 
quality and water sources at risk in communities across the United States. "Despite efforts by the gas industry to 
suppress all health data on fracking, the Compendium documents the serious harm fracking holds for pregnant women, children, and those 
with respiratory disease. We need to ban fracking." —Walter Tsou, Philadelphia Physicians for Social Responsibility In addition to the harmful 
effects of fracking on those who live near oil and gas development projects, the Compendium found, the drilling practice is "also at odds with 
the emerging scientific consensus on the scale and tempo of necessary climate change mitigation and with rising public alarm about the 

impending climate crisis that this consensus has amplified." "Despite efforts by the gas industry to suppress all health 
data on fracking, the Compendium documents the serious harm fracking holds for pregnant women, 
children, and those with respiratory disease," Walter Tsou, MD, MPH, interim executive director of Philadelphia Physicians 

for Social Responsibility, said in a statement. "We need to ban fracking." The sixth edition of the Compendium comes just days after 
more than 100 environmental groups sent a letter urging Pennsylvania Gov. Tom Wolf to investigate the link between fracking and the 
emergence of rare childhood cancers in rural Pennsylvania counties. As Steingraber—one of the letter's signatories—told online environmental 
outlet The Daily Climate on Wednesday, much of the data in the Compendium comes from Pennsylvania, which is home to over 100,000 active 
oil and gas wells. "What makes fracking different from any other industry I've studied in public health is that there's no industrial zone," 
Steingraber said. "It's taking place literally in our backyards, and unfortunately some of the best evidence for both polluting emissions and 
emerging health crises is coming out of southwestern Pennsylvania." 

 

 



Fracking companies are disproportionately located in neighborhoods of color and poor 
communities. Those companies pollute the water and cause poor health outcomes. 
Rakia 2016 
(“Fracking waste more likely to be located in poor communities and neighborhoods of color,” Raven Rakia, Feb 03, 2016, 
https://grist.org/climate-energy/fracking-waste-more-likely-to-be-located-in-poor-communities-and-neighborhoods-of-color/) 

Hydraulic fracturing — using a high-pressure injection of liquid into rock to release natural gas or oil — involves using a lot of 
water. Once that process is done, the fracking companies have to put that chemical-heavy wastewater 
somewhere. In South Texas’ Eagle Ford — an area that has been transformed by fracking — wastewater storage units are 
located disproportionately in neighborhoods of color and communities with higher levels of poverty, 
according to a recent study. Environmental Health News reports: After the Southwest Workers Union — where [Chavel] Lopez works as the 
labor coordinator — expressed concern about Eagle Ford fracking waste, [study author Jill] Johnston and colleagues looked at the racial and 
economic makeup of residents where oil and gas disposal wells were permitted between 2007 and 2014 in the heavily fracked Eagle Ford area 
of Texas. The Eagle Ford covers 26 counties and has seen explosive growth as improvements in fracking technology opened the previously 
untappable reserves. Researchers estimated more than 1,000 new wastewater wells have been permitted in the area since 2007. They found 

that — after controlling for population density — people in areas that were more than 80 percent minority were 
twice as likely to live near permitted wastewater wells than areas less than 20 percent minority. Of the 
more than 217,000 minorities living less than three miles from a disposal well, 83 percent were Hispanic, according to the study published last 

month in the American Journal of Public Health. Wastewater storage poses a threat of contaminating the 
groundwater. “A lot of people [in the Eagle Ford area] are reliant on groundwater,” Johnston told Environmental Health 

News. “Putting this all underground is jeopardizing water sources.” It’s not just water that people are 
concerned about. Fracking in the Eagle Ford area has greatly affected the air quality and health of the 
residents living there — and to make matters worse, the drilling companies face very little regulation 
from the state, according to a Center for Public Integrity investigation in 2014. Similar results have been found in other states. Last year, 

a study found that fracking wells in Pennsylvania are disproportionately located in low-income 
communities. The authors of the Texas study put their findings in context: “Throughout history, waste disposal has 
often resulted in environmental pollution and, consequently, harm to human health … Nationwide, a 
disproportionate number of waste disposal facilities are sited in communities of color, a pattern 
known as ‘environmental injustice.'” 

 

  



The poor public health outcomes that fracking operations impose on poor 
communities is a matter of environmental justice. 
Wernick 2019 
(“Fracking causes environmental damage and birth defects, new study shows,” July 31, 2019, Writer Adam Wernick, quoting Sandra 
Steingraber, a professor of environmental studies and sciences at Ithaca College, https://www.pri.org/stories/2019-07-31/fracking-causes-
environmental-damage-and-birth-defects-new-study-shows) 

Fracking has revolutionized the extraction of oil and gas in just a few years, but this highly efficient method comes with environmental and 

health risks. Now, a new metastudy details its adverse effects on the local environment, the climate and human health. The new report, 
published by Physicians for Social Responsibility and Concerned Health Professionals of New York, 
brings together the findings of more 1,700 studies, articles and reports tying fracking activities to a 
host of health problems including birth defects, cancer and asthma. It’s the sixth edition of a report originally 
published in 2014, which helped inform New York State’s decision to ban fracking. A group of public health professionals that included Sandra 
Steingraber, a professor of environmental studies and sciences at Ithaca College, had wanted to make sure sound science was part of that 
decision. “So, we went to work, translating the science into plain English for our political leaders, members of the press and, most importantly, 
people in frontline communities who are going to be compelled to endure the risks that fracking brings to people's health,” Steingraber says. 
“When we first did this, we didn't call it a compendium, we called it a memo,” she says, “because there were only nine studies in the peer-
reviewed literature. When we finally banned fracking in New York in December 2014, we had an edition of the compendium with 400 studies. 
At that point, people all over the world were … thinking about fracking — whether to allow it or not — so our compendium was in great 
demand. So we've kept going with it.” Fracking (or, hydraulic fracturing) works by forcing water, sand and chemicals into shale rock at high 

pressures, allowing fossil fuel companies to extract oil and gas that can’t be reached with conventional wells. The study examined 
fracking’s effect on a wide range of parameters, including air pollution, water pollution, radioactivity, 
social disruption and climate change. “Across all these data we saw a plethora of recurring problems 
and harms, and we uncovered no regulatory framework that could avert these harms,” Steingraber 
says. “In other words, there's no evidence that fracking can operate without threatening public health 
directly or without imperiling climate stability, on which public health, of course, depends.” Air pollution is 
an ever-present by-product of fracking, including methane, which is a powerful greenhouse gas, and ground-level ozone, which Steingraber 

calls “a killer.” Science clearly shows that ground-level ozone contributes to stroke risk, premature birth, 
heart attack and asthma, among other things, she explains. When her research group looked at public 
health effects measured directly, they saw them occurring at higher than normal rates in places with a 
lot of fracking activity. The most troubling of these, Steingraber says, is the effect on pregnant women 
who live near drilling and fracking operations. These women are at higher risk for poor birth 
outcomes, including premature birth, certain kinds of birth defects and small-for-date births — infants 
born small for the number of months of pregnancy. Water contamination is also a proven result of 
fracking, Steingraber says. Fracking uses fresh drinking water sources to shatter the shale underground, releasing the bubbles of methane 

— natural gas — and oil trapped inside the rock. “When that water comes back up again, it's contaminated not only 
with toxic fracking chemicals that were added in the first place, but there is also a whole periodic 
chart of toxic chemicals down in the shale — things like heavy metals, arsenic, barium, strontium, 
uranium,” Steingraber explains. “Some of these things, like radium and radon, are actually 
radioactive.” This raises the difficult problem of how to dispose of toxic wastewater. Standard practice is to re-inject it into the ground, 
but this raises the risk of contaminating drinking water aquifers, which the wastewater has to be pushed through. In addition, because 
lubricating chemicals are added to fracking fluid, the technique can actually lubricate fault lines and trigger earthquakes. Some areas in the 
United States, such as Oklahoma, have seen a dramatic and unexpected rise in seismic activity, which is likely connected to wastewater 
disposal. A whole section of the new report is dedicated to the public health and safety risks around increased seismic activity, Steingraber says. 

As is commonly the case with extractive industries, there is an environmental justice component to fracking and 
health impacts. Fracking infrastructure and fracking well pads are disproportionately sited in 
communities of color, poor communities and rural communities that can offer the least resistance — 



communities where people don't necessarily “have friends in Congress” or access to effective legal 
assistance, Steingraber notes. 

 

  



We must center policies around environmental justice. Clean water and better health 
is an impact in itself. 
Shivers 2020 
(“Environmental Justice,” Dr. Candice Shivers, GCU Blogs, April 22, 2020, https://www.gcu.edu/blog/nursing-health-care/environmental-justice) 

Clear water, blue skies, fresh air are all things that we believe are equal, but in reality it is not. The environmental factors that we 
live in, every day, are major determinants to our health. Depending on where we live, go to school, 
work, etc. is based upon our socioeconomic status and determines the type of environment that 
surrounds us. Certain communities may be exposed to poorer environments and inequities than those 
of a wealthier socioeconomic status. Some examples of environmental justice issues are air and water 
pollution, homes that may be infected by lead or mold, poor public transportation and lack of access to healthy foods. Every April, the 
American Public Health Association (APHA) takes the time to celebrate public health with an entire week. APHA highlights different themes that 
affect our communities at large. 2020’s themes are mental health, maternal and child health, violence prevention, education, healthy housing, 

economics, and environmental health. We must continue to have conversations that affect and determine our 
life expectancy. Environmental Justice Environmental justice is defined as “the fair and meaningful 
involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, with respect to the 
development, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies” 
(USEPA, 2020). Focus has been given to areas, such as: agriculture and forestry, built infrastructure, climate change, communities, energy 
efficiency, jobs and economy, public health, renewable energy, resilience/adaptation and transportation (EESI, 2020). What Are the Reasons for 

Environmental Injustice? There are many factors that are the reasons for environmental injustice. Some 
reason include, but are not limited to; “misguided regulatory policy, discriminatory siting, unequal 
regulation enforcement and unequal political power” (Diaz, 2019). The Importance of Environmental Justice Ensuring 
that everyone lives in a healthy environment is important and helps to improve their overall health 
(Skelton & Miller, 2016). We should all work together help to improve the environments of those who live in areas that are affected by such 

issues. As the population continues to grow, challenges will arise when trying to address the issues of environmental justice. The fight to 
provide clean air, safe drinking water, adequate transportation and safe living environments should 
be continuous. We have to understand the correlations between our health and the environment and 
the solutions that are available to us. 

  



Contention 4: Solvency 
The federal government needs to act on regulating fracking to minimize the risk to 
society. Only the federal government has the capability to properly regulate. 
Rosenberg 2013 
(“In Search of the Federal Role on Fracking,” Andrew Rosenberg, Director, Center for Science and Democracy, July 16, 2013, 
https://blog.ucsusa.org/andrew-rosenberg/in-search-of-the-federal-role-on-fracking-180/) 

The need for comprehensive and coherent rules From my perspective, the current federal inaction is 
unfortunate and deeply worrying. Federal agencies have enormous capacity and capability for 
research and analysis, monitoring, inspection, and enforcement – unmatched by any state. And despite 

rhetoric to the contrary, recent studies have shown that state regulatory systems are not up to the task of managing 
risks related to unconventional oil and gas development. And, from a science perspective, for baseline 
studies and ongoing monitoring, as well as enforcement of regulatory requirements for oil and gas 
operations, we need that federal capability. I am not arguing that states should relinquish their critical role in overseeing 

fracking—to the contrary, they need to step up their game. However, we need a comprehensive and coherent set of rules 
that bring federal and state capabilities into play to address the risks. Meanwhile, Congress seems to be pushing hard 
to keep the states in the lead. For example, a recent hearing of the House Natural Resources Committee entitled, “DOI Hydraulic Fracturing 
Rule: A Recipe for Government Waste, Duplication and Delay” was perhaps not designed to explore the issue as much as hammer home a 

point. And Congress has, over the years, exempted oil and gas exploration and production from the 
federal statutes that are designed for, and frankly have succeeded in, cleaning up pollution of our water, air, 
and land. Those exemptions have come about through highly successful lobbying efforts by the 
industry, which spent $700 million over the last decade to craft the rules in their favor. There are real risks related to 
unconventional oil and gas development, ranging from the social and environmental impacts of 
industrializing rural landscapes, to public health risks within communities. As with many parts of our complex 

society, we may choose to accept some risks in the name of economic development. But we always want to minimize risks to 
the public and to our public trust resources. Because, even if oil and gas development happens on private land, the potential 
impacts are much broader. Land, air and water pollution and societal change concern our society as a whole. Taking all these factors into 
consideration, our upcoming forum will consider the available scientific evidence, assess the strengths and weakness of the current regulatory 
landscape, and explore opportunities for better citizen engagement. 

  



2AC – On-case Extensions 



 

Inherency Extensions 
President Biden will not ban fracking. 
Egan 2021 
(“No, Joe Biden didn't just ban fracking,” By Matt Egan, CNN Business, January 27, 2021, https://www.cnn.com/2021/01/27/business/fracking-
ban-biden-federal-leasing/index.html) 

New York (CNN Business) President Joe Biden is cracking down on the oil-and-gas industry, but he is not taking the extreme 
steps the Trump campaign claimed he would last fall. Last week, the Biden administration imposed a 60-day suspension of 
new oil and gas leasing and drilling permits on federal lands unless the Interior Department's leaders approved them. Biden went a step further 

Wednesday, by ordering a moratorium on new oil and gas leases on federal land and water areas. However, this is a far cry from the 
more dramatic step climate activists are calling for (and that the oil industry fears): a full-blown 
federal ban on fracking. "Let me be clear, and I know this always comes up. We're not going to ban 
fracking," Biden told reporters Wednesday. During the campaign, Biden explicitly opposed a nationwide ban on the 
controversial oil-and-gas technique, although the Trump campaign repeatedly suggested otherwise. And it's not even clear that a president has 

the legal power to ban fracking on private lands -- that would likely take an act of Congress. Rather, Biden's moratorium on oil and 
gas leases applies only to federal land, which accounts for less than a quarter of total US oil 
production and much less for natural gas. And the freeze does not impact existing leases. In other 
words, ExxonMobil and Chevron can continue to frack away. "We do not think Biden has the authority to ban fracking 
and if he did, he wouldn't go that far," said Bob McNally, founder and president of consulting firm Rapidan Energy. "Biden remains a centrist 
with strong links to unions, who would oppose such a step." Indeed, a total fracking ban would wipe out tens of thousands of jobs in 
Pennsylvania, Ohio and Texas — three states central to the balance of power in Washington. Little threat to oil supplies, for now at least 

 

 



 

Harm – Climate Change Extensions 
Methane is a more powerful greenhouse gas than global warming and reducing 
methane is a necessary step to combat global warming. 
UNECE n.d. 
(“The Challenge,” United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, no date, https://unece.org/challenge) 

Methane is a powerful greenhouses gas with a 100-year global warming potential 28-34 times that of 
CO2. Measured over a 20-year period, that ratio grows to 84-86 times. About 60% of global methane 
emissions are due to human activities. The main sources of anthropogenic methane emissions are the 
oil and gas industries, agriculture (including fermentation, manure management, and rice cultivation), landfills, wastewater treatment, 

and emissions from coal mines. Fossil fuel production, distribution and use are estimated to emit 110 million 
tonnes of methane annually. Methane is the primary component of natural gas, with some emitted to 
the atmosphere during its production, processing, storage, transmission, distribution, and use. It is 
estimated that around 3% of total worldwide natural gas production is lost annually to venting, 
leakage, and flaring, resulting in substantial economic and environmental costs. Coal is another important 
source of methane emissions. Coal mining related activities (extraction, crushing, distribution, etc.) release some of the methane trapped 
around and within the rock. Methane is emitted from active underground and surface mines as well as from abandoned mines and 

undeveloped coal seams. The geological formation of oil can also create large methane deposits that get 
released during drilling and extraction. The production, refinement, transportation and storage of oil 
are all sources of methane emissions, as is incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. No combustion process is 

perfectly efficient, so when fossil fuels are used to generate electricity, heat, or power vehicles these all 
contribute as sources of methane emissions. On a global scale, methane emissions from oil and natural gas systems account 

for 1,680 MtCO2e. The estimates are considered to be uncertain and are thought to be low. Based on the best currently 
available data, around 3.6 trillion cubic feet (Tcf) (or 102 billion cubic meters (bcm)) of natural gas 
escaped into the atmosphere in 2012 from global oil and gas operations. This wasted gas translates into roughly 
U.S. $30 billion of lost revenue at average 2012 delivered prices, and representes about 3% of global natural gas production. Emissions are 
expected to grow under a central growth scenario by 23% between 2012 and 2030. Regarding the global reduction potential by 2030, it is 

estimated that emissions could be reduced by 26% using existing technology (equal to 1,219 MtCO2e). Despite methane’s short 
residence time, the fact that it has a much higher warming potential than CO2 and that its 
atmospheric volumes are continuously replenished make effective methane management a 
potentially important element in countries’ climate change mitigation strategies. As of today, however, there 
is neither a common technological approach to monitoring and recording methane emissions, nor a standard method for reporting them. 

 

  



 

Methane emissions, 20 times more potent than CO2, have spiked due to U.S. fracking. 
Chemical analysis prove this is the culprit. 
Leahy 2019 
(“Fracking boom tied to methane spike in Earth’s atmosphere,” Stephen Leahy, Author of  National Book Award winning Your Water Footprint: 
The Shocking Facts Behind Our Thirst for Earth’s Most Precious Resource, August 15, 2019, 
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/article/fracking-boom-tied-to-methane-spike-in-earths-atmosphere) 

Scientists have measured big increases in the amount of methane, the powerful global warming gas, 
entering the atmosphere over the last decade. Cows or wetlands have been fingered as possible sources, but new 
research points to methane emissions from fossil fuel production—mainly from shale gas operations 
in the United States and Canada—as the culprit. The “massive” increase in methane emissions occurred at 
the same time as the use of fracking for shale gas took off in the U.S., says Robert Howarth, an ecologist at Cornell 

University and author of the study published Aug 14 in the journal Biogeosciences. “We know the increase is largely due to 
fossil fuel production and this research suggests over half is from shale gas operations,” Howarth says in an 

interview. This big methane increase matters because methane heats up the climate over 80 times more 
than an equivalent amount of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the first 20 years after it is released into the atmosphere, according 

to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. After 20 years most of the methane becomes CO2, which can last 
for hundreds of years. Methane released from shale gas production has a slightly different chemical 
fingerprint compared to methane from cow burps (not farts as commonly believed) and wetlands. Previous studies show that shale gas 
generally has less carbon-13 relative to carbon-12 (denoting the weight of the carbon atom at the center of the methane molecule) than does 
methane from conventional natural gas and other fossil fuels such as coal, Howarth said. The study took previous data on the chemical 
composition of methane in the atmosphere and applied a series of equations to parse out how much of this lighter form of methane could be 

attributed to shale gas. That lighter form of methane released during fracking is a substantial component of 
the overall methane rise since 2008. However, he acknowledges that the chemical fingerprint of shale gas can vary depending on 
the locale and how the chemical analysis is done. While the study isn’t a “smoking gun,” it has found a link between recent increases in 

methane in the atmosphere and shale gas production. “It’s fuzzy, but the fingerprint is there,” Howarth says. Signs point to fracking Natural 
gas is mainly methane. Fracking involves drilling an oil or gas well vertically and then horizontally into a shale formation. A mixture of 

highly pressurized water, chemicals, and sand is injected to create and prop open fissures, or pathways for the gas to flow. Nearly all of 
the world’s fracking operations are in the U.S. and Canada. About two-thirds of all new gas production 
globally over the last decade has been shale gas produced in the U.S. and Canada using fracking, Howarth’s 

study found. The amount of methane added to the atmosphere in the past decade also corresponds to 
studies that show fracking operations leak, vent, or flare between 2 and 6 percent of the gas 
produced, Howarth said. A 2015 study estimated that North Texas’ Barnett Shale region leaked 544,000 tons of methane a year using a 
conservative leakage rate of 1.5 percent. That’s equivalent to 46 million tons of CO2, more than some states such as Nevada or Connecticut. A 

2015 study led by John Worden of NASA’s Jet Propulsion Laboratory found that methane levels were unchanged for 
years, but increased sharply after 2006, growing by 25 million tons a year. Using satellites and other measures 

they concluded that fossil fuels were responsible for between 12 and 19 million tons of this additional methane 
and the rest was likely biological sources. The Howarth study adds another piece to the extremely complicated methane puzzle, Worden said in 

an email, declining to elaborate. It’s unlikely that the sharp rise in global methane levels at the same time as 
shale oil and gas operations increased dramatically is just coincidence, said Anthony Ingraffea, a Professor of 

Engineering at Cornell University and a colleague of Howarth’s. The paper suggests shale gas’s chemical fingerprint offers 
evidence of a direct link, said Ingraffea, who reviewed an early version of the paper. “Isotopic analysis of gas samples at wellheads 
across a number of fracking operations could easily prove or disprove Howarth’s hypothesis,” he says. “If Howarth is right then we know shale 
gas operations are making global warming worse, and upending efforts to stay well below 2C.” Under the 2015 Paris Agreement, every country 
in the world agreed to keep global temperatures well below 2 degrees Celsius (3.6 degrees Fahrenheit), while low-lying island states and others 

lobbied for 1.5 Celsius. Although often forgotten in climate discussions, methane increases have added to the current 
warming and will continue to do so without action to cap them. “The atmosphere responds quickly to 



 

changes in methane emissions. Reducing methane now can provide an instant way to slow global 
warming,” Ingraffea says. 

 

  



 

Climate change is the greatest threat to human survival. We must act now or risk 
catastrophic collapse of society and human extinction. 
Specktor 2019 
(“Human Civilization Will Crumble by 2050 If We Don't Stop Climate Change Now, New Paper Claims,” Brandon Specktor, June 04, 2019, 
https://www.livescience.com/65633-climate-change-dooms-humans-by-2050.html) 

It seems every week there's a scary new report about how man-made climate change is going to cause 
the collapse of the world's ice sheets, result in the extinction of up to 1 million animal species and — if 
that wasn't bad enough — make our beer very, very expensive. This week, a new policy paper from an Australian think tank claims that those 

other reports are slightly off; the risks of climate change are actually much, much worse than anyone can 
imagine. According to the paper, climate change poses a "near- to mid-term existential threat to human 
civilization," and there's a good chance society could collapse as soon as 2050 if serious mitigation 
actions aren't taken in the next decade. Published by the Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration in Melbourne 
(an independent think tank focused on climate policy) and authored by a climate researcher and a former fossil fuel executive, the paper's 

central thesis is that climate scientists are too restrained in their predictions of how climate change will 
affect the planet in the near future. [Top 9 Ways the World Could End] The current climate crisis, they say, is larger 
and more complex than any humans have ever dealt with before. General climate models — like the 
one that the United Nations' Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) used in 2018 to predict that a global 
temperature increase of 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit (2 degrees Celsius) could put hundreds of millions of 
people at risk — fail to account for the sheer complexity of Earth's many interlinked geological 
processes; as such, they fail to adequately predict the scale of the potential consequences. The truth, 
the authors wrote, is probably far worse than any models can fathom. How the world ends What might an accurate worst-
case picture of the planet's climate-addled future actually look like, then? The authors provide one particularly grim scenario that begins with 

world governments "politely ignoring" the advice of scientists and the will of the public to decarbonize the economy 

(finding alternative energy sources), resulting in a global temperature increase 5.4 F (3 C) by the year 2050. At 
this point, the world's ice sheets vanish; brutal droughts kill many of the trees in the Amazon 
rainforest (removing one of the world's largest carbon offsets); and the planet plunges into a feedback 
loop of ever-hotter, ever-deadlier conditions. "Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 
percent of the global population, are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, 
beyond the threshold of human survivability," the authors hypothesized. Meanwhile, droughts, floods and 
wildfires regularly ravage the land. Nearly one-third of the world's land surface turns to desert. Entire 
ecosystems collapse, beginning with the planet's coral reefs, the rainforest and the Arctic ice sheets. 

The world's tropics are hit hardest by these new climate extremes, destroying the region's agriculture and turning more than 1 
billion people into refugees. This mass movement of refugees — coupled with shrinking coastlines and 
severe drops in food and water availability — begin to stress the fabric of the world's largest nations, 
including the United States. Armed conflicts over resources, perhaps culminating in nuclear war, are likely. The 

result, according to the new paper, is "outright chaos" and perhaps "the end of human global civilization as we know it." 

How can this catastrophic vision of the future be prevented? Only with the people of the world 
accepting climate change for the emergency it is and getting to work — immediately. According to the 
paper's authors, the human race has about one decade left to mount a global movement to transition 
the world economy to a zero-carbon-emissions system. (Achieving zero-carbon emissions requires either not emitting 
carbon or balancing carbon emissions with carbon removal.) The effort required to do so "would be akin in scale to the World War II emergency 
mobilization," the authors wrote. The new policy paper was endorsed with a foreword by Adm. Chris Barrie, a retired Australian defense chief 
and senior royal navy commander who has testified before the Australian Senate about the devastating possibilities climate change poses to 

national security and overall human well-being. "I told the [Senate] Inquiry that, after nuclear war, human-induced global warming 



 

is the greatest threat to human life on the planet," Barrie wrote in the new paper. "Human life on Earth may be 
on the way to extinction, in the most horrible way." 

 

  



 

Harm – Environmental Justice Extensions 
Fracking disproportionally affects poor and minority communities, who suffer the 
negative health outcomes from the pollution. This is a matter of environmental 
justice. 
Beinkowski 2015 
(“Poor Communities Bear Greatest Burden from Fracking,” By Brian Bienkowski, Environmental Health News on May 6, 2015, 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/poor-communities-bear-greatest-burden-from-fracking/) 

Fracking wells in Pennsylvania’s Marcellus Shale region are disproportionately located in poor rural 
communities, which bear the brunt of associated pollution, according to a new study. The study 
bolsters concerns that poor people are more likely to deal with hydraulic fracturing in their 
community and raises concerns that such vulnerable populations will suffer the potential health 
impacts of air and water pollution associated with pulling gas from the ground. “This trend is not one we’re 
surprised by, we see this in a lot of industries,” said Mike Ewall, founder and director of Energy Justice Network, a nonprofit organization that 
works with U.S. communities dealing with pollution from energy. However industry groups say hydraulic fracturing is in rural farming regions of 
Pennsylvania out of necessity and is providing some much needed economic stimulus. Researchers from Clark University mapped areas in 
Pennsylvania, West Virginia and Ohio to identify areas with a lot of Marcellus Shale hydraulic fracturing wells and then examined some local 
demographics: age, poverty and education levels, and race. The Marcellus Shale is a large rock formation—almost 95,000 square miles—that 
stretches across parts of New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio and West Virginia and holds trillions of cubic feet of natural gas. It’s experienced a surge 
of drilling as techniques have advanced. The most common method, hydraulic fracturing or “fracking”, works by drilling and injecting fluid at 

high pressure, which fractures rocks and releases the natural gas. One thing was clear from the Clark University study: 
poverty levels are strongly associated with active fracking wells in Pennsylvania. “Our analysis shows 
that environmental injustice was observed only in Pennsylvania, particularly with respect to poverty: 
in seven out of nine analyses, potentially exposed [census] tracts had significantly higher percent of 
people below poverty level than non-exposed tracts,” the authors wrote. The researchers used different tests to estimate 
exposure to potential gas well pollution—varying the distance from the wells since there is no definitive distance that makes someone safe or 

exposed. “No matter how you estimate proximity, it always came up as exposure was significantly, much 
higher” in poor Pennsylvania communities, said lead author of the study Yelena Ogneva-Himmelberger, a Clark 
University assistant professor of Geographic Information Sciences for Development and Environment. 
She said the study raises environmental justice concerns as people under the poverty line often “have 
less mobility and access to information” about the potential ills of fracking, especially since the 
communities she looked at were rural areas without the amenities of larger cities and towns. She also 
found local clusters of gas wells disproportionately impacting the poor, elderly and those with lower 
education in West Virginia, and children in Ohio. Most concern about proximity to gas wells stems from the potential for air 
pollution from drilling and leaks, and water pollution from the mix of chemicals pumped into the ground, radiation from the fractured rocks, or 
methane. And recent headlines have only stoked alarm in Pennsylvania fracking communities. This week the Proceedings of the National 
Academies of Sciences released a study that found traces of a common fracking chemical in water from three homes in Bradford County, 

Pennsylvania, where the median household income is 10 percent lower than the rest of the state’s. In addition, last month 
researchers reported that radon—the world’s second leading cause of lung cancer—is much more 
prevalent in Pennsylvania buildings near natural gas development than in other parts of the state. 
And a week after the radon study, the state released data that showed sulfur dioxide emissions 
soared 57 percent from 2012 to 2013 at Pennsylvania natural gas sites. Sulfur dioxide harms the 
respiratory system and can cause or worsen illnesses such as asthma. Industry has long maintained that fracking is 
environmentally safe and cleaner than other fossil fuels. In response to the new study, Joe Massaro, a spokesman for the Independent 
Petroleum Association of America's outreach program called Energy in Depth, said in an email that industry presence is helping poor 
Pennsylvania communities. "A majority of people living in these rural areas are hardworking, generational farmers. According to the 
Pennsylvania farm Bureau the average net cash income per farm is $18,567, just below the poverty line," Massaro said. "By signing leases with 
oil and natural gas operators here in the Commonwealth, these farmers have been able to buy new state of the art equipment and pay off debt 



 

which has made their lives that much easier." Massaro added that the oil and gas industry also provides local tax revenue and jobs. But Energy 
Justice’s shale gas program coordinator, Alex Lotorto, disagrees and said that small farmers may have seen a short-term boost from oil and gas 
leases but the negative impacts of the industry far outweigh any perceived benefits. He said that the new study just reinforces what his group 
has been seeing on the ground for years. “Residents in these poor counties have been under assault for generations,” he said. “Rural poverty is 
real in the shale fields.”  

 

 

  



 

Fracking activities create many public health problems for those living near fracking 
wells. 
McDermott-Levy et. Al 2013 
(“Fracking, the Environment, and Health,” Ruth McDermott-Levy, PhD, RN, associate professor and director, Center for Global and Public 
Health; Nina Kaktins, MSN, RN; Barbara Sattler, DrPH, RN; The American Journal of Nursing, June 2013, 
https://www1.villanova.edu/content/dam/villanova/sustainability/Faculty%20Research/McD-LFrackingEnvironmentHealth.pdf) 

It’s believed that the potential health consequences of fracking begin at the onset of drilling and may last 
long after the operation has concluded. Researchers have described an array of environmental factors 
and health risks associated with fracking and other extraction processes.6, 23, 24 These include water 
and air contamination; increased intensity in diesel-truck traffic volume; constant, elevated noise 
levels; occupational hazards; and stress within rural communities from a swelling population made up 
of drilling crews and related businesses, and the subsequent increased demands on the social and 
health care infrastructures.23 There are also potential economic and ecologic issues, including 
decreased property values owing to drilling site proximity, drilling malfunctions, and violations of 
regulations designed to protect the environment, which could lead to long-term environmental and 
health damages to the surrounding community. Furthermore, compared with conventional gas extraction methods, the 
fracking process leads to what’s believed to be a 30% greater amount of methane “escape.”25 Methane 
can also leak from the well and during natural gas processing, transport, storage, and distribution.25 Water contamination. People obtain 
drinking water from either surface water, which includes rivers and reservoirs, or groundwater aquifers, accessed by public or private wells. 

There are already a host of documented instances in which nearby groundwater has been 
contaminated by fracking activities, requiring residents with private wells to obtain outside sources of water for drinking and 
everyday use.26, 27 A primary health hazard is methane migration from active drilling sites to aquifers. In Pennsylvania, Osborn and colleagues 
found that the average methane level was 17 times higher in private drinking-water wells within one kilometer, or about 3,280 feet, of active 
drilling sites, compared with those in nondrilling areas.26 High levels of methane in drinking-water supplies create a risk of explosions and 
asphyxiation hazards for households. In one case, the buildup of methane caused a private drinking-water well to explode.27 Currently, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) doesn’t regulate methane in drinking water, and there is a lack of research on the health effects of 
chronic exposure to methane in drinking water.28 Methane is only one of many chemicals of concern. In Pavillion, Wyoming, the EPA detected 
high concentrations of benzene, xylenes, purgeable hydrocarbons, and gasoline and diesel by-products in shallow groundwater near fracking-

wastewater holding pits.29 Collectively, these chemicals present risks of neurotoxicity, reproductive problems, 
and cancer.30-32 The EPA determined that the most likely cause of the groundwater contamination was leaky pits used to store fracking 
fluid waste.29 Groundwater contamination from toxic drilling wastewater poses a health risk to humans, as well as to pets and farm animals 

that drink or bathe in the contaminated water. Despite the evidence of health risks related to fracking, communities 
and health care providers have had limited access to information about the chemicals used in the 
hydraulic fracturing process, as well as limits placed on their ability to inform and share information 
about chemical exposures. For example, Pennsylvania’s Act 13 of 2012 states that drilling companies are not required to share 
information about the components or concentration of chemicals if these are deemed proprietary trade secrets.33 This act also requires that 
health professionals submit a written request for information on proprietary solutions used in fracking and sign a “confidentiality agreement” 
identifying that the information is needed to diagnose or treat an individual. Although exceptions are made for emergency situations, these 
policies delay nurses’ and other health care providers’ ability to quickly assess and treat the public or extraction workforce for potentially 
hazardous exposures. Furthermore, the Pennsylvania law states that health care professionals are not permitted to share exposure 
information. This hinders the development of effective, evidence-based assessment and treatment practices related to the health effects of 
these chemicals on exposed patients.33 Air pollution. The air is significantly impacted by fracking operations, including by the release of 
methane, which is especially likely during the initial period following hydraulic fracturing injection and during transport of the fuel to 
customers.25 Public health threats related to climate change, which is partly a function of the continued release of greenhouse gases like 
methane, are forecast to be one of the greatest global health concerns of this century.5 Moreover, high levels of known carcinogens in the air, 
such as benzene, have been attributed to natural gas drilling operations.6 The large fleets of diesel trucks (typically 1,000 to 2,000 per well) that 
are required to support the fracking process significantly increase ground level ozone and particulate matter15, 34 as well as the risk of traffic 
accidents.35 Ground level ozone is a potent pulmonary irritant responsible for reduced pulmonary function and the exacerbation of asthma 
and emphysema.36, 37 Elevations in particulate matter are responsible for an increased incidence of asthma,38 cardiovascular disease,39 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, and cancer.40 



 

Environmental justice is a question of human rights. This must be prioritized. 
Giovanniello 2014 
(“What is environmental justice and why should we care?” By Breanna Giovanniello, Published by the Sustainability Office of Colgate University, 
April 23, 2014, http://blogs.colgate.edu/sustainability/2014/04/23/what-is-environmental-justice-and-why-should-we-care/) 

Environmental activists have recently taken to intertwining the issues of the environment with human 
rights abuses. The amalgamation of these two movements is more widely known today as 
environmental justice. The principle of environmental justice asserts that no people, based on their 
race or economic status, should be forced to bear a disproportionate burden of environmental risks. 
Innocent bystanders or communities that are not party to the activities generating burdens should not be subject to such burdens (Adeola, 

688). Environmental injustices involve a systematic exclusion of minority groups in vital environmental 
policies and decisions. Environmental justice is the movement that links environmental degradation 
with social justice in a fight for sustainable human rights. Ethical issues of justice arise when people, 
communities, or regions are subjected to greater environmental risk than others in a process that 
benefits the others. Environmental problems tend to bear down disproportionately upon poor 
communities because most environmental pollution and degradation is caused by the actions of the 
wealthy nations plagued with overconsumption habits. These affluent nations or societies, however, tend to have higher environmental 

quality because their environmental burden is created or exported elsewhere. Minority populations are then forced, through 
their lack of access to decision-making and policy-making processes, to live with a disproportionate 
share of environmental “bads.” “The global trends of industrialization, economic expansion, and globalization that rest on the 
increased exploitation of natural resources have mostly been at the expense of communal groups. Their natural resources and physical labor 

are being absorbed into national and international webs of economic activity” (Adeola, 688). Environmental justice began in the 
United States seeking both political change and societal structure change. It is often referred to as 
environmental racism due to its origins with human rights violations. It was the discriminatory location of toxic 

waste facilities, particularly in minority areas, that triggered the formal emergence of the movement back in the early 1980s. Low-income 
communities and communities of color across the country, including Latinos, African Americans, Asian 
Americans, and Native Americas, concluded that unequal social, economic, and political power 
relationships made them more vulnerable to health and environmental threats than the society at 
large. The environmental justice movement began with the focus on waste issues, but dimensions have since 

expanded. The right to a safe environment has been advocated as an essential aspect of fundamental 
human rights. Therefore, a disproportionate environmental burden constitutes a violation of basic human rights. We often hear the 
expression “NIMBY” (Not In My Back Yard). However, if we claim something is worthy of a NIMBY status, why do we allow this hazard in 

someone else’s back yard? Hazardous waste and polluting industries that degrade our environment should be 
worthy of a status not deemed for anyone’s back yard. “A sustainable society must also be a just society, locally, 
nationally, and internationally, both within and between generations and species” (Agyeman, 3). Creating a sustainable society involves much 

more than a few days of carpooling and composting. However to construct a society we deem sustainable, than we must consider our 
actions outside of our direct interactions. We must be more conscious of where our products come 
from, where they end up, and whom they may be harming during these processes. As Colgate students we are 
educated and aware of global issues such as environmental justice so we must be cognizant of how our actions affect others. Because we are so 
far removed from all the polluting processes, the health of environment and laborers is easy to disregard. However, if we choose to be 
conscious consumers and dig a little deeper, then we can uncover some disconcerting facts about our consumer society and the environmental 
injustices it causes. The next time you are thinking about purchasing the newest iPhone, think about where the materials to create it come from 
and where your current phone will be going. The next time you want to order that shirt you saw online, think about how it was made and by 

whom. The next time you go grocery shopping, think about how your food was grown and how far it will be traveling to get to your plate. It’s 
time we start thinking about what we can do to become a sustainable society and help correct our 
injustices along the way.  



 

We must prioritize environmental justice when crafting federal policies. 
Narvekar 2019 
(“We must prioritize environmental racism,” Tanvi Narvekar, August 5, 2020, https://www.jhunewsletter.com/article/2020/08/we-must-
prioritize-environmental-racism) 

When discussing racism, it is important to note how people of color have continuously been put in 
situations that compromise their health and wellness. Environmental racism is the discrimination or 
lack of concern toward people of color, particularly those in the Black, Latinx and Native American 
communities. Environmental justice is the movement that works toward diminishing those 
differences. I would like to begin the discussion of environmental racism by exploring a current issue: People of color are being affected by 
the pandemic to a greater extent. In Southern California, warehouses are being built in areas where many Latinx and Black people live and 
work. Greater industrialization leads to more pollution and decreased air quality. Additionally, warehouse workers who are closest to the 
pollution are predominately Black and Latinx. This can increase susceptibility to the virus, which is mirrored in the number of cases increasing in 
the area. In Riverside County, Calif., Latinx people are affected by the coronavirus two and a half times more than white people in terms of the 
number of cases. It is important that these companies take care of their workers and make sure that safety measures are taken for their 
protection. In University of Illinois student Lisen Holmström’s article “The Mother of Environmental Justice,” I found a profound thought that 

highlights the main problem of environmental racism: “Zip codes can be linked to increased mortality risks.” As a 
society, we tend to ignore the effects that racism has on living conditions, but these discussions are 
the first step to combating environmental racism. Another example of environmental racism is the Flint water crisis. On 
April 25, 2014, after a failed deal to make the Detroit River the primary water source for Flint residents, the city acted on the advice of an 
emergency fiscal manager and decided to use the Flint River instead. This was despite the fact that the Flint River was being contaminated with 
pollution from companies that used the river as their dumping ground. General Motors, the main company that was polluting the river, had 
previously reported that the water was not suitable for their factory, as it corroded car parts due to high lead levels. In addition, there were 
never any provisions made to filter out the lead in the water. Despite this, the Flint River still provided water to residents without their 
knowledge. On Jan. 2, 2015, the water was officially announced to be in violation of the Safe Water Drinking Act. Although lead levels have 
improved, the Flint water crisis still hasn’t been completely solved. According to geographer Laura Pulido’s essay “Flint, Environmental Racism, 
and Racial Capitalism,” the Flint water crisis was not dealt with the urgency that it deserved. In 2014, the population of Flint was 57 percent 

Black, and around 42 percent of the population lived below the poverty line. More broadly, Black people, Indigenous people 
and people of color in general have less access to potable water. This shows that people of color are 
being deserted because they are not valued enough. In addition, there is no resource allocation 
toward the crisis itself. Pulido argues that this lack of effort is because people of color are not made a priority. Another example is 
Altgeld Gardens on the South Side of Chicago, a housing development nicknamed the Toxic Donut because of the horrible living conditions in 
the area. Altgeld Gardens was built in 1945 to provide housing for Black veterans. Cancer rates on the South Side are much higher than average, 
and two parts of the area, Altgeld Gardens and Calumet City, had significantly more cases than other parts of Chicago. In addition, residents 
report a horrible smell which prevents them from breathing properly. Let’s get into what exactly causes these problems. The area is surrounded 
by 50 landfills, one sewage waste treatment plant and 250 leaking storage tanks. The main culprits include the Calumet Water Reclamation 
Plant, whose discharge is eventually taken to Altgeld Gardens and the Pullman Palace Car Company, which used the land for the dumping of 
toxic sludge waste. There are also toxic compounds in the houses themselves, including lead and asbestos. The presence of lead inside houses 
and buildings has decreased over the past years, but lead is still present in the soil. Lead poisoning can lead to stunted brain development, a 
lower IQ and other behavioral issues. In addition, barrels of polychlorinated biphenyls, a very toxic compound, were illegally left in a storage 
unit in the area for 30 years, which eventually led to a class action lawsuit. Data collected by People for Community Recovery showed that 
respiratory issues and skin rashes were observed in 90 percent of Altgeld Gardens residents. Let’s look at the demographics of Altgeld Gardens. 
Altgeld Gardens has a large Black community, and 62 percent live below the poverty line. It was created through zoning laws that formed 
racially segregated areas. Although 500,000 American children are affected by lead poisoning, there is less attention and action specifically for 
the Black community. This shows how even though the problem of lead poisoning affects many different communities, communities of color 

don’t get the same attention for it. We have learned that awareness is important, but in addition to that, we 
should take some steps to help combat environmental racism and bring environmental justice. Consider 
Hazel M. Johnson, a pioneer in the environmental justice movement. Johnson took note of the horrible living conditions in Altgeld Gardens and 
decided to create change by founding People for Community Recovery, an organization that fights for environmental justice. She held protests 
and publicized the toxic conditions in her community. Her fight for change led to the signing of an executive order, “Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” issued by U.S. President Bill Clinton in 1994. Johnson described 
the hypocrisy of environmental activism in an interview with the Chicago Tribune. “It’s all very well to embrace saving the rainforests and 
conserving endangered animal species, but such global initiatives don’t even begin to impact communities inhabited by people of color,” 

Johnson said. Our government and other organizations need to be aware of what they have been doing 



 

for a long time: neglecting communities of color. Mustafa Ali, a leader who worked in environmental justice at the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), resigned in 2017 due to a cut in the EPA’s funding issued by the White House. In an interview with the 
Washington Post explaining his departure, he mentioned that the Trump administration has a certain set of goals that does not include 
environmental justice. “I can’t be a part of anything that would hurt those communities,” he said. We need big corporations to fix 
environmental issues instead of just making promises, and there should be penalties if they don’t follow through. For example, with the 
Pullman Car Company in Flint, legal action must be taken to make sure that pollution does not continue. Foremost, changes should be based on 

feedback from the communities who have been affected. Environmental justice should be a goal for every person and 
organization. To say that environmental justice is not a goal is to say that you choose to ignore communities that have constantly been left 

to suffer. The government is supposed to protect every single person, and it is absolutely an injustice not 
to protect and serve people of color too. Everyone deserves to live in a safe environment. 

 

 

  



 

2AC – Answers to Off-case 
 
  



 

EPA Tradeoff DA Frontline 
1. The EPA does not have adequate funding or resources now because of decades of 
budget cuts and increased regulations. 
Coursen 2021 
(“The terrible environmental costs of stagnant EPA funding,” David F. Coursen is a former EPA attorney and a member of the Environmental 
Protection Network, 05/14/2021, https://thehill.com/opinion/energy-environment/555145-the-terrible-environmental-costs-of-stagnant-epa-
funding) 

Two decades of stagnant funding have left the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) without the resources to 
take vital actions to protect human health and the environment. The lack of adequate funding has 
hamstrung the agency’s ability to clean up hazardous waste sites, enforce its own regulations, ensure indoor plumbing to people 

in rural areas, protect children from lead in drinking water and advance environmental justice for 
disadvantaged communities and reduce air pollution. The Biden administration has laid out an ambitious environmental agenda, but it can only 

be fully achieved if Congress is willing to foot the bill. EPA’s shrinking capacity was not caused by draconian budget 
cuts, but by a long history of “level” funding, with each annual budget much like the previous year’s. 
The value of the dollars in those budgets has continually eroded, and over two decades the 
cumulative effects have been devastating. In 1980, federal EPA spending, adjusted for inflation, was 
twice its current level, and in 2004 the EPA budget was 45 percent higher than it is today, Some of the 
starkest effects of limited EPA funding are in the Superfund hazardous waste cleanup program. Originally funded by a dedicated tax on 
polluters, the Superfund program now depends on annual appropriations that have been cut nearly in half over the last two decades. Forty 
years after the program’s creation 1,370 priority sites still need cleanups, with 34 sites awaiting EPA funding to start work. Human exposure is 
not under control at 127 sites, and there is insufficient data to determine if exposure is controlled at another 138. The burden of pollution from 
those sites falls on those living nearby and EPA has classified nearly 50 percent of the population within both one and three miles of a 

Superfund site as “minority.” Inadequate resources have forced EPA to cut back on enforcement activities, 
despite evidence of widespread non-compliance with environmental requirements at many types of 
regulated facilities, and higher compliance rates at facilities with the biggest health impacts. Worse, a handful of egregious polluters 
causes an enormous share of pollution, often from facilities near marginalized communities of color and low-income and indigenous 
communities. Reduced enforcement often leaves those communities unprotected, effectively reducing them to sacrifice zones. 

 

<2. No link – the affirmative would come with additional resources and funding. There 
would be no tradeoff.> 
  



 

3. The EPA fails at addressing emissions because of outdated and flawed models. 
Bruggers et al. 2021 
(“EPA Struggles To Track Methane From Landfills. Here's Why It Matters For The Climate,” By James Bruggers, Phil McKenna, Amy Green, 
Robert Benincasa, July 13, 2021, https://www.wgbh.org/news/national-news/2021/07/13/epa-struggles-to-track-methane-from-landfills-
heres-why-it-matters-for-the-climate) 

Outdated methane emissions models create "a mess" EPA figures may indeed be flawed. A 2018 

National Academy of Sciences report placed "low confidence" in EPA estimates for landfill methane 
emissions due to uncertainties and insufficient measurements. The report concluded that the agency's 
method for estimating methane emissions from landfills is "outdated" and was "never field-
validated." Further, the EPA allows for three different ways that individual landfill operators can 
calculate the amount of methane they generate and two different ways to calculate how much of that 
methane is emitted into the atmosphere. Depending on which methods an operator chooses, the 
estimated amount of methane emissions can vary significantly. The EPA's Thorneloe helped craft the current estimate 

method, and she said it "was developed over 30 years ago using empirical data for about 40 landfills." Citing 

new research out of California, she has come to believe the agency underestimates emissions. Landfill operators agree that the EPA 
models are flawed but insisted those flaws lead to overestimating emissions from their sites. In a statement to NPR, David Biderman, 

chief executive officer of the industry group Solid Waste Association of North America, said, "The model relies on many 
assumptions and has not been updated to reflect changes in the waste sector such as reduced organic 
content in the waste stream that can result in overestimation of landfill emissions." Jean Bogner, a University of Illinois at Chicago 
emeritus professor and a co-author of the National Academy of Sciences report, calls the EPA's methods "a mess." Bogner, in part, blames the 
deficiencies on methods first developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a U.N. body. "Methods should evolve with the 

science," Bogner said. "It's becoming more and more important as we move into more intensive climate 
change mitigation strategies to understand more precisely how much methane is coming out of 
specific landfills. In the past, you could sort of wave your hands and say, 'This may be a ballpark 
number,' but we need better numbers now to guide site specific mitigation strategies." 

 

 

<4. No internal link – we solve better for climate change. The affirmative is a radical 
change away from fracking – a major source of greenhouse gas emissions. 
This means that we solve better for the impact of global warming than they do.> 
 

  



 

Federalism DA Frontline 
1. Non-unique, federal encroachment on water protection happening now, reversing 
Trump-era rollback of EPA regulations. 
Volcovici on June 9 
(“Biden regulators to revise Trump rollback of water protection,” Valerie Volcovici, June 9, 2021, https://www.reuters.com/world/us/biden-
administration-revise-trumps-water-protection-rollback-2021-06-09/) 

WASHINGTON, June 9 (Reuters) - President Joe Biden's administration on Wednesday announced its intent to 
protect more U.S. waterways through environmental regulations, reversing a Trump-era rollback that had been 

urged by farmers, ranchers and manufacturers. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of 
the Army reviewed ex-President Donald Trump's Navigable Waters Protection Rule and determined 
that it "significantly" reduced clean water protections - a major concern as arid states in the west face 
droughts. “After reviewing the Navigable Waters Protection Rule as directed by President Biden, the EPA and Department of 
the Army have determined that this rule is leading to significant environmental degradation,” EPA 

Administrator Michael Regansaid in a press release. He said EPA and the Army will work on a broader, "durable 
definition" of which waters of the United States can be protected based on Supreme Court precedent 
and other cases so that it can withstand future legal challenges. The agencies will also start a new 
rulemaking process that restores protections put in place before 2015. 

 

  



 

2. No link, fracking is only not regulated by the federal government due to a loophole. 
It is part of federal jurisdiction because of public health concern and energy 
regulation. 
Burleson 2012 
(“Cooperative Federalism And Hydraulic Fracturing: A Human Right To A Clean Environment,” Professor Elizabeth Burleson teaches property 
and energy law at Pace Law School, Cornell Journal Of Law And Public Policy, 2012, 
https://ww3.lawschool.cornell.edu/research/JLPP/upload/Burleson-final-2.pdf) 

Congress should reestablish federal thresholds that can protect public health and the environment 
from unconventional natural gas operations. Enacting the FRAC Act to close the Halliburton 
Loophole269 would be a sensible first step. In 2009, companion bills H.R. 2766 and S. 1215 were 
introduced into Congress to amend the SDWA to once again cover hydraulic fracturing.270 The FRAC Act 
was reintroduced in 2011 but has yet to build the political steam necessary to amend the SDWA definition of “underground injection” to 

include injection in the context of hydraulic fracturing.271 The FRAC Act would also mandate public disclosure of 
chemicals used in unconventional natural gas production while retaining industry proprietary control over chemical 
formulas.272 This analysis is mindful of industry’s interest in minimizing external oversight and maximizing secrecy of operations. Property law 
in the United States is an ongoing balancing act among protecting the general public, preserving the public trust, and recognizing individual 
property rights. Police powers are powerful and can be used to require development to adhere to sustainability criteria.273 In the context of 
natural gas extraction in residential communities, brick production looks benign. Intellectual property rights are not more sacred than other 

property rights or public health. Reestablishing comprehensive federal thresholds for drinking water that 
encompass natural gas extraction would bring mandatory disclosure back to the comparatively better-
resourced federal level. A federal floor and data collection process would provide vital information 
that would allow both technology and regulations to adapt to sustainable water-energy-climate 
policy. The unconventional natural gas industry is comparable to numerous other economic sectors, both in the energy field and beyond, 
that are subject to federal regulation. Hannah Wiseman has analyzed the similarities between unconventional natural gas extraction and coal 
mining, both of which vary from one location to another without impeding the EPA’s capacity to regulate impoundments and related 
activities.274 The United States is witnessing an unprecedented regulatory drafting race to the bottom in the context of unconventional natural 
gas extraction. Proposed state and DRBC regulations read like internal industry reports rather than comprehensive rules capable of internalizing 
the range of public health and environmental impacts that result from unconventional natural gas development. 

 

 

  



 

(IF THEY READ CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACT) 
3. States can’t impact climate change because America only accounts for 15% of global 
emissions because America in total only accounts for 15% of emissions.  
The Economist 2019 
(The Economist, “Can American states slow global warming on their own?” June 29, 2019, https://www.economist.com/united-
states/2019/06/29/can-american-states-slow-global-warming-on-their-own, VY) 

America accounts for 15% of global emissions. The states and cities passing ambitious climate-change 
programmes account for a fraction of this fraction. Emissions have declined from historical levels in 
America due simply to costs—natural gas has become cheaper, and the cost of renewables has dropped significantly. In the past 
decade the cost of wind energy has fallen by 50%, while that of solar energy has dropped by more than 80%. States and cities can depress this 

national trajectory a bit further. A bifurcated country, in which prosperous Democratic states with hefty 
environmental rules go one way and Republican-leaning states go another, is not ideal. But state 
programmes will generate valuable know-how before the rest of the country moves, says Severin Borenstein, an economist at the University of 

California, Berkeley. They will also provide an example for the rest of the world to study. China accounts for nearly twice as 
many greenhouse-gas emissions as America. Chinese bureaucrats have dropped in on California to inspect its programme 
many times. 

 

<4. No internal link – we solve better for climate change. The affirmative is a radical 
change away from fracking – a major source of greenhouse gas emissions. 
This means that we solve better for the impact of global warming than they do 
because we access major federal government policy.> 
 

  



 

(IF THEY READ DEMOCRACY IMPACT) 
3. States can’t solve for democracy. States are tied to court decisions made in federal 
courts that overturn state-created election laws. And state laws like Georgia’s new 
voter restrictions prove that more state power can hinder democracy. 
 

4. Democratic peace theory is a correlation, not a causation. Being a democracy does 
not create peace, it’s just a common attribute of a peaceful system. 
Cranmer et al. 2015 
(Skyler J. Cranmer, Department of Political Science, The Ohio State University; Elizabeth J. Menninga, Department of Political Science, University 
of Iowa; and Peter J. Mucha, Department of Mathematics, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill; “Kantian fractionalization predicts the 
conflict propensity of the international system,” PNAS September 22, 2015 112 (38) 11812-11816; https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1509423112, 
VY) 
Lastly, we examine the relative contribution of the three network layers to Kantian fractionalization. This is useful because theory does not 
stipulate whether all three are equally important in their contributions to the Kantian peace. In the political science literature, joint democracy 

enjoys a place of prominence, so much so that the Kantian peace is often reduced to only the democratic peace. This 
democratic peace has been lauded as the nearest thing to a law of international politics (7), has permeated into the media, and has been cited 
by multiple Presidents of the United States when discussing foreign policy. We quantify the contribution from each network layer through a 
series of tests permuting country identities, calculating the difference between Kantian fractionalization from each layer relative to the mean 

over permutations. Fig. 3 shows that the large majority of the measure is driven by trade and IGO connections, 
whereas joint democracy plays little role at all. (As shown in the SI Appendix, our results do not change 
meaningfully if we drop joint democracy; indeed, the predictive models actually perform better.)Our 
results suggest, at minimum, that the idea of a democratic peace, although generally thought credible 
at the dyadic level, does not scale up to become a meaningful predictor of system stability. This is 
problematic for the claim of a democratic peace because states, their relationships, and broader 
systemic characteristics are all attributes of the same system; a coherent explanation for conflict 
requires empirical agreement regardless of the resolution with which we measure the process of 
interest. 

 
  



 

Politics DA Frontline 
1. Non-unique, the infrastructure bill won’t pass – not even through reconciliation – 
because Senator Manchin will block it. 
Nelson on June 24 
(“Manchin may sink Dem plan for infrastructure as Biden hosts bipartisan senators,” Steven Nelson, June 24, 2021, 
https://nypost.com/2021/06/24/manchin-says-he-may-sink-democratic-plan-for-infrastructure/) 

Sen. Joe Manchin said Thursday he may block fellow Democrats’ plan to first pass a bipartisan 
infrastructure bill and then heave all remaining items into a budget reconciliation bill that’s rammed through Congress without 

Republicans. A group of 21 bipartisan senators reached an agreement Wednesday on a $1.2 trillion 
infrastructure plan, which they will discuss with President Biden around noon Thursday at the White House. But Manchin (D-
W.Va.) told reporters he would only support budget reconciliation if he’s told what would be in the 
package — pouring cold water on left-wing hopes for an expansive second package that hikes taxes, 
subsidizes electric cars and finances social spending such as on health care. Democratic leaders in Congress and 
White House officials openly say they plan to pursue both a bipartisan bill and a budget reconciliation process that circumvents the usual 60-

vote threshold in the Senate. Manchin could single-handedly block the use of budget reconciliation in the 
evenly divided Senate. “We have to see what’s in the other plan before I can say, ‘Oh yes, you vote for this and I’ll vote for that.’ 

That’s not what I have signed up for. I only signed up for what’s in the plan that makes sense, keeps us 
competitive and also takes care of the needs of Americans,” Manchin said. 

2. No link, water policy is popular and bipartisan. 
Budryk on April 29 
(“Senate passes bipartisan $35B water infrastructure bill,” Zack Budryk, 04/29/21, https://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/551014-
senate-passes-bipartisan-35-billion-water-infrastructure-bill) 

A bipartisan bill to boost funding for states' water infrastructure passed the Senate 89-2 Thursday, sending 

it to the House of Representatives. The measure, the Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act of 2021, would put $35 
billion toward state water infrastructure programs. It authorizes gradual increases in funding for state water infrastructure 
systems from fiscal 2022 through 2026, beginning with $2.4 billion and ending with $3.25 billion. The bill, written by Sen. Tammy Duckworth (D-
Ill.), was co-sponsored by Senate Environment & Public Works Committee Chairman Tom Carper (D-Del.), ranking member Sen. Shelley Moore 
Capito (R-W.Va.) and committee members Cynthia Lummis (R-Wyo.) and Ben Cardin (D-Md.), Kevin Cramer (R-N.D.). The two "no" votes were 
Sens. Ted Cruz (R-Texas) and Mike Lee (R-Utah). The bill also establishes an operational sustainability program for smaller water systems such 
as those under the jurisdiction of Native American tribes, and authorizes $50 million annually for fiscal years 2022-2026. It also creates a 
separate grant program for large and midsize drinking water systems, with 50 percent of the funding required to go to systems that serve 

between 10,000 and 100,000 people. The other half must be used for systems serving populations of at least 100,000. The bill would 
nearly double funding for grants aimed at removing lead from drinking water, from $60 million to $100 million 
per year. The Biden administration, as part of its infrastructure plan, has pledged to replace the entirety of the nation’s lead pipes. Lead in 
drinking water has been linked to brain and neurological damage in children, including in the case of Flint, Mich., which saw its water supply 
contaminated by lead. It would also require an Environmental Protection Agency analysis of the history of its fund distribution to disadvantaged 
and minority communities under the Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act. The agency would be required to analyze possible 

improvements to the distribution and submit a full report of its findings to Congress. “We know that access to safe, reliable 
and healthful water isn’t a blue state or a red state issue. … I oftentimes say that bipartisan solutions 
are lasting solutions,” Carper said on the Senate floor Thursday. “That’s how I think we should approach almost all 
of our work here in the Senate — by reaching out to our colleagues across the aisle to create lasting 
solutions to the problems facing our nation. The bill before us today is a product of that partnership.” 
“This bill also represents the solid work that comes out of good-faith negotiations. I’m hopeful that as we 
move forward with our work on other infrastructure priorities that we remember this moment,” Capito said in a statement. 



 

3. No internal link, the resulting bill will be too small and hollowed out to solve 
anything. 
Lopez on June 29 
(“Biden’s infrastructure deal proves bipartisanship can’t deliver,” German Lopez, Jun 29, 2021, https://www.vox.com/22553888/joe-biden-
infrastructure-deal-bipartisanship-democrats-republicans) 

The infrastructure deal exemplifies the contradictions. Last week’s news was about a $1 trillion deal that some Senate 
Democrats and Republicans are working to get through the 60-vote threshold required overcome the filibuster. But, as Biden has said, 
Democrats are also working on another measure, ranging anywhere from $2 trillion to $6 trillion, that could pass Congress with only 
Democratic support by using the reconciliation process. Biden is promising and working toward bipartisanship but already planning to sign a 

partisan bill to fill the void the bipartisan measure leaves in place. It’s still not clear if this will all pan out. The 
infrastructure agreement so far is only on the thinnest of frameworks. As people like Graham and Moran question 

their support, it’s less likely that the final measure could get the 10 Republican votes it needs to pass the Senate. It’s also not clear if 
Democrats can get the votes they need to pass the bigger infrastructure measure, with moderates like 
Sen. Joe Manchin (D-WV) voicing support for a reconciliation bill but also skepticism toward a partisan 
bill that’s too large. Meanwhile, the rest of Biden’s agenda, from voting rights to gun control, now looks very unlikely to get anywhere 

in Congress. If lawmakers can barely achieve a bipartisan moment with infrastructure spending — which 
once was, as Biden noted last week, a common source of bipartisan consensus — it’s unlikely more 
contentious legislation stands a chance. To put it another way: Biden has framed his legislative agenda with the goal of proving 
to the American people that the government can work for them — as he put it, that “we can deliver for our people.” Even if Biden delivers on 

infrastructure, with a reconciliation bill in tow, it’s already clear Congress can’t fully live up to that ideal. 

 

<4. No internal link – we solve better for climate change. The affirmative is a radical 
change away from fracking – a major source of greenhouse gas emissions. 
This means that we solve better for the impact of global warming than they do> 
 

 

  



 

(IF THEY READ THE ECONOMY IMPACT) 
4. During economic decline, countries are more likely to end rivalries and turn towards 
cooperation. 
Clary 15 
(Clary, Christopher, Ph.D. political science from MIT, “Economic Stress and International Cooperation: Evidence from International Rivalries,” 
April 22, 2015, MIT Political Science Department Research Paper No. 2015-8. https://ssrn.com/abstract=2597712, VY) 

Do economic downturns generate pressure for diversionary conflict? Or might downturns encourage austerity and 
economizing behavior in foreign policy? This paper provides new evidence that economic stress is associated 
with conciliatory policies between strategic rivals. For states that view each other as military threats, 
the biggest step possible toward bilateral cooperation is to terminate the rivalry by taking political 
steps to manage the competition. Drawing on data from 109 distinct rival dyads since 1950, 67 of which 

terminated, the evidence suggests rivalries were approximately twice as likely to terminate during 
economic downturns than they were during periods of economic normalcy. This is true controlling for 
all of the main alternative explanations for peaceful relations between foes (democratic status, nuclear weapons 
possession, capability imbalance, common enemies, and international systemic changes), as well as many other possible confounding variables. 
This research questions existing theories claiming that economic downturns are associated with 
diversionary war, and instead argues that in certain circumstances peace may result from economic 
troubles. 
 

 

   



 

States CP Frontline 
1. Permutation: do both the plan and the counterplan.  
 

2. The perm – or both the federal and state governments – regulating fracking solves. 
The counterplan is not a reason to reject the affirmative. 
Dennis 2013 
(“The Emergence of Natural Gas and the Need for Cooperative Federalism to Address a Big “Fracking” Problem,” Joshua P. Dennis, San Diego 
Journal of Climate & Energy Law, Vol. 4, 2012-13, 2013, https://digital.sandiego.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1041&context=jcel) Currently, 

hydraulic fracturing is exempt from federal regulation, creating a void filled by a patchwork of 
regulation at the state level that may or may not be adequately protecting the pubic. Entrusting the federal 

government with full authority to oversee hydraulic fracturing operations, however, may not be the best solution either. The federal 
government’s ability to set national standards for hydraulic fracturing may ignore regions that are 
more susceptible to pollution and therefore may require more stringent regulation. In addition, when only 
one level of government, either state or federal, is given full authority, it creates a system which can more easily fall victim to capture by special 

interest groups. This could lead to state or national standards that are far too lenient. In order to preserve state autonomy but 
still create national standards that all oil and gas companies must abide by, cooperative federalism is 
the best approach. Cooperative federalism allows for overlapping authority between the state and 
federal government and provides important advantages over static allocation of regulatory authority 
between either the state or federal government. These benefits include the potential for innovative 
regulatory solutions, fewer opportunities for regulatory capture by interest groups, and policy making 
at multiple levels of government. Cooperative federalism and the benefits that come along with it can 
be realized by Congress today through the repeal of the exception for hydraulic fracturing under the 
Safe Drinking Water Act. Hydraulic fracturing continues to pose a danger to the public and those that believe that regulatory 
authority should remain with the states are generally those that are benefitting most from the practice of hydraulic fracturing and want to 
continue to do so under inadequate state oversight. However, those that argue for complete regulatory authority being vested in the federal 

government do not clearly understand the implications of such an undertaking. Therefore, cooperative federalism is the only 
realistic approach that both creates national standards for hydraulic fracturing and retains state 
autonomy and should be implemented today through the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

 

  



 

3. States are not capable of regulating fracking activity because drilling happens on 
federal public lands and have not addressed specific concerns. Federal regulation is 
necessary for consistency and effective regulation. 
Pritchett 2018 
("Federal Lands, Federal Authority: The Case for Federal Regulation of Fracking on Public Lands." Pritchett, Matt. UCLA J. Envtl. L. & Pol'y 36 
(2018): 303. https://escholarship.org/content/qt7f29m5z6/qt7f29m5z6_noSplash_eae3a5e1c3df231ecb5b98351df1a9e4.pdf?t=ph7mk9) 

B. Lack of Consistency, Regulatory Ability When Left at State-Level The management of hydraulic 
fracturing processes related to oil and gas drilling on U.S. public lands will be more effective at a 
federal, rather than a state-wide, level. Those familiar with managing federal public lands note that 
coordinating federal activity with state and local land use plans “often involve multistate and national 
interests” which surpass the capabilities of individual state governments.210 In addition, most states have 
inclusive regulations to oversee conventional drilling practices, but have still not addressed the 
“specific concerns associated with horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing.”211 Federal management 
of public lands and resource use is a better alternative to state management for two additional reasons. First, 

the federal government simply has more resources, human and monetary, at its disposal than state 
governments. For example, a federal agency can conduct a far greater number of oil and gas well inspections per year than its state 

counterparts.212 Second, federal regulation of hydraulic fracturing can provide consistent requirements for 
extraction methods, like running a cement bond log when installing casing213 or for use of tanks for flowbacks,214 requirements 
that have shown to be inconsistent when implemented at a state level. Consistent federal 
requirements will lead to less bureaucratic confusion for oil and gas operators when drilling on public 
lands, and will help to parallel the BLM’s statutorily defined objective of multiple-use management of public land and resources for the 
benefit of all U.S. citizens. In addition, if states or localities want to deviate from the BLMs’ fracking requirements under the 2015 Fracking Rule, 
they can rely on the variance provision set forth in the final rule, as long as their standards meet or exceed those of the 2015 Fracking Rule.215 

Thus, the federal regulations proposed in the 2015 Fracking Rule serve as a complement to its state counterparts, helping to 
bring consistency and additional resources in areas of state regulatory schemes when needed. 

 

<4. No Net Benefit – forcing all 50 states doing the plan together would still hurt 
federalism. Also, federal involvement is necessary for solvency, which means the 
solvency deficit outweighs the possible net benefit.> 
 

  



 

Topicality Frontline 
1. We Meet: Fracking does contaminate drinking water. 
EA no date 
(“Stop Fracking Our Future,” Environment America, no date, https://environmentamerica.org/programs/ame/stop-fracking-our-future) 

Across the country, fracking is contaminating drinking water, making nearby families sick with air pollution, 
and turning forest acres into industrial zones. Yet the oil and gas industry is pushing to expand this dirty drilling—to new states and even near 
critical drinking water supplies for millions of Americans. We need to show massive public support to stop the oil and gas industry from fracking 

our future. Fracking is threatening our environment and health As fracking booms across nation, it is creating a staggering 

array of threats to our environment and health: Our drinking water There are already more than 1,000 documented cases 
of water contamination from fracking operations—from toxic wastewater, well blowouts, chemical 
spills, and more. Moreover, fracking uses millions of gallons of water. Yet the oil and gas industry 
wants to bring fracking to places like the Delaware River Basin, which provides drinking water for 15 
million people, and Otero Mesa, which hosts the largest untapped aquifer in parched New Mexico. 

 

2. Counter-interpretation: Regulating or banning fracking is a way to protect our water 
resources. 
ASCE 2018 
(“Policy Statement 539 - Hydraulic Fracturing,” American Society of Civil Engineers, Approved by the Energy, Environment and Water Policy 
Committee on March 15, 2018, https://www.asce.org/issues-and-advocacy/public-policy/policy-statement-539---hydraulic-fracturing/) 

Hydraulic fracturing is a process used to increase the production of oil and natural gas through the injection of fluids under pressures great 

enough to fracture the geologic formations containing oil and gas. Water is used in this process in five stages of hydraulic 
fracturing: (1) acquisition of surface or ground water for the fracturing fluids; (2) mixing of water, 
chemicals and proppant to create the fracturing fluid; (3) injection of fracturing fluids into the well; (4) 
management of flowback and produced water; and (5) reuse, treatment and discharge, or disposal of 
the fracturing wastewater. Each phase presents a potential or actual threat to impact surface and 
groundwater resources and human health. In addition, a growing body of evidence links earthquakes to hydraulic fracturing 
and/or deepwell injection activity. According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), approximately one million wells have been 
hydraulically fractured in the United States since the technique was developed in the late 1940s. In recent years, hydraulic fracturing has been 
carried out on 20,000 to 30,000 new wells and approximately 25,000 existing wells annually to increase production. EPA reports that over 60% 
of new oil and gas wells are likely to be hydraulically fractured, and this percentage may be over 90% in some locations. In general, 
comprehensive data or research on hydraulic fracturing activities and their effects on drinking water resources are not available. Recent EPA 
estimates, however, show that between 2000 and 2013, hydraulic fracturing had occurred within one mile of approximately 3,900 public water 

systems serving more than 8.6 million people. A December 2016 report by EPA entitled "Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and Gas: 
Impacts from the Hydraulic Fracturing Water Cycle on Drinking Water Resources in the United States," 
synthesized available data and literature on the operation and potential accidents associated with hydraulic fracturing to assess the potential 

and actual impacts hydraulic fracturing activities have on drinking water resources and to inform federal, state, tribal and local officials, 

as well as industry and the public, on how best to protect drinking water resources now and in the future. Based 
on available data and information, EPA did not find evidence that the five stages of hydraulic fracturing have widespread, systematic impacts on 
drinking water resources. However, the report indicates this finding was based on very limited data and information. Further, due to limited 
data, or the inaccessibility of data due to confidentiality, EPA could not adequately assess potential or actual harm to human health by the 
1,076 chemicals reported used during hydraulic fracturing activities.  

 



 

3. Prefer our interpretation – 
Standards: 
A. Ground – regulating or banning polluting processes is important affirmative ground. 
A key real world way the EPA regulates clean water is through permits and regulation 
of industry. 
 

B. Limits – The EPA already regulates some fracking process under the Clean Water Act 
which means it doesn’t explode the topic. Regulating or banning activities that pollute 
water is a reasonable limit of the topic. 
 

4. Voters: 
A. Education – Fracking is a core part of the topic and important for education. 
Understanding the industries that are polluting water is important for robust topic 
education. 
 

B. Literature checks limits and ground loss – affirmatives have to have a solvency 
advocate based in the topic literature 
 

C. Reasonability – The affirmative only must be reasonably close to topic to allow for 
educational debates. If we are close to the topic, it is not a reason to reject the 
affirmative. 
  



 

Fracking Negative 
 

  



 

Harm – Climate Change 
Fracking drives down CO2 emissions and is good for the environment. Fracking 
technology has reduced U.S.’s CO2 emissions, banning fracking would reverse this 
trend. 
Johnson 2019 
(“Care About the Planet? Don't Ban Fracking.” Drew Johnson, a Senior Fellow at the National Center for Public Policy Research, July 09, 2019, 
https://www.realclearenergy.org/articles/2019/07/09/care_about_the_planet_dont_ban_fracking__.html) 

Fracking actually drives down carbon emissions by unlocking new stores of natural gas -- the cleanest 
burning fossil fuel. Rather than ban fracking, pragmatic environmentalists ought to embrace it. 
Fracking enables energy companies to tap natural gas reserves in underground shale rock formations. 
Our natural gas output has spiked 50 percent since 1990. As natural gas became more abundant, prices plummeted. 
Many power plants abandoned coal and switched en masse to this cheaper fuel. Today, 35 percent of 
America's electricity comes from natural gas, while just 27 percent comes from coal. At the turn of the 
century, coal provided half of America's electricity—natural gas provided just 16 percent. The transition away 
from coal has been great for the environment, since burned natural gas produces only half as much 
carbon dioxide as burned coal. Thanks largely to our increased reliance on natural gas, the United 
States leads the world in cutting carbon emissions. U.S. carbon dioxide emissions are near the lowest 
point they've been in 25 years. Large power plants reduced their emissions by 4.5 percent from 2016 to 2017. Fracking bans 
would reverse this progress. If natural gas hadn't begun to displace coal, 2018 emissions would have 
been 15 percent higher, according to the International Energy Agency. Despite the drop in emissions, many 
environmentalists still oppose fracking. They claim the technique toxifies soil and groundwater and releases harmful pollutants into the air. But 
government research, including a study by the Environmental Protection Agency, has found that such 
contamination is exceedingly rare. Activists also claim that fracking companies cannot safely dispose of the water they use in 

drilling operations. They fail to mention that, to avoid this issue, fracking wells reuse 90 percent of drilling water. Just ask 

Stanford professor Mark Zoback, a member of the panel that advised President Obama on the consequences of fracking. Zoback 

has repeatedly praised the safety of fracking and suggested it as the solution to our ever-increasing energy 
needs. He notes that natural gas is "a much cleaner fuel" compared to coal. Or ask former Colorado Governor 
John Hickenlooper, a Democrat, who actually drank fracking fluid to prove its safety. "Based on experience and science, I recognized that 

fracking was one of our very best and safest extraction techniques," Hickenlooper wrote in his memoir. "Fracking is good for the 
country's energy supply, our national security, our economy, and our environment." Even Senate Minority 
Leader Chuck Schumer noted in 2016 that, "Overall the Democrats throughout the country have supported fracking. [President Obama] has, 
most of us have, and it's worked quite well." 2020 Democratic candidates like Jay Inslee and Bernie Sanders are pushing for fracking bans to 

appease far-left activists. But if those activists looked at the facts, they'd see that fracking has helped cut emissions more than 
any other technology.  

 

  



 

Banning fracking would not reduce GHG emissions, the US would just import dirtier 
fuels from abroad, causing an increase in global warming. 
Gross 2020 
(“The United States can take climate change seriously while leading the world in oil and gas production,” Samantha Gross, Director - Energy 
Security and Climate Initiative, The Brookings Institution, Jan. 27, 2020, https://www.brookings.edu/policy2020/bigideas/the-united-states-can-
take-climate-change-seriously-while-leading-the-world-in-oil-and-gas-production/) 

A number of Democratic presidential candidates are proposing to limit U.S. fossil fuel production as a way of 
combatting climate change, through eliminating oil and gas production on public lands or banning 
hydraulic fracturing, a technology central to the U.S. production boom. Such policies make sense at 
first glance given that the United States is making an important contribution to the problem through its domestic oil and gas production. 

Eliminating that production seems like a good way to eliminate emissions. Yet cutting back domestic oil and gas production 
without an equally ambitious focus on demand will just increase U.S. imports, rather than reduce 
consumption. The United States could lose the economic advantages of its oil and gas production 
without a commensurate reduction in GHG emissions. In fact, such an outcome could actually increase 
global emissions, depending on how replacement fuels are produced and the emissions produced in 
transporting them to the United States. We must remember that climate change is a global problem and 
that the measure that matters is global GHG emissions. Any “solution” that reduces U.S. emissions, 
but increases global emissions, is no solution at all. Fossil fuel companies are a politically expedient enemy, but the hard 
work of actually reducing GHG emissions requires a focus on nearly every sector of the economy. 

 

 

  



 

Climate change is not a threat to human survival – too low of a risk and adaptation 
solves. 
Farquhar 2017 
(“Existential Risk: Diplomacy and Governance”, Sebastian Farquhar, Leader of the Global Priorities Project (GPP) at the Centre for Effective 
Altruism, et al., Jan. 23, 2017, https://www.fhi.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/Existential-Risks-2017-01-23.pdf) 

The most likely levels of global warming are very unlikely to cause human extinction.15 The existential risks 
of climate change instead stem from tail risk climate change – the low probability of extreme levels of warming – and interaction with other 

sources of risk. It is impossible to say with confidence at what point global warming would become severe enough to pose an existential threat. 
Research has suggested that warming of 11-12°C would render most of the planet uninhabitable,16 and 
would completely devastate agriculture.17 This would pose an extreme threat to human civilisation as we know it.18 Warming of around 7°C or 
more could potentially produce conflict and instability on such a scale that the indirect effects could be an existential risk, although it is 

extremely uncertain how likely such scenarios are.19 Moreover, the timescales over which such changes might 
happen could mean that humanity is able to adapt enough to avoid extinction in even very extreme 
scenarios. The probability of these levels of warming depends on eventual greenhouse gas concentrations. According to some experts, 
unless strong action is taken soon by major emitters, it is likely that we will pursue a medium-high emissions pathway.20 If we do, the chance of 
extreme warming is highly uncertain but appears non-negligible. Current concentrations of greenhouse gases are higher than they have been 
for hundreds of thousands of years,21 which means that there are significant unknown unknowns about how the climate system will respond. 
Particularly concerning is the risk of positive feedback loops, such as the release of vast amounts of methane from melting of the arctic 
permafrost, which would cause rapid and disastrous warming.22 The economists Gernot Wagner and Martin Weitzman have used IPCC figures 
(which do not include modelling of feedback loops such as those from melting permafrost) to estimate that if we continue to pursue a medium-
high emissions pathway, the probability of eventual warming of 6°C is around 10%,23 and of 10°C is around 3%.24 These estimates are of 

course highly uncertain. It is likely that the world will take action against climate change once it begins to 
impose large costs on human society, long before there is warming of 10°C. Unfortunately, there is significant 
inertia in the climate system: there is a 25 to 50 year lag between CO2 emissions and eventual warming,25 and it is expected that 40% of the 
peak concentration of CO2 will remain in the atmosphere 1,000 years after the peak is reached.26 Consequently, it is impossible to reduce 

temperatures quickly by reducing CO2 emissions. If the world does start to face costly warming, the international 
community will therefore face strong incentives to find other ways to reduce global temperatures. 

 

 



 

Harm – Environmental Justice 
The best studies conclude that fracking is safe and does not impose dangers to 
drinking water or contaminate water supplies. 
AFP 2015 
(“EPA Says Fracking Poses No Widespread Danger to Water,” Agence France-Presse, June 05, 2015, https://www.industryweek.com/the-
economy/environment/article/21965280/epa-says-fracking-poses-no-widespread-danger-to-water) 

WASHINGTON - The controversial oil and gas extraction technique known as fracking poses no widespread 
danger to U.S. drinking water, the U.S. environmental agency said Thursday in a long-awaited assessment. Some 

water resources have been harmed by the practice formally called hydraulic fracturing, it said, but concluded that the risk is small 
compared to the number of fracking wells in use. The evaluation from the Environmental Protection 
Agency delivered a broad overview of the dangers that fracking -- blasting water, sand and chemicals underground to 

free up and pump oil or gas -- poses to drinking water in America. Fracking has led to a boom in the U.S. oil and gas industry, and 
also created many jobs in states like North Dakota. But it has been much maligned by environmentalists who say it poses an undue threat to 

nature. The study requested by Congress found that while fracking has not led to "widespread, systemic 
impacts on drinking water resources," there are potential dangers to some people's drinking water. Those vulnerabilities 

included wastewater and "hydraulic fluids" discharged into drinking water, the report said. While those risks are worrisome, "they were 
small compared to the large number of hydraulically fractured wells across the country," the EPA said. In a 

conference call with reporters, Deputy Assistant EPA administrator Thomas Burke described the threat as "relatively low." But he 
emphasized that the study was not a policy recommendation on fracking in the country. "This study follows the water," Burke said. "The 

assessment is about improving our understanding of the process." The study included an analysis of some 950 papers and 
reports on fracking and water supplies as well as the EPA's own research on the topic. Burke said he hopes 
the report will give states, tribes and communities information about how to protect water resources while fracking is conducted. Supporters of 

the technique were quick to champion the cause after the EPA's report was released. "Today's study confirms what we already 
know. Hydraulic fracturing, when done to industry-standards, does not impact drinking water," said U.S. 
Senator Lisa Murkowski, a Republican who chairs the Energy and Natural Resources committee. Republican Lamar Smith of Texas, who chairs 
the House of Representatives Committee on Science, Space, and Technology, also said the agency's finding Committee came as no surprise. "As 

experts have testified before the Science Committee for years, there is no evidence that hydraulic fracturing has caused 
ground water contamination," he said in a statement. "The EPA has spent millions of taxpayers' dollars only to conclude what state 
regulators have known for years," Smith said. "After years of demonization from opponents, the administration has confirmed what we in Texas 

have known all along: Fracking is a safe and reliable way to take advantage of our vast domestic energy 
resources," said another Texas Republican, Senator John Cornyn. 

 

  



 

Fracking has a net positive impact on communities. 
Fleisher 2019 
(“Weighing the impacts of fracking,” Chris Fleisher, American Economic Association, October 25, 2019,  
https://www.aeaweb.org/research/fracking-shale-local-impact-net) 

A paper in the October issue of the American Economic Journal: Applied Economics attempts to weigh the benefits of fracking for 
natural gas against the costs, providing the net effects for local communities. Researchers Alexander Bartik, 

Janet Currie, Michael Greenstone, and Christopher Knittel say the impacts appear overall to be positive for local 
communities, even if there are some drawbacks. “Clearly there’s a large average benefit to the well-
being of the people living in these communities,” Bartik, a professor at the University of Illinois, said in an interview. “But 
there’s an important thing about that. The benefit is much smaller than it would have been had there not been negative quality-of-life 

(impacts).” Hydraulic fracking, also called “fracturing,” is a relatively new technique for extracting gas and oil from shale rock. It involves 
drilling down into the earth and injecting water, sand, and chemicals at high pressure into the rock to release gas in places that were previously 

inaccessible. The technique has been a boon to the energy industry but proven controversial with 
environmentalists, who say it can contaminate groundwater and distracts companies from investing in renewable energy. The 

controversy has led to spirited debates in places where fracking has been proposed. But there has been little research to 
weigh the overall pros and cons about the potential impacts on these communities. It’s not so simple 
as comparing the outcomes in fracking regions to those that don’t have fracking. There might be all 
sorts of other economic variables that would drive whether they embrace fracking. It wouldn’t be a random 
sample of communities. The authors get around this by looking at geological variation within various shale formations—including thickness, 
depth, and maturity of the rock—to sort counties into those most suitable for fracking. The geology isn’t shaped by social influences. It’s a 
random act of nature. “What happened 10,000 years ago makes one county suitable to fracking and one not suitable,” Knittle said. “We can 

show before the fracking revolution, those two counties looked very similar.” Fracked communities had significant economic 
gains. They produced an additional $400 million of oil and natural gas annually three years later, and 
had increased total income (3.3-6.1 percent), employment (3.7-5.5 percent), salaries (5.4-11 percent), and housing 
prices (5.7 percent). But the quality of life declined. The authors developed a model that estimated residents’ “willingness to pay” (WTP) for 
changes in local amenities caused by fracking. This might include higher crime, traffic, and noise. They determined it’s worth roughly $1,400 per 

household. Their model looked at how people move in response to big jumps in wages. To be sure, more people moved into these 
communities, suggesting a net benefit. But considering the size of the wage jump, it wasn’t as many people as you’d expect if it 
were some other factor driving incomes. “We use that to infer how much quality of life must have gone down to justify the fact that people 

aren’t responding to that,” Bartik said. Even with those negative impacts, the authors found there’s still a net gain for 
communities where fracking happens. The WTP for allowing fracking came to about $2,500 per household annually, or about 
4.9 percent of average household income. 

 

 

 

  



 

Solvency 
Federal enforcement fails. Federal laws will be riddled with loopholes in favor of oil 
and gas companies. 
Grinberg 2021 
(“Roadmap for Reform,” Andrew Grinberg, Clean Water Action and Clean Water Fund, March 2021, 
https://cleanwateraction.org/sites/default/files/docs/publications/Roadmap%20to%20Reform%20--%20Clean%20Water%20Action%20--
%20March%202021.pdf) 

Federal Authority and Loopholes The two primary federal water laws, the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA) and Clean Water Act, grant EPA the authority to regulate and prevent water pollution from oil 
and gas production activities both for underground sources of drinking water and for Waters of the United States as defined by the 
Clean Water Act.* In most oil and gas states, primary enforcement and implementation of these laws has been delegated from EPA to state 

agencies. EPA retains authority in some states and Tribal lands for both laws. Federal environmental and natural resource 
protection laws and regulations, like the Clean Water Act and SDWA, are riddled with loopholes and 
preferential treatment for fossil fuel companies. The most notorious oil and gas exemption is the 
“Halliburton Loophole,” which exempts hydraulic fracturing from SDWA Underground Injection 
Control (UIC) regulation. (42 U.S.C. § 300h(d)) The Halliburton Loophole deserves the attention it receives and should be reversed. 

However, the significant shortcomings of the UIC program mean that closing this loophole and regulating 
fracking under the UIC program would not be enough. Similarly, the Clean Water Act exemption for 
stormwater permitting (33 U.S.C § 402(l)(2)) is commonly noted as a primary exemption for the industry, yet 
other lesser known provisions in the Effluent Limitation Guidelines (ELG) program of the Clean Water 
Act allow for direct discharge of produced water into rivers, lakes and streams, and impose 
inadequate rules for treatment plants that accept produced water. Furthermore, a vast array of activities 
that may impact water lie outside the scope of either of these laws, including discharge of produced 
water into unlined pits, spills that may impact soil or groundwater, reuse of produced water for 
agricultural or other uses, chemical use and mixing, land application of wastes, and water 
consumption by the industry. 
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Harm – Climate Change Extensions 
The U.S.’s reduction in carbon emissions are thanks to natural gas and fracking. This is 
the best way to reduce carbon emissions due to price and abundancy. 
Moore 2014 
(“Fracking Could Save the Planet,” Stephen Moore, the Distinguished Visiting Fellow for Project for Economic Growth at The Heritage 
Foundation, Oct 2nd, 2014, https://www.heritage.org/environment/commentary/fracking-could-save-the-planet) 

President Barack Obama raised a lot of eyebrows last week when he declared in his United Nations climate change speech: "Over the past eight 
years, the United States has reduced our total carbon pollution by more than any other nation on Earth." That's absolutely true. And it's 
remarkable because we as a nation didn't ratify the Kyoto Treaty, pass a carbon tax, or enact Mr. Obama's cap and trade agenda. It's all the 
more remarkable because Americans have been scolded nearly every day for being a major source of all these satanic gases that are allegedly 

burning up the planet. Instead, since 2005, our emissions are down by roughly 10 percent and almost twice 
that amount on a per capita basis. Not bad. How did that happen? If you think the answer is that we've transitioned to green 

energy, you are completely wrong. The game-changer for the U.S. has been the shale oil and gas revolution over 
the past six years brought about through new smart drilling technologies. The U.S. is now the largest 
natural gas producer in the world. And as America has produced more natural gas, we have shifted 
away from coal. This, according to the Energy Information Administration, accounts for more than 60 percent of the 
carbon emission reductions in the United States. Mr. Obama never mentioned that. Here's the real stunner: if we want 
to reduce carbon emissions further, investing in natural gas is a far more efficient strategy than going 
all in for so-called "green renewable energy" sources. Over the last seven years, the U.S. government 
has spent almost $70 billion in tax, regulatory, and spending subsidies to the renewable energy sector. 
But wind and solar energy after this avalanche of government support account for only about three 
percent of electricity production. By contrast, the shale gas explosion has been almost entirely devoid 
of subsidies - yet its output has exploded. That's great news for the environment because natural gas 
emits only about half the carbon as coal, even though coal is much cleaner than it once was. So one would think the climate 
change marchers who descended on Washington last week and all their green allies would be beating the drum for shale gas and hydraulic 

fracturing as an environmental godsend. No. The one common theme of the green marchers these days is they hate fracking, even though it 

has done more to reduce greenhouse gases than all the government subsidies to wind and solar 
power combined. The Sierra Club and other environmental groups which once saw natural gas as a valuable "bridge" fuel 
to the future, now denounce this wonder fuel. A new study making the rounds on the Internet says natural gas "won't do much to reduce 

U.S. greenhouse gas emissions and might even raise them slightly." This is bad economic and environmental advice. Shale gas is a 
wonder fuel because it is clean-burning, abundant, domestically produced, and cheap. The price of 
natural gas has fallen by more than half over the last six years and we have at least 150 years of 
supply in the Marcellus Shale and elsewhere. 

 

  



 

Global warming is inevitable – We’re already passed the tipping point. 
Ritchie 2017 
(Earl J. Ritchie, Lecturer, Department of Construction Management at University of Houston, “Have We Passed the Climate Change Tipping 
Point?,” March 16, 2017, https://www.forbes.com/sites/uhenergy/2017/03/16/have-we-passed-the-climate-change-tipping-
point/#730c60b67e12, VY) 

A few years ago, 400 parts per million for carbon dioxide was widely cited as the tipping point for 
climate change. Now that we have passed that value, it has become common to say that it wasn’t really a tipping point, 

that it was symbolic or a milestone. Whether it’s a tipping point or a milestone, we have decisively passed it and 
CO2 levels appear certain to continue higher. Ralph Keeling, the originator of the famous Keeling Curve, said “it already 
seems safe to conclude that we won’t be seeing a monthly value below 400 ppm this year – or ever 
again for the indefinite future.” Let’s consider what a tipping point actually is. The IPCC describes it as 
“abrupt and irreversible change.” Lenton, et al. say it “will inevitably lead to a large change of the system, 

i.e., independently of what might happen to the controls thereafter.” In other words, past the tipping point there will be 
drastic changes even if we stop emitting CO2. Rather than staying “well below 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels” 
as is the target of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), there could be warming of several degrees, with 
associated sea level rise and rainfall changes. 

 

 

  



 

Harm – Environmental Justice Extensions 
Fracking is environmentally safe and much better than the alternative. 
McMahon 2017 
(“Of Course Fracking Is Safe, Stanford Prof Says,” Jeff McMahon, Jun 26, 2017, https://www.forbes.com/sites/jeffmcmahon/2017/06/26/of-
course-fracking-is-safe-stanford-prof-says/?sh=5cd8652d2531) 

The benefits of fracking far outweigh its costs not only economically, but environmentally, a Stanford 
University geophysicist said Friday. After teaching geophysics at Stanford for 30 years Mark Zoback took the helm of Stanford's 

new Natural Gas Initiative three years ago, he said, because of gas's environmental benefits. "We did it because there were so many 
important and obvious environmental benefits to the utilization of natural gas," Zoback said. "So it’s 
somewhat ironic to be asked to argue for the notion that these benefits outweigh the environmental 
costs, when it’s the environmental benefits that got me into this business in the first place." Zoback's 
remarks opened the annual debate at Stanford's Silicon Valley Energy Summit, and were swiftly challenged by representatives of the Sierra Club 

and the Natural Resources Defense Council. Zoback argued that natural gas can replace coal and "dirty diesel" at 
significant scale throughout the world, supporting economic growth while slashing carbon emissions. 
(When burned, natural gas emits about half the CO2 that coal does). "The global abundance of natural gas provided 

in part by horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing provides us with a critical option for addressing all of these 
critical issues," Zoback said. "Natural gas is an ideal fuel to decarbonize and cause less pollution in the 
energy system in the future. It is not the end; it is a means to get to a decarbonized energy world." 

 

  



 

Fracking is key to jobs and boosting local communities. 
Ervin 2017 
(“Hogan's fracking ban would cost Maryland jobs, benefits,” Dan Ervin, a professor of finance at Salisbury University’s Perdue School of 
Business, Mar. 24, 2017, https://www.delmarvanow.com/story/opinion/columnists/2017/03/24/maryland-marcellus-shale-
fracking/99591876/) 

This is an exceptional era in American energy production. Ohio, Pennsylvania and West Virginia are enjoying an 
economic resurgence thanks to hydraulic fracturing, or “fracking.” This technology, combined with horizontal drilling, has 

opened the Marcellus shale formation located beneath these states and western Maryland. It is time Maryland allowed the shale 
revolution to improve the economy in its western region. Fracking is safe, suitable for long-term 
development and has a positive economic impact in the areas lying above the shale formation. First, 
land must be leased, which has a positive impact on landowners. Sites for drill pads must be identified 
and the requisite environmental issues be identified and analyzed. The site must be developed, usually requiring 
tree removal and moving soil, allowing equipment to access the pad site. Landscaping and other specialized service providers will take part in 

this activity. The production of shale gas is also good for the environment. It has enabled utilities, including 

those in Maryland, to shift from coal to natural gas for electricity generation, reducing emissions of 
pollutants that cause heart and lung diseases, while also mitigating carbon dioxide. Gov. Larry Hogan wants 

to ban fracking in Maryland. But a ban on shale production is at odds with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s landmark study of fracking’s effects on America’s water supply, in which the agency 
debunked claims of environmentalists that fracking is routinely poisoning the water supply. A ban 
would have serious downsides, with deeply troubling ramifications not only for Maryland’s economic 
future, but its present. Never mind that fracking represents a revolution in energy production that 
could benefit Maryland for decades to come. Polls in western Maryland show support for fracking is especially 
strong in communities that have been struggling economically and have seen a decline in population 
in recent decades. Fracking is driving a manufacturing comeback in Pennsylvania and Ohio that’s 
creating thousands of well-paying jobs and boosting local economies. Many people view the Marcellus 

Shale drilling activity as an economic lifesaver. It’s no secret that, thanks to lower gas prices, U.S. manufacturers have a cost 
advantage over their international competitors, some of whom are shifting their operations here to take advantage of cheap gas. Take the 

cracker plant Shell plans to build in Pennsylvania because of the energy advantage. This plant will convert ethane into the 
building blocks for plastics, and is expected to employ 6,000 people during construction and 600 permanently. Or new steel 
plants like the facility Dura-Bond plans to build in McKeesport, Pennsylvania, to produce pipelines to transport natural gas to new markets. 

A French manufacturing company recently opened a steel mill in Youngstown, Ohio, which has given that 
economically-distressed city a much-needed boost. None of this would be possible without the surge 
in shale-gas production. Nationally, production in shale fields around the United States provides 45 percent of domestic oil and 60 
percent of domestic gas supply. And, in recent years, shale production has accounted for approximately 70 percent of domestic oil and gas 
output. There is still time for Hogan and the Maryland state legislature to recognize the economic changes taking place and avoid getting left 

out of the energy boom. Shale-gas production would stimulate the state’s economy with thousands of new 
jobs. 

 



 

Solvency Extension 
No solvency, no authority and loopholes will be created. 
NRDC 2013 
(“Fracking,” National Resource Defense Council Policy Basics, February 2013, https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/policy-basics-fracking-
FS.pdf) 

I. PRIMARY STATUTES EXEMPTIONS Federal safeguards for oil and gas production are missing. Many of the 
fundamental environmental statutes have exemptions for oil and gas production, leaving aspects of 
those activities largely ungoverned at the federal level. Safe Drinking Water Act Fracking is exempted 
from the Safe Drinking Water Act pollution control measures unless diesel is used in the fracking process. Clean Water 

Act Oil and gas operations are exempt from important permitting and pollution control requirements 
of the Clean Water Act, including the stormwater runoff permit requirement. In addition, there is a 
loophole that allows certain wastewater produced by oil and gas wells to be discharged into surface 
waters in the western United States. Clean Air Act The oil and gas industry is exempt from critical requirements to 
assess, monitor, and control hazardous air pollutants. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Oil and gas waste 
is exempt from the testing, treatment and disposal provisions that govern the assessment control and 
clean-up of hazardous waste under this law, and, by extension, from the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 

and Liability Act (aka “Superfund”), which adopts the same definition of hazardous waste. National Environmental Policy Act When oil and 
gas companies lease federal lands, they are exempted from some requirements for environmental 
impact reviews.  

 

 

  



 

Agricultural Runoff Affirmative 
 

Agricultural runoff happens when rain or irrigation water mixes with soil, fertilizer, or manure and 
enters other bodies of water such as lakes and streams. Currently, agricultural runoff is exempt from 
regulation under the Clean Water Act. Agricultural runoff contains a lot of chemical fertilizers that have 
washed out into lakes and streams and contains a lot of phosphorus and nitrogen. Some states regulate 
this runoff, but the problem is the states in the “Corn Belt” (or the part of the Midwest where a lot of 
corn is grown) release a lot of polluted agricultural runoff into lakes and streams that feed into the 
Mississippi River but are not as impacted by the runoff (because they’re “upstream”). 

The affirmative outlines 2 advantages: oceans and climate change. 

The first advantage is the ocean ecosystem. Nitrogen and phosphorous are great at growing plants. The 
problem is when those nutrients enter the Gulf of Mexico in high volumes. They create lots of plant 
growth, and in the ocean that means mostly algae. That might sound good, but this overgrowth of algae 
cover the Gulf of Mexico and overwhelm the ecosystem. When these algae die, they are eaten by 
oxygen-depleting bacteria which then depletes the ocean of oxygen, causing a dead zone. The lack of 
oxygen in the water means marine life can’t survive. 

The second advantage is climate change. Agricultural runoff, because of its high concentration of 
nitrogen, causes the emission of nitrous oxide. Nitrous oxide is 300 times more powerful than CO2 as a 
greenhouse gas. Curbing this emission is necessary to fight global warming, which has devasting 
impacts. 

 

  



 

Contention 1: Inherency 
The agriculture industry is currently exempt from the Clean Water Act and agricultural 
runoff is unregulated by the federal government. Lack of adoption at the state level 
means this problem is unaddressed. 
Vasto 2019 
(“The Clean Water Act and the Agricultural Exemption,” Alicia Vasto, Iowa Environmental Council, August 30, 2019, 
https://www.iaenvironment.org/blog/iowa-environmental-voice/the-clean-water-act-and-the-agricultural-exemption) 

 “Agricultural storm water discharges and return flows from irrigated agriculture” are expressly 
excluded from the point source definition and permit program of the CWA. This is commonly referred 
to as the “CWA agricultural exemption.” The exemption has also been applied to discharges from tile 
lines, despite there being little difference between a tile pipe discharge and an industrial pipe 
discharge. Due to this exemption, most agricultural pollutants are considered non-point source (NPS) 
pollution. The EPA says that “NPS pollution generally results from land runoff, precipitation, atmospheric deposition, drainage, seepage, or 

hydrologic modification.” This leaves a major gap in the coverage of the CWA, especially in an agricultural 
state like Iowa. With 92% of nitrogen and 80% of phosphorus in Iowa waterways coming from 
nonpoint sources, the vast majority of nutrient pollution is unregulated. This gap means that steps to 
reduce agricultural pollution are almost entirely voluntary. While taxpayers spend millions of dollars to regulate point 
sources, upgrade wastewater treatment facilities to comply with water quality standards, and enforce those standards, farmers are asked to 

voluntarily implement practices that reduce pollution, sometimes at the cost of production, even when their competitors do not. It’s easy 
to see why voluntary adoption of practices is not at the scale and scope necessary to address our 
water pollution problems.  

 

Thus the plan: The United States federal government 
should substantially strengthen standards for 
agriculture-related runoff into lakes and streams. 
 

  



 

Contention 2: Harms – Oceans 
Oceans are on the brink now due to climate change exacerbating dead zone. We must 
act now. 
Gregory 2019 
(“‘Dead zones’ expanding rapidly in oceans as climate emergency causes unprecedented oxygen loss, Andy Gregory, 07 December 2019, 
https://www.independent.co.uk/climate-change/news/climate-change-oceans-oxygen-loss-dead-zones-cop25-madrid-iucn-a9237116.html) 

“Dead zones” are rapidly appearing in the world’s oceans as they lose oxygen at an unprecedented 
rate due to climate change, sewage pollution and farming practices, presenting a existential threat to 
marine life and ecosystems, according to a vast new study. The overall level of oxygen in the oceans has 
dropped by roughly 2 per cent, while the number of known hypoxic “dead zones” – where oxygen 
levels are dangerously low – has skyrocketed from 45 known sites in the 1960s to at least 700 areas 
now dangerously devoid of the life-giving compound, some encompassing thousands of square miles. 
Many larger and more active sea creatures, like sharks, marlins and tuna, are unable to survive in these areas, 
risking mass extinction in the long term unless current trends are reversed. “This is perhaps the 
ultimate wake-up call from the uncontrolled experiment humanity is unleashing on the world’s 
oceans as carbon emissions continue to increase,” said Dan Laffoley, co-editor of the report. The International Union for 

the Conservation of Nature’s (IUCN) study is the largest ever analysis of the causes and impacts of ocean deoxygenation, 

which the organisation describes as “one of the most pernicious, yet under-reported side-effects of human-
induced climate change”. 

 

  



 

Dead zones can be reversed but careful government policies are necessary. 
Earth.org 2021 
(“What is a ‘Dead Zone’?” Earth.org, Jun 16, 2021, https://earth.org/what-is-a-dead-zone/) 

Dead zones are reversible if their causes are reduced or eliminated. For example, a dead zone in the 
Black Sea largely disappeared in the 1990s, following the fall of the Soviet Union, when the cost of chemical 

fertilisers skyrocketed. Further, efforts by countries along the Rhine River to reduce sewage and industrial 
emissions have reduced nitrogen levels in the North Sea’s dead zone by more than 35%. There are only 13 

coastal systems in recovery around the world. Simply put, countries around the world must reduce industrial emissions 
and improve agricultural practices in areas where dead zones are a problem. To combat the issue of 
dead zones, policymakers could consider incentivising inland farmers to move away from the use of 
harmful chemicals. Conservation compliance programmes should be implemented, benefiting farmers who engage in healthy soil and 
water management practices, such as placing buffers or dams to protect streams adjacent to agricultural land, and scaling up the use of 
perennial plants that can survive for several years and minimise soil erosion. In exchange, farmers can be allowed discounts on services and 

lowered taxes. States could alternatively analyse smaller watersheds within the wider basin area that carries harmful chemicals, focusing 
policy on the most polluted rivers and streams. By understanding which individual bodies of water carry the highest 

concentrations of toxic runoff to the shore, regulators can be more fiscally and temporally efficient in enacting 
policy changes. 

 

  



 

Unregulated fertilizer runoff is creating dead zones in the Gulf of Mexico. 
Young 2021 
(“Midwest fertilizer runoff adds to low-oxygen zone in Gulf of Mexico,” Lillian Young, January 8, 2021, 
https://news.jrn.msu.edu/2021/01/midwest-fertilizer-runoff-adds-to-low-oxygen-zone-in-gulf-of-mexico/) 

LANSING — Fertilizer runoff from seasonal heavy rainfall on Midwestern farms is traveling down the 
Mississippi River and creating a “hypoxic zone,” or low-oxygen zone in the Gulf of Mexico, a recent 
study warns. The damage threatens the natural life and environment in the area, it says. The Great Lakes 
face a similar threat from nitrogen runoff, and a Michigan State University Extension expert in Gratiot County said a growing number of farms 

are using new technologies and “environmentally sound practices” in applying fertilizers. Scientists from Iowa State University 
used computer modeling methods to see how much nitrogen from Midwestern farming fertilizers 
makes its way into ecosystems. The results showed that significant runoff goes as far south as the 
Gulf, where it contributes heavily to the hypoxic zone. The study, published in the research journal “Communications 
Earth & Environment,” looked at days of extreme rainfall on farms in the Mississippi River Basin and found that just a few days contributed one-
third of the annual nitrogen yield. In the Great Lakes region, the Mississippi River runs through Minnesota and along the west side of Illinois. Its 

basin includes most of Indiana and Ohio. That nitrogen yield is what travels down the Mississippi River and into 
the Gulf. “Managing nitrogen application timing could be an effective practice for reducing nitrogen 
load, but must take into account climate-related effects of extreme precipitation,” the study said. Nutrients like nitrogen from 
fertilizer create a suffocating environment by feeding ocean algal blooms that “then sink, decompose 
and deplete the water of oxygen,” says the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. The hypoxic zone has 
such low oxygen levels that most marine life is either killed by the lack of oxygen or has to leave the 
area to survive, according to the agency. The lead author of the study, Chaoqun Lu, described the situation by saying that “plants 
can’t use all of the nitrogen in fertilizer because fertilizers are usually applied in excess. “This excess 
can wash off farm fields into local rivers and lakes, degrading water quality and stimulating algae 
blooms. Traveling down the Mississippi River, it contributes to the yearly formation of a dead zone in 
the northern Gulf of Mexico, covering several thousand square miles,” she said. 

 

 

  



 

These dead zones are set to increase in severity due to climate change. Addressing 
runoff is necessary to prevent ocean ecosystem collapse. 
Zielinski 2014 
(“Ocean Dead Zones Are Getting Worse Globally Due to Climate Change,” By Sarah Zielinski, Smithsonian Mag, November 10, 2014, 
https://www.smithsonianmag.com/science-nature/ocean-dead-zones-are-getting-worse-globally-due-climate-change-180953282/) 

Nearly all ocean dead zones will increase by the end of the century because of climate change, according 
to a new Smithsonian-led study. But the work also recommends how to limit risks to coastal communities of fish, crabs and other species no 

matter how much the water warms. Dead zones are regions where the water has unusually low dissolved 
oxygen content, and aquatic animals that wander in quickly die. These regions can form naturally, but human 
activities can spark their formation or make them worse. For instance, dead zones often occur when 
runoff from farms and cities drains into an ocean or lake and loads up the water with excess nutrients 
such as nitrogen and phosphorus. Those nutrients feed a bloom of algae, and when those organisms 
die, they sink through the water column and decompose. The decomposition sucks up oxygen from 
the water, leaving little available for fish or other marine life. Researchers have known that low-oxygen, or hypoxic, 

areas are on the rise. They have doubled in frequency every 10 years since the 1960s, largely due to increases in 
nutrient-filled runoff. But warming and other aspects of climate change will likely worsen dead zones 
around the world, argue Andrew Altieri of the Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute in Panama and Keryn Gedan of the University of 
Maryland, College Park, and the Smithsonian Environmental Research Center in Maryland. “Climate change will drive expansion of dead zones, 
and has likely contributed to the observed spread of dead zones over recent decades,” Altieri and Gedan write in a new paper that appears 
today in Global Change Biology. The researchers examined a database of more than 400 dead zones worldwide. Some 94 percent of these 
hypoxic areas will experience warming of 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit or more by the end of the century, they found. “Temperature is perhaps the 
climate-related factor that most broadly affects dead zones,” they note. Warmer waters can hold less dissolved oxygen in general. But the 
problem is more complicated than that. Warmer air will heat up the surface of the water, making it more buoyant and reducing the likelihood 
that the top layer will mix with colder waters below. Those deeper waters are often where the hypoxia develops, and without mixing, the low-

oxygen zone sticks around. As temperatures increase, animals such as fish and crabs require more oxygen to 
survive. But with less oxygen available, “that could quickly cause stress and mortality and, at larger 
scales, drive an ecosystem to collapse,” Altieri and Gedan warn. Other aspects of climate change could 
further exacerbate dead zones. In the Black Sea, for instance, the earlier arrival of summer has resulted in the earlier development 
of hypoxia as well as expansion of the dead zone area. And sea level rise will devastate wetlands, which for now help to defend against the 

formation of algal blooms by soaking up excess nutrients from runoff. “Climate change can have a variety of direct and 
indirect effects on ocean ecosystems, and the exacerbation of dead zones may be one of the most 
severe,” the researchers write. The good news, though, is that the dead zone problem can be tackled by reducing nutrient pollution. With 
less nitrogen or phosphorus to feed algal blooms, dead zones are less likely to form no matter how 
warm it gets. 

 

 

  



 

Ocean ecosystems collapsing will trigger mass extinctions throughout the world. 
Harvey 2020 
(“Wildlife destruction 'not a slippery slope but a series of cliff edges',” Fiona Harvey, 8 Apr 2020, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/apr/08/wildlife-destruction-not-a-slippery-slope-but-a-series-of-cliff-edges) 

Wildlife species will die out and natural ecosystems collapse in the near future if the climate crisis 
goes unchecked, scientists have warned, as new research shows that the natural world is at far 
greater risk from climate breakdown than previously thought. Catastrophe could strike this decade for some species, 

as key temperature thresholds are crossed. Instead of the anticipated gradual decline of species, there are likely to 
be a series of sudden collapses. Ocean ecosystems will be first hit, as the seas have already warmed to 
an unprecedented extent, and problems such as lack of oxygen and an increase in acid worsen. By the 
2040s, a similarly abrupt collapse is likely to spread to the land, causing devastation among key species in Indonesia, 

the Amazon, India, northern Australia and sub-Saharan Africa and the Congo rainforest. “It’s not a slippery slope, but a series of 
cliff edges, hitting different places at different times,” said Alex Pigot of University College London, lead author of the 
study, published today in the journal Nature. What appears to happen, according to the study’s authors, is that most species can cope with 
warming temperatures for a while. But when a certain temperature threshold is crossed, suddenly a large proportion of species face conditions 
they have not experienced before, and the ecosystem can abruptly collapse. 

 

  



 

Contention 3: Harms – Climate Change 
Nitrous oxide leaches into the environment and the atmosphere through agricultural 
runoff. 
Tian et al. 2019 
(“A review of indirect N2O emission factors from agricultural nitrogen leaching and runoff to update of the default IPCC values,” Linlin Tian, 
State Key Laboratory of Subtropical Silviculture, Zhejiang A & F University, Hangzhou, China, Yanjiang Cai, and Hiroko Akiyama, Environmental 
Pollution, Volume 245, February 2019, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0269749118317998) 

The major cause of the increase in atmospheric N2O concentrations is human activities, most of which 
are closely associated with food production for a growing human population (Syakila and  Kroeze, 2011;Reay et 

al., 2012). Agriculture has therefore been acknowledged as the largest anthropogenic source of N2O and 
accounts for about 60% of the total anthropogenic emissions (Ivenset al., 2011;Syakila and Kroeze, 2011). N2O 
emissions from agriculture have increased mainly as a result of the widespread use of nitrogenous 
fertilizers in agricultural lands and the increase in animal production (Reay et al., 2012;Bouwman et al., 2013a).Agricultural N2O 
emissions are likely to continue to rise with the need to increase food production to feed the increasing human population in the coming 
decades (Mosier and Kroeze, 2000;Galloway et al., 2008;Davidson, 2009;Reay et al., 2012).Agricultural activities have strongly altered nitrogen 

(N) cycles. Nitrogen in excess of plant and animal needs may have a greater chance of transferring to the 
atmosphere and aquatic ecosystems thus the addition of agricultural N can result in increasingly N-
saturated terrestrial ecosystems (Peterson et al., 2001;Gallowayet al., 2008;Mulholland et al., 2008;Keuskamp et al., 
2012).Emissions of N2O from agriculture comprise direct N2O emissions from agricultural land, direct N2O emissions from animal produc-tion, 
and indirect (off-site) N2O emissions derived from N originating from agricultural systems (Mosier et al., 1998;Syakila and Kroeze, 

2011).Indirect N2O emissions comprise emissions from agricultural N leaching and runoff, atmospheric 
deposition  of reactive N, and disposal of human sewage. N leaching and runoff is the largest component of the 
indirect N2O budget, which is also the largest source of uncertainty in the bottom-up inventory (Mosier 

et al.,1998;Syakila and Kroeze, 2011;Turner et al., 2015). An influential factor determining indirect N2O emissions from 
N leaching and runoff is the fraction of N leached into aquatic ecosystems (Fra-cLEACH). Approximately 30% of N 

inputs in agriculture are lost by leaching and runoff; therefore, indirect emissions resulting from this pathway are a 
globally significant N2O source (Mosier et al.,1998;Well et al., 2005;IPCC, 2006). The specific N2O emission factor 
for N leaching and runoff (EF5, the proportion of N loading converted to N2O in aquatic ecosystems) is another important 
determinant for estimating indirect N2O emission with the bottom-up IPCC methodology (Mosier et al., 
1998;Davidson, 2009;Reayet al., 2012) 

 

 

  



 

 

Nitrous oxide is a growing concern, mostly comes from agriculture, and is 300 times 
more powerful as a greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide. 
Wozniacka 2019 
(“The Greenhouse Gas No One’s Talking About: Nitrous Oxide on Farms, Explained,” Gosia Wozniacka, September 19, 2019, 
https://civileats.com/2019/09/19/the-greenhouse-gas-no-ones-talking-about-nitrous-oxide-on-farms-explained/) 

Why Nitrous Oxide is a Growing Concern Since the industrial revolution, the atmospheric 
concentrations of nitrous oxide have increased by an estimated 16 to 20 percent. Agricultural emissions of N2O 
in the U.S. account for nearly 80 percent of the total human emissions of this gas—including 74 
percent from cultivated soils and 5 percent from manure management. And while emissions from manure may not be as significant 

as from soil, disposing of large amounts of manure is challenging. On some large livestock operations, farmers inject the 
manure into soil using a shallow disk injector in hopes it won’t run off into waterways, but that 
practice only increases nitrous oxide emissions. Although previous research suggested that emissions occur only during the 
growing season because microbes aren’t active during winter, climate change is causing soils to warm up and thaw more frequently, activating 

the microbes and leading to winter N2O emissions. Although nitrous oxide accounted for just 6 percent of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions 

in 2017, it’s significantly more potent than carbon dioxide (CO2) or methane when it comes to driving 
climate change. Pound per pound, it’s almost 300 times more powerful than CO2 and remains in the 
atmosphere for well over 100 years before it’s destroyed by chemical processes. According to one study, N2O 
emission is also “the single most important ozone-depleting emission, and is expected to remain the 
largest throughout the 21st century.” 

 

  



 

 

Climate change must be addressed now with policy changes, this is the only way to 
avoid ecological disaster and mass extinctions. 
Weston 2021 
(“Top scientists warn of 'ghastly future of mass extinction' and climate disruption,” Phoebe Weston, 13 Jan 2021, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/jan/13/top-scientists-warn-of-ghastly-future-of-mass-extinction-and-climate-disruption-
aoe) 

The planet is facing a “ghastly future of mass extinction, declining health and climate-disruption 
upheavals” that threaten human survival because of ignorance and inaction, according to an international group 
of scientists, who warn people still haven’t grasped the urgency of the biodiversity and climate crises. The 17 experts, including Prof Paul Ehrlich 

from Stanford University, author of The Population Bomb, and scientists from Mexico, Australia and the US, say the planet is in a much 
worse state than most people – even scientists – understood. “The scale of the threats to the 
biosphere and all its lifeforms – including humanity – is in fact so great that it is difficult to grasp for 
even well-informed experts,” they write in a report in Frontiers in Conservation Science which references more than 150 studies 

detailing the world’s major environmental challenges. The delay between destruction of the natural world and the 
impacts of these actions means people do not recognise how vast the problem is, the paper argues. “[The] 
mainstream is having difficulty grasping the magnitude of this loss, despite the steady erosion of the 
fabric of human civilisation.” The report warns that climate-induced mass migrations, more 
pandemics and conflicts over resources will be inevitable unless urgent action is taken. “Ours is not a call to 
surrender – we aim to provide leaders with a realistic ‘cold shower’ of the state of the planet that is essential for planning to avoid a ghastly 

future,” it adds. Dealing with the enormity of the problem requires far-reaching changes to global capitalism, 
education and equality, the paper says. These include abolishing the idea of perpetual economic growth, properly pricing environmental 
externalities, stopping the use of fossil fuels, reining in corporate lobbying, and empowering women, the researchers argue. The report comes 
months after the world failed to meet a single UN Aichi biodiversity target, created to stem the destruction of the natural world, the second 
consecutive time governments have failed to meet their 10-year biodiversity goals. This week a coalition of more than 50 countries pledged to 

protect almost a third of the planet by 2030. An estimated one million species are at risk of extinction, many within 
decades, according to a recent UN report. “Environmental deterioration is infinitely more threatening to civilisation than Trumpism or 
Covid-19,” Ehrlich told the Guardian. In The Population Bomb, published in 1968, Ehrlich warned of imminent population explosion and 
hundreds of millions of people starving to death. Although he has acknowledged some timings were wrong, he has said he stands by its 
fundamental message that population growth and high levels of consumption by wealthy nations is driving destruction. He told the Guardian: 
“Growthmania is the fatal disease of civilisation - it must be replaced by campaigns that make equity and well-being society’s goals - not 

consuming more junk.” Large populations and their continued growth drive soil degradation and biodiversity 
loss, the new paper warns. “More people means that more synthetic compounds and dangerous throwaway plastics are manufactured, many 

of which add to the growing toxification of the Earth. It also increases the chances of pandemics that fuel ever-more 
desperate hunts for scarce resources.” The effects of the climate emergency are more evident than 
biodiversity loss, but still, society is failing to cut emissions, the paper argues. If people understood the 
magnitude of the crises, changes in politics and policies could match the gravity of the threat. “Our main 
point is that once you realise the scale and imminence of the problem, it becomes clear that we need much more than individual actions like 

using less plastic, eating less meat, or flying less. Our point is that we need big systematic changes and fast,” Professor 
Daniel Blumstein from the University of California Los Angeles, who helped write the paper, told the Guardian. The paper cites a number of key 
reports published in the past few years including: The World Economic Forum report in 2020, which named biodiversity loss as one of the top 
threats to the global economy. The 2019 IPBES Global Assessment report which said 70% of the planet had been altered by humans. The 2020 
WWF Living Planet report, which said the average population size of vertebrates had declined by 68% in the past five decades. A 2018 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report which said that humanity had already exceeded global warming of 1C above pre-industrial 
levels and is set to reach 1.5C warming between 2030 and 2052. The report follows years of stark warnings about the state of the planet from 
the world’s leading scientists, including a statement by 11,000 scientists in 2019 that people will face “untold suffering due to the climate crisis” 
unless major changes are made. In 2016, more than 150 of Australia’s climate scientists wrote an open letter to the then prime minister, 
Malcolm Turnbull, demanding immediate action on reducing emissions. In the same year, 375 scientists – including 30 Nobel prize winners – 
wrote an open letter to the world about their frustrations over political inaction on climate change. Prof Tom Oliver, an ecologist at the 



 

University of Reading, who was not involved in the report, said it was a frightening but credible summary of the grave 
threats society faces under a “business as usual” scenario. “Scientists now need to go beyond simply 
documenting environmental decline, and instead find the most effective ways to catalyse action,” he 
said. Prof Rob Brooker, head of ecological sciences at the James Hutton Institute, who was not involved in the study, said it clearly emphasised 

the pressing nature of the challenges. “We certainly should not be in any doubt about the huge scale of the 
challenges we are facing and the changes we will need to make to deal with them,” he said. 

 

  



 

Contention 4: Solvency 
Federal regulation of agricultural runoff is necessary now. State regulation fails and 
runoff is causing environmental degradation that will be worsened by climate change. 
Wertz 2020 
(“Fertilizers are contaminating and warming the planet. Regulators haven’t acted on decades-old warnings.” Joe Wertz, January 22, 2020, 
https://publicintegrity.org/environment/unintended-consequences-farming-fertilizer-climate-health-water-nitrogen/) 

Other fertilizer byproducts contaminate water wells, especially in agricultural areas, where the U.S. 
Geological Survey says one in five has levels exceeding federal health limits. These contaminants also 
wash into streams, rivers and lakes, where they become what the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency calls “one of America’s most widespread, costly and challenging environmental problems.” 
This pollution stream feeds the kind of algae bloom that was so toxic in Lake Erie in 2014 that officials in Toledo, Ohio, 

warned roughly 500,000 customers not to drink or come in contact with the city’s tap water for three days. The nutrients flow more 
than a thousand miles from agricultural states to the Gulf of Mexico, where they nourish an aquatic 
dead zone that in summer 2017 grew as large as New Jersey. Deep cuts to nitrogen runoff and emissions are critical, 
researchers say, both to curb mounting hazards from water pollution and to stave off the most 
cataclysmic consequences of rising global temperatures. And while it’s a smaller environmental danger than carbon, 

scientists say fertilizer is an underrated and growing threat — one that’s more complicated to solve. 
“We’re not producing CO2 on purpose,” said James Galloway, an environmental scientist with the University of Virginia. “You need to have that 

nitrogen to grow the food, and the more people there are and the higher they’re eating up the food chain, the more nitrogen you need.” The 
rate that farmers in the U.S. are using nitrogen fertilizer is more than 40 times higher than it was 
three-quarters of a century ago, far outstripping population growth. Trouble was anticipated decades ago. But in 
the U.S., legislators and regulators alike have avoided confronting the problem directly. The EPA’s 
science advisors have recommended nitrogen control since the early years of the agency’s existence, 
to little avail. Agriculture, in fact, has evaded much of the federal environmental oversight that falls 
on other polluting sectors. The $133 billion industry is largely the regulatory responsibility of state 
authorities, who favor recommendations and voluntary cooperation instead of rules and enforced 
compliance. Farmers, agribusinesses and groups representing their interests say education and collaboration at the state level is the best 
way to manage a highly varied and vital industry that struggles with sometimes-crippling financial challenges. Critics, including researchers, 

local officials and activists, say this arrangement means fertilizer use has escaped environmental, health and 
safety scrutiny applied to other chemical compounds. An investigation by the Center for Public Integrity, Grist and The 

World found that when states do try to regulate farms and reduce pollution linked to fertilizer, rules are 
often derailed or softened after industry pushback and political pressure. 

 

  



 

2AC – On-case Extensions 
  



 

Harm – Oceans Extensions 
Oceans are on the brink now. We must urgently act to save them. 
Baker 2020 
(“Why This Year Is Our Last, Best Chance for Saving the Oceans, Aryn Baker, July 9, 2020, https://time.com/5863821/saving-the-oceans/) 

This was supposed to be the year those transformations began. A series of international policy meetings in 2020 was 
meant to set global targets for managing fish populations, restoring biodiversity and controlling pollution. As it did with so much this year, the 

coronavirus pandemic put those talks on hold. Nonetheless, environmentalists, scientists, policymakers and ocean 
advocates are working desperately to keep the momentum going, aware that this might be the last, 
best chance they have to reverse the tide. “What’s the phrase? Never let a good crisis go to waste? As we restart the 
economy, this is the chance to reset our goals for a healthy ocean,” says Carlos M. Duarte, a Spanish marine biologist 

at the King Abdullah University of Science and Technology in Saudi Arabia. “We have a very narrow window of opportunity 
where we can actually still be effective. Twenty years from now, it will be too late.” Duarte and Roberts have 
co-written a sweeping new study published in the journal Nature that offers a blueprint for how the ocean might be restored within a 
generation. The proposed measures would cost billions of dollars a year, but the return on investment would be 10 times as high in increased 

biodiversity, fish stocks, jobs and tourism revenue, says Roberts. “We have seen over and over again that given a chance, 
ocean life can come back. We just have to be willing to give it time to heal.” A revitalized ocean would not only 
feed a growing population but could also strengthen our fight against climate change. Coastal habitats such as mangroves and salt marshes are 
extraordinary carbon sinks, sequestering as much CO₂ per acre as 16 acres of pristine Amazonian rain forest. New developments in offshore 
wind-farm technology can provide an inexhaustible supply of green energy, while mineral deposits on the seafloor, if mined sustainably, offer 
the raw ingredients for the batteries to store it. “It’s time to stop thinking of the ocean as a victim of climate change and start thinking of it as a 
powerful part of the solution,” says Jane Lubchenco, a marine ecologist who served as head of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) under President Barack Obama. When the coronavirus pandemic forced the global economy into a state of suspended 
animation, carbon emissions slowed, shipping idled, and fisheries closed. The ocean was allowed a moment to breathe. The pause was short-
lived, of course, and the economic cost potentially catastrophic. But, like the once unimaginable sight of blue skies over industrial areas, it 
offered a reminder that change is within our grasp. “The coronavirus crisis has shown us when there is a threat to the global population, there 

is a willingness to act collectively to limit that threat,” says Roberts. The tough lessons of COVID-19 may yet translate into 
a stronger understanding of the inter-connectedness of our personal and planetary health—and a 
demand for action. The stakes for ocean health have never been higher. The dying kelp and 
disappearing coral reefs should be sounding an urgent alarm, says Christopher Trisos, a senior researcher at the African 
Climate and Development Initiative at the University of Cape Town who focuses on the inter-section of climate change, biodiversity and human 

well-being. “Bio-diversity loss from climate change looks like a trickle right now, but it could become a 
flood very quickly,” he says. Even greater “catastrophic multi-species die-offs” could begin within the decade, 
Trisos predicts, starting with tropical oceans and spreading to tropical forests and temperate ecosystems by the 2050s. 

 

  



 

Luckily, dead zones are reversible. Regulating agricultural activity can solve the dead 
zones in the Gulf. 
Scheer and Moss 2012 
(“What Causes Ocean "Dead Zones"?” Roddy Scheer and Doug Moss, September 25, 2012, https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/ocean-
dead-zones/) 

Fortunately, dead zones are reversible if their causes are reduced or eliminated. For example, a huge 
dead zone in the Black Sea largely disappeared in the 1990s following the fall of the Soviet Union, after 

which there was a huge spike in the cost of chemical fertilizers throughout the region. And while this situation was largely unintentional, the 
lessons learned have not been lost on scientists, policymakers and the United Nations, which has been pushing to 

reduce industrial emissions in other areas around the globe where dead zones are a problem. To wit, efforts by countries along the 
Rhine River to reduce sewage and industrial emissions have reduced nitrogen levels in the North Sea’s 
dead zone by upwards of 35 percent. In the U.S., dead zones have also been reduced in the Hudson 
River and San Francisco Bay following clean-up efforts. Hypoxic conditions continue to plague the Gulf 
of Mexico, however, with matters made worse by pollution unleashed by Hurricane Katrina and the BP oil spill, as well as by a 
federal push to increase Midwest corn production, which effectively loads even more algae-inducing 
nutrients into the already overloaded system. The Mississippi Basin/Gulf of Mexico Water Nutrient Task Force, a coalition of 
federal, state and tribal agencies, has been busy monitoring the dead zone and recommending ways to reduce it since its formation in 1997. 

But with industrial and agricultural activity throughout Gulf and Midwestern states only increasing—

and Mother Nature not making the job any easier—the task force has an uphill battle on its hands to say the least. 

 

<The affirmative tackles a massive and growing dead zone in the Gulf of Mexico. This 
gives the affirmative sufficient solvency. > 
 

  



 

Unregulated agricultural runoff creates dead zones in the ocean, depleting ocean life 
of oxygen. 
Stubbs 2016 
(“Nutrients in Agricultural Production: A Water Quality Overview,” Megan Stubbs, Specialist in Agricultural Conservation and Natural Resources 
Policy, February 29, 2016, https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20160229_R43919_365cfaab821ea30647a3d3d1059759c7c51c4fc5.pdf) 

Environmental Effects One of the better-known environmental responses to high levels of nutrients is 
eutrophication–– the enrichment of water bodies, which can promote the growth of algae. When 
nutrients (e.g., nitrogen and phosphorus) and sunlight stimulate algal growth (e.g., algae, seaweed, and phytoplankton), this 
increases the amount of organic matter in an aquatic ecosystem over time. Algae are a natural part of 
the ecosystem, and most species of algae are not harmful. However, high levels of nutrients and ideal growing 
conditions can overfeed algae, creating algal blooms that deplete the oxygen content of water, block 
sunlight to other organisms, and potentially produce toxins. These harmful algal blooms (HABs) can 
contaminate surface and drinking water supplies, potentially harming animal and human health. 

Cyanobacteria (blue-green algae) and red tides are examples of HABs that produce toxins harmful to humans and animals.33 Algal 
blooms, whether toxic or not, can cause significant environmental and economic problems when the 
algae die. As organisms die and sink to the bottom, they are consumed (decomposed) by oxygen-
dependent bacteria, depleting the water of oxygen. When this eutrophication is extensive and 
persistent, bottom waters may become hypoxic (depressed concentration of dissolved oxygen), or 
even anoxic (no dissolved oxygen). Hypoxic conditions in lakes and coastal waters can cause die-offs 
of fish and other aquatic life. If these conditions persist, a “dead zone” may develop in which little life 
exists. 

 

 

  



 

Oceans collapsing will take with it the whole food system humans rely on. 
Freund 2019 
(“Biodiversity loss is the very real end of the world and no one is acting like it,” Cassie Freund, Ecology Ph.D. student atWake Forest University, 
May 14, 2019, https://massivesci.com/articles/climate-change-ipbes-global-assessment-biodiversity-loss-extinction/) 

“Biodiversity loss” is not just the disappearance of charismatic species like the giant panda and black 
rhinoceros. It also means that the pollinators we depend on for 75% of our food crops will vanish. 
Marine fisheries will collapse. Animal that harbor disease, usually kept in check by predators, could explode out of control, putting 
us at risk of new tick-borne diseases and parasites. And yes, we will lose megafauna like elephants, giraffe, and bison. Your grandchildren won’t 
believe you when you tell them about the big cats and mighty sharks that once existed on Earth. The full IPBES report won’t be available for a 
while, but the Summary for Policymakers, which distills the committee’s findings down to the most important points and identifies actions that 

must be taken to mitigate some of the future carnage, is available online. It’s flat-out dire. The main conclusion of the 
report is that humans are changing the natural systems we depend on for life to an “unparalleled 
degree.” This will not end well for us. No matter where you live, how much money you have, or 
whether you are even consciously aware of it, nature works for you. Animals, plants, and insects are 
disappearing from the face of the earth. And contrary to what some may think, we can’t just do a 
technology and engineer our way out of this. No place on Earth is safe from human influence. Plastic trash litters both the 

highest mountains and the deepest ocean trenches on the planet. We have irreversibly altered 75% of Earth’s land surface. Two-thirds of 
the ocean is rapidly changing, mainly through warming and overfishing. We have destroyed 85% of 
our planet’s wetlands, a critical ecosystem for natural disaster protection. We’ve boiled half of the 
world’s coral reefs to death in the past 150 years, including 50% of the iconic Great Barrier Reef in just 
the last three years. And yes, nearly one million species are staring extinction in the face because of 
things that we – you and I, our friends and neighbors – have done or contributed to indirectly. If that doesn’t scare you, 

chew on this: biodiversity loss could also decimate our food supplies. Our agricultural system is built on breeds of corn, 
wheat, and chickens that we have artificially selected to be as productive as possible. But, the same way it’s important to have a diverse stock 
portfolio, maintaining genetic and species diversity within our crop plants and livestock is important for keeping us fed even when disease or 
pathogen or say wholesale worldwide climate disaster sweeps through. 

 

 

 



 

Harm – Climate Change Extensions 
Agricultural runoff emits the greenhouse gas N2O into the atmosphere. 
ICF 2013 
(“Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Options and Costs for Agricultural Land and Animal Production within the United States,” ICF International For 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Climate Change Program Office, February 2013, 
https://www.usda.gov/sites/default/files/documents/GHG_Mitigation_Options.pdf) 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) Emissions Cropland systems produce both direct and indirect N2O emissions. Direct N2O 
emissions come from cultivated soils and fertilized and/or grazed grasslands. Indirect emissions result 
when nitrogen is transported via runoff from agricultural systems into ground and surface waters, or 
when nitrogen is emitted as ammonia or nitrogen oxides and deposited elsewhere (Smith et al., 2006). Exhibit 1-4 
provides a diagram of the sources of N2O emissions from agricultural soil management. N2O emissions from crop nutrient management 
practices depend on many factors, but two key factors are the quantity of nitrogen applied and the efficiency with which it is taken up by 

plants. Total N2O emissions (direct and indirect) produced from major and non-major crops in 2008 
were approximately 140 million mt CO2-eq (USDA, 2011), emissions from major crops (corn, cotton, hay, sorghum, soybeans, 
and wheat) were approximately 114 million mt CO2-eq, and those from non-major crops were 26 million mt CO2-eq (USDA, 2011). Exhibit 1-5 
presents the 2008 emissions from major crops, broken out by crop type and direct vs. indirect emissions. Non-major crops are included in 
Exhibit 1-5 for illustrative purposes, but the remainder of this report focuses on emissions reductions related to major crop production. Exhibit 
1-6 presents the average N2O emissions from 2002–2007 by region and major crop type (EPA, 2011; Ogle, 2011b). As indicated in Exhibit 1-6, 

the majority of emissions are from the Corn Belt, Northern Plains, and Lake States. 

 

Nitrous oxide is 300 times as potent as carbon dioxide but is often forgotten about 
and unaddressed. 
Chrobak 2021 
(“Agriculture emits a ‘forgotten greenhouse gas.’ Scientists are looking for solutions in the soil,” Ula Chrobak, Knowable Magazine, May 26, 
2021, https://www.pbs.org/newshour/science/agriculture-emits-a-forgotten-greenhouse-gas-scientists-are-looking-for-solutions-in-the-soil) 

As nations and industries try to cut greenhouse gas emissions to tackle climate change, agricultural 
practices are in the spotlight. There’s good reason for that: Agriculture accounts for 16 to 27 percent 
of human-caused climate-warming emissions, according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). But 
much of these emissions are not from carbon dioxide, that familiar climate change villain. They’re 
from another gas altogether: nitrous oxide. N2O, also known as laughing gas, does not get nearly the attention 
it deserves, says David Kanter, a nutrient pollution researcher at New York University and vice chair of the International Nitrogen Initiative, 

an organization focused on nitrogen pollution research and policy making. “It’s a forgotten greenhouse gas,” he says. Yet molecule for 
molecule, N 2O is about 300 times as potent as carbon dioxide at heating the atmosphere. And like CO 
2, it is long-lived, spending an average of 114 years in the sky before disintegrating. It also depletes 
the ozone layer. In all, the climate impact of laughing gas is no joke. IPCC scientists have estimated that nitrous 

oxide comprises roughly 6 percent of greenhouse gas emissions, and about three-quarters of those N 2O emissions come 
from agriculture. But despite its important contribution to climate change, policy makers have not 
directly addressed N2O emissions. And the gas continues to accumulate. A 2020 review of nitrous 
oxide sources and sinks found that emissions rose 30 percent in the last four decades and are 
exceeding all but the highest potential emissions scenarios described by the IPCC. Agricultural soil — 
especially because of the globe’s heavy use of synthetic nitrogen fertilizer — is the principal culprit. 

 



 

Climate change is the greatest threat to human survival. We must act now or risk 
catastrophic collapse of society and human extinction. 
Specktor 2019 
(“Human Civilization Will Crumble by 2050 If We Don't Stop Climate Change Now, New Paper Claims,” Brandon Specktor, June 04, 2019, 
https://www.livescience.com/65633-climate-change-dooms-humans-by-2050.html) 

It seems every week there's a scary new report about how man-made climate change is going to cause 
the collapse of the world's ice sheets, result in the extinction of up to 1 million animal species and — if 
that wasn't bad enough — make our beer very, very expensive. This week, a new policy paper from an Australian think tank claims that those 

other reports are slightly off; the risks of climate change are actually much, much worse than anyone can 
imagine. According to the paper, climate change poses a "near- to mid-term existential threat to human 
civilization," and there's a good chance society could collapse as soon as 2050 if serious mitigation 
actions aren't taken in the next decade. Published by the Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration in Melbourne 
(an independent think tank focused on climate policy) and authored by a climate researcher and a former fossil fuel executive, the paper's 

central thesis is that climate scientists are too restrained in their predictions of how climate change will 
affect the planet in the near future. [Top 9 Ways the World Could End] The current climate crisis, they say, is larger 
and more complex than any humans have ever dealt with before. General climate models — like the 
one that the United Nations' Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) used in 2018 to predict that a global 
temperature increase of 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit (2 degrees Celsius) could put hundreds of millions of 
people at risk — fail to account for the sheer complexity of Earth's many interlinked geological 
processes; as such, they fail to adequately predict the scale of the potential consequences. The truth, 

the authors wrote, is probably far worse than any models can fathom. How the world ends What might an accurate worst-
case picture of the planet's climate-addled future actually look like, then? The authors provide one particularly grim scenario that begins with 

world governments "politely ignoring" the advice of scientists and the will of the public to decarbonize the economy 

(finding alternative energy sources), resulting in a global temperature increase 5.4 F (3 C) by the year 2050. At 
this point, the world's ice sheets vanish; brutal droughts kill many of the trees in the Amazon 
rainforest (removing one of the world's largest carbon offsets); and the planet plunges into a feedback 
loop of ever-hotter, ever-deadlier conditions. "Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 
percent of the global population, are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, 
beyond the threshold of human survivability," the authors hypothesized. Meanwhile, droughts, floods and 
wildfires regularly ravage the land. Nearly one-third of the world's land surface turns to desert. Entire 
ecosystems collapse, beginning with the planet's coral reefs, the rainforest and the Arctic ice sheets. 

The world's tropics are hit hardest by these new climate extremes, destroying the region's agriculture and turning more than 1 
billion people into refugees. This mass movement of refugees — coupled with shrinking coastlines and 
severe drops in food and water availability — begin to stress the fabric of the world's largest nations, 
including the United States. Armed conflicts over resources, perhaps culminating in nuclear war, are likely. The 

result, according to the new paper, is "outright chaos" and perhaps "the end of human global civilization as we know it." 

How can this catastrophic vision of the future be prevented? Only with the people of the world 
accepting climate change for the emergency it is and getting to work — immediately. According to the 
paper's authors, the human race has about one decade left to mount a global movement to transition 
the world economy to a zero-carbon-emissions system. (Achieving zero-carbon emissions requires either not emitting 
carbon or balancing carbon emissions with carbon removal.) The effort required to do so "would be akin in scale to the World War II emergency 
mobilization," the authors wrote. The new policy paper was endorsed with a foreword by Adm. Chris Barrie, a retired Australian defense chief 
and senior royal navy commander who has testified before the Australian Senate about the devastating possibilities climate change poses to 

national security and overall human well-being. "I told the [Senate] Inquiry that, after nuclear war, human-induced global warming 



 

is the greatest threat to human life on the planet," Barrie wrote in the new paper. "Human life on Earth may be 
on the way to extinction, in the most horrible way." 

 

  



 

Solvency Extensions 
The federal government needs to update the Clean Water Act to include regulation of 
pollution from agricultural runoff. 
Devine 2019 
(“How the Clean Water Act Can Combat Harmful Algal Blooms,” Jon Devine, National Resource Defense Council, September 23, 2019, 
https://www.nrdc.org/experts/jon-devine/how-clean-water-act-can-combat-harmful-algal-blooms) 

NRDC just released two analyses that look at how state water pollution control and public health 
officials deal with one of the most significant causes of nitrogen and phosphorus pollution and one of 
the most important effects of nitrogen and phosphorus pollution. Both of these analyses have a lot to 
teach us about how the Clean Water Act works now (spoiler alert—for this pollution, not good) and 
how it ought to be implemented in the future. The Problem: Nitrogen and Phosphorus Runoff Fuel Water Quality Problems 
The first report is an important effort to track states’ access to, and efforts to make public, information about industrial livestock facilities, 
known in the Clean Water Act as “concentrated animal feeding operations,” or “CAFOs.” As my colleague Valerie Baron discusses, our report 
documents the numerous harms that livestock operations can inflict on nearby communities, and the resulting need for pollution control 
officials to have adequate information to properly regulate the facilities’ management of manure and the nitrogen and phosphorus it contains. 

Unfortunately, as we found, the available information about these operations is out of date, grossly 
incomplete, and highly variable from state to state These findings call out for a renewed effort to 
comprehensively understand—and then control—nutrient pollution from animal factories. The second release is an 
overview of how states track and communicate the threats associated with events scientists refer to as “harmful algal blooms.” Algae are 
photosynthetic organisms that derive energy from the sun and grow wildly when fed by nutrients like nitrogen and phosphorus, leading to 
massive “blooms” of organisms. These blooms are fueled, in part, by fertilizer and manure runoff from farms and other animal facilities. In 
some cases, these blooms are just gross—they create a slimy muck that you don’t want to share the water with. In other cases, when the algae 
die, the decomposition process sucks oxygen from the water and causes water bodies to become “hypoxic”; the enormous annual Gulf of 
Mexico “Dead Zone” is an example of a hypoxic area. Finally, harmful algal blooms can be dangerous because they produce toxins that are 

harmful to animals and people. This last algae-related problem is the subject of the recent analysis, as my colleague Arohi Sharma describes. A 
Major Solution: The Clean Water Act Can Slash Pollution that Causes Harmful Algal Blooms Together, 

NRDC’s findings, along with our work in these areas over several decades, point to a common denominator: the public officials 
responsible for implementing and enforcing the Clean Water Act are not doing enough to test for and 
prevent nitrogen and phosphorus pollution. This post describes what effective enforcement of the Clean Water Act might 
look like. Numeric Nutrient Standards: One of the foundations of pollution control under the Act is the establishment of state standards 
identifying levels of pollutants that, if exceeded, will endanger water quality such that a water body might not be safe for whatever “designated 

uses” a state has identified for the water. (Designated uses include things like fishing, swimming, and drinking water supply.) Numeric 
standards help permit writers establish discharge limits for facilities that release these pollutants and 
they also enable states to identify when water bodies need to be cleaned up. Nearly two decades ago, EPA 
instructed states to develop numeric standards or else the agency would step in, but this proved to be an empty promise. EPA’s own Inspector 
General issued a report 10 years ago saying states were falling down on the job and urged EPA to issue standards itself. But when NRDC and our 
partners petitioned EPA to do just that and sued to get a ruling on our petition, EPA furiously fought for its ability to dodge this responsibility 

and—at least to date—has managed to defend its do-nothing approach in court. This irresponsibility has consequences: EPA 
acknowledges that only one state has a full set of numeric nutrient standards for all of its waters and 
expects that, in 2021, the vast majority of states will have no numeric standards or will have 
standards for just a smattering of waters. EPA needs to act. The evidence is overwhelming that states 
either lack the political will or the technical capacity to establish these critically-needed numeric 
benchmarks. Enhanced Discharge Limits for Nutrient Sources: The Clean Water Act charges EPA with establishing industry-specific limits 
on their pollution, which are typically based on the control technology used by better-performing facilities in the industry. The agency must 
update these limits for industries that have significant nutrient discharges but has failed to do so. Sewage treatment plants: Human waste 
contains nitrogen and phosphorus. The facilities that treat our sewage, however, are not subject to national discharge limits for those 
pollutants. In fact, when NRDC and our partners petitioned EPA to establish such limits, the agency balked. (Ironically, despite the widespread 
lack of numeric nutrient standards for water bodies discussed above, EPA claimed that the better way to handle nutrient pollution from sewage 



 

plants was to set case-by-case limits based on water body-specific standards.) Even worse, EPA plans to make it easier for wastewater plants to 
release partially-treated sewage during rainstorms. As 69 conservation groups told EPA, pursuing this rollback makes no sense given how little 
evidence the agency has that authorizing increased sewage blending will not cause harm. Livestock factories: As noted above and in NRDC’s 
report, CAFOs are poorly understood and even more poorly regulated today. NRDC and numerous organizations have been calling on EPA to 
strengthen the national regulations for many years. These facilities’ direct impacts on communities are reason enough for EPA to act, and the 
prevalence of harmful algal blooms makes that need even more acute. Meat processing plants: Slaughterhouses contribute to nutrient 
pollution and the vast majority of them are not subject to Clean Water Act limits on their discharges. Others must comply with outdated limits. 
A coalition of conservation groups have notified EPA of their intent to sue the agency for failing to modernize these pollution limits. Stormwater 
systems: Runoff from suburban and urban areas is typically routed straight to water bodies without any treatment. As my colleague Cori Bell 
explains, stormwater systems can be important sources of nutrient pollution; rainfall carries lawn fertilizer and other sources of nutrients (like 
nitrogen compounds deposited from the air) into rivers, streams, and other waterways. Although we know how best to handle polluted 
stormwater – by using green infrastructure to prevent runoff from reaching water bodies – EPA and state pollution control officials do not often 

require systems to implement these commonsense solutions. Meaningful Control of Agricultural Runoff: The Clean Water Act 
exempts most discharges from normal farming operations from the Act’s permitting requirements, 
but it nevertheless provides significant tools for controlling such pollution. EPA and state officials 
must implement these requirements in a rigorous manner if we are to sufficiently rein in nutrient 
pollution to deal with our toxic algae crisis. 

 

  



 

Water risks and shortages are coming now. The agriculture industry must act to 
improve water quality in the light of droughts and other challenges. 
OECD no date 
(“Managing water sustainably is key to the future of food and agriculture,” OECD, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 
no date, https://www.oecd.org/agriculture/topics/water-and-agriculture/) 

Agriculture production is highly dependent on water and increasingly subject to water risks. It is also 
the largest using sector and a major polluter of water. Improving agriculture’s water management is 
therefore essential to a sustainable and productive agro-food sector. Agriculture is expected to face 
increasing water risks in the future In recent years, agricultural regions around the globe have been subject 
to extensive and increasing water constraints. Major droughts in Chile and the United States have affected 
agricultural production while diminishing surface and groundwater reserves. These and other extreme 
weather events, like floods or tropical storms, are also expected to be more frequent. Climate change is 
projected to increase the fluctuations in precipitation and surface water supplies, reducing snow packs and glaciers and affecting crop’s water 
requirements. Coupled with these changes, farmers in many regions will face increasing competition from non-agricultural users due to rising 

urban population density and water demands from the energy and industry sectors. In addition, water quality is likely to 
deteriorate in many regions, due to the growth of polluting activities, salination caused by rising sea levels and the 

abovementioned water supply changes. These water challenges are expected to strongly impact agriculture – a 
highly water-dependent sector – undermining the productivity of rain-fed and irrigated crops and 
livestock activities particularly in certain countries and regions. These changes could in turn further impact markets, 
trade, and broader food security. An OECD assessment of future water risk hotspots projects that without further action, Northeast China, 
Northwest India, and the Southwest United States will be among the most severely affected regions, with domestic and global repercussions. 

Agriculture both contributes to and faces water risks For as much as agriculture is impacted by these changes, it also 
contributes to the problem as a major user and polluter of water resources in many regions. As such, 
agriculture has a central role to play in addressing these challenges. Irrigated agriculture remains the largest user of 
water globally, a trend encouraged by the fact that farmers in most countries do not pay for the full cost of the water they use. Agriculture 
irrigation accounts for 70% of water use worldwide and over 40% in many OECD countries. Intensive groundwater pumping for irrigation 

depletes aquifers and can lead to negative environmental externalities, causing significant economic impact on the sector and beyond. In 
addition, agriculture remains a major source of water pollution; agricultural fertiliser run-off, pesticide 
use and livestock effluents all contribute to the pollution of waterways and groundwater. 

  



 

2AC – Answers to Off-case 
 
  



 

EPA Tradeoff DA Frontline 
1. The EPA does not have adequate funding or resources now because of decades of 
budget cuts and increased regulations. 
Coursen 2021 
(“The terrible environmental costs of stagnant EPA funding,” David F. Coursen is a former EPA attorney and a member of the Environmental 
Protection Network, 05/14/2021, https://thehill.com/opinion/energy-environment/555145-the-terrible-environmental-costs-of-stagnant-epa-
funding) 

Two decades of stagnant funding have left the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) without the resources to 
take vital actions to protect human health and the environment. The lack of adequate funding has 
hamstrung the agency’s ability to clean up hazardous waste sites, enforce its own regulations, ensure indoor plumbing to people 

in rural areas, protect children from lead in drinking water and advance environmental justice for 
disadvantaged communities and reduce air pollution. The Biden administration has laid out an ambitious environmental agenda, but it can only 

be fully achieved if Congress is willing to foot the bill. EPA’s shrinking capacity was not caused by draconian budget 
cuts, but by a long history of “level” funding, with each annual budget much like the previous year’s. 
The value of the dollars in those budgets has continually eroded, and over two decades the 
cumulative effects have been devastating. In 1980, federal EPA spending, adjusted for inflation, was 
twice its current level, and in 2004 the EPA budget was 45 percent higher than it is today, Some of the 
starkest effects of limited EPA funding are in the Superfund hazardous waste cleanup program. Originally funded by a dedicated tax on 
polluters, the Superfund program now depends on annual appropriations that have been cut nearly in half over the last two decades. Forty 
years after the program’s creation 1,370 priority sites still need cleanups, with 34 sites awaiting EPA funding to start work. Human exposure is 
not under control at 127 sites, and there is insufficient data to determine if exposure is controlled at another 138. The burden of pollution from 
those sites falls on those living nearby and EPA has classified nearly 50 percent of the population within both one and three miles of a 

Superfund site as “minority.” Inadequate resources have forced EPA to cut back on enforcement activities, 
despite evidence of widespread non-compliance with environmental requirements at many types of 
regulated facilities, and higher compliance rates at facilities with the biggest health impacts. Worse, a handful of egregious polluters 
causes an enormous share of pollution, often from facilities near marginalized communities of color and low-income and indigenous 
communities. Reduced enforcement often leaves those communities unprotected, effectively reducing them to sacrifice zones. 

 

<2. No link – the affirmative would come with additional resources and funding. There 
would be no tradeoff.> 
  



 

3. The EPA fails at addressing emissions because of outdated and flawed models. 
Bruggers et al. 2021 
(“EPA Struggles To Track Methane From Landfills. Here's Why It Matters For The Climate,” By James Bruggers, Phil McKenna, Amy Green, 
Robert Benincasa, July 13, 2021, https://www.wgbh.org/news/national-news/2021/07/13/epa-struggles-to-track-methane-from-landfills-
heres-why-it-matters-for-the-climate) 

Outdated methane emissions models create "a mess" EPA figures may indeed be flawed. A 2018 

National Academy of Sciences report placed "low confidence" in EPA estimates for landfill methane 
emissions due to uncertainties and insufficient measurements. The report concluded that the agency's 
method for estimating methane emissions from landfills is "outdated" and was "never field-
validated." Further, the EPA allows for three different ways that individual landfill operators can 
calculate the amount of methane they generate and two different ways to calculate how much of that 
methane is emitted into the atmosphere. Depending on which methods an operator chooses, the 
estimated amount of methane emissions can vary significantly. The EPA's Thorneloe helped craft the current estimate 

method, and she said it "was developed over 30 years ago using empirical data for about 40 landfills." Citing 

new research out of California, she has come to believe the agency underestimates emissions. Landfill operators agree that the EPA 
models are flawed but insisted those flaws lead to overestimating emissions from their sites. In a statement to NPR, David Biderman, 

chief executive officer of the industry group Solid Waste Association of North America, said, "The model relies on many 
assumptions and has not been updated to reflect changes in the waste sector such as reduced organic 
content in the waste stream that can result in overestimation of landfill emissions." Jean Bogner, a University of Illinois at Chicago 
emeritus professor and a co-author of the National Academy of Sciences report, calls the EPA's methods "a mess." Bogner, in part, blames the 
deficiencies on methods first developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a U.N. body. "Methods should evolve with the 

science," Bogner said. "It's becoming more and more important as we move into more intensive climate 
change mitigation strategies to understand more precisely how much methane is coming out of 
specific landfills. In the past, you could sort of wave your hands and say, 'This may be a ballpark 
number,' but we need better numbers now to guide site specific mitigation strategies." 

 

 

<4. No internal link – we solve better for climate change. The affirmative regulates 
agriculture runoff – a major source of greenhouse gas emissions. 
This means that we solve better for the impact of global warming than they do.> 
 

  



 

Federalism DA Frontline 
1. Non-unique, federal encroachment on water protection happening now, reversing 
Trump-era rollback of EPA regulations. 
Volcovici on June 9 
(“Biden regulators to revise Trump rollback of water protection,” Valerie Volcovici, June 9, 2021, https://www.reuters.com/world/us/biden-
administration-revise-trumps-water-protection-rollback-2021-06-09/) 

WASHINGTON, June 9 (Reuters) - President Joe Biden's administration on Wednesday announced its intent to 
protect more U.S. waterways through environmental regulations, reversing a Trump-era rollback that had been 

urged by farmers, ranchers and manufacturers. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of 
the Army reviewed ex-President Donald Trump's Navigable Waters Protection Rule and determined 
that it "significantly" reduced clean water protections - a major concern as arid states in the west face 
droughts. “After reviewing the Navigable Waters Protection Rule as directed by President Biden, the EPA and Department of 
the Army have determined that this rule is leading to significant environmental degradation,” EPA 

Administrator Michael Regansaid in a press release. He said EPA and the Army will work on a broader, "durable 
definition" of which waters of the United States can be protected based on Supreme Court precedent 
and other cases so that it can withstand future legal challenges. The agencies will also start a new 
rulemaking process that restores protections put in place before 2015. 

 

  



 

2. No link, Waters of the United States provision of the Clean Water act supersedes 
state regulations and means that regulating agricultural runoff is a federal 
responsibility. 
Alvarez 2017 
(“Why Water Runoff from Farms is a Big Deal and What’s Being Done About It,” Anya Alvarez, May 14, 2017, 
https://www.hydroviv.com/blogs/water-smarts/agricultural-runoff-contamination-drinking-water) 

Besides studies being conducted, the EPA has also taken action by creating the WOTUS (Waters of United 
States), a federal provision, which was drawn off the Clean Water Act, that supersedes state 
regulatory agencies when the EPA feels that they have failed to meet expected requirements to protect water supplies. WOTUS is 
implemented to regulate agricultural runoff water pollution and discharges. The use of WOTUS has 
come into place recently in the Des Moines Water Works Suit, which claims that 92 percent of the nitrates and 80 
percent of the phosphorous is entering water from the farmland chemicals. This suit may take years to settle because of the difficulty of 

proving that contamination of water is mostly due to farmland chemicals. Another issue that needs to be resolved is 
determining if county governments, or state or federal governments should hold responsibility in 
controlling the levels of contamination in in local waters from farmlands. Many farmers are concerned 
with government overreach through initiatives like WOTUS, but the EPA’s concern is weighing 
economic prosperity versus potable water. 

  



 

(IF THEY READ CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACT) 
3. States can’t impact climate change because America only accounts for 15% of global 
emissions because America in total only accounts for 15% of emissions.  
The Economist 2019 
(The Economist, “Can American states slow global warming on their own?” June 29, 2019, https://www.economist.com/united-
states/2019/06/29/can-american-states-slow-global-warming-on-their-own, VY) 

America accounts for 15% of global emissions. The states and cities passing ambitious climate-change 
programmes account for a fraction of this fraction. Emissions have declined from historical levels in 
America due simply to costs—natural gas has become cheaper, and the cost of renewables has dropped significantly. In the past 
decade the cost of wind energy has fallen by 50%, while that of solar energy has dropped by more than 80%. States and cities can depress this 

national trajectory a bit further. A bifurcated country, in which prosperous Democratic states with hefty 
environmental rules go one way and Republican-leaning states go another, is not ideal. But state 
programmes will generate valuable know-how before the rest of the country moves, says Severin Borenstein, an economist at the University of 

California, Berkeley. They will also provide an example for the rest of the world to study. China accounts for nearly twice as 
many greenhouse-gas emissions as America. Chinese bureaucrats have dropped in on California to inspect its programme 
many times. 

 

<4. No internal link – we solve better for climate change. The affirmative is a radical 
change away from fracking – a major source of greenhouse gas emissions. 
This means that we solve better for the impact of global warming than they do 
because we access major federal government policy.> 
 

  



 

(IF THEY READ DEMOCRACY IMPACT) 
3. States can’t solve for democracy. States are tied to court decisions made in federal 
courts that overturn state-created election laws. And state laws like Georgia’s new 
voter restrictions prove that more state power can hinder democracy. 
 

4. Democratic peace theory is a correlation, not a causation. Being a democracy does 
not create peace, it’s just a common attribute of a peaceful system. 
Cranmer et al. 2015 
(Skyler J. Cranmer, Department of Political Science, The Ohio State University; Elizabeth J. Menninga, Department of Political Science, University 
of Iowa; and Peter J. Mucha, Department of Mathematics, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill; “Kantian fractionalization predicts the 
conflict propensity of the international system,” PNAS September 22, 2015 112 (38) 11812-11816; https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1509423112, 
VY) 
Lastly, we examine the relative contribution of the three network layers to Kantian fractionalization. This is useful because theory does not 
stipulate whether all three are equally important in their contributions to the Kantian peace. In the political science literature, joint democracy 

enjoys a place of prominence, so much so that the Kantian peace is often reduced to only the democratic peace. This 
democratic peace has been lauded as the nearest thing to a law of international politics (7), has permeated into the media, and has been cited 
by multiple Presidents of the United States when discussing foreign policy. We quantify the contribution from each network layer through a 
series of tests permuting country identities, calculating the difference between Kantian fractionalization from each layer relative to the mean 

over permutations. Fig. 3 shows that the large majority of the measure is driven by trade and IGO connections, 
whereas joint democracy plays little role at all. (As shown in the SI Appendix, our results do not change 
meaningfully if we drop joint democracy; indeed, the predictive models actually perform better.)Our 
results suggest, at minimum, that the idea of a democratic peace, although generally thought credible 
at the dyadic level, does not scale up to become a meaningful predictor of system stability. This is 
problematic for the claim of a democratic peace because states, their relationships, and broader 
systemic characteristics are all attributes of the same system; a coherent explanation for conflict 
requires empirical agreement regardless of the resolution with which we measure the process of 
interest. 

 
  



 

Politics DA Frontline 
1. Non-unique, the infrastructure bill won’t pass – not even through reconciliation – 
because Senator Manchin will block it. 
Nelson on June 24 
(“Manchin may sink Dem plan for infrastructure as Biden hosts bipartisan senators,” Steven Nelson, June 24, 2021, 
https://nypost.com/2021/06/24/manchin-says-he-may-sink-democratic-plan-for-infrastructure/) 

Sen. Joe Manchin said Thursday he may block fellow Democrats’ plan to first pass a bipartisan 
infrastructure bill and then heave all remaining items into a budget reconciliation bill that’s rammed through Congress without 

Republicans. A group of 21 bipartisan senators reached an agreement Wednesday on a $1.2 trillion 
infrastructure plan, which they will discuss with President Biden around noon Thursday at the White House. But Manchin (D-
W.Va.) told reporters he would only support budget reconciliation if he’s told what would be in the 
package — pouring cold water on left-wing hopes for an expansive second package that hikes taxes, 
subsidizes electric cars and finances social spending such as on health care. Democratic leaders in Congress and 
White House officials openly say they plan to pursue both a bipartisan bill and a budget reconciliation process that circumvents the usual 60-

vote threshold in the Senate. Manchin could single-handedly block the use of budget reconciliation in the 
evenly divided Senate. “We have to see what’s in the other plan before I can say, ‘Oh yes, you vote for this and I’ll vote for that.’ 

That’s not what I have signed up for. I only signed up for what’s in the plan that makes sense, keeps us 
competitive and also takes care of the needs of Americans,” Manchin said. 

2. No link, water policy is popular and bipartisan. 
Budryk on April 29 
(“Senate passes bipartisan $35B water infrastructure bill,” Zack Budryk, 04/29/21, https://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/551014-
senate-passes-bipartisan-35-billion-water-infrastructure-bill) 

A bipartisan bill to boost funding for states' water infrastructure passed the Senate 89-2 Thursday, sending 

it to the House of Representatives. The measure, the Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act of 2021, would put $35 
billion toward state water infrastructure programs. It authorizes gradual increases in funding for state water infrastructure 
systems from fiscal 2022 through 2026, beginning with $2.4 billion and ending with $3.25 billion. The bill, written by Sen. Tammy Duckworth (D-
Ill.), was co-sponsored by Senate Environment & Public Works Committee Chairman Tom Carper (D-Del.), ranking member Sen. Shelley Moore 
Capito (R-W.Va.) and committee members Cynthia Lummis (R-Wyo.) and Ben Cardin (D-Md.), Kevin Cramer (R-N.D.). The two "no" votes were 
Sens. Ted Cruz (R-Texas) and Mike Lee (R-Utah). The bill also establishes an operational sustainability program for smaller water systems such 
as those under the jurisdiction of Native American tribes, and authorizes $50 million annually for fiscal years 2022-2026. It also creates a 
separate grant program for large and midsize drinking water systems, with 50 percent of the funding required to go to systems that serve 

between 10,000 and 100,000 people. The other half must be used for systems serving populations of at least 100,000. The bill would 
nearly double funding for grants aimed at removing lead from drinking water, from $60 million to $100 million 
per year. The Biden administration, as part of its infrastructure plan, has pledged to replace the entirety of the nation’s lead pipes. Lead in 
drinking water has been linked to brain and neurological damage in children, including in the case of Flint, Mich., which saw its water supply 
contaminated by lead. It would also require an Environmental Protection Agency analysis of the history of its fund distribution to disadvantaged 
and minority communities under the Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act. The agency would be required to analyze possible 

improvements to the distribution and submit a full report of its findings to Congress. “We know that access to safe, reliable 
and healthful water isn’t a blue state or a red state issue. … I oftentimes say that bipartisan solutions 
are lasting solutions,” Carper said on the Senate floor Thursday. “That’s how I think we should approach almost all 
of our work here in the Senate — by reaching out to our colleagues across the aisle to create lasting 
solutions to the problems facing our nation. The bill before us today is a product of that partnership.” 
“This bill also represents the solid work that comes out of good-faith negotiations. I’m hopeful that as we 
move forward with our work on other infrastructure priorities that we remember this moment,” Capito said in a statement. 



 

3. No internal link, the resulting bill will be too small and hollowed out to solve 
anything. 
Lopez on June 29 
(“Biden’s infrastructure deal proves bipartisanship can’t deliver,” German Lopez, Jun 29, 2021, https://www.vox.com/22553888/joe-biden-
infrastructure-deal-bipartisanship-democrats-republicans) 

The infrastructure deal exemplifies the contradictions. Last week’s news was about a $1 trillion deal that some Senate 
Democrats and Republicans are working to get through the 60-vote threshold required overcome the filibuster. But, as Biden has said, 
Democrats are also working on another measure, ranging anywhere from $2 trillion to $6 trillion, that could pass Congress with only 
Democratic support by using the reconciliation process. Biden is promising and working toward bipartisanship but already planning to sign a 

partisan bill to fill the void the bipartisan measure leaves in place. It’s still not clear if this will all pan out. The 
infrastructure agreement so far is only on the thinnest of frameworks. As people like Graham and Moran question 

their support, it’s less likely that the final measure could get the 10 Republican votes it needs to pass the Senate. It’s also not clear if 
Democrats can get the votes they need to pass the bigger infrastructure measure, with moderates like 
Sen. Joe Manchin (D-WV) voicing support for a reconciliation bill but also skepticism toward a partisan 
bill that’s too large. Meanwhile, the rest of Biden’s agenda, from voting rights to gun control, now looks very unlikely to get anywhere 

in Congress. If lawmakers can barely achieve a bipartisan moment with infrastructure spending — which 
once was, as Biden noted last week, a common source of bipartisan consensus — it’s unlikely more 
contentious legislation stands a chance. To put it another way: Biden has framed his legislative agenda with the goal of proving 
to the American people that the government can work for them — as he put it, that “we can deliver for our people.” Even if Biden delivers on 

infrastructure, with a reconciliation bill in tow, it’s already clear Congress can’t fully live up to that ideal. 

 

<4. No internal link – we solve better for climate change. The affirmative regulates 
agricultural runoff – a major source of greenhouse gas emissions. 
This means that we solve better for the impact of global warming than they do> 
 

 

  



 

(IF THEY READ THE ECONOMY IMPACT) 
4. During economic decline, countries are more likely to end rivalries and turn towards 
cooperation. 
Clary 15 
(Clary, Christopher, Ph.D. political science from MIT, “Economic Stress and International Cooperation: Evidence from International Rivalries,” 
April 22, 2015, MIT Political Science Department Research Paper No. 2015-8. https://ssrn.com/abstract=2597712, VY) 

Do economic downturns generate pressure for diversionary conflict? Or might downturns encourage austerity and 
economizing behavior in foreign policy? This paper provides new evidence that economic stress is associated 
with conciliatory policies between strategic rivals. For states that view each other as military threats, 
the biggest step possible toward bilateral cooperation is to terminate the rivalry by taking political 
steps to manage the competition. Drawing on data from 109 distinct rival dyads since 1950, 67 of which 

terminated, the evidence suggests rivalries were approximately twice as likely to terminate during 
economic downturns than they were during periods of economic normalcy. This is true controlling for 
all of the main alternative explanations for peaceful relations between foes (democratic status, nuclear weapons 
possession, capability imbalance, common enemies, and international systemic changes), as well as many other possible confounding variables. 
This research questions existing theories claiming that economic downturns are associated with 
diversionary war, and instead argues that in certain circumstances peace may result from economic 
troubles. 
 

 

   



 

States CP Frontline 
1. Permutation: do both the plan and the counterplan.  
 

2. The perm – the federal and state governments working together – solves for state 
experimentation and flexibility. The states counterplan is not a reason to reject the 
affirmative.  
Livermore 2017 
(“Why shifting regulatory power to the states won’t improve the environment,” Michael A. Livermore, Associate Professor of Law, University of 
Virginia, August 2, 2017, https://theconversation.com/why-shifting-regulatory-power-to-the-states-wont-improve-the-environment-78245) 

State experimentation may be the only way to break the gridlock on environmental issues that now 
overwhelms our national political institutions. However, without a broad mandate from the federal 
government to address urgent environmental problems, few red and purple states will follow California’s 

lead. In my view, giving too much power to the states will likely result in many states doing less, not more. 

What’s so great about the states? Politicians are happy to praise states’ rights, but they rarely say much about 
what federalism is supposed to accomplish. Granting more power to the states should not be an end 
unto itself. Rather, it’s a way to promote goals such as political responsiveness, experimentation and 
policy diversity. Many U.S. environmental laws include roles for states and the federal government to 
work cooperatively to achieve shared objectives. Often, this involves the federal government setting 
strict goals, with states taking the lead on implementation and enforcement. This careful balance of federal and state 
power has been implemented by Republican and Democratic administrations alike. In recent years, scholars have 
expanded on Justice Brandeis’ famous “laboratories of democracy” model of federalism with the notion of 
“democratic experimentation.” Brandeis’ core insight, updated for contemporary society, is that decentralization lets state and 
local governments experiment with different policies to generate information about what works and what doesn’t. Other states and the 

national government can use those insights to generate better policy outcomes. But as I have shown in recent work, there is no 
guarantee that state experimentation will produce neutral technical information. It also can generate 
political information that can be put to good or bad uses. For example, state experimentation with 
pollution controls may allow regulators to identify cheap ways to reduce emissions. On the other 
hand, big polluters may use the opportunity to figure out clever ways to avoid their obligations. This 
happened in the 1970s and ‘80’s after the Clean Air Act was enacted. State experimentation allowed polluters to 
learn that by building very tall smokestacks at electric power plants, they could send pollution downwind while keeping local officials happy. 
Experimentation resulted in information on how to push pollution around instead of cleaning it up, and utilities in midwest states used this 
knowledge to shift pollutants to states downwind in the Northeast. An elusive balance It makes rhetorical sense for the Trump administration 
to wrap its environmental agenda in federalism. Air and water pollution are unpopular, and conservation groups have called out Trump’s 
policies and budget for undoing “environmental safeguards.” Reframing deregulation as federalism turns the issue into a debate about how to 

allocate power between the national government and the states. But striking the right balance between federal and state 
power requires careful attention to context and the costs and benefits of decentralization. For example, Pruitt has 
formally proposed to rescind the Clean Water Rule, an Obama administration regulation that clarifies the jurisdiction of EPA and the Army 
Corps of Engineers to regulate smaller water bodies and wetlands under the Clean Water Act. One might think that without EPA on the beat, 
states will take a more central role in water pollution control. But in fact, many states have passed laws banning any clean water regulation that 

is more stringent than federal standards. Shifting responsibility in this area back to states will create a policy 
vacuum instead of space for experimentation. Less creativity, not more There is even more need for a federal 
role in addressing problems that have global impacts, such as climate change. Once greenhouse gases are emitted, they 
do not just cause warming in the place where they were released. Instead, they mix in the atmosphere and contribute to climate change 

around the world. This means that no given jurisdiction pays the full cost of its emissions. Instead, in the language 
of economics, these impacts are externalities that are felt elsewhere. 



 

  



 

3. States fail because there is little common ground. States in the Gulf are the ones 
that are the most impacted yet states upstream are polluting the most.  
Kaufman 2011 
(“Chemicals in Farm Runoff Rattle States on the Mississippi,” By Leslie Kaufman, June 2, 2011, 
https://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/03/science/earth/03runoff.html) 

Government studies have traced a majority of those chemicals in the runoff to nine farming states, 
and yet today, decades after the dead zones began forming, there is still little political common 
ground on how to abate this perennial problem. Scientists who study dead zones predict that the affected area will increase 

significantly this year, breaking records for size and damage. For years, environmentalists and advocates for a cleaner 
gulf have been calling for federal action in the form of regulation. Since 1998, the Environmental 
Protection Agency has been encouraging all states to place hard and fast numerical limits on the 
amount of those chemicals allowed in local waterways. Yet of the nine key farm states that feed the 
dead zone, only two, Illinois and Indiana, have acted, and only to cover lakes, not the rivers or streams 
that merge into the Mississippi. The lack of formal action upstream has long been maddening to the 
downstream states most affected by the pollution, and the extreme flooding this year has only 
increased the tensions. “Considering the current circumstances, it is extremely frustrating not seeing E.P.A. take 
more direct action,” said Matt Rota, director of science and water policy for the Gulf Restoration Network, an environmental advocacy 
group in New Orleans that has renewed its calls for federally enforced targets. “We have tried solely voluntary mechanisms to reduce this 
pollution for a decade and have only seen the dead zone get bigger.” Environmental Protection Agency officials said they had no immediate 

plans to force the issue, but farmers in the Mississippi Basin are worried. That is because only six months ago, the agency 
stepped in at the Chesapeake Bay, another watershed with similar runoff issues, and set total maximum daily loads for those same pollutants in 
nearby waterways. If the states do not reduce enough pollution over time, the agency could penalize them in a variety of ways, including 
increasing federal oversight of state programs or denying new wastewater permitting rights, which could hamper development. The agency 
says it is too soon to evaluate their progress in reducing pollution. 

 

<4. No Net Benefit – forcing all 50 states doing the plan together would still hurt 
federalism. Also, federal involvement is necessary for solvency, which means the 
solvency deficit outweighs the possible net benefit.> 
 

  



 

Topicality Frontline 
1. Counter-interpretation: Increase means to add to. 
Dictionary.com no date 
(“Increase,” Dictionary.com, no date, accessed July 19, 2021, https://www.dictionary.com/browse/increase) 

increase verb (used with object), in·creased, in·creas·ing. to make greater, as in number, size, strength, or quality; 
augment; add to: to increase taxes. 

 

2. We meet: Water regulations on agriculture exist already. The affirmative increases 
those regulations and the water covered.  
 

3. Prefer our interpretation – 
Standards: 
A. Ground – new regulations are important affirmative ground. The negative’s 
interpretation destroys affirmative ground and does not garner good negative ground 
either. New regulations give important stable negative links. 
 

B. Limits – only increasing existing regulation is over-limiting. Most scholarship on 
water protection is about adding new EPA regulation on pollutants currently 
exempted under existing laws. 
 

4. Voters: 
A. Education – nearly any affirmative is going to be a new regulation on water 
pollution. Their definition excludes important topic education like regulating 
agricultural pollution, PFAS, and limiting lead. 
 

B. Literature checks limits and ground loss – affirmatives have to have a solvency 
advocate based in the topic literature 
 

C. Reasonability – The affirmative only must be reasonably close to topic to allow for 
educational debates. If we are close to the topic, it is not a reason to reject the 
affirmative. 
 



 

Agricultural Runoff Negative 
 

  



 

Harm – Oceans 
Dead zones are a normal part of the oceans. They’ve been happening for over a 
million years without collapsing the oceans. 
Dockrill 2021 
(“'Dead Zones' Have Been Haunting The Ocean For Longer Than Anyone Ever Knew,” Peter Dockrill, 3 June 2021, 
https://www.sciencealert.com/dead-zones-have-been-haunting-the-ocean-for-longer-than-anyone-ever-knew 

In a new study, researchers discovered that dead zones have actually been a recurring feature of the 
Pacific Ocean for longer than anybody ever realized – at least around 1.2 million years, in fact. Analyzing a 

core of ancient sediment drilled from the Bering Sea seabed in the North Pacific, scientists identified 27 separate instances of 
dead zones – officially termed oxygen minimum zones (OMZs) – in the last 1.2 million years, suggesting repeat bouts 
of hypoxia were a relatively regular feature of the Pacific throughout the Pleistocene. Before this, it was 
known that the end of the last ice age (roughly 12,000 years ago) coincided with widespread hypoxia in the North Pacific, as major warming 

events triggered ice sheet melting that sent huge amounts of fresh water into the ocean. But dead zones existed long before 
that, the core sediment reveals, and it didn't usually require such dramatic environmental 
transformations for them to emerge. "It doesn't take a huge perturbation like melting ice sheets for this to happen," says ocean 

scientist Ana Christina Ravelo from the University of California, Santa Cruz (UC Santa Cruz). "These abrupt hypoxic events are 
actually common in the geologic record, and they are not typically associated with deglaciation. They almost always 
happen during the warm interglacial periods, like the one we're in now." Among the 27 OMZ signals identified – 

indicated by 'laminated' layers in the core, reflecting undisturbed sediment laid down in the absence of living creatures – some of the 
dead zone intervals lasted for less than a thousand years, while in others the hypoxic conditions 
persisted for close to 40 millennia. While the OMZs occur at inconsistent times, not showing any kind of routine outside of 

randomness, they were nonetheless a regular occurrence during the Pleistocene – suggesting that, in the 
ocean, dead zones are a part of life. "We don't know how extensive they were [outside the North Pacific], but we do know they 
were very intense," Ravelo says. "The system is primed for this type of event happening." OMZs are often attributed to harmful algal blooms, 
made up of microscopic organisms that eventually decompose and sink to the bottom of the seafloor. As they sink, bacterial degradation of the 
biomass ends up consuming oxygen in the water. 

 

  



 

The affirmative can’t solve ocean collapse because they can’t solve for the largest 
dead zone in the world in the Arabian Sea. 
Baurick 2018 
(“World's largest 'dead zone' discovered, and it's not in the Gulf of Mexico,” Tristan Baurick, The Times-Picayune, May 11, 2018, 
https://www.nola.com/news/environment/article_31a00b4d-0a10-56cd-b5ba-f30141966512.html) 

But another massive zone of low dissolved oxygen confirmed recently in the Arabian Sea is seven 
times larger. At 63,000 square miles -- the size of Florida -- it ranks as the world's largest. Scientists from the 

University of East Anglia of Norwich, England measured the dead zone, which sits in the Gulf of Oman south of Iran, with 

underwater robots. The area had been suspected of hosting a massive dead zone, but roving bands of 
pirates and the region's volatile geopolitics made research difficult. The torpedo-shaped robots were 
able to slip in and do the measurements with ease, but they came back with very bad news. "The 
Arabian Sea is the largest and thickest dead zone in the world," said Bastien Queste, a marine biochemist and the 

study's lead author. "But until now, no one really knew how bad the situation was because of piracy and 
conflicts in the area have made it too dangerous to collect data." 

 

The affirmative can’t solve for alternative causes of nutrient runoff. 
McLellan 2015 
(“Fertilizer runoff is just one piece of the dead zone puzzle,” By Eileen McLellan, Environmental Defense Fund, October 21, 2015, 
http://blogs.edf.org/growingreturns/2015/10/21/fertilizer-runoff-is-just-one-piece-of-the-dead-zone-puzzle/) 

But even if we optimize fertilizer use on all cropland in the Upper Mississippi and Ohio River Basins, 
nutrients will still be lost to rivers and streams and carried into the Gulf of Mexico. Some of this loss is 
inevitable given factors like unpredictable weather, but my colleagues and I set out to quantify other reasons for why the 

Corn Belt exports so much nitrogen. We discovered that an increase in fertilizer inputs is only one part of the 
problem. Three other distinct but interconnected factors also contribute to water pollution and the 
Gulf dead zone: the loss of perennial cover, the construction of artificial drainage systems, and the 
loss of wetlands. In our latest paper in the Journal of the American Water Resources Association, we examine these factors in detail and 

explain how this new knowledge can help develop solutions. 1. Loss of perennials In the past century, as Midwestern 
grasslands and prairies were converted to farmland and crop rotations were simplified to maximize 
yield and profit, the amount of perennial crop cover decreased significantly. Shifting from perennial to 
annual vegetation reduces evapotranspiration, which accelerates the delivery of nitrate into rivers. By 
reintroducing perennial plants such as alfalfa, we could improve soil and water quality across the Corn Belt. And perennials could grow 
alongside annuals such as corn and soybeans without affecting current yields. Cover crops also have a role to play in reducing the delivery of 

nitrate to rivers. 2. Artificial drainage systems The hydrology of row crop landscapes has been further 
altered by the development of artificial drainage systems. While these systems are beneficial to crop production, they 
prevent any filtration of nitrogen-rich waters and instead hasten transport into streams. This is a key factor in the contentious Des Moines 
Water Works lawsuit – a situation that could become the norm unless we can reduce nutrient runoff. Improving runoff management and 

capturing or diverting the nitrogen-rich water would greatly limit its effects on people and animals living downstream. 3. Loss of 
wetlands Wetlands are one effective way to filter nitrate-rich water and prevent runoff, but by 1984, 
over half of all U.S. wetlands were either drained or filled in for farmland or development. Restoring 
wetlands in strategic positions on just 1 to 3 percent of the region’s cropland will combat nitrogen runoff and help bring the Gulf of Mexico 
dead zone to a manageable size. 

 



 

There is too long of a timeframe for the affirmative to solve for their impacts. Solving 
the dead zone in the Gulf of Mexico would take decades. 
Hamdan 2018 
(“The Gulf Of Mexico's 'Dead Zone' Would Take 30 Years To Reverse – If It Can Be Reversed At All,” By Nadia Hamdan, April 12, 2018, 
https://www.kut.org/energy-environment/2018-04-12/the-gulf-of-mexicos-dead-zone-would-take-30-years-to-reverse-if-it-can-be-reversed-at-
all) 

An oxygen-deprived “dead zone” in the Gulf of Mexico would take decades to reverse, according to a study 
from the University of Waterloo in Canada. The so-called dead zones form when water doesn’t have enough oxygen for fish and other marine 
life to survive, which researchers attribute to agricultural runoff along the Mississippi River – namely industrial fertilizers – that makes its way 

into the Gulf. Released last month, the study says, even if farmers were to completely stop the flow of 
runoff right now, it would take at least 30 years to dissipate. After the runoff makes its way into oceans, it causes 
overgrowths of algae. When the algae dies and decomposes, oxygen in the water gets absorbed along with it, forming so-called hypoxic zones, 

says Kim Van Meter, a postdoctoral fellow at the University of Waterloo and co-author of the study. “Fish can’t live there, and you 
can just end up with a massive die-off of the ecosystem,” Van Meter says. The dead zone in the Gulf of Mexico is the 

largest one ever recorded in the U.S. At nearly 9,000 square miles, it’s roughly the size of New Jersey. But, even though it shrinks in 
the winter months, researchers say it still seems to be coming back stronger every summer – which 
causes a lot of problems. Despite that winter reprieve, the Gulf's dead zone still causes irreversible 
damage to ecosystems, and there's also a more lasting economic concern, Van Meter says. “Many communities around the Gulf Coast 
are dependent on both commercial and recreational fishing,” she says. “When you have these large dead zones, you’re really disrupting that 

industry.” Van Meter and her colleagues conducted the determine just how long it would take to fix the 
damage already done, finding it would still take at least 30 years to recover – even if 100 percent of 
fertilizer chemicals stopped flowing into the Gulf right now. 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Research shows that the ocean ecosystems are surprisingly resilient. 
O’Leary et al. 2017 
(“Marine ecosystems show resilience to climate disturbance,” Dr. Jennifer K. O'Leary et al. BioScience, February 2017, 
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2017/02/170201121550.htm) 

Climate-driven disturbances are having profound impacts on coastal ecosystems, with many crucial habitat-forming species in sharp decline. 

However, among these degraded biomes, examples of resilience are emerging. Writing in BioScience, Jennifer 

O'Leary, a California Sea Grant Marine Biologist based at Polytechnic State University, and her colleagues describe these recoveries 
and highlight the possible implications for ecosystem-sparing management. To gain insight into disturbed coastal 
habitats, the authors surveyed 97 marine experts about their observations of climate-induced perturbations, including extreme storms, 

temperature changes, and ocean acidification. Eighty percent of those who had witnessed climate extremes also 
identified evidence of habitat resistance or rapid recovery. According to O'Leary and her colleagues, the survey results 

indicated that "bright spots of ecosystem resilience are surprisingly common across six major coastal 
marine ecosystems." In some cases, resilience was marked by striking recoveries. In one bleaching 
event in Western Australia, up to 90% of live coral was lost as a result of severe bleaching. Despite 
reaching a low of 9% unbleached area, the healthy reef surface recovered to 44% within 12 years. 
According to the survey of experts, the factors enabling resiliency were varied, but areas of remnant tridimensional habitat and high 
connectivity were the most frequently cited contributors. Sound management practices were also considered important, particularly the 
control of additional human stressors. The authors hope that by elucidating the causes of resilience, they can "uncover local conditions and 
processes that may allow ecosystems to maintain their structure and function and continue providing ecosystem services to humans." They 

argue that if marine protected areas "are spaced appropriately given the reproductive output and 
dispersal potential of species," it may be possible to mitigate the damage caused by climate 
disturbance events. 

 



 

Harm – Climate Change 
Increasing nitrogen-rich fertilizer has allowed modern agriculture to feed the world. 
Ritchie 2017 
(“How many people does synthetic fertilizer feed?” Hannah Ritchie, November 07, 2017, https://ourworldindata.org/how-many-people-does-
synthetic-fertilizer-feed) 

Predictions of a global food crisis — that the world’s food production would not be able to keep pace 
with population growth — have a long history. In the 18th century the English cleric Thomas Robert Malthus hypothesized 
that gains in per capita resources would inevitably be outstripped by population until food supplies finally acted as a barrier to further growth.1 

Such predictions have continued well into the 20th and 21st centuries; in his controversial 1968 book The Population 
Bomb, Paul Ehrlich argued that global population would continue to grow until the point of mass 
starvation.2 Both Malthus and Ehrlich should be surprised to see the current state of the world. Today, we can support a 
global population of around 7.4 billion (and growing), with many consuming far in excess of 
requirements.3 There are a number of scientific and technological innovations which have allowed for 
rapid growth in crop productivity, particularly in the second half of the 20th century. None of these 
had a more dramatic impact than the ability to produce synthetic nitrogen fertilizer. In fact, it’s 
estimated that nitrogen fertilizer now supports approximately half of the global population. In other 

words, Fritz Haber and Carl Bosch — the pioneers of this technological breakthrough — are estimated to have 
enabled the lives of several billion people, who otherwise would have died prematurely, or never 
been born at all.4 It may be the case that the existence of every second person reading this attributes back to their 20th century 
innovation. 

 

  



 

Climate change is not a threat to human survival – too low of a risk and adaptation 
solves. 
Farquhar 2017 
(“Existential Risk: Diplomacy and Governance”, Sebastian Farquhar, Leader of the Global Priorities Project (GPP) at the Centre for Effective 
Altruism, et al., Jan. 23, 2017, https://www.fhi.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/Existential-Risks-2017-01-23.pdf) 

The most likely levels of global warming are very unlikely to cause human extinction.15 The existential risks 
of climate change instead stem from tail risk climate change – the low probability of extreme levels of warming – and interaction with other 

sources of risk. It is impossible to say with confidence at what point global warming would become severe enough to pose an existential threat. 
Research has suggested that warming of 11-12°C would render most of the planet uninhabitable,16 and 
would completely devastate agriculture.17 This would pose an extreme threat to human civilisation as we know it.18 Warming of around 7°C or 
more could potentially produce conflict and instability on such a scale that the indirect effects could be an existential risk, although it is 

extremely uncertain how likely such scenarios are.19 Moreover, the timescales over which such changes might 
happen could mean that humanity is able to adapt enough to avoid extinction in even very extreme 
scenarios. The probability of these levels of warming depends on eventual greenhouse gas concentrations. According to some experts, 
unless strong action is taken soon by major emitters, it is likely that we will pursue a medium-high emissions pathway.20 If we do, the chance of 
extreme warming is highly uncertain but appears non-negligible. Current concentrations of greenhouse gases are higher than they have been 
for hundreds of thousands of years,21 which means that there are significant unknown unknowns about how the climate system will respond. 
Particularly concerning is the risk of positive feedback loops, such as the release of vast amounts of methane from melting of the arctic 
permafrost, which would cause rapid and disastrous warming.22 The economists Gernot Wagner and Martin Weitzman have used IPCC figures 
(which do not include modelling of feedback loops such as those from melting permafrost) to estimate that if we continue to pursue a medium-
high emissions pathway, the probability of eventual warming of 6°C is around 10%,23 and of 10°C is around 3%.24 These estimates are of 

course highly uncertain. It is likely that the world will take action against climate change once it begins to 
impose large costs on human society, long before there is warming of 10°C. Unfortunately, there is significant 
inertia in the climate system: there is a 25 to 50 year lag between CO2 emissions and eventual warming,25 and it is expected that 40% of the 
peak concentration of CO2 will remain in the atmosphere 1,000 years after the peak is reached.26 Consequently, it is impossible to reduce 

temperatures quickly by reducing CO2 emissions. If the world does start to face costly warming, the international 
community will therefore face strong incentives to find other ways to reduce global temperatures. 

 

  



 

Solvency 
The affirmative can’t solve because they exclude wetlands, an important part of 
agricultural pollution. 
Angelo and Choate 2013 
(“Agriculture and the Clean Water Act,” Mary Jane Angelo & James F. Choate, Food, Agriculture and Environmental Law, ELI Press, 2013, 
https://law.ku.edu/sites/law.ku.edu/files/docs/law_review/symposium/angelo-materials.pdf) 

Finally, agriculture can impact water bodies when agricultural activities take place in the water bodies 
(including wetlands) themselves. Central to the ongoing NPS pollution problem is the continual 
degradation of the nation’s wetlands, which provide vital water quality protection by operating as a 
natural filter for pollutants.15 Over the course of the last four centuries, land management and development have converted over 
half of the United States’ wetlands to other uses (including agriculture).16 Although the conversion of wetlands for agricultural use has slowed 

in recent decades, many remaining wetlands are, in large part, continually degraded by NPS pollution.17 As 
a direct result of NPS pollution, wetlands are less able to provide water quality protection, filtration, 
and floodwater storage, and also become less suitable as fish and wildlife habitat.18 

 

  



 

Negative Block – 2NC/1NR 
  



 

Harm – Oceans Extensions 
The Gulf of Oman dead zone is one of the largest dead zone in the world. This is a 
massive alt cause for the affirmative solving for ocean collapse because they only 
regulate the United States. 
Yale Environment 360 in 2018 

(“Scientists Confirm Florida-Sized Dead Zone in the Gulf of Oman,” Yale Environment E360 Digest, April 30, 2018, 
https://e360.yale.edu/digest/scientists-confirm-florida-sized-dead-zone-in-the-gulf-of-oman) 

Using data collected by underwater robots, researchers have confirmed the presence of one of the 
world’s largest marine dead zones in the Gulf of Oman, an area that has been largely off-limits to 
scientists in recent decades due to piracy and geopolitical tensions. The dead zone, an area in the 
ocean with almost no oxygen, encompasses nearly the entire 63,700-square-mile Gulf of Oman, 
according to new research in the journal Geophysical Research Letters. Scientists first discovered the Gulf of Oman dead 
zone in the 1960s, and collected data on it again in the 1990s. But no comprehensive surveys had since been 
conducted of the dead zone, ocated between India, Iran, and Oman. From 2015 to 2016, researchers at the University of East Anglia (UEA) and 
Oman’s Sultan Qaboos University deployed underwater robots known as Seagliders, which surveyed the Gulf of Oman for eight months, 

sending scientists data about oxygen levels and ocean currents via satellite. The findings indicate that since the 1990s, the 
gulf’s dead zone has undergone a “dramatic increase” in both size and severity. The dead zone is now 
comprised entirely of anoxic conditions, meaning no oxygen is present, or suboxic conditions, with 
low oxygen levels. Researchers said the main cause of the expanding dead zone is warming waters, which increase the growth of 

bacteria and reduce the oxygenation of the Gulf through mixing of ocean layers. Growing levels of pollution and the runoff of 
nitrogen and phosphorous from fertilizers also have contributed to the expansion of the dead zone. 
“Our research shows that the situation is actually worse than feared,” the study’s lead author, Bastien Queste, a 

marine biogeochemist at UEA, said in a statement. “The area of dead zone is vast and growing. The ocean is 
suffocating. All fish, marine plants, and other animals need oxygen, so they can’t survive there. It’s a real 
environmental problem, with dire consequences for humans, too, who rely on the oceans for food and employment.” 

 

  



 

The affirmative can’t solve for alternative causes of dead zones – sewage and air 
pollution from cars and electricity production. 
NRDC 2014 
(“Devil in the Deep Blue Sea,” onEarth, National Resource Defense Council, November 11, 2014, https://www.nrdc.org/onearth/devil-deep-
blue-sea) 

Sewage causes the majority of dead zones in Africa and South America. That’s a good thing, in a way, because 

engineers have been working for hundreds of years on sewage management solutions. In the early 19th century, London built a 
sewer system to divert waste from newfangled flush toilets into the Thames. With this influx of 
nutrients—one creature’s sewage is another’s sustenance—bacterial populations multiplied and 
depleted the river’s oxygen. The circumstances chased off aquatic life and enveloped the city in a horrific stench, culminating in the 
Great Stink of 1858. Sewage treatment and managed releases remedied the situation back then, and similar infrastructure investments could 

likely alleviate the excrement-fueled dead zones of the modern world. Airborne nitrogen also contributes to the world’s 
dead zones. When cars, trucks, and power plants burn fossil fuels, they emit nitrogen into the air. 
These particulates eventually settle into waterways and head for the sea. Nitrification is a special 
problem in Long Island Sound and the Chesapeake Bay, which have absorbed large amounts of 
nitrogen from coal-burning power plants in the Midwest. 

 

The recovery of Bikini Atoll after nuclear tests prove that the oceans are resilient. 
Webster 2013 
(“Coral Reefs Can Recover From Disasters. How Can We Save Them From Us?” Dr. Michael Webster, Executive Director of the Coral Reef 
Alliance, May 2013, https://ocean.si.edu/ecosystems/coral-reefs/naturally-resilient) 

Bikini Atoll, formed over millions of years around an island in the Pacific Ocean about halfway between Papua New Guinea and Hawaii, 
has been subjected to horrific human-caused disturbances. Between 1946 and 1958, the United States 
set off 23 separate nuclear explosions on or near the atoll to test the impacts of nuclear weapons on 
naval ships. The largest one, codenamed “Castle Bravo,” blasted a crater two kilometers wide and 73 meters deep into the reef on March 
1, 1954, instantaneously raising the sea surface temperature to a staggering 55,000 degrees Celsius. (For comparison, the surface of the sun is a 
chilly 5,500 degrees Celsius.) While nobody took a comprehensive survey of reef life following these detonations (although Smithsonian 

researchers returned later), it‘s safe to say that nearby marine life would have died instantly as the blasts 
sterilized the seafloor. In recent decades, radiation on Bikini Atoll has declined enough that it is safe 
for scientists to visit the reef and measure whether and how the corals have recovered. Despite the 
previous devastation, the reefs are thriving, have high coral cover, teem with fish, and most of the 
coral species have returned. This ability of an ecosystem to return to a similar ecological state 
following a disturbance is called resilience—and scientists are trying to figure out why some ecosystems can rebound, while 

others don’t recover The natural world is in a constant state of change due to a myriad of disturbances large and small. Over decades, a 
typical reef might be exposed to daily changes in temperature and water chemistry, as well as 
periodic cyclones, disease outbreaks, and heat waves. Indeed, there may be so many disturbances 
that an observer might be surprised if a reef remains similar in appearance from year to year. 

 

 

  



 

Harm – Climate Change Extensions 
Nitrogen-rich fertilizers are necessary to feed the world. 
Ramcharan 2018 
(“How do fertilizers help with food security?” Amanda Ramcharan, Postdoctoral Researcher, Pennsylvania State University, January 22, 2018, 
https://sustainable-secure-food-blog.com/2018/01/22/how-do-fertilizers-help-with-food-security/) 

Farmers face the same problems. They need to plant crops each year–to feed the world, to create income for their farm. They 

have many practices to use that improve the soil, but often they need to use fertilizer as an amendment. Fertilizer is 
simply something you add to the soil to provide nutrients in order to help plants grow well. 
Historically, many civilizations have applied some type of substance to fertilize their plants and 
improve productivity. For example, there is evidence that the Romans and Babylonians applied wood ash to their fields as fertilizer. 
Today, fertilizers are classified as inorganic or organic. Inorganic fertilizers are produced in a variety of ways. They don’t usually contain any 
carbon besides the compound urea. Inorganic fertilizers can provide single or multiple nutrients at a time. You might be familiar with these 
from a garden store. Usually one picks a fertilizer based on the nitrogen (N), phosphorus (P), and potassium (K) ratios. The nitrogen in inorganic 
fertilizers comes from the atmosphere, while phosphorus and potassium come from mined mineral deposits. Organic fertilizers are produced 
from the recycling of plant or animal-derived matter and contain carbon. (In the science world, chemicals containing carbon are referred to as 
“organic”–which is not the same term as “organic food” found in the grocery store! In our post, we are referring to the scientific term of 
organic.) Compost, manure, and other materials are classified as organic fertilizers. The wood ash used by the Romans is considered an organic 

fertilizer, and loosely related to today’s biochar. The most common fertilizer used is nitrogen-based, inorganic 
fertilizer, as plants require a lot of nitrogen to grow healthy and give good yields. Growers – and 
gardeners – need to be careful about their use of nitrogen fertilizers. It’s always best to test your home garden soil 
before adding any nutrients. This is easily done with a kit through your County Extension agency. The environmental impact of applying too 
much inorganic fertilizer includes water pollution, acidification of soil, accumulation of toxic chemicals in the soil, and increase in the release of 

the greenhouse gases nitrous oxide and methane to the air. However, without the use of fertilizers – whether organic 
or inorganic – we cannot currently feed the world’s population. It is estimated that at least 30-50% of 
crop yields globally are attributable to fertilizer application.1 This makes fertilizers a key ingredient for 
maintaining food production to meet global population growth. Agronomists continue to develop better 
management practices to grow enough nutritious, affordable food while protecting the environment. 

  



 

Global warming is inevitable – We’re already passed the tipping point. 
Ritchie 2017 
(Earl J. Ritchie, Lecturer, Department of Construction Management at University of Houston, “Have We Passed the Climate Change Tipping 
Point?,” March 16, 2017, https://www.forbes.com/sites/uhenergy/2017/03/16/have-we-passed-the-climate-change-tipping-
point/#730c60b67e12, VY) 

A few years ago, 400 parts per million for carbon dioxide was widely cited as the tipping point for 
climate change. Now that we have passed that value, it has become common to say that it wasn’t really a tipping point, 

that it was symbolic or a milestone. Whether it’s a tipping point or a milestone, we have decisively passed it and 
CO2 levels appear certain to continue higher. Ralph Keeling, the originator of the famous Keeling Curve, said “it already 
seems safe to conclude that we won’t be seeing a monthly value below 400 ppm this year – or ever 
again for the indefinite future.” Let’s consider what a tipping point actually is. The IPCC describes it as 
“abrupt and irreversible change.” Lenton, et al. say it “will inevitably lead to a large change of the system, 

i.e., independently of what might happen to the controls thereafter.” In other words, past the tipping point there will be 
drastic changes even if we stop emitting CO2. Rather than staying “well below 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels” 
as is the target of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), there could be warming of several degrees, with 
associated sea level rise and rainfall changes. 

 

  



 

Water Infrastructure Affirmative 
 

The water infrastructure (the pipes, waste treatment facilities, water towers, etc.) in the United States is 
aging and many pieces are nearing the end of their usable lifespan. For the past several decades, federal 
investment has declined in infrastructure, particularly water infrastructure. States and local government 
have picked up some of the slack, but there are massive funding gaps. Only the federal government has 
the borrowing capabilities and capital to invest at the level that is needed after decades of neglect. The 
affirmative increases investment in water infrastructure to solve for this gap. 

The affirmative outlines 2 advantages: economic recovery and cyberattacks 

The first advantage is the economy. Right now the economy recovery from COVID-19 is shaky. The job 
market, especially, is in need of help. The affirmative would create good jobs that would boost the 
economic recovery. In addition, the failure of our water systems caused by neglect would disrupt the 
economy. Infrastructure improvements would make the entire economy more productive. All of this 
would boost the economic recovery and the long-term economic growth. 

The second advantage is cyberattacks. Right now our water infrastructure is incredibly vulnerable to 
devasting cyberattacks. Upgrades are needed to protect our water infrastructure from hacks (like we 
saw with the Colonial Pipeline with gas) or deadly direct manipulation of our water supply (like we saw 
with the Oldsmar, Florida hack). Our water infrastructure is critical infrastructure so a cyberattack could 
be responded to by a nuclear attack, per our military doctrine. 

  



 

Contention 1: Inherency 
There is a funding gap in water infrastructure now. Federal funding is needed to keep 
up with the growing cost of aging infrastructure. 
ASCE in 2020 
(“The Economic Benefits of Investing in Water Infrastructure,” The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) partnered with the Value of 
Water Campaign to commission this study. It is part of ASCE’s Failure to Act series, 2020, 
http://www.uswateralliance.org/sites/uswateralliance.org/files/publications/The%20Economic%20Benefits%20of%20Investing%20in%20Water
%20Infrastructure_final.pdf) 

There is a growing need for capital investment in the distribution lines, conveyance systems, 
treatment plants, and storage tanks that keep US water systems working. Investment in these 
systems, however, has not kept pace with the need. In 2019, the total capital spending on water 
infrastructure at the local, state, and federal levels was approximately $48 billion, while investment 
needs totaled $129 billion, creating an $81 billion gap.17 The United States is drastically underinvesting 
in critical water infrastructure—only meeting 37 percent of the nation’s total water infrastructure 
capital needs in 2019. If funding needs and infrastructure investment trends continue, the annual gap 
will grow to $136 billion by 2039. Over 20 years, the cumulative water and wastewater capital investment need will soar to $3.27 
trillion, and the cumulative capital investment gap will total $2.2 trillion—nearly $6,000 for every adult and child expected to be living in the 

United States in 2039. Operation and maintenance (O&M) costs are also growing and outpacing available 
funding. Operating and maintaining water infrastructure become costlier as the system components 
near or exceed their expected lifespans.18 The limited amount of federal and state funding assistance 
utilities receive today is primarily used to help fund capital projects, so local utilities primarily cover 
O&M costs out of their own revenue streams. These costs will rise as systems continue to age, placing 
smaller or less affluent communities at a relative disadvantage. While utilities historically have been able to fund 
O&M without major concerns, there is a growing gap between O&M needs and available funding. In 2019, 90 percent of the nation’s $104 
billion O&M funding need was met, leaving an annual O&M funding gap of $10.5 billion. If trends continue, the country will face a single-year 

O&M shortfall of $18 billion in 2039, and the cumulative gap in O&M funding for the 20-year 2019-2039 period will be $287 billion. Based 
on current practices, sustainable funding for O&M will become a more pressing issue compounded by 
age and other factors if it does not address the funding gap. Federal investment is lagging, placing 
added pressure on local and state governments. Meeting the drinking water and wastewater capital 
needs for communities across the United States will require coordinated investment at the federal, 
state, and local levels. Despite the growing need for water infrastructure, the federal government’s share 
of capital investment has fallen from 31 percent in 1977 to a mere four percent in 2017.23 This is a far 
lower percentage than the federal government’s share of total 2016 public spending on other 
infrastructure sectors like transportation. As federal support for water infrastructure capital needs has declined, local and 
state spending has provided a much greater share. Across the country, water rates are climbing to meet the costs of upgrading, expanding, and 

replacing water infrastructure. As costs, however, continue to rise, many communities will struggle to cover them 
through local rates and fees. 

 

Thus the plan: The United States federal government 
should substantially increase its investment in water 
infrastructure.  



 

Contention 2: Harms – Economic Recovery 
Economic recovery is stalled on an underperforming job market. Strong job growth is 
necessary for a full economic recovery. 
Winck 2021 
(“Why America's economic recovery is stumbling as experts badly misjudge the labor market,” Ben Winck, May 7, 2021, 
https://www.businessinsider.com/april-jobs-report-disappointment-us-economic-recovery-faltering-unemployment-crisis-2021-5) 

After April's shockingly disappointing jobs report, it looks more like: "It's not the economy, stupid. It's the virus." March's strong jobs 
data — along with widespread projections of a coming economic boom — had raised optimism among economists for a 
continued recovery in the labor force. It prompted Federal Reserve Chair Jerome Powell to deem March an "inflection point" for 

the reopening of the economy, and experts saw it kicking off a season of outsize payroll increases. But the drop in April makes 
clear the virus continues to bite. Economists had expected payroll gains to reach 1 million, but the 
country added just 266,000 jobs last month. It was the smallest monthly increase since January and 
the biggest miss of payroll forecasts in more than two decades. The unemployment rate rose to 6.1%, 

female employment declined, and while hard-hit sectors like leisure and hospitality had healthy gains, most others posted either 
meager growth or shed jobs entirely. The Bureau of Labor Statistics' Friday release underscores just 
how much the labor market still has to recover, and that the climb won't be as easy as most 
economists anticipated. Even if April stands out as a gloomy outlier, the average pace of payroll growth suggests it 
may take years to fully recoup the millions of jobs lost to the pandemic. What went wrong? The jobs report was 
such a shock that it's hard to find a single explanation at first glance. It also highlights just how inadequate forecasting tools are for measuring 
this unique economic moment. Economists typically use a combination of quantitative and qualitative data to estimate growth. Indicators like 
weekly jobless claims and hours worked join anecdotal evidence and broad surveys to create forecasting models. Economists' calculations, 
when tallied together and averaged, usually come close to guessing monthly payroll additions. The April data serves as a wake-up call for the 
many forecasters who didn't even come close to guessing correctly. Whether models overlooked details like COVID-19 fears, or bullish biases 
tarnished forecasts, economists need to reconcile how they were so wrong. The disappointment was likely fueled by several factors instead of 
one solvable hurdle. Despite President Joe Biden's overdelivering on vaccinations, the country is far from placing the coronavirus pandemic 
behind it. Daily case counts still averaged about 50,000 at the end of last month, and highly contagious strains continue to spread across the US. 
The coronavirus pandemic has also been notable for the "she-cession," hurting female employment much more than men. The absence of 
affordable childcare and lack of in-person schooling around the country likely kept some Americans home instead of working, as seen in the 
April report, which showed women — who disproportionately take on childcare responsibilities — losing jobs through the month. How big is 
the labor shortage? Last month, several businesses across the manufacturing and service sectors reported difficulties in finding workers. The 
jury is still out on how widespread worker shortages might be, as about 10 million Americans remain unemployed. On one hand, some 
economists suggested boosted unemployment benefits cut into the incentive to find work. Strong wage growth in the leisure and hospitality 
sector also signals businesses may need to lift compensation to attract workers. "The benefits are due to expire in September, but perhaps 
people think jobs will be just as easy to find then as they are now, so why take a job today?" Ian Shepherdson, the chief economist at Pantheon 
Macroeconomics, said. "If people continue to resist taking the jobs on offer at the pay on offer, then wages will have to rise more quickly." The 
Chamber of Commerce called on lawmakers to withdraw the federal benefit to unemployment insurance following the April report. The 
supplement results in 25% of recipients earning more from unemployment benefits than by working, Neil Bradley, the executive vice president 
and chief policy officer at the Chamber of Commerce, said in a statement. "We need a comprehensive approach to dealing with our workforce 
issues and the very real threat unfilled positions pose to our economic recovery from the pandemic," he added. The April data does not quite 
agree with the chamber's argument, showing labor demand overshadowing anecdotes of a supply shortage. April job gains were strongest in 
lower-wage industries and in sectors with in-person jobs. The composition of last month's job additions "doesn't scream supply constraints as 
the problem," Nick Bunker, an economist at Indeed, wrote on Twitter. Separately, the number of Americans temporarily laid off ticked slightly 

higher in April. That also signals labor demand wasn't as robust as businesses' anecdotes suggested. In other labor-market data, the steady 
decline in weekly jobless claims now looks much less encouraging for the recovery. The April uptick in 
unemployment comes as filings for unemployment benefits fell throughout the month to numerous 
pandemic-era lows. The drops initially seemed to signal that more Americans were returning to work, but BLS's report suggests the 

downtrend has more to do with Americans dropping out of assistance programs than finding employment. It could take months for 
the government to lend a hand 



 

Infrastructure investment is necessary to support a post-COVID economic recovery. 
Now is the key time for investment. 
Summers 2021 
(“Debate: Funding infrastructure investment in a post-COVID-19 economy,” Larry Summers, President Emeritus and Charles W. Eliot Professor, 
Harvard University, Published by McKinsey, January 20, 2021, https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/operations/our-insights/debate-
funding-infrastructure-investment-in-a-post-covid-19-economy#) 

I believe that infrastructure investment from both the public and the private sector, on the basis of careful 
analysis, has to be an important part of any post-COVID-19 economic recovery strategy. And this is an 
ideal time for increased federal spending on infrastructure—indeed, government borrowing costs are 
extremely low. A striking feature of the current economic reality is what I’ve referred to as “secular 
stagnation.” Today’s extraordinarily low real interest rates are projected to persist; inflation is low 
and expected to remain low; projected growth is relatively slow; and unemployment is likely to 
remain abnormal. In the wake of the pandemic, the economy has excess capacity and the cost of labor is very 

low—much of the incremental labor will likely come from people who would otherwise be idle and collecting unemployment insurance. This 
is coupled with abundant examples of inadequacies in our infrastructure: Vehicle repairs due to potholes in roads 

and highways are extremely costly for US drivers; a 2016 study found such repairs totaled $15 billion over five years.1 Children in the 
United States have, in very recent times, been exposed to chemicals in their drinking water that have 
reduced their IQs.2 The United States lags in digital access, which has been to the great detriment of many children during the COVID-19 
period. We have an air traffic control system that at crucial moments relies on paper, thumbtacks, and oak boards. And, critically, a system that 

operates without GPS. Investing in these areas would have great return, including social benefits, especially 
with costs as low as they are. We need to invest more and deploy infrastructure more wisely, procure 
it more efficiently, and site it more quickly. That will mean more and better infrastructure in the post 
COVID-19 era. 

 

  



 

Investment in water infrastructure is necessary now but would be a great boost to the 
economy. Investment has a great multiplier effect. 1/5 of the US economy would be in 
peril if the infrastructure failed. 
Mortimer and Leongini 2018 
(“Why Water Infrastructure Investments Would Make a Big Splash,” Ed Mortimer, Vice President, Transportation and Infrastructure; Marybeth 
Leongini, Director of Communications, National Association of Water Companies, May 14, 2018, https://www.uschamber.com/series/above-
the-fold/why-water-infrastructure-investments-would-make-big-splash) 

Almost every facet of our nation’s infrastructure system is in need of investment, including our roads, bridges, 

ports, and railways. America’s water infrastructure, in particular, desperately needs attention. When you 
turn the tap on in your kitchen, take a drink from a water fountain, or flush a toilet, you are being 
served by our country’s water infrastructure. These systems have made our lives easier, but their 
prevalence has also lulled us into a false sense of security. The hard reality is that these systems are 
aging and require significant investment. In the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) latest 
Infrastructure Report Card, U.S. drinking water systems received a “D” grade, with ASCE citing an 
estimated 240,000 water main breaks each year that waste over two trillion gallons of treated 
drinking water. A recent ASCE study estimates that our country’s water infrastructure needs an 
additional $82 billion every year over the next 10 years in order to keep pace with consumer demand. This investment 

gap provides a unique challenge on all fronts, but closing the gap is something the vast majority of Americans 
believe should be a priority. In fact, a new survey from the Value of Water (VOW) campaign finds that 88% of voters think 
rebuilding water infrastructure is very important. The needs may seem staggering, but here is the good news: 

Investment in water infrastructure is directly linked to economic growth. VOW found that closing the 
investment gap over a 10-year timeframe would generate over $220 billion in annual economic 
activity and create and sustain 1.3 million jobs. Indeed, every $1 spent on improving the country’s 
water infrastructure generates $6 in returns, and every job created in the water sector supports the 
creation of another 3.68 jobs in the national economy. Investing in water can make both our infrastructure and 
our economy stronger. As is the case for infrastructure modernization on the whole, the costs of 
inaction are great. Just a single day of water service disruption would result in a loss of $43.5 billion in 
sales and a $22.5 billion loss in the national gross domestic product. Think about it this way: One-fifth of the 
U.S. economy would essentially come to a standstill if it did not have access to reliable and clean 
water. 

 

  



 

Economic decline leads to global conflict. 
Tonnesson 2015 
(Stein Tønnesson, Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University, Sweden, and Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), Norway, 
“Deterrence, interdependence and Sino–US peace,” International Area Studies Review 2015, Vol. 18(3) 297–311, 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/6601/c75092839c5e8d5ff2c476da603ec8551e68.pdf, VY) 
Several recent works on China and Sino–US relations have made substantial contributions to the current understanding of how and under what 
circumstances a combination of nuclear deterrence and economic interdependence may reduce the risk of war between major powers. At least 
four conclusions can be drawn from the review above: first, those who say that interdependence may both inhibit and drive conflict are right. 
Interdependence raises the cost of conflict for all sides but asymmetrical or unbalanced dependencies 
and negative trade expectations may generate tensions leading to trade wars among inter-dependent 
states that in turn increase the risk of military conflict (Copeland, 2015: 1, 14, 437; Roach, 2014). The risk may 
increase if one of the interdependent countries is governed by an inward-looking socio-economic 
coalition (Solingen, 2015); second, the risk of war between China and the US should not just be analysed bilaterally but include their allies 
and partners. Third party countries could drag China or the US into confrontation; third, in this context it is of some comfort that the three main 
economic powers in Northeast Asia (China, Japan and South Korea) are all deeply integrated economically through production networks within 

a global system of trade and finance (Ravenhill, 2014; Yoshimatsu, 2014: 576); and fourth, decisions for war and peace are taken 
by very few people, who act on the basis of their future expectations. International relations theory must be 
supplemented by foreign policy analysis in order to assess the value attributed by national decision-makers to economic development and their 

assessments of risks and opportunities. If leaders on either side of the Atlantic begin to seriously fear or 
anticipate their own nation’s decline then they may blame this on external dependence, appeal to 
anti-foreign sentiments, contemplate the use of force to gain respect or credibility, adopt 
protectionist policies, and ultimately refuse to be deterred by either nuclear arms or prospects of 
socioeconomic calamities. Such a dangerous shift could happen abruptly, i.e. under the instigation of actions by a 
third party – or against a third party. Yet as long as there is both nuclear deterrence and interdependence, the tensions in East Asia are unlikely 
to escalate to war. As Chan (2013) says, all states in the region are aware that they cannot count on support from either China or the US if they 

make provocative moves. The greatest risk is not that a territorial dispute leads to war under present 
circumstances but that changes in the world economy alter those circumstances in ways that render 
inter-state peace more precarious. If China and the US fail to rebalance their financial and trading 
relations (Roach, 2014) then a trade war could result, interrupting transnational production networks, 
provoking social distress, and exacerbating nationalist emotions. This could have unforeseen 
consequences in the field of security, with nuclear deterrence remaining the only factor to protect the 
world from Armageddon, and unreliably so. Deterrence could lose its credibility: one of the two great powers 
might gamble that the other yield in a cyber-war or conventional limited war, or third party countries might engage in conflict with each other, 
with a view to obliging Washington or Beijing to intervene. 
 

  



 

Contention 3: Harms – Cyberattacks 
Cyberattacks are growing in complexity and frequency. Updating the infrastructure is 
necessary now. 
Mehrotra 2021 
(“U.S. water and power are shockingly vulnerable to cyberhacks,” Kartikay Mehrotra, Bloomberg News, Jun 15th, 2021, 
https://www.securityinfowatch.com/cybersecurity/news/21226675/us-water-and-power-are-shockingly-vulnerable-to-cyberhacks) 
 

When the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power was hacked in 2018, it took a mere six hours. 
Early this year, an intruder lurked in hundreds of computers related to water systems across the U.S. In Portland, Oregon, burglars installed 

malicious computers onto a grid providing power to a chunk of the Northwest. Two of those cases — L.A. and Portland — were tests. The 
water threat was real, discovered by cybersecurity firm Dragos. All three drive home a point long known but, until 

recently, little appreciated: the digital security of U.S. computer networks controlling the machines that 
produce and distribute water and power is woefully inadequate, a low priority for operators and 
regulators, posing a terrifying national threat. “If we have a new world war tomorrow and have to worry about protecting 
infrastructure against a cyberattack from Russia or China, then no, I don’t think we’re where we’d like to be,” said Andrea Carcano, co-founder 
of Nozomi Networks, a control system security company. Hackers working for profit and espionage have long threatened American information 

systems. But in the last six months, they’ve targeted companies running operational networks like the 
Colonial Pipeline fuel system, with greater persistence. These are the systems where water can be 
contaminated, a gas line can spring a leak or a substation can explode. The threat has been around for 
at least a decade — and fears about it for a generation — but cost and indifference posed obstacles to 
action. It isn’t entirely clear why ransomware hackers — those who use malicious software to block access to a computer system until a sum 
of money has been paid — have recently moved from small-scale universities, banks and local governments to energy companies, meatpacking 

plants and utilities. Experts suspect increased competition and bigger payouts as well as foreign 
government involvement. The shift is finally drawing serious attention to the problem. The U.S. government 
began taking small steps to defend cybersecurity in 1998 when the Clinton administration identified 14 private sectors as critical infrastructure, 

including chemicals, defense, energy and financial services. This triggered regulation in finance and power. Other industries were 
slower to protect their computers, including the oil and gas sector, said Rob Lee, the founder of Dragos. One of the 
reasons is the operational and financial burden of pausing production and installing new tools. Much 
of the infrastructure running technology systems is too old for sophisticated cybersecurity tools. 
Ripping and replacing hardware is costly as are service outages. Network administrators fear doing the job piecemeal 
may be worse because it can increase a network’s exposure to hackers, said Nozomi’s Carcano. Although the Biden administration’s budget 

includes $20 billion to upgrade the country’s grid, this comes after a history of shoulder shrugging from federal and 
local authorities. Even where companies in under-regulated sectors like oil and gas have prioritized cybersecurity, they’ve been met with 
little support. 

 
 
 
  



 

Federal investment in water infrastructure is necessary to prevent and respond to 
cyberattacks. 
Chertoff 2021 
(“COLUMN: Now Is the Time to Invest in the Security of Our Public Water Infrastructure,” Michael Chertoff, Secretary of the U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security from 2005 to 2009, April 26, 2021, https://www.hstoday.us/subject-matter-areas/infrastructure-security/column-now-is-
the-time-to-invest-in-the-security-of-our-public-water-infrastructure/) 

In just the past few months, authorities have uncovered attempts by bad actors to tamper with public water 
supplies in Oldsmar, Florida, and in Ellsworth County, Kansas. In both instances, attackers illegally leveraged remote access 
capabilities in an attempt to alter the balance of chemicals used to treat public drinking water – 
changes that could poison or kill thousands of people. In the Oldsmar case, an unknown intruder attempted to poison the 
public water supply by drastically increasing the amount of sodium hydroxide used in the water treatment process. The chemical, commonly 
known as lye, is used in small doses to safely treat drinking water but is deadly in larger concentrations. The attempt to poison Oldsmar’s 
drinking water was thwarted by timely intervention of an observant operator, who quickly corrected the chemical balance and alerted 
supervisors, while automated systems would have prevented the release of the poisoned water. In Kansas, a former employee remotely 
accessed the computer systems that manage the county’s water treatment plant, shutting down the water cleaning and disinfecting processes 
to render the water undrinkable and perhaps dangerous to residents. Fortunately, the disgruntled former employee was unable to achieve 
meaningful damage, as no untreated water was released from the plant. While the timely intervention of authorities prevented public harm in 
these cases, both demonstrate the significant threat posed by cyber-attacks to our vulnerable public 
water infrastructure. The reality is that the more than 50,000 community water systems in the United 
States do not have to meet any sort of national cybersecurity standard and are not resourced to 
implement and maintain existing best practices, such as those from the Water Information Sharing and Analysis Center. In 
the case of Ellsworth County, Kansas, the investigation into the cyber intrusion of the facility found that the treatment plant used outdated, 
unsupported software, allowed for remote access to the facility via the open internet, and permitted staff to share passwords and user 

accounts. The country can, and must, do better by building on existing efforts to secure our water 
infrastructure. The security of water treatment systems in the United States did not become a major focus in the country until after the 
9/11 attacks, when concerns over the security of our water supplies largely pertained to the threat of bioweapons. The 2002 Bioterrorism Act, 
passed as part of the flurry of domestic security-focused legislation, required the largest community water systems to assess vulnerabilities and 
prepare emergency response plans. However, those requirements were focused on physical threats to the water supply, such as the 

introduction of a pathogen either within a water reservoir or at a water treatment plant. The Act and its supporters did not 
envisage the types of remote attacks or the usage of the treatment process itself as a weapon to 
poison our water. The criticality of our water infrastructure was also acknowledged in Homeland Security Presidential Directive 7 (HSPD-
7), which designated the water sector as critical infrastructure and directed the Environmental Protection Agency, the governmental lead for 
water system protection, as well as the Department of Homeland Security to develop a sector-specific security plan. These efforts, bolstered by 
the creation of the National Infrastructure Protection Plan in 2013, allow DHS and the EPA to coordinate sector security efforts and help utilities 

with the conduct of vulnerability assessments and development of emergency response plans. While the EPA and DHS do provide 
utilities, public or private, with limited technical and, more importantly, financial assistance, the 
reality is that these resources are a drop in the bucket relative to the scale of investment likely 
needed to address cyber risks. The America’s Water Infrastructure Act, signed into law in 2018, 
expanded past security efforts by requiring the country’s largest water systems to conduct security-
risk reviews, including for cybersecurity threats. While the reviews for larger providers have been completed, smaller 
suppliers have either yet to complete their reviews or are exempt. The Act also stopped short of creating specific national standards or 

requirements for the cybersecurity of water treatment facilities. These recent attacks on our public water infrastructure 
highlight the urgency for action. Many systems are well positioned to leverage the findings of their 
congressionally mandated security-risk reviews to make the cybersecurity investments needed to 
secure our public water supplies. The administration’s proposed infrastructure bill and ongoing negotiations in Congress offer an 

opportunity for the United States to dedicate resources to properly secure our water treatment facilities 
from cyber threats for the first time. The recent events in Kansas and Florida only highlight the 
dangers posed by passivity. Security investments have, historically, taken a back seat to those intended to improve decaying physical 

infrastructure, such as leaking pipes, lead water lines, and outdated treatment facilities. But the desire to control costs and 
focus on the most immediate problems has created a chronic underinvestment in the security of our 
water systems. We now have the opportunity to address this perennial neglect by dedicating funds to 
shore up the cybersecurity infrastructure protecting our public water supplies. Given the potential 



 

devastating impact of a cyber attack even on a small community’s water systems, we can, and must, 
immediately take action.  
  



 

Investing into water infrastructure is necessary to protect water supplies and systems 
from deadly cyberattacks. 
Powelson 2021 
(“POV: Focus on Water Cybersecurity Now, Before It’s Too Late,” Robert F. Powelson, President & CEO of National Association of Water 
Companies, April 14, 2021, https://fri.missouri.edu/pov-focus-on-water-cybersecurity-now-before-its-too-late/) 

Oldsmar, Florida, made headlines earlier this year. A hacker gained access to the county utility’s water treatment 
control systems and dramatically raised the amount of certain chemicals in the drinking water to 
dangerous levels. Fortunately, the hacker’s attempt was foiled before the water supply was effectively poisoned. This alarming cyber 
breach speaks to a larger issue that is looming out there around overall cyber protection of our water grid. As a former Commissioner on the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and in my current role as the President and CEO of the National Association of Water Companies 

(NAWC), I’ve seen firsthand how the threats that cyber criminals pose have evolved and intensified as 
technology has continued to expand capabilities and advance the interconnectedness of critical 
infrastructure across the globe. The truth of the matter is, Oldsmar won’t be the last water system to come 
under cyberattack and the consequences could be far more devastating for the next water system 
that is targeted. Now more than ever, we have to ensure the general public that our security strategies are 
constantly evolving to meet the threat vectors that are on the horizon. Understanding the Threat By now, we know 
all too well that hostile nation-states and state-sponsored terrorists remain vigilant in their monitoring for weaknesses among U.S. critical 

infrastructure. In fact, the threats facing water utilities are so pervasive it’s led analysts and intelligence 
agencies to all but guarantee that water utilities will experience an attempted hack. In practice, that means 
that all drinking water systems, whether government-run like the system in Oldsmar or privately owned and operated by water companies like 
the member companies that NAWC represents, share the undeniable need for robust cybersecurity oversight. Strengthening Our Water Sector 

Through Restructured Cybersecurity Oversight Unfortunately, when it comes to the water sector, the current approach 
to cybersecurity oversight is ineffective in that it lacks a consistent set of preparedness requirements. 

Our current system allows cybercrime preparedness to vary from system to system, presenting a real threat to our national security. In 
order to better protect against future attacks on our water grid, we need to act now to revamp the 
cybersecurity oversight model. Cybersecurity for critical infrastructure like our water and electricity 
grids poses unique coordination challenges across multiple agencies and levels of government, as well as 
among a wide variety of public and private sector utility operators. However, while electric utilities have invested heavily in security for decades 
(according to the Edison Electric Institute, the sector spent $67 billion on grid security last year) and worked to establish effective and 

enforceable security requirements, cybersecurity for our water grid remains dangerously disjointed and uncoordinated. Currently, all 
water systems voluntarily self-report their cyber protection protocols to the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), the designated sector-specific agency tasked with overseeing cybersecurity. Through the EPA 
and the Water Information Sharing and Analysis Center (Water ISAC), water system operators participate in a “collaborative information 
exchange” around cyber and physical security. In its current form, the water sector’s non-compulsory reporting and compliance model is 
ineffective in ensuring water system operators are exercising adequate precaution and taking the steps necessary to ensure cyber safety. 
However, there are several steps we should take to make sure all water providers are up to the serious job of protecting public health and our 
water supplies from cyber threats. Shift Oversight from Environmental Protection Agency to Department of Homeland Security We need to 
ensure that water system data related to cyber and physical security is being directly shared with the federal agency best equipped to process 
and evaluate cybersecurity threats – the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Changing the cyber security data collection protocol so that 
water system operators report to DHS instead of the EPA would be a meaningful first step in the right direction. Establish Federal Cybersecurity 
Compliance Standards and Compulsory Compliance At the state level, New Jersey and Indiana have worked to address water security through 
Water Quality Accountability laws that require all public and private water system operators to file cyber and physical security plans with their 
state public utility commissions. While these commonsense requirements are beneficial, strong federal oversight and guidance are still critical 
to protect our drinking water against attacks. We need a more robust and enforceable compliance regimen that requires all water utilities to 
adhere to rigorous security benchmarks that reflect the serious cyber threats we face. Simply providing more funding will not solve our security 
challenges. We need federal authorities to provide comprehensive guidance and enforce strict cybersecurity standards for all water utilities. 
Recognize Water System Safety as a National Security Imperative The robust cybersecurity function of the electricity sector developed over 
several decades can provide a playbook for how to make the water grid more secure. For example, the sector’s Electric Sector Coordinating 
Council (ESCC) serves as a prime example of how industry leaders and the federal government can coordinate activities and enforce cyber 

preparedness. Ultimately, the only way to ensure access to safe water is treated as the national security 



 

imperative it is, is to apply the same level of investment and regulation as our nation’s other critical 
infrastructure. At the end of the day, we have to remember that water is the only utility that we ingest. And in an increasingly 

interconnected world, cyber security is now as critical as the security of physical infrastructure in ensuring 
our water is safe. Unless we invest in hardening our water supply against cybersecurity breaches, we 
can expect that events like the hack in Oldsmar will continue to present themselves with increasingly 
devastating consequences. 

 

  



 

Cyberstrikes could escalate through tit-for-tat retaliation and lead to full nuclear war. 
Klare 19 
("Cyber Battles, Nuclear Outcomes? Dangerous New Pathways to Escalation,” Michael Klare, professor emeritus of peace and world security 
studies at Hampshire College and senior visiting fellow at the Arms Control Association, Arms Control Association, November 2019, 
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2019-11/features/cyber-battles-nuclear-outcomes-dangerous-new-pathways-escalation) 

Yet another pathway to escalation could arise from a cascading series of cyberstrikes and 
counterstrikes against vital national infrastructure rather than on military targets. All major powers, 
along with Iran and North Korea, have developed and deployed cyberweapons designed to disrupt and destroy 
major elements of an adversary’s key economic systems, such as power grids, financial systems, and 
transportation networks. As noted, Russia has infiltrated the U.S. electrical grid, and it is widely believed that the United States has 
done the same in Russia.12 The Pentagon has also devised a plan known as “Nitro Zeus,” intended to immobilize the entire Iranian economy 

and so force it to capitulate to U.S. demands or, if that approach failed, to pave the way for a crippling air and missile attack.13 The danger 
here is that economic attacks of this sort, if undertaken during a period of tension and crisis, could 
lead to an escalating series of tit-for-tat attacks against ever more vital elements of an adversary’s 
critical infrastructure, producing widespread chaos and harm and eventually leading one side to 
initiate kinetic attacks on critical military targets, risking the slippery slope to nuclear conflict. For 
example, a Russian cyberattack on the U.S. power grid could trigger U.S. attacks on Russian energy and financial systems, causing widespread 

disorder in both countries and generating an impulse for even more devastating attacks. At some point, such attacks “could 
lead to major conflict and possibly nuclear war.”14 These are by no means the only pathways to escalation resulting from 
the offensive use of cyberweapons. Others include efforts by third parties, such as proxy states or terrorist organizations, to provoke a global 
nuclear crisis by causing early-warning systems to generate false readings (“spoofing”) of missile launches. Yet, they do provide a clear 

indication of the severity of the threat. As states’ reliance on cyberspace grows and cyberweapons become more 
powerful, the dangers of unintended or accidental escalation can only grow more severe. 

 

  



 

Contention 4: Solvency 
Investing in water infrastructure is critical now because it is vulnerable to the effects 
of climate change. 
McGaffrey et al. 2021 
(“Expect Significant Investments in Water Infrastructure,” Karen M. McGaffey, Donald Baur, Marc R. Bruner, Laura G. Zagar, Matthew L. Rojas, 
Perkins Coie LLP, 03.31.2021, https://www.perkinscoie.com/en/news-insights/expect-significant-investments-in-water-infrastructure.html) 

Earlier this month, a report from the American Society of Civil Engineers gave America’s infrastructure an overall 

grade of C-. The nation’s water infrastructure fell below that average with a C- for drinking water infrastructure, a D+ for wastewater 
infrastructure, and a D for stormwater infrastructure. Although these grades represent a modest improvement over the 

2017 grades, there is much work to be done. Climate change makes the investment in water-related infrastructure 
even more imperative. Changing natural conditions demonstrate the vulnerability of existing 
infrastructure and the need for resiliency. Drought, floods, fires, warming water temperatures, and 
other extreme weather patterns are occurring more often, and they present significant challenges to 
those responsible for providing drinking water and for managing wastewater and stormwater. At the 

same time, the negative consequences of the nation’s aging water infrastructure are hitting 
disadvantaged and minority communities particularly hard, as they are disproportionately served by 
old and deteriorating water supply and treatment systems. Infrastructure investment is a priority for 
President Biden. Today, the Biden administration released an outline of its American Jobs Plan, the first part of the president’s Build Back Better 
initiative. It proposes $2.25 trillion in infrastructure spending over eight years, including more than $100 billion in spending to ensure clean, 

safe drinking water. The plan proposes investing in the upgrade and repair of water and sewer systems, 
replacement of lead service pipes, and integration of water efficiency and recycling programs, as well 
as the protection and restoration of nature-based infrastructure, including wetlands and watersheds. 

 

  



 

Federal funding is especially critical in times of economic recession. Federal funding 
must fill the gaps of state funding. 
Hanak and Jezdimirovic 2020 
(“Three lessons for California’s water funding challenges in today’s recession,” Ellen Hanak, director and senior fellow at the Public Policy 
Institute of California Water Policy Center, and Jelena Jezdimirovic, a graduate student in agricultural and resource economics at UC Davis, 
September 21, 2020, https://calmatters.org/commentary/my-turn/2020/09/three-lessons-for-californias-water-funding-challenges-in-todays-
recession/) 

Water and wastewater revenues are vulnerable in recessions. In tough economic times, even 
relatively reliable funding like water and wastewater bills can decline, as affected residents and 
businesses are unable to pay. Initially, many utilities can draw on reserves, but ultimately the declines cut into capital budgets for 

aging infrastructure. Water and wastewater revenues fell by 6% during the Great Recession, and did not 
start rebounding until 2011. Declines could be both deeper and longer-lasting this time, given the 
greater severity of this recession and the new state policy that protects water customers from shut-offs for nonpayment. Solutions 
must simultaneously address the public health need of water for all, while protecting utilities’ ability to keep their systems safe. Expanding 
lifeline programs that make water more affordable for low-income residents is one option. Providing minimal service to those who don’t pay 

their bills, rather than shutting off the taps, may also be a promising approach. Ecosystem spending is vulnerable to swings in 
state bond funding. Programs to restore California’s threatened freshwater ecosystems rely heavily on voter-approved state bonds. But 

bonds are not recession-proof. During the Great Recession, the state paused the distribution of bond funds – 
putting many ecosystem efforts on hold. The slow recovery also delayed placement of a new bond on 
the ballot, causing another spending drop until new funds became available in 2015. This year, the state has 
not cut bond spending, but the proposed Climate Resilience Bond is on hold. Diversifying the funding portfolio is key to more robust ecosystem 
programs. Land assessments – such as the Bay Area’s program to protect, restore and enhance San Francisco Bay – and surcharges on water 

use – such as the Central Valley Project’s restoration fund – have been effective alternatives in some watersheds. Federal stimulus 
spending can help fill gaps. The federal government has the capacity to spend money during a 
recession in ways that state and local governments can’t. The 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act made 
$13.5 billion available for “shovel-ready” water infrastructure projects to support economic recovery. Although California saw little net benefit 

in some ARRA-funded areas, like flood management, the state’s water supply and wastewater utilities received a major boost. To date, 
there have been discussions – but no agreements – about federal stimulus spending for water. California 
would be well-served by federal funding that fills pre-existing gaps for water’s fiscal orphans. This includes providing access to safe and clean 
water in poor communities whose water systems were underperforming even before the current crisis, and boosting the water system’s 
resilience to the changing climate. COVID-19 and growing climate extremes brought major challenges to water managers across California this 

year. Nimble fiscal solutions – making the most of local, state and federal water dollars – are now needed to avoid lasting 
social, economic and environmental consequences of the recession. 

 

  



 

2AC – On-case Extensions 
 

  



 

Harm – Economic Recovery Extensions 
The economic recovery is stalling and much slower than predicted. Investing in jobs is 
key to economic recovery. 
Ember and Casselman 2021  
(“Anemic Jobs Report Reaffirms Pandemic’s Grip on Economy,” Sydney Ember and Ben Casselman, Published Feb. 5, 2021, Updated May 7, 
2021, https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/05/business/economy/january-2021-jobs-report.html) 

The American economic recovery showed new signs of stalling on Friday as government data 
underscored the pandemic’s brutal damage to the job market. U.S. employers added 49,000 jobs in 
January, the Labor Department said, dashing hopes that the new year would bring immediate relief. The 
private sector added just 6,000 jobs, barely enough to register against the millions of positions lost 
during the pandemic. The weak showing was tallied amid a fresh effort in Washington to provide a big infusion of aid to foster a 

recovery and the data will almost certainly bolster the Democrats’ argument for a robust stimulus package. “It’s very clear our 
economy is still in trouble,” President Biden said of the latest reading on the labor market. Looking to strengthen the recovery, Mr. 
Biden and congressional Democrats have been pressing for a $1.9 trillion relief measure. By approving budget resolutions in both chambers, 
Congress cleared the way on Friday to pursue final passage of the package on party-line votes, if needed, within weeks. Some Republicans have 

asserted that a smaller package would suffice, and others have said it is too soon for another round of aid. But far from showing a 
job market on the mend, the report on Friday provided evidence of a metastasizing crisis. The limited 
January gains followed an outright setback in December, when the economy lost 227,000 jobs, the 
first net decline since April and a bigger drop than had been initially reported. And while the December losses 

were concentrated in a few pandemic-exposed sectors, the weakness in January was broad-based. Manufacturers, retailers and 
transportation companies all cut jobs, indicating that the economic damage is spreading. The 
unemployment rate fell to 6.3 percent, from 6.7 percent. But the decline came partly because hundreds of thousands of people left the labor 

force, a sign that the downturn could leave lasting scars. A year earlier, the unemployment rate had been 3.5 percent, a 50-year low. The 
economy still has nearly 10 million fewer jobs than it did before the pandemic. “There’s very little to 
celebrate in this report,” said Julia Pollak, a labor economist for the employment site ZipRecruiter. “Almost every measure 
that I was hoping would point in the right direction disappointed.” 

 

  



 

Increasing public investment in water infrastructure is necessary for economic growth 
and recovery. Every industry and household relies on water infrastructure. 
Maya 2020 
(“The Value of Investing in Water Infrastructure,” Alanna Maya, Sep 14th, 2020, https://www.waterworld.com/drinking-water/infrastructure-
funding/article/14182721/the-value-of-investing-in-water-infrastructure) 

In the United States, a water main breaks at least every two minutes. As our nation’s water and wastewater infrastructure 
ages, the gap between spending and necessary funding for repairs is growing. With the infrastructure 
funding gap currently at $81 billion, this is an issue that can no longer be ignored. That’s the message of The 
Economic Benefits of Investing in Water Infrastructure: How a Failure to Act Would Affect the US Economic Recovery, a new report released by 
the American Society of Civil Engineers and the Value of Water Campaign. Released against the backdrop of the global coronavirus pandemic, 

the report calls for major increases in government spending to ensure public health and bolster economic recovery efforts. “Millions of 
Americans all around the country are really struggling with this dual crisis of COVID-19 and the worst 
economic crisis that I have certainly seen in my lifetime,” Chief Executive Officer of the US Water Alliance Radhika Fox 
said during a press conference. “Elected officials are thinking hard [about] what are the best ways to jump start our economy, to jump start 

growth and to help put people back to work. In that context, the findings of the report … really illustrate that the investment of water 
infrastructure is one of the best bets that we can make as a nation.” The study outlines 10- and 20-year projections 
from econometric models of two future scenarios: one where current investment trends continue, and one where all investment needs for 

infrastructure are met. What these scenarios show is that appropriate funding for water infrastructure 
projects has benefits that ripple throughout the economy, touching aspects of nearly all industries — 
like mining, manufacturing, and health care — that rely on water and wastewater services to function. 
“If we fail to act, there [could] be staggering economic losses to GDP, jobs, wages, and increased costs 
to American families,” Katie Henderson, a senior program manager with the US Water Alliance, said. If funding needs and 
infrastructure investment trends continue at current levels, the annual funding gap will grow to $136 billion by 2039. In fact, the U.S. would 
need to invest a total of $109 billion per year in water infrastructure over the next 20 years in 2019 dollars to close this gap, the report 

continued. At a time when our country is struggling, the financial challenges facing water and wastewater 
utilities will continue to grow due to the revenue losses and increased operational costs incurred during the 
coronavirus response. According to industry experts, our nation’s drinking water and wastewater utilities will start FY 2021 anywhere from 
$13.9 billion to $16.8 billion in debt, making the infrastructure picture even more bleak. “The COVID-19 pandemic only intensifies the need to 
act and invest across all levels of government. Failing to act now will lead the country into a prolonged era of economic and public health 

vulnerability,” the report states. So, what can we do about this issue? Advocating for investment in infrastructure is 
important work, and it starts in our own communities. Managing demand through conservation, water recycling, and addressing non-
revenue water loss can help extend the life of current systems and should be practiced by water utilities whenever possible. Citizens can turn 
off taps when brushing their teeth, plant water-wise gardens and lawns, and work with local government to increase awareness of these issues 

and bolster funding for projects in their community. Finally, with the November elections coming up, we can all use our votes to tell our 
local, state and federal leaders that water infrastructure is important, vital, and essential to public 
health and our way of life. I hope you’ll join me in this effort, and as always, thanks for reading.  

 

  



 

Increasing federal investment in water infrastructure is critical to the economy and 
GDP. The affirmative creates jobs and supports industries across the country. 
WEF 2017 
(“Investing in Water Infrastructure Generates $220 Billion in Economic Activity,” WEF Resources & Efforts, Water Environmental Federation, 
May 26, 2017, https://news.wef.org/report-finds-that-investing-in-water-infrastructure-generates-220-billion-in-economic-activity/) 

Investing in water infrastructure would create numerous jobs and gains for the economy, according to a 
new report. The Value of Water Campaign commissioned the report, “The Economic Benefits of Investing in Water Infrastructure,” to better 

understand how investments in the nation’s water infrastructure affect economic growth and employment. Maintaining reliable 
clean water services in the U.S. will require an additional $82 billion investment in water 
infrastructure each year during the next decade. But closing this investment gap would create 1.3 
million jobs and generate $220 billion in total annual economic activity, the report says. “Inadequate 
investment in our water infrastructure as well as reductions in funding for watershed protections and 
water-related research pose a real threat to our water resources and our quality of life,” said Eileen O’Neill, 
executive director of the Water Environment Federation (WEF; Alexandria, Va.). WEF is a founding partner of the Value of Water Campaign, 

which works to educate, inspire, and build support for water infrastructure and to advance solutions to water challenges. The report also 
found that disruption in water services has costly repercussions. A single-day disruption at the 
national level can cause the loss of $43.5 billion in sales and $22.5 billion in gross domestic product. 

And at the local level, industries most reliant on water could see a 75% drop in sales as a result of a single-
day disruption in service. Despite the need, the report finds that the federal government’s 
contribution to water infrastructure continues to decrease. “The report findings make it clear that 
investments in water infrastructure generate high quality jobs, increase the competitiveness of 
American businesses, and lead to a significant injection of economic activity throughout the nation,” 
said Radhika Fox, executive director of the Value of Water Campaign. 

 

  



 

The 2008 recession doesn’t prove economic decline doesn’t lead to war. It brought us 
to the brink. The next major economic decline will erupt into global military conflict, 
further fueled by economic inequality. 
Liu 2018 
(Qian Liu, Managing Director, Greater China, “The next economic crisis could cause a global conflict. Here's why,” The Economist Group, 13 Nov 
2018, https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2018/11/the-next-economic-crisis-could-cause-a-global-conflict-heres-why, VY) 
The next economic crisis is closer than you think. But what you should really worry about is what comes after: in the current social, political, 

and technological landscape, a prolonged economic crisis, combined with rising income inequality, could well 
escalate into a major global military conflict. The 2008-09 global financial crisis almost bankrupted 
governments and caused systemic collapse. Policymakers managed to pull the global economy back from the brink, using 

massive monetary stimulus, including quantitative easing and near-zero (or even negative) interest rates. But monetary stimulus is 
like an adrenaline shot to jump-start an arrested heart; it can revive the patient, but it does nothing to 
cure the disease. Treating a sick economy requires structural reforms, which can cover everything from financial 

and labor markets to tax systems, fertility patterns, and education policies. Policymakers have utterly failed to pursue such 
reforms, despite promising to do so. Instead, they have remained preoccupied with politics. From Italy to Germany, forming and 
sustaining governments now seems to take more time than actual governing. And Greece, for example, has relied on money from international 
creditors to keep its head (barely) above water, rather than genuinely reforming its pension system or improving its business environment. The 
lack of structural reform has meant that the unprecedented excess liquidity that central banks injected into their economies was not allocated 
to its most efficient uses. Instead, it raised global asset prices to levels even higher than those prevailing before 2008. In the United States, 
housing prices are now 8% higher than they were at the peak of the property bubble in 2006, according to the property website Zillow. The 
price-to-earnings (CAPE) ratio, which measures whether stock-market prices are within a reasonable range, is now higher than it was both in 

2008 and at the start of the Great Depression in 1929. As monetary tightening reveals the vulnerabilities in the real 
economy, the collapse of asset-price bubbles will trigger another economic crisis – one that could be 
even more severe than the last, because we have built up a tolerance to our strongest macroeconomic medications. A decade of 
regular adrenaline shots, in the form of ultra-low interest rates and unconventional monetary policies, has severely depleted their power to 
stabilize and stimulate the economy. If history is any guide, the consequences of this mistake could extend far beyond 
the economy. According to Harvard’s Benjamin Friedman, prolonged periods of economic distress have been 
characterized also by public antipathy toward minority groups or foreign countries – attitudes that 
can help to fuel unrest, terrorism, or even war. For example, during the Great Depression, US President Herbert Hoover 
signed the 1930 Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, intended to protect American workers and farmers from foreign competition. In the subsequent five 
years, global trade shrank by two-thirds. Within a decade, World War II had begun. To be sure, WWII, like World War I, was caused by a 
multitude of factors; there is no standard path to war. But there is reason to believe that high levels of inequality can play a significant role in 

stoking conflict. According to research by the economist Thomas Piketty, a spike in income inequality is often followed by a 
great crisis. Income inequality then declines for a while, before rising again, until a new peak – and a new disaster. Though causality has yet 

to be proven, given the limited number of data points, this correlation should not be taken lightly, especially with 
wealth and income inequality at historically high levels. This is all the more worrying in view of the numerous other 
factors stoking social unrest and diplomatic tension, including technological disruption, a record-breaking migration crisis, anxiety over 

globalization, political polarization, and rising nationalism. All are symptoms of failed policies that could turn out to be 
trigger points for a future crisis. Voters have good reason to be frustrated, but the emotionally appealing populists to whom they 
are increasingly giving their support are offering ill-advised solutions that will only make matters worse. For example, despite the world’s 
unprecedented interconnectedness, multilateralism is increasingly being eschewed, as countries – most notably, Donald Trump’s US – pursue 

unilateral, isolationist policies. Meanwhile, proxy wars are raging in Syria and Yemen. Against this background, we 
must take seriously the possibility that the next economic crisis could lead to a large-scale military 
confrontation. By the logic of the political scientist Samuel Huntington , considering such a scenario could help us avoid it, because it 
would force us to take action. In this case, the key will be for policymakers to pursue the structural reforms that they have long promised, while 
replacing finger-pointing and antagonism with a sensible and respectful global dialogue. The alternative may well be global conflagration. 

 

 



 

Harm – Cyberattack Extensions 
Water systems are vulnerable to cyberattacks now. Upgrades need to be made now. 
Holland and Magill 2021 
(“Water Plant Cyberattack Is Wake Up Call, 20 Years in the Making,” JAKE HOLLAND AND BOBBY MAGILL, Feb. 10, 2021, 
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/us-law-week/water-plant-cyberattack-raises-critical-infrastructure-concerns) 

A cyberattack on a Florida water treatment plant underscores the need for strong security protections 

at the municipal level, attorneys and industry professionals say. A hacker gained access to an Oldsmar, Fla. city computer 
on Feb. 5 and changed the level of sodium hydroxide, also known as lye, local authorities said. It isn’t yet known whether 
the breach originated from the U.S. or from outside the country. The Federal Bureau of Investigation is working with local authorities. 

There’s been a “marked increase” in the last couple of years in cyber incidents against state and local 
government entities, said David Springer, a cybersecurity attorney at Bracewell LLP in Austin, Texas. “A number of people 
have been calling this incident a wake-up call, but there have been reported attacks like this for 20 
years now,” Springer said. “I’m glad it’s bringing attention to the security of industrial and municipal control systems.” Water Systems 

Vulnerable Vulnerability to cyberattacks varies across the 51,000 community water systems nationwide, 
said J. Alan Roberson, executive director of the Association of State Drinking Water Administrators. “This needs to be elevated 
within the water sector,” because systems are too critical to be allowed to go down due to a 
cyberattack, he said. The country’s largest water systems are the best prepared for cyberattacks because they’ve heavily invested in 
addressing security threats, Roberson noted. One of the largest is American Water Works Company Inc., which said Tuesday that it 
acknowledges the severity of cyber threats and is working with state and federal agencies to prepare for them, spokesman Joseph Szafran said. 
“American Water has a dedicated team of certified professionals who help maintain the cybersecurity of our informational and operational 
technology systems; safeguard the physical security of our staff, facilities and assets; and provide emergency response and business continuity 
activities,” Szafran said in an email. Critical Infrastructure Risk Guarding people’s privacy and protecting their personal information remains a 

top priority, but cyber hits to critical infrastructure should serve as reminders that bad actors can inflict 
real-world physical harm, said Paul Luehr, co-leader of Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath LLP’s privacy and cybersecurity team. “The 
Florida event shows cybersecurity isn’t always about personal data—it’s also about personal safety,” he said. That a plant worker was able to 
quickly lower the chemical levels back to normal and prevent public harm reinforces how administrative, physical, and technical controls—

including employee training—are vital to keeping systems secure, he said. Critical infrastructure such as dams, power plants, and 

hospitals are attractive targets for bad actors and have increasingly been targeted in ransomware hits, 
said Greg Szewczyk, a privacy and cybersecurity partner at Ballard Spahr LLP in Denver. It’s common for those types of entities 
to be targeted by nation-state actors, he said, but regardless of attacker type, businesses and municipal entities alike need to 

think about operational and organizational responsibilities, he said. “They need to consider data security beyond the 
mere confines of guarding personal information,” Szewczyk said. “They should be regularly assessing cyber 
threats, identifying individual vulnerabilities, and adopting proper security measures.” 

 

  



 

Cyber risks to water infrastructure is growing and dire. Investment is needed to keep 
up with the cyber risks. 
Robles and Perlroth 2021 
(“‘Dangerous Stuff’: Hackers Tried to Poison Water Supply of Florida Town,” Frances Robles and Nicole Perlroth, Feb. 8, 2021, 
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/08/us/oldsmar-florida-water-supply-hack.html) 

Hackers remotely accessed the water treatment plant of a small Florida city last week and briefly changed 

the levels of lye in the drinking water, in the kind of critical infrastructure intrusion that cybersecurity experts 
have long warned about. The attack in Oldsmar, a city of 15,000 people in the Tampa Bay area, was caught before it could inflict 
harm, Sheriff Bob Gualtieri of Pinellas County said at a news conference on Monday. He said the level of sodium hydroxide — the main 
ingredient in drain cleaner — was changed from 100 parts per million to 11,100 parts per million, dangerous levels that could have badly 

sickened residents if it had reached their homes. “This is dangerous stuff,” Mr. Gualtieri said, urging managers of critical 
infrastructure systems, particularly in the Tampa area, to review and tighten their computer systems. “It’s a bad 
act. It’s a bad actor. It’s not just a little chlorine, or a little fluoride — you’re basically talking about lye.” In a tweet, Senator Marco Rubio, 

Republican of Florida, said the attempt to poison the water supply should be treated as a “matter of national 
security.” The authorities said the plot unfolded last Friday morning, when an employee noticed that someone was controlling his 
computer. He initially dismissed it because the city has software that allows supervisors to access computers remotely. But about five and a half 
hours later, the employee saw that different programs were opening and that the level of lye changed. The intrusion lasted between three and 

five minutes, the sheriff said. Though the hack was mitigated before it could reach the drinking supply, the scenario — a cyberattack on 
a water treatment facility that contaminates a town’s water — has long been feared by cybersecurity 
experts. Across the nation, water plant operators, plus those at dams and oil and gas pipelines, have accelerated the transformation to 

digital systems that allow engineers and contractors to monitor temperature, pressure and chemical levels from remote work stations. But 
experts have warned that the same remote access can be exploited by hackers looking to exact harm. 
As stay-at-home orders went into effect in Israel last year, Israeli officials reported that hackers affiliated with Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary 
Guard Corps made a failed attempt to hack the country’s water supply. Israel retaliated in kind, with a disruptive cyberattack on an Iranian port. 

Such attacks on critical infrastructure date back to at least 2007, when the United States and Israel famously 
conducted a joint attack on Iran’s Natanz nuclear facility that took out roughly 1,000 uranium centrifuges. In the years that followed that attack, 

known as Stuxnet, critical infrastructure has become a more frequent target for hackers. Beginning around 2012, Russian 
hackers started probing American energy companies and electrical utilities. Three years later, in 2015, they used 
similar access to Ukraine’s utility companies to shut off the power for several hours to Western Ukraine, and again one year later to Ukraine’s 
capital, Kyiv. In 2017, Russian hackers reached far enough into an American power plant to manipulate its controls, stopping just short of 
sabotage. That same year, hackers in Russia were caught dismantling the safety locks at a Saudi petrochemical facility that prevent catastrophic 

explosions. In recent years, the United States has escalated its own cyberattacks against Russia, with a series 

of strikes on Russia’s power grid, in what cybersecurity experts have likened to the digital equivalent of mutually assured destruction. Other 
nations have probed American systems, too. In 2013, Iranian hackers were caught manipulating a 
small dam in New York. Officials initially feared Iran’s hackers were inside the much larger Arthur R. Bowman dam in Oregon, where a 
cyberattack that dismantled the locks on the dam could have resulted in calamity. But investigators 
determined the hackers were instead inside the much smaller Bowman Avenue dam that holds back a babbling brook in New York, 30 miles 

north of Manhattan. It is attacks on these smaller municipal systems, like the Bowman Avenue dam and the water 

treatment facility in Oldsmar, that cybersecurity experts say they most fear. While large utility companies 
usually have complex protections in place, smaller water supply companies, electric power suppliers 
and manufacturers often do not. “These are the targets we worry about,” said Eric Chien, a security researcher at Symantec. 

“This is a small municipality that is likely small-budgeted and under-resourced, which purposely set up 
remote access so employees and outside contractors can remote in.” That, Mr. Chien said, makes them a 
ripe target. Oldsmar has disabled remote access, said Al Braithwaite, the city manager. “We anticipated that this day was coming,” he said. 
“We talk about it, we think about it, we study it.” No suspects have been identified in the Oldsmar attack, and it was unclear on Monday 
whether the hackers were in the United States or abroad, the sheriff said. The F.B.I. and the U.S. Secret Service have been notified, he said. 



 

Cybersecurity experts said the culprit could just as easily be bored teenagers, a disgruntled employee, or a nation state or contractors doing 

their bidding. The process of attributing the attack could take months — or longer. 

 

Cyberattacks escalate – deterrence fails and the risk of miscalculation is hight. 
Schulze 19 

("Cyber Deterrence is Overrated,” Matthia Schulze, Deputy Head of Research Division of International Security at German Institute for 
International and Security Affairs ", August 2019, https://www.swp-berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/comments/2019C34_she.pdf, JHW) 

The damage potential of cyber capabilities is unreliable and difficult to control. It is complicated, although not 
impossible, to limit cyber capabilities to one target and to avoid collateral damage, for example in uninvolved third countries. This is particularly 
true in time-critical situations. The effectiveness and thus the exact damage potential of cyber capabilities are often difficult to determine in 

advance. The potential damage is largely determined by the configuration of the target system. In this 

respect, it is often impossible to anticipate how long a cyber attack can disrupt a system, for instance. This 
fact complicates the proportional and controlled use of such capabilities. This in turn increases the risk 
of deterrence failure. Even attacks such as Stuxnet (2010), which were carefully tailored to specific targets, 
also infected other systems worldwide. Collateral effects such as WannaCry or NotPetya (both 2017) are habitual 
in cyber conflicts. No one can realistically estimate where else a certain system configuration is in use. On the other hand, threat of 
punishment can be made too specific. If, for example, D is about to respond to a cyber attack on a dam by A with a retaliatory strike on a dam 

owned by A, A can take this off the grid as a precaution. It is difficult to find the right measure for potential damage 
that is neither too precise nor too vague, especially as the risk of deterrence failure is high. Furthermore, 

the risk of escalation increases in asymmetric contexts. This makes cyber capabilities seem unreliable 
as a deterrent 

 

  



 

Under the U.S. nuclear doctrine, the military can respond to cyberattacks on 
infrastructure with nuclear weapons. 
Sagan and Weiner 2021 
(“The U.S. says it can answer cyberattacks with nuclear weapons. That’s lunacy.” Scott D. Sagan, professor of political science and senior fellow 
at the Center for International Security and the Freeman Spogli Institute at Stanford University, and Allen S. Weiner, senior lecturer in law and 
director of the program in international and comparative law at Stanford Law School, July 9, 2021, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2021/07/09/cyberattack-ransomware-nuclear-war/) 

Over the July 4 weekend, the Russian-based cybercriminal organization REvil claimed credit for hacking into as many 
as 1,500 companies in what has been called the largest ransomware attack to date. In May, another 
cybercriminal group, DarkSide, also apparently located mainly in Russia, shut down most of the operations of 
Colonial Pipeline, which supplies nearly half the diesel, gasoline and other fuels used on the East Coast — setting off a round of panic 

buying that ended only when the company handed over a ransom. These incidents were bad enough. But imagine a much 
worse cyberattack, one that not only disabled pipelines but turned off the power at hundreds of U.S. 
hospitals, wreaked havoc on air-traffic-control systems and shut down the electrical grid in major 
cities in the dead of winter. The grisly cost might be counted not just in lost dollars but in the deaths 
of many thousands of people. Under current U.S. nuclear doctrine, developed during the Trump 
administration, the president would be given the military option to launch nuclear weapons at Russia, 
China or North Korea if that country was determined to be behind such an attack. That’s because in 
2018, the Trump administration expanded the role of nuclear weapons by declaring for the first time 
that the United States would consider nuclear retaliation in the case of “significant non-nuclear 
strategic attacks,” including “attacks on the U.S., allied, or partner civilian population or 
infrastructure.” The same principle could also be used to justify a nuclear response to a devastating biological weapons strike. 

 

  



 

Solvency Extensions 
The federal investment solves water infrastructure. It saves lives and is in desperate 
need of funding. 
Krantz 2018 
(“Enough is enough – investment in water infrastructure as a national priority cannot wait,” Adam Krantz, 01/02/18, 
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/367117-enough-is-enough-investment-in-water-infrastructure-as-a) 

The administration and Congress must remain firmly committed to investing in our nation’s infrastructure with a priority for water. For 40 

years, the percentage of overall federal infrastructure spending has been steady for roads and bridges, but water infrastructure has 
received a significantly smaller and ever-diminishing share of total infrastructure investment. Federal 
spending on water infrastructure decreased from $76 per person in 1977 to just $11 per person in 
2014, adjusted for inflation, according to the Congressional Budget Office. The EPA estimates that our nation’s water and 
wastewater infrastructure will require more than $650 billion in investment over the next 20 years 
just to maintain current levels of service, with some estimating the need at over $1 trillion. These numbers 

are staggering. With federal investment declining, roughly 95 percent of the financial burden to build, 
operate, maintain and repair water infrastructure has fallen to local and state governments – despite 
federal mandates under the Clean Water Act being a primary cost driver. Concerns over water affordability across the country, particularly for 
low-income populations, is acute. In 2016, the average cost of wastewater services rose 2.6 percent, double the rate of inflation as measured 

by the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and all indications are rates will continue to increase. Municipalities are doing their job – 
investing more than $100 billion per year, but are seeing little commitment or partnership at the 
federal level. Many of our nation’s water and wastewater systems have been around for more than a 
century and industry experts and specialists are responsible for some of the most important public 
health and environmental gains in the last century. Advances in our clean water have substantially 
reduced infant and child mortality rates, largely eradicated diseases such as typhoid fever and 
cholera, and dramatically increased water quality nationwide. However, while water treatment and 
management have continued to advance, neither federal funding nor federal policies have kept pace. 
The American Society of Civil Engineers’ 2017 Infrastructure Report Card gave the U.S. a “D+” and a “D” grade 
for its wastewater and drinking water infrastructure, respectively. Antiquated stormwater and clean 
water management systems are failing, which poses life-threatening service disruptions. Recent events in 
Houston, Texas, Puerto Rico, Flint, Michigan and Toledo, Ohio underscore the impacts of what happens when clean and safe water services are 

overwhelmed. We insist Congress and the White House follow through on their calls to address our 
country’s serious water needs and give clean water the priority it is due in a federal infrastructure investment 
package. 

 

  



 

Investing in water infrastructure is necessary to build resilient systems to withstand 
the effects of climate change. Now is key. 
Lamar and Tobin on April 23 
(“Climate Change Makes The Case For Infrastructure Investment Now Rather Than Later,” Steve Lamar & Pamela Tobin, Apr 23, 2021, Voices On 
Water, https://www.acwa.com/news/climate-change-makes-the-case-for-infrastructure-investment-now-rather-than-later/) 

It is neither a surprise that drought conditions in California are returning, nor a mystery how we can 
adapt for a future of dryer dry periods and wetter wet periods. After all, climate change is now a major 
factor in water management, and resilience has become the water community’s one-word call to 
action. Today, that call to action speaks louder than ever. The latest snow survey results confirm a second consecutive 

dry winter, and the Department of Water Resources recently lowered its initial State Water Project 
allocation for the 2021 water year from 10% to 5% of requested supplies, while the Bureau of Reclamation has 

suspended deliveries altogether. This sobering development makes it abundantly clear that action must be 
taken now at the state and federal levels to invest in improving our aging water infrastructure. This is 
the only way we can realize a more reliable, resilient water supply for Californians, the food supply and the 
environment as climate change extremes grow more severe. President Joe Biden’s recently unveiled $2 trillion infrastructure American Jobs 

Plan includes $111 billion for water infrastructure. This represents an encouraging start to addressing the pressing 
need for investments in water infrastructure, but more funding is necessary. Fulfilling this need 
should be a top priority for lawmakers from Western states, and from California’s delegation in particular. But federal 
investment isn’t the only answer. For years, many elements within California’s water infrastructure network have remained long overdue for 

repairs and improvements, while at the same time a lack of financial resources is keeping many proposed projects on 
paper instead of under construction. We see this firsthand in each of our respective areas of the state, and it is true whether it’s 
coastal urban areas or rural Northern California and the Central Valley. Ignoring aging infrastructure or continuing gaps in funding represent the 
same outcome: missed opportunities to further strengthen water supply reliability and greatly enhance climate and water resilience 
throughout the state. While the pandemic eclipsed the Newsom Administration’s proposed $4.75 billion Climate Resilience Bond in 2020, two 
climate resilience bond proposals are currently moving through the Legislature. ACWA staff is actively advocating for amendments to those 
proposals to obtain needed state funding in the following areas: regional and inter-regional water resilience; groundwater and SGMA 
implementation; dam safety; recycling and desalination; flood protection and safe drinking water. Not only is water infrastructure funding key 
to meeting the state’s climate resilience goals, but it will help create jobs and stimulate local economies. Even before climate change, California 

endured repeated droughts over time. With lessons learned, it is more important than ever to secure the 
necessary funds to prepare for droughts and floods. If climate resiliency is truly a top need in California, 

there is every reason why state and federal investment in water infrastructure deserves a place on the short 
list of effective ways to achieve it.  

 

  



 

2AC – Answers to Off-case 
 
  



 

EPA Tradeoff DA Frontline 
1. The EPA does not have adequate funding or resources now because of decades of 
budget cuts and increased regulations. 
Coursen 2021 
(“The terrible environmental costs of stagnant EPA funding,” David F. Coursen is a former EPA attorney and a member of the Environmental 
Protection Network, 05/14/2021, https://thehill.com/opinion/energy-environment/555145-the-terrible-environmental-costs-of-stagnant-epa-
funding) 

Two decades of stagnant funding have left the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) without the resources to 
take vital actions to protect human health and the environment. The lack of adequate funding has 
hamstrung the agency’s ability to clean up hazardous waste sites, enforce its own regulations, ensure indoor plumbing to people 

in rural areas, protect children from lead in drinking water and advance environmental justice for 
disadvantaged communities and reduce air pollution. The Biden administration has laid out an ambitious environmental agenda, but it can only 

be fully achieved if Congress is willing to foot the bill. EPA’s shrinking capacity was not caused by draconian budget 
cuts, but by a long history of “level” funding, with each annual budget much like the previous year’s. 
The value of the dollars in those budgets has continually eroded, and over two decades the 
cumulative effects have been devastating. In 1980, federal EPA spending, adjusted for inflation, was 
twice its current level, and in 2004 the EPA budget was 45 percent higher than it is today, Some of the 
starkest effects of limited EPA funding are in the Superfund hazardous waste cleanup program. Originally funded by a dedicated tax on 
polluters, the Superfund program now depends on annual appropriations that have been cut nearly in half over the last two decades. Forty 
years after the program’s creation 1,370 priority sites still need cleanups, with 34 sites awaiting EPA funding to start work. Human exposure is 
not under control at 127 sites, and there is insufficient data to determine if exposure is controlled at another 138. The burden of pollution from 
those sites falls on those living nearby and EPA has classified nearly 50 percent of the population within both one and three miles of a 

Superfund site as “minority.” Inadequate resources have forced EPA to cut back on enforcement activities, 
despite evidence of widespread non-compliance with environmental requirements at many types of 
regulated facilities, and higher compliance rates at facilities with the biggest health impacts. Worse, a handful of egregious polluters 
causes an enormous share of pollution, often from facilities near marginalized communities of color and low-income and indigenous 
communities. Reduced enforcement often leaves those communities unprotected, effectively reducing them to sacrifice zones. 

 

<2. No link – the affirmative is a different part of the EPA. The part of the EPA that 
regulates emissions and sets new rules would not be involved in the affirmative.> 
  



 

3. The EPA fails at addressing emissions because of outdated and flawed models. 
Bruggers et al. 2021 
(“EPA Struggles To Track Methane From Landfills. Here's Why It Matters For The Climate,” By James Bruggers, Phil McKenna, Amy Green, 
Robert Benincasa, July 13, 2021, https://www.wgbh.org/news/national-news/2021/07/13/epa-struggles-to-track-methane-from-landfills-
heres-why-it-matters-for-the-climate) 

Outdated methane emissions models create "a mess" EPA figures may indeed be flawed. A 2018 

National Academy of Sciences report placed "low confidence" in EPA estimates for landfill methane 
emissions due to uncertainties and insufficient measurements. The report concluded that the agency's 
method for estimating methane emissions from landfills is "outdated" and was "never field-
validated." Further, the EPA allows for three different ways that individual landfill operators can 
calculate the amount of methane they generate and two different ways to calculate how much of that 
methane is emitted into the atmosphere. Depending on which methods an operator chooses, the 
estimated amount of methane emissions can vary significantly. The EPA's Thorneloe helped craft the current estimate 

method, and she said it "was developed over 30 years ago using empirical data for about 40 landfills." Citing 

new research out of California, she has come to believe the agency underestimates emissions. Landfill operators agree that the EPA 
models are flawed but insisted those flaws lead to overestimating emissions from their sites. In a statement to NPR, David Biderman, 

chief executive officer of the industry group Solid Waste Association of North America, said, "The model relies on many 
assumptions and has not been updated to reflect changes in the waste sector such as reduced organic 
content in the waste stream that can result in overestimation of landfill emissions." Jean Bogner, a University of Illinois at Chicago 
emeritus professor and a co-author of the National Academy of Sciences report, calls the EPA's methods "a mess." Bogner, in part, blames the 
deficiencies on methods first developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a U.N. body. "Methods should evolve with the 

science," Bogner said. "It's becoming more and more important as we move into more intensive climate 
change mitigation strategies to understand more precisely how much methane is coming out of 
specific landfills. In the past, you could sort of wave your hands and say, 'This may be a ballpark 
number,' but we need better numbers now to guide site specific mitigation strategies." 

 

 

  



 

Climate change is not a threat to human survival – too low of a risk and adaptation 
solves. 
Farquhar 2017 
(“Existential Risk: Diplomacy and Governance”, Sebastian Farquhar, Leader of the Global Priorities Project (GPP) at the Centre for Effective 
Altruism, et al., Jan. 23, 2017, https://www.fhi.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/Existential-Risks-2017-01-23.pdf) 

The most likely levels of global warming are very unlikely to cause human extinction.15 The existential risks 
of climate change instead stem from tail risk climate change – the low probability of extreme levels of warming – and interaction with other 

sources of risk. It is impossible to say with confidence at what point global warming would become severe enough to pose an existential threat. 
Research has suggested that warming of 11-12°C would render most of the planet uninhabitable,16 and 
would completely devastate agriculture.17 This would pose an extreme threat to human civilisation as we know it.18 Warming of around 7°C or 
more could potentially produce conflict and instability on such a scale that the indirect effects could be an existential risk, although it is 

extremely uncertain how likely such scenarios are.19 Moreover, the timescales over which such changes might 
happen could mean that humanity is able to adapt enough to avoid extinction in even very extreme 
scenarios. The probability of these levels of warming depends on eventual greenhouse gas concentrations. According to some experts, 
unless strong action is taken soon by major emitters, it is likely that we will pursue a medium-high emissions pathway.20 If we do, the chance of 
extreme warming is highly uncertain but appears non-negligible. Current concentrations of greenhouse gases are higher than they have been 
for hundreds of thousands of years,21 which means that there are significant unknown unknowns about how the climate system will respond. 
Particularly concerning is the risk of positive feedback loops, such as the release of vast amounts of methane from melting of the arctic 
permafrost, which would cause rapid and disastrous warming.22 The economists Gernot Wagner and Martin Weitzman have used IPCC figures 
(which do not include modelling of feedback loops such as those from melting permafrost) to estimate that if we continue to pursue a medium-
high emissions pathway, the probability of eventual warming of 6°C is around 10%,23 and of 10°C is around 3%.24 These estimates are of 

course highly uncertain. It is likely that the world will take action against climate change once it begins to 
impose large costs on human society, long before there is warming of 10°C. Unfortunately, there is significant 
inertia in the climate system: there is a 25 to 50 year lag between CO2 emissions and eventual warming,25 and it is expected that 40% of the 
peak concentration of CO2 will remain in the atmosphere 1,000 years after the peak is reached.26 Consequently, it is impossible to reduce 

temperatures quickly by reducing CO2 emissions. If the world does start to face costly warming, the international 
community will therefore face strong incentives to find other ways to reduce global temperatures. 

 

 

 

  



 

Federalism DA Frontline 
1. Non-unique, federal encroachment on water protection happening now, reversing 
Trump-era rollback of EPA regulations. 
Volcovici on June 9 
(“Biden regulators to revise Trump rollback of water protection,” Valerie Volcovici, June 9, 2021, https://www.reuters.com/world/us/biden-
administration-revise-trumps-water-protection-rollback-2021-06-09/) 

WASHINGTON, June 9 (Reuters) - President Joe Biden's administration on Wednesday announced its intent to 
protect more U.S. waterways through environmental regulations, reversing a Trump-era rollback that had been 

urged by farmers, ranchers and manufacturers. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of 
the Army reviewed ex-President Donald Trump's Navigable Waters Protection Rule and determined 
that it "significantly" reduced clean water protections - a major concern as arid states in the west face 
droughts. “After reviewing the Navigable Waters Protection Rule as directed by President Biden, the EPA and Department of 
the Army have determined that this rule is leading to significant environmental degradation,” EPA 

Administrator Michael Regansaid in a press release. He said EPA and the Army will work on a broader, "durable 
definition" of which waters of the United States can be protected based on Supreme Court precedent 
and other cases so that it can withstand future legal challenges. The agencies will also start a new 
rulemaking process that restores protections put in place before 2015. 

 

<2. No link – water infrastructure investment is only under states now due to lack of 
federal funding. This has not historically been the case. That’s our inherency 
evidence.> 
  



 

3. No internal Link, Safeguards protect federalism from any single federal policy. 
Bednar 2020 
 (By Jenna Bednar, professor of political science at the University of Michigan, “Of course Trump’s authority isn’t ‘total.’ Here are 3 myths about 
how federalism works.” April 17, 2020, https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2020/04/17/course-trumps-authority-isnt-total-here-are-3-
myths-about-how-federalism-works/, VY) 

Instead of coordinating a national pandemic response, the federal government has compounded the collective action problem, as shown by 

Jared Kushner’s striking assertion that the national stockpile is “ours” and not a resource for the states. The founders pointedly 
included safeguards to prevent national government overreach or shirking; those include the 
judiciary, separation of powers, state representation in federal decisions, intergovernmental councils, 
the people themselves and states’ ability to push back. Another safeguard emerged later: the party 
system. In a robust federal system, these reinforce one another, a kind of fail-safe system intentionally full of 
redundancies. The founders worked to design an institutional immune system so that no single person 
or faction could disrupt the government. They hoped that federalism might sustain democracy. 

 

  



 

(IF THEY READ CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACT) 
4. States can’t impact climate change because America only accounts for 15% of global 
emissions because America in total only accounts for 15% of emissions.  
The Economist 2019 
(The Economist, “Can American states slow global warming on their own?” June 29, 2019, https://www.economist.com/united-
states/2019/06/29/can-american-states-slow-global-warming-on-their-own, VY) 

America accounts for 15% of global emissions. The states and cities passing ambitious climate-change 
programmes account for a fraction of this fraction. Emissions have declined from historical levels in 
America due simply to costs—natural gas has become cheaper, and the cost of renewables has dropped significantly. In the past 
decade the cost of wind energy has fallen by 50%, while that of solar energy has dropped by more than 80%. States and cities can depress this 

national trajectory a bit further. A bifurcated country, in which prosperous Democratic states with hefty 
environmental rules go one way and Republican-leaning states go another, is not ideal. But state 
programmes will generate valuable know-how before the rest of the country moves, says Severin Borenstein, an economist at the University of 

California, Berkeley. They will also provide an example for the rest of the world to study. China accounts for nearly twice as 
many greenhouse-gas emissions as America. Chinese bureaucrats have dropped in on California to inspect its programme 
many times. 

 

  



 

5. Climate change is not a threat to human survival – too low of a risk and adaptation 
solves. 
Farquhar 2017 
(“Existential Risk: Diplomacy and Governance”, Sebastian Farquhar, Leader of the Global Priorities Project (GPP) at the Centre for Effective 
Altruism, et al., Jan. 23, 2017, https://www.fhi.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/Existential-Risks-2017-01-23.pdf) 

The most likely levels of global warming are very unlikely to cause human extinction.15 The existential risks 
of climate change instead stem from tail risk climate change – the low probability of extreme levels of warming – and interaction with other 

sources of risk. It is impossible to say with confidence at what point global warming would become severe enough to pose an existential threat. 
Research has suggested that warming of 11-12°C would render most of the planet uninhabitable,16 and 
would completely devastate agriculture.17 This would pose an extreme threat to human civilisation as we know it.18 Warming of around 7°C or 
more could potentially produce conflict and instability on such a scale that the indirect effects could be an existential risk, although it is 

extremely uncertain how likely such scenarios are.19 Moreover, the timescales over which such changes might 
happen could mean that humanity is able to adapt enough to avoid extinction in even very extreme 
scenarios. The probability of these levels of warming depends on eventual greenhouse gas concentrations. According to some experts, 
unless strong action is taken soon by major emitters, it is likely that we will pursue a medium-high emissions pathway.20 If we do, the chance of 
extreme warming is highly uncertain but appears non-negligible. Current concentrations of greenhouse gases are higher than they have been 
for hundreds of thousands of years,21 which means that there are significant unknown unknowns about how the climate system will respond. 
Particularly concerning is the risk of positive feedback loops, such as the release of vast amounts of methane from melting of the arctic 
permafrost, which would cause rapid and disastrous warming.22 The economists Gernot Wagner and Martin Weitzman have used IPCC figures 
(which do not include modelling of feedback loops such as those from melting permafrost) to estimate that if we continue to pursue a medium-
high emissions pathway, the probability of eventual warming of 6°C is around 10%,23 and of 10°C is around 3%.24 These estimates are of 

course highly uncertain. It is likely that the world will take action against climate change once it begins to 
impose large costs on human society, long before there is warming of 10°C. Unfortunately, there is significant 
inertia in the climate system: there is a 25 to 50 year lag between CO2 emissions and eventual warming,25 and it is expected that 40% of the 
peak concentration of CO2 will remain in the atmosphere 1,000 years after the peak is reached.26 Consequently, it is impossible to reduce 

temperatures quickly by reducing CO2 emissions. If the world does start to face costly warming, the international 
community will therefore face strong incentives to find other ways to reduce global temperatures. 

 

  



 

(IF THEY READ DEMOCRACY IMPACT) 
 

4. States can’t solve for democracy. States are tied to court decisions made in federal 
courts that overturn state-created election laws. And state laws like Georgia’s new 
voter restrictions prove that more state power can hinder democracy. 
 

5. Democratic peace theory is a correlation, not a causation. Being a democracy does 
not create peace, it’s just a common attribute of a peaceful system. 
Cranmer et al. 2015 
(Skyler J. Cranmer, Department of Political Science, The Ohio State University; Elizabeth J. Menninga, Department of Political Science, University 
of Iowa; and Peter J. Mucha, Department of Mathematics, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill; “Kantian fractionalization predicts the 
conflict propensity of the international system,” PNAS September 22, 2015 112 (38) 11812-11816; https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1509423112, 
VY) 
Lastly, we examine the relative contribution of the three network layers to Kantian fractionalization. This is useful because theory does not 
stipulate whether all three are equally important in their contributions to the Kantian peace. In the political science literature, joint democracy 

enjoys a place of prominence, so much so that the Kantian peace is often reduced to only the democratic peace. This 
democratic peace has been lauded as the nearest thing to a law of international politics (7), has permeated into the media, and has been cited 
by multiple Presidents of the United States when discussing foreign policy. We quantify the contribution from each network layer through a 
series of tests permuting country identities, calculating the difference between Kantian fractionalization from each layer relative to the mean 

over permutations. Fig. 3 shows that the large majority of the measure is driven by trade and IGO connections, 
whereas joint democracy plays little role at all. (As shown in the SI Appendix, our results do not change 
meaningfully if we drop joint democracy; indeed, the predictive models actually perform better.)Our 
results suggest, at minimum, that the idea of a democratic peace, although generally thought credible 
at the dyadic level, does not scale up to become a meaningful predictor of system stability. This is 
problematic for the claim of a democratic peace because states, their relationships, and broader 
systemic characteristics are all attributes of the same system; a coherent explanation for conflict 
requires empirical agreement regardless of the resolution with which we measure the process of 
interest. 

 
  



 

Politics DA Frontline 
1. Non-unique, the infrastructure bill won’t pass – not even through reconciliation – 
because Senator Manchin will block it. 
Nelson on June 24 
(“Manchin may sink Dem plan for infrastructure as Biden hosts bipartisan senators,” Steven Nelson, June 24, 2021, 
https://nypost.com/2021/06/24/manchin-says-he-may-sink-democratic-plan-for-infrastructure/) 

Sen. Joe Manchin said Thursday he may block fellow Democrats’ plan to first pass a bipartisan 
infrastructure bill and then heave all remaining items into a budget reconciliation bill that’s rammed through Congress without 

Republicans. A group of 21 bipartisan senators reached an agreement Wednesday on a $1.2 trillion 
infrastructure plan, which they will discuss with President Biden around noon Thursday at the White House. But Manchin (D-
W.Va.) told reporters he would only support budget reconciliation if he’s told what would be in the 
package — pouring cold water on left-wing hopes for an expansive second package that hikes taxes, 
subsidizes electric cars and finances social spending such as on health care. Democratic leaders in Congress and 
White House officials openly say they plan to pursue both a bipartisan bill and a budget reconciliation process that circumvents the usual 60-

vote threshold in the Senate. Manchin could single-handedly block the use of budget reconciliation in the 
evenly divided Senate. “We have to see what’s in the other plan before I can say, ‘Oh yes, you vote for this and I’ll vote for that.’ 

That’s not what I have signed up for. I only signed up for what’s in the plan that makes sense, keeps us 
competitive and also takes care of the needs of Americans,” Manchin said. 

2. No link, water policy is popular and bipartisan. 
Budryk on April 29 
(“Senate passes bipartisan $35B water infrastructure bill,” Zack Budryk, 04/29/21, https://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/551014-
senate-passes-bipartisan-35-billion-water-infrastructure-bill) 

A bipartisan bill to boost funding for states' water infrastructure passed the Senate 89-2 Thursday, sending 

it to the House of Representatives. The measure, the Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act of 2021, would put $35 
billion toward state water infrastructure programs. It authorizes gradual increases in funding for state water infrastructure 
systems from fiscal 2022 through 2026, beginning with $2.4 billion and ending with $3.25 billion. The bill, written by Sen. Tammy Duckworth (D-
Ill.), was co-sponsored by Senate Environment & Public Works Committee Chairman Tom Carper (D-Del.), ranking member Sen. Shelley Moore 
Capito (R-W.Va.) and committee members Cynthia Lummis (R-Wyo.) and Ben Cardin (D-Md.), Kevin Cramer (R-N.D.). The two "no" votes were 
Sens. Ted Cruz (R-Texas) and Mike Lee (R-Utah). The bill also establishes an operational sustainability program for smaller water systems such 
as those under the jurisdiction of Native American tribes, and authorizes $50 million annually for fiscal years 2022-2026. It also creates a 
separate grant program for large and midsize drinking water systems, with 50 percent of the funding required to go to systems that serve 

between 10,000 and 100,000 people. The other half must be used for systems serving populations of at least 100,000. The bill would 
nearly double funding for grants aimed at removing lead from drinking water, from $60 million to $100 million 
per year. The Biden administration, as part of its infrastructure plan, has pledged to replace the entirety of the nation’s lead pipes. Lead in 
drinking water has been linked to brain and neurological damage in children, including in the case of Flint, Mich., which saw its water supply 
contaminated by lead. It would also require an Environmental Protection Agency analysis of the history of its fund distribution to disadvantaged 
and minority communities under the Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act. The agency would be required to analyze possible 

improvements to the distribution and submit a full report of its findings to Congress. “We know that access to safe, reliable 
and healthful water isn’t a blue state or a red state issue. … I oftentimes say that bipartisan solutions 
are lasting solutions,” Carper said on the Senate floor Thursday. “That’s how I think we should approach almost all 
of our work here in the Senate — by reaching out to our colleagues across the aisle to create lasting 
solutions to the problems facing our nation. The bill before us today is a product of that partnership.” 
“This bill also represents the solid work that comes out of good-faith negotiations. I’m hopeful that as we 
move forward with our work on other infrastructure priorities that we remember this moment,” Capito said in a statement. 



 

3. No internal link, the resulting bill will be too small and hollowed out to solve 
anything. 
Lopez on June 29 
(“Biden’s infrastructure deal proves bipartisanship can’t deliver,” German Lopez, Jun 29, 2021, https://www.vox.com/22553888/joe-biden-
infrastructure-deal-bipartisanship-democrats-republicans) 

The infrastructure deal exemplifies the contradictions. Last week’s news was about a $1 trillion deal that some Senate 
Democrats and Republicans are working to get through the 60-vote threshold required overcome the filibuster. But, as Biden has said, 
Democrats are also working on another measure, ranging anywhere from $2 trillion to $6 trillion, that could pass Congress with only 
Democratic support by using the reconciliation process. Biden is promising and working toward bipartisanship but already planning to sign a 

partisan bill to fill the void the bipartisan measure leaves in place. It’s still not clear if this will all pan out. The 
infrastructure agreement so far is only on the thinnest of frameworks. As people like Graham and Moran question 

their support, it’s less likely that the final measure could get the 10 Republican votes it needs to pass the Senate. It’s also not clear if 
Democrats can get the votes they need to pass the bigger infrastructure measure, with moderates like 
Sen. Joe Manchin (D-WV) voicing support for a reconciliation bill but also skepticism toward a partisan 
bill that’s too large. Meanwhile, the rest of Biden’s agenda, from voting rights to gun control, now looks very unlikely to get anywhere 

in Congress. If lawmakers can barely achieve a bipartisan moment with infrastructure spending — which 
once was, as Biden noted last week, a common source of bipartisan consensus — it’s unlikely more 
contentious legislation stands a chance. To put it another way: Biden has framed his legislative agenda with the goal of proving 
to the American people that the government can work for them — as he put it, that “we can deliver for our people.” Even if Biden delivers on 

infrastructure, with a reconciliation bill in tow, it’s already clear Congress can’t fully live up to that ideal. 

 

  



 

(IF THEY READ THE CLIMATE IMPACT) 
4. Climate change is not a threat to human survival – too low of a risk and adaptation 
solves. 
Farquhar 2017 
(“Existential Risk: Diplomacy and Governance”, Sebastian Farquhar, Leader of the Global Priorities Project (GPP) at the Centre for Effective 
Altruism, et al., Jan. 23, 2017, https://www.fhi.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/Existential-Risks-2017-01-23.pdf) 

The most likely levels of global warming are very unlikely to cause human extinction.15 The existential risks 
of climate change instead stem from tail risk climate change – the low probability of extreme levels of warming – and interaction with other 

sources of risk. It is impossible to say with confidence at what point global warming would become severe enough to pose an existential threat. 
Research has suggested that warming of 11-12°C would render most of the planet uninhabitable,16 and 
would completely devastate agriculture.17 This would pose an extreme threat to human civilisation as we know it.18 Warming of around 7°C or 
more could potentially produce conflict and instability on such a scale that the indirect effects could be an existential risk, although it is 

extremely uncertain how likely such scenarios are.19 Moreover, the timescales over which such changes might 
happen could mean that humanity is able to adapt enough to avoid extinction in even very extreme 
scenarios. The probability of these levels of warming depends on eventual greenhouse gas concentrations. According to some experts, 
unless strong action is taken soon by major emitters, it is likely that we will pursue a medium-high emissions pathway.20 If we do, the chance of 
extreme warming is highly uncertain but appears non-negligible. Current concentrations of greenhouse gases are higher than they have been 
for hundreds of thousands of years,21 which means that there are significant unknown unknowns about how the climate system will respond. 
Particularly concerning is the risk of positive feedback loops, such as the release of vast amounts of methane from melting of the arctic 
permafrost, which would cause rapid and disastrous warming.22 The economists Gernot Wagner and Martin Weitzman have used IPCC figures 
(which do not include modelling of feedback loops such as those from melting permafrost) to estimate that if we continue to pursue a medium-
high emissions pathway, the probability of eventual warming of 6°C is around 10%,23 and of 10°C is around 3%.24 These estimates are of 

course highly uncertain. It is likely that the world will take action against climate change once it begins to 
impose large costs on human society, long before there is warming of 10°C. Unfortunately, there is significant 
inertia in the climate system: there is a 25 to 50 year lag between CO2 emissions and eventual warming,25 and it is expected that 40% of the 
peak concentration of CO2 will remain in the atmosphere 1,000 years after the peak is reached.26 Consequently, it is impossible to reduce 

temperatures quickly by reducing CO2 emissions. If the world does start to face costly warming, the international 
community will therefore face strong incentives to find other ways to reduce global temperatures. 

 

 

  



 

(IF THEY READ THE ECONOMY IMPACT) 
4. During economic decline, countries are more likely to end rivalries and turn towards 
cooperation. 
Clary 15 
(Clary, Christopher, Ph.D. political science from MIT, “Economic Stress and International Cooperation: Evidence from International Rivalries,” 
April 22, 2015, MIT Political Science Department Research Paper No. 2015-8. https://ssrn.com/abstract=2597712, VY) 

Do economic downturns generate pressure for diversionary conflict? Or might downturns encourage austerity and 
economizing behavior in foreign policy? This paper provides new evidence that economic stress is associated 
with conciliatory policies between strategic rivals. For states that view each other as military threats, 
the biggest step possible toward bilateral cooperation is to terminate the rivalry by taking political 
steps to manage the competition. Drawing on data from 109 distinct rival dyads since 1950, 67 of which 

terminated, the evidence suggests rivalries were approximately twice as likely to terminate during 
economic downturns than they were during periods of economic normalcy. This is true controlling for 
all of the main alternative explanations for peaceful relations between foes (democratic status, nuclear weapons 
possession, capability imbalance, common enemies, and international systemic changes), as well as many other possible confounding variables. 
This research questions existing theories claiming that economic downturns are associated with 
diversionary war, and instead argues that in certain circumstances peace may result from economic 
troubles. 
 

 

   



 

States CP Frontline 
1. Permutation: do both the plan and the counterplan.  
 

2. The perm – the federal and state governments working together – solves. States 
and federal government routine cooperate on water infrastructure funding. 
EPA Press Office 2020 
(“EPA Highlights Increased Investment in Water Infrastructure Through State Revolving Funds,” EPA Press Office, October 28, 2020, 
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-highlights-increased-investment-water-infrastructure-through-state-revolving-funds) 

WASHINGTON (October 28, 2020) — Today, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released 2019 annual reports for the Clean Water 

State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) and Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) programs. Over the past four years, EPA has worked 
with its state partners to increase the utilization and leveraging of these funds to accelerate 
investment in water infrastructure and better serve both urban and rural communities across the nation. In 

2019 alone, these programs provided $9 billion to support new and revitalized water infrastructure. “EPA has worked with the 
states to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the state revolving funds,” said EPA Assistant 

Administrator for Water David Ross. “As a result, more funding is being used to revamp water infrastructure in 
communities across the country.” In 2019, the CWSRF provided over $6.2 billion in assistance for a 
wide range of water infrastructure projects, including modernizing aging wastewater infrastructure, 
implementing water reuse strategies, and addressing stormwater management challenges. Since the 
program’s inception, the CWSRF has provided over $138 billion in low-cost funding to water quality projects across the nation. This low-cost 
financing represents a savings of more than $43 billion in interest costs over the life of the program.  

 

 

  



 

3. Solvency Deficit – The federal government is best to fund infrastructure because, 
unlike states, in a recession they can run a deficit. The federal level is also better for 
equity of infrastructure. 
Blair 2017 
(“What is the ideal mix of federal, state, and local government investment in infrastructure?” Hunter Blair, Economic Policy Institute, 
September 11, 2017, https://www.epi.org/publication/what-is-the-ideal-mix-of-federal-state-and-local-government-investment-in-
infrastructure/) 

The federal government can help mitigate infrastructure funding challenges at the state level during 
economic downturns. The ups and downs of the business cycle can make it difficult for states to 
maintain stable levels of infrastructure investment. While states’ balanced budget requirements generally do not apply to 

capital investment, many states still fund infrastructure on a pay-as-you-go basis. During economic 
downturns—when states’ tax revenues decrease and social services spending increases—state-funded 
infrastructure is likely to suffer from neglect. The federal government can play a role in mitigating this 
challenge. Because the federal government can run deficits—even quite large ones over the short 
run—it is well positioned to help states maintain stable or increasing infrastructure investment over 
the course of a business cycle. Infrastructure user fee pricing mechanisms are the best funding option for ensuring economic 
efficiency; such mechanisms can be managed at any level of government. An infrastructure funding system is most economically efficient when 
the beneficiaries pay the full cost of the benefits they receive. Some say that state and local governments should pay for state and local 
infrastructure projects, arguing that the beneficiaries of this infrastructure are taxpayers in those states and localities. But determining who the 
beneficiaries are is actually more complicated than that. For this reason, infrastructure user fee pricing mechanisms are a better choice for 
ensuring economic efficiency. Infrastructure that is funded by user fees can be financed and managed at any level of government—federal, 
state, or local. Because most infrastructure is connected to regional or national infrastructure networks, a federal role in infrastructure 
investment has greater benefits for economic efficiency than is often assumed. Networks involve economies of scale and positive spillover 
effects that may not be taken into account by state and local government infrastructure decisions. The federal government may be better 
positioned than states to make infrastructure decisions that most effectively and efficiently integrate the network. The federal government can 
play an important role in pricing externalities. When infrastructure policy aims to maximize economic efficiency, costs need to be measured 
correctly to ensure infrastructure users are paying the full cost. This means, for example, that the externalities of carbon emissions must be 
taken into account in pricing the use of transportation infrastructure. Because carbon emissions have the same impact on the global climate 
regardless of where they are emitted, all states share responsibility for this impact and need to share the cost in order for pricing to be 
economically efficient; however, when states set carbon pricing independently, they may choose not to bear the full cost (or any cost). The 

federal government may therefore be better positioned than state and local governments to set efficient carbon prices. A federal role 
can help ensure equitable access to infrastructure for all citizens. Policymakers don’t only consider economic 
efficiency when making decisions about infrastructure investments. Often, they wish to ensure that basic needs—for example, clean drinking 

water—are met for all citizens regardless of their ability to pay. When equity—rather than economic efficiency—is the 
primary goal, such infrastructure investments may be better handled by the federal government, 
which is better positioned to assure access to all citizens regardless of where they live and regardless 
of local economic conditions. 

 

<4. No Net Benefit – forcing all 50 states doing the plan together would still hurt 
federalism. Also, federal involvement is necessary for solvency, which means the 
solvency deficit outweighs the possible net benefit.> 
 

  



 

Topicality Frontline 
1. We Meet: Investing in water infrastructure is necessary to prevent water 
contamination. 
Hammer 2017 
(“For Clean Water, We Need to Invest in Infrastructure,” Becky Hammer, Deputy Director, Federal Water Policy, National Resource Defense 
Council, May 17, 2017, https://www.nrdc.org/experts/becky-hammer/clean-water-we-need-invest-infrastructure) 

Water infrastructure directly affects our public health. When it’s working properly, it provides us with safe drinking water 

and limits the pollution of our local rivers and streams. On the other hand, if it’s not maintained and kept up-to-date, it can 
lead to contamination that can make people sick. For example, at Monday’s Infrastructure Week kickoff briefing for Senate 

staff, hosted by NRDC, Dr. Laura Sullivan described how a lack of investment in water infrastructure has contributed 
to the ongoing crises in Flint: lead contamination and costly water leaks due to corroding pipes. 

 

2. Counter-interpretation: Protecting water resources includes water infrastructure. 
Cody et al. 2017 
(“Selected Federal Water Activities: Agencies, Authorities, and Congressional Committees,” Betsy A. Cody, Specialist in Natural Resources 
Policy, Judy Schneider, Specialist on the Congress, and Mary Tiemann, Specialist in Environmental Policy, Congressional Research Service, May 
24, 2017, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42653.pdf) 

Congress addresses numerous issues related to the nation’s water resources annually, and over time 
it has enacted hundreds of water-related federal laws. These laws—many of which are independent statutes—have been 
enacted at different points in the nation’s history and during various economic climates. They were developed by multiple congressional 

committees with varying jurisdictions. Such committees are involved in legislating, funding, and overseeing the 
water-related activities of numerous federal agencies. These activities include responding to natural 
disasters such as droughts and floods, conducting oversight over federal water supply management, 
improving water resource and water quality infrastructure, and protecting fish and wildlife. More than 
two centuries of federal water resource activity have resulted in a complex web of federal involvement in water resource development, 
management, protection, and use. As a result, Congress faces challenges related to overlap and gaps in federal water resource activities and in 
coordination and consistency among federal programs. Further, many federal authorities are discretionary or funded by discretionary 
appropriations. Consequently, there can be a significant difference between what federal agencies are authorized to do and what they are 
actually doing, and no one committee in Congress oversees this dichotomy. Although the responsibility for development, management, 
protection, and allocation of the nation’s water resources is spread among federal, state, local, tribal, and private interests, this report focuses 
on federal activities related to water and the congressional committees that authorize and oversee these activities. The report covers multiple 
topics and individual water related subtopics ranging from water supply and water quality infrastructure to fisheries management and water 

rights. The report is not exhaustive; instead, the authors have attempted to cover the major federal 
activities authorized by Congress that affect water resource development, management, protection, 
and use in the United States. Similarly, the analysis does not cover every aspect of House and Senate committee jurisdiction 
affecting water issues. For definitive evaluation of committee jurisdictions related to water, the views of the House and Senate Parliamentarian 
Offices are official. 

 



 

3. Prefer our interpretation – 
Standards: 
A. Ground – improving water quality and water infrastructure is important affirmative 
ground. This gives sufficient negative ground such as the states CP and politics DA. 
 

B. Limits – they over-limit the topic by limiting it to direct sources of water pollution 
rather than including the entire system of water in the U.S. They limit out important 
affirmatives like the Flint aff. 
 

4. Voters: 
A. Education – talking about the infrastructure is an important part of learning about 
water protection. The discussion around lead pipes in Flint prove this. 
 

B. Literature checks limits and ground loss – affirmatives have to have a solvency 
advocate based in the topic literature 
 

C. Reasonability – The affirmative only must be reasonably close to topic to allow for 
educational debates. If we are close to the topic, it is not a reason to reject the 
affirmative. 
 

  



 

Water Infrastructure Negative 
 

  



 

Harm – Economic Recovery 
The U.S. economy is experiencing a robust economic recovery already. The affirmative 
is not necessary for the recovery. 
Lynch on April 4 
(“With stimulus cash and jobs spike, U.S. emerges as main engine for global economic recovery,” David J. Lynch, April 4, 2021, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2021/04/04/us-economy-global-recovery/) 

The robust U.S. economic recovery this year is expected to be good news for factory workers, freight 
handlers and farmers. Factory workers in China. Freight handlers in the Netherlands. And farmers in Germany. Amid steady 
progress with coronavirus vaccinations, the U.S. economy is gathering so much steam that its gains 
will not stay at home. Demand for goods and services this year is expected to spill well beyond U.S. 
borders, making the United States the largest single contributor to global growth for the first time 
since 2005, according to Oxford Economics. The U.S. ascent ends — at least for now — China’s long reign as the principal engine powering 

the $90 trillion global economy. Free spending by the Biden administration — coupled with the Federal 
Reserve’s ultralow interest rates — is driving the nascent U.S. boom and lifting other countries, where 
governments have not responded as aggressively to the pandemic. As Americans spent their $600 government stimulus checks in January on 
furniture, laptops and clothing, the U.S. imported a record $221 billion worth of goods. And that was before a round of $1,400 checks in March. 

“We are ahead of the world,” said Kristin Forbes, who was one of President George W. Bush’s White House economic advisers. 

“And a meaningful share of the stimulus is likely to leak abroad.” How Biden's top economic adviser became one of Biden's chief critics Fresh 
evidence of the U.S. outperformance appeared on Friday as the Labor Department reported that the 
economy had gained 916,000 new jobs in March and that the unemployment rate fell to a post-
recession low of 6 percent. The Institute for Supply Management’s gauge of manufacturing activity 
released on Thursday hit its highest mark since December 1983. 

 



 

Infrastructure investment does not boost the economy due to lag time and delays. It 
sometimes even exacerbates downturns. 
Bourne 2017 
(“Would More Government Infrastructure Spending Boost the U.S. Economy?” Ryan Bourne, the R. Evan Scharf Chair for the Public 
Understanding of Economics at Cato, June 6, 2017, https://www.cato.org/policy-analysis/would-more-government-infrastructure-spending-
boost-us-economy) 

Even if we accept that fiscal policy works as expected, a key question is whether infrastructure 
investment is the best mechanism for delivering a stimulus. Keynesian economists frequently cite multiplier estimates 
suggesting government investment spending has significantly bigger effects than either tax cuts or government consumption spending.35 Yet 
much counterevidence is available. International Monetary Fund (IMF) analysis, for example, has found that government investment has largely 
indistinguishable multipliers from government consumption spending for open, flexible exchange rate countries or for highly indebted 
governments. In fact, a growing literature (primarily based on so-called narrative studies) suggests that tax-based stimulus programs may be 

more effective for short-term growth.36 More recent analysis also suggests that tax rate increases have far worse 
effects on output than public spending cuts in fiscal consolidation programs.37 One reason 
government investment spending might be an ineffective form of fiscal stimulus is that infrastructure 
projects have long lead times. Even if we accurately assess the “demand deficiency” of the economy, 
undertaking investment to coincide with a recession or slowdown is difficult. In the words of the IMF, 
infrastructure investments “require coordination among federal, state, and local governments and 
have to go through a long process of planning, bidding, contracting, construction, and evaluation.”38 

Government-imposed constraints, such as land-use planning laws and environmental audits, often 
delay projects. President Obama realized that fact in relation to his stimulus program, acknowledging as far back as 2010 that “there’s 
no such thing as shovel-ready projects.”39 By the end of 2009, actual infrastructure spending was just 
10 percent of that authorized for the year.40 Such delays can severely limit any positive effect of the 
spending and may even exacerbate the downturn. The expectation of productive government 
spending and hence higher living standards reduces work effort today, but if the project is delayed 
then that outweighs any positive effect on labor and output from the actual spending. In fact, the IMF 
attributes delays as a potential explanation to why President Obama’s stimulus package made much 
less of a dent on unemployment than expected. By the second quarter of 2010, President Obama’s economics team had 
expected the unemployment rate to have fallen to 7.5 percent. In fact, it was 9.6 percent.41 (Other factors might explain the difference 
between forecasts and outcomes, not least fiscal stimulus working less well than expected or the legacy effects of the financial crisis being 
more severe than believed.) 

 

  



 

Federal investment in infrastructure is bad for the economy – it crowds out private 
investment which has better returns for the economy. 
Powell 2021 
(“America needs private investment — not public infrastructure,” Benjamin Powell, a senior fellow at the Independent Institute, Oakland, Calif., 
is director of the Free Market Institute and a professor of economics at Texas Tech University, 06/09/21, 
https://thehill.com/opinion/finance/557499-america-needs-private-investment-not-public-infrastructure) 

Republican and Democratic politicians agree that a massive increase in infrastructure funding is a good investment in America’s future. But 

paying for this investment without at least cutting other government spending would undermine the 
market economy’s more productive process of growing private investment. If infrastructure spending was 

financed by cuts in government consumption and transfer payments, it would be a good investment in America. But no politician in 
either party is proposing such spending cuts to offset the increase in infrastructure spending. Instead, 
the government is likely to finance the infrastructure spending through increased borrowing and 
increased taxes. Financing infrastructure spending through either channel would crowd out more 
productive private investment. Total private investment averaged between $3 trillion and $4 trillion in the United States over the 

last five years. The federal government borrowed more than $3 trillion in 2020 and nearly $1 trillion in 2019. Investment funds are 
scarce. So adding another large increase in the government’s demand for loanable funds would 
necessarily crowd out some private investment. Alternatively, paying for the infrastructure through 
increased taxes would discourage private investment by lowering the after-tax return on investment. 
Either method of finance would trade off some private investment for infrastructure. The question is 
which form of investment generates better returns for our country. Research published by economists James 

Gwartney, Randall Holcombe and Robert Lawson helps us answer this question. They examined the productivity of public vs. 
private investment in generating economic growth and how changes to the institutional environment in which markets 

operate impact the quantity of private investment. They found that in a mostly economically free country, like the United States, a 1 
percent increase in private investment as a share of GDP generates nearly twice as much annual 
growth in the economy as a 1 percent increase in public investment. Private investment is more 
productive than public (government) investment because it responds to market forces that signal 
scarcities, reward good decisions with profits and discipline bad decisions with losses. In contrast, decisions 
over which roads, bridges, and other infrastructure projects receive public investment funds are driven by pork 
barrel partisan politics. These economists also found that both the quantity and productivity of private investment varies with the 
level of economic freedom. This infrastructure bill would decrease economic freedom through both increased government spending and higher 

tax rates. Decreased economic freedom would reduce both the amount of private investment and the 
rate at which that private investment translates into economic growth. After years of polarized politics, we need to 

remember that bipartisan consensus is not synonymous with beneficial policy. The American economy would be better off if 
the whole deal was scrapped and more avenues for greater private investment in infrastructure were created 
while increasing our overall economic freedom by cutting taxes and lowering spending.  

 

  



 

During economic decline, countries are more likely to end rivalries and turn towards 
cooperation. 
Clary 15 
(Clary, Christopher, Ph.D. political science from MIT, “Economic Stress and International Cooperation: Evidence from International Rivalries,” 
April 22, 2015, MIT Political Science Department Research Paper No. 2015-8. https://ssrn.com/abstract=2597712, VY) 

Do economic downturns generate pressure for diversionary conflict? Or might downturns encourage austerity and 
economizing behavior in foreign policy? This paper provides new evidence that economic stress is associated 
with conciliatory policies between strategic rivals. For states that view each other as military threats, 
the biggest step possible toward bilateral cooperation is to terminate the rivalry by taking political 
steps to manage the competition. Drawing on data from 109 distinct rival dyads since 1950, 67 of which 

terminated, the evidence suggests rivalries were approximately twice as likely to terminate during 
economic downturns than they were during periods of economic normalcy. This is true controlling for 
all of the main alternative explanations for peaceful relations between foes (democratic status, nuclear weapons 
possession, capability imbalance, common enemies, and international systemic changes), as well as many other possible confounding variables. 
This research questions existing theories claiming that economic downturns are associated with 
diversionary war, and instead argues that in certain circumstances peace may result from economic 
troubles. 
 

 

 



 

Harm – Cyberattacks 
The status quo solves for hackers – the Justice Department has increased resources to 
prevent and investigate hacks. 
Jenkins on June 3 
(“Justice Dept. to give ransomware attacks same priority as terrorism,” Cameron Jenkins - 06/03/21, https://thehill.com/policy/national-
security/556739-justice-dept-to-give-ransomware-attacks-same-priority-as-terrorism) 

The Justice Department announced this week that it will begin elevating ransomware investigations to 
a similar level of priority as terrorist attacks. John Carlin, the acting deputy attorney general at the Justice Department, told 

Reuters on Thursday that the federal government will prioritize ransomware cases through a new process. 

"It's a specialized process to ensure we track all ransomware cases regardless of where it may be 
referred in this country, so you can make the connections between actors and work your way up to 
disrupt the whole chain," he said. According to Reuters, guidance to U.S. attorney's offices nationwide on Thursday advised that all 
information regarding any ransomware cases be sent to a recently formed task force based in 
Washington, D.C. The Hill has reached out to the Justice Department for comment. The move follows a ransomware 
attack against Colonial Pipeline and other entities in the U.S. in recent weeks. Colonial Pipeline, which provides 
roughly 45 percent of the fuel consumed on the East Coast, faced a cyberattack last month that left many states in the southeast with gasoline 
shortages. A cyber criminal group that federal authorities traced to Russia was able to infiltrate Colonial Pipeline's systems and demand a 

ransom. The company paid the hackers $4.4 million in order to have control of the systems returned to them. "To ensure we can 
make necessary connections across national and global cases and investigations, and to allow us to 
develop a comprehensive picture of the national and economic security threats we face, we must 
enhance and centralize our internal tracking," read the federal guidance obtained by Reuters. Carlin told the news outlet that 

officials have "used this model around terrorism before but never with ransomware," saying it 
reflected how the federal government is further prioritizing such attacks. U.S. attorney’s offices operating under 
the new guidance will be required to share updated ransomware attack case details as well as active technical information with the Justice 
Department. 

 

  



 

Hackers attacking critical infrastructure is not profitable for them, making it unlikely. 
Sigalos on May 14 
(“Colonial Pipeline cyberattack is no cause for panic – here’s why,” MacKenzie Sigalos, May 14 2021, 
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/05/14/colonial-pipeline-hack-doesnt-mean-more-ransomware-attacks-critical-infrastructure.html) 

Many signs indicate that DarkSide didn’t want things to play out this way. The organization claims to care a lot about its reputation. 

DarkSide has cultivated a “Robin Hood” image and touts a code of conduct in which the hackers claim they won’t 
target hospitals, nonprofits, and – notably – governments. “Our goal is to make money and not 
creating problems for society,” DarkSide wrote on its website. The statement, which contained spelling and 
grammatical errors, went on to claim that the organization is not political and “does not participate in 
geopolitics.” “It hurts the overall brand for DarkSide, and DarkSide is very brand aware,” said Holland. “They want to 
have a very positive brand as far as: ‘If you pay us, we’ll actually decrypt for you. We’ll destroy the 
data that we’ve stolen from you.’” “They did not intend for this to be the outcome of the attack, but it 
occurred because of the complexity of the systems,” Caltagirone said. While Nickels said it is too early to know for sure, 

she did say that DarkSide, in its 10-month history, has typically targeted organizations that don’t pose as much of 
a national security concern. In a sense, Holland says, the attack backfired — the U.S. government is now a lot 
more focused on the threat than it used to be, and Biden has promised to “disrupt and prosecute” 
members of DarkSide. “There are enough victims to extort without having to go after these types of 
critical infrastructure,” said Holland. “I think there could be some targeting changes, where they go after other groups that are not 
going to strike the ire of the U.S. government and every agency possible.” On Wednesday, the hacker group said it had already attacked three 
more companies since the attack on Colonial Pipeline. One of the companies is based in the United States, one is in Brazil and the third is in 

Scotland. None of the three appears to engage in critical infrastructure. 

 

  



 

Cyberattacks do not escalate. They actually deescalate conflict and stabilize power 
conflicts. 
Jensen and Valeriano 19 
(“What Do We Know About Cyber Escalation? Observations From Simulations and Surveys,” Benjamin Jensen, Associate Professor of 
International Relations, Marine Corps University, and Brandon, Bren Chair of Military Innovation at the Marine Corps University, Cyber Security 
Senior Fellow at the Atlantic Council, November 2019, https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/11/What_do_we_know_about_cyber_escalation_.pdf ) 

Unlike the Cold War in the twentieth century, this competition involves a new domain: cyberspace. From the United 

States to Russia, China, Iran, and North Korea, states are using cyber operations to exert influence and control. 

Whether massive military and commercial espionage campaigns5 or international extortion rings and theft,6 the cyber domain offers 
an outlet for states to advance their interests. Does the resulting cyber competition create new 
escalation risks? Do cyber operations alter how states respond to international crises in a way that creates incentives for decision makers 
to cross the Rubicon and use military force to settle disputes? This question is central to current cyber strategy debates and the idea of 

persistent engagement and defending forward in cyberspace.7 The answer is surprising: no. To date, cyber operations 
have tended to offer great powers escalatory offramps. They have provided signaling mechanisms 
that have let states shape an adversary’s behavior without engaging military forces and risking 
military escalation.8 Despite the uncertainty surrounding how states use new technologies for strategic ends, cyber operations 
tend to be stabilizing and provide options for avoiding costly, protracted conflicts. This issue brief draws on 
new academic research, simulations, and survey experiments to study how cyber operations alter crisis decision-making during great power 
competition. Specifically, it analyzes escalation pathways and how the informed public and foreign policy actors conceptualize disruptive 
technologies and integrate them into larger competitive strategies. Based on the evidence, cyber operations offer a valuable escalatory 

offramp. Even states with more escalatory attitudes tend not to respond militarily to disputes when they 
have the option of imposing costs and signaling through cyberspace. How states use cyber operations and the 
resulting escalation risk is a crucial area of policy-relevant research. Outside of Iran, the majority of cyber operations have been initiated by 
nuclear-armed states.9 Despite popular images of lone hackers in basements, cyber operations require an investment in networks, 

infrastructure, and human capital or sufficient sums of money to buy capability on the black market.10 These operations are 
complex instruments of statecraft that foreign policy actors integrate with other diplomatic, 
information, military, and economic instruments of power.11 A combination of these instruments sends a clear signal 

to rival states. Cyber operations may, therefore, help stabilize great power competition in the twenty-first 
century. 

 

 

 



 

Solvency 
The status quo solves. There does not exist a funding gap. Funding for water 
infrastructure has stayed steady. 
Knopman et al. 2017 
(“Not Everything Is Broken,” Debra Knopman (Professor, Pardee RAND Graduate School, Ph.D. in geography and environmental engineering), 
Martin Wachs, Benjamin M. Miller, Scott G. Davis, Katherine Pfrommer, Rand Corporation, 2017, 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1739.html) 

The Spending Picture Is Not Dire Overall,  the  data  do  not  support  a  picture  of  precipitous  
national  decline  in  total  spending,  per capita spending, or spending as a share of GDP. Total public 
spending on transportation and water infrastructure in constant dollars as a share of U.S. GDP has 
been remarkably stable since 1956. Private funding in these areas of infrastructure is less than 3 percent of the total, nearly all of 

which is for rail. When federal spending has declined, state and local governments often have picked up the slack. By 
the end of 2016, municipal bond issues were at their highest levels ever, more than double levels in 
1996, although bond issues fluctuate from year to year. Apart from these broad trends, federal capital spending on highways has been in a 

period of a gradual decline since around 2002. Capital spending by water and wastewater utilities declined after the 2008 

financial crisis but has been rising since. State and local O&M spending for water infrastructure has been on 
a relatively steady rise since at least 1956. The system of financing new and major rehabilitation 
projects through public borrowing and, to a much lesser extent, some version of PPPs is generally working for projects 
whose benefits fall within single states and local jurisdictions and whose revenues are sufficient to 
cover debt service and ongoing O&M costs. 

 

Congress is committed to increasing water infrastructure funding now. The status quo 
solves the affirmative. 
WFM Staff on June 14 
(“House advances bill with increased funding for clean water,” WFM Staff, June 14, 2021, https://waterfm.com/house-advances-bill-with-
increased-funding-for-clean-water/) 

The U.S. House of Representatives’ Transportation and Infrastructure (T&I) Committee last week marked up and advanced 

H.R. 1915, the Water Quality Protection and Job Creation Act of 2021. This legislation follows the Senate’s passage in 
May of its clean water reauthorization package, S. 914, the Senate Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act of 2021 (DWWIA). 
According to the National Association of Clean Water Agencies (NACWA), the Committee’s action marks another step towards increasing clean 
water investment, setting the stage for increased funding year over year that better reflects the critical needs for clean water investment. Most 

notably, H.R. 1915 would provide the first ever reauthorization of the Clean Water State Revolving Fund 
(CWSRF) at an historic $40 billion over five years. The bill also includes a reauthorization of the Sewer 
Overflow and Stormwater Reuse Municipal Grants at $2 billion over five years and support for water 
technology investments by utilities, among other beneficial clean water provisions, and emphasizes 
the role that clean water investment plays in building resilient communities. “NACWA applauds the U.S. House 
of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee for advancing this historic reauthorization of the Clean Water State Revolving 

Fund, among other provisions in this legislation,” said NACWA CEO Adam Krantz. “Taken together with the Senate’s Drinking 
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act of 2021 (DWWIA), it is clear that both chambers of Congress 
are working hard to deliver robust funding and support to America’s public clean water sector in 
advance of President Biden’s comprehensive infrastructure package. 
 



 

Negative Block – 2NC/1NR 
  



 

Harm – Economic Recovery Extensions 
Economic recovery is happening now and is on track for strong growth. The 
affirmative isn’t necessary. 
Crutsinger and Wiseman on April 29 
(“US recovery from pandemic recession is showing momentum,” Martin Crutsinger and Paul Wiseman, April 29, 2021, 
https://apnews.com/article/economy-gross-domestic-product-coronavirus-business-health-8f0e1c51128f4f7fc95f35ae9cea57c0) 

WASHINGTON (AP) — Powered by consumers and fueled by government aid, the U.S. economy is achieving 
a remarkably fast recovery from the recession that ripped through the nation last year on the heels of 
the coronavirus and cost tens of millions of Americans their jobs and businesses. The economy grew 
last quarter at a vigorous 6.4% annual rate, the government said Thursday, and expectations are that 
the current quarter will be even better. The number of people seeking unemployment aid — a rough 
reflection of layoffs — last week reached its lowest point since the pandemic struck. And the National 

Association of Realtors said Thursday that more Americans signed contracts to buy homes in March, reflecting a 
strong housing market as summer approaches. Economists say that widespread vaccinations and 
declining viral cases, the reopening of more businesses, a huge infusion of federal aid and healthy job 
gains should help sustain steady growth. For 2021 as a whole, they expect the economy to expand 
around 7%, which would mark the fastest calendar-year growth since 1984. As American consumers 
have stepped up their spending in recent months, they have consumed physical goods far more than 
they have services, like haircuts, airline tickets and restaurant meals: Spending on goods accelerated at an annual pace of nearly 24% 
last quarter; services spending rose at a rate below 5%. But now, that disparity will likely shift as more restaurants and entertainment venues 
reopen and people look to spend more on experiences and less on tangible items. On Friday, for example, Disneyland will reopen, with limited 
capacity, to California residents. Andrew Song, whose family owns Kwan’s Deli across from Atlanta’s Centennial Olympic Park, is finally feeling 
hopeful after having lost most of his business last year as office workers stayed home. The deli should be able to sustain itself, Song said, from a 
rise in hotel guests, convention goers and tourists, even if office workers don’t all return. Recently, he called a laid-off employee back to work. 
Song credited the rebound, at least in part, to the rise in vaccinations, which he thinks has made Americans more comfortable about venturing 
out. “More tourists are coming,” he said. “We’re seeing some familiar faces back inside the restaurant.” Online sites that have capitalized on 
goods purchases during the pandemic — from Amazon to Etsy to eBay — are under pressure to show they can sustain accelerating growth even 
as consumers look more toward services and less on goods. So far, Amazon, the dominant site by far, is hardly showing signs of slowing down. 

On Thursday, it reported that its first-quarter profit more than tripled from a year ago, fueled by online shopping. The speed of the 
rebounding U.S. economy has been particularly striking given the depth of damage the pandemic inflicted on it beginning 
last year. With businesses all but shut down, the economy contracted at a record annual pace of 31% in the April-June quarter of last year 

before rebounding sharply in the subsequent months. The bounce-back has been swift. In March, employers added 
916,000 jobs — the biggest burst of hiring since August. Meantime, retail spending has surged, 
manufacturing output is up and consumer confidence has reached its highest point since the 
pandemic began. “We are seeing all the engines of the economy rev up,” said Gregory Daco, chief economist at 

Oxford Economics. “We have an improving health environment, fiscal stimulus remains abundant and we 
are starting to see rebounding employment.” The renewed strength in the United States — the largest 
economy — is helping lead the developed world out of recession. In Europe, for instance, a recovery has lagged 
because of smaller government aid and slower vaccination rollouts that have prolonged lockdowns. Economists at Berenberg Bank estimate 
that the 19 countries that use the euro currency actually contracted in the first quarter. 

 

  



 

Increased federal spending leads the US towards a major financial crisis and economic 
stagnation. 
Capretta and Levin 2018 
(“The Entitlement Crisis Is Looming,” James C. Capretta & Yuval Levin, September 24, 2018, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/weekly-
standard/the-entitlement-crisis-is-real-and-its-worse-than-you-think) 

There is a broad consensus among economists that large and persistent deficits slow economic growth 
by lowering savings and investment. Workers are less productive than they would be otherwise and 
have lower incomes. In fact, the recent run of stagnant wages is likely owed in part to inadequate 
investment in productivity growth due to high deficits, and thus low national savings rates, over many 
years. Large and persistent deficits also raise somewhat the risk of a genuine economic crisis. It is easy to 

become complacent about this threat, given the size and strength of the U.S. economy. But there’s no way to predict what 
would happen if America’s public finances remain on their current course, which is far out of line with 
historical experience. Countries get into trouble when servicing their debts becomes near-impossible 
given the size of their governments’ other commitments and the upper limit on revenue imposed by citizens unwilling to 
tolerate confiscatory tax rates. The United States is likely to have more room for borrowing without facing these most dire consequences, but 

no one can know for sure just when its luck will run out. Once that invisible line is crossed, interest rates can spike, 
raising borrowing costs even more, which can quickly spark a serious crisis. It is one of the core responsibilities of 
public officials to avoid avoidable calamities and to refrain from creating risks of significant harm and disruption for citizens. Our leaders are 
failing miserably in this regard with respect to federal debt. Even assuming the United States is fortunate enough to avert a rupture in its ability 

to readily borrow, the explosive growth of federal spending over the coming three decades will create 
enormous economic pressure that will lower growth and incomes. The usual justification for borrowing is that it 
enables investment in the future. But today’s federal budget is heavily biased toward supporting the current consumption of the mostly elderly 
beneficiaries of government programs, which leaves less and less room for investments in infrastructure or commitments to new basic scientific 
endeavors that might increase the standard of living of future generations. 

  



 

High spending hurts the economy and lowers GDP. 
Boccia 13  
(“How the United States’ High Debt Will Weaken the Economy and Hurt Americans,” Romina Boccia, Research Coordinator in the Thomas A. 
Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at Heritage, 2/12/2013, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/02/how-the-united-states-
high-debt-will-weaken-the-economy-and-hurt-americans) 

The economists follow a descriptive approach, comparing economic variables for different countries 
as averages for debt-to-GDP ratios below and above 90 percent of GDP. Measures of comparison include averages 
for real GDP growth, real (inflation-adjusted) short-term interest rates, and real long-term interest rates. Public debt overhang episodes are 
analyzed for the causes of the debt, whether from specific wars, financial crises and economic depression, domestic turmoil, or other factors. 

The researchers refer to sustained periods of gross country debt persisting above 90 percent of GDP 
for five years or more as “public debt overhang episodes.” Identifying 26 such episodes, of which 20 lasted for more 
than a decade, the research shows that even if such episodes begin with short-lived dramatic events, such as war or a financial crisis, the 

negative impact from high debt on growth lasts far beyond such events.¶ The authors’ results should serve as a sobering 
wake-up call for policymakers. Reinhart, Reinhart, and Rogoff discovered that the average growth rate in 
countries experiencing public debt overhang is 1.2 percentage points lower than in periods with debt 
below 90 percent of GDP.[13] These public debt overhang episodes last an average of about 23 years. 
Thus, the cumulative effect of lower growth by one percentage point or more means that national 
income at the end of the period would be lower by roughly one-fourth. The growth rate of countries 
with exceptionally high levels of debt—more than 120 percent of the economy—drops even lower, by an 
average of 2.3 percentage points, which is roughly two-thirds. These figures indicate just how dire the U.S. situation 

could become: According to the Congressional Budget Office baseline economic forecast, U.S. GDP is projected to be $25.9 
trillion in fiscal year 2023. U.S. publicly held debt is projected to reach nearly 90 percent of GDP that 
year. Assuming a 2.2 percent growth rate over 23 years, U.S. GDP would reach $42.7 trillion in 2046 if 
there was no impact from the debt overhang. Applying the crude assumption that GDP would be reduced by 1.2 percentage 
points, in each year of the assumed 23-year debt overhang period, U.S. GDP growth would be slashed by more than half to a mere 1 percent. 

This would reduce U.S. GDP by more than $10 trillion, to only $32.6 trillion in 2046. The cumulative effect from the debt 
overhang would result in a level of GDP lower by nearly one-quarter at the end of the period. 

 

  



 

No impact, global institutions safeguard against conflict during an economic decline. 
Drezner 2012 
("The irony of global economic governance: The system worked." Drezner, Daniel, Council on Foreign Relations International Institutions and 
Global Governance Program, October 2012, https://politics.utoronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/The-Irony-of-Global-Economic-
Governance.pdf, VY) 
Despite weaker U.S. power and leadership, the global trade regime has remained resilient – particularly when compared to the 1930s. This 

highlights another significant factor – the thicker institutional environment. There were very few multilateral economic 
institutions of relevance during the Great Depression.78 No multilateral trade regime existed, and international financial 
structures remained nascent. The last major effort to rewrite the global rules – the 1933 London Monetary and Economic Conference – ended 
in acrimony.79 Newly-inaugurated president Franklin D. Roosevelt unilaterally took the United States off the gold standard, signaling an end to 
any attempt at multilateral cooperation. In contrast, the current institutional environment is much thicker, with 
status quo policies focused on promoting greater economic openness. A panoply of pre-existing 
informal and formal regimes were able to supply needed services during a time of global economic 
crisis. At a minimum, institutions like the G-20 functioned as useful focal points for the major 
economies to coordinate policy responses. These structures also served to blunt domestic pressures 
to act in a more unilateral manner. International institutions like the Bank of International Settlements further 
provided crucial expertise to rewrite the global rules of the game. Even if the Doha round petered out, the WTO’s 

Dispute Settlement mechanism remained in place to coordinate and adjudicate monitoring and enforcement. Furthermore, the status 
quo preference for each element of these regimes was to promote greater cross-border exchange 
within the rule of law. It is easier for international institutions to reinforce existing global economic 
norms than to devise new ones. Even if these structures were operating on “autopilot,” they had 
already been pointed in the right direction. 
 

 

  



 

Harm – Cyberattacks Extensions 
The status quo solves hacks. The Department of Justice has elevated hacks to a high 
priority and is fighting hacks. 
Bing on June 3 
(“Exclusive: U.S. to give ransomware hacks similar priority as terrorism,” Christopher Bing, June 3, 2021, 
https://www.reuters.com/technology/exclusive-us-give-ransomware-hacks-similar-priority-terrorism-official-says-2021-06-03/) 

WASHINGTON, June 3 (Reuters) - The U.S. Department of Justice is elevating investigations of ransomware 
attacks to a similar priority as terrorism in the wake of the Colonial Pipeline hack and mounting 
damage caused by cyber criminals, a senior department official told Reuters. Internal guidance sent on Thursday to U.S. 

attorney's offices across the country said information about ransomware investigations in the field should be 
centrally coordinated with a recently created task force in Washington. "It's a specialized process to 
ensure we track all ransomware cases regardless of where it may be referred in this country, so you 
can make the connections between actors and work your way up to disrupt the whole chain," said John 
Carlin, principle associate deputy attorney general at the Justice Department. Last month, a cyber criminal group that the U.S. authorities said 
operates from Russia, penetrated the pipeline operator on the U.S. East Coast, locking its systems and demanding a ransom. The hack caused a 
shutdown lasting several days, led to a spike in gas prices, panic buying and localized fuel shortages in the southeast. Colonial Pipeline decided 

to pay the hackers who invaded their systems nearly $5 million to regain access, the company said. The DOJ guidance specifically 
refers to Colonial as an example of the "growing threat that ransomware and digital extortion pose to 
the nation." "To ensure we can make necessary connections across national and global cases and 
investigations, and to allow us to develop a comprehensive picture of the national and economic 
security threats we face, we must enhance and centralize our internal tracking," said the guidance seen by 
Reuters and previously unreported. The Justice Department's decision to push ransomware into this special process illustrates how the issue is 
being prioritized, U.S. officials said. "We've used this model around terrorism before but never with ransomware," said Carlin. The process has 
typically been reserved for a short list of topics, including national security cases, legal experts said. In practice, it means that investigators in 
U.S. attorney's offices handling ransomware attacks will be expected to share both updated case details and active technical information with 
leaders in Washington. The guidance also asks the offices to look at and include other investigations focused on the larger cybercrime 
ecosystem. According to the guidance, the list of investigations that now require central notification include cases involving: counter anti-virus 
services, illicit online forums or marketplaces, cryptocurrency exchanges, bulletproof hosting services, botnets and online money laundering 
services. Bulletproof hosting services refer to opaque internet infrastructure registration services which help cyber criminals to anonymously 
conduct intrusions. A botnet is a group of compromised internet-connected devices that can be manipulated to cause digital havoc. Hackers 

build, buy and rent out botnets in order to conduct cyber crimes ranging from advertising fraud to large cyberattacks. "We really want 
to make sure prosecutors and criminal investigators report and are tracking ... cryptocurrency 
exchanges, illicit online forums or marketplaces where people are selling hacking tools, network 
access credentials - going after the botnets that serve multiple purposes," said Carlin. Mark Califano, a former U.S. 

attorney and cybercrime expert, said the “heightened reporting could allow DOJ to more effectively deploy 
resources” and to “identify common exploits” used by cybercriminals. 

 

  



 

The risk of cyber escalation is exaggerated. Cyberattacks are a poor tool of escalation. 
Borghard and Longeran 2019 
(“Cyber Operations as Imperfect Tools of Escalation”, Erica D. Borghard, Ph.D Assistant Professor in the Army Cyber Institute at the United 
States Military Academy, and Shawn W. Longeran, Senior Advisor to the U.S. Cyberspace Solarium Commission at U.S. Cyber Command, 
Strategic Studies Quarterly, Fall 2019, https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/Portals/10/SSQ/documents/Volume-13_Issue-3/Borghard.pdf) 

However, there are important empirical reasons to suspect that the risks of cyber escalation may be 
exaggerated. Specifically, if cyberspace is in fact an environment that (perhaps even more so than others) 

generates severe escalation risks, why has cyber escalation not yet occurred? Most interactions 
between cyber rivals have been characterized by limited volleys that have not escalated beyond 
nuisance levels and have been largely contained below the use-of-force threshold.5 For example, in a survey 

of cyber incidents and responses between 2000 and 2014, Brandon Valeriano et al. find that “rivals tend to respond only to 
lower-level [cyber] incidents and the response tends to check the intrusion as opposed to seek 
escalation dominance. The majority of cyber escalation episodes are at a low severity threshold and 
are non-escalatory. These incidents are usually ‘tit-for-tat’ type responses within one step of the original incident.”6 Even in the two 
rare examples in which states employed kinetic force in response to adversary cyber operations—the US counter-ISIL drone campaign in 2015 
and Israel’s airstrike against Hamas cyber operatives in 2019—the use of force was circumscribed and did not escalate the overall conflict (not 
to mention that force was used against nonstate adversaries with limited potential to meaningfully escalate in response to US or Israeli force).7 

We posit that cyber escalation has not occurred because cyber operations are poor tools of escalation. In 
particular, we argue that this stems from key characteristics of offensive cyber capabilities that limit escalation through four mechanisms. First, 

retaliatory offensive cyber operations may not exist at the desired time of employment. Second, even under conditions where 
they may exist, their effects are uncertain and often relatively limited. Third, several attributes of 
offensive cyber operations generate important tradeoffs for decision-makers that may make them 
hesitant to employ capabilities in some circumstances. Finally, the alternative of cross-domain 
escalation—responding to a cyber incident with noncyber, kinetic instruments—is unlikely to be chosen except under rare 
circumstances, given the limited cost-generation potential of offensive cyber operations. In this article, we 
define cyber escalation and then explore the implications of the technical features and requirements for offensive cyber operations. We also 
consider potential alternative or critical responses to each of these logics. Finally, we evaluate the implications for US policy making. 

 

  



 

Lack of response to cyberattacks means that there is no escalation or military 
response. 
Libicki 2020 
(“Correlations Between Cyberspace Attacks and Kinetic Attacks,” Martin C. Libicki Ph.D., Center for Cyber Security Studies, U.S. Naval Academy, 
2020, https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/9131731) 

Overall, there is little public evidence that hostile events in cyberspace echo strongly outside it. Indeed, 
rarely do events in cyberspace – much less escalation in cyberspace – lead to serious responses at all. 
Some research suggests that even severe cyberattacks would generally be less likely than kinetic 
attacks to induce a response. Although opening cyberattacks can precede kinetic attacks, there are also cases when war comes as a 
surprise and cyberattacks are not used until the proper accesses to target systems have been gained. Cyberattacks have the potential to put 

hitherto sacrosanct targets – notably space systems, and other NC3 elements – in play, but cyberattacks have reportedly taken 
place against satellites while kinetic attacks (weapons tests aside) have not, so far. The failure to 
respond to cyberattacks may have played a role in enabling missile attacks on Saudi Aramco facilities, but the link 

is distant (seven years earlier) and tenuous. There is no analog (yet) in the Russo-Ukrainian conflict. Several reasons could be 
adduced to explain the lack of correlation. One is that while there could be cyberattacks consequential enough to 
induce echoes in the physical world, none have reached that threshold and it may well be that none 
could reach that threshold. Even as the attack surface for cyberspace operations keeps growing, hackers grow more talented, and 

their leaders more aware of the gains available from such operations – defense is not sleeping. Those who own networks 
are taking cybersecurity seriously (at long last), cloud computing may have helped put defenses in the hands of those for whom 
protection is a profit center, and the cybersecurity industry itself is robust. Succeeding generations of software – e.g., versions of Windows 
operation systems – are also more impervious to intrusions. Two is that, in common with many widely-feared phenomena, cyberattacks have 
evolved from an acute problem (one both rare and fearsome) to a chronic problem (more common, but something that one can adjust to). 

Three, the oft-expressed belief that cyberwar is war has yet to take hold. Because cyberspace operations are ambiguous (and 

not easily grasped even when clear) and their effects almost always temporary and not (yet) lethal, they may be 
considered something separate and apart. Time will tell whether this distinction will continue to be observed. 

 

  



 

Solvency Extensions 
The status quo solves. Congress is already investing in water infrastructure. 
ASME 2021 
(“Senate Passes the Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act with a Focus on Small, Disadvantaged, and Rural Communities,” 
ASME.org, May 10, 2021, https://www.asme.org/government-relations/capitol-update/senate-passes-the-drinking-water-and-wastewater-
infrastructure-act-with-a-focus-on-small,-disadvantaged,-and-rural-communities) 

Last week, the Senate passed S. 914, the Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act (DWWIA), 
to invest $35 billion in state water infrastructure programs. Funds will be used to upgrade aging 
infrastructure, address threats associated with climate change, and invest in modern technologies to 
bring the nation’s infrastructure up to date. The legislation has broad bipartisan support and passed 
the Senate by an 89-2 vote. Forty percent of the funding is specifically meant to benefit small, disadvantaged, rural, and tribal 
communities. Thirty billion of the funding will be distributed through the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Clean Water State 
Revolving Loan Fund and its Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund. The additional $5+ billion will be distributed through specialized grant 
funding. For instance, the bill mandates that $100 million per year be put towards grants specifically to remove lead from drinking water, a key 
component of the Biden administration’s infrastructure agenda. The bill also creates a grant program for large- and medium-sized drinking 
water systems, where fifty percent of the funding will be put towards systems that serve between 10,000 and 100,000 people. The remaining 
fifty percent will go towards systems serving populations of at least 100,000. Senator Tom Carper (D-DE), Chairman of the Senate Committee on 

Environment and Public Works, commented on the passing of the bill on the Senate floor, stating, “This bipartisan bill invests in 
strengthening our nation’s water systems to foster economic growth, build climate-resilient infrastructure, and help ensure 
that all Americans have access to clean, safe water.” According to an earlier press release from the Senate Committee on Environment and 

Public Works, the legislation will: Invest significantly in small, disadvantaged, rural, and tribal communities through grant programs that 

promote environmental justice. Provide states with increased funding and program flexibilities to invest in 
community water projects that address aging infrastructure and improve water quality through the 
State Revolving Loan Funds. Connect households to public water and wastewater services, decentralize wastewater services, and 

improve sanitation in Alaskan rural and native villages. Increase investments in lead abatement through grant programs and assistance. 
Promote resiliency projects to address the impacts of climate change. Increase investment to address recruitment, training, and retention 
challenges facing the water and wastewater utility workforce. Invest in the drinking water and wastewater needs of tribal communities. 

Provide significant investments in technical assistance and new and emerging technologies that result 
in cleaner, safer, and more reliable water. 

 

  



 

EPA Tradeoff Disadvantage (DA) 
 

The EPA Tradeoff DA focuses on the priorities and tradeoffs of the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). Whenever Congress passes a law, it is then up to the Executive Branch to execute or enact that 
law. Nearly all environmental laws are enacted by the EPA. The EPA conducts assessments, allocates 
funding for water infrastructure, sets and regulates air and water quality standards, fines companies for 
environmental harm, and a lot of things. 

The EPA Tradeoff DA focuses on the tradeoff or the opportunity cost of new regulations. Right now the 
EPA is focused on President Biden’s climate agenda, setting new regulations on greenhouse gases and 
studying data on emissions and climate change. The affirmative would be enacted by the EPA and would 
take resources and focus away from the broader climate goals. The EPA is the agency that was created 
to protect the environment and is the agency that is working to lead the charge against climate change. 
Without a strong focus from the EPA, climate change is inevitable. 

The EPA Tradeoff DA asks the question about the tradeoffs within federal government agencies when a 
new law or regulation is passed. 

  



 

Negative 
The affirmative answers can be found after each affirmative. 



 

1NC Shell – Fracking 
A. Uniqueness – The EPA is focused on fighting climate change and reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions now. 
Spectrum News May 3 
(“EPA proposes rule to limit greenhouse gases used in coolants, refrigerators,” By Spectrum News Staff Nationwide, May. 03, 2021, 
https://www.ny1.com/nyc/all-boroughs/news/2021/05/03/epa-coolants-greenhouse-climate-environment) 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) proposed a rule on Monday aimed at limiting production 
of hydrofluorocarbons, the powerful greenhouse gases widely used in air conditioning and 
refrigeration, part of the Biden administration's efforts to mitigate the impact of climate change. What 
You Need To Know The Environmental Protection Agency introduced a rule aimed at limiting production of hydrofluorocarbons in an attempt to 

mitigate the impact of climate change The rule will aim to decrease U.S. production and use of 
hydrofluorocarbons, gases widely used in air conditioning and refrigeration, by 85% over the next 15 years Scientists believe 
that reducing the use of HFCs worldwide would avert 0.5 degrees Celsius of global warming by 2100 
The bill also promotes technologies to capture and store carbon dioxide produced by power and 
manufacturing plants and calls for reductions in diesel emissions by buses and other vehicles “With this 
proposal, EPA is taking another significant step under President Biden’s ambitious agenda to address 
the climate crisis,” EPA Administrator Michael Regan said in a statement Monday. “By phasing down HFCs, which 

can be hundreds to thousands of times more powerful than carbon dioxide at warming the planet, EPA is taking a major action to 
help keep global temperature rise in check.ʺ Regan said that the rule will aim to decrease U.S. production and use of 
hydrofluorocarbons, also known as HFCs, by 85% over the next 15 years. The move to reduce HFCs enjoys bipartisan support, and builds on a 
bill passed by Congress in December with wide bipartisan support and signed into law by then-President Donald Trump. The measure, known as 
the American Innovation and Manufacturing Act, was hailed as the most significant climate change law in at least a decade. The bill also 
promotes technologies to capture and store carbon dioxide produced by power and manufacturing plants and calls for reductions in diesel 
emissions by buses and other vehicles. Delaware Sen. Tom Carper, chair of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee who pushed 

the HFC proposal alongside Republican Sen. John Kennedy of Louisiana, praised the EPA's rule in a statement: "Passing the AIM Act 
was a momentous climate achievement that will help save our planet, and today we are one step 
closer to its benefits being a reality." Carper also championed the fact that reducing HFCs by implementing the AIM Act would 
"create hundreds of thousands of good paying jobs that will combat climate change." Carper and Kennedy said that the bill would give U.S. 
companies the regulatory certainty needed to produce “next-generation” coolants as an alternative to HFCs. Both Kennedy and Carper 
represent states that are home to chemical companies that produce the alternative refrigerants. Scientists believe that reducing the use of 

HFCs worldwide would avert 0.5 degrees Celsius of global warming by 2100. “The U.S. Climate Alliance welcomes this next 
step from EPA to phase down highly potent HFCs across the country. National standards will ensure all communities have access to higher 
quality products, and that we are giving U.S. industry the best opportunity to innovate and lead the global transition to HFC alternatives,” said 

U.S. Climate Alliance Executive Director Julie Cerqueira. “Alliance states have been leading the charge in reducing HFC emissions in recent 

years and now have a strong federal partner in this push. It’s a win for jobs, a win for our economy and it will help us achieve 
our bold state and federal climate goals.” The EPA estimates the proposed rule would save nearly $284 billion over the next three decades and 
prevent the equivalent of 187 million metric tons of carbon dioxide emissions, roughly equal to annual greenhouse gas emissions from one out 
of every seven vehicles registered in the United States. 

  



 

B. Link – CLEAN Future Act proves that a ban on fracking would be through the EPA. 
Palicz 2021 
(“CLEAN Future Act Lays Groundwork for Backdoor Fracking Ban,” Mike Palicz, Americans for Tax Reform, May 25th, 2021, 
https://www.atr.org/clean-future-act-lays-groundwork-backdoor-fracking-ban) 

Section 623 is a federal power grab stripping states of the right to regulate hydraulic fracturing and 
could empower EPA to impose a nationwide fracking ban through federal regulation of fluids required 
for hydraulic fracturing. Rather than allowing states to regulate fluids from hydraulic fracturing as 
they currently do, Section 623 would "prohibit the underground injection of fluids or propping agents 
pursuant to hydraulic fracturing operations" unless operators meet testing and data reporting requirements determined by 
political appointees at the EPA. Democrats are using the long-debunked and anti-science notion that fracking is an inherent threat to 
groundwater in order to seize regulatory authority away from states. This provision would break from the Obama EPA's years-long assessment 
that federal regulation of fracking's impact on water resources was not required. A resolution co-sponsored by state oil regulators in Texas and 
North Dakota in response to the CLEAN Future Act urges the Biden Administration and Congress to oppose the CLEAN Future Act on behalf of 
oil and gas producing states. In the rollout of the resolution, Texas Railroad Commissioner Wayne Christian labeled the CLEAN Future Act as 
"nothing more than the Green New Deal in lipstick,” that would "effectively federalize regulation of oil and gas, increasing costs to consumers 
and our national debt, while harming our energy independence and national security.” Here is text straight from the resolution: "The CLEAN 
Future Act would impose redundant and unneeded regulations on oil and gas drilling, hydraulic fracturing, and production operations currently 

regulated by the States..." "The CLEAN Future Act contravenes the principle of cooperative federalism by 
creating significant regulations at the national level that will limit the ability of states to regulate the 
exploration and production of oil and gas within their jurisdictions." Section 625 would allow EPA to 
classify "produced waters" as "hazardous waste" to prevent fracking, contrary to EPA's own 2019 
assessment. 

 

C. Internal Link – EPA focus on emissions is necessary to deliver on the aggressive 
climate agenda and achieve a net-zero economy. 
Lee 2021 
(“EPA Chief Vows Tougher Tailpipe Rules by July, Unwinding Trump’s,” Stephen Lee, April 6, 2021, 
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/environment-and-energy/epa-chief-vows-tougher-tailpipe-rules-by-july-unwinding-trumps) 

“We need individuals that believe in science, believe in the facts before us and are willing to roll up 
their sleeves and join the conversation about how this country can tackle climate change and do it in a way 
where we’re following the science, following the law and not sacrificing our global competitiveness,” Regan said. “Those are the types of 

individuals that we’re looking for.” The Biden administration is relying heavily on U.S. environmental regulations 
to support an aggressive new Paris agreement pledge to slash the greenhouse-gas emissions driving 
climate change. Regan said the U.S. target, which is set to be unveiled later this month, will be 
bolstered by an array of EPA regulations targeting greenhouse gas emissions from oil wells, 
automobiles and power plants. The EPA is “laser focused” on limiting releases of the potent 
greenhouse gas methane from oil wells and infrastructure, and plans to move aggressively to target 
emissions from power plants, Regan said. “EPA has a critical role to play in delivering on President Biden’s 
aggressive climate agenda to achieve a carbon-pollution-free power sector by 2035 and put the 
United States on path to a net-zero economy by 2050.” 

 

  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21  



 

1NC Shell – Agricultural Runoff 
A. Uniqueness – The EPA is focused on fighting climate change and reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions now. 
Spectrum News May 3 
(“EPA proposes rule to limit greenhouse gases used in coolants, refrigerators,” By Spectrum News Staff Nationwide, May. 03, 2021, 
https://www.ny1.com/nyc/all-boroughs/news/2021/05/03/epa-coolants-greenhouse-climate-environment) 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) proposed a rule on Monday aimed at limiting production 
of hydrofluorocarbons, the powerful greenhouse gases widely used in air conditioning and 
refrigeration, part of the Biden administration's efforts to mitigate the impact of climate change. What 
You Need To Know The Environmental Protection Agency introduced a rule aimed at limiting production of hydrofluorocarbons in an attempt to 

mitigate the impact of climate change The rule will aim to decrease U.S. production and use of 
hydrofluorocarbons, gases widely used in air conditioning and refrigeration, by 85% over the next 15 years Scientists believe 
that reducing the use of HFCs worldwide would avert 0.5 degrees Celsius of global warming by 2100 
The bill also promotes technologies to capture and store carbon dioxide produced by power and 
manufacturing plants and calls for reductions in diesel emissions by buses and other vehicles “With this 
proposal, EPA is taking another significant step under President Biden’s ambitious agenda to address 
the climate crisis,” EPA Administrator Michael Regan said in a statement Monday. “By phasing down HFCs, which 

can be hundreds to thousands of times more powerful than carbon dioxide at warming the planet, EPA is taking a major action to 
help keep global temperature rise in check.ʺ Regan said that the rule will aim to decrease U.S. production and use of 
hydrofluorocarbons, also known as HFCs, by 85% over the next 15 years. The move to reduce HFCs enjoys bipartisan support, and builds on a 
bill passed by Congress in December with wide bipartisan support and signed into law by then-President Donald Trump. The measure, known as 
the American Innovation and Manufacturing Act, was hailed as the most significant climate change law in at least a decade. The bill also 
promotes technologies to capture and store carbon dioxide produced by power and manufacturing plants and calls for reductions in diesel 
emissions by buses and other vehicles. Delaware Sen. Tom Carper, chair of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee who pushed 

the HFC proposal alongside Republican Sen. John Kennedy of Louisiana, praised the EPA's rule in a statement: "Passing the AIM Act 
was a momentous climate achievement that will help save our planet, and today we are one step 
closer to its benefits being a reality." Carper also championed the fact that reducing HFCs by implementing the AIM Act would 
"create hundreds of thousands of good paying jobs that will combat climate change." Carper and Kennedy said that the bill would give U.S. 
companies the regulatory certainty needed to produce “next-generation” coolants as an alternative to HFCs. Both Kennedy and Carper 
represent states that are home to chemical companies that produce the alternative refrigerants. Scientists believe that reducing the use of 

HFCs worldwide would avert 0.5 degrees Celsius of global warming by 2100. “The U.S. Climate Alliance welcomes this next 
step from EPA to phase down highly potent HFCs across the country. National standards will ensure all communities have access to higher 
quality products, and that we are giving U.S. industry the best opportunity to innovate and lead the global transition to HFC alternatives,” said 

U.S. Climate Alliance Executive Director Julie Cerqueira. “Alliance states have been leading the charge in reducing HFC emissions in recent 

years and now have a strong federal partner in this push. It’s a win for jobs, a win for our economy and it will help us achieve 
our bold state and federal climate goals.” The EPA estimates the proposed rule would save nearly $284 billion over the next three decades and 
prevent the equivalent of 187 million metric tons of carbon dioxide emissions, roughly equal to annual greenhouse gas emissions from one out 
of every seven vehicles registered in the United States. 

  



 

B. Link – Agricultural runoff would be regulated by the EPA. 
Baise 2016 
(“What is ag stormwater and is it regulated?” Gary Baise, May 18, 2016, https://www.farmprogress.com/blogs-ag-stormwater-regulated-
10941) 

A second issue has arisen regarding stormwater runoff from around the buildings of concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs). Many 
have argued runoff from the barnyard area surrounding CAFO buildings is from a point source and must be 
regulated by EPA or a state. EPA claims that it can regulate runoff from the production area and that 
includes the animal confinement area, manure storage area, raw materials’ storage area and waste 
containment areas. It is also clear that barnyard areas which are landscaped and surround the buildings constitute none of these 
activities, so the farmyard where stormwater runs off is also exempted under the agricultural stormwater runoff exemption. 

 

C. Internal Link – EPA focus on emissions is necessary to deliver on the aggressive 
climate agenda and achieve a net-zero economy. 
Lee 2021 
(“EPA Chief Vows Tougher Tailpipe Rules by July, Unwinding Trump’s,” Stephen Lee, April 6, 2021, 
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/environment-and-energy/epa-chief-vows-tougher-tailpipe-rules-by-july-unwinding-trumps) 

“We need individuals that believe in science, believe in the facts before us and are willing to roll up 
their sleeves and join the conversation about how this country can tackle climate change and do it in a way 
where we’re following the science, following the law and not sacrificing our global competitiveness,” Regan said. “Those are the types of 

individuals that we’re looking for.” The Biden administration is relying heavily on U.S. environmental regulations 
to support an aggressive new Paris agreement pledge to slash the greenhouse-gas emissions driving 
climate change. Regan said the U.S. target, which is set to be unveiled later this month, will be 
bolstered by an array of EPA regulations targeting greenhouse gas emissions from oil wells, 
automobiles and power plants. The EPA is “laser focused” on limiting releases of the potent 
greenhouse gas methane from oil wells and infrastructure, and plans to move aggressively to target 
emissions from power plants, Regan said. “EPA has a critical role to play in delivering on President Biden’s 
aggressive climate agenda to achieve a carbon-pollution-free power sector by 2035 and put the 
United States on path to a net-zero economy by 2050.” 

 

  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21 



 

1NC Shell – Water Infrastructure 
A. Uniqueness – The EPA is focused on fighting climate change and reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions now. 
Spectrum News May 3 
(“EPA proposes rule to limit greenhouse gases used in coolants, refrigerators,” By Spectrum News Staff Nationwide, May. 03, 2021, 
https://www.ny1.com/nyc/all-boroughs/news/2021/05/03/epa-coolants-greenhouse-climate-environment) 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) proposed a rule on Monday aimed at limiting production 
of hydrofluorocarbons, the powerful greenhouse gases widely used in air conditioning and 
refrigeration, part of the Biden administration's efforts to mitigate the impact of climate change. What 
You Need To Know The Environmental Protection Agency introduced a rule aimed at limiting production of hydrofluorocarbons in an attempt to 

mitigate the impact of climate change The rule will aim to decrease U.S. production and use of 
hydrofluorocarbons, gases widely used in air conditioning and refrigeration, by 85% over the next 15 years Scientists believe 
that reducing the use of HFCs worldwide would avert 0.5 degrees Celsius of global warming by 2100 
The bill also promotes technologies to capture and store carbon dioxide produced by power and 
manufacturing plants and calls for reductions in diesel emissions by buses and other vehicles “With this 
proposal, EPA is taking another significant step under President Biden’s ambitious agenda to address 
the climate crisis,” EPA Administrator Michael Regan said in a statement Monday. “By phasing down HFCs, which 

can be hundreds to thousands of times more powerful than carbon dioxide at warming the planet, EPA is taking a major action to 
help keep global temperature rise in check.ʺ Regan said that the rule will aim to decrease U.S. production and use of 
hydrofluorocarbons, also known as HFCs, by 85% over the next 15 years. The move to reduce HFCs enjoys bipartisan support, and builds on a 
bill passed by Congress in December with wide bipartisan support and signed into law by then-President Donald Trump. The measure, known as 
the American Innovation and Manufacturing Act, was hailed as the most significant climate change law in at least a decade. The bill also 
promotes technologies to capture and store carbon dioxide produced by power and manufacturing plants and calls for reductions in diesel 
emissions by buses and other vehicles. Delaware Sen. Tom Carper, chair of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee who pushed 

the HFC proposal alongside Republican Sen. John Kennedy of Louisiana, praised the EPA's rule in a statement: "Passing the AIM Act 
was a momentous climate achievement that will help save our planet, and today we are one step 
closer to its benefits being a reality." Carper also championed the fact that reducing HFCs by implementing the AIM Act would 
"create hundreds of thousands of good paying jobs that will combat climate change." Carper and Kennedy said that the bill would give U.S. 
companies the regulatory certainty needed to produce “next-generation” coolants as an alternative to HFCs. Both Kennedy and Carper 
represent states that are home to chemical companies that produce the alternative refrigerants. Scientists believe that reducing the use of 

HFCs worldwide would avert 0.5 degrees Celsius of global warming by 2100. “The U.S. Climate Alliance welcomes this next 
step from EPA to phase down highly potent HFCs across the country. National standards will ensure all communities have access to higher 
quality products, and that we are giving U.S. industry the best opportunity to innovate and lead the global transition to HFC alternatives,” said 

U.S. Climate Alliance Executive Director Julie Cerqueira. “Alliance states have been leading the charge in reducing HFC emissions in recent 

years and now have a strong federal partner in this push. It’s a win for jobs, a win for our economy and it will help us achieve 
our bold state and federal climate goals.” The EPA estimates the proposed rule would save nearly $284 billion over the next three decades and 
prevent the equivalent of 187 million metric tons of carbon dioxide emissions, roughly equal to annual greenhouse gas emissions from one out 
of every seven vehicles registered in the United States. 

  



 

B. Link – Large infrastructure spending for water systems is assessed by and 
distributed by the EPA. 
Ramseur and Humphreys 2020 
(“EPA Water Infrastructure Funding in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009,” Jonathan L. Ramseur, Specialist in Environmental 
Policy, and Elena H. Humphreys, Analyst, Congressional Research Service, July 24, 2020, 
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R46464) 

As part of the federal response to the “Great Recession,” Congress passed the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA, P.L. 111-5) to stimulate the economy and address a range of other policy objectives. ARRA 

included tax relief and incentives and provided hundreds of billions of dollars in mandatory and discretionary 
spending, including funding for wastewater and drinking water infrastructure projects. As Congress 
considers options to mitigate the economic impacts of Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19), infrastructure funding is receiving increased 
attention. ARRA implementation experience may be relevant as policymakers consider options to stimulate the economy through increased 

infrastructure spending. ARRA delivered wastewater and drinking water infrastructure funding primarily 
through two U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) programs—the Clean Water State Revolving 
Fund (CWSRF) program under the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Drinking Water State Revolving 
Fund (DWSRF) program under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). These programs help publicly 
owned treatment works and public water systems finance infrastructure improvements needed to 
comply with water quality or public health requirements and for other statutory purposes. Using 
annual appropriations, EPA makes grants to states to capitalize state revolving loan funds. States in turn 
primarily provide subsidized loans to eligible recipients. ARRA provided $4.0 billion for the CWSRF and $2.0 billion for the DWSRF in 
supplemental funding in FY2009. The ARRA SRF funding was more than double the appropriations for FY2008. 

  



 

C. Internal Link – EPA focus on emissions is necessary to deliver on the aggressive 
climate agenda and achieve a net-zero economy. 
Lee 2021 
(“EPA Chief Vows Tougher Tailpipe Rules by July, Unwinding Trump’s,” Stephen Lee, April 6, 2021, 
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/environment-and-energy/epa-chief-vows-tougher-tailpipe-rules-by-july-unwinding-trumps) 

“We need individuals that believe in science, believe in the facts before us and are willing to roll up 
their sleeves and join the conversation about how this country can tackle climate change and do it in a way 
where we’re following the science, following the law and not sacrificing our global competitiveness,” Regan said. “Those are the types of 

individuals that we’re looking for.” The Biden administration is relying heavily on U.S. environmental regulations 
to support an aggressive new Paris agreement pledge to slash the greenhouse-gas emissions driving 
climate change. Regan said the U.S. target, which is set to be unveiled later this month, will be 
bolstered by an array of EPA regulations targeting greenhouse gas emissions from oil wells, 
automobiles and power plants. The EPA is “laser focused” on limiting releases of the potent 
greenhouse gas methane from oil wells and infrastructure, and plans to move aggressively to target 
emissions from power plants, Regan said. “EPA has a critical role to play in delivering on President Biden’s 
aggressive climate agenda to achieve a carbon-pollution-free power sector by 2035 and put the 
United States on path to a net-zero economy by 2050.” 

 

  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21  



 

Uniqueness Extension 
The EPA is committed to fighting climate change now. 
Friedman 2021 
(“E.P.A. to Sharply Limit Powerful Greenhouse Gases,” Lisa Friedman, May 3, 2021, https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/03/climate/EPA-HFCs-
hydrofluorocarbons.html) 

WASHINGTON — The Environmental Protection Agency moved on Monday to sharply reduce the use and 
production of powerful greenhouse gases central to refrigeration and air-conditioning, part of the 
Biden administration’s larger strategy of trying to slow the pace of global warming. The agency proposed to 
regulate hydrofluorocarbons, or HFCs, a class of man-made chemicals that are thousands of times more potent than carbon dioxide at warming 

the planet. The proposal is the first significant step the E.P.A. has taken under President Biden to curb 
climate change. The move is also the first time the federal government has set national limits on HFCs, 
which were used to replace ozone-depleting chlorofluorocarbons in the 1980s but have turned out to be a significant driver 
of global warming. More than a dozen states have either banned HFCs or are formulating some restrictions. And it is another 
sign, along with Mr. Biden’s decision to rejoin the Paris climate accord and to host a recent virtual 
climate summit — that the administration is reinserting the country into the international fight 
against global warming. “This is incredibly significant,” said Kristen N. Taddonio, a senior climate and energy adviser for 
the Institute for Governance & Sustainable Development, an environmental nonprofit group. 

 

  



 

Link – Tradeoff Extension 
The EPA has limited resources and new federal regulations are a massive drain on the 
agency. 
Heminger 15 
(“Defendant Epa’s Combined Memorandum In Support Of Its Cross-Motion For Summary Judgment And In Opposition To Plaintiffs’ Motion For 
Summary Judgment [Rec. Doc. 198]” in Gulf Restoration Network, et al., v. Gina McCarthy and the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, Justin Heminger, Trial Attorney Environmental Defense Section, https://www.nacwa.org/docs/default-source/clean-water-current-
pdf/19-feb-16/2016-01-08gulf-msj-remand-(epa).pdf) 

EPA considered the limited resources available to the Agency to develop and implement federal water 
quality standards, 33 U.S.C. § 1313. In evaluating Gulf Restoration’s petition, EPA also considered the limited resources 
available to the Agency to undertake the “unprecedented and complex set of rulemakings to 
promulgate federal [numeric nutrient criteria] for a large region (or even the entire country),” as requested by Gulf 
Restoration. EPA Ex. 2, AR 4, EPA Decision. As EPA recognized, if it made the necessity determinations requested by Gulf Restoration, then 
under section 1313(c), the Agency would need to “promptly” promulgate corresponding federal numeric nutrient criteria. Indeed, as discussed 
above in Background Section B.2., Gulf Restoration’s petition focused on its request that EPA promulgate numeric nutrient criteria across the 
country, not on the threshold necessity determinations that would precede those regulations. See EPA Ex. 1, AR 4, Petition (requesting that EPA 

“use its powers to control nitrogen and phosphorus pollution”); id. at AR 78. Thus, EPA considered not just the resources 
required to make the necessity determinations themselves, but also the intensive resources that 
would be required for the Agency to complete the regulatory task under section 1313(c)(4)(B). After developing 
numeric nutrient criteria for waters in a single State (Florida), id. at AR 5, EPA was well-positioned to assess the enormous resources that would 

be required to develop such criteria for “all navigable waters in all 50 states” where such criteria did not already exist. Id. at AR 1. As EPA 
explained, if it made the requested necessity determinations, ‘[t]he development of [numeric nutrient criteria] for 50, 

31, or 10 states at one time would be highly resource and time intensive.” Id. at AR 4. EPA anticipated that such an effort 

would “involve the EPA staff across the entire Agency, as well as support from technical experts outside the Agency.” Id. EPA then 
detailed the many steps that it would need to take to conduct a federal rulemaking for each State. Id. 

This included “develop[ing] a technical record for each affected state”—what EPA described as “a task of substantial 
magnitude in light of the need for thorough review and analysis of state water quality data and the 

frequency and severity of nutrient-related impacts.” Id. at AR 4. EPA also predicted that to complete the rulemaking, it 
would face “a daunting management challenge” because of (1) “the complexity of the technical issues,” (2) the “large 
volume of comments from stakeholders and local governments” that EPA expected to receive, and (3) “the need for the Agency to respond to 
the array of comments filed.” Id. As discussed above in Argument Point II.B., EPA may consider its resources when responding to a rulemaking 

petition. And here, EPA concluded that those finite resources would not be put to their best use by 
exercising its rulemaking authority under section 1313(c)(4)(B). 

  



 

History proves that new regulations trade-off with the enforcement of existing EPA 
responsibilities. 
Markell and Glicksman 2014 
(“A Holistic Look at Agency Enforcement,” David L. Markell,  Professor of Law at Florida State University College of Law, & Robert L. Glicksman, 
Professor of Law at George Washington University Law School, 93 N.C. L. Rev. 1, 2014, https://scholarship.law.unc.edu/nclr/vol93/iss1/3) 

The impact of a drop in real funding over the years has been magnified by the increase in EPA's 
regulatory responsibilities resulting from the enactment of new statutory programs (such as the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act in 198011 and the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-
Know Act in 1986185) and the expansion of regulatory programs-often in ways that drew many new sources within the scope of those 

programs-through amendments to RCRA in 1984,181 the CWA in 1987, 18 and the CAA in 1990.1" The combination of EPA's 
declining resource pool and increased responsibilities has presented the agency with difficult choices, 
some of which may impair EPA's enforcement capacity.189 In late 2013, EPA issued a Draft Strategic Plan for fiscal years 
2014 to 2018.'0 In the portion of the Plan devoted to the goal of protecting health and the environment by enforcing laws and assuring 
compliance, EPA trumpeted its commitment to a "new [enforcement] paradigm" under its Next Generation Compliance Initiative. EPA 
predicted that this Initiative would enhance enforcement and compliance by relying on innovative enforcement approaches that use new 
monitoring and reporting technologies.'92 News reports, however, focused on the portions of the Plan indicating that EPA would cut federal 

inspections by one-third and reduce the number of civil cases filed each year by twenty-three percent." EPA insisted that its decision 
to focus on the biggest violators and to implement real-time monitoring of emissions to prevent 
violations would enhance compliance.'94 The shift in enforcement strategy appeared to have been 
induced at least in part, however, by budgetary pressures, as reflected in the concession by a top. EPA enforcement 
official that "[o]bviously, necessarily with budget cuts, we have to make tough choices."" The decline in resources available to the federal 

government for environmental protection programs generally, and for enforcement functions specifically, is likely to have ripple 
effects on the robustness of state programs.196 The federal government has long provided financial assistance in the form of grants 
and loans to assist the states in performing their roles under the federal environmental statutes.197 Between fiscal years 2004 and 2012, 
annual appropriations for EPA categorical grants to assist states in implementing air, water, pesticide, and hazardous substance programs 
shrank by about eighty-five million dollars."' The Environmental Council of the States ("ECOS") has expressed concern about reductions in 
federal funding for state environmental programs.'" Some within the federal government apparently share these concerns.200 

 

  



 

Link – Fracking Extension 
The EPA is the agency with the authority to regulate and permit fracking. 
Watershed Council no date 
(“Regulations and Exemptions,” Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council, no date given, accessed July 17, 2021, 
https://www.watershedcouncil.org/hydraulic-fracturing---regulations-and-exemptions.html) 

Oil and gas development is primarily regulated under eight federal environmental and public health laws. These laws apply to drilling and 
hydraulic fracturing from unconventional sources. However, exemptions or limitations exist within many of these laws which affect the 

applicability of federal law. In general, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) retains authorities under 
federal law to respond to incidents of environmental contamination. *Clean Air Act is out of the primary scope of 
work for Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council and is not evaluated below. Federal laws provide some basic protections from oil and gas 

development activities. For example, the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) 
protect surface waters and groundwater from contamination and wastewater disposed of in injection 
wells are regulated to ensure that injected fluid does not endanger drinking water sources. However, in six 

of the federal laws, there are exemptions or limitations in regulatory coverage for preventative programs. These exemptions do not 
limit EPA’s overall authority under federal environmental and public health laws to respond to 
environmental contamination, but there is less oversight of oil and natural gas development as a result. Safe Drinking Water Act 

(SDWA) The Safe Drinking Water Act is the main federal law that ensures the quality of Americans' drinking water. EPA regulates the 
injection of fluids underground through the Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program. In 2005, the 
Energy Policy Act amended SDWA to specifically exempt hydraulic fracturing from the UIC program, except in instances where diesel fuel is 
injected as part of the hydraulic fracturing. Therefore, the process of injecting fracturing fluid into the target formation as part of oil or gas 
production is exempt from these requirements unless the fluid contains diesel.   While fracking fluids are exempt under SWDA, wastewater 
from oil and gas operations, flowback and produced water, are not exempt if disposed of in deep injection wells. Wells used for the disposal of 

waste fluids associated with oil and production, including produced water, are Class II wells. UIC regulations include minimum 
federal requirements for most Class II wells including obtaining a permit from the EPA or state, 
demonstrating that casing and cementing are adequate, and passing an integrity test prior to beginning operation of the injection well and at 

least once every 5 years. SWDA also gives EPA the authority to issues orders when the agency received 
information about present or likely contamination of a public water system or an underground source 
of drinking water that may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to human health. 



 

Link – Water Infrastructure Extensions 
The EPA is the agency that administers federal government water infrastructure funds. 
WIFIA and SWIFIA programs prove. 
EPA Press Office on April 27 
(“EPA Announces $6.5 Billion in New Funding for Water Infrastructure Projects, EPA Press Office, 04/27/2021, 
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-announces-65-billion-new-funding-water-infrastructure-projects) 

WASHINGTON — Today, at an address to water associations, utilities, and their workers to mark Water Week, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator Michael S. Regan announced the 2021 notice of funding availability under 
the agency’s Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA) program and state 
infrastructure financing authority WIFIA (SWIFIA) program. These lending programs accelerate 
investment in critical water infrastructure through innovative and flexible financing that can support a 
wide range of projects in both large and small communities. “EPA’s $6.5 billion in water infrastructure 
funding will provide more than $13 billion in water infrastructure projects while creating more than 40,000 jobs,” 
said EPA Administrator Michael S. Regan. “Today’s announcement illustrates the multiple benefits of investing in water infrastructure—better 
public health and environmental protection, job creation, and economic development. These benefits would be taken to new heights under 

President Biden’s American Jobs Plan.” EPA’s WIFIA loan program has become one of the most effective tools 
used to upgrade our nation’s infrastructure. To date, EPA's 49 WIFIA loans are providing over $9.3 billion in credit assistance 
to help finance nearly $20 billion for water infrastructure while creating approximately 49,000 jobs and saving ratepayers over $4 billion. This 
round of WIFIA funding will provide up to $5.5 billion to support $11 billion in water infrastructure projects and prioritizes five areas: 
Supporting economically stressed communities. Protecting water infrastructure against the impacts of climate change. Reducing exposure to 
lead and addressing emerging contaminants. Updating aging infrastructure. Implementing new or innovative approaches including 
cybersecurity and green infrastructure. 

 



 

Internal Link – EPA Key to Fight Climate Change Extensions 
The Supreme Court has confirmed that the EPA is the agency to fight greenhouse gas 
emissions and will set targets to get us to Net-Zero. 
Carlin 2021 
(“Winning America’s Climate Future Means Mandating Net-Zero Today,” David Carlin, Apr 26, 2021, 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/davidcarlin/2021/04/26/winning-americas-climate-future-means-mandating-net-zero-
today/?sh=6675ae496186) 

The EPA has a strong track record on reducing air pollution. In the 1970s and 1980s, burning coal 
released huge amounts of sulfur dioxide, causing acid rain. As lakes and forests died, environmentalists demanded 

action. The EPA used the Clean Air Act to create limits on sulfur dioxide leading to an effective cap and 
trade system. In 1970, over 30 million tons of sulfur dioxide emissions were produced, by 2020 that number had fallen well below 2 

million, a reduction of nearly 95%. Acid rain has also greatly decreased. Just as the Clean Air Act tamed dangerous 
pollutants like sulfur dioxide, it can be applied to harmful greenhouse gases. In 2007, the Supreme 
Court confirmed that the act allows the EPA to regulate carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases as 
pollutants. The EPA should set targets for greenhouse gas emissions to put them on a trajectory to 
net-zero. Climate scientists have already developed credible emissions reductions pathways that the 
EPA could use not only to determine overall national emissions levels, but also appropriate sector-
specific targets. 

 

  



 

Impact Extensions 
Climate change must be addressed now with policy changes, this is the only way to 
avoid ecological disaster and mass extinctions. 
Weston 2021 
(“Top scientists warn of 'ghastly future of mass extinction' and climate disruption,” Phoebe Weston, 13 Jan 2021, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/jan/13/top-scientists-warn-of-ghastly-future-of-mass-extinction-and-climate-disruption-
aoe) 

The planet is facing a “ghastly future of mass extinction, declining health and climate-disruption 
upheavals” that threaten human survival because of ignorance and inaction, according to an international group 
of scientists, who warn people still haven’t grasped the urgency of the biodiversity and climate crises. The 17 experts, including Prof Paul Ehrlich 

from Stanford University, author of The Population Bomb, and scientists from Mexico, Australia and the US, say the planet is in a much 
worse state than most people – even scientists – understood. “The scale of the threats to the 
biosphere and all its lifeforms – including humanity – is in fact so great that it is difficult to grasp for 
even well-informed experts,” they write in a report in Frontiers in Conservation Science which references more than 150 studies 

detailing the world’s major environmental challenges. The delay between destruction of the natural world and the 
impacts of these actions means people do not recognise how vast the problem is, the paper argues. “[The] 
mainstream is having difficulty grasping the magnitude of this loss, despite the steady erosion of the 
fabric of human civilisation.” The report warns that climate-induced mass migrations, more 
pandemics and conflicts over resources will be inevitable unless urgent action is taken. “Ours is not a call to 
surrender – we aim to provide leaders with a realistic ‘cold shower’ of the state of the planet that is essential for planning to avoid a ghastly 

future,” it adds. Dealing with the enormity of the problem requires far-reaching changes to global capitalism, 
education and equality, the paper says. These include abolishing the idea of perpetual economic growth, properly pricing environmental 
externalities, stopping the use of fossil fuels, reining in corporate lobbying, and empowering women, the researchers argue. The report comes 
months after the world failed to meet a single UN Aichi biodiversity target, created to stem the destruction of the natural world, the second 
consecutive time governments have failed to meet their 10-year biodiversity goals. This week a coalition of more than 50 countries pledged to 

protect almost a third of the planet by 2030. An estimated one million species are at risk of extinction, many within 
decades, according to a recent UN report. “Environmental deterioration is infinitely more threatening to civilisation than Trumpism or 
Covid-19,” Ehrlich told the Guardian. In The Population Bomb, published in 1968, Ehrlich warned of imminent population explosion and 
hundreds of millions of people starving to death. Although he has acknowledged some timings were wrong, he has said he stands by its 
fundamental message that population growth and high levels of consumption by wealthy nations is driving destruction. He told the Guardian: 
“Growthmania is the fatal disease of civilisation - it must be replaced by campaigns that make equity and well-being society’s goals - not 

consuming more junk.” Large populations and their continued growth drive soil degradation and biodiversity 
loss, the new paper warns. “More people means that more synthetic compounds and dangerous throwaway plastics are manufactured, many 

of which add to the growing toxification of the Earth. It also increases the chances of pandemics that fuel ever-more 
desperate hunts for scarce resources.” The effects of the climate emergency are more evident than 
biodiversity loss, but still, society is failing to cut emissions, the paper argues. If people understood the 
magnitude of the crises, changes in politics and policies could match the gravity of the threat. “Our main 
point is that once you realise the scale and imminence of the problem, it becomes clear that we need much more than individual actions like 

using less plastic, eating less meat, or flying less. Our point is that we need big systematic changes and fast,” Professor 
Daniel Blumstein from the University of California Los Angeles, who helped write the paper, told the Guardian. The paper cites a number of key 
reports published in the past few years including: The World Economic Forum report in 2020, which named biodiversity loss as one of the top 
threats to the global economy. The 2019 IPBES Global Assessment report which said 70% of the planet had been altered by humans. The 2020 
WWF Living Planet report, which said the average population size of vertebrates had declined by 68% in the past five decades. A 2018 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report which said that humanity had already exceeded global warming of 1C above pre-industrial 
levels and is set to reach 1.5C warming between 2030 and 2052. The report follows years of stark warnings about the state of the planet from 
the world’s leading scientists, including a statement by 11,000 scientists in 2019 that people will face “untold suffering due to the climate crisis” 
unless major changes are made. In 2016, more than 150 of Australia’s climate scientists wrote an open letter to the then prime minister, 
Malcolm Turnbull, demanding immediate action on reducing emissions. In the same year, 375 scientists – including 30 Nobel prize winners – 
wrote an open letter to the world about their frustrations over political inaction on climate change. Prof Tom Oliver, an ecologist at the 



 

University of Reading, who was not involved in the report, said it was a frightening but credible summary of the grave 
threats society faces under a “business as usual” scenario. “Scientists now need to go beyond simply 
documenting environmental decline, and instead find the most effective ways to catalyse action,” he 
said. Prof Rob Brooker, head of ecological sciences at the James Hutton Institute, who was not involved in the study, said it clearly emphasised 

the pressing nature of the challenges. “We certainly should not be in any doubt about the huge scale of the 
challenges we are facing and the changes we will need to make to deal with them,” he said. 

 

  



 

Federalism Disadvantage (DA) 
 
The Federalism DA focuses on the balance of powers between the federal and state governments. 
“Federalism” refers to the system where each state is governed by their own government and the 
federal government. All powers belong to the states except those powers reserved for the Federal 
Government in the U.S. constitution under the 10th Amendment, and maintaining this balance is 
important to maintain the U.S. government 
 
The Federalism DA argues that the states leading the way with the coronavirus response has brought a 
renewed interest and power to state governments. But the affirmative infringes on the power of the 
state governments by enacting federal water protection, which is a state power. Keeping this delicate 
balance and empowering the state governments is important so the states can respond to the climate 
crisis and invest in proper new green initiatives. The states all have different climate needs and 
industries, so strong states rights are important to have an effective and adaptable climate policy that 
can help solve for climate change. 
 
The Federalism DA asks the “where” question about where in our governmental system should the plan 
be enacted, based on the system of governance in the United States. 
 
 

 

  



 

Negative 
The affirmative answers can be found after each affirmative. 
  



 

1NC Shell – Fracking 
A. Uniqueness – Federalism is strong now – due to COVID-19 response – and spills 
over to other issues.  
Gustafson 2021 
(“Covid-19 Could Strengthen Federalism in the United States,” Andrea Gustafson, Social Science Research Council, January 19, 2021, 
https://items.ssrc.org/democracy-papers/democratic-erosion/covid-19-could-strengthen-federalism-in-the-united-states/) 

Donald Trump’s presidency has exacerbated the nationalization of politics in the United States. The current state of US democracy 
raises the question of the place of federalism given the dominance of national issues. Federalism is 
the type of government in which regional governments and a central government share power, both 
having their own spheres of responsibility and checks and balances on one another. When discussing the 
nationalization of politics, Michael Barbaro of The Daily summarizes its effect stating, “the nationalization of American politics is kind of the 

death knell for the governor as the go-to figure in our politics.” However, the Trump administration’s lackluster action on 
Covid-19 may give federalism a new life. State governors have had to step up and act independently 
to address the current pandemic, taking measures, such as executive orders, to protect their 
constituents. Could this incipient revitalization of federalism be key to preventing democratic backsliding in the United States? I argue that 

the Covid-19 responses by various state governments strengthen US federalism, which will in turn 
create new opportunities to bolster US democracy. Federalism allows for a local government to tackle 
issues that may not be suitable for the federal government. The increased action occurring in state 
governments will allow states to exercise the ability to check federal government policies. Meanwhile, 

local governments and politicians oversee a jurisdiction that is closer to their constituents, giving 
citizens easier access to political participation than the federal government. If the strengthening of federalism 
results in increased participation due to this greater opportunity for access, then it may bolster US democracy. 

 

  



 

B. Link – The federal government does not have the jurisdiction to regulate fracking, 
this is a state responsibility. 
Pereira 2016 
(“Judge Rules Federal Government Can’t Regulate Fracking On Public Land,” Sydney Pereira, June 22, 2016, 
https://archive.thinkprogress.org/judge-rules-federal-government-cant-regulate-fracking-on-public-land-606246ba7251/) 

A federal judge ruled Tuesday against the Obama administration’s proposed regulations on fracking, 
on the grounds that the Department of Interior does not have the authority to regulate fracking on 
federal lands. The decision comes over a year after President Barack Obama’s administration finalized regulations for fracking on public 

lands. Judge Scott Skavdahl of the District Court of Wyoming sided with the oil and gas industry and a 
handful of western states, who argued that the Interior cannot regulate fracking according to a 2005 law. The 
judge’s decision means the Interior can no longer enforce the rule, but the agency could still appeal the decision. In 

his opinion, Judge Skavdahl wrote that the “Constitutional role of this Court is to interpret the applicable statutory 
enactments and determine whether Congress has delegated to the Department of Interior legal authority to 
regulate [fracking].” Three simple words can sum up his 27-page paper: “It has not.” The law Skavdahl cites is 

the 2005 Energy Policy Act. The federal fracking regulations were shot down largely because of an 
amendment to the Safe Drinking Water Act (SWDA) within the 2005 law. Originally, the EPA had regulatory authority over 
fracking under the SDWA because of how “underground injection,” which is part of the fracking process, was defined. The amendment 

redefined the SDWA’s definition of “underground injection” to exclude fracking, which took away regulatory power from the EPA. “There 
can be no question that Congress intended to remove hydraulic fracturing operations … from EPA 
regulation,” Skavdahl wrote. This removal of regulatory authority from the EPA applies to the Interior too, 
according to Skavdahl’s ruling. In legal terms, the Wyoming court has decided that the executive branch cannot enforce these regulations 
without changing the law — which would require Congress’ action. 

 

  



 

C. Internal Link – Strong federalism is necessary to combat global warming. President 
Biden’s agenda relies on states’ ability to respond. 
D’Angelo and Kaufman 2021 
(“Biden Nominees Signal A New Era Of Climate Federalism,” Jan. 01, 2021, By Chris D’Angelo and Alexander C. 
Kaufman, Accessed 1/28/2021, https://www.huffpost.com/entry/joe-biden-climate-environment-
strategy_n_5fede4bbc5b61817a535b5f1, VY) 
In his plan, Biden also vowed to “use the full authority of the executive branch,” beginning his 
first day in office, to combat global warming, including orders to limit methane pollution from 
fossil fuel operations, protect the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge from oil and gas drilling and 
conserve 30% of America’s lands and waters by 2030. But whether he’s able to forge a 
climate legacy that endures beyond his time in office may very well hinge on leveraging states 
and cities to take aggressive action. “The lesson of the Trump years is that executive order is a weak tool,” 
said Amy Myers Jaffe, managing director of the Climate Policy Lab at Tufts University. “The Biden team 
absolutely needs to see how they can support states ― from New England wind to stricter 
methane rules mirroring Colorado to California’s clean freight and [electric vehicle] policies.” 
Myers Jaffe supports a federalist model for addressing climate change, one to “organize state 
voluntary efforts into a federally led initiative that would build a national policy without letting 
one or two states dictate through the courts,” she said. Notably, several members of Biden’s 
environmental team have state government experience. “That’s where I think the list really shines,” 
Horowitz said. “He’s packed this list with people who know how state progress is made.” What He 
Can Do Without Congress Experts say there are numerous ways for the incoming Biden 
administration to empower states and shore up its own gains even if a Republican unseats him in 
2024. Biden’s administration could condition federal funding for state plans to build electric vehicle infrastructure 
and clean energy, or pay states to prepare climate action plans and stipulate that they be subject to federal 
enforcement or forced to return the money if they don’t meet those goals. Such a program would need to be 
voluntary, and could be expanded to include funding for states that agree to conserve additional land under their 
control, but it’s a possibility, said Michael Gerrard, director of Columbia Law School’s Sabin Center for Climate 
Change Law. “It’s challenging to achieve permanence without legislation,” Gerrard said. “But conditions on 
voluntarily received financial assistance are one method.” The administration could also consider providing new 
resources for states to mitigate the effects of wildfires and other climate-related disasters, or give states the 
flexibility to figure out how to meet new federal pollution-reduction goals, Horowitz noted. “Giving states the 
power and funding to make progress helps to insulate progress from the seesaw of future 
federal policy priorities ― not perfectly, but at least somewhat,” she said. David Hayes, executive director of 
New York University School of Law’s State Energy & Environmental Impact Center and a former deputy interior 
secretary under Obama, declined to comment specifically on the incoming Biden administration, but stressed the 
importance of federal-state collaboration.  
  
  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21 



 

   



 

1NC Shell – Agricultural Runoff 
A. Uniqueness – Federalism is strong now – due to COVID-19 response – and spills 
over to other issues.  
Gustafson 2021 
(“Covid-19 Could Strengthen Federalism in the United States,” Andrea Gustafson, Social Science Research Council, January 19, 2021, 
https://items.ssrc.org/democracy-papers/democratic-erosion/covid-19-could-strengthen-federalism-in-the-united-states/) 

Donald Trump’s presidency has exacerbated the nationalization of politics in the United States. The current state of US democracy 
raises the question of the place of federalism given the dominance of national issues. Federalism is 
the type of government in which regional governments and a central government share power, both 
having their own spheres of responsibility and checks and balances on one another. When discussing the 
nationalization of politics, Michael Barbaro of The Daily summarizes its effect stating, “the nationalization of American politics is kind of the 

death knell for the governor as the go-to figure in our politics.” However, the Trump administration’s lackluster action on 
Covid-19 may give federalism a new life. State governors have had to step up and act independently 
to address the current pandemic, taking measures, such as executive orders, to protect their 
constituents. Could this incipient revitalization of federalism be key to preventing democratic backsliding in the United States? I argue that 

the Covid-19 responses by various state governments strengthen US federalism, which will in turn 
create new opportunities to bolster US democracy. Federalism allows for a local government to tackle 
issues that may not be suitable for the federal government. The increased action occurring in state 
governments will allow states to exercise the ability to check federal government policies. Meanwhile, 

local governments and politicians oversee a jurisdiction that is closer to their constituents, giving 
citizens easier access to political participation than the federal government. If the strengthening of federalism 
results in increased participation due to this greater opportunity for access, then it may bolster US democracy. 

 

  



 

B. Link – Agriculture is exempt from the Clean Water Act, leaving agricultural runoff 
regulation to the states since the law was passed. 
Yeager-Kozacek 2014 
(“Why the Clean Water Act Overlooked Agricultural Pollution,” Codi Yeager-Kozacek, Circle of Blue, January 19, 2014, 
https://www.circleofblue.org/cpx/great-lakes-algae/why-the-clean-water-act-overlooked-agricultural-pollution/) 

There are no pollution discharge permits required for crop farmers. There are no limits on the amount of fertilizer that they can apply. The 
exclusion of agriculture and other nonpoint source polluters from much of the Clean Water Act’s 
regulatory reach was seen as a serious oversight even when the 1972 law was passed. But lawmakers were 
wary of tackling a problem that was both complex and politically touchy. “There was just a general reticence for Congress and other legislators 
to really get involved with land use—regulating how people use their land,” said Ken Kilbert, associate dean for academic affairs at the 
University of Toledo College of Law. But the growing algae problems coupled with the high cost of Clean Water Act investments have created a 
sense of frustration among public utility officials, who see their communities paying the price for pollution that is now largely created upstream. 
“We’re doing everything we can right now,” Dave Welch, Toledo’s director of public utilities, told Circle of Blue. “We’re spending $US 521 

million to correct most of this, and yet we have agriculture practices upstream of us, and all of that washing into the system.” The federal 
government left decisions about nonpoint source pollution up to the states, which have also been 
reluctant to regulate agricultural practices like fertilizer application and tilling. Instead, both levels of 
government have relied on subsidies and incentive programs to encourage farmers to implement best 
management practices (BMPs). Kilbert described these voluntary programs as relying heavily on a “carrot” without 
the regulatory “stick” to enforce the measures. To complicate matters, most states use narrative 
water quality standards that rely on subjective descriptions of the water as the basis for permits and 
regulatory action, as opposed to numeric water quality standards that set definable limits for 
pollutants like phosphorus. For example, a narrative rule governing water quality in Ohio might say that a stream cannot contain 
phosphorus levels that create nuisance algae blooms. A numeric rule would say that a stream cannot contain phosphorus levels above 1 
milligram per liter. 

  



 

C. Internal Link – Strong federalism is necessary to combat global warming. President 
Biden’s agenda relies on states’ ability to respond. 
D’Angelo and Kaufman 2021 
(“Biden Nominees Signal A New Era Of Climate Federalism,” Jan. 01, 2021, By Chris D’Angelo and Alexander C. 
Kaufman, Accessed 1/28/2021, https://www.huffpost.com/entry/joe-biden-climate-environment-
strategy_n_5fede4bbc5b61817a535b5f1, VY) 
In his plan, Biden also vowed to “use the full authority of the executive branch,” beginning his 
first day in office, to combat global warming, including orders to limit methane pollution from 
fossil fuel operations, protect the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge from oil and gas drilling and 
conserve 30% of America’s lands and waters by 2030. But whether he’s able to forge a 
climate legacy that endures beyond his time in office may very well hinge on leveraging states 
and cities to take aggressive action. “The lesson of the Trump years is that executive order is a weak tool,” 
said Amy Myers Jaffe, managing director of the Climate Policy Lab at Tufts University. “The Biden team 
absolutely needs to see how they can support states ― from New England wind to stricter 
methane rules mirroring Colorado to California’s clean freight and [electric vehicle] policies.” 
Myers Jaffe supports a federalist model for addressing climate change, one to “organize state 
voluntary efforts into a federally led initiative that would build a national policy without letting 
one or two states dictate through the courts,” she said. Notably, several members of Biden’s 
environmental team have state government experience. “That’s where I think the list really shines,” 
Horowitz said. “He’s packed this list with people who know how state progress is made.” What He 
Can Do Without Congress Experts say there are numerous ways for the incoming Biden 
administration to empower states and shore up its own gains even if a Republican unseats him in 
2024. Biden’s administration could condition federal funding for state plans to build electric vehicle infrastructure 
and clean energy, or pay states to prepare climate action plans and stipulate that they be subject to federal 
enforcement or forced to return the money if they don’t meet those goals. Such a program would need to be 
voluntary, and could be expanded to include funding for states that agree to conserve additional land under their 
control, but it’s a possibility, said Michael Gerrard, director of Columbia Law School’s Sabin Center for Climate 
Change Law. “It’s challenging to achieve permanence without legislation,” Gerrard said. “But conditions on 
voluntarily received financial assistance are one method.” The administration could also consider providing new 
resources for states to mitigate the effects of wildfires and other climate-related disasters, or give states the 
flexibility to figure out how to meet new federal pollution-reduction goals, Horowitz noted. “Giving states the 
power and funding to make progress helps to insulate progress from the seesaw of future 
federal policy priorities ― not perfectly, but at least somewhat,” she said. David Hayes, executive director of 
New York University School of Law’s State Energy & Environmental Impact Center and a former deputy interior 
secretary under Obama, declined to comment specifically on the incoming Biden administration, but stressed the 
importance of federal-state collaboration.  
  
  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21 



 

  

  



 

1NC Shell – Water Infrastructure 
A. Uniqueness – Federalism is strong now – due to COVID-19 response – and spills 
over to other issues.  
Gustafson 2021 
(“Covid-19 Could Strengthen Federalism in the United States,” Andrea Gustafson, Social Science Research Council, January 19, 2021, 
https://items.ssrc.org/democracy-papers/democratic-erosion/covid-19-could-strengthen-federalism-in-the-united-states/) 

Donald Trump’s presidency has exacerbated the nationalization of politics in the United States. The current state of US democracy 
raises the question of the place of federalism given the dominance of national issues. Federalism is 
the type of government in which regional governments and a central government share power, both 
having their own spheres of responsibility and checks and balances on one another. When discussing the 
nationalization of politics, Michael Barbaro of The Daily summarizes its effect stating, “the nationalization of American politics is kind of the 

death knell for the governor as the go-to figure in our politics.” However, the Trump administration’s lackluster action on 
Covid-19 may give federalism a new life. State governors have had to step up and act independently 
to address the current pandemic, taking measures, such as executive orders, to protect their 
constituents. Could this incipient revitalization of federalism be key to preventing democratic backsliding in the United States? I argue that 

the Covid-19 responses by various state governments strengthen US federalism, which will in turn 
create new opportunities to bolster US democracy. Federalism allows for a local government to tackle 
issues that may not be suitable for the federal government. The increased action occurring in state 
governments will allow states to exercise the ability to check federal government policies. Meanwhile, 

local governments and politicians oversee a jurisdiction that is closer to their constituents, giving 
citizens easier access to political participation than the federal government. If the strengthening of federalism 
results in increased participation due to this greater opportunity for access, then it may bolster US democracy. 

 

  



 

B. Link – States and local government own water infrastructure. States need the 
flexibility to be able to respond to their local needs. 
DuPuis and McFarland 2016 
(“Paying for local infrastructure in a new era of federalism,” Nicole DuPuis, Principal Associate for Urban Innovation, and Christiana K. 
McFarland, Research Director of NLC’s Center for City Solutions and Applied Research, National League of Cities, 2016, 
https://www.nlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/NLC_2016_Infrastructure_Report.pdf) 

States and local governments own the vast majority of the nation’s roads, highways, transit systems, 
drinking water and wastewater systems.1 With significant decline in federal investment, and less 

predictable funding from states, local governments have assumed an even greater proportion of fiscal 
responsibility.2 Unfortunately, this devolution has not been sufficiently matched with funding or decision making authority at the local 
level. As a result, spending on infrastructure maintenance and new investments are the most widespread fiscal stressors for city governments.3 

At the federal level, the primary funding source for infrastructure is imperiled. The federal fuel tax, which 
supports the Highway Trust Fund, has not been raised since 1993. Meanwhile, reductions in per capita vehicle miles traveled, coupled with 
increased fuel efficiency standards, have resulted in net revenue losses for the Fund. If current spending and revenue projections are accurate, 
the Fund will amass a deficit of $180 billion over the next decade.4 The outlook is not much brighter for water infrastructure, where federal 
grants and loans to cities are dwindling in the face of growing need. At the state level, declining gas tax revenues have made state programs 
and funding to cities increasingly unreliable. In Michigan, the state has moved away from user fees as the sole dedicated source of revenue for 
infrastructure, placing a $600 million dollar burden on the General Fund to fund infrastructure. This will very likely lead to cuts in other areas of 
the budget that could negatively affect cities. Other states are diverting dedicated gas tax revenue to balancing the state budget instead of 
addressing critical infrastructure needs. And where the gas tax is not sufficient, some states are raiding local revenues to help fill the 
maintenance funding gap. In rare instances where states have budget surpluses, like Minnesota, lawmakers are favoring one-time spending 

increases on transportation over permanent tax increases. Additionally, state spending priorities, both for capital projects 
and infrastructure grants, are often not aligned with city needs or priorities. For example, state departments of transportation tend 
to favor highway and road projects over other types of infrastructures investments. The state of New Hampshire currently has a moratorium on 
state aid grants for water and sewer projects. Cities had already completed some of the projects with the intention of using these state grants 
to help pay down bond payments. In Georgia, cities have some input into state level transportation priorities. Yet, they are increasingly 
required to pay for the maintenance of state routes, thus limiting revenues for other local priorities. Matching requirements also pose 
significant barriers, particularly for smaller cities. For instance, localities in Wyoming are finding it extremely difficult to identify matching funds. 
Many smaller cities also face design and build specification hurdles, which are often tied to state funding. In West Virginia, state water and 
sewer funding requires new projects to meet specifications that are often “one size fits all” and very complex. Complex and inflexible funding 
requirements discourage cities from applying for more funding. It can also result in cities being left with huge operation and maintenance costs 

as well as with the difficult job of finding certified staff to operate the systems. Of course, the relationship that cities have with 
their states extends well beyond intergovernmental transfers and grants. Local governments are 
nested within state structures, and states decide whether cities can raise revenues for infrastructure. 
Due to funding challenges at the state and federal levels, the authority of local governments to raise revenue – and the ability to freely spend 
those funds – is vital to maintaining roads, upgrading water and wastewater systems, accommodating increasing transit ridership, and 
strengthening the overall competitive position of cities. This report examines the tools available to cities to fund infrastructure, including water 

and wastewater, transit and roads. This state-by-state analysis explores local option taxes and fees, such as 
motor vehicle fees, sales and fuel taxes, as well as emerging mechanisms like state infrastructure 
banks and public-private partnerships. 5 

 

  



 

C. Internal Link – Strong federalism is necessary to combat global warming. President 
Biden’s agenda relies on states’ ability to respond. 
D’Angelo and Kaufman 2021 
(“Biden Nominees Signal A New Era Of Climate Federalism,” Jan. 01, 2021, By Chris D’Angelo and Alexander C. 
Kaufman, Accessed 1/28/2021, https://www.huffpost.com/entry/joe-biden-climate-environment-
strategy_n_5fede4bbc5b61817a535b5f1, VY) 
In his plan, Biden also vowed to “use the full authority of the executive branch,” beginning his 
first day in office, to combat global warming, including orders to limit methane pollution from 
fossil fuel operations, protect the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge from oil and gas drilling and 
conserve 30% of America’s lands and waters by 2030. But whether he’s able to forge a 
climate legacy that endures beyond his time in office may very well hinge on leveraging states 
and cities to take aggressive action. “The lesson of the Trump years is that executive order is a weak tool,” 
said Amy Myers Jaffe, managing director of the Climate Policy Lab at Tufts University. “The Biden team 
absolutely needs to see how they can support states ― from New England wind to stricter 
methane rules mirroring Colorado to California’s clean freight and [electric vehicle] policies.” 
Myers Jaffe supports a federalist model for addressing climate change, one to “organize state 
voluntary efforts into a federally led initiative that would build a national policy without letting 
one or two states dictate through the courts,” she said. Notably, several members of Biden’s 
environmental team have state government experience. “That’s where I think the list really shines,” 
Horowitz said. “He’s packed this list with people who know how state progress is made.” What He 
Can Do Without Congress Experts say there are numerous ways for the incoming Biden 
administration to empower states and shore up its own gains even if a Republican unseats him in 
2024. Biden’s administration could condition federal funding for state plans to build electric vehicle infrastructure 
and clean energy, or pay states to prepare climate action plans and stipulate that they be subject to federal 
enforcement or forced to return the money if they don’t meet those goals. Such a program would need to be 
voluntary, and could be expanded to include funding for states that agree to conserve additional land under their 
control, but it’s a possibility, said Michael Gerrard, director of Columbia Law School’s Sabin Center for Climate 
Change Law. “It’s challenging to achieve permanence without legislation,” Gerrard said. “But conditions on 
voluntarily received financial assistance are one method.” The administration could also consider providing new 
resources for states to mitigate the effects of wildfires and other climate-related disasters, or give states the 
flexibility to figure out how to meet new federal pollution-reduction goals, Horowitz noted. “Giving states the 
power and funding to make progress helps to insulate progress from the seesaw of future 
federal policy priorities ― not perfectly, but at least somewhat,” she said. David Hayes, executive director of 
New York University School of Law’s State Energy & Environmental Impact Center and a former deputy interior 
secretary under Obama, declined to comment specifically on the incoming Biden administration, but stressed the 
importance of federal-state collaboration.  
  
  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21 



 

   



 

Uniqueness Extensions 
Environmental federalism is strong now and spills over to other issues. 
Jaffe 2020 
(“Federalism and Environmental Advocacy,” Cale Jaffe, an associate professor of law and the director of the Environmental Law and Community 
Engagement Clinic at the University of Virginia School of Law, Jul 23, 2020, https://www.theregreview.org/2020/07/23/jaffe-federalism-
environmental-advocacy/) 

Last year, I wrote that public interest advocates should view environmental federalism as an opportunity to 
promote state-law environmental protections. At the time, the U.S. Supreme Court had just upheld a state-law ban on 

uranium mining. In Virginia Uranium v. Warren, the Supreme Court rejected a mining industry claim that 
Virginia’s conservation law was preempted by the federal Atomic Energy Act. Justice Neil Gorsuch authored the 
plurality opinion, joined by Justices Clarence Thomas and Brett Kavanaugh. Justices Sonia Sotomayor, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, and Elena Kagan 

concurred in the Court’s judgment only. In rejecting the preemption claim, Justice Gorsuch outlined a limited view 
of the Supremacy Clause. “Invoking some brooding federal interest or appealing to a judicial policy preference,” he 

wrote, “should never be enough to win preemption of a state law.” Environmental groups heralded Virginia Uranium 

as a major victory. The question now is whether Justice Gorsuch’s plurality opinion in that case points the way 
toward a broader strategy for environmental activists. Will state-centric environmentalism have some 
staying power? Three decisions from the Supreme Court’s latest term—Atlantic Richfield, County of 
Maui, and Cowpasture River Preservation Association—are beginning to give us some clues. The first 
environmental case this past year to pit state environmental law against a sweeping, federal 
regulatory regime was Atlantic Richfield v. Christian. In this case, the Court considered Montanans’ common law access to 
restoration damages—namely, returning properties to pre-contamination conditions, even if the costs of remediation exceed the value of the 
properties. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) directs the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to manage environmental cleanups at some of the country’s worst hazardous pollution sites, which EPA places on a national 
priorities list. These sites are known as superfund sites. The question before the Court in Atlantic Richfield was whether state common-law 
claims could supplement EPA’s cleanup plan at a massive, 300-square mile superfund site surrounding the now-defunct Anaconda copper mine, 
which first began operations 140 years ago. From its earliest days, mining operations at Anaconda sparked controversy. In Bliss v. Anaconda 
Copper Mining Co., a case from 1909, farmers near the mine site complained that Anaconda caused such quantities of sulfur and arsenic to be 
“discharged into the air” that nearby crops and livestock “were being poisoned.” Decades before Bliss, at least as far back as 1870, Montana 
courts had adjudicated similar environmental claims at other sites. In the recent case before the Supreme Court, the Atlantic Richfield Company 
insisted that CERCLA should largely preempt this long history of Montana law and that the case should be dismissed on jurisdictional grounds. 
The Court was nearly unanimous—with only Justice Samuel Alito dissenting—in rejecting such a broad view of the federal superfund scheme, 

highlighting a “‘deeply rooted presumption in favor of concurrent state court jurisdiction.’” And so, an 
appeal to federalism appears to have won the jurisdictional battle in Atlantic Richfield. The Court upheld the 
authority of Montana courts to hear state law challenges to superfund cleanups. 

 

  



 

Coronavirus and the election has ushered in a new wave of federalism that will be 
tested. 
Greenblatt in December 2020 
(“How the Pandemic Broke the Trend Toward Federal Expansion,” Alan Greenblatt, Senior Staff Writer, December 9, 2020, 
Accessed 1/28/2021, https://www.governing.com/now/How-the-Pandemic-Broke-the-Trend-Toward-Federal-Expansion.html) 
The great crises of the past century, from the Great Depression and World War II to 9/11 and the Great Recession, all had one 
major outcome in common. The federal government assumed greater power and authority in response, 
which then became permanent. The coronavirus pandemic has been an exception. Rather than seizing 
greater authority or even using the powers already available to him, President Trump largely, though 
not entirely, outsourced pandemic response to the states. He often goaded or criticized governors, but he made 

it clear he thought it was primarily their problem. The administration and Congress provided guidance and 
resources to the states, but left decision-making up to them. It was an approach consistent with the 
original federalist structure of the nation, which did not foresee the massive national government we live with today. 
“What you might regard as Trump’s failure to be more authoritative in terms of national regulation actually has been very 
consistent with the constitutional structure of federalism,” says Robert Nagel, a law professor at the University of Colorado. It’s 
doubtful that Trump based his pandemic response on a reading of James Madison. The president sought to “downplay” the 
coronavirus, as he put it, concerning himself more with its effects on the economy and his own re-election prospects. He didn’t 
demand strong medicine because he never wanted, as he often said, for the cure to be worse than the disease. But the net 
effect was the same. Trump’s inaction opened up space for states and localities to devise their own plans. That hasn’t been all 
to the good. The result has been a “patchwork pandemic,” with different states, and even different communities within states, 
attacking the virus with greater or lesser aggression. Anthony Fauci, the federal government’s top infectious disease official, has 
complained about the “disjointed” nature of an approach that varies by city and state. And what happens in one state can 
quickly affect other states, given the nature of a viral disease. “The downside of the response is that the states themselves have 
not coordinated or had a common approach either,” says John Kincaid, a federalism expert at Lafayette College in Pennsylvania. 
“We’ve had some regional coordination, but you see a clear division in the states along party lines, which is very similar to what 
we see in the federal government.” Still, a varied response is better than nothing. If responsibility for addressing the 
coronavirus fell strictly on federal shoulders, the situation might be even more dire, given Trump's laissez-faire approach. “I 
think we have, frankly, a colossal failure of presidential leadership right now,” says John Vile, a political scientist at Middle 
Tennessee State University. “Thank goodness we have some governors and mayors willing to step into the breach, or we’d be 
worse off than we are now.” The nation has gotten an education in federalism this year. Although the 
media and most of the public tend to view Washington as “the government,” the 50 states and 
thousands of localities have demonstrated their own importance during the pandemic. That has 
continued in other contexts – notably during the aftermath of the election, with state and local 
officials less willing than members of Congress to indulge Trump’s contention that it was somehow stolen 
from him. Article II of the Constitution gives states the authority to set the “times, places and manner” of elections. That 
dispersal of power has made hard to hack elections and, as Trump is finding out, difficult to overturn. “Part of it is the concerns 
the Framers had about tyranny,” Kincaid says. “This non-centralized system is an anti-authoritarian aspect of our government.” 
National uniformity appeals to people because it’s more efficient. Liberals are left unhappy by the fragmented coronavirus 
response, while conservatives are now complaining about variations in state election laws that they claim have cheated Trump. 
Meanwhile, we’ve come to expect a national solution to every problem. “Federal power has, in the past, increased excessively 
during times of crises,” Nagel says. “The net effect – really over 200 years, but certainly in modern times – has been more and 
more power to the national government, on all kinds of things including health and welfare.” Federalism still acts as something 
of a brake on that process. Its point is not to satisfy people who want to impose a single set of rules but rather to frustrate 
them, by limiting centralized power. We often think about checks and balances as consisting of the executive, 
legislative and judicial branches, but the Founders also saw subnational governments as an important 
check. “The true barriers of our liberty in this country are our state governments,” Thomas Jefferson wrote in an 1811 letter. 
 

  



 

Link – Generic Water Extensions 
The Supreme Court has decided that water protection is under the jurisdiction of 
states. 
Adler 2020 
(“Uncooperative Environmental Federalism 2.0,” Jonathan H. Adler, Professor of Law and Director of the Coleman P. Burke Center for 
Environmental Law, Case Western University School of Law, https://scholarlycommons.law.case.edu/faculty_publications/2059) 

In February 2017, President Trump issued an Executive Order on “Restoring the Rule of Law, Federalism, and Economic Growth by Reviewing 

the ‘Waters of the United States’ Rule,” directing the EPA and Army Corps to revise the WOTUS definition.71 This order specifically 
called upon the agencies to give “due regard” for the constitutional role of the states and encouraged 
adoption of a final rule that hewed closely to the narrow opinion of federal regulatory jurisdiction 
outlined by Justice Scalia’s plurality opinion in Rapanos. 72 The agencies responded by first rescinding the 2015 WOTUS 

definition.73 Then, in January 2020, the agencies promulgated a new, narrower definition.74 This new definition, as explained by the 

agencies, was intended to pursue the CWA’s water pollution control objectives while also following 
Congress’s direction to “recognize, preserve, and protect the primary responsibilities and rights of 
States to prevent, reduce, and eliminate pollution” and “to plan the development and use . . . of land and water 
resources.”75 Asserting that CWA jurisdiction is tied to Congress’s “traditional jurisdiction over navigable waters,” the new definition 
sought to ensure that assertions of jurisdiction are related to a significant nexus with such waters.76 It further sought, as much as possible, to 

“establish categorical bright lines” so as to provide “clarity and predictability” for regulatory and regulated alike.77 These emphases 
ensured that the new definition would be less expansive than that adopted in 2015, thereby leaving greater 
room for state governments to exercise primary authority over land and water within their 
boundaries. The new WOTUS definition includes all those waters traditionally considered to be “navigable waters,” tributaries to such 
waters, and some lakes, ponds, and ditches, and wetlands adjacent to all such waters. The proposed definition is both more clearly defined and 

more circumscribed than that promulgated by the Army Corps and EPA in 1986 and 2015. As such, this definition is more 
consistent with the text of the CWA and applicable Supreme Court precedent than prior definitions. In this 

regard, the new WOTUS definition also embodies federalism principles in that it does not presume that 
the federal government must bear primary responsibility for the protection of water quality, and 
recognizes that not all waters (or wetlands) within the United States are “waters of the United States.” 

 

  



 

Federalism is important in environmental regulation and an important area of state 
authority. 
Meiburg 2021 
(“American Federalism and the Environment,”  Dr.Stan Meiburg, Director, Graduate Programs in Sustainability, Wake Forest University, April 
26, 2021, http://graduate.cees.wfu.edu/magazine/american-federalism-and-the-environment) 

Though federal leadership has been essential, this success is not the result of unilateral federal action. Federalism has been at the 
heart of much of this progress and of many of its most intense controversies. The private sector and non-

governmental organizations have both played vital roles, but the interplay of federal and state action has been and 
remains a hallmark of U.S. environmental policy. Like most federalism discussions, this one starts with 
the Constitution. The EPA has broad authorities derived from the enumerated powers given to 
Congress in the commerce clause. This clause has been broadly interpreted through the years, but debates persist over its scope, 
as evidenced by current arguments about the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act over the “navigable waters” of the United States. Apart from 

constitutional issues, the expansion of federal environmental law between 1970 and 1990 rested upon a parallel 
framework which President Nixon referred to as “the new federalism”. This new federalism 
contrasted with previous expansions of federal authority in the Progressive Era, the New Deal, and the Great Society by 
explicitly giving significant discretion to states in the administration of federal statutes. With the notable 

exceptions of Superfund and TSCA, the major environmental statutes provide for states to implement their 
permitting and enforcement authorities. The organization of EPA reflects this difference. EPA is 
decentralized, in that, almost half of its staff reside in ten regional offices, located in standard federal region cities. However, unlike the 
Park Service, the Forest Service, the USDA extension service, the Natural Resources Conservation Service, the Federal Housing Administration, 
the Federal Highway Administration, or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, EPA with few exceptions does not have staff stationed in state 

capitals or in field locations. EPA delegates authorities that such staff might exercise to state environmental 
agencies. States acquire these authorities by seeking delegation or approval from EPA, according to the provisions of the various 
environmental statutes. By and large, this process was completed over thirty years ago, and it is fair to speak now of a U.S. environmental 
enterprise where governance is shared between states and EPA (and, to an increasing degree, tribal authorities). Such a collaborative 
enterprise does not mean an absence of conflict. EPA’s regional offices exist at the intersection of two competing themes, endemic to 

federalism: the desire for national consistency, and the desire for local flexibility. This tension can be both creative and destructive. 

At its best, it reflects Justice Brandeis’ vision of states as laboratories of democracy, where states can 
tailor creative solutions to national problems. The arrangement also allows for economies of scale: EPA can provide solutions that 
would be inefficient or cost-prohibitive for individual states to undertake on their own (such as quality assurance and standardization for 
pollution monitoring methods). At its worst, this tension can result in states treating federal standards as ceilings rather than floors, defunding 
their own activities, regarding federal delegation as simply a fee-for-service proposition, and attempting the moral equivalent of nullification 
through litigation of standards that powerful state interests oppose. The federal government can overstep as well, by insisting on lockstep 
conformity. Lest one think that this conformity is only in the service of the environment, the past administration offered a counter-example, 
insisting that California degrade its standards for motor vehicles to meet a federal lowest common denominator standard (though it is worth 
noting that this decision, along with many others, is currently under review). 

 

  



 

Link – Fracking Extensions 
Courts have decided that fracking regulation is the jurisdiction of the states, not the 
federal government. 
McCarthy 2016 
(“Judge rules that states, not US, have authority to govern fracking,” Simone McCarthy, June 22, 2016, 
https://www.csmonitor.com/Environment/2016/0622/Judge-rules-that-states-not-US-have-authority-to-govern-fracking) 

AUS District judge in Cheyenne, Wyo., ruled Tuesday in favor of state sovereignty when it comes to the 
regulation of hydraulic fracturing, or fracking. The decision centered on whether the Department of the 
Interior's Bureau of Land Management (BML) has the authority to regulate the oil and gas extraction procedure 
in the state. The ruling marks another strike against President Obama's hopes of controlling fossil fuel mining 
on a federal level. US District Judge Scott Skavdahl, who was appointed by Mr. Obama in 2011, said that it was not his court's role to 
determine whether fracking is a danger to the environment, but rather to determine if Congress had granted the Department of the Interior the 

authority to regulate it, the Associated Press reports. In his ruling, he found that Congress has not given that power to 
the federal agency and that any regulations need to be made by the states themselves. US Rep. Cynthia 

Lummis (R) of Wyoming told the AP that the ruling was a victory for states' rights, saying that her state and others 
already have "careful and efficient regulation of fracturing." Colorado, North Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming all oppose 
the BML's rules. Each of the states, as well as the Utah-based Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray and energy industry groups, filed briefs 
with Judge Skavdahl arguing for their rights. The rules proposed by the BML would have required developers to report the ingredients of the 
chemicals that they used in hydraulic fracturing. These chemicals are used to increase a well's production of oil and gas and can be shot into the 
ground along with water and sand during the hydraulic fracturing process. Neal Kirby, a spokesman for the Independent Petroleum Association 
of America, said Tuesday he is pleased with Skavdahl's decision, the AP reports. "BLM did not have the authority to issue its rule in the first 

place," Kirby told the AP. "Today's decision demonstrates BLM's efforts are not needed and that states are – 
and have for over 60 years been – in the best position to safely regulate hydraulic fracturing." Fracking is 
used at 90 percent of new land-based wells, according to reports last year. And while the Obama administration issued regulations on the 

practice in 2015, the question of whether the state or federal government would be monitoring and 
regulating the practice's effect on the environment has a remained topic of contention. 

  



 

Link – Agricultural Runoff Extensions 
Agriculture should be entirely regulated by the states, not by the federal government. 
Beck 2019 
(“Exemption Federalism: Regulatory Carve-Outs and the Protection of Local Farms,” Peter Beck, Yale Journal on Regulation, Vol. 36, 2019, 
https://digitalcommons.law.yale.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1540&context=yjreg) 

This example helps clarify where or in which industries we should expect exemption federalism to have the most 
descriptive and normative value. Exemption federalism applies most usefully to industries in which 
there are many small players, but large operators dominate output or revenue.' In these industries, a small-operator 
exemption will leave most businesses to local regulation while national standards will still oversee most of the market. 

This is the fascinating sweet spot where exemption federalism can achieve the benefits of both 

decentralization and centralization: state and local innovation and accountability for small operators, and product 

uniformity and baseline market protections for consumers nationwide. In these industries, most of the drugs, or financial transactions, 

or apartment buildings or chickens are subject to national standards. But many of the providers of these goods remain in a 
regulatory environment of state-by-state diversity. One of the most important and exciting elements of exemption 
federalism is that the number of industries embodying these characteristics is growing. Measures of corporate concentration show the extent 

to which large operators dominate the output of a given industry. As long as small players still exist, industries 
dominated by large operators are where exemption federalism has the most to offer. Indeed, increasing 
corporate concentration is one "of the most important economic facts of the last few decades .... ,18 In the 893 industries analyzed by the 
Census's latest economic survey, the average "share of the top four firms' revenues ha[d] risen from 26% to 32%" between 1997 and 2012.19 In 
other words, the top four firms in the average industry make nearly a third of the industry's total income and that share is rising. In some 
industries, the numbers are even more striking. In secondary market financing, tobacco manufacturing, warehouse clubs and supercenters, 
couriers and express delivery services, and petrochemical manufacturing, the top four firms in each industry account for 90% of the entire 
industry's revenues.20 In credit card issuing, pharmacies and drug stores, food service contractors, and consumer lending, the top four firms in 
each industry control more than half of that industry's revenue. 21 

 

  



 

Internal Link – Federalism Spills Over 
Encroaches on federalism and state power spillover into bullying states on other 
issues. 
Somin 2020 
(“Seventh Circuit Rules Against Trump Administration in Major Sanctuary City Decision,” Ilya Somin, May 1, 2020, 
https://reason.com/volokh/2020/05/01/seventh-circuit-rules-against-trump-administration-in-major-sanctuary-city-decision/) 

The decision, written by Judge Ilana Rovner, also emphasizes the broader stakes for constitutional federalism. If the 
executive can get away with using vaguely worded statutes (in this case, a requirement that grant recipients obey 

"applicable federal law") to impose its own new conditions on state and local governments, it would enable 
the president to bully them on a wide range of issues: Interpreting that language as potentially 
incorporating any federal law would vest the Attorney General with the power to deprive state or 
local governments of a wide variety of grants, based on those entities' failure to comply with 
whatever federal law the Attorney General deems critical. Yet there is nothing in those statutes that even hints that 
Congress intended to make those grants dependent on the Attorney General's whim as to which laws to apply, cabined only by the requirement 
that the laws apply generally to states or localities. Like nearly every other court that has addressed the issue, the Seventh Circuit avoided this 
constitutional morass by interpreting "applicable federal law" to cover only laws that specifically apply to grant recipients. Doing otherwise, as 
the Second Circuit did, goes against Supreme Court precedent and creates serious constitutional problems. While all three judges on the 
Seventh Circuit panel agreed that the Byrne grant conditions imposed by the Justice Department are illegal, they differed over the issue of 
whether the injunction against the conditions should be universal or limited to plaintiff in the cases addressed by the Court (the City of 
Chicago). The majority defends the use of a universal injunction, while Judge Daniel Manion's dissent argues for a more limited one. My own 
view is that universal injunctions are appropriate in cases like this one where the government's actions are ruled to be illegal for reasons that 
do not depend on factual circumstances that vary from case. But I defer this issue to people with greater relevant expertise. I recognize that 
there is an ongoing debate over the constitutionality and wisdom of universal injunctions more generally. It is perhaps worth noting that all 
three judges on the Seventh Circuit panel were appointed by Republican presidents, and that Judge Manion is known for being particularly 
conservative. This reflects the near-consensus among federal judges who have ruled on the issue that the Byrne grant conditions and other 
similar moves by the administration are illegal breaches of federalism and separation of powers. The February Second Circuit decision is a 
notable, but highly anomalous, exception. I criticized it in detail here. The litigation over the Byrne Grant conditions is just one part of a broader 
legal battle over sanctuary jurisdictions, which also includes a number of other issues. I reviewed them in this Texas Law Review article. As I 

explained in that article and elsewhere, the legal struggle here has important implications for federalism that go 
far beyond the specific issue of sanctuary cities. If the executive can usurp the power of the purse in 
this way, it would have broad leverage over states and localities on a wide range of issues. Conservatives 
who might be happy to see Donald Trump use that power to target sanctuary cities might not be so happy to see what the next Democratic 
president does with it. 

 



 

Internal Link – States Solve Warming 
State action and policy is necessary to fight climate change. 
Green 2019 
(By Chandler Green, “7 Ways U.S. States Are Leading Climate Action,” May 30, 2019, https://unfoundation.org/blog/post/7-ways-u-s-states-are-
leading-climate-action/, VY) 

People in the United States may seem divided, but when it comes to protecting the planet, 25 governors have joined forces to 
support the Paris Agreement on climate change. Two years ago on June 1, 2017, when the Trump 
administration announced its intention to withdraw from the Paris Agreement, the governors of 
California, Washington, and New York stepped up to support the international agreement. Since then, 
the U.S. Climate Alliance has grown to represent 24 states and Puerto Rico. And it continues to gain members. 

Despite representing a wide variety of people, places, and economies, governors in the alliance are united by the same 
mission: to show that states can lead on climate action while growing clean energy economies, 
improving public health, and building more resilient communities. Currently, the U.S. Climate Alliance represents 

55% of the U.S. population, 40% of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions, and an $11.7 trillion economy. If the alliance were a country, it 
would be the third largest economy behind the U.S. and China. These states know that leadership on 
climate change can’t wait — and over the past two years they’ve been making it happen. Here are 7 
key actions on climate change that states in the U.S. Climate Alliance have taken: 1. Established 
ambitious goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. All states that join the Alliance agree to implement policies that 
advance the goals of the Paris Agreement — at least a 26-28% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions below 2005 levels by 2025 — but many 
are pushing reductions even further. California, for example, set a statewide target to reach carbon neutrality by 2045. New Mexico established 

a statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions by 45% below 2005 levels by 2030. 2. Signed legislation that ramps up renewable 
energy. Clean energy is essential to reducing pollution and creating jobs — and states in the alliance are accelerating the green economy. 
Nevada passed a bill to increase the amount of electricity it gets from renewable sources to 50% by 2030. And in Minnesota, Governor Tim 
Walz and Lieutenant Governor Peggy Flanagan announced a new set of policy proposals that will lead Minnesota to 100% clean energy in the 

state’s electricity sector by 2050. 3. Pushed for better energy efficiency. Homes and commercial buildings account for 40% of 
total energy use in the U.S., which makes energy efficiency a crucial part of any state’s plan to mitigate climate change. In Washington, 
Governor Jay Inslee signed legislation that establishes a first-of-its-kind standard that will improve the energy performance of thousands of 

large commercial buildings across the state. 4. Accelerated policies for Zero Emission Vehicles. Alliance states lead the nation 
in reducing passenger vehicle emissions, the largest source of emissions in the transportation sector. In May 2019, Colorado’s Air Quality 
Control Commission unanimously voted to initiate a decision that would require auto manufacturers to make electric vehicles 5% of their 
vehicles for sale in Colorado by 2023. Hawaii’s legislature passed a bill that provides rebates to people who install a new electric vehicle 

charging system or upgrade an existing systems. 5. Proposed regulations to cut harmful air pollutants. Although pollution 
from carbon dioxide receives the most attention, short-lived climate pollutants, such as black carbon, methane, and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), 
also pose key challenges to climate and health. In 2019, Virginia announced plans to limit methane leaks from natural gas infrastructure and 
landfills. Connecticut, Maryland, and New York plan to propose regulations in 2019 that will prohibit the use of harmful HFCs and backstop 

federal rollbacks; and Washington and Vermont recently passed similar legislation. 6. Created new financing opportunities for 
clean energy and resilient communities. In Massachusetts, Governor Charlie Baker signed bipartisan legislation to authorize 
over $2.4 billion in investments for safeguarding residents, municipalities, and businesses from the impacts of climate change, as well as 
protecting environmental resources and improving recreational opportunities. And Colorado launched a new “Green Bank” that will leverage 

money from the private sector to spur investment in clean-energy projects. 7. Developed special tools and resources to help 
the state address climate change. To track their progress on climate action — and assess the risks from impacts — states need 
special tools and resources. In North Carolina, for example, Governor Roy Cooper released the state Greenhouse Gas Inventory, which tracks 
and projects future emissions. The state also created a new Coastal Adaptation and Resiliency website to help North Carolina’s coastal 
communities manage challenges from climate impacts, such as rising sea levels. 

 

  



 

Impact – Global Warming Extensions 
Climate change must be addressed now with policy changes, this is the only way to 
avoid ecological disaster and mass extinctions. 
Weston 2021 
(“Top scientists warn of 'ghastly future of mass extinction' and climate disruption,” Phoebe Weston, 13 Jan 2021, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/jan/13/top-scientists-warn-of-ghastly-future-of-mass-extinction-and-climate-disruption-
aoe) 

The planet is facing a “ghastly future of mass extinction, declining health and climate-disruption 
upheavals” that threaten human survival because of ignorance and inaction, according to an international group 
of scientists, who warn people still haven’t grasped the urgency of the biodiversity and climate crises. The 17 experts, including Prof Paul Ehrlich 

from Stanford University, author of The Population Bomb, and scientists from Mexico, Australia and the US, say the planet is in a much 
worse state than most people – even scientists – understood. “The scale of the threats to the 
biosphere and all its lifeforms – including humanity – is in fact so great that it is difficult to grasp for 
even well-informed experts,” they write in a report in Frontiers in Conservation Science which references more than 150 studies 

detailing the world’s major environmental challenges. The delay between destruction of the natural world and the 
impacts of these actions means people do not recognise how vast the problem is, the paper argues. “[The] 
mainstream is having difficulty grasping the magnitude of this loss, despite the steady erosion of the 
fabric of human civilisation.” The report warns that climate-induced mass migrations, more 
pandemics and conflicts over resources will be inevitable unless urgent action is taken. “Ours is not a call to 
surrender – we aim to provide leaders with a realistic ‘cold shower’ of the state of the planet that is essential for planning to avoid a ghastly 

future,” it adds. Dealing with the enormity of the problem requires far-reaching changes to global capitalism, 
education and equality, the paper says. These include abolishing the idea of perpetual economic growth, properly pricing environmental 
externalities, stopping the use of fossil fuels, reining in corporate lobbying, and empowering women, the researchers argue. The report comes 
months after the world failed to meet a single UN Aichi biodiversity target, created to stem the destruction of the natural world, the second 
consecutive time governments have failed to meet their 10-year biodiversity goals. This week a coalition of more than 50 countries pledged to 

protect almost a third of the planet by 2030. An estimated one million species are at risk of extinction, many within 
decades, according to a recent UN report. “Environmental deterioration is infinitely more threatening to civilisation than Trumpism or 
Covid-19,” Ehrlich told the Guardian. In The Population Bomb, published in 1968, Ehrlich warned of imminent population explosion and 
hundreds of millions of people starving to death. Although he has acknowledged some timings were wrong, he has said he stands by its 
fundamental message that population growth and high levels of consumption by wealthy nations is driving destruction. He told the Guardian: 
“Growthmania is the fatal disease of civilisation - it must be replaced by campaigns that make equity and well-being society’s goals - not 

consuming more junk.” Large populations and their continued growth drive soil degradation and biodiversity 
loss, the new paper warns. “More people means that more synthetic compounds and dangerous throwaway plastics are manufactured, many 

of which add to the growing toxification of the Earth. It also increases the chances of pandemics that fuel ever-more 
desperate hunts for scarce resources.” The effects of the climate emergency are more evident than 
biodiversity loss, but still, society is failing to cut emissions, the paper argues. If people understood the 
magnitude of the crises, changes in politics and policies could match the gravity of the threat. “Our main 
point is that once you realise the scale and imminence of the problem, it becomes clear that we need much more than individual actions like 

using less plastic, eating less meat, or flying less. Our point is that we need big systematic changes and fast,” Professor 
Daniel Blumstein from the University of California Los Angeles, who helped write the paper, told the Guardian. The paper cites a number of key 
reports published in the past few years including: The World Economic Forum report in 2020, which named biodiversity loss as one of the top 
threats to the global economy. The 2019 IPBES Global Assessment report which said 70% of the planet had been altered by humans. The 2020 
WWF Living Planet report, which said the average population size of vertebrates had declined by 68% in the past five decades. A 2018 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report which said that humanity had already exceeded global warming of 1C above pre-industrial 
levels and is set to reach 1.5C warming between 2030 and 2052. The report follows years of stark warnings about the state of the planet from 
the world’s leading scientists, including a statement by 11,000 scientists in 2019 that people will face “untold suffering due to the climate crisis” 
unless major changes are made. In 2016, more than 150 of Australia’s climate scientists wrote an open letter to the then prime minister, 
Malcolm Turnbull, demanding immediate action on reducing emissions. In the same year, 375 scientists – including 30 Nobel prize winners – 
wrote an open letter to the world about their frustrations over political inaction on climate change. Prof Tom Oliver, an ecologist at the 



 

University of Reading, who was not involved in the report, said it was a frightening but credible summary of the grave 
threats society faces under a “business as usual” scenario. “Scientists now need to go beyond simply 
documenting environmental decline, and instead find the most effective ways to catalyse action,” he 
said. Prof Rob Brooker, head of ecological sciences at the James Hutton Institute, who was not involved in the study, said it clearly emphasised 

the pressing nature of the challenges. “We certainly should not be in any doubt about the huge scale of the 
challenges we are facing and the changes we will need to make to deal with them,” he said. 

 

 

  



 

Democracy Impact 
Strong federalism is necessary for U.S. democracy. 
Gustafson 2021 
(“Covid-19 Could Strengthen Federalism in the United States,” Andrea Gustafson, Social Science Research Council, January 19, 2021, 
https://items.ssrc.org/democracy-papers/democratic-erosion/covid-19-could-strengthen-federalism-in-the-united-states/) 

Federalism could be a key to preventing democratic erosion. A leading scholar on federalism, Heather Gerken writes, 

“the state and local level can influence policy simply by refusing to partner with the federal 
government.”3 An example of federalism at work is the 287(g) program. This program allows 
agreements to be made between the Department of Homeland Security and state and local police 
departments for the latter to act as immigration officers and enforce federal immigration policies. This is a clear example of 
the federal government’s need for states’ help in enacting policy. If states or other local governments 
find federal immigration policy to be too harsh, they can simply refuse to partake in the 287(g) 
program, preventing the federal policies from actually happening. We have seen this pushback 
happen in “sanctuary cities,” which are cities that chose to limit cooperation with the federal 
government regarding immigration. For example, in Chicago, when Trump threatened mass deportation and raids in 2019, Mayor 

Lori Lightfoot directed her police to not cooperate with ICE and ordered them to cut off access to parts of the city’s police database. By 
strengthening states’ power, executive aggrandizement, a clear symptom of democratic erosion in the 
United States, can be hindered. So how can Covid-19 change the shape of modern federalism? States can bolster 
federalism and defy the federal government through the application of what is known as state-level 
regulatory spillover, i.e., when a state makes a regulation that affects nearby states.4 California is a 
particularly important state due to its large population and economy. Governor Gavin Newsom was “one of the first big state governors to issue 
what we now think of as a lockdown order.” Similarly, California was among the first states to recognize the severity of the pandemic and issue 
lockdown orders, later to be followed by many other states, despite the lack of orders from the federal government. The subsequent lockdowns 

and travel restrictions invoked by some states during Covid-19 impacted travel around the country, an example of spillover. Another 
effect of state-level regulatory spillover is that it allows states to “set the agenda” for the federal 
government.5 An issue affecting one state is easy for the federal government to avoid acting upon compared to issues affecting multiple 
states. In addition, states frustrated by other states’ regulations will look to federal policymakers to address the issue. For example, when 
California imposed stricter environmental regulations, it affected the auto industry in Michigan, as they were not complying with these 
California regulations but could not afford to lose the California market. Due to these regulations, businessmen and politicians from Michigan 

asked the federal government to help resolve the issue, thrusting these environmental regulations onto the national agenda. If the federal 
government attempts to ignore an issue due to special interests, partisanship, or other less than 
democratic barriers, state spillover offers solutions. State-level regulatory spillover federalism can be 
used to safeguard democracy, as they allow states to have a larger influence beyond their own state 
and can put important issues in the federal government’s agenda. Perhaps, as federalism strengthens due 

to the pandemic, an increase in state-level regulatory spillovers will occur as well. While the Covid-19 pandemic is 
tragic, it has created a rather interesting opportunity to observe federalism in practice in the United States. By establishing mandates and 

lockdown orders without guidance from the federal government, state governments are flexing more power than they 
did before the pandemic, enforcing a check on executive power. With this increase in federalism, new 
opportunities may arise to counter an overbearing federal government and overturn undemocratic 
measures, like Trump’s attempts to flout the election’s results or a rushed Covid-19 vaccine. The pandemic has forced 

states and other local governments to make important decisions that are closely judged by their constituents unlike before, resulting in an 
increase in state autonomy and therefore increasing federalism, a key to prevent democratic erosion. 

 



 

  



 

U.S. democracy is necessary to prevent large-scale wars. 
Epstein et al. 2007 
(Susan B. Epstein, Nina M. Serafino, and Francis T. Miko, Specialists in Foreign Policy, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, “Democracy 
Promotion: Cornerstone of U.S. Foreign Policy?” CRS Report for Congress, December 26, 2007, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34296.pdf, VY) 

A common rationale offered by proponents of democracy promotion, including former Secretary of State 

Madeleine Albright and current Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, is that democracies do not go to war with one 
another. This is sometimes referred to as the democratic peace theory. Experts point to European countries, 
the United States, Canada, and Mexico as present-day examples. According to President Clinton’s National Security 

Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement: “Democracies create free markets that offer economic opportunity, 
make for more reliable trading partners, and are far less likely to wage war on one another.”22 Some 

have refined this democracy peace theory by distinguishing between mature democracies and those in transition, 
suggesting that mature democracies do not fight wars with each other, but that countries transitioning toward 
democracy are more prone to being attacked (because of weak governmental institutions) or being aggressive toward others. States that made 
transitions from an autocracy toward early stages of democracy and were involved in hostilities soon after include France in the mid-1800s 
under Napoleon III, Prussia/Germany under Bismarck (1870-1890), Chile shortly before the War of the Pacific in 1879, Serbia’s multiparty 
constitutional monarchy before the Balkan Wars of the late 20th Century, and Pakistan’s military guided pseudo-democracy before its wars 

with India in 1965 and 1971.23 The George W. Bush Administration asserts that democracy promotion is a long-term 
antidote to terrorism. The Administration’s Strategy for Winning the War on Terror asserts that inequality in political 
participation and access to wealth resources in a country, lack of freedom of speech, and poor 
education all breed volatility. By promoting basic human rights, freedoms of speech, religion, 
assembly, association and press, and by maintaining order within their borders and providing an 
independent justice system, effective democracies can defeat terrorism in the long run, according to the Bush 

White House.24 Another reason given to encourage democracies (although debated by some experts) is the belief that democracies 
promote economic prosperity. From this perspective, as the rule of law leads to a more stable society and as 
equal economic opportunity for all helps to spur economic activity, economic growth, particularly of per 

capita income, is likely to follow. In addition, a democracy under this scenario may be more likely to be viewed by other 
countries as a good trading partner and by outside investors as a more stable environment for 
investment, according to some experts. Moreover, countries that have developed as stable democracies are 
viewed as being more likely to honor treaties, according to some experts.25 
 

  



 

Politics Disadvantage (DA) 
 

The Politics DA focuses on the political ramifications or consequences of passing the affirmative’s plan.  

Right now, President Biden is focused on passing the Infrastructure Bill (American Jobs Plan). But this is a 
large feat and will take a lot of political capital or political will. The plan is unpopular and would be 
fought by interest groups. This fight would derail the Infrastructure Plan. President Biden’s 
infrastructure plan is important to prevent the worst impacts of climate change. 

You should read the 1NC that is specific to the affirmative you are debating. 

The Politics DA asks the political costs of the affirmative. 

 

 

  



 

Negative 
The affirmative answers can be found after each affirmative. 
  



 

1NC Shell – Fracking 
A. Uniqueness – Infrastructure bill will pass now but Biden’s political capital is 
necessary to bring the bill to his desk. 
Lemire et al. on June 24 
(“Biden extols bipartisan infrastructure deal as a good start,” Jonathan Lemire, Josh Boak And Lisa Mascaro, June 24, 2021, 
https://apnews.com/article/biden-senate-infrastructure-deal-731487d7540cdf7e48c27124c43cc2d1) 

The senators from both parties stressed that the deal will create jobs for the economy and rebuild the 
nation’s standing on the global stage, a belief that clearly transcended the partisan interests and 
created a framework for the deal. “We’re going to keep working together — we’re not finished,” 
Republican Sen. Mitt Romney of Utah said. “But America works, the Senate works.” Democratic Sen. Jon Tester of Montana said it will show the 

world “we’re not just, you know, a hot mess here.” For Biden, the deal was a welcome result. Though for far less than he 

originally sought, Biden had bet his political capital that he could work with Republicans toward major 
legislation. Moreover, Biden and his aides believed that they needed a bipartisan deal on 
infrastructure to create a permission structure for more moderate Democrats — including Sinema and 
Joe Manchin of West Virginia — to then be willing to go for a party-line vote for the rest of the 
president’s agenda. The announcement leaves unclear the fate of Biden’s promises of massive investment to slow climate change, 
which Biden this spring called “the existential crisis of our times.” Biden’s presidential campaign had helped win progressive backing with 
pledges of major spending on electric vehicles, charging stations, and research and funding for overhauling the U.S. economy to run on less oil, 
gas and coal. The administration is expected to push for some of that in future legislation. Sen. Bill Cassidy, R-La, stressed that there are billions 
of dollars for resiliency against extreme weather and the impact of climate change and deemed Thursday’s deal a “beginning investment.” 
Biden has sought $1.7 trillion in his American Jobs Plan and the $1.8 trillion American Families Plan for child care centers, family tax breaks and 
other investments that Republicans reject as far outside the scope of “infrastructure.” The broad reconciliation bill would likely include tax 

increases on the wealthy, those earning more than $400,000 a year, and hike the corporate rate from 21% to 28%, so a tension still 
exists over funding for some Republicans and business groups. It’s still a long haul to a bill signing at 
the White House. The Senate expects to consider the bipartisan package in July, but Biden’s bigger proposal is not expected to see final 
votes until fall. 

 

  



 

B. Link – Biden has always opposed a ban on fracking because it is too politically 
contentious. 
Egan 2020 
(“Why Biden won't ban fracking -- and why Trump wants you to think he will,”  Matt Egan, October 8, 2020, 
https://www.cnn.com/2020/10/08/business/ban-fracking-biden-trump-job-jobs/index.html) 

New York (CNN Business) Banning fracking would kill tens of thousands of jobs in Pennsylvania, Ohio and 
Texas -- three states at the heart of the 2020 race for the White House. That's why Joe Biden has explicitly opposed a 
nationwide ban on the controversial oil-and-gas drilling technique, even though climate activists want to save planet 
by banning fracking. It's also why President Donald Trump has repeatedly claimed otherwise. It happened again during Wednesday night's 

debate when Vice President Mike Pence misleadingly said Biden wants to "ban fracking." Both campaigns know that voters in 
battleground states rely on the oil-and-gas industry for their livelihoods. And those votes could very well decide 

next month's election. "Fracking is really important to white, working class voters -- especially in the key swing state of 
Pennsylvania," said Ed Mills, Washington policy analyst at Raymond James. Pennsylvania, the state that FiveThirtyEight says is most likely to 
provide the decisive vote in the Electoral College, is home to the Marcellus Shale formation, America's largest natural gas field. 'Severe' impact 
on jobs Even though oil and gas prices are depressed and layoffs have been widespread, the industry remains a major employer. As of June 
2019, shale operators, pipeline companies and service companies together employed nearly 32,000 people in Pennsylvania, according to a New 

York Times analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics data. "A ban on fracking would have an immediate and severe 
impact on an industry that has already been kicked in the teeth," said Jeff Bush, president of CSI Recruiting, an oil-
and-gas recruiting agency. Biden's past comments have added to confusion over the issue. During a July 2019 debate on CNN, Biden was asked 
if there would be any place for fossil fuels, including coal and fracking, in a Biden administration. "No, we would -- we would work it out," Biden 

said. "We would make sure it's eliminated and no more subsidies for either one of those, either -- any fossil fuel." However, Biden's 
written plan never included an outright ban on fracking and he has since explicitly opposed such a 
ban. That sets him apart from more progressive presidential candidates, including Senators Elizabeth Warren and Bernie Sanders. Rather than 
a total fracking ban, Biden has consistently proposed a more moderate step: banning new oil and gas permitting on public lands and waters. 

  



 

C. Internal Link – The infrastructure bill is an important investment towards reducing 
GHG emissions and reaching net-zero. 
Waldman 2021 
(“Biden Says Infrastructure Is the Pillar of His Climate Plan,” Scott Waldman, E&E News on April 8, 2021, 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/biden-says-infrastructure-is-the-pillar-of-his-climate-plan/) 

“Investing in clean energy to fight the effects of climate change is part of infrastructure,” Biden said in 

remarks aimed at pressuring political opponents to support his so-called American Jobs Plan. His comments dovetailed with 
indications from White House advisers that the sprawling infrastructure proposal could be used as a 
cornerstone of the administration’s 2030 climate goals, which are widely expected by outside 
observers to seek a roughly 50% reduction in carbon emissions. The construction package includes a 
clean electricity standard that aims to zero out power sector emissions by 2035. That measure and 
other provisions, like the purchase of electric vehicles by the federal government, could be used to 
convince other countries to announce stronger carbon commitments at Biden’s climate summit in two 

weeks. White House deputy climate adviser Ali Zaidi suggested this week that the infrastructure proposal would help 
catapult the U.S. into a position of global leadership on climate change. “We’ve taken robust climate action,” Zaidi 
told Axios in a report published yesterday. “I think that’s being understood and received as a signal of this president’s commitment and 
credibility on the climate issue.” Leaders from 40 of the world’s heaviest-polluting countries have been invited by the administration to meet 
virtually April 22-23 to ramp up global climate ambition ahead of a U.N. summit in Glasgow, Scotland, later this year. The administration hopes 
that each country will lay out renewed climate commitments at the meeting in two weeks, with the common goal of shifting the world 
economy away from its reliance on fossil fuels. Biden intends to use the event to showcase the U.S. as a world leader after the Trump 
administration walked away from the Paris climate agreement. When announcing its goals for the summit last month, the White House used 
language that would later ring with similarity to its description of the infrastructure package. Both would create jobs by investing heavily in the 
clean energy industry. 

  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21  



 

1NC Shell – Agricultural Runoff 
A. Uniqueness – Infrastructure bill will pass now but Biden’s political capital is 
necessary to bring the bill to his desk. 
Lemire et al. on June 24 
(“Biden extols bipartisan infrastructure deal as a good start,” Jonathan Lemire, Josh Boak And Lisa Mascaro, June 24, 2021, 
https://apnews.com/article/biden-senate-infrastructure-deal-731487d7540cdf7e48c27124c43cc2d1) 

The senators from both parties stressed that the deal will create jobs for the economy and rebuild the 
nation’s standing on the global stage, a belief that clearly transcended the partisan interests and 
created a framework for the deal. “We’re going to keep working together — we’re not finished,” 
Republican Sen. Mitt Romney of Utah said. “But America works, the Senate works.” Democratic Sen. Jon Tester of Montana said it will show the 

world “we’re not just, you know, a hot mess here.” For Biden, the deal was a welcome result. Though for far less than he 

originally sought, Biden had bet his political capital that he could work with Republicans toward major 
legislation. Moreover, Biden and his aides believed that they needed a bipartisan deal on 
infrastructure to create a permission structure for more moderate Democrats — including Sinema and 
Joe Manchin of West Virginia — to then be willing to go for a party-line vote for the rest of the 
president’s agenda. The announcement leaves unclear the fate of Biden’s promises of massive investment to slow climate change, 
which Biden this spring called “the existential crisis of our times.” Biden’s presidential campaign had helped win progressive backing with 
pledges of major spending on electric vehicles, charging stations, and research and funding for overhauling the U.S. economy to run on less oil, 
gas and coal. The administration is expected to push for some of that in future legislation. Sen. Bill Cassidy, R-La, stressed that there are billions 
of dollars for resiliency against extreme weather and the impact of climate change and deemed Thursday’s deal a “beginning investment.” 
Biden has sought $1.7 trillion in his American Jobs Plan and the $1.8 trillion American Families Plan for child care centers, family tax breaks and 
other investments that Republicans reject as far outside the scope of “infrastructure.” The broad reconciliation bill would likely include tax 

increases on the wealthy, those earning more than $400,000 a year, and hike the corporate rate from 21% to 28%, so a tension still 
exists over funding for some Republicans and business groups. It’s still a long haul to a bill signing at 
the White House. The Senate expects to consider the bipartisan package in July, but Biden’s bigger proposal is not expected to see final 
votes until fall. 

 

  



 

B. Link – The agriculture lobby is powerful and works with the fossil fuel industry to 
derail anything it sees as climate-related. The aff would be unpopular. 
Samuel 2021 
(“It’s not just Big Oil. Big Meat also spends millions to crush good climate policy.” Sigal Samuel  Apr 13, 2021, https://www.vox.com/future-
perfect/22379909/big-meat-companies-spend-millions-lobbying-climate) 

According to a new study out of NYU, these companies have spent millions of dollars lobbying against climate 
policies and funding dubious research that tries to blur the links between animal agriculture and our 
climate emergency. The biggest link is that about 14 percent of global greenhouse gas emissions come from meat and dairy. “US 
beef and dairy companies appear to act collectively in ways similar to the fossil fuel industry, which built 
an extensive climate change countermovement,” write the authors of the study, published in the journal Climatic Change. One of the authors, 

Jennifer Jacquet, says the paper should spur a vigorous public response. “People should be mad,” she said. “And we should build a 
system where we can prevent this kind of influence.” Comparing the meat and dairy industry with the 
fossil fuel industry is not a facile analogy. These industries have worked in tandem for years to 
undercut climate policy. For example, in 2009, Tyson and other meat companies got nervous about the 
American Clean Energy and Security Act, also known as Waxman-Markey, which would have established a cap-and-trade 

system. They worked alongside the fossil fuel industry to stop the bill. Had it passed, it would’ve been the first 

congressional bill to directly tackle greenhouse gas emissions. But it never made it past the House. Now, more information 
is coming to light about how big meat and dairy companies work against climate policies: through 
lobbying, through political campaigns, and through academic research. How Big Meat lobbies against climate-
friendly policies Let’s start with lobbying. It’s not a surprise that meat and dairy trade associations would lobby for things like access to federally 
owned public lands for cattle-grazing or industry-friendly manure management regulations. That’s more or less their raison d’être, and it’s what 
they’ve done for decades. But as the authors determined, “more recently they have been involved in blocking climate policy that would limit 

production.” Six of the big US groups — the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, the National Pork Producers Council, the North 
American Meat Institute, the National Chicken Council, the International Dairy Foods Association, and the American Farm Bureau Federation — 

have together spent about $200 million in lobbying since 2000. And they’ve been lobbying annually against climate 
policies like cap-and-trade, the Clean Air Act, and regulations that would require farms to report emissions. Individual meat companies likewise 
spend millions on lobbying. Tyson, for example, has spent $25 million since 2000. Now, that may not sound like much if we compare it to what 
individual companies in the fossil fuel industry spend — Exxon alone spent over $240 million during the same period. But the study notes that 
we have to look at these amounts in proportion to each company’s bottom line. Taken as a share of total revenue over the past two decades, 

Tyson has spent 33 percent more on lobbying than Exxon has. “The relative spending is very much an indicator of 
political engagement,” Jacquet said. 

 

  



 

C. Internal Link – The infrastructure bill is an important investment towards reducing 
GHG emissions and reaching net-zero. 
Waldman 2021 
(“Biden Says Infrastructure Is the Pillar of His Climate Plan,” Scott Waldman, E&E News on April 8, 2021, 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/biden-says-infrastructure-is-the-pillar-of-his-climate-plan/) 

“Investing in clean energy to fight the effects of climate change is part of infrastructure,” Biden said in 

remarks aimed at pressuring political opponents to support his so-called American Jobs Plan. His comments dovetailed with 
indications from White House advisers that the sprawling infrastructure proposal could be used as a 
cornerstone of the administration’s 2030 climate goals, which are widely expected by outside 
observers to seek a roughly 50% reduction in carbon emissions. The construction package includes a 
clean electricity standard that aims to zero out power sector emissions by 2035. That measure and 
other provisions, like the purchase of electric vehicles by the federal government, could be used to 
convince other countries to announce stronger carbon commitments at Biden’s climate summit in two 

weeks. White House deputy climate adviser Ali Zaidi suggested this week that the infrastructure proposal would help 
catapult the U.S. into a position of global leadership on climate change. “We’ve taken robust climate action,” Zaidi 
told Axios in a report published yesterday. “I think that’s being understood and received as a signal of this president’s commitment and 
credibility on the climate issue.” Leaders from 40 of the world’s heaviest-polluting countries have been invited by the administration to meet 
virtually April 22-23 to ramp up global climate ambition ahead of a U.N. summit in Glasgow, Scotland, later this year. The administration hopes 
that each country will lay out renewed climate commitments at the meeting in two weeks, with the common goal of shifting the world 
economy away from its reliance on fossil fuels. Biden intends to use the event to showcase the U.S. as a world leader after the Trump 
administration walked away from the Paris climate agreement. When announcing its goals for the summit last month, the White House used 
language that would later ring with similarity to its description of the infrastructure package. Both would create jobs by investing heavily in the 
clean energy industry. 

  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21  



 

1NC Shell – Water Infrastructure 
A. Uniqueness – Infrastructure bill will pass now but Biden’s political capital is 
necessary to bring the bill to his desk. 
Lemire et al. on June 24 
(“Biden extols bipartisan infrastructure deal as a good start,” Jonathan Lemire, Josh Boak And Lisa Mascaro, June 24, 2021, 
https://apnews.com/article/biden-senate-infrastructure-deal-731487d7540cdf7e48c27124c43cc2d1) 

The senators from both parties stressed that the deal will create jobs for the economy and rebuild the 
nation’s standing on the global stage, a belief that clearly transcended the partisan interests and 
created a framework for the deal. “We’re going to keep working together — we’re not finished,” 
Republican Sen. Mitt Romney of Utah said. “But America works, the Senate works.” Democratic Sen. Jon Tester of Montana said it will show the 

world “we’re not just, you know, a hot mess here.” For Biden, the deal was a welcome result. Though for far less than he 

originally sought, Biden had bet his political capital that he could work with Republicans toward major 
legislation. Moreover, Biden and his aides believed that they needed a bipartisan deal on 
infrastructure to create a permission structure for more moderate Democrats — including Sinema and 
Joe Manchin of West Virginia — to then be willing to go for a party-line vote for the rest of the 
president’s agenda. The announcement leaves unclear the fate of Biden’s promises of massive investment to slow climate change, 
which Biden this spring called “the existential crisis of our times.” Biden’s presidential campaign had helped win progressive backing with 
pledges of major spending on electric vehicles, charging stations, and research and funding for overhauling the U.S. economy to run on less oil, 
gas and coal. The administration is expected to push for some of that in future legislation. Sen. Bill Cassidy, R-La, stressed that there are billions 
of dollars for resiliency against extreme weather and the impact of climate change and deemed Thursday’s deal a “beginning investment.” 
Biden has sought $1.7 trillion in his American Jobs Plan and the $1.8 trillion American Families Plan for child care centers, family tax breaks and 
other investments that Republicans reject as far outside the scope of “infrastructure.” The broad reconciliation bill would likely include tax 

increases on the wealthy, those earning more than $400,000 a year, and hike the corporate rate from 21% to 28%, so a tension still 
exists over funding for some Republicans and business groups. It’s still a long haul to a bill signing at 
the White House. The Senate expects to consider the bipartisan package in July, but Biden’s bigger proposal is not expected to see final 
votes until fall. 

 

  



 

B. Link – The specific allocation of water infrastructure bills make them political 
divisive.  
Copeland and Tiemann 2010 
(“Water Infrastructure Needs and Investment: Review and Analysis of Key Issues,” Claudia Copeland, Specialist in Resources and Environmental 
Policy, and Mary Tiemann, Specialist in Environmental Policy, Congressional Research Service, December 21, 2010, 
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/RL31116.pdf) 

Another issue of interest is how federal funds are allocated among the states. Capitalization grants for 
clean water SRFs are allotted according to a state-by-state formula in the Clean Water Act. It is a complex 

formulation consisting basically of two elements, state population and capital needs for wastewater projects. Because the allocation 
formula has not been revised since 1987, yet needs and population have changed, the issue of state-
by-state distribution of federal funds is likely to be an important topic when legislation is considered. 
In contrast, capitalization grants for drinking water SRFs are allotted by EPA based on the proportional share of each state’s needs identified in 

the most recent national drinking water needs survey, not according to a statutory allotment formula.60 Among the questions likely 
to be discussed are, should a single formula apply to both programs? Should allocation follow from a 
statutory or administrative formula? Do EPA’s needs surveys provide an accurate basis for state-by-
state distribution? If programs are expanded to include eligibility for new activities, such as pollution 

prevention and watershed protection, how should they be reflected in state-by-state allocations? Crafting an 
allotment formula has been one of the most controversial issues debated during past reauthorizations of the 

Clean Water Act. The dollars involved are significant, and considerations of “winner” and “loser” states 
bear heavily on discussions of alternative formulations. A related issue is whether a portion of federal 
water infrastructure funds will continue to be allocated in the form of congressionally directed 
appropriations for specified communities’ projects, which have become increasingly prominent and 
are often referred to as earmarks. In recent years, congressional appropriators have dedicated a significant portion of annual 
water infrastructure assistance as grants for specific communities, both small and large. The federal share of costs under these grants is 55%. 
For example, for FY2010 (P.L. 111-88), Congress appropriated $2.1 billion for clean water SRF capitalization grants, $1.4 billion for drinking 
water SRF grants, and $186.8 million in earmarked grants for 319 listed projects. Appropriations directed by Congress for identified projects 
enable legislators to assist communities otherwise unable to fully qualify for state-administered programs, or those seeking a grant rather than 

a loan that must be repaid. State officials that administer the SRF programs generally oppose these types of 
grants because such congressional actions deny states the ability to determine priority for project 
funding.61 

  



 

C. Internal Link – The infrastructure bill is an important investment towards reducing 
GHG emissions and reaching net-zero. 
Waldman 2021 
(“Biden Says Infrastructure Is the Pillar of His Climate Plan,” Scott Waldman, E&E News on April 8, 2021, 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/biden-says-infrastructure-is-the-pillar-of-his-climate-plan/) 

“Investing in clean energy to fight the effects of climate change is part of infrastructure,” Biden said in 

remarks aimed at pressuring political opponents to support his so-called American Jobs Plan. His comments dovetailed with 
indications from White House advisers that the sprawling infrastructure proposal could be used as a 
cornerstone of the administration’s 2030 climate goals, which are widely expected by outside 
observers to seek a roughly 50% reduction in carbon emissions. The construction package includes a 
clean electricity standard that aims to zero out power sector emissions by 2035. That measure and 
other provisions, like the purchase of electric vehicles by the federal government, could be used to 
convince other countries to announce stronger carbon commitments at Biden’s climate summit in two 

weeks. White House deputy climate adviser Ali Zaidi suggested this week that the infrastructure proposal would help 
catapult the U.S. into a position of global leadership on climate change. “We’ve taken robust climate action,” Zaidi 
told Axios in a report published yesterday. “I think that’s being understood and received as a signal of this president’s commitment and 
credibility on the climate issue.” Leaders from 40 of the world’s heaviest-polluting countries have been invited by the administration to meet 
virtually April 22-23 to ramp up global climate ambition ahead of a U.N. summit in Glasgow, Scotland, later this year. The administration hopes 
that each country will lay out renewed climate commitments at the meeting in two weeks, with the common goal of shifting the world 
economy away from its reliance on fossil fuels. Biden intends to use the event to showcase the U.S. as a world leader after the Trump 
administration walked away from the Paris climate agreement. When announcing its goals for the summit last month, the White House used 
language that would later ring with similarity to its description of the infrastructure package. Both would create jobs by investing heavily in the 
clean energy industry. 

  



 

D. Impact – Without strong action now, climate change causes human extinction. 
Spratt and Dunlop 2019 
(David Spratt, a Research Director for Breakthrough National Centre for Climate Restoration, and Ian T. Dunlop, chairman of the Australian Coal 
Association, chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors, “Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach,” 
Breakthrough - National Centre for Climate Restoration, May 2019, 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/148cb0_b2c0c79dc4344b279bcf2365336ff23b.pdf, VY) 

2020–2030: Policy-makers fail to act on evidence that the current Paris Agreement path — in which global 

human-caused greenhouse emissions do not peak until 2030 — will lock in at least 3°C of warming. The case for a global, climate-
emergency mobilisation of labour and resources to build a zero-emission economy and carbon drawdown in order to have a realistic chance of 

keeping warming well below 2°C is politely ignored. As projected by Xu and Ramanathan, by 2030 carbon dioxide levels have 
reached 437 parts per million — which is unprecedented in the last 20 million years — and warming reaches 
1.6°C. 18 2030–2050: Emissions peak in 2030, and start to fall consistent with an 80 percent reduction in fossil-fuel energy intensity by 2100 
compared to 2010 energy intensity. This leads to warming of 2.4°C by 2050, consistent with the Xu and Ramanathan “baseline-fast” scenario. 

However, another 0.6°C of warming occurs 19 — taking the total to 3°C by 2050 — due to the activation of a 
number of carbon-cycle feedbacks and higher levels of ice albedo and cloud feedbacks than current 
models assume. [It should be noted that this is far from an extreme scenario: the low-probability, high-impact warming (five percent 
probability) can exceed 3.5–4°C by 2050 in the Xu and Ramanathan scheme.] 2050: By 2050, there is broad scientific acceptance that system 
tipping-points for the West Antarctic Ice Sheet and a sea-ice-free Arctic summer were passed well before 1.5°C of warming, for the Greenland 

Ice Sheet well before 2°C, and for widespread permafrost loss and large-scale Amazon drought and dieback by 2.5°C. The “hothouse 
Earth” scenario has been realised, and Earth is headed for another degree or more of warming, 
especially since human greenhouse emissions are still significant. 20 While sea levels have risen 0.5 metres by 2050, 

the increase may be 2–3 metres by 2100, and it is understood from historical analogues that seas may eventually rise by more 
than 25 metres. Thirty-five percent of the global land area, and 55 percent of the global population, 
are subject to more than 20 days a year of lethal heat conditions, beyond the threshold of human 
survivability. The destabilisation of the Jet Stream has very significantly affected the intensity and 

geographical distribution of the Asian and West African monsoons and, together with the further slowing of the Gulf 
Stream, is impinging on life support systems in Europe. North America suffers from devastating weather 

extremes including wildfires, heatwaves, drought and inundation. The summer monsoons in China have failed, and water 
flows into the great rivers of Asia are severely reduced by the loss of more than one-third of the Himalayan ice sheet. Glacial loss reaches 70 

percent in the Andes, and rainfall in Mexico and central America falls by half. Semi-permanent El Nino conditions prevail. Aridification 
emerges over more than 30 percent of the world’s land surface. Desertification is severe in southern Africa, 
the southern Mediterranean, west Asia, the Middle East, inland Australia and across the south-western United States. Impacts: A number of 
ecosystems collapse, including coral reef systems, the Amazon rainforest and in the Arctic. Some poorer nations and regions, which lack 

capacity to provide artificially-cooled environments for their populations, become unviable. Deadly heat conditions persist for 
more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia, contributing to more 
than a billion people being displaced from the tropical zone. Water availability decreases sharply in 
the most affected regions at lower latitudes (dry tropics and subtropics), affecting about two billion people 
worldwide. Agriculture becomes nonviable in the dry subtropics. Most regions in the world see a 
significant drop in food production and increasing numbers of extreme weather events, including heat 

waves, floods and storms. Food production is inadequate to feed the global population and food prices 
skyrocket, as a consequence of a one-fifth decline in crop yields, a decline in the nutrition content of food crops, a catastrophic decline in 

insect populations, desertification, monsoon failure and chronic water shortages, and conditions too hot for human habitation 
in significant food-growing regions. The lower reaches of the agriculturally-important river deltas such as the Mekong, Ganges 
and Nile are inundated, and significant sectors of some of the world’s most populous cities — including Chennai, Mumbai, Jakarta, Guangzhou, 
Tianjin, Hong Kong, Ho Chi Minh City, Shanghai, Lagos, Bangkok and Manila — are abandoned. Some small islands become uninhabitable. Ten 

percent of Bangladesh is inundated, displacing 15 million people. Even for 2°C of warming, more than a billion people 
may need to be relocated and In high-end scenarios, the scale of destruction is beyond our capacity to 
model, with a high likelihood of human civilisation coming to an end. 21  



 

Uniqueness – Extensions 
The Infrastructure Bill will pass – bipartisan deal now. 
Schaper on June 26 
(“Biden's Bipartisan Infrastructure Deal May Be A Tough Sell To The Rest Of Congress,” David Schaper, June 26, 2021, 
https://www.npr.org/2021/06/26/1010096813/bidens-bipartisan-infrastructure-deal-may-be-a-tough-sell-to-the-rest-of-congres) 

President Biden is celebrating a big win for one of his top legislative priorities, touting a bipartisan 
agreement on a framework to roughly double spending on transportation and infrastructure over the 
next eight years. "Today is a huge day for one-half of my economic agenda," Biden said Thursday as he 
lauded the agreement that would spend $1.2 billion to repair, rebuild and expand roads, bridges, 
railroads, public transit, airports, water and sewer infrastructure and broadband. Ohio Republican 
Sen. Rob Portman, one of the lead GOP negotiators among the 21 senators who brokered the deal, said he was 
"pleased" the two parties were able to reach an agreement on the package. "It's something that 
traditionally has been very bipartisan," Portman said. "And I'm very pleased to see today that we are able 
to come together on a core infrastructure package ... without new taxes." 

 

 

  



 

Link – Generic Water Extensions 
Expanding federal regulation of water is politically contentious. 
Reinertson 2019 
(“How Much Water Can the Federal Government Regulate?” Robert J. Reinertson, October 4, 2019, https://www.ruderware.com/ag-visor/how-
much-water-can-the-federal-government-regulate/) 

A controversial federal environmental regulation has been repealed, according to an announcement Sept. 12 by the 
administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the assistant secretary of the Army who oversees the Army Corps of Engineers. 

That means the definition of “Waters of the United States” will return to its pre-2015 definition. That’s important to the farm 
sector because many agricultural producers have lands with or near water features. Under the Clean 
Water Act the federal government has authority to regulate “Waters of the United States” for 
pollution prevention and other purposes. The issue involves the extent to which the federal 
government may exercise authority for those purposes – instead of state or local governments. The 
meaning of “Waters of the United States” was significantly expanded in 2015. Federal regulatory authority was extended beyond waters that 
traditionally had been considered as “Waters of the United States” – waters used in interstate or foreign commerce, seas, tributaries, etc. It 
was extended to waters that were determined on a case-by-case basis to have “a significant nexus” to those waters. Those included 
significantly more wetland areas, waters within the 100-year floodplains of “Waters of the United States” and “prairie potholes” in the Upper 
Midwest, among others. The 2015 rule defined “significant nexus” as waters – including wetlands, either alone or in combination with other 
waters – having a significant effect on the chemical, physical or biological integrity of other waters. That effect was evaluated according to 
factors such as sediment trapping, nutrient recycling, pollutant trapping and transport, retention of flood waters, runoff storage and aquatic-

species habitat. It extended federal authority to many more wetlands and to smaller water features. The 
“significant nexus” test led to confusion and litigation. Many legal challenges were brought; 
implementation of the rule was blocked in more than half the states. Now all the country will again be under the 
pre-2015 regulations when the repeal takes effect 60 days after publication in the Federal Register. 

 

Federal jurisdiction over water has always been controversial. 
Ward and Walsh 2020 
(“New Clean Water Act Rule Leaves U.S. Waters Vulnerable,” By Adam S. Ward and Riley Walsh, American Geophysical Union, 11 February 
2020, https://eos.org/opinions/new-clean-water-act-rule-leaves-u-s-waters-vulnerable) 

The CWA has always been controversial, especially for its notoriously vague definition of navigable 
waters: “waters of the United States, including the territorial seas.” Some argue that the definition of waters of the 
United States, often called WOTUS, should be broad, thus allowing the federal government to secure 
protections for intrastate waters, headwater streams (small streams connecting watersheds to main river channels), and isolated 

wetlands. Others believe that its definition should be narrow, leaving states to regulate these types of 
waters if they so choose, arguing state agencies would have better regionalized knowledge to manage 
their water resources. The ongoing battle for clarity continues to this day, as the agencies promulgate rules that 
establish CWA jurisdiction over certain waters and as those rules are subsequently checked by the courts. 

 

  



 

Link – Fracking Extensions 
Banning fracking is too politically damaging. So Biden has maintained that he will not 
ban fracking. 
Phillips 2020 
(“Joe Biden’s ‘not banning fracking’ defense, explained,” Amber Phillips, September 1, 2020, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2020/09/04/joe-biden-not-banning-fracking-defense-explained/) 

Why this is so sensitive for Biden Biden is trying to navigate through a narrow passageway of 
politically turbulent waters on fracking. On the right, there is open hostility to banning it. On the left, 
activists argue the situation is so dire, America needs to ban it and other fossil fuel production ASAP. And for presidential candidates like Biden 

and Trump, there is a cold political calculation that fracking provides jobs — lots of jobs — in politically 
important states such as Ohio and Pennsylvania and Texas. Biden gets pressed about this a lot when 
he talks to people in those regions, people who might be concerned that electing a Democrat could mean electing someone 

inclined to take away their jobs. (It’s no coincidence that Biden restated his position on not wanting to ban 
fracking Monday while in Pittsburgh.) Here he is getting a question in July from ABC’s affiliate in Scranton, Pa.: “We’re losing a 

lot of jobs overseas, we’re losing a lot of jobs from the pandemic,” reporter Chelsea Strub asks him. “Especially if fracking is on the 
chopping block, how are we going to help these displaced workers?” Biden responds: “Well, fracking 
is not going to be on the chopping block, as you say.” Despite one misstatement and an inclination to be supportive of 
moving away from fossil fuels, that position hasn’t changed. 

 

 

  



 

Link – Agricultural Runoff Extensions 
The agriculture lobby will fight anything they perceive as climate regulation or 
anything that limits production. This means the affirmative will be met with great 
opposition. 
PCRM 2021 
(“U.S. Meat and Dairy Companies Spend Millions Lobbying Against Climate Legislation,” Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine, Apr 
14, 2021, https://www.pcrm.org/news/blog/us-meat-and-dairy-companies-spend-millions-lobbying-against-climate-legislation) 

U.S. meat and dairy companies act collectively to block climate legislation that might limit production, 
according to a New York University study published in the journal Climatic Change. The researchers examined the political 
influence of the 10 largest meat and dairy companies in the United States. Using a set of 20 questions to assess influence, 
they found that Tyson and National Beef engage on the issue of climate change more than any of the other 10 largest U.S. livestock companies. 
But each company has contributed to research that minimizes the link between animal agriculture and climate change and have influenced 

climate-related policies and discourse. “The largest meat and dairy companies in the U.S. have spent a 
considerable amount of time, money, and effort into downplaying the link between animal agriculture 
and climate change, and into fighting climate policy more generally,” says Oliver Lazarus, who co-authored the 

study. “Documenting their influence in this area is critical to understanding the failure of the U.S. 
government to adequately address climate change.” The National Cattlemen's Beef Association, the National Pork 
Producers Council, the North American Meat Institute, the National Chicken Council, the International Dairy Foods Association, and the 

American Farm Bureau Federation and its state groups—have collectively spent approximately $200 million in lobbying 
since 2000, lobbying yearly on climate-related issues like cap-and-trade, the Clean Air Act, and 
greenhouse gas regulations. “U.S. beef and dairy companies appear to act collectively in ways similar 
to the fossil fuel industry, which built an extensive climate change countermovement,” say the authors. "Meat- and dairy-
related trade associations have more traditionally been used to lobby for access to grazing lands and fees and manure 

management regulations, and to influence government regulation, but more recently they have been involved in blocking 

climate policy that would limit production.” 

 

 

  



 

Internal Link – Political Capital Key 
Biden’s political capital is necessary to rally all the Democrats in the Senate to pass the 
Infrastructure Bill. 
Sullivan and Kane on June 11 
(“‘Time is running out’: Democrats split over Biden’s relentless focus on infrastructure,” Sean Sullivan and Paul Kane, June 11, 2021, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/democrats-split-biden-infrastructure/2021/06/10/f1f95a8e-c91f-11eb-afd0-
9726f7ec0ba6_story.html) 

“From the day the White House rolled out its first infrastructure plan in March, it’s been clear that the 
left’s definition of the word is evolving faster than even some Democrats can keep track,” Senate Minority 
Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) said on the Senate floor this week. “Medicaid expansion as infrastructure. Paid leave as infrastructure. And job-

killing tax increases to hold the assortment together.” On the other hand, some liberal Democrats say they will 
oppose a deal with Republicans if it fails to address issues such as climate change, illustrating how 
hard a bipartisan deal will be in the evenly divided Senate. “From my perspective — no climate, no deal,” said Sen. 
Edward J. Markey (D-Mass.). “I’m not voting for an infrastructure bill that does not have climate.” He also rejected the idea of passing a more 
traditional bill that focuses on roads and bridges with the promise that a climate-centered bill would come later. Markey recalled a climate bill 

passed by the House in 2009 that died in the Senate due to Republican opposition. “We now have a second chance at passing 
a piece of climate legislation that matches the scope and the scale of the problem,” Markey said. “We can’t 
allow Republican dilatory tactics to block consideration of a climate bill.” The prospects for a voting rights bill are if anything even more dire. All 
but one Democratic senator has signed on to the For the People Act, which has passed the House. The legislation, which Biden supports, would 
set standards for early voting and vote-by-mail that could override some state Republican voting laws. But Sen. Joe Manchin III (D-W.Va.), the 
lone holdout, said definitively this week that he would not vote for the plan, nor would he support changing the Senate filibuster rules to 
enable Democrats to pass it with a simple majority rather than 60 votes. White House officials have refrained from public criticism of Manchin, 

a reflection of his pivotal role in the Washington landscape. In a Senate that is divided 50-50, Manchin could single-
handedly torpedo the infrastructure bill, prompting many in the White House to carefully mind what they say about him. 
White House officials said they are not taking voting rights any less seriously than infrastructure, pointing to recent remarks Biden made on the 
matter in Tulsa, his decision to tap Vice President Harris to work on the issue and his executive order expanding ballot access. But voting rights 
activists note that those moves haven’t prevented the GOP voting laws from taking effect. The White House official working on voting rights 
expressed strong support for the For the People Act, even though the official thought it was not a panacea. The official said there are other 
means of fighting the Republican voting laws, through the courts or the executive branch. But the official said such efforts would be 

cumbersome and acknowledged that none would be as effective as the legislation. When it comes to infrastructure, in contrast, 

the president’s urgency has been in plain sight. Biden has traveled the country to promote his 
proposal. He’s enlisted Cabinet secretaries to help sell it. He’s holding Oval Office meetings where he 
negotiates directly on it. And he is expending significant political capital to get it across the finish line. 

 

 

 

  



 

Internal Link – Bill Solves Climate Extensions 
The infrastructure bill is a critical first step towards a net-zero economy. 
Israel et al. on June 21 
(“Climate-Related Provisions In Biden's Infrastructure Plan: An Update,” Brian D. Israel,, Ethan Shenkman, David J.M. Skillman, and Jamie Lee, 
21 June 2021, https://www.mondaq.com/unitedstates/climate-change/1080466/climate-related-provisions-in-biden39s-infrastructure-plan-an-
update) 

President Biden's $2 trillion American Jobs Plan was released by the White House on March 31, 2021. The White House announced the plan 

would "invest in America in a way we have not invested since we built the interstate highways and won the Space Race." The plan set 
forth the investments President Biden believes are needed to reach his goals of a carbon-free power 
sector by 2035 and net-zero emissions, economy-wide, by 2050. Republicans were swift to criticize the plan for its 
spending levels and broad definition of "infrastructure." Senate Republicans, led by Sen. Capito, countered with a smaller package, starting a 
back-and-forth that ultimately led to President Biden ending negotiations with Senate Republicans on June 8. While the two sides managed to 
narrow the spending gap between their proposals, they remained hundreds of billions of dollars apart and disagreed on how to pay for the 
package: President Biden pushed for various tax proposals, including a tax increase for corporations, which Republicans strongly opposed. 
Despite the fate of these negotiations, a bipartisan group of senators have been developing an alternative, compromise proposal but its 

contours have not been made public. While questions remain regarding what path an infrastructure package will take, the President and 
many Democrats have remained steadfast in the need for strongly addressing climate. The American 
Jobs Plan provides an overview of the President's position on the issue and what he hopes to achieve in the White 

House, both through investments and policy shifts. The plan builds on his Build Back Better campaign platform, which 
emphasized the jobs these investments will create as the nation transitions to a clean energy economy. The following summarizes the major 

climate, renewable energy and other environmental provisions included in the American Jobs Plan. The American Jobs Plan and 
Climate Rebuild and repair transportation infrastructure to be sustainable. The American Jobs Plan calls for $621 

billion in transportation infrastructure and resilience, which includes various climate priorities for President. For example, the plan would 
fund repairing roads and bridges to improve air quality, limit greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and 
reduce congestion; incentivizing the expansion of the domestic electric vehicle (EV) industry for passenger and fleet vehicles; investing 
in a national network of 500,000 EV chargers by 2030; and using the federal procurement system to electrify the federal fleet. In these 
transportation investments, the plan prioritizes equity and forward-thinking investments. For example, the plan includes $20 billion for a new 
program to reconnect neighborhoods that have been divided by transportation infrastructure, as well as $25 billion for a dedicated fund to 
support ambitious projects that have tangible benefits to the regional or national economy but are too large or complex for existing funding 

programs. Climate resilience of infrastructure. President Biden notes the role climate change-fueled 
extreme weather plays in harming our infrastructure. The plan calls for $50 billion in dedicated 
investments to improve infrastructure resilience, including the electric grid, food systems, urban infrastructure, community 
health and hospitals, and transportation assets. These investments would target those communities most vulnerable physically and financially 
to climate-driven disasters and would be used to "build back above existing codes and standards." The plan also calls on Congress to invest in 
protection from extreme weather events, support for agricultural resources management, and restoration of major land and water resources, 
in line with the Outdoor Restoration Force Act. Lastly, the plan would address the western drought crisis by investing in water efficiency and 
recycling programs, Tribal Water Settlements and dam safety. 

 

 

  



 

Impact – Climate Change Extensions 
Climate change must be addressed now with policy changes, this is the only way to 
avoid ecological disaster and mass extinctions. 
Weston 2021 
(“Top scientists warn of 'ghastly future of mass extinction' and climate disruption,” Phoebe Weston, 13 Jan 2021, 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/jan/13/top-scientists-warn-of-ghastly-future-of-mass-extinction-and-climate-disruption-
aoe) 

The planet is facing a “ghastly future of mass extinction, declining health and climate-disruption 
upheavals” that threaten human survival because of ignorance and inaction, according to an international group 
of scientists, who warn people still haven’t grasped the urgency of the biodiversity and climate crises. The 17 experts, including Prof Paul Ehrlich 

from Stanford University, author of The Population Bomb, and scientists from Mexico, Australia and the US, say the planet is in a much 
worse state than most people – even scientists – understood. “The scale of the threats to the 
biosphere and all its lifeforms – including humanity – is in fact so great that it is difficult to grasp for 
even well-informed experts,” they write in a report in Frontiers in Conservation Science which references more than 150 studies 

detailing the world’s major environmental challenges. The delay between destruction of the natural world and the 
impacts of these actions means people do not recognise how vast the problem is, the paper argues. “[The] 
mainstream is having difficulty grasping the magnitude of this loss, despite the steady erosion of the 
fabric of human civilisation.” The report warns that climate-induced mass migrations, more 
pandemics and conflicts over resources will be inevitable unless urgent action is taken. “Ours is not a call to 
surrender – we aim to provide leaders with a realistic ‘cold shower’ of the state of the planet that is essential for planning to avoid a ghastly 

future,” it adds. Dealing with the enormity of the problem requires far-reaching changes to global capitalism, 
education and equality, the paper says. These include abolishing the idea of perpetual economic growth, properly pricing environmental 
externalities, stopping the use of fossil fuels, reining in corporate lobbying, and empowering women, the researchers argue. The report comes 
months after the world failed to meet a single UN Aichi biodiversity target, created to stem the destruction of the natural world, the second 
consecutive time governments have failed to meet their 10-year biodiversity goals. This week a coalition of more than 50 countries pledged to 

protect almost a third of the planet by 2030. An estimated one million species are at risk of extinction, many within 
decades, according to a recent UN report. “Environmental deterioration is infinitely more threatening to civilisation than Trumpism or 
Covid-19,” Ehrlich told the Guardian. In The Population Bomb, published in 1968, Ehrlich warned of imminent population explosion and 
hundreds of millions of people starving to death. Although he has acknowledged some timings were wrong, he has said he stands by its 
fundamental message that population growth and high levels of consumption by wealthy nations is driving destruction. He told the Guardian: 
“Growthmania is the fatal disease of civilisation - it must be replaced by campaigns that make equity and well-being society’s goals - not 

consuming more junk.” Large populations and their continued growth drive soil degradation and biodiversity 
loss, the new paper warns. “More people means that more synthetic compounds and dangerous throwaway plastics are manufactured, many 

of which add to the growing toxification of the Earth. It also increases the chances of pandemics that fuel ever-more 
desperate hunts for scarce resources.” The effects of the climate emergency are more evident than 
biodiversity loss, but still, society is failing to cut emissions, the paper argues. If people understood the 
magnitude of the crises, changes in politics and policies could match the gravity of the threat. “Our main 
point is that once you realise the scale and imminence of the problem, it becomes clear that we need much more than individual actions like 

using less plastic, eating less meat, or flying less. Our point is that we need big systematic changes and fast,” Professor 
Daniel Blumstein from the University of California Los Angeles, who helped write the paper, told the Guardian. The paper cites a number of key 
reports published in the past few years including: The World Economic Forum report in 2020, which named biodiversity loss as one of the top 
threats to the global economy. The 2019 IPBES Global Assessment report which said 70% of the planet had been altered by humans. The 2020 
WWF Living Planet report, which said the average population size of vertebrates had declined by 68% in the past five decades. A 2018 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report which said that humanity had already exceeded global warming of 1C above pre-industrial 
levels and is set to reach 1.5C warming between 2030 and 2052. The report follows years of stark warnings about the state of the planet from 
the world’s leading scientists, including a statement by 11,000 scientists in 2019 that people will face “untold suffering due to the climate crisis” 
unless major changes are made. In 2016, more than 150 of Australia’s climate scientists wrote an open letter to the then prime minister, 
Malcolm Turnbull, demanding immediate action on reducing emissions. In the same year, 375 scientists – including 30 Nobel prize winners – 
wrote an open letter to the world about their frustrations over political inaction on climate change. Prof Tom Oliver, an ecologist at the 



 

University of Reading, who was not involved in the report, said it was a frightening but credible summary of the grave 
threats society faces under a “business as usual” scenario. “Scientists now need to go beyond simply 
documenting environmental decline, and instead find the most effective ways to catalyse action,” he 
said. Prof Rob Brooker, head of ecological sciences at the James Hutton Institute, who was not involved in the study, said it clearly emphasised 

the pressing nature of the challenges. “We certainly should not be in any doubt about the huge scale of the 
challenges we are facing and the changes we will need to make to deal with them,” he said. 

 

 

  



 

Economy Impact 
Biden’s infrastructure bill will boost the U.S. economy, increases the GDP, and 
decrease debt. 
Franck on June 30 
(“Biden’s infrastructure plan would cut U.S. debt and slightly increase economic growth, Wharton study finds,” Thomas Franck, Jun 30, 2021, 
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/06/30/biden-infrastructure-plan-would-cut-us-debt-add-to-gdp-wharton-study.html) 

A bipartisan infrastructure deal reached by President Joe Biden and a group of senators would not 
only add to economic growth, but also lower the national debt, according to a new study from the 
University of Pennsylvania’s Wharton School. Researchers at the Wharton School said the additional 
$579 billion in new infrastructure spending would increase domestic output by 0.1% and decrease the 
U.S. debt by 0.9% by 2050. “Over time, as the new spending declines, IRS enforcement continues, and revenue grows from higher 
output, the government debt declines relative to baseline by 0.4 percent and 0.9 percent in 2040 and 2050 respectively,” the Wharton team 

wrote. Speaking to CNBC on Tuesday, Wharton senior economist Jon Huntley said improvements to public capital 
(roads, bridges and other physical infrastructure) makes private capital (trucks and trains hauling goods for companies) more 
productive over time. Fewer potholes and rail service interruptions, when summed over years, increase U.S. economic 
activity and encourage further investment from the private sector. The projected uptick in GDP and 
concurrent reduction to the national debt, though fairly modest, are likely welcome news to the 
Democrats and Republicans who brokered the agreement with the White House. The entire package endorsed by the bipartisan 
group of senators and the Biden administration authorizes $1.2 trillion of spending over the next five years. The incremental $579 billion 
includes more than $300 billion for transportation projects, while $266 billion would be allocated to digital, disaster, environmental and energy 
infrastructure investments. Biden is in the middle of a roadshow to tout the plan, and on Tuesday told crowds in Wisconsin that it’s “going to 
make the world of difference for families” in the Badger State. The deal will “make sure [high-speed broadband] is available in every American 
home, including for the 35% of rural families who currently go without it,” he added. The president is expected to travel to Michigan this 
weekend to offer further praise for the agreement. 

 

  



 

Economic decline leads to global war 
Tonnesson 2015 
(Stein Tønnesson, Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University, Sweden, and Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), Norway, 
“Deterrence, interdependence and Sino–US peace,” International Area Studies Review 2015, Vol. 18(3) 297–311, 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/6601/c75092839c5e8d5ff2c476da603ec8551e68.pdf, VY) 
Several recent works on China and Sino–US relations have made substantial contributions to the current understanding of how and under what 
circumstances a combination of nuclear deterrence and economic interdependence may reduce the risk of war between major powers. At least 
four conclusions can be drawn from the review above: first, those who say that interdependence may both inhibit and drive conflict are right. 
Interdependence raises the cost of conflict for all sides but asymmetrical or unbalanced dependencies 
and negative trade expectations may generate tensions leading to trade wars among inter-dependent 
states that in turn increase the risk of military conflict (Copeland, 2015: 1, 14, 437; Roach, 2014). The risk may 
increase if one of the interdependent countries is governed by an inward-looking socio-economic 
coalition (Solingen, 2015); second, the risk of war between China and the US should not just be analysed bilaterally but include their allies 
and partners. Third party countries could drag China or the US into confrontation; third, in this context it is of some comfort that the three main 
economic powers in Northeast Asia (China, Japan and South Korea) are all deeply integrated economically through production networks within 

a global system of trade and finance (Ravenhill, 2014; Yoshimatsu, 2014: 576); and fourth, decisions for war and peace are taken 
by very few people, who act on the basis of their future expectations. International relations theory must be 
supplemented by foreign policy analysis in order to assess the value attributed by national decision-makers to economic development and their 

assessments of risks and opportunities. If leaders on either side of the Atlantic begin to seriously fear or 
anticipate their own nation’s decline then they may blame this on external dependence, appeal to 
anti-foreign sentiments, contemplate the use of force to gain respect or credibility, adopt 
protectionist policies, and ultimately refuse to be deterred by either nuclear arms or prospects of 
socioeconomic calamities. Such a dangerous shift could happen abruptly, i.e. under the instigation of actions by a 
third party – or against a third party. Yet as long as there is both nuclear deterrence and interdependence, the tensions in East Asia are unlikely 
to escalate to war. As Chan (2013) says, all states in the region are aware that they cannot count on support from either China or the US if they 

make provocative moves. The greatest risk is not that a territorial dispute leads to war under present 
circumstances but that changes in the world economy alter those circumstances in ways that render 
inter-state peace more precarious. If China and the US fail to rebalance their financial and trading 
relations (Roach, 2014) then a trade war could result, interrupting transnational production networks, 
provoking social distress, and exacerbating nationalist emotions. This could have unforeseen 
consequences in the field of security, with nuclear deterrence remaining the only factor to protect the 
world from Armageddon, and unreliably so. Deterrence could lose its credibility: one of the two great powers 
might gamble that the other yield in a cyber-war or conventional limited war, or third party countries might engage in conflict with each other, 
with a view to obliging Washington or Beijing to intervene. 
 

 

 

  



 

States Counterplan (CP) 
 

The States Counterplan is a counterplan or alternative plan presented by the negative team. 

Rather than the federal government doing the affirmative the states counterplan suggests that criminal 
justice reform is best done on the state-level and that the 50 states (and relevant territories such as D.C. 
and Puerto Rico) should each enact the plan. 

The counterplan text should be adapted for the affirmative you are debating. For example: 

1. Against fracking: The 50 states and relevant territories should ban hydraulic fracturing by energy 
companies in the United States. 

2. Against agricultural runoff: The 50 states and relevant territories should substantially strengthen 
standards for agriculture-related runoff into lakes and streams. 

3. Against infrastructure investment: The 50 states and relevant territories should substantially 
increase their investment in water infrastructure. 

In the United States, state and local government own and maintain most of their water infrastructure. 
As the federal investment and enforcement of water resources has been lacking in the past decades, 
states have increased their involvement. Reforms at the state-level are more effective because localities 
understand unique local problems. 

The “net-benefit” or advantage from doing the counterplan rather than the affirmative plan is avoiding 
the disadvantage(s). (See the section on the EPA tradeoff DA, Federalism DA, Politics DA.) With the 
Federalism DA, the affirmative links to the federalism argument because the federal government is 
taking power away from the states, but the states counterplan does not, since it keeps the water 
protection power with the states. With the Politics DA, the affirmative links to the politics argument 
because passing the plan decreases President Biden’s political capital which means he can’t focus on the 
infrastructure bill. The counterplan, however, does not include President Biden or congress so it does 
not link to the Politics DA. With the EPA Tradeoff DA, the affirmative links because it would be enacted 
by the EPA, but the counterplan would be enacted by the state agency, not the EPA. 

The States Counterplan asks the “who” question. Who should do the plan? Even if we think the plan is a 
good idea, is the federal government the best actor? 

 



 

Negative 
The affirmative answers can be found after each affirmative. 
  



 

1NC Shell – Fracking 
A. Counterplan Text – The 50 states and relevant territories should ban hydraulic 
fracturing by energy companies in the United States. 
 

B. Link – The states current effective regulate fracking, which has led to growth and 
flexibility. Federal government overreach guts solvency. 
Loris 2013 
(“Protecting the States’ Ability to Regulate Fracking,” Nicolas D. Loris, Herbert and Joyce Morgan Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for 
Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, November 19, 2013, https://www.heritage.org/environment/report/protecting-the-
states-ability-regulate-fracking) 

The Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is working to finalize a rule that would put in place more stringent federal 
regulations for hydraulic fracturing (or “fracking”) on federal and Indian lands. At the same time, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is 

conducting a study on the potential impacts of fracking on groundwater. Implementing regulations on federal lands would 
duplicate the states’ long, proven history of effectively regulating fracking, drive up costs for one of 
the most successful economic stories in America in recent times, and remove flexibility for the state 
regulators to manage their own resources. Fracking: Massive Benefits, Minimal Risk Energy production has been a 
catalyst for economic revitalization across the country, and fracking, a process used to extract oil and 
natural gas, has been a critical aspect of new economic opportunity. A 2012 report from the economic consulting 
firm IHS Global Insight found that unconventional shale oil and gas alone supports more than 1.7 million jobs, which is expected to increase to 3 

million jobs as soon as 2020.[1] The fracking process will be essential for the continued development of 
America’s future oil and gas production. According to the National Petroleum Council, up to 80 percent of new natural gas wells drilled 
domestically in the next decade will require fracking.[2] Increased energy production results in direct lower energy prices and cost savings 
through cheaper goods and services. Cheaper energy and a decreased cost of doing business means companies can afford to grow or become 

more competitive by lowering prices for customers. New economic opportunity created by the fracking revolution 
does not stop in oil and gas industries but ripples throughout the economy. Increased manufacturing 
employment in the United States is largely taking place because of abundantly cheap fracked natural gas, which has made American companies 
more competitive and attracted international businesses to expand in the U.S.[3] Problems with the BLM Regulation BLM is proposing new 
regulations for hydraulically fractured wells on federal lands that would set minimum standards for chemical disclosure, well integrity, and 

wastewater disposal. However, the technical flaws[4] in the BLM’s proposal indicate why the federal 
government should not be meddling with an effective state regulatory regime in the first place, and 
the proposal largely ignores that states have adequately adapted their regulations to address public 
concerns. The Heritage Foundation has compiled an overview of each state’s regulations regarding chemical disclosure, groundwater 
protection, and wastewater management.[5] According to the Independent Petroleum Association of America, of the approved applications for 
permits to drill on federal lands, 98 percent were in seven states.[6] Six of those seven states have updated their fracking regulations, and the 

seventh (California) issued a regulation addressing operations standards and fluid disclosure in December 2012.[7] Although the BLM 
regulation proposes that states that meet or exceed the federal government’s minimum standards 
would allegedly continue to enforce their own regulations, by requiring minimum standards that are 
more stringent and rigid than industry best practices and state regulations, the regulation would 
actually remove the state regulators’ flexibility and specialized knowledge of their geographic 
surroundings. Further, it provides no guidance for how states would enforce their own rules yet still 
be in compliance with the BLM regulation. BLM’s projection that the regulation will add an additional $3,000–$5,000 in cost to 
each well omits or underestimates the new hurdles the industry will have to face. Independent analysis projects that cost will be closer to 
$100,000 per well, and that cost will come without any meaningful environmental benefit, since the process has proven to be safe.[8] 

Representative Bill Flores (R–TX) introduced legislation (H.R. 2728) that would maintain the responsive state regulatory process 
that has been so successful and provided the necessary structure to produce energy, create jobs and 



 

economic growth, and protect the environment. Improving the EPA Drinking Water Study: Putting Risk into Context At the 
behest of Congress, the EPA is conducting a study on the effects of hydraulic fracturing on drinking water. The EPA released a progress report in 
December 2012 and expects to release a draft report for comment in 2014.[9] Representative Lamar Smith’s (R–TX) EPA Hydraulic Fracturing 
Study Improvement Act (H.R. 2850) would improve the value of the final report in a number of ways. The bill would codify the report as a Highly 
Influential Scientific Assessment, which would ensure that the report is subject to a rigorous peer review. When it comes to fracking’s potential 
impact on drinking water, the bill would also require “objective estimates of the probability, uncertainty, and consequence of each identified 
impact, factoring in the risk management practices of states and industry.” Including these stipulations for the report would put the true risks of 
fracking into context and make the findings more difficult to manipulate for political purposes. Further, the additional guidelines would provide 
better measures for the EPA to provide an accurate assessment of fracking, which the agency has failed to do in the past. For instance, the EPA 
had to significantly lower its methane emission estimates from natural gas production, and an independent analysis from IHS CERA found that 
even those estimates are high, because the EPA’s methodology does not reflect current industry practices.[10] With the massive economic 
benefits of fracking and no instances of drinking water contamination as a result of the fracking process, it is critical to improve the value and 

validity of the EPA’s forthcoming report. Give States More Control One of the primary reasons shale oil and shale gas 
production has been so successful economically and environmentally is state government 
management. Congress should not only protect states from more unnecessary and duplicative 
overreach but give states more control over the permitting and environmental review process on 
federal lands in their respective states. 

 

 

<C. Net benefit is the  
[Pick the disadvantage(s) you are reading!] 
EPA Tradeoff DA, the affirmative links because it would be enacted by the EPA, but the 
counterplan would be enacted by the state agency, not the EPA. 
Federalism DA, the affirmative links to the federalism argument because the federal 
government is taking power away from the states, but the states counterplan does 
not, since it keeps the water protection power with the states.  
Politics DA, the affirmative links to the politics argument because passing the plan 
decreases President Biden’s political capital which means he can’t focus on the 
infrastructure bill. The counterplan, however, does not include President Biden or 
congress so it does not link to the Politics DA. > 
 
  



 

1NC Shell – Agricultural Runoff 
A. Counterplan Text – The 50 states and relevant territories should substantially 

strengthen standards for agriculture-related runoff into lakes and streams. 
 

B. Link – States have taken the lead and implemented several different strategies to 
reduce agricultural runoff and minimize water impacts. 
Essman and Brown 2020 
(“Mandatory Legal Approaches to Agricultural Nutrient Management,” Ellen Essman, Senior Research Associate, Ohio State University 
Agricultural & Resource Law Program, and Micah Brown, Research Fellow, National Agricultural Law Center, last updated June 2020, 
https://nationalaglawcenter.org/state-compilations/nutrientmanagement/) 

Nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorous are vital to agricultural crop production in the United 
States but have also detrimentally impacted water quality. Excessive nitrogen and phosphorous in water can lead to 
eutrophication and the growth of harmful algal blooms that can contaminate surface and drinking water supplies and potentially harm both 
animal and human health (CRS Report R43919, 2016). Attention to solving nutrient pollution problems has intensified in recent years. However, 

while the Clean Water Act gives the federal government a role in directing solutions for point source 
effects on water in the U.S., the states maintain primary legal authority over nonpoint sources of 
nutrient pollution such as farmland and runoff from farmland. States play a critical role in addressing 
the impacts of agricultural nutrients on water quality. How are states responding to the water quality 
challenges posed by agricultural nutrients? Our research project attempts to answer this question. We found that 
many of the states have responded by encouraging farm operators to engage in voluntary practices 
that can reduce runoff and loss of agricultural nutrients from farmland to waters and waterways. But 
states are also relying on mandatory approaches that require specific actions or inactions regarding 
agricultural nutrients. This state compilation presents the mandatory laws and regulations we 
identified that address the use of agricultural nutrients at the ground level—on the farm. The 
compilation includes state government laws and regulations that relate to minimizing water impacts 
from the use of nutrients, including both commercial fertilizers and animal manure, on agricultural 
lands. We categorized the legal approaches we found into three broad categories that are based on the nature of the particular 
activity the law or regulation affects: nutrient management planning, certification of nutrient 
applicators, and nutrient application restrictions. The first category of “nutrient management plans” encompasses laws and 
regulations that mandate the development of written plans that manage the amount, source, placement and timing of plant nutrients and soil 
amendments. “Application restrictions” comprise the second category, which includes laws and regulations that place limitations on the 
physical application of agricultural nutrients to land. Our third category of “applicator certification” contains laws and regulations that establish 
minimum knowledge standards for the individuals who apply agricultural nutrients to land. The chart below identifies whether a state has laws 
and regulations in each of the three categories of mandatory approaches. A “Yes” in a column signifies that the state has laws and regulations 
in that category. Click on the “Yes” to access the state’s laws and regulations for that category. The resources in this chart were last updated in 
June, 2020. For further explanation of this compilation, refer to our national report on “State Legal Approaches to Reducing Water Quality 
Impacts from the Use of Agricultural Nutrients on Farmland,” available here. The report reviews and highlights mandatory approaches states 
are taking to address agricultural nutrient impacts and also provides examples of voluntary approaches we identified in our research. 

 

 

 

  



 

<C. Net benefit is the  
[Pick the disadvantage(s) you are reading!] 
EPA Tradeoff DA, the affirmative links because it would be enacted by the EPA, but the 
counterplan would be enacted by the state agency, not the EPA. 
Federalism DA, the affirmative links to the federalism argument because the federal 
government is taking power away from the states, but the states counterplan does 
not, since it keeps the water protection power with the states.  
Politics DA, the affirmative links to the politics argument because passing the plan 
decreases President Biden’s political capital which means he can’t focus on the 
infrastructure bill. The counterplan, however, does not include President Biden or 
congress so it does not link to the Politics DA. > 
 
 
 
  



 

1NC Shell – Water Infrastructure 
A. Counterplan Text – The 50 states and relevant territories should substantially 
increase their investment in water infrastructure. 
 

B. Link – States can and should invest in the water infrastructure. Federal funding is 
too nonreliable in the long-run so states need to take the lead. 
McNichol 2019 
(“It’s Time for States to Invest in Infrastructure,” Elizabeth McNichol, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, March 19, 2019, 
https://www.cbpp.org/research/state-budget-and-tax/its-time-for-states-to-invest-in-infrastructure) 

State investment in transportation, public buildings, water treatment systems, and other forms of 
vital infrastructure is key to creating good jobs and promoting full economic recovery. States should 

reject the flawed economic growth strategy of cutting taxes and offering corporate giveaways, and instead identify and make 
investments in infrastructure that provide the foundation for a strong economy. It’s a good time for 
states to make those investments. Every state needs infrastructure improvements that can pay off economically in private-sector 
investment and productivity growth.The condition of roads, bridges, schools, water treatment plants, and other physical assets greatly 
influences the economy’s ability to function and grow. Commerce requires well-maintained roads, railroads, airports, and ports so that 
manufacturers can obtain raw materials and parts and deliver finished products to consumers. Growing communities rely on well-functioning 
water and sewer systems. State-of-the art schools free from crowding and safety hazards improve educational opportunities for future workers. 

Every state needs infrastructure improvements that can pay off economically in private-sector 
investment and productivity growth. States may be hoping that a promised federal plan to invest more in roads, bridges, and 

other public infrastructure will materialize. More federal help would be welcome, but states should take the lead in this area 
because the type and amount of assistance they’d receive under any new federal initiative remain 
unclear. The President’s fiscal year 2019 infrastructure proposal, for example, claimed to invest $1.5 
trillion in real new federal infrastructure resources, but it is a mirage: the budget in fact would have 
cut total federal funding for infrastructure in the long run. (The proposal would have added $200 billion in “new” 
federal funds that the Administration claimed could support at least $1.5 trillion in investment, but in the long run it would have deeply cut the 
Highway Trust Fund — and suggests that states and localities would have to fill the gap.[1]) President Trump also noted the need for 
infrastructure investment in his 2020 budget, which again calls for allocating $200 billion but provides no new details on how it would be used. 
But rather than investing in infrastructure, many states have cut taxes and have offered corporate subsidies in a misguided approach to 
boosting economic growth. Tax cuts will spur little to no economic growth and take money away from schools, universities, and other public 
investments essential to producing the talented workforce that businesses need.[2] This pattern of neglect of infrastructure by states — the 
primary stewards (along with their local government partners) of the nation’s infrastructure — has serious consequences for the nation’s 

growth and quality of life as roads crumble, school buildings become obsolete, and outdated facilities jeopardize public health. States 
should address unmet infrastructure needs now for several reasons: The investment will improve 
state economies, now and in the future. Higher-quality and more efficient infrastructure will boost productivity in states that 
make the needed investments, lifting long-term economic growth and wages. In the short term, even though overall employment has 
recovered, millions of Americans are working less than they would like and making less than it takes to get by. Key infrastructure investments 

would provide immediate job opportunities. Opportunities to finance infrastructure investment abound. States often pay for 
building new schools, roads, airports, water treatment facilities, and the like using debt, a sound practice for 

financing infrastructure that can serve generations. Today’s historically low interest rates are especially favorable to 
such borrowing, and state and local debt is below pre-recession levels. But with the Federal Reserve raising 

interest rates, this opportunity may diminish soon. States also have many other revenue sources available including 
user fees, like tolls, as well as federal grants. Most states are in a relatively strong position to afford 
these investments. The nation’s economy has slowly recovered from the Great Recession, finally lifting state revenues above pre-

recession levels, better enabling states on average to afford infrastructure investments. The long recovery has improved state 



 

revenues significantly, but the pace of state tax growth is slowing.[3] In many states revenues remain insufficient to adequately cover 
the costs of needed services such as education and health care, and still make the necessary infrastructure investments. These states will need 

to consider tax increases to preserve public capital that is crucial to long-term economic growth while meeting other needs. A number of 
states have recognized the historic opportunity and need for infrastructure investments. For example, 
Washington is in the midst of a multi-year transportation improvement initiative. And more than half of the states have raised their gas taxes, a 
key source of funds for road construction, since 2013. But overall, states are cutting infrastructure spending as a share of the economy, the 
opposite of what is needed. Spending by state and local governments on all types of capital dropped from its high of 3 percent of the nation’s 
gross domestic product (GDP) in the late 1960s to less than 2 percent in 2017. Falling federal spending on infrastructure is exacerbating the 
problem. States must turn their attention back to the type of infrastructure investments that will boost productivity, support business growth, 

create jobs, provide a healthier environment, and improve opportunities for all of their residents. The specific investments needed 
will differ from state to state depending on factors like the condition of the existing infrastructure and 
the mix of industries in the region, but states continue to ignore needed investments at the country’s peril. 

 

<C. Net benefit is the  
[Pick the disadvantage(s) you are reading!] 
EPA Tradeoff DA, the affirmative links because it would be enacted by the EPA, but the 
counterplan would be enacted by the state agency, not the EPA. 
Federalism DA, the affirmative links to the federalism argument because the federal 
government is taking power away from the states, but the states counterplan does 
not, since it keeps the water protection power with the states.  
Politics DA, the affirmative links to the politics argument because passing the plan 
decreases President Biden’s political capital which means he can’t focus on the 
infrastructure bill. The counterplan, however, does not include President Biden or 
congress so it does not link to the Politics DA. > 
 
 
 
  



 

Answers to Permutation 
Perm fails – overlapping state and federal regulations causes inefficiencies and are a 
barrier to reform. 
Mawhorter 2010 
(Mawhorter, Julie H., "Environmental management reform through the Watershed Approach: A multi-case study of state agency 
implementation. " PhD diss., University of Tennessee, 2010. https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_graddiss/825) 

In the past two decades, there has been a growing consensus regarding the inadequacies of the existing 
environmental policy regime and the need for reform to address complex, cross-jurisdictional 
sustainability challenges, such as nonpoint source pollution. Reform theory has focused on the need for more integrated, 

collaborative, adaptive, and results-oriented environmental management, while empirical studies have highlighted the wide 
implementation gap due to an array of institutional obstacles. Key principles and challenges of these four reform 
dimensions were synthesized in this study and used to assess implementation of the watershed approach by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and states since the early 1990s. This dissertation used a qualitative multiple case study design to examine the evolving watershed 
reform strategies of North Carolina, Georgia, and Kentucky, drawing on extensive document review and interviews with over 50 agency 
managers. Using an environmental federalism framework adapted from Scheberle (2004), the study explored the role of the national and 

regional EPA policy context, as well as state-level factors, in helping to shape the watershed approach strategies in the state cases. The 
research revealed that while EPA provided important initial support of state watershed management, 
its fragmented, output-driven program management continues to be a barrier to reform. EPA Region 4’s 
recent reform efforts demonstrate that regional offices can take critical steps to incorporate the watershed approach into internal agency 
management processes and external relations with states and stakeholders, but these changes often go against the grain of agency culture and 
norms. State agencies have made progress but face similar reform challenges, and their strategies are further shaped by important policy 

drivers, constraints, and resource limitations at the state level. More substantial investment is needed by EPA and states 
to: strengthen internal and external watershed coordination roles and forums; support collaborative 
stakeholder initiatives more fully where needed; and manage adaptively and accountably towards 
collectively defined watershed outcome targets. 

 

  



 

Solvency Extensions  
States solve best for environmental protection – Federal regulation leads to 
overregulation. 
Cohen 2018 
(“The State and Local Role in Protecting America’s Environment,” Steve Cohen, July 16, 2018, 
https://news.climate.columbia.edu/2018/07/16/state-local-role-protecting-americas-environment/) 

State funding was greater than federal funding and did not always include all the costs of 
environmental protection, many of which are funded locally and by state agencies not called “environmental.” 

One of the most expensive state and local services is water supply, followed by sewage treatment. These are organized differently 
by different states, cities and counties, and so comparisons across states and localities are not always straightforward. For 
example, New York City’s Water Board controls an annual budget of about $3.8 billion, and about $1.4 of the city’s annual $1.5 billion 
environmental protection budget comes from the water authority. Almost $1.8 billion of the $3.8 billion Water Board budget is debt service 
that pays the costs of the bonds used to build the city’s extensive water infrastructure system. The revenues for the system come from water 

bills paid by property owners in New York City. Functions such as water supply, sewage treatment, and garbage 
disposal are non-optional, critical environmental services typically performed by America’s local 
governments. People expect these services to be performed, but also recognize that rules and regulations are required to ensure that 

people don’t dump their garbage in the streets or release toxics into our water supply. Environmental protection is not simply 
regulations that tell businesses what they need to do to avoid damage to the planet, but rules to 
ensure that effective environmental services can be provided to residents and businesses everywhere. 
Businesses in many cities are required to pay for garbage removal by highly regulated waste haulers. Rules on property upkeep, sidewalk 
cleanliness and disposal of hazardous materials are set and enforced by local governments. It is unfortunate that ideologues have painted 
environmental regulation as the enemy of the free market, or capitalism as the enemy of the environmental protection. We like the wealth and 
lifestyle made possible through free enterprise, but we also like to breathe. Why should these two goals be seen as incompatible? We have 
already demonstrated they are complementary. The economies of America, Western Europe and Japan have grown over the past half century 
as we have applied technology to make our air and water cleaner. Environmental protection is not cheap, but the benefits are far greater than 

the costs. We can and should do more, and we can do it without harming the economy. The U.S. EPA is shrinking at the very time we 

need it to increase its capacity to understand and govern the nation’s environment. But despite that distressing fact, the fundamental 
environmental functions performed by state, county and city governments will continue to grow. 
They are growing because our population is growing along with our knowledge of the health effects of 
pollution–and because we expect government to protect us from knowable dangers. We may not always 
know what’s in our food or water, but when we see people getting sick, or when we find out that a slow acting toxic like lead is in our water, we 
demand government act to protect us. Governors, mayors, and county executives get this, and until recently, so did presidents. Despite the 
centrality of government’s environmental functions, the federal EPA is routinely and reflexively attacked by the Republican right wing. We saw 

this in recent Republican primary battles. As Louis Jacobson reported in Politifact this past April: “The Environmental Protection 
Agency is not very popular among West Virginia Republicans, who see the agency as threatening the 
state’s mining jobs through overregulation — at least until President Donald Trump took office. So, during an April 23 debate 
between Republican primary candidates for a U.S. Senate seat, it was not surprising to hear the agency criticized. One of the candidates, U.S. 
Rep. Evan Jenkins, boasted about his efforts to rein in the agency. “I’ve cut a half a billion (dollars) out of the EPA just in the last two years. 
We’ve cut 3,000 jobs out of the EPA,” he said. (It’s around 29:30 in the video.)” 

 

  



 

States solve best for water protection laws. 
Huffman 2008 
(“The Federal Role in Water Resource Management,” James L. Huffman, Professor of Law, Lewis & Clark Law School, N.Y.U. ENVIRONMENTAL 
LAW JOURNAL, Volume 17, 2008, https://nyuelj.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/Huffman.pdf) 

As with all state powers, the U.S. Constitution says nothing specific about the states’ authority with respect to water. To the extent anyone took 

any interest in water management in the early history of the nation, it was universally accepted that state governments 
and particularly state courts would apply the common law principles that had long governed water 
matters in England and the colonies. Thus the basic rule was that owners of riparian land had a right to the continued flow and reasonable 
use of waters passing over or adjacent to their property, subject to the federal navigation servitude that derives from both common law and 
the commerce clause. With expansion to the arid American west came the need for a different system of private rights—one that would allow 
water to be transported to and used on non riparian lands. The appropriation doctrine developed in parallel with the first in time-first in right 
approach to the acquisition of mineral rights, and in advance of Congressional resolution of many of the issues associated with private claims 
on the vast public domain. Thus, Congress first addressed both mineral rights and water rights in the context of many already established claims 
based on the first in time-first in right principle. In 1866 and again in 1870, Congress acknowledged the validity of these rights in the context of 
public lands mining legislation.27 In the Desert Land Act of 1877 (essentially a homestead act) Congress explicitly affirmed that the right to use 
water on lands acquired under the Act “shall depend upon bona fide prior appropriation,” and that any unappropriated waters on such lands 
“together with the water of all lakes, rivers, and other sources of water supply upon the public lands and not navigable, shall remain and be 
held free for the appropriation and use of the public for irrigation, mining and manufacturing purposes subject to existing rights.”28 Six decades 

later the Supreme Court would conclude that Congress’s general intention was that “the land should be patented 
separately; and that all non-navigable waters thereon should be reserved for the use of the public 
under the laws of the states and territories named.”29 Thus, in what Andrea Gerlak has called the era of “state 
ingenuity and independence,”30 from the late 1700s to the early 1900s, it became firmly established that states 
would govern the assignment and enforcement of water rights—eastern states on the basis of the common law 
riparian doctrine and western states in reliance on the largely home grown doctrine of appropriative rights.31 In 1952, Congress further 
cemented the states’ role as arbiters of water rights with the enactment of the McCarran Amendment thereby waiving federal sovereign 
immunity and agreeing to have the United States “joined as a defendant in any suit [in state court] for the adjudication of rights to the use of 
water of a river system or other source.”32 While the McCarran Amendment has application only to general adjudications and does not repeal 

federal court jurisdiction over controversies involving federal water rights, the Supreme Court effectively has precluded 
general adjudications in federal court because the “policy evinced by that legislation is the avoidance 
of piecemeal adjudication of water rights in a river system” and in recognition of “the availability of 
comprehensive state systems for adjudication of water rights.”33 The Court has also interpreted the McCarran 
Amendment to give state courts jurisdiction over Indian reserved rights claims.34 Although one might conclude that these state water rights 
systems are entirely the product of historical circumstances, it should not be ignored that they developed during an era of widespread reliance 
on private property and markets for the allocation of scarce resources. With rare exceptions, there was a pervasive presumption through the 
nineteenth century that public resources would be privatized and that a market economy was the best way to manage both land and water. 
The intervening century has witnessed wide swings in public confidence in markets and recurrent concerns about the economic and political 
influence that come with the ownership of property, but a market economy has remained our default approach, although less so with respect 

to water than most other resources. States have imposed various market constraints in the name of protecting 
the public interest, or on the claim that water is somehow special, including limits on permitted uses,35 transfers 
from agricultural or other uses,36 and interstate transfers.37 While there is strong opposition to reducing these market barriers among some 

interests who object to treating water as a mere commodity, many states have taken very positive moves to eliminate 
market restraints in an effort to create incentives for conservation and efficient water use. Fortunately, 

state water laws generally continue to provide the essential infrastructure for effective markets, and 
many states have undertaken to eliminate market restraints in the interest of more efficient 
allocation of water resources. 

 

  



 

Topicality (T) 
 

Topicality is an argument that the affirmative plan is outside the scope of the topic (also called the 
resolution). To be “topical” or within the scope of the debate, the affirmative plan must meet every 
word of the topic. A topicality argument starts by presenting a definition of a word in the resolution.  
This is also known as the interpretation of that word. The second part of the argument is stating the 
violation or how the affirmative plan does not meet that interpretation of the topic. The third part of the 
argument is why the interpretation is a good rule for debate, i.e., why it is fair or educational.  The last 
part of the argument is if the affirmative is outside the resolution, why is this bad? Why should they lose 
the debate? The last part is thus why Topicality should be a voting issue for the judge (why should the 
Aff team lose). 

 

Topicality asks the question of “what” we should be debating and poses whether the affirmative is 
inside the resolution. 

 

 



 

1NC Shell – Fracking – Water Resources 
A. Interpretation: Protecting water resources is preventing water contamination. 
EPA no date 
(“Basic Information about Source Water Protection,” Environmental Protection Agency, no date, accessed July 19, 2021, 
https://www.epa.gov/sourcewaterprotection/basic-information-about-source-water-protection) 

Protecting source water can reduce risks by preventing exposures to contaminated water. Drinking water 
utilities that meet the definition of a public water system are responsible for meeting the requirements of EPA and state drinking water 

programs under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Protecting source water from contamination helps reduce treatment 
costs and may avoid or defer the need for complex treatment. There are many additional benefits associated with source water protection, 

such as protecting water quality for wildlife and recreational use, and protecting the availability and quantity of water 
supplies. What Are Some Examples of Source Water Protection? Source water protection includes a wide variety of 
actions and activities aimed at safeguarding, maintaining, or improving the quality and/or quantity of 
sources of drinking water and their contributing areas. These activities may depend on the type of source being protected (e.g., 
groundwater, reservoir, or river). 

 

B. Violation: Fracking does not harm drinking water resources. 
EPW 2016 
(“Inhofe Statement on EPA's Final Hydraulic Fracturing Water Study,” U.S. Senate Committee on Environmental and Public Works, December 
13, 2016, https://www.epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/2016/12/inhofe-statement-on-epa-s-final-hydraulic-fracturing-water-study) 

“EPA’s study on hydraulic fracturing only reinforces what science continues to support – that fracking 
does not cause harm to our drinking water resources,” Inhofe said. “The agency’s efforts focusing on ‘data 
gaps’ are misplaced, EPA has spent nearly $30 million in taxpayer money over the course of five years evaluating the abundant scientific evidence 
leading up to this final study. While EPA sought to tinker with the topline finding of its draft report, the scant changes made to this final report were not based on 
any new data. This is a clear political move to appease disgruntled environmentalists with the “Keep it in the Ground Movement” as the Obama administration 
comes to an end.” Senate EPW Republican oversight of the Obama administration’s attempts to link hydraulic fracturing to drinking water contamination: On Nov. 

10, Inhofe released a statement on the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality’s final report on domestic 
water wells in Pavillion, Wyoming, which affirmed hydraulic fracturing has not impacted water resources. On Jan. 13, 
Inhofe released a comprehensive timeline of the Senate EPW Republican’s oversight efforts on hydraulic fracturing dating back to the beginning of the Obama 
Administration in 2009. On Jan., 7 Inhofe released a statement regarding the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) draft final report on domestic 
water wells in Pavillion, Wyoming. Wyoming DEQ’s December 14, 2015, report reaffirms the findings of federal and state officials discrediting the 2011 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) draft study on the same issue. This report further bolsters EPA’s finding that hydraulic 
fracturing “has not led to widespread systemic impacts on drinking water resources” and highlights why the 
Agency should ignore calls by its Science Advisory Board (SAB) to include debunked unscientific assessments in its final water study. On June 4, 2015, Inhofe 
provided a statement after EPA released a report on hydraulic fracturing again confirming the extraction process has ‘not led to widespread, systemic impacts on 
drinking water resources.’ 

 

  



 

C. Standards:  
1. Limits – including all industrial usages of water explodes the limits of the topic. 
Regulating pollutants is a necessary bright line. 
 

2. Ground – directly regulating water pollution is necessary to ensure stable negative 
ground. Pollution not usage of water is necessary to garner offense and stable links. 
 

D. Voters: 
1. Education – Without limits on the topic and adequate neg ground, we cannot have 
in-depth discussions and learn about the topic. Debate is valuable for the education 
we gain. This is a voting issue. 
 

2. Fairness – for the affirmative to win, they must play by the rules. One of the 
burdens of the affirmative is to be under the topic. The negative team is prepared for 
the topic, anything else is unfair and is a voting issue. 
 

 



 

1NC Shell – Agricultural Runoff - Increase 
A. Interpretation: Increase means to make greater, must have already existed. 
Buckley 2006 
(Jeremiah Buckley, Attorney, Amicus Curiae Brief, Safeco Ins. Co. of America et al v. Charles Burr et al, 2006, 
http://supreme.lp.findlaw.com/supreme_court/briefs/06-84/06-84.mer.ami.mica.pdf) 

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). 

 

B. Violation: Federal regulation of agricultural runoff does not exist currently. The 
affirmative is creation of a regulation not increase. 
 

  



 

C. Standards:  
1. Limits – including the creation of regulations explodes the limits of the topical and 
destroys predictability. There’s a limited number of existing regulations to increase 
but an unlimited number of possible new regulations. 
 

2. Ground – the increase of existing regulations is necessary for research and stable 
links for negative arguments. Only things currently regulated and part of water 
protection allows for sufficient ground 
 

D. Voters: 
1. Education – Without limits on the topic and adequate neg ground, we cannot have 
in-depth discussions and learn about the topic. Debate is valuable for the education 
we gain. This is a voting issue. 
 

2. Fairness – for the affirmative to win, they must play by the rules. One of the 
burdens of the affirmative is to be under the topic. The negative team is prepared for 
the topic, anything else is unfair and is a voting issue. 
 

 



 

1NC Shell – Water Infrastructure – Water Resources 
A. Interpretation: Protecting water resources is preventing water contamination. 
EPA no date 
(“Basic Information about Source Water Protection,” Environmental Protection Agency, no date, accessed July 19, 2021, 
https://www.epa.gov/sourcewaterprotection/basic-information-about-source-water-protection) 

Protecting source water can reduce risks by preventing exposures to contaminated water. Drinking water 
utilities that meet the definition of a public water system are responsible for meeting the requirements of EPA and state drinking water 

programs under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Protecting source water from contamination helps reduce treatment 
costs and may avoid or defer the need for complex treatment. There are many additional benefits associated with source water protection, 

such as protecting water quality for wildlife and recreational use, and protecting the availability and quantity of water 
supplies. What Are Some Examples of Source Water Protection? Source water protection includes a wide variety of 
actions and activities aimed at safeguarding, maintaining, or improving the quality and/or quantity of 
sources of drinking water and their contributing areas. These activities may depend on the type of source being protected (e.g., 
groundwater, reservoir, or river). 

 

B. Violation: The affirmative is in infrastructure plan, not regulating pollution. 
 

C. Standards:  
1. Limits – including infrastructure projects explodes the limits and moves into 
another core area. Infrastructure is its own research area. 
 

2. Ground – infrastructure is not affirmative ground. It’s negative ground. This 
destroys stable negative links.  
 

D. Voters: 
1. Education – Without limits on the topic and adequate neg ground, we cannot have 
in-depth discussions and learn about the topic. Debate is valuable for the education 
we gain. This is a voting issue. 
 

2. Fairness – for the affirmative to win, they must play by the rules. One of the 
burdens of the affirmative is to be under the topic. The negative team is prepared for 
the topic, anything else is unfair and is a voting issue. 
 


