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Plan: The United States federal government should implement the agreement between the United States and United Mexican States concerning Transboundary Hydrocarbon Reservoirs in the Gulf of Mexico.
Contention 1 is PEMEX

PEMEX is declining - fields are being used up – deep water drilling and private investment from TBA is needed to diversify Mexico’s portfolio. Reforms are critical 
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Progress, but can it last? A snapshot of Mexico’s oil sector Mexico has a long history of oil production and has prospects for a bright future as an oil power, but such an outcome is not guaranteed. Mexico sits atop significant amounts of oil estimated at 10.4 billion barrels of proven reserves, but that number could more than double when unconventional and deep offshore reserves are fully proven.The large unconventional Chicontopec area alone is estimated to hold up to 17.7 billion barrels. Turning Mexico’s oil resources into prosperity for the Mexican people is a tremendous challenge for PEMEX, its 100% state-owned national oil company established in 1938 after international oil companies were expelled.3 Mexican oil production relies primarily on a few major fields, the largest of which (Cantarell) is in steep decline. Oil production in Mexico peaked in 2003 at about 3.4million barrels per day (mbd), falling to 2.6 mbd in 2010.That precipitous fall is due primarily to the estimated 75% decline in production from the massive Cantarell field from its peak. In recent years, Cantarell’s decline has been compensated for by the Ku-Maloob-Zaap (KMZ) fields; however, many analysts doubt the longevity of current production in those fields. Large increases in direct and third-party investment in recent years has enabled PEMEX to halt net decreases in production, at least temporarily. Importantly, PEMEX also now reports achieving a 100% replacement rate for reserves, improving prospects for continued production. Increased investment also has led to discoveries of large new deep water resources at Trion, Supremos, and Maximino, achievements of which PEMEX officials are justifiably proud. Several interlocutors credited energy reforms passed in 2008 for enabling those finds by giving PEMEX more flexibility to partner with international companies on a service contract basis, building on the shift to reliance on contracting services to enable investments stretching from the late 1990s. PEMEX leaders plan to raise production to 2.7 mbd in 2013 and 3 mbd by 2017, requiring up to $38 billion annually in investment. Near term growth is expected to come primarily from Chicontopec, a highly complex unconventional onshore project that is subject of great hope and scorn. Despite years of development and reportedly $5 billion in investment, the project is well behind expectations and currently only 70,000 barrels per day are produced, which puts claims of near-term growth in serious doubt. Over the longer-term PEMEX has set a goal to increase production to 3.3 mbd by 2024. Achieving that goal will require significantly more new production than the difference between the 3.3 mbd goal and today’s 2.6 mbd given expected large declines in KMZ. Field decline emphasizes the urgent need for Mexico to have several new projects in the pipeline in order to maintain and boost production. Skepticism of PEMEX’s ability to compensate for declining fields has led to some dire forecasts. The U.S. Energy Information Administration has estimated that Mexico will be a net importer of oil by 2020,4 thus also raising concerns about impacts on its balance of trade. While not investigated on this StaffDel, that situation highlights the need for more attention to demand management policies and continued reform of fuel subsidies.5 Mexico needs a diverse portfolio of future oil projects with staggered capacities over time. PEMEX leaders have identified such a set of oil development projects, including deep offshoreand the Chicontopec unconventional area, each of which are complex undertakings with high potential, forming a growth strategy to complement conventional shallow offshore projects and investment in enhanced recovery at previous wells. Some observers point out that privatization of the sector would bring competition and private investment; however, that prospect is so remote as to be non-existent and not under even speculative consideration. Therefore, the ques- tion is what PEMEX can achieve on its own or in partnership with international companies. Most interlocutors are skeptical of PEMEX having the capital or expertise necessary to develop deep offshorefields, and, probably, the unconventional reserves at Chicontopec. Analysts point out that PEMEX took over 15 years and more than 20 wells to discover the most recent deep water finds. Moreover, deep water requires massive investments over many years, and even the world’s largest international oil companies (IOCs) partner with one another to generate capital and spread the risk of such investments. PEMEX’s capital limitations are further complicated by the company’s large debt burden. On the other side, proponents of PEMEX’s ability argue that they have gained expertise and dramatically lessened the risks implicit in development. PEMEX likely could develop a deep offshore project by buying technology and expertise through very generous service contracts with many of the same companies with which the IOCs contract. However, under current capital and management constraints,6 PEMEX alone is extremely unlikely to have the resources necessary to undertake multiple massive deep offshore developments while also investing in conventional oil production. Moreover, while some technology can be purchased through service contracts, project management expertise to run that type of project is not easily acquired. Therefore, the decision on whether IOCs should be granted access individually or in partnership with PEMEX to develop oil in Mexico depends on how much oil the Mexican Government wants produced and over what span of time. Interlocutors did not indicate that the expectations of either of the largest political parties or the Mexican public are conducive to the long time horizons it would take for PEMEX under current conditions to fully develop Mexico’s oil. Dealing with this challenge is complicated by the fact that PEMEX is as much a bureau of the government as it is a company. In defiance of conventional business sense (of both private companies and state oil companies), multiple Ministries and a politicallyappointed Board of Directors make key decisions, including deciding the amount and direction of investment in exploration and development of future production. It is not clear that all board members put the interests of the company, and hence future finances for the Mexican state, at the forefront of decision making. Having politicians with multiple constituencies (including the petroleum worker’s union and companies that thrive off the oil supply chain) and short-term political considerations often make essential decisions is incompatible with the long-term planning needed in the oil sector. However, precisely because PEMEX can be a useful tool for political goals, achieving fundamental structural change is very difficult. In sum, the authors agree that reform must happen to sustain and robustly grow Mexican oil production. The stakes of doing so are high for the Mexican Government. PEMEX directly provides 40% of government revenues, including significant resources transferred to the individual Mexican states. Decreased oil production has, thus far, been offset by higher than average global oil prices, but no government budget should rely so heavily on volatile commodity markets. While some commentators have argued that the budgetary pain of falling production would be useful to wean the budget from PEMEX, such a prospect could have wide repercussions on all programs funded in the Mexican budget, from poverty alleviation to the rule of law, let alone broader economic growth.

Planned reforms are insufficient – deep water drilling and technical assistance are needed

Economist 8/10 (The Economist magazine. "Unfixable Pemex" August 10, 2013. www.economist.com/news/business/21583253-even-if-government-plucks-up-courage-reform-it-pemex-will-be-hard-fix-unfixable)

A JAR of crude oil, not much bigger than one of baby food, has pride of place in the office of Carlos Morales, the veteran oilman in charge of exploration and production at Pemex, Mexico’s state oil monolith. He handles it reverentially because it comes from Maximino, a deep-water field in the Gulf of Mexico, close to his country’s maritime border with the United States. Deep water is a territory that Pemex has only just started to explore.¶ Although privately owned oil majors such as Chevron have been drilling successfully in non-Mexican waters near Maximino for several years, Pemex has been left behind. After 23 failed attempts and billions of dollars of investment, it finally struck deep-water oil last year. But the amounts recovered so far are negligible. Mr Morales laughs weakly when asked if the jar on his desk is all there is.¶ The discoveries—none of which yet count as proven reserves—are emblematic of both Pemex’s problems and its potential if it were freed from one of the most restrictive oil regimes in the world, and able to partner with private firms with expertise it lacks. Its forte has been drilling oil in shallower waters of the Gulf of Mexico. But in the past decade production in its most bounteous shallow-water field, Cantarell, has plummeted from over 2m barrels a day to less than 400,000, and it has struggled to find new reserves to compensate.¶ Oil and gas production in America has soared thanks to shale deposits, some of which extend into Mexico but which Pemex has failed to develop. Pemex also looks south with envy at the deep-water prowess of Brazil’s Petrobras, another state-controlled but more entrepreneurial firm. Juan Carlos Boué of the Oxford Institute for Energy Studies estimates that Brazil has discovered as much deep-water oil in just the past five years as Mexico’s entire proven reserves.¶ Mexico’s government says it will shortly unveil big energy reforms. These may include changing the constitution to relax Pemex’s monopoly on oil production. As an indication of how politically sensitive this will be, the presidency let speculation grow that the reform would be announced on August 7th, only to admit the day before that it was not ready. Not only is it unclear how far the reforms will go, such is the state of Pemex that some doubt it is reformable at all. Bernardo Minkow, a former consultant at McKinsey, says it is so complex and poorly governed that it is “very hard if not impossible to fix”.¶ Its first problem is structural: it has never been treated as a profit-making company. Astonishingly for a monopoly that drills every barrel of oil in Mexico at an average cost of less than $7, and sells it for around $100, it lost an accumulated 360 billion pesos, or $29 billion, in the five years to 2012 (despite a small profit last year). This is partly because although its oil-and-gas-production side makes a fat profit, its refining business loses a fortune, and its petrochemicals division is also loss-making. Worse, the government sucks out cash to compensate for the lack of tax revenues it collects in the rest of the economy. Last year 55% of Pemex’s revenues went in royalties and taxes. This perpetual drain on its cashflow means its debt has soared to $60 billion. The hole in its pension reserve is a whopping $100 billion.¶ Besides siphoning off its profits, the government refuses to let it make its own decisions. Its boss is appointed by the president, the energy minister chairs its board of directors, and the finance ministry vets its budget, line by line. The board has no independent directors and lacks business expertise, says a former chief executive. He notes, for example, that more than 20 years ago the board began “benchmarking” Pemex’s refineries against international peers, but they have remained at the bottom of the league even as parts of Mexico’s manufacturing industry have become models of efficiency.¶ With 151,000 employees, Pemex’s output of oil per worker is well short of that of its foreign counterparts (see chart). Its union is bloated and pampered. Reforma, a Mexican newspaper, reported that the union’s leadership received $65,000 a day last year for business trips and general expenses. Mr Morales admits that the upstream business is overstaffed with workers who cannot be laid off, even though the wells they work on have dried up. Meanwhile, managers suffer a stifling internal bureaucracy. Mr Morales says he needs five sets of approvals for any big contract, including one from the full board.¶ The management has made a string of poor investment decisions. Faced with the collapse of production at its crown jewel, Cantarell, it has poured unprecedented amounts into exploration and production—a combined $70 billion between 2008 and 2012. But since much of this has gone into areas for which Pemex is technically ill-prepared, such as deep-water drilling and onshore shale oil, the returns have been meagre. Mr Morales speaks proudly of the rise in production at other sites to offset Cantarell. But output and reserves have only barely stabilised, at levels well below their highs.¶ Adrian Lajous, a former Pemex boss, says that, in contrast, the firm has underinvested in natural gas, resulting in Mexico having to import record volumes from America. In a tacit acknowledgment of this, Mr Morales says Pemex now plans to invest heavily in new gas production. The firm has also failed to find the $30 billion it is thought to need to reconfigure its refineries to produce petrol and diesel suitable for today’s cleaner cars. So Mexico will also suffer the national embarrassment of having to import more of these fuels.¶ Whatever reforms the government announces, they will stop a long way short of privatising Pemex. It is so wrapped up in a myth of national sovereignty that even the energy minister, a champion of reform, insists that not a “single screw” will be sold. Reformists hope the government will at least let private firms work with Pemex to develop shale, deep-water and other challenging fields. But even this would require constitutional changes, and would face much resistance. Since Mexico has no significant private-sector oil industry, much of the investment would have to come from foreign firms, and for nationalists this would be hard to stomach.

TBA will put pressure on Mexico to reform PEMEX – cooperation spills over to future agreements

Melgar 12 (Lourdes Melgar, director of the Center for Sustainability and Business at EGADE Business School of the Tecnológico de Monterrey.  “The Future of PEMEX”, Americas Quarterly, 2012, http://www.americasquarterly.org/node/3781)

But, for the time being, PEMEX is already on the move. Deepwater drilling is likely to take center stage with the signing of the U.S.–Mexico Transboundary Hydrocarbon Agreement in February 2012. The agreement, ratified by the Mexican Senate but still awaiting approval in the U.S., relieves concerns about the so-called “straw” effect, in which Mexican oil is sipped away by the U.S. as its production advances closer to the international maritime border in the Gulf of Mexico.¶ The agreement provides a legal framework for development of oil and gas reservoirs that cross the maritime border in the Gulf of Mexico—the first such pact for both countries. In fact, it is viewed as a dress rehearsal for negotiations the U.S. will have to undertake with Canada, Russia and even Cuba to address shared reservoir exploitation.¶ Implementation will require legal and institutional adjustments in Mexico and in the United States. Since it requires joint or coordinated production, the agreement possibly opens a new era of cooperation between PEMEX and international oil companies. If a transboundary field were identified, PEMEX would have to work with field operators on the U.S. side. This makes technological aptitude particularly relevant, since shared reservoirs are more likely to exist in the deep and ultra-deep waters of the Gulf of Mexico.¶ For sovereignty, energy security and political reasons, Mexico will go the extra mile to ensure that its hydrocarbon resources are not lost to its neighbor. This gives it a high incentive to develop the institutional architecture—including strengthening the CNH—needed to implement the agreement. Identifying and developing a joint reservoir wo.uld allow PEMEX to work in full partnership with companies at the cutting edge of ultra-deepwater production. The experience, benefits and know-how that would be gained may reduce the reluctance to undertake joint production and other strategic alliances that are banned by PEMEX bylaws. Implementation of the treaty could trigger an accelerated transformation of the regime under which deepwater resources are exploited in Mexico.¶Exciting times are in sight. The incoming administration will be compelled to conduct a debate on the future of PEMEX, and the issue of constitutional reform will have to be a full part of it. The Mexican oil industry can no longer thrive on amendments to distorted schemes.

Foreign Investment and coop is key to PEMEX growth

Melgar 12 (Lourdes, director of the Center for Sustainability and Business at EGADE Business School of the Tecnológico de Monterrey, Independent Energy Consultant at Independent Consultant, studied at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Mount Holyoke College, 2012, “The Future of PEMEX”, Americas Quarterly, http://www.americasquarterly.org/node/3781, Accessed: 6/25/13, LPS.)

Exploration and Production: The Keys to Deeper Reform The 2008 Energy Reform initiated the makeover of the Mexican exploration and production (E&P) industry. Crucial institutional arrangements were defined, such as the governance of PEMEX, the establishment of a regulator for E&P, the terms for procurement, and the structure of contracts. Some of the innovations have since raised questions about their usefulness. But they opened a path toward an institutional architecture that resembles more closely the organization of the oil industry worldwide. Mexico continues to have one of the most—if not the most—closed arrangements in the petroleum industry. The lack of outside investment and input in PEMEX Exploration and Production (PEP),the crown jewel subsidiary of PEMEX, has hindered innovation and technological advancement. The limits of existing arrangements become increasingly evident as traditional areas of production decline and new opportunities, such as in the deep and ultra-deep waters of the Gulf of Mexico, are pursued under tougher conditions. Preserving the status quo—and maintaining legal coherence—has been made more costly by the refusal to amend the Constitution to allow some degree of private participation in the energy sector—as has been done in Brazil, Norway and even Cuba. Mexico’s oil industry is accepting inefficiency while paying a high price to pretend that it can do it all on its own. In fact, world-class service companies such as Halliburton, Schlumberger, Noble, and Baker-Hughes work closely with pemex engineers to keep the oil flowing. According to Petroleum Intelligence Weekly, PEMEX paid over $16 billion for oil field services in 2007. PEP is repeatedly the number-one client of Schlumberger. A central element of the 2008 Energy Reform was the definition of a new incentive-based contractual framework. The model was developed to attract leading oil companies to the Mexican market while keeping the constitutional mandate intact. It relies on a fee-per-barrel rate determined in a bidding process, where ownership of hydrocarbons belongs to the Mexican state. Production, profits and risk are not shared, and there is no reserve booking for the companies. Thus far, the new contract model has not attracted any major oil companies. It has been applied to low-risk projects where a high recovery rate is ensured. Instead of having a Petrobras or a Chevron working jointly with PEMEX in the deep waters of the Gulf of Mexico, bidding has gone to mature fields, with services companies such as the United Kingdom’s Petrofac

US tech and infrastructure are key
Snow 13 [Nick, OGJ Washington Editor. June 21, “Mexico’s energy reforms will need to be bold, experts suggest”, http://www.ogj.com/articles/2013/06/mexico-s-energy-reforms-will-need-to-be-bold-experts-suggest.html, accessed: 6/26/13, ML]

It’s generally assumed that Pemex will continue to own Mexico’s hydrocarbon resources, but production-sharing contracts and labor reform have been mentioned, according to Marcos. Downstream private investment also might be allowed, and the national hydrocarbons commission could have more regulatory power, he said.¶ “The last time I checked, there were no chemical molecules on Mexico’s flag, but everyone treats it that way,” said Pardinas. “The challenge the next few months will be to draw a line from oil and other chemical molecules through a national company with a confused corporate identity.”¶ The US could help reform efforts by releasing more informationabout dramatic changesunder way in North American energy so Mexico would understand what it’s missing, he added. Pemex is the only one in the world that operates from the wellhead to the retailer, Pardinas said. “Even Cuba is more competitive,” he observed.¶ The country also badly needs to connect US gas transmission systems with Mexico’s industries, he said. “In parts of Mexico, we’re paying prices similar to China,” Pardinas said. “It’s essential to build infrastructure to bring US gas to Mexican industry, not only for energy security but also for economic growth.”

PEMEX is the most important company in Mexico – decline takes down the whole economy. Plan is key

Krauss and Malkin 10 Clifford Kraus and Elisabeth Malkin, Krauss is a national business correspondent based in Houston covering energy for the NYT, Malkin covers environmental and energy news especially for Mexico for the NYT, March 8, 2010, “Mexico Oil Politics Keeps Riches Just Out of Reach”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/03/09/business/global/09pemex.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0.
VENUSTIANO CARRANZA, Mexico — To the Mexican people, one of the great achievements in their history was the day their president kicked out foreign oil companies in 1938. Thus, they celebrate March 18 as a civic holiday. Yet today, that 72-year-old act has putMexico in a straitjacket, one that threatens both the welfare of the country and the oil supply of the United States.The national oil company created after the 1938 seizure, Pemex, is entering a period of turmoil. Oil production in its aging fields is sagging so rapidly that Mexico, long one of the world’s top oil-exporting countries, could begin importing oil within the decade. Mexico is among the three leading foreign suppliers of oil to the United States, along with Canada and Saudi Arabia. Mexican barrels can be replaced, but at a cost. It means greater American dependence on unfriendly countries like Venezuela, unstable countries like Nigeria and Iraq, and on the oil sands of Canada, an environmentally destructive form of oil production. “As you lose Mexican oil, you lose a critical supply,” said Jeremy M. Martin, director of the energy program at the Institute of the Americas at the University of California, San Diego. “It’s not just about energy security but national security, because our neighbor’s economic and political well-being is largely linked to its capacity to produce and export oil.” Mexico probably still has plenty of oil, especially beneath the deep waters of the Gulf of Mexico, but Pemex lacks the technology and know-how to get it out. Inviting foreign companies into the country to help is one of the touchiest propositions in Mexican politics. As the Mexican government struggles to find a way forward, production keeps falling. The basic problem is simply that Mexico’s readily accessible oil is used up — pretty much the same thing that happened to the United States when production began falling in the 1970s. Output from Mexico’s giant Cantarell field, in shallow waters near the eastern shore, has plunged by 50 percent in recent years. Output at the country’s other large field is expected to begin falling in the next year or two. Historically, oil has supplied 30 to 40 percent of the Mexican government’s revenue. Confronting a potential calamity, PresidentFelipe Calderónhas pushed through the strongest reforms he can defend politically, in hopes of attracting foreign investment. But he dare not do anything that would appear to reverse the 1938 nationalization. Even the modest reforms he has managed to pass are being challenged in court. Officially, the government is optimistic that Mexico can reverse its decline as an oil-producing nation. But its efforts so far have yielded more rhetoric than oil. Last year, on the day celebrating the 1938 seizure, the president’s helicopter landed in a hilly oil field outside this farming town. He announced that a new era of Mexican gushers would dawn soon. “Under this soil,” Mr. Calderón told thousands of oil workers, lay “the richness that could propel development in our country and help Mexico accelerate our path to progress and well-being.” He promised that 20 wells would be spurting crude “very soon” from the ground on which he stood. Almost a year later, only three wells were pumping on a recent afternoon. Eleven had been shut after producing little or no oil. In fact, the effort to develop the geologically challenging Chicontepec field here, near the gulf coast, is deteriorating into an embarrassing disaster for Pemex, the latest in a string of them. In all, Mexican oil output has dropped from just short of 3.5 million barrels a day in 2004 to a projected average of 2.5 million barrels this year. Mexican oil exports to the United States, now 1.1 million barrels a day, have fallen by nearly a third in the last six years. The United States Energy Department projects that Mexican production will decline by an additional 600,000 barrels a day by 2020; combined with growing domestic demand, that would probably make the country an oil importer. In the last two years, Mexico provided about 12 percent of all crude oil imports to the United States, supplying about 8 percent of the total oil used by American refineries, according to the Energy Department. Pemex — officially Petróleos Mexicanos — is the most important company in Mexico, employing 140,000 people. Oil money is used for everything from building schools to fighting the war against drug cartels.“The fact that Mexico’s production is rapidly declining could potentially cause a financial crisis not only for Pemex but for the government,” said Enrique Sira, the Mexico director of IHS Cera, an energy consulting firm.Mexican officials put the best face on the situation, hailing a reform package passed by Congress two years ago that gives Pemex more independence and leeway in negotiating service contracts with foreign firms. “There is nothing to stop us from improving,” Pemex’s director general, Juan José Suárez Coppel, said at a recent university conference. In an interview, the Mexican energy secretary, Georgina Kessel, said she expected the drop in oil production to level off this year, “and we can begin on the road back toward reversing the fall in production in the coming years.” To accomplish that, Ms. Kessel said, “Mexico is going to have to go to the deep waters of the Gulf of Mexico,” where she estimated there are at least 50 billion barrels in potential oil reserves — more than double the country’s current proven reserves. International oil executives share the enthusiasm for Mexico’s potential deepwater fields, which lie near rich new American fields. Mexico “potentially has, if not the largest, one of the largest undiscovered deepwater petroleum resources in the world,” said Jon Blickwede, a senior geologist at Statoil, a Norwegian oil company active in the Gulf. Pemex has stepped up exploration of its deep waters, but it will take specialized expertise and enormous financing to produce oil there. Just one deepwater rig can cost $365 million a year to operate, which is why even companies the size ofChevronand Shell look for partners to share the financial risk.Carlos Morales, head of Pemex production and exploration, said in an interview that the company was in advanced discussions with foreign companies to develop “new models” of contracts to share costs and technology on land and offshore that would include cash payments. “Without doubt, Pemex is in a key moment in its history,” he said.

Mexican Energy is key to global economic stability

Moran 9 Michael Moran, vice president and executive editor of Roubini Global Economics and RGE's senior expert on geostrategic and political risk. From 2005-2009, Michael served as executive editor of CFR.org,. “Six Crises, 2009: A Half-Dozen Ways Geopolitics Could Upset Global Recovery”. Roubini Global Economics Monitor. July 31, 2009. http://fbkfinanzwirtschaft.wordpress.com/2009/08/07/six-crises-2009-a-half-dozen-ways-geopolitics-could-upset-global-recovery/

A story receiving more attention in the American media than Iraq these days is the horrific drug-related violence across the northern states of Mexico, where Felipe Calderon has deployed the national army to combat two thriving drug cartels, which have compromised the national police beyond redemption.  The tales of carnage are horrific, to be sure: 30 people were killed in a 48 hour period last week in Cuidad Juarez alone, a city located directly across the Rio Grande from El Paso, Texas. So far, the impact on the United States and beyond has been minimal. But there also isn’t much sign that the army is winning, either, and that raises a disturbing question: What if Calderon loses?  The CIA’s worst nightmare during the Cold War (outside of an administration which forced transparency on it, of course) was the radicalization or collapse of Mexico. The template then was communism, but narco-capitalism doesn’t look much better. The prospect of a wholesale collapse that sent millions upon millions of Mexican refugees fleeing across the northern border so far seems remote. But Mexico’s army has its own problems with corruption, and a sizeable number of Mexicans regard Calderon’s razor-thin 2006 electoral victory over a leftist rival as illegitimate. With Mexico’s economy reeling and the traditional safety valve of illegal immigration to America dwindling, the potential for serious trouble exists.  Meanwhile, Mexico ranks with Saudi Arabia and Canada as the three suppliers of oil the United States could not do without. Should things come unglued there and Pemex production shut down even temporarily, the shock on oil markets could be profound, again, sending its waves throughout the global economy. Long-term, PEMEX production has been sliding anyway, thanks to oil fields well-beyond their peak and restrictions on foreign investment.

Mexico is key to the US economy

Olson 9 (Eric L., M.A., International Affairs, American University; B.A., History and Secondary Education, Trinity College, Associate Director of the Latin American Program at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington, as a Senior Specialist in the Department for Promotion of Good Governance at the Organization of American States, January 2009, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/The%20U.S.%20and%20Mexico.%20Towards%20a%20Strategic%20Partnership.pdf)

Mexico also remains vital for the U.S. economy, ¶ although the current economic slowdown ¶presents special challenges that will have to be ¶addressed with great care. Mexico is the second ¶destination for U.S. exports, and the ﬁrst or ¶ second destination of exports for at least twenty two U.S. states. Over six million Americans live ¶ in cities and counties on the border and over ¶ 60 million in border states, whose economies ¶are particularly tied with Mexico’s. This degree ¶of integration creates opportunities for more ¶focused economic cooperation, but also generates risks for spillover effects in times of economic  crisis.An economic slowdown in either country ¶will inevitablyaffect the other and a full-scale ¶crisis could send shockwaves across the border. ¶ Moreover, the persistent wage gap between the ¶ two countries presents a long-term challenge that ¶ has been insufficiently addressed in past efforts at ¶ deepening cross-border economic ties. The United ¶States and Mexico have the opportunity to develop ¶a framework for economic integration that helps ¶to contain the effect of economic shocks, takes ¶advantage of complementarities to increase the ¶competitive position of both countries, and, above ¶ all, places an emphasis on improving the well-being ¶ of average citizens in both countries.

US is key to the global economy 

Lagarde 13 (Christine Lagarde, Managing Director of the International Monetary Fund. "Strong U.S. Economy, Strong Global Economy—Two Sides of Same Coin" September 19, 2013. www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/survey/so/2013/NEW091913A.htm)
In a world of increasing economic interconnections, the United States’s stake in the global recovery is greater than ever, IMF Managing Director Christine Lagarde said in a speech to business leaders at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce in Washington, D.C.¶ “What happens elsewhere in the world—be it the success of recovery in Europe or the continued smooth functioning of supply chains in Asia—matters increasingly for the United States,” Lagarde said. “The converse is also true. What happens here matters increasingly for the global economy.”¶ Her remarks, which focused on the interplay between the global economy and the U.S. economy, also highlighted the need to find joint solutions to secure a lasting, balanced and widely shared global recovery.¶ “Job creation is a critical ingredient of any economic recovery, domestic or global,” she emphasized. Businesses have a key role to play, Lagarde said, but at the same time, policymakers have an important responsibility to help “shape the environment in which businesses and citizens can thrive—and jobs can be created.”¶ Changing global picture¶ Lagarde said that global growth remains subdued, while acknowledging that the global economic environment is changing. She emphasized that economies are moving at different speeds and that the fruits of growth are not evenly shared, both in the United States and other countries.¶ The U.S. economy is growing and, after a long time, so is the Euro Area. In Japan, aggressive policy support and the ongoing reform process is helping to spur growth. The emerging market economies, on the other hand, are slowing. “For some, this may be a shift toward more balanced and sustainable growth,” Lagarde told the audience. “For others, it reflects the need to address imbalances that have made them more vulnerable to the recent market turbulence.”¶ Reinforcing the point about global interconnections, Lagarde cited the IMF’s recent “spillover” analysis, which suggests that if the world’s five major economies were to work together to adopt a more rigorous, comprehensive, and compatible set of policies, it could boost global GDP by about 3 percent over the longer run.¶ U.S. recovery gaining strength¶ Lagarde noted that the U.S. economy is gaining strength, calling this good news for America—and good news for the world economy. Although growth is still modest—well under 2 percent—it should accelerate by a full percentage point next year, Lagarde said, adding that the private sector is playing a key role as the engine of growth and job creation.¶ Despite signs of strengthening, the latest jobs data present a mixed picture, with employment remaining well below pre-crisis levels. “The issue of jobs remains paramount,” said Lagarde, noting that jobs and growth is an increasingly important component of the IMF’s policy advice.¶ Lagarde highlighted three key recommendations for U.S. policymakers, drawn from the IMF’s most recent assessment of the U.S. economy.¶ • Fix public finances. Fiscal consolidation could be slower in the short run, but more action is needed to reduce long-run pressures on the budget. Lagarde also warned that political uncertainty over the budget and debt ceiling were not helpful to the recovery. “It is essential to resolve this, and the earlier the better,” she said, “for confidence, for markets, and for the real economy.”¶ • Appropriately calibrate monetary policy. When the time comes, exit from unconventional monetary policy should be gradual, tied to progress in economic recovery and unemployment, and should be clearly communicated and in a dialogue.¶ • Complete financial sector reform. While there has been progress on this front, attention needs to focus on the outstanding “danger zones,” such as derivatives and shadow banking.¶ Global interconnections and role of IMF¶ Lagarde underscored the unique role of the U.S. in the global economy, noting that the economy accounts for 11 percent of global trade and 20 percent of global manufacturing. The country’s global financial ties run deep too, she said. Foreign banks hold about $5.5 trillion of U.S. assets, and U.S. banks hold $3 trillion of foreign assets.¶ While these interconnections have great benefits for the United States, they are not without risks, Lagarde cautioned, referring to the collapse of Lehman Brothers five years ago that ushered in “a harsh new reality” across sectors, countries, and the world.
Economic crisis causes global nuclear war and terrorism
Harris & Burrows 9(Mathew, PhD European History @ Cambridge, counselor of the U.S. National Intelligence Council (NIC) and Jennifer, member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf)

Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depressionis not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be truein the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greaterconflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in aconstantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline ifeconomic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conductsophisticated attacks and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of anyeconomically-induced drawdownof U.S. military presencewould almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions.It is not clear thatthe type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emergenaturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemptionrather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflictthat the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionismgrows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflictsif government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world. 
Bioterrorism results in extinction—reject their old impact defense because it doesn’t assume the most deadly virus ever created
Prado 12 (Mark Evan, a physicist in the Washington, D.C. region working for the Pentagon in advanced planning in the space program, citing: The Office of Biological Activities (OSB), a division of the US government's National Institute of Health (NIH) which promotes science, safety, and ethics in biotechnology, “Human Extinction by Biotechnology and Nanotechnology”, http://www.permanent.com/human-extinction-biotechnology-nano.html)

As biotechnology has advanced, so has the power of the individual. In the past century, it took a country or rogue organization, a lot of money, and special skills to create a weapon of mass destruction (WMD). Now, it takes just one person, the internet, and a small cheap lab.¶ Instead of "Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD)", we are faced with "Weapons of Mass Extinction (WME)". For example, in 2011, in a surprise address to the Biological Weapons Convention in Geneva, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stated: "Less than a year ago, al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula made a call to arms for, and I quote, 'brothers with degrees in microbiology or chemistry to develop a weapon of mass destruction.'"Clinton-UN¶ She also officially acknowledged the generally accepted situation that "A crude but effective terrorist weapon can be made by using a small sample of any number of widely available pathogens, inexpensive equipment, and college-level chemistry and biology" and noted that "it is not possible, in our opinion, to create a verification regime" for preventing biological weapons.¶ This came just a few months after two independent developments -- a scientist in the Netherlands, and a team led by a Japanese scientist at the University of Wisconsin -- both announced that they had created viruses in the laboratory which are far more virulent than anything which had occurred naturally, potentially the most deadly virus ever faced by humans. Both were created by modifying the H5N1 Bird Flu virus in the laboratory. These scientists were apparently planning to publish their research openly soon after Clinton's address. The US government's National Science Advisory Board for Biosecurity (NSABB), a division of the National Institute of Health (NIH) requested they not publish the details. The NSABB has no legal authority, and is only an advisory organization. The authors disagreed with the decision but agreed to adhere to it. All the authors had already received funding from the NIH and it might be presumed they would continue to receive funding... unless they did not follow the request.¶ After also being contacted by the NSABB, the two scientific journals, Nature and Science (two highly established journals), still planned to publish the two papers minus some of the details. The journal Science stated it would agree with the NSABB to refrain from publishing the details only if the government created a system whereby scientists worldwide could access the details if they had a legitimate need to know the information. However, at least one of the scientists had already presented his work at a major conference. SciAm-Albert¶ Indeed, the editor of Science Magazine said "“This finding shows it’s much easier to evolve this virus to an extremely dangerous state where it can be transmitted in aerosols [i.e., by coughing or sneezing] than anybody had recognized.” NYTimes-1220¶ In 2011, folks. Imagine, as this news spreads around, and as technology advances even further, what the world will be like in 2020. Scientists are already saying it's not a matter of "if" but one of "when".¶ These kinds of things cannot be kept secret. They will spread. Indeed, such news announcements stimulate interest. You can be sure that the news media will broadcast such gains very prominently, because it sells their service and makes them money, and can selfishly rationalize away the greater interests of our species.¶ Keeping this kind of research secret is difficult. Pharmaceutical companies pay scientists for information and cooperation all the time. Others can pay scientists as well. There are still many scientists who rationalize their research as "not that dangerous" and/or is important for "defensive" purposes (kind've like other arms races) in order to promote their paid work, and when money is offered, many people can rationalize even more. It may not matter whether the money is offered by a pharmaceutical company or just a visiting consultant.¶ It could even be an undercover agents posing as pharmaceutical company staff, either a front company or faked, or even a plant into a legitimate company, university, computer center, or other organization. Indeed, what percentage of people really verify an identity on a business card, and check with the boss of the person? Beyond that, people just talk, out of ego, curiosity, open scientific dialogue, or soliciting work. Graduate students and other young people often brag about their knowledge in casual conversations, or job interviews. It's easy to find out what research people are doing, and people and places can be targeted undercover.¶ University laboratories, offices, and homes are often not locked or secured well. If necessary, most locks can be picked easily by somebody trained in standard locksmith skills. Most trash isn't shredded. Hired thieves don't even need to know what they're stealing and can be told a ruse, but money talks. And many victim companies and laboratories would cover up a break-in or leak, out of fear it would tarnish their reputation and reduce funding, as well as threaten individual jobs and well being. This kind of espionage has been going on for decades by professionals, normally undetected. It's just becoming much more deadly and easier for an individual or a small group to do on a shoestring budget.¶ This is not news, but has been known for decades by a tiny percentage of people. What is lacking is broader recognition, acceptance, and interest in bioweapons.¶ PERMANENT was created in 1985 while I was working for the Pentagon in advanced planning in space "defense" systems. From also reviewing "nuclear, biological, and chemical(NBC)" weaponsand other things at that time and before, it was abundantly clear to many of us that a much greater threat to the world, actually to our species, was biological weapons. In one way, it was good that nations were wasting their money and focus on nuclear, robotic, and more conventional weapons, which do not create existential risks, rather than on biological weapons.¶ While it was good experience to be working on advanced planning in the space program, there was very little interest in top government circles in space colonization, mainly just interest in the next money contracts, and overblown fear of the Soviets at that time was a successful formula for getting funding. Fear extinct -- before our own technological advances destroy us -- usually got a reinforced brushoff and often snide remarks. I mainly stuck to the engineering and scientific studies relevant to PERMANENT, with a general theme of space industrialization for sustainable profits, and space colonization following that.¶ The hottest topics were related to space tourism whereby we could go to space for selfish reasons for a vacation, such as private earth launchers. Advocates of private earth launch stated that we needed to get the cost of launch down via their private projects before space resources would become economical. (Baloney, as I discuss elsewhere on this website.)¶ When writing the PERMANENT book, I buried the biotechnology / supervirus / extinction threats in the Introduction (see, for example, page iii, under the section title Why. (That was published in 1998.)¶ At the turn of the millenium, I was actually out of money, due to spending my savings to write the PERMANENT book and website for outreach, as well as the expenses of ordering scientific publications and other important basic items, plus mailing copies of the book to wealthy people (at our expense, and we had to find them first) ... all while forgoing many opportunities to go out and make money instead for myself. While the website attracted huge numbers of visitors and a whole lot of traffic, not many people were willing to make any financial donation, and the overall support was very disappointing. My dot com bubble burst.¶ So, hardly able to survive, many years of working on PERMANENT website ground to a crawl, and the rest of PERMANENT was frozen for the most part, except for Sam Fraser's volunteer artistic overhaul in 2001. I had to go out and make money in the usual ordinary ways in the world.¶ Some time before this, in the year 2000, I moved the extinction risk and the responsibility of our generation up to the very top of the home page. "In all geologic time, our generation will be the one to get mankind off our lonely planetary cradle. It is a race against time, before biotechnology makes mankind extinct, or nanotechnology destroys Earth's biosphere, suddenly."¶ You can see a year 2000 version of this (before Sam's artistic overhaul) on the Way Back Machine's archival page on PERMANENT.¶ Then came the year 2001. 

Studies prove
Royal 10 — Jedidiah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, M.Phil. Candidate at the University of New South Wales, 2010 (“Economic Integration, Economic Signalling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, Edited by Ben Goldsmith and Jurgen Brauer, Published by Emerald Group Publishing, ISBN 0857240048, p. 213-215)
Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. ¶ First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. ¶ Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult [end page 213] to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 ¶ Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write,¶ The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89) ¶ Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. ¶ Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. “Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. ¶ In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. ¶ This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. [end page 214] Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.

Economic rationality is inevitable --- individuals will always attempt to survive off of limited resources. 

Shughart, 2006 (William, Professor of Economics at the University of Mississippi, "Terrorism in rational choice perspective," No date listed, latest citation from 2006 home.olemiss.edu/~shughart/Terrorism%20in%20rational%20choice%20perspective.pdf]

In the economist’s model of rational human behavior, all individuals are assumed to be motivated by self-interest. They seek to maximize their senses of personal well-being, or utility, an objective that includes not only the satisfaction derived from consuming goods and services purchased on the market, but also the psychic pleasure associated with the attainment of any other desired end. What is of chief importance here is that self-interest is not to be understood narrowly as selfishness; the aim of economically rational economic man (or woman) is not solely to maximize private income or wealth. Other-regarding preferences indulged by actions such as providing aid and comfort to family and friends, bestowing charity on strangers orsupporting a revolutionary cause fall within the ambit of the rational-choice model. So, too, does striving to gain entrence to a believed-in afterlife. Faced with a limited budget and unlimited wants, the problem confronting abstract economic man simply is to select the particular combination of market and non-market goods that, in the chooser’s own judgment, yields the greatest possible level of satisfaction. Terrorists are rational actors on that definition. Rationality in the spirit of Homooeconomicus is not necessarily to be found in terrorists’ stated intentions, though. Indeed, living in a “fantasy world” (Laqueur 1999, p. 28), the Red Army Faction (Baader-Meinhof Group), Italy’s BrigateRosse, France’s Action Directe and other left-wing terror groups of the 1960s and 1970s generally had no well-articulated purposes beyond “destruction of the current Western system” of liberal democracy (Kellen 1990, p. 55) and no practical plans for replacing it, except perhaps, as in the pipedreams of their Russian nihilist forebears, with a “universally all human social republic and harmony” (Dostoevsky [1872] 1994, p. 53). But terrorists are rational in two important means-ends senses. First, while the globe is terrorist-target rich, theresources commanded by individual terrorists and terrorist groups unavoidably are limited. Every terrorist faces a budget constraint and, whether acting alone or in concert with others, consequently must deploy money, munitions and manpower cost-effectively, allocating the available resources over time and space so as to maximize terrorism’s net returns, in whatever form those returns are expected to materialize. Second,terrorists respond rationallyto measures taken to counter them. When some targets are hardened, they shift attention to softer ones. If a country elevates its counterterrorist efforts, terrorists move their operations to less vigilant states. Terrorists, in short, behave as if they areguided by the same rational-choice calculus that animates human action in more ordinary settings. They evaluate the alternatives available to them and choose the option that promises the largest expected benefit relative to cost; they respond, moreover, “in a sensible and predictable fashion to changing risks” (Enders and Sandler 2006, p. 11) and, one might add, to changing rewards. Many of the causes and consequences of terrorism are, in short, amenable to explanation by the economist’s model of demand and supply.

Economics describe the world --- Err aff --- Historical analysis proves any alternative dooms us to disastrous consequences. 

Morriss, 2008  (Andrew, University of St. Thomas Law Journal, Volume 5, Issue 1 2008 Article 8, “The Necessity of Economics: The Preferential Option for the Poor, Markets, and Environmental Law,” http://ir.stthomas.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1140&context=ustlj)

Economics offers many insights into how the world around us works, much more than would be possible to summarize even in a full-length law review article with many footnotes. s From among those many insights, I have selected three "propositions" that demonstrate the fundamental points that economics is necessary, but not sufficient, to address environmental issues and that economics is necessary, but not sufficient, to reconcile the obligations of faith toward the poor and the need to protect the environment. By "propositions" I mean fundamental truths about human behavior and the natural world that we ignore at our peril, truths as basic as the laws of gravity or humanity's susceptibility to sin. We can write statutes or regulations that ignore these-and Congress, legislatures, and regulators the world over frequently do-but such measures risk the same fatal results as bridges built without accounting for gravity. These propositions I will offer are economic "theory," but they are theory in the sense that the laws of gravity are a theory and are founded upon economic insights spanninghundreds of years of careful analyses, testing of hypotheses, and rigorous debates. That does not mean all economists agree on all policy implications or that every prediction by an economist comes true. It does mean that the core principles of the discipline are not mere matters of opinion and that economics is not a "point of view" to be accorded equal weight with folk tales or political preferences. All theories of how the world works are not equal -some work better than others and the ones that work deserve greater weight in policy debates than the ones that do not. Economics' great strength is that it is a concise and powerful theory that explainsthe world remarkably well. Those who ignore its insights are doomed to fail. Proposition 1: TANSTAAFL Science fiction author Robert Heinlein coined the phrase "TANSTAAFL" as a shorthand way of saying "There Ain't No Such Thing As A Free Lunch" in his classic 1966 science fiction novel The Moon is a Harsh Mistress, in which he described a revolution by residents of lunar colonies against oppressive governments on Earth in 2076. 6 Heinlein had the revolutionaries emblazon TANSTAAFL on their flag and wove the principle through the free lunar society he imagined-a place where even air cost people money. "No free lunch" means that everything costs something. Everything. No exceptions. At a minimum, if I spend my time doing one activity, I cannot spend that time doing something else. Economists refer to the idea that resources devoted to one activity are unavailable for other activities as "opportunity cost." If we do X, we cannot use those resources to do Y. The failure to recognize that there is an opportunity cost to committing resources to any given use can have disastrous consequences because when we do not recognize that our actions have costs we cannot intelligently consider our alternatives. And if we cannot assess the costs and benefits of our alternatives, we cannot make reasoned choicesamong them. 7 In short, tradeoffs matter, and we need to pay attention to them.
Contention 2 is Oil Spills

Oil spills in the Gulf are inevitable
Shields 12 – David is an independent energy analyst based in Mexico City, quoted by the Inter-American Dialogue. (“Q and A: Is Mexico Prepared for Deepwater Drilling in the Gulf?” Inter-American Dialogue, February 20-24, http://repository.unm.edu/bitstream/handle/1928/20477/Is%20Mexico%20Prepared%20for%20Deepwater%20Drilling%20in%20the%20Gulf.pdf?sequence=1)

"They say that if a country does not defend its borders, then others will not respect those borders. That is probably how we should understand Pemex's decision to drill the Maximino-1 well in 3,000 meters of water in the Perdido Fold Belt, right next to the shared maritime boundary with the United States. It is a decision that does not make sense in terms of competitiveness or production goals. It is about defending the final frontier of national sovereignty and sticking the Mexican flag on the floor of the Gulf of Mexico to advise U.S. companies that they have no right to drill for oil in the ultradeep waters on the Mexican side. The recently signed deepwater agreement obliges both countries to work together and share the spoils of the development of transboundary reservoirs, if they actually exist. For now, Pemex, in line with constitutional restrictions, is going alone on the Mexican side. Safety is a major concern as Pemex and its contractors have no experience in such harsh environments. In fact, Pemex has never produced oil commercially anywhere in deep water. It does not have an insurance policy for worst-case scenarios nor does it have emergency measures in place to deal with a major spill. It does not fully abide by existing Mexican regulation of its deepwater activity, which cannot be enforced. On the U.S. side, prohibition of ultradeepwater drilling, enacted after the Deepwater Horizon spill, has come and gone. The next disaster is just waiting to happen."

The plan is key—joint inspections and US expertise 
Broder and Krauss 12 – John M. Broder reported from Washington, and Clifford Krauss from Houston, both for the New York Times. (“U.S. in Accord With Mexico on Drilling”, February 20, 2012, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/21/world/americas/mexico-and-us-agree-on-oil-and-gas-development-in-gulf.html?_r=1andref=americas)

WASHINGTON — The United States and Mexico reached agreement on Monday on regulating oil and gas development along their maritime border in the Gulf of Mexico, ending years of negotiations and potentially opening more than a million acres to deepwater drilling. The agreement, if ratified by Mexican and American lawmakers, would for the first time provide for joint inspection of the two countries’ rigs in the gulf. Until now, neither was authorized to oversee the environmental and safety practices of the other, even though oil spills do not respect international borders. “Each of the nations will maintain sovereignty and their own regulatory systems,” Ken Salazar, the interior secretary, said from Los Cabos, Mexico, where the agreement was completed. “But what this signifies, and what may be the most significant part of the agreement, is that we’re moving forward jointly with Mexico to ensure we have a common set of safety protocols. “As the Mexicans move into deepwater development,” Mr. Salazar said, “we want to make sure it’s done in a way that protects the environment and is as safe as possible.” The Transboundary Agreement, as it is called, will make up to 1.5 million acres of offshore territory claimed by the United States available for leasing as early as June, though the leases will not become active until a pact is ratified. The Interior Department estimates that the area contains as much as 172 million barrels of oil and 300 billion cubic feet of natural gas, relatively modest amounts by the oil-rich gulf’s standards. Mexico’s oil production has been a major source for the United States for more than 25 years, and it is the single most important revenue-raiser for the Mexican government. But its output has been in sharp decline in the last decade, as energy demand by its growing middle class has risen, forcing a decline in exports and raising the possibility that Mexico could become a net oil importer by the end of the decade. In response, Mexico’s national oil company, Petróleos Mexicanos, known as Pemex, has started a deepwater drilling program in recent years despite concerns that it is not sufficiently experienced for the task. Under the Mexican Constitution, Pemex cannot bring in a foreign partner like Royal Dutch Shell or Exxon Mobil to develop the gulf reserves, even though those companies have much more expertise in drilling in challenging waters. Pemex has drilled more than a dozen exploratory deepwater wells since 2002, but the results have been mixed. It plans to drill six more wells this year, including two at depths of more than 6,000 feet, where well pressure is customarily high and the possibility of a blowout is greater than in shallower wells. The program has been controversial in Mexico, especially after the BP accident two years ago. Juan Carlos Zepeda, Mexico’s chief oil regulator, has warned that Pemex is not prepared to control a possible leak from the two deepest wells it is planning this year and that the National Hydrocarbons Commission, the three-year-old agency Mr. Zepeda oversees, may be overmatched when it comes to regulating deepwater drilling. With a staff of 60, little logistical capability and a budget of only $7 million, it has had minimal say in how Pemex operates. In 1979, a blowout at one of Pemex’s shallow-water wells called Ixtoc I in the Bay of Campeche resulted in the largest oil spill ever in the gulf until the BP Deepwater Horizon disaster in 2010. The issue of sharing oil and gas reserves in gulf border waters dates from the 1970s. The two countries negotiated a treaty that would define their exploratory rights in border zones, but the United States Senate declined to ratify it in 1980. Presidents Obama and Felipe Calderón agreed to extend a drilling moratorium in the area until they could negotiate a final accord. The zones are near areas being drilled successfully, but they are in water depths reaching 10,000 feet and are considered vulnerable to hurricanes. “Mexico doesn’t have the resources to combat a major oil spill, and the United States does,” said Jorge Piñon, a former president of Amoco Oil Latin America and a current research fellow at the University of Texas. “Coordination and sharing communications, training, personnel, equipment and technology are essential for safe and productive drilling.” Gasoline prices are on the rise, and Republicans have blamed the administration for being slow to approve more domestic drilling. With the new agreement, coming at a time when the White House is moving closer to approving drilling in Alaskan Arctic waters, Mr. Obama was expected to argue that his policies have led to a surge in domestic production.

Prefer our studies—joint inspections could’ve prevented the BP oil spill
Baker 12 – George is the publisher of Mexico Energy Intelligence. (“Q and A: Is Mexico Prepared for Deepwater Drilling in the Gulf?” Inter-American Dialogue, February 20-24, http://repository.unm.edu/bitstream/handle/1928/20477/Is%20Mexico%20Prepared%20for%20Deepwater%20Drilling%20in%20the%20Gulf.pdf?sequence=1)

"The serious issues of corporate governance and regulation in the shadow of the Macondo incident have not yet been addressed in the many post-accident studies that have been released. On April 20, 2010, a joint BP-Transocean safety audit team boarded the Deepwater Horizon for an inspection of the safety practices of the crew and the condition of the facilities. The nominal objective of the inspection was to identify issues and conditions that could result in damage to lives, facilities and the environment. Within hours after the safety audit team flew off by helicopter, the Macondo well blew out. How is it that this team of senior safety auditors missed all the evidence that a catastrophe was unfolding beneath their feet? This is a question on the level of seriousness as that of the integrity of the cement that failed. The facile answer to the question is that safety, as a discipline and a concern, is divided into two parts: occupational safety, dealing with the slips and falls of employees, and process, or industrial, safety, dealing with conditions that could put the entire crew and facilities at risk. What happened on the Deepwater Horizon is that members of the safety audit team focused their attention on the feelgood issues of occupational safety, chit-chatting with crew members, while they ignored the fact that a cement bond log had not been run, and that proof of cement integrity was problematic at best. One measure to avoid a repetition of his situation would be to order, as a matter of regulation, safety audits of industrial safety and occupational safety to be carried out separately, by different teams."

The Gulf of Mexico is a key ecosystem for human survival—but it’s on the brink—now is key
Brown et al 11 

K. Andrews, J. Brenner, J.W. Tunnell, C. Canfield, C. Dorsett, M. Driscoll, and E. Johnson, S. Kaderka, A cooperative NGO report by the Nature Conservancy, "Strategy for Restoring the Gulf of Mexico", www.masgc.org/gmrp/documents/restorationstrategy.pdf

The Gulf of Mexico is ecologically and economically ¶ one of the most productive bodies of water on earth ¶ (Beck et al. 2000, Tunnell 2009). It provides the ¶ nation with valuable energy resources, abundant ¶ seafood, beautiful beaches, productive coastal ¶ wetlands, and a rich cultural heritage (Yoskowitz et al. ¶ 2010). But the Gulf has been mistreated for decades, ¶ as can be seen in degraded habitats, poor water quality, ¶ stressed fisheries, and altered coastal freshwater ¶ inflows (NOAA 2008, GOMA 2009). ¶ This history of diminished ecological capacity in the Gulf has direct impacts on human communities. A weak, unhealthy Gulf ecosystem increases the vulnerability of human communities to a multitude of hazards. We call ¶ this reduced ‘resilience,’ or the reduced ability of biophysical and socioeconomic systems to adapt to and recover ¶ from change. In recent years, diminished coastal habitat has magnified hurricane impacts on remaining habitats, ¶ wildlife, and Gulf residents, and in 2010 the world’s largest unintentional marine oil spill occurred here. ¶ The coastal communities dotting the Gulf shoreline know well the threats that rising seas and habitat loss pose ¶ to their safety and livelihoods. All told, over half of the Gulf of Mexico’s coastal habitats, roughly 4 million ¶ acres, have vanished—barrier islands, coastal marshes, mangroves and other coastal forests, seagrass beds and ¶ oyster reefs. For generations these habitats not only supported robust fisheries-based economies, but they also ¶ intercepted the surge created by strong storms, lessening their impact on human settlements. With sea levels ¶ rising and storms becoming more intense, the existence and health of these coastal habitats is more critical ¶ now than ever before. Unless society embraces a bold new restoration vision—one that restores habitats at an ¶ ecosystem scale—the future of the Gulf Coast is tenuous. 

The plan spills over the environmental protection in the entire Gulf of Mexico
Velarde 12 – Attorney and Counselor-at-Law, admitted in Mexico in 1988, and in the State of New York in 1991. Mr. López-Velarde held various positions at Pemex during 1988-1993, including that of Financial Advisor to the Finance Department, In-House Counsel in Houston, Texas, In-House Counsel in New York, and Head of the International Legal Department of Pemex. He was honored with the “Most Distinguished Attorney Award” of Pemex for the period 1990-1991. (“US-Mexican treaty on Gulf of Mexico transboundary reservoirs”, International Law Office, March 19, 2012, http://www.internationallawoffice.com/newsletters/detail.aspx?g=b9326bf8-f27f-43ff-b45a-1b2b70ccb217)

Pemex has indicated that it has no information to confirm the existence of a transboundary field. However, it is unlikely that both countries would take the step of concluding such a treaty without having geological information to suggest the existence of such a field. One of the covenants included in the treaty is particularly significant in this context. It requires the two federal governments to adopt common norms and standards concerning safety and environmental protection for the "activity contemplated under this agreement". Effectively, this means a harmonised system of offshore technical standards for exploration and production in the Gulf of Mexico - it seems highly unlikely that the relevant authorities in the United States(1) and Mexico(2) would agree to harmonise applicable standards only in respect of transboundary reservoirs.

Oil spills threaten gulf sponges key to fight diseases – BP put them on the brink

Downing 10 – Larry, Reuters senior staff (“Medical Cures May Be Destroyed By Oil Spill”, 7-9-10,http://www.wftv.com/news/news/medical-cures-may-be-destroyed-by-oil-spill/nJwf4/) 

ORANGE COUNTY, Fla. — The cure for cancer or malaria could be destroyed because of the oil disaster in the Gulf. Medical researchers from Orange County study the delicate sea sponges and other plant and animal life from the Gulf to create new life-saving drugs, but many of those precious resources are being killed off. VIDEO REPORT: Precious Medical Cures An underwater laboratory dives to 3,000 feet in search of cures for cancer, cures that could be hampered by the millions of gallons of oil pumping into the Gulf. UCF Professor DebopamChakrabarti says the Gulf waters are a precious resource for cancer and malaria-fighting organisms. "They are all sponges, but there are different kinds of sponges which are growing in unique areas,"Chakrabarti said. In a partnership with UCF and Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institute, the Sanford-Burnham Institute in Orlando is making strides in drugs to treat the tough-to-fight pancreatic cancer. "What's happening in the Gulf is literally going to fuel the next ten years of science. We're just figuring out the impact and seeing what has changed on all levels," said Greg Roth, Sanford-Burnham Medical Research. Sixty to 70 percent of all cancer drugs come from natural sources like the sea. That's the reason that researchers at the Sanford-Burnham Institute are so concerned over the impact of the BP oil spill. "We know there will be an impact and it's going to take a little time to figure out the impact is," Roth said. "I'm heartbroken, truly heartbroken," cancer survivor Jill Levin said. For cancer patients like Levin hearing that the Gulf spill will impact the search for those cancer killing organisms under the sea is disheartening. "We don't know what's out there, or what will help us, but we do know we are damaging it," Levin said. It’s not only damaging to sea life, but human life as well.
Sponges solve antibiotic resistance

Sanders 9 – Laura, Ph.D. in Molecular Biology from UCLA, Neuroscience Writer for Science News (“Sponge's secret weapon revealed” Science News, 00368423, 3-14-09, v.175, iss.6)

A chemical from an ocean-dwelling sponge can reprogram antibiotic resistant bacteria to make them vulnerable to medicines again, new evidence suggests. Ineffective antibiotics become lethal once again for bacteria treated with the sponge compound, chemist Peter Moeller reported February 13 at the American Association for the Advancement of Science annual meeting. ``The potential is outstanding. This could revolutionize our approach to thinking about how infections are treated,'' comments Carolyn Sotka of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's Oceans and Human Health Initiative in Charleston, S.C. Everything living in the ocean survives in a microbial soup, under constant bombardment from bacterial assaults. Researchers led by Moeller, of Hollings Marine Laboratory in Charleston, found a sponge thriving in the midst of dead organisms. This anomalous life amidst death raised an obvious question, says Moeller: ``How is this thing surviving when everything else is dead?'' Chemical analyses of the sponge's chemical defense factory pointed to a compound called ageliferin. Biofilms, communities of bacteria notoriously resistant to antibiotics, dissolved when treated with fragments of the ageliferin molecule. And new biofilms did not form. So far, the ageliferin offshoot has, in the lab, successfully resensitized bacteria that cause whooping cough, ear infections, septicemia and food poisoning. The compound also works on Pseudomonas aeruginosa, which causes horrible infections in wounded soldiers, and MRSA infections, which wreak havoc in hospitals. ``We have yet to find one that doesn't work,'' says Moeller. And the results may not just apply to bacteria in communities. The compound is able to reprogram antibiotic-resistant bacteria that don't form biofilms. When bacteria are treated with the compound, antibiotics that usually have no effect are once again lethal. This substance may be the first one that can eliminate bacteria's resistance, Moeller says. ``This resensitization is brand new.'' And the problem of perpetuating a bacterial-resistance arms race, in which bacteria rapidly develop countermeasures against new antibiotics, may be avoided entirely with the new compound. ``Since the substance is nontoxic to the bacterium, it's not throwing up any red flags,'' says Moeller. 

Antibiotic resistance is a doomsday scenario involving superbugs and life-threatening infections that cause extinction

Castillo 11

Castillo, 10/28/2011 (Rafael, Doomsday scenario with ‘superbugs’, Philippine Daily Inquirer, p. http://business.inquirer.net/27353/doomsday-scenario-with-%E2%80%98superbugs%E2%80%99)

From time to time, we get reports about emerging superbugs—microbes which are resistant to most antibiotics. This is no trivial problem which we can just brush aside. As the World Health Official (WHO) warns, the world may find itself in an era where there are no effective drug treatments for many infections. Simple as it sounds, it looks pretty much of a doomsday scenario. That means that even common infections like respiratory tract or urinary tract can progress to potentially life-threatening infections because the bug can’t be controlled by any antibiotic anymore. Bacteria will have their grand heyday, and everyone—especially the elderly, the children and those with compromised immune systems—is ill-fated prey to these ogre microbes.

Infectious diseases are inevitable. Rapid evolution and adaptation risk extinction

Walsh 13

Walsh, 7/10/2013 (Bryan, From AIDS to SARS to MERS, Emerging Infectious Diseases Remain a Dire Threat, Time, p. http://science.time.com/2013/07/10/from-aids-to-sars-to-mers-emerging-infectious-diseases-remain-a-dire-threat/)

Now the world is facing another emerging infectious disease. MERS — Middle East respiratory syndrome — is in the same family of coronaviruses as SARS, which killed at least 775 people after it emerged in China in late 2002. MERS, which first appeared in Saudi Arabia in September, has been kicking around the Middle East for nearly a year, infecting at least 79 people. It causes fever, cough and shortness of breath, and so far it has been a killer — about half the confirmed cases so far have resulted in death. On July 9 the World Health Organization (WHO) convened an emergency meeting to determine whether the new coronavirus that causes MERS constitutes a “public-health emergency of international concern,” as WHO assistant director general Dr. Keiji Fukuda put it. (For more about MERS, read the WHO’s latest update.) The good news is that a recent report published in the Lancet indicates that the virus has a relatively low level of infectiousness — less so than the measles and strong cases of the flu — which may limit its potential to ignite a global pandemic. A similar lack of infectiousness also kept SARS from becoming a lasting global menace, though the disease did cause nearly $50 billion in damages. But there’s no guarantee that MERS won’t mutate or worsen over time. And even if it doesn’t, there will always be new infectious diseases waiting to emerge, as Drs. David Morens and Anthony Fauci warn in a new paper: While it has become possible to eradicate certain infectious diseases [smallpox and the veterinary disease rinderpest], and to significantly control many others [dracunculiasis, measles, and polio, among others], it seems unlikely that we will eliminate most emerging infectious diseases in the foreseeable future. Pathogenic microorganisms can undergo rapid genetic changes, leading to new phenotypic properties that take advantage of changing host and environmental opportunities. Influenza viruses serve as a good example of emerging and re-emerging infectious agents in their ability to rapidly evolve in response to changing host and environmental circumstances via multiple genetic mechanisms. New ‘founder’ influenza viruses appear periodically, cause a pandemic, raise widespread population immunity, and then, in response to human immune pressures, evolve and persist for decades using multiple genetic evolutionary mechanisms to sustain continual immune escape. The 1918 influenza pandemic virus is one example: over the past 95 years, its descendants have evolved continually by antigenic drift, intrasubtypic reassortment, and antigenic shift, the latter producing new pandemics in 1957 and 1968. Even the genetically complex 2009 pandemic H1N1 influenza virus is a descendant of the 1918 virus. Such continuous genetic hyperevolution forces us to develop new influenza vaccines containing new antigens on an annual basis. Morens and Fauci — the latter of whom was on the front lines of the battle against AIDS in the early 1980s — track the threat of both emerging and re-emerging infectious diseases. Dengue and West Nile viruses are two of the latter. Dengue first emerged in Africa centuries ago, but was brought over to the Americas thanks to the slave trade, most likely through infected slaves who seeded the mosquito population in North America when they arrived. (Both dengue and West Nile are transmitted via mosquitoes.) Changing health conditions allow old diseases to become more dangerous — because of the immune suppression that results from HIV infection, fungal diseases like cryptococcal meningitis, which a healthy person would be able to fight off, have become leading causes of death in HIV hot spots like sub-Saharan Africa. The dream of eliminating infectious disease is dead. The global community has spent billions of dollars to try to finally stamp out polio, but that disease has proved stubborn. And the growth of globalization has given infectious disease a boost. As we push into wild places like the rainforests of central Africa, human beings come into contact with exotic species with exotic germs. Air travel — which grows each year — puts nearly every corner of the planet, no matter how remote, within a day of a major city. Population growth of both people and domestic animals like chickens and pigs means all the more fuel for new microbes to feast on, and makes it easier for viruses to leap across the species barrier. If we’re lucky, MERS will be another viral dead end, not contagious enough to do lasting global damage. But as experts like Morens and Fauci know, we won’t be lucky forever.
Marine Invertebrates are disproportionately affected by deep-water spills—BP put them on the brink
CBD 11 

Center for Biological Diversity, "A DEADLY TOLL: The gulf Oil Spill and the Unfolding Wildlife Disaster", April 2011, www.biologicaldiversity.org/programs/public_lands/energy/dirty_energy_development/oil_and_gas/gulf_oil_spill/a_deadly_toll.html

INVERTEBRATES¶ Oil and dispersed oil are toxic to marine invertebrates such as corals, lobsters, crabs, oysters, clams, zooplankton, starfish and sand-dwelling organisms. It is impossible to tally how many invertebrates have been harmed by the BP oil spill. The government has stated that resources that invertebrates rely on have been injured, ecological services have been disrupted, and that the potential for invertebrate recovery is limited. Researchers have observed dead and dying corals in deep waters southwest of the BP well, reporting that the corals have been covered with a brown substance. Fishermen have reported vanishing oysters, and oiled crabs are being found on beaches. In November, fishermen reported pulling up tar balls in their shrimp nets, and the closure on royal red shrimp fishing lasted until February. Oil pollution will persist for decades or longer in the Gulf, resulting in continued disruption to invertebrate life. Scientists tracing the fate of the dispersed oil in the water column have found that oil particles are being transferred within the food web, which poses ongoing risks to all marine life in the Gulf. Forty years after an oil spill off the coast of Massachusetts, fiddler crabs are still being harmed by persistent pollution.

They’re a keystone species in the Gulf
Earth Gauge 10 

A national environmental education foundation program, provides environmental and climate knowledge to broadcast meteorologists, "Gulf Oil Spill Seeries: Effects on Invertebrates", www.earthgauge.net/wp-content/EG_Gulf_Invertebrates.pdf

FROM SPILLS TO SPECIES ¶ Crude oil, such as that which has been leaking into the Gulf of Mexico, can have a range of effects on marine ¶ organisms. Invertebrates – animals without backbones, such as fish larvae, plankton, jellyfish, starfish, crabs, shrimp ¶ and bivalves – are crucial to the marine food web, yet are more difficult to monitor than larger animals such as ¶ mammals, birds and sea turtles. Invertebrate species in the Gulf number in the thousands. In addition, they are often ¶ small or microscopic, and some live in the benthic (bottom) zone or throughout the water column, where they may be ¶ more difficult to track. ¶ ¶ A variety of factors affect the impact of oil on invertebrate populations, including the ¶ type of oil, how long the oil has been in the water, concentration, type of habitat, ¶ microbial communities present, weather conditions and water quality. Latitude can also ¶ be a factor. Hydrocarbons – organic compounds made up of carbon and hydrogen that ¶ are the building blocks of oil – linger longer in high latitude marine environments. In ¶ addition, high latitude ecosystems have simple food webs and lower biodiversity; if a ¶ keystone species’ population is reduced after an oil spill, there are few to no species ¶ that can take its place in the food web. ¶ Oil slick. NRL& USGS. ¶ Because oil spills input a large amount of oil into the marine environment in a short amount of time, marine bacteria that typically digest oil from natural sources cannot break it down fast enough to prevent impacts on other marine life. ¶ In addition, if there is more sediment in the water, it mixes with oil, causing the oil to sink or travel farther outside of the ¶ spill area. ¶ Once it enters the ocean, crude oil breaks down into three main components, which each affect invertebrates in a ¶ different way. Volatile compounds evaporate at the surface or dissolve in the water column, impacting animals such as ¶ plankton that live close to the surface and take in a large amount of water relative to their body size. Another ¶ component of oil forms a thick “mousse,” which coats mammals and birds, in addition to washing onshore and ¶ impacting tidal communities. The third is a sinking component that impacts invertebrates, fish and mammals below the ¶ surface. 

A decline in marine invertebrates will snowball to human extinction 
ZSL 12 (Zoological Society London, a report published today (Friday 31st) by the Zoological Society of London (ZSL), in conjunction with IUCN and the IUCN Species Survival Commission, 8/31/12, http://www.zsl.org/conservation/news/invertebrates-on-the-brink,993,NS.html)

Digging up earthworms, chasing butterflies and collecting clam shells could become a thing of the past if enough isn’t done to protect invertebrates. And if they disappear, humans could soon follow. These critters form the basis of many of the essential benefits that nature provides; earthworms recycle waste nutrients, coral reefs support a myriad of life forms and bees help pollinate crops. More than 12,000 invertebrates from the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species were reviewed by conservation scientists who discovered freshwater species to be under the highest risk of extinction, followed closely by terrestrial and marine invertebrates. The findings from this initial group of global, regional and national assessments provide important insight into the overall status of invertebrates. Together they indicate that the threat status of invertebrates is likely very similar to that of vertebrates and plants. Invertebrates are at risk from a variety of threats. Molluscs such as thick shelled river mussels suffer from pollution from agricultural sources and dam construction, which affects the quality of the water they live in. Crayfish such as the noble crayfish, are at risk from the impact of invasive species and diseases. What starts off as a local decline could lead to a global extinction, and recognising the growing pressures on invertebrates is critical to informing more effective conservation. Dr. Ben Collen, head of the Indicators and Assessments unit at ZSL says: “Invertebrates constitute almost 80 per cent of the world’s species, and a staggering one in five species could be at risk of extinction. While the cost of saving them will be expensive, the cost of ignorance to their plight appears to be even greater”. The highest risk of extinction tends to be associated with species that are less mobile and are only found in small geographical areas. For example, vertebrate amphibians and invertebrate freshwater molluscs both face high levels of threat – around one third of species. In contrast, invertebrate species which are more mobile like dragonflies and butterflies face a similar threat to that of birds, and around one tenth of species are at risk. ZSL’s Director of Conservation, Professor Jonathan Baillie added: “We knew that roughly one fifth of vertebrates and plants were threatened with extinction, but it was not clear if this was representative of the small spineless creatures that make up the majority of life on the planet. The initial findings in this report indicate that 20% of all species may be threatened. This is particularly concerning as we are dependent on these spineless creatures for our very survival.” Invertebrates not only provide a bewilderingly rich and varied component of the natural world, they are our natural capital; the engineers of the many benefits which humans accumulate from an intact and fully functioning environment. “In the IUCN Species Survival Commission (SSC) we are now trying to expand the number of invertebrates species assessed for the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species,” said Dr Simon Stuart, Chair, IUCN Species Survival Commission. “The early results of this work are included in this book. I very much hope that the expansion of conservation-related information on invertebrates will give them a much higher conservation profile in future.” “We need to successfully communicate the significance and value of invertebrate life, if we are to rescue the many thousands of threatened species from the brink of extinction.” said Richard Edwards, Chief Executive of Wildscreen, an IUCN Red List partner working to help raise the public profile of the world’s threatened species, through the power of wildlife imagery. “This important report highlights the impact we are having on the world’s invertebrate biodiversity, species we all rely on for healthy natural systems, sustainable livelihoods and human well-being." Human demand for resources is continually increasing the pressure on invertebrate populations. This report paints a clear picture of how biodiversity is changing, and will enable experts to implement successful conservation plans for those invertebrates which are struggling to survive.
Biodiversity loss means extinction – adaptation is possible as long as we maintain biodiversity – means we control uniqueness
Knight 12 (Matthew, CNN News Service, siting International Union for Conservation of Nature, “Extinction threat a call to world leaders at Rio summit,” 6/20/2012, http://www.cnn.com/2012/06/19/world/rio-red-list-extinction-species/index.html)

The IUCN assessed a total of 63,837 plant and animal species around the globe which revealed 19,817 of that number are currently threatened with extinction, with 3,947 described as "critically endangered" -- the final classification prior to extinction. A further 5,766 are "endangered," while more than 10,000 species are listed as "vulnerable." "Sustainability is a matter of life and death for people on the planet. A sustainable future cannot be achieved without conserving biological diversity ... not only for nature itself but also for all seven billion people who depend on it," Julia Marton-Lefevre, IUCN director general, said in a statement. "(The latest report) is a clarion call to world leaders gathering in Rio to secure the web of life," Marton-Lefevre added. Amphibious creatures like frogs, toads and newts are the most endangered group with 41% facing extinction. A quarter of all mammals and 13% of bird species are heading towards a similar fate. Ocean biodiversity is continuing its decline with a third of all reef-building corals threatened by extinction which could cause potentially catastrophic consequences for humans. More than 275 million people are dependent on coral reefs for food, coastal protection and their livelihoods, according to the IUCN. The reef fishing industry is worth $6.8 billion annually but overfishing is now affecting more than half the world's reefs. "The services and economic value that species provide are irreplaceable and essential to our well being," Jon Paul Rodríguez, deputy chair, IUCN Species Survival Commission, said in a statement. "Unless we live within the limits set by nature, and manage our natural resources sustainably, more and more species will be driven towards extinction. If we ignore our responsibility we will compromise our own survival," he added. Plants also continue to face severe threats. Two species (Acalypha dikuluwensis and Basananthe cupricola) were officially declared extinct in 2012 and 30% of conifers are under threat. "Recent work on plant assessments suggests that around one in five plants are threatened with extinction," says professor Stephen Hopper, director (CEO and chief scientist), Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, England. "Three quarters of the world's population depends directly on plants for their primary health care. Eighty percent of our calorie intake comes from 12 plant species. If we care about the food we eat, and the medicines we use, we must act to conserve our medicinal plants and our crop wild relatives," he added. Paul Smith, Head of the Millennium Seed Bank at the Royal Botanic Gardens says that every plant extinction makes it more challenging for humans to adapt to change. "You look at all the big environmental problems -- food security, water scarcity, energy, climate change mitigation and adaptation -- the fact is we need to adapt and innovate," Smith said. "We have always adapted and innovated -- 10,000 years ago we innovated with agriculture. But we can only innovate if we have access to a full range of plant diversity," he added. The seed bank at Kew, the largest of its kind in the world, currently stores 11% (around 31,000 specimens) of the world's plant species. Smith says the plant extinctions that have occurred since the first Earth Summit in 1992 have all been entirely avoidable. "There is no technological reason why a plant species should become extinct. To collect and preserve an entire species which we can keep in the seed bank here for 200 years costs about £2,000," he said. Smith says the failures to forge ahead with environmental action in recent years have been down to lack of political will. "I think because people are incapable of thinking in the long term -- particularly politicians and our leaders. There hasn't been either priority or resource given to these tasks," he said.
Outweighs any other impact
Chen, 2K 
[Jim, Prof of law U of Minnesota, Now Dean of Law School at Louisville “Globalization and Its Losers”, 9 Minn. J. Global Trade 157’ HeinOnline]

The spread of Homo sapiens around the earth have brought about mass extinctions and related ecological changes on a scale not seen since the Cretaceous period. In its e olutionary impact, comprehensive human colonization of the planet easily out- classes an ice age, or even twenty.' The previous geological event of comparable magnitude ushered out the dinosaurs; the one before that, the mass extinction that closed out the Permian period, nearly ended the terrestrial tenure of what we arro- gantly call "higher" life forms.2 In the last 600 million years of geological history, only five previous extinction spasms have taken place.3 We are living - or perhaps more accurately, dying - through the sixth.4 "[Half the world's species will be extinct or on the verge of extinction" by the end of the twenty-first century.5 In environmental terms, globalization merely continues what humanity has been doing since the glaciers last re- treated: subdue every niche within its reach. he spectacle of mass extinction gives rhetorical ammuni- tion to all opponents of globalization - not just environmental- ists, but also those who resist free trade as a threat to labor standards, cultural independence, religious values, declining languages, agricultural self-sufficiency, and the like. Just as the global expansion of a single "Terminator" primate species has sparked the Holocene epoch's ecological holocaust, the emer- gence of a global society threatens a host of human institutions. Where a geological clock once marked the entrance and exit of species, an accelerated human stopwatch now tracks the rise and fall of regimes, religions, languages, and civilizations. Time and chance happen to them all.7 The extinction metaphor describes not only a natural world in ecological cataclysm, but also a human society buffeted by changes of unprecedented scope and seemingly relentless acceleration. In this dual sense, globalization is nothing short of the end of the world.8 So apocalyptic an assertion deserves nothing less than the most grandiose of intellectual frameworks. I will examine globalization through a Darwinian lens, in the hope that an application of natural evolution as "universal acid" will "eat[ ] through just about every traditional concept, and leave[ ] in its wake a revolutionized world-view, with most of the old landmarks still recognizable, but transformed in fundamental ways."9 In economic, cultural, and environmental realms, globalization unleashes the same Darwinian dynamics of adaptation, natural selection, and extinction. But the natural world and human society do differ fundamentally. For natural species, extinction truly is forever. The ecosystems they inhabit will not recover in any time frame that humans can meaningfully contemplate. Human institutions, by contrast, are much more readily preserved and revived. To the extent that globalized society must choose, it should systematically favor the environment over jobs and even culture. One final observation bears notice. Received wisdom in American intellectual circles distrusts almost any extension of evolutionary metaphors and analogies outside the strictly bio- economic case for free trade lies beyond reasonable dispute, "so- cial issues" affecting employment and income, community and culture, and health and environment supply the primary - per- haps even exclusive - fault lines for legal debate.16 […] Conscious decisions to allow the extinction of a species or the destruction of an entire ecosystem epitomize the "irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources" that NEPA is designed to retard.312 The original Endangered Species Act gave such decisions no quarter whatsoever;313 since 1979, such decisions have rested in the hands of a solemnly convened "God Squad."314 In its permanence and gravity, natural extinction provides the baseline by which all other types of extinction should be judged. The Endangered Species Act explicitly acknowledges the "esthetic, ecological, educational, historical, recreational, and scientific value" of endangered species and the biodiversity they represent.315 Allied bodies of international law confirm this view:316 global biological diversity is part of the commonly owned heritage of all humanity and deserves full legal protection.317 Rather remarkably, these broad assertions understate the value of biodiversity and the urgency of its protection. A Sand County Almanac, the eloquent bible of the modern environmental movement, contains only two demonstrable bio- logical errors. It opens with one and closes with another. We can forgive Aldo Leopold's decision to close with that elegant but erroneous epigram, "ontogeny repeats phylogeny."318 What concerns us is his opening gambit: "There are some who can live without wild things, and some who cannot."319  Not quite. None of us can live without wild things. Insects are so essential to life as we know it that if they "and other land-dwelling anthropods ... were to disappear, humanity probably could not last more than a few months."320 "Most of the amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals," along with "the bulk of the flowering plants and ... the physical structure of most forests and other terrestrial habitats" would disappear in turn.321 "The land would return to" something resembling its Cambrian condition, "covered by mats of recumbent wind-pollinated vegetation, sprinkled with clumps of small trees and bushes here and there, largely devoid of animal life."322 From this perspective, the mere thought of valuing biodiversity is absurd, much as any attempt to quantify all of earth's planetary amenities as some trillions of dollars per year is absurd. But the frustration inherent in enforcing the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) has shown that conservation cannot work without appeasing Homo economicus, the profit-seeking ape. Efforts to ban the international ivory trade through CITES have failed to stem the slaughter of African elephants.323 The preservation of biodiversity must therefore begin with a cold, calculating inventory of its benefits. Fortunately, defending biodiversity preservation in humanity's self-interest is an easy task. As yet unexploited species might give a hungry world a larger larder than the storehouse of twenty plant species that provide nine-tenths of humanity's current food supply.324 "Waiting in the wings are tens of thousands of unused plant species, many demonstrably superior to those in favor."325 As genetic warehouses, many plants enhance the productivity of crops already in use. In the United States alone, the latest phylogeny" means that the life history of any individual organism replays the entire evolutionary history of that organism's species. genes of wild plants have accounted for much of "the explosive growth in farm production since the 1930s."326 The contribution is worth $1 billion each year.327 Nature's pharmacy demonstrates even more dramatic gains than nature's farm.328 Aspirin and penicillin, our star analgesic and antibiotic, had humble origins in the meadowsweet plant and in cheese mold.329 Leeches, vampire bats, and pit vipers all contribute anticoagulant drugs that reduce blood pressure, pre- vent heart attacks, and facilitate skin transplants.330 Merck & Co., the multinational pharmaceutical company, is helping Costa Rica assay its rich biota.33' A single commercially viable product derived "from, say, any one species among... 12,000 plants and 300,000 insects ... could handsomely repay Merck's entire investment" of $1 million in 1991 dollars.332 Wild animals, plants, and microorganisms also provide ecological services.333 The Supreme Court has lauded the pesticidal talents of migratory birds.334 Numerous organisms process the air we breathe, the water we drink, the ground we stroll.335 Other species serve as sentries. Just as canaries warned coal miners of lethal gases, the decline or disappearance of indicator species provides advance warning against deeper environmental threats.336 Species conservation yields the greatest environmental amenity of all: ecosystem protection. Saving discrete species indirectly protects the ecosystems in which they live.337 Some larger animals may not carry great utilitarian value in themselves, but the human urge to protect these charismatic "flagship species" helps protect their ecosystems.338 Indeed, to save any species, we must protect their ecosystems.339 Defenders of biodiversity can measure the "tangible economic value" of the pleasure derived from "visiting, photographing, painting, and just looking at wildlife."340 In the United States alone, wildlife observation and feeding in 1991 generated $18.1 billion in consumer spending, $3 billion in tax revenues, and 766,000 jobs.341 Ecotourism gives tropical countries, home to most of the world's species, a valuable alternative to subsistence agriculture. Costa Rican rainforests preserved for ecotourism "have become many times more profitable per hectare than land cleared for pastures and fields," while the endangered gorilla has turned ecotourism into "the third most important source of income in Rwanda."342 In a globalized economy where commodities can be cultivated almost anywhere, environmentally sensitive locales can maximize their wealth by exploiting the "boutique" uses of their natural bounty. The value of endangered species and the biodiversity they embody is "literally . . . incalculable."343 What, if anything, should the law do to preserve it? There are those that invoke the story of Noah's Ark as a moral basis for biodiversity preservation.344 Others regard the entire Judeo-Christian tradition, especially the biblical stories of Creation and the Flood, as the root of the West's deplorable environmental record.345 To avoid getting bogged down in an environmental exegesis of Judeo- Christian "myth and legend," we should let Charles Darwin and evolutionary biology determine the imperatives of our moment in natural "history."346 The loss of biological diversity is quite arguably the gravest problem facing humanity. If we cast the question as the contemporary phenomenon that "our descendants [will] most regret," the "loss of genetic and species diversity by the destruction of natural habitats" is worse than even "energy depletion, economic collapse, limited nuclear war, or conquest by a totalitarian government."347 Natural evolution may in due course renew the earth with a diversity of species approximating that of a world unspoiled by Homo sapiens - in ten million years, perhaps a hundred million.
Short term transition war outweighs
CSM 12 (Christian Science Monitor News, “Earth’s ecosystems nearing catastrophic tipping point, warn scientists,” 6/7/12, http://www.csmonitor.com/Science/2012/0607/Earth-s-ecosystems-nearing-catastrophic-tipping-point-warn-scientists-video)

Earth is rapidly headed toward a catastrophic breakdown if humans don't get their act together, according to an international group of scientists. Writing Wednesday (June 6) in the journal Nature, the researchers warn that the world is headed toward a tipping point marked by extinctions and unpredictable changes on a scale not seen since the glaciers retreated 12,000 years ago. "There is a very high possibility that by the end of the century, the Earth is going to be a very different place," study researcher Anthony Barnosky told LiveScience. Barnosky, a professor of integrative biology from theUniversity of California, Berkeley, joined a group of 17 other scientists to warn that this new planet might not be a pleasant place to live. "You can envision these state changes as a fast period of adjustment where we get pushed through the eye of the needle," Barnosky said. "As we're going through the eye of the needle, that's when we see political strife, economic strife, war and famine."
Extra Econ

Economic theory prevents environmental destruction --- valuation highlights values in political decision making realms. 

Economist, 2005 (The Economist, April 21, “Are you being served?”, http://www.economist.com/node/3886849) 

AT THE Miraflores lock on the Panama Canal it is possible to watch the heartbeat of international trade in action. One by one, giant ships piled high with multi-coloured containers creep through the lock's narrow confines and are disgorged neatly on the other side. If it were not for the canal, these ships would have to make a two-to-three-week detour around South America. That would have a significant effect on the price of goods around much of the world. It is therefore sobering to consider that each ship requires 200m litres of fresh water to operate the locks of the canal and that, over the years, this water has been drying up.¶ Scientists at the Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute, in Panama, think that reforesting the canal's denuded watershed would help regulate the supply. One of them, Robert Stallard, a hydrologist and biogeochemist who also works for the United States Geological Survey in Boulder, Colorado, has operated in the country for two decades, and knows the terrain well. A deforested, grass-covered watershed would release far more water in total than a forested one, he admits, but that water would arrive in useless surges rather than as a useful steady stream. A forested watershed makes a lot more sense.¶ Another problem caused by deforestation is that it allows more sediment and nutrients to flow into the canal. Sediment clogs the channel directly. Nutrients do so indirectly, by stimulating the growth of waterweeds. Both phenomena require regular, and expensive, dredging. More trees would ameliorate these difficulties, trapping sediments and nutrients as well as regulating the supply of fresh water. Planting forests around the Panama Canal would thus have the same effect as building vast reservoirs and filtration beds.¶ Viewed this way, any scheme to reforest the canal's watershed is, in fact, an investment in infrastructure. Normally, this would be provided by the owner. But in this case the owner is the Panamanian government, and Panama is in debt, has a poor credit rating and finds it expensive to borrow money. And yet investing in the canal's watershed clearly makes economic sense. Who will pay?¶ In the case of the Panama Canal, the answer may turn out to be John Forgach, an entrepreneur, banker and chairman of ForestRe, a forestry insurance company based in London. MrForgach's plan is to use the financial markets to arrange for companies dependent on the canal to pay for the reforestation. Working in collaboration with several as-yet-unnamed insurance and reinsurance companies, MrForgach is trying to put together a deal in which these companies would underwrite a 25-year bond that would pay for the forest to be replanted. The companies would then ask those of their big clients who use the canal to buy the bond. Firms such as Wal-Mart, and a number of Asian carmakers, which currently insure against the huge losses they would suffer if the canal were closed, would pay a reduced premium if they bought forest bonds.¶This is meant to be a good business deal, but it is structured in a way that brings environmental and social benefits, too. The forest will have a diverse mixture of species that the Smithsonian's scientists have demonstrated grow well (thus pleasing environmentalists), are valuable, and which local people have deemed to be useful for food and medicine. It is also a test case for MrForgach. If he succeeds, he will try it elsewhere because he thinks there is an opportunity in treating the regulation of water and climate as a utility—in other words, as a service for which people will pay money. This, he says, should be a perfectly viable investment.¶ In from the cold¶ In the case of the canal, the financial value of reforestation is clear even if who pays for it is not. But putting a cash value on what are called variously “environmental”, “ecosystem” or “ecological” services has, historically, been a fraught process.¶Early attempts at such valuation resulted in impressive but unsound figures that were seized on by environmental advocates and then, when they were discredited, used by opponents to tar the whole idea. Now, though, things have improved.¶ First of all, science is producing abundant evidence that the natural environment provides a wide range of economic benefits beyond the obvious ones of timber and fish. Ecologists now know a great deal more than they used to about how ecosystems work, which habitats deliver which services, and in what quantity those services are supplied. Last month, for example, saw the publication of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, the first global survey of ecological services. Its authors warn that attention will have to be paid to these services if global development goals are to be met.¶But the only way this can happen is if ecological services have sound, real (and realistic) values attached to them. As “Valuing Ecosystem Services”, a report written recently for America's National Research Council, points out, the difficult part is providing a precise description of the links between the structures and functions of various bits of the environment, so that proper values can be calculated. What this means is that the more there is known about the ecology of, say, a forest, the better the valuation of the services it provides will be. Fortunately, according to two reports published by the World Bank at the end of 2004, significant progress has been made towards developing techniques for valuing environmental costs and benefits. There is, says one of these reports, no longer any excuse for considering them unquantifiable.¶ The turning point for this way of looking at things was in 1997. In that year, the city government of New York realised that changing agricultural practices meant it would need to act to preserve the quality of the city's drinking water. One way to have done this would have been to install new water-filtration plants, but that would have cost $4 billion-6 billion up front, together with annual running costs of $250m. Instead, the government is paying to preserve the rural nature of the Catskill Mountains from which New York gets most of its water. It is spending $250m on buying land to prevent development, and paying farmers $100m a year to minimise water pollution.¶Many of the valuation studies done since then have involved water, probably because it is so obviously a valuable ecological service. Forests and swamps (or “wetlands”, to give the latter their politically correct modern moniker) filter and purify water, and act as reservoirs to capture rain and melting snow. When such areas become degraded, it may be necessary to make expensive investments in treatment plants, dams and other flood-control measures. Several other American cities, following in New York's footsteps, have calculated that every dollar invested in environmental protection would save anywhere from $7.50 to $200 on the cost of what would otherwise have to be spent on filtration and water-treatment facilities.¶ Nor it is it only rich countries that benefit. In 2003, Muthurajawela wetland sanctuary, just north of Colombo in Sri Lanka, was calculated by the World Conservation Union to be providing services worth $8m a year—or $260,000 per square kilometre. These services include the cleaning of sewage and waste water from industry, as well as flood attenuation and the support of downstream fisheries. At the same time, the waste-water-processing capacity of a swamp in Uganda was calculated to be even more valuable than this, at least per unit area. Its 5.5 square kilometres provided a service worth $2m.¶ When valuation has been done, payment can follow. In Cape Town, South Africa, for example, it proved cheaper to restore the town's watershed to its native vegetation than to divert water from elsewhere, or to create reservoirs. And there are a wide range of other cities and towns in the poor world that use ecological payments to protect their water supplies—from Quito in Ecuador with 1.2m people to Yamabal in El Salvador with only 3,800.¶ More complex benefits can be paid for in more complex ways. A scheme in Costa Rica, which costs $57m a year, is paid for partly by hydroelectric-power producers, who receive services such as stream-flow regulation, sediment retention and erosion control, partly by private consumers of water, who use it for irrigation, and partly by the country's government, in order to supply towns with water and maintain the area's scenic beauty for recreation and ecotourism.¶ Meanwhile in Colombia and France, there are schemes financed entirely by the private sector. Large agricultural producers in the Cauca Valley pay fees for watershed-management projects, such as erosion control and reforestation. And Perrier-Vittel, a bottler of mineral water, has found it necessary to reforest parts of heavily farmed watersheds and also to pay farmers to switch to modern facilities and organic farming in order to preserve the quality of some of its products.¶Valuing ecosystem services can also point to places where inaction is best.After fires in Croatia had damaged many forests, a study was done to see if restoration was worthwhile given their value to the tourist industry. Examination of 11 sites revealed that the net benefits varied significantly (see chart). Some sites were not worthy candidates and were dropped.¶ As scientific understanding of ecological services improves, new financial opportunities emerge. For example, the importance of insect pollination to the quality and quantity of agricultural crops such as coffee, almonds and apples, has only recently become appreciated. Last year, a study in Costa Rica found that on one farm alone the natural pollination of coffee by insects was worth $60,000. Coffee yields were 20% higher on plots that lay within a kilometre of natural forest.¶ Simply having this kind of information could change the way that coffee farmers view areas such as forest and wild grasslands on or near their property. Looked at another way, it might encourage owners of forests that help to pollinate a neighbour's crops to demand payment. Indeed, a version of this sort of blackmail already happens on an international scale. Elliot Morley, Britain's minister for the environment, says that developing countries sometimes say to him, “give us the money or the forest gets it”.¶ The bee's knees¶Putting a proper value on ecological services is bound up with another economic anomalythat haunts environmental economics. This is the creation of what economists term externalities—economic impacts made when those taking a decision do not bear all the costs (or reap all the gains) of their actions. When a piece of natural habitat is ploughed, for example, the conversion may make sense to the land owner, but it may also damage fisheries downstream, increase flooding and clog rivers with sediment. This makes those who lose out angry. It can also, in some circumstances, subtract from, rather than add to, a country's total wealth.¶ The problems discussed above all involve externalities as well as the need to price ecological services correctly. If Catskill farmers had not changed their methods, for example, New York City's government would not have faced the question of how to keep its water potable. But when an externality affects only a relatively small, recognisable group of people, negotiation between the parties can often resolve the matter. If, however, an externality is a public “bad” (ie, the opposite of a public good), such deals are not possible.¶ Public goods are those which are in everybody's interest to have, but in no one's interest to provide. Clean air, for example, or, more controversially, the preservation of rare species of plant or animal.¶ In such situations, the first reaction is frequently to legislate to try to ban the externality. But a more efficient solution can often be what is known as a cap and trade scheme, in which legislation creates both an overall limit to the amount of the externality in question, whether it be a polluting chemical or the destruction of a type of habitat, and a market in the right to impose the externality within that limit.¶ Cap and trade schemes are best known in the context of polluting gases. Sulphur-dioxide-emission rights have been traded in America for years, and in countries that have signed up to the Kyoto protocol on climate change a market is starting to develop in carbon dioxide. But cap and trade can work in other contexts as well. Fisheries are a well-tested example, while in Australia, farmers who use irrigation (which increases soil salinity) can buy “transpiration credits” from forest owners whose trees, by sucking up water in the process known as transpiration, reduce salinity.¶ In America, similar markets in wetlands and endangered species have arisen. These are run through so-called mitigation banks. Such banks are created by permanently protecting privately owned swamps, or land that is inhabited by endangered species. This creates a supply of environmental “credits”. Those who want to destroy wetlands, or species-rich habitats, for agricultural or development purposes are able to buy credits from a mitigation bank allowing them to do so. New federal guidelines mean that mitigation banking is becoming popular in many American states. Indeed, it is even starting to finance the emergence of companies dedicated to restoring wetlands, or building them from scratch.¶ Such liquid markets are different from the fee-for-service arrangements that pertain to such things as watershed management. And, as if to underscore the arrival of environmental trading in the marketplace, two recent publications have been launched to track the field. Platts, best known for newsletters that report prices in energy markets, started a newsletter called Emissions Daily in February. This covers the carbon-dioxide market in Europe, and the sulphur-dioxide and nitrogen-oxide markets in America, publishing daily price assessments for the leading contracts. The second publication is a website called the Ecosystem Marketplace, which tracks markets and payment schemes for ecological services such as water quality, carbon sequestration (planting trees as a way of absorbing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere) and habitat preservation.¶ The principle having been established, traders are now looking for other opportunities to arbitrage pollution. One promising area is the trading of nitrate emissions between factories and farmers. Farmers' emissions are generally less regulated than those of factories but—probably because of that—farmers can often reduce their nitrate output at a fraction of the cost that a factory would have to incur. Trading between the two means that pollution standards can be met more cheaply.¶ The greening of the City¶ All these payments and new markets have not gone unnoticed in the City of London, and other financial centres. People there are watching closely for new financial opportunities, particularly within carbon-dioxide markets—and banks such as ABN AMRO plan to start selling “new environmental financial products”. While the City has little interest these days in specifically “green” investments, there is something of a greenward shift in the way its firms handle large-scale project finance. Almost two years ago, ten of the world's largest banks signed an agreement to address the social and environmental impacts of the projects they financed (at least, those worth more than $50m). The rules were dubbed “The Equator Principles”, and 29 financial institutions have now adopted them. An article published this year in a Euromoney handbook estimated that such “Equator” banks represented about 75% of the project-finance market in 2003. In its sustainability report for 2004, ABN AMROreviewed 16 deals that had been subjected to the Equator principles. One had been rejected. Four were approved. The rest were modified to fit in with the principles.¶ Is it working? Of course, banks are not keen to discuss their businesses in any detail, so there is no real way of knowing. It is easy to be cynical about the principles as little more than “greenwash”. Nevertheless, MrForgach explains that when projects are under consideration they have to be screened with a “green check”. He describes this as a series of questions, analyses and consultations on the impact a project will have on biodiversity, the climate and “footprint stuff” (a measure of the consumption of ecological resources).¶ From the perspective of someone wanting to borrow money, this means that green issues have to be considered from the beginning, and possibly even acted on. So, the proposers of a mining project might have to consider damage to the river and to downstream fisheries of any additional sediment the mine would produce. Borrowers may have to change their plans (as they did in 11 of ABN AMRO's deals last year) so that they are more environmentally friendly, or offset damage by protecting land elsewhere.¶ In effect, this means that the environment has been brought on to the balance sheet. Furthermore, because insurance companies recognise that the environment can be a huge portion of the risk in a project, there may be a financial incentive for paying to protect it.¶ Valuation is only ever part of the answer, because not everything is for sale. MrForgach says he has calculated that the Panamanians could get far more for their lovely fresh water by shutting down the canal, bottling the water and selling it. Running a canal is a crazy waste of water, he says, but America would not let Panama shut the canal.¶ Still, many conservationists dislike valuation. Some misunderstand it as an approach that ignores cultural and spiritual values.It does not. It simply converts these valuesinto monetary units that can highlight the cost of a course of action. Of course, it might not be appropriate in some cases for this value to be a factor in making a conservation decision. For example, closing the canal and selling water, or building tower blocks on the site of St Paul's cathedral in London, might be perfectly rational from an economic perspective, but also very unlikely to happen.¶ The valuation of ecosystem services is not without its difficulties. Nevertheless, the fact that there is a growing consensus about how and where it is appropriate is an important step forward for economists and environmentalists. In 1817, David Ricardo, a pioneering economist, noted that abundance in nature was rarely rewarded: “where she is munificently beneficent she always works gratis.” But if nature pays, who then will pay for nature?
Extra BioD

Marine biodiversity loss means extinction – their evidence doesn’t assume the rate changes are occurring – now is key
McCarthy 11 (Michael, Environment editor, sites International Programme on the State of the Ocean and International Union for the Conservation of Nature report, “Oceans on brink of catastrophe,” 6/21/2011, http://www.independent.co.uk/environment/nature/oceans-on-brink-of-catastrophe-2300272.html)

The world's oceans are faced with an unprecedented loss of species comparable to the great mass extinctions of prehistory, a major report suggests today. The seas are degenerating far faster than anyone has predicted, the report says, because of the cumulative impact of a number of severe individual stresses, ranging from climate warming and sea-water acidification, to widespread chemical pollution and gross overfishing. The coming together of these factors is now threatening the marine environment with a catastrophe "unprecedented in human history", according to the report, from a panel of leading marine scientists brought together in Oxford earlier this year by the International Programme on the State of the Ocean (IPSO) and the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN). The stark suggestion made by the panel is that the potential extinction of species, from large fish at one end of the scale to tiny corals at the other, is directly comparable to the five great mass extinctions in the geological record, during each of which much of the world's life died out. They range from the Ordovician-Silurian "event" of 450 million years ago, to the Cretaceous-Tertiary extinction of 65 million years ago, which is believed to have wiped out the dinosaurs. The worst of them, the event at the end of the Permian period, 251 million years ago, is thought to have eliminated 70 per cent of species on land and 96 per cent of all species in the sea. The panel of 27 scientists, who considered the latest research from all areas of marine science, concluded that a "combination of stressors is creating the conditions associated with every previous major extinction of species in Earth's history". They also concluded: * The speed and rate of degeneration of the oceans is far faster than anyone has predicted; * Many of the negative impacts identified are greater than the worst predictions; * The first steps to globally significant extinction may have already begun. "The findings are shocking," said Dr Alex Rogers, professor of conservation biology at Oxford University and IPSO's scientific director. "As we considered the cumulative effect of what humankind does to the oceans, the implications became far worse than we had individually realised. "This is a very serious situation demanding unequivocal action at every level. We are looking at consequences for humankind that will impact in our lifetime, and worse, in the lifetime of our children and generations beyond that." Reviewing recent research, the panel of experts "found firm evidence" that the effects of climate change, coupled with other human-induced impacts such as overfishing and nutrient run-off from farming, have already caused a dramatic decline in ocean health. Not only are there severe declines in many fish species, to the point of commercial extinction in some cases, and an "unparalleled" rate of regional extinction of some habitat types, such as mangrove and seagrass meadows, but some whole marine ecosystems, such as coral reefs, may be gone within a generation. The report says: "Increasing hypoxia [low oxygen levels] and anoxia [absence of oxygen, known as ocean dead zones], combined with warming of the ocean and acidification, are the three factors which have been present in every mass extinction event in Earth's history. "There is strong scientific evidence that these three factors are combining in the ocean again, exacerbated by multiple severe stressors. The scientific panel concluded that a new extinction event was inevitable if the current trajectory of damage continues." The panel pointed to a number of indicators showing how serious the situation is. It said, for example, that a single mass coral bleaching event in 1998 killed 16 per cent of all the world's coral reefs, and pointed out that overfishing has reduced some commercial fish stocks and populations of "bycatch" (unintentionally caught) species by more than 90 per cent. It disclosed that new scientific research suggests that pollutants, including flame-retardant chemicals and synthetic musks found in detergents, are being traced in the polar seas, and that these chemicals can be absorbed by tiny plastic particles in the ocean which are in turn ingested by marine creatures such as bottom-feeding fish. Plastic particles also assist the transport of algae from place to place, increasing the occurrence of toxic algal blooms – which are also caused by the influx of nutrient-rich pollution from agricultural land. The experts agreed that when these and other threats are added together, the ocean and the ecosystems within it are unable to recover, being constantly bombarded with multiple attacks. The report sets out a series of recommendations and calls on states, regional bodies and the United Nations to enact measures that would better conserve ocean ecosystems, and in particular demands the urgent adoption of better governance of the largely unprotected high seas. "The world's leading experts on oceans are surprised by the rate and magnitude of changes we are seeing," said Dan Laffoley, the IUCN's senior adviser on marine science and conservation. "The challenges for the future of the ocean are vast, but, unlike previous generations, we know now what needs to happen. The time to protect the blue heart of our planet is now, today and urgent."
