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A. Uniqueness

Bringing American troops home from Iraq is Obama’s top priority but he needs all the political capital with congress he can get to do it.  Controversial policies risk splintering his support and undermining the plan for withdrawal.
Jim Tankersley, Chicago Tribune 11-09-2008 [“Harsh economic, political realities will test Obama's mettle and ideas,” http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/nationworld/chi-obama-expectations_bdnov09,0,3779757.story]

Other foreign policy questions appear more pressing to voters, starting with the Iraq War. Obama has pledged to withdraw troops, but how quickly he does that could divide his own party between more liberal and more centrist members.

Rifts could also appear over taxes and spending. Some Capitol Hill Democrats appear inclined to roll up more government debt—for stimulus or other major proposals, such as health-care reform. Others, including the large "Blue Dog" coalition that preaches fiscal conservatism, would prefer to keep deficits down.

Obama could learn from Clinton and former President Jimmy Carter, who both entered with Democratic majorities in Congress but struggled to advance some of their top priorities.

Ritter, the Colorado governor, said the most important lesson he could offer Obama was to make a good plan for dealing with legislators. He recalled one of the first pieces of legislation that Colorado Democrats sent to his desk after his 2006 election, a bill that made union organizing easier, and which Ritter didn't like. He vetoed it.

Obama, Ritter said, "certainly wants to avoid having that happen."
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B. Link

Major changes in energy policy, like the one proposed by the plan, encourage partisanship and conflict, destroying coalitions in congress like the one needed to pass a quick withdrawal from Iraq.  

David G. Victor is a professor at Stanford Law School and directs the Freeman Spogli Institute's Program on Energy & Sustainable Development; he is also adjunct senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, March 3, 2008, The Energy Trap, Why the United States is doomed to be an energy outlaw,  http://www.newsweek.com/id/118087/output/print
It may be a vain hope. It is extremely unlikely that Washington will ever supply a coherent energy policy, regardless of who takes the White House in November. That's because serious policies to change energy patterns require a broad effort across many disconnected government agencies and political groups. Higher energy efficiency for buildings and appliances, a major energy use area, requires new federal and state standards. Higher efficiency for vehicles requires federal mandates that always meet stiff opposition in Detroit. A more aggressive program to replace oil with biofuels requires policy decisions that affect farmers and crop patterns-yet another part of Washington's policymaking apparatus, with its own political geometry. New power plants that generate electricity without high emissions of warming gases require reliable subsidies from both federal and state governments, because such plants are much more costly than conventional power sources. Approvals for these new plants require favorable decisions by state regulators, most of whom are not yet focused on the task. Expanded use of nuclear power requires support from still another constellation of administrators and political interests. And so on. Whenever the public seizes on energy issues, the cabal of Washington energy experts imagines that these problems can be solved with a new comprehensive energy strategy, backed by a grand new political coalition. Security hawks would welcome reduced dependence on volatile oil suppliers, especially in the Persian Gulf. Greens would favor a lighter tread on the planet, and labor would seize on the possibility for "green-collar" jobs in the new energy industries. Farmers would win because they could serve the energy markets. The energy experts dream of a coalition so powerful that it could rewire government and align policy incentives. This coalition, alas, never lasts long enough to accomplish much. For an energy policy to be effective, it must send credible signals to encourage investment in new equipment not just for the few months needed to craft legislation but for at least two decades-enough time for industry to build and install a new generation of cars, appliances and power plants, and make back the investment. The coalition, though, is politically too diverse to survive the kumbaya moment. Just two weeks ago the feds canceled "FutureGen," a government-industry project to develop technologies for burning coal without emitting copious greenhouse gases, demonstrating that the government is incapable of making a credible promise to help industry develop these badly needed technologies over the long haul. (The project had severe design flaws, but what matters most is that the federal government was able to pretend to support the venture for as long as it did and then abruptly back off.) Similarly, legislation late last year to increase the fuel economy of U.S. automobiles will have such a small effect on the vehicle fleet that it will barely change the country's dependence on imported oil and will have almost no impact on carbon emissions. Democrats and Republicans alike claim they want to end the country's dependence on foreign oil, but neither party actually does much about it. The only policies that survive in this political vacuum are those that target narrower political interests with more staying power. Thus America has a highly credible policy to promote corn-based ethanol, because that policy really has nothing to do with energy; it is a chameleon that takes on whatever colors are needed to survive. It is a farm program that masquerades as energy policy; at times, it has been a farm program that masquerades as rural development. As an energy policy it is a very costly and ineffective way to cut dependence on oil. As a global warming policy it is even less cost effective, since large-scale ethanol doesn't help much in cutting CO2 and other warming gases. Similarly, the United States has a stiff subsidy for renewable electricity-mainly wind and solar plants-because environmentalists are well organized in their support for it. The coal industry periodically gets money for its favored technologies, as in FutureGen, but even that powerful lobby has a hard time getting the government to stay the course
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C. Impact:  The occupation of Iraq must end.  It is illegal, undemocratic and murderous.  The violence committed by the United States can only be called genocidal.  

Ghali Hassan, independent writer, May 29, 2008 [“Iraq’s Occupation: A Form of Terrorism.”  Countercurrents  http://www.countercurrents.org/hassan290508.htm]
The overwhelming majority of Iraqis in Iraq and outside Iraq wants U.S. troops and mercenaries to leave their country. However, the U.S. refused to abide by international law and respects the Iraqi people rights to self-determination. The stated justification for the ongoing Occupation is that a withdrawal of U.S. troops and mercenaries would result in increased violence. Evidence shows that the Occupation is the source of violence and terror against the Iraqi people.
For the purpose of this article, the definition of terrorism is necessary. The English language dictionaries defined terrorism as: “Violence or the threat of violence, especially bombing, kidnapping, and assassination, carried out by states or individuals for political purposes”.

According to the ‘academic’ definition: “Terrorism is an anxiety-inspiring method of repeated violent action, employed by (semi-) clandestine individual, group or state actors, for idiosyncratic, criminal or political reasons, whereby – in contrast to assassination – the direct targets of violence are not the main targets”.

Finally, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff publication, defines terrorism as: “The unlawful use or threatened use of force or violence against people or property to coerce or intimidate governments or societies, often to achieve political, religious, or ideological objectives”. Is it terrorism what the U.S. doing in Iraq?

Since the 2003 U.S.-Britain illegal aggression against the Iraqi people, reliable sources estimate that nearly 1.5 million innocent Iraqi civilians have been killed, the majority of the victims are women and children. Meanwhile, as a result of the Occupation-generated violence at least 4.7 million Iraqis were displaced, according to UNHCR estimates. Of these, more than 2.6 million Iraqis are displaced internally displaced persons (IDPs), while more than 2 million have fled to neighbouring countries, particularly Syria and Jordan. Iraq’s entire civilian infrastructure and services, including health care services and the education system have been destroyed. The Occupation has transformed Iraqi society from a peaceful pluralistic society into a sectarian society characterised by fratricidal killing and political violence.
Immediately after the invasion, U.S. forces and U.S.-trained death squads launched a deliberate and systematic reign of terror (dubbed ‘de-Ba’athification’) designed to terrorise the Iraqi population and destroy the Iraqi nation. Thousands of Iraqi professionals, including scientists, academics, teachers and doctors were murdered in cold blood. Mass graves of innocent Iraqis are unearthed regularly around the country with hundreds of unidentified bodies. Recently, Hearth al-Unaided, a member of the so-called Human Rights Commission in the Iraqi Parliament, told the Iraqi daily, Azzman: “On our lists there are 4,000 people who have gone missing. And these people, according to their relatives, were taken away by armed groups wearing Iraqi military or police uniform”. In addition, every day since the invasion, hundreds, if not thousands, of innocent Iraqi civilians are killed in a series of intensified and indiscriminate U.S. bombing on densely-populated population centres. The Washington Post (May 22, 2008) revealed that a surge in “cowardly American bombings” of civilians designed to terrorise the Iraqi population and keeps ground troops inside their fortified military bases protected from legitimate Resistance attacks.
Furthermore, hundreds of thousands of innocent Iraqis are languishing in a web of Gulag-like prisons and torture centres run by U.S. occupying forces and their Iraqi militias throughout Iraq. Iraqi prisoners, including women and children are held without charge and without due process in flagrant violation of international human rights law. They are subjected to mental and physical torture and sexual abuses at the hand of U.S. forces and their collaborators. In addition, countless neighbourhoods of Iraqi cities have became open-air prisons and Ghettos surrounded by concrete walls and checkpoints. Using international law and UN Conventions, scholars such as Ian Douglas and David Model have established that the U.S. is deliberately committing genocide in Iraq while at the same time manipulating and diverting the world away from its crimes. “In pursuing a policy of genocide in Iraq the United States has committed moral suicide”, wrote Douglas. (See Link for full report). For years, the U.S. Administration has cover-up the genocide in Iraq through ongoing dehumanisation of the Iraqi people and by successfully diverting public attention away from the atrocity in Iraq towards other less important issues such as Iran’s nonexistent nuclear program using a sophisticated political propaganda campaign.
Uniqueness: Iraq is a top priority

Withdrawal from Iraq is at the top Obama’s list of priorities.  

U.S. News & World Report, November 17, 2008, p. 22

Ending the war. Just as telling, Obama's foreign policy challenges will be fully as serious as the domestic ones. "The next president is going to inherit a significant series of conflicts and challenges from President Bush on the international scene, and they've only been made more complex by the global financial crisis," a senior Obama adviser says. First on the list, the aide says, is Obama's desire to "begin the process of responsibly redeploying the U.S. forces from Iraq at a pace that is safe for our forces." To that end, Obama is looking for ways to put pressure on the Baghdad regime and offer it incentives to take on more of the security and governing burdens. "Senator Obama's view is that after five years, in a war that has lasted longer than World War II, we ought to be more catalytic as opposed to passive," the adviser says. "Instead of waiting for them to get their act together, let's give them some encouragement and incentive to get their act together." The details are yet to be worked out. Obama also wants to strengthen U.S. and allied forces in Afghanistan, where the war has not gone very well in recent weeks, and he will try to improve operations with allies against anti-American fighters in Pakistan.

President obama will make the withdrawal of US troops from Iraq the top priority of his first 100 days in office. 
Paul Koring, journalist, political commentator 11-05-2008 [“The first 100 days for the new president,”http://www.theglobeandmail.com/servlet/story/LAC.20081105.ELECTIONOBAMA05/TPStory/International]

Mr. Obama has promised to finish the withdrawal of U.S. combat troops within 16 months, and he has said the work will start on his first day. The Joint Chiefs of Staff will find themselves in the Oval Office on Jan. 21, he says, being handed a new mission "to end this war, responsibly and deliberately, but decisively." Mr. Obama's vow to pay for all his new programs could suffer a blow if he can't withdraw troops from Iraq and use that $10 billion a month elsewhere

Link:  energy policy controversial

Energy policy proposals will cause conflict.  

Chicago Tribune November 19, 2008, p. 1

"We've suffered through an administration that wasn't smart about using green energy to kick-start the economy," said Howard Learner, executive director of the Environmental Law and Policy Center in Chicago. "But the president-elect knows that retooling the auto industry and creating more green jobs is good for the economy and good for the environment." Learner, a longtime Obama adviser, is among the candidates for a top environmental job in the new administration. Other possibilities include Robert F. Kennedy Jr., founder of the Waterkeeper Alliance; former Sierra Club president Lisa Renstrom; Mary Nichols, chairwoman of the California Air Resources Board, and Kathleen McGinty, secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection. Whoever is chosen will face protracted battles in Congress about climate change legislation. Since measures outlined by Obama and by Republican presidential candidate John McCain would affect virtually every part of the economy, business interests already are angling for provisions that would benefit specific industries.

Link: RPS Controversial

A federal RPS would be extremely controversial.  

Cash,  political commentator, 2007 (Cathy, Electric Utility Week, “Headed for energy bill conference, Congress faces big divide on renewable requirements,” 8/13)

A march toward a new federal energy policy that advances renewable resources could turn into a collision course this fall when Congress negotiates final legislation under the threat of a presidential veto and opposition from the electric utility industry. "This isn't even close to being over," said Tom Kuhn, president of the Edison Electric Institute and a chief opponent of a 15% renewable portfolio standard, one much-heralded provision of legislation the House passed in a rare weekend session before taking its summer recess August 6. The Senate did not include a similar RPS provision in its energy bill in June, making the RPS one of the key points of contention for House and Senate members when they start negotiating sometime after Labor Day. Other significant differences between the two chambers' bills include a renewable transportation fuel requirement and corporate average fuel efficiency standards for vehicles: The Senate measure includes them, the House package does not. In addition, the House passed a $16 billion energy tax incentive bill, but the Senate majority fell three votes shy of the necessary 60 to close off debate and marry its similar, but more expensive, tax package to its underlying energy policy bill. On top of the lawmakers' divisions is the Bush administration's threat to veto any measure that follows the House and Senate's current tack of transferring billions of dollars in tax credits for the mature oil and gas industries to jumpstarting domestic renewable resources. But the federally mandated RPS of 15% by 2020 may first determine the direction of the legislation's final path. Kuhn, whose organization lobbies for investor-owned utilities, found it "extremely disappointing" that the House adopted a federal RPS mandate. Kuhn called the requirement that IOUs get 15% of the electricity they sell at retail from specific renewable sources "essentially a tax on many electricity customers." "The House vote is going to throw a wrench into House and Senate efforts to reconcile their two bills and produce something acceptable to both chambers," he said. Environmentalists and other supporters of the House bill and its RPS also recognized that a conference between the House and Senate to craft a compromise bill this fall would not be easy. "Even though we think an RPS is crucial, it's not a slam dunk that it will emerge from the conference committee," said Frank O'Donnell, president of Clean Air Watch. Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee Chairman Jeff Bingaman and House Energy and Commerce Committee Chairman John Dingell, likely negotiators on the energy bill, "have a list and are checking it twice where they can horse-trade with the bill," said Erich Pica, domestic programs director of Friends of the Earth, which supported the House energy legislation. Meanwhile, the threat of a veto by President Bush looms over the conference. White House senior advisers said they would recommend the president veto the House package for its shift away from domestic production of oil and gas. In addition, the administration underscored its opposition to the RPS amendment. RPS faces big divisions in conference In its weekend session, the House voted 220-190 to require investor-owned utilities that sell at least 1 million MWh to obtain 15% of their electricity for retail consumption from renewable resources by 2020. These resources were listed as solar, wind, ocean, geothermal, biomass, landfill gas and incremental hydropower. IOUs could meet 4% of the RPS through verified electricity efficiency measures. The provision also offers a renewable trading credit program for utilities to purchase credits in order to comply. The RPS would begin with a 2.75% requirement in 2010 and increase incrementally each year. The amendment exempts rural electric cooperatives, municipal and government-owned utilities ? an exemption that irks IOUs. After approving the RPS, the House voted 241-172 for the energy bill, H.R. 3221, and 221-189 for the tax package, H.R. 2776, before adjourning until September 4. The RPS amendment was offered by Representative Tom Udall, Democrat from New Mexico, and Pennsylvania Republican Todd Platts. Dingell, a Democrat from Michigan, voted against it. In the Senate, Bingaman, another Democrat from New Mexico, praised the House victory. "In particular, I am pleased that the House adopted the Udall-Platts amendment, making renewable electricity conferenceable [sic]," said Bingaman, who as energy committee chairman is almost sure to lead the energy bill conference later this year. In the past, Bingaman has shepherded stronger RPS proposals twice through the Senate that were later rejected by the House. In June, Bingaman's 15%-by-2020 RPS amendment fell victim to a filibuster threat from Pete Domenici, also a New Mexican and the senior Republican on the committee. He is also likely to be a member of the conference committee. Domenici vowed to fight the House bill's direction toward renewable energy and away from fossil fuels and nuclear power. "This RPS scheme continues to have significant opposition in the Senate and would be a major obstacle to final passage of this bill," he said. "As we head into a Senate-House conference, I remain committed to legislation that will diversify our fuel supplies and increase efficiency without jeopardizing domestic production of energy and raising prices for consumers."
Link: RPS angers republicans

Republicans have historicaly demonstrated their resistance to an RPS that was even more lenient than the aff – they would likely be more angered by the plan. 

New York Times, 2007.  Energy measure blocked in senate by republicans, 7/1/08. (http://www.nytimes.com/2007/06/15/washington/15energy.html?_r=1&oref=slogin)

Republicans vowed to filibuster over a Democratic proposal that would force electric utility companies to generate a big share of their power from renewable fuels, and Democrats failed to muster the 60 votes needed to close off debate.

The impasse forced Democrats to begin negotiating a possible compromise with Republicans and the power industry, which have argued that companies in many parts of the country simply cannot generate enough power from wind or solar energy to meet the requirements.

“We’re trying to work something out,” said Senator Harry Reid of Nevada, the Senate Democratic leader. But by early evening, the principle negotiators had failed to reach a deal and Democrats decided to postpone further voting until next Tuesday.

The Democrats’ unexpected difficulty meant they made virtually no progress on the energy bill after about a week of floor debate. Though the Senate’s intricate rules make such logjams common, the delay was a bad omen for what lawmakers already knew would be a long and grueling fight on one of the signature issues of energy conservation and renewable fuels.

At issue on Thursday was a provision called the “Renewable Portfolio Standard,” which would require electric utilities to obtain 15 percent of their electricity from wind, solar or biomass energy

Obama has to avoid controversial issues like the plan and focus only on bipartisan projects if he wants to get any of his agenda past the Republicans.  
Jim Acosta, political analyst, 11-10-2008, http://www.cnn.com/2008/POLITICS/11/10/obama.agenda/

"But at the end of the day, I think you will see a Republican Party in Congress serving as a check and a balance against Mr. Obama's power and Speaker [Nancy] Pelosi's power," he said. Sen. Mel Martinez, R- Florida, said that the new administration and leadership in Congress need to focus first on the "common-ground agenda items." "Find ways in which we can put people back to work and we can get our economy running again. Look for that checklist of things where there can be common ground, stay away from those items where, frankly, there'll be division and there'll be rancor and there'll be acrimony," Martinez said on NBC's "Meet the Press."
Link: brownfields controversial

The liability requirements that are attached to brownfields redevelopment programs are unpopular.  

John Sullivan, Staff Writer, 2005 (“Setting Standards for Water”, New York Times, 14NJ, column 1, p. 1, 1/23,)
State regulators are trying to answer Mayor McDonough's concerns. Last October, they released the first revision to rules governing groundwater pollution in more than a decade. The regulations, which are scheduled to take effect this spring, will adjust limits for hundreds of chemicals, from ammonia to chromium, and will establish new rules for developers planning to restore polluted areas, called brownfields. The reaction to the new rules has been nearly unanimous: almost everyone is unhappy. Business groups are concerned that the state is considering the expansion of environmental rules by saying that all state groundwater must meet standards set for drinking water supplies. Hal Bozarth, executive director of the New Jersey Chemistry Council, an association of chemical manufacturers, said that such a move would drastically increase the cost of cleaning up former industrial sites in areas far from water supplies. 'One Size Does Not Fit All' ''One size does not fit all,'' Mr. Bozarth said. ''Applying drinking water standards at sites where it is not used for drinking water is not a good use of resources and it will slow down the cleanup of those sites.'' The state's builders say they are being hemmed in with a series of new environmental regulations that affect runoff from new building in relation to surface water, storm water, and now groundwater. Still smarting from legislation that severely restricted new building in the Highlands region -- which covers about 16 percent of the state -- the builders say they are being boxed out of many parts of New Jersey. ''The state has 150 different regulatory programs,'' said Patrick J. O'Keefe, chief executive of the New Jersey Builders Association. ''The one thing no one wants to talk about: Where are people going to live?'' On the other hand, some environmental groups say the groundwater rules do not go far enough. Some, like the Sierra Club, say the new rules will weaken protections on more than 40 chemicals and will relax standards that may lead to increased development in sensitive areas. ''It is a major weakening,'' said Jeff Tittel, director of the New Jersey chapter of the Sierra Club. Yet most other environmental groups are not as concerned as the Sierra Club. From their perspective, the changes did not make things worse -- they just did not make them any better. ''The greatest threat to our water these days is development in the wrong places, and the groundwater standards are one of the building blocks of protection -- and they are full of holes,'' said David Pringle, campaign director of the New Jersey Environmental Federation. ''Rather than close them, the administration kicked the can down the road. They are either unable or unwilling to expend the political capital necessary to advance environmental protection.'' Susan Kraham, an attorney with the Rutgers Law Clinic, is coordinating the response to the state's proposal for several environmental groups. In general, Ms. Kraham said, regulators have simply not addressed most of the major problems facing the water supply -- like whether to forbid any pollution that would result in decreased quality of an aquifer. ''It is not a bad thing, it is just not as good as it could have been,'' she said. ''They have done the bare minimum and punted on the really important issues rather than confront them head on.'' Somewhat surprisingly, state officials generally agree. Debra Hammond, chief of water quality assessment for the state Department of Environmental Protection, said that many areas of the water rules were so important that the state set them aside for further consideration. Moreover, Ms. Hammond said the revision proposed this year was limited to several narrow aspects of the rules -- primarily involving the maximum permitted concentration of pollutants in the groundwater. She said the state needed more time to finish revisions on big topics, like whether developers should be allowed to increase the general level of groundwater pollution with new projects -- called anti-degradation rules. Other areas set aside for further consideration include whether the state should directly link groundwater and surface water regulations, and whether regulators should expand preservation areas in which no additional pollution is allowed. ''We acknowledged there were significant policy issues that we felt we were not in a position to recommend changes -- like the anti-degradation policy,'' she said. ''These are big issues, big topics, that require a lot of thought to revise.'' For now, Ms. Hammond said she could not estimate when the state would move forward with the more substantial aspects of the regulations, which are still being studied. Planning groups like NJ Future, a nonprofit statewide planning organization, say the trick is to maintain protection of the water supply without ratcheting the restrictions so high that development is choked off. ''Groundwater protections should be very strong in areas where we are trying to protect the waterways,'' said George Hawkins, the executive director of NJ Future. ''The question of whether you modify those standards in places where you want development to occur is more complicated.'' Standards Last Revised in 1993 New Jersey last revised groundwater standards in 1993, and when former Gov. James E. McGreevey took office in 2002, he promised to update the rules as part of broad plan to strengthen environmental regulation. The core of the regulation is a list of hundreds of chemicals along with the maximum concentration at which they can be discharged into the water table. In the new revision, the state has tried to bring the permitted levels of chemical contamination in line with current scientific research. That has raised concerns among many environmentalists because it has led the state to increase the allowable concentrations of more than 40 chemicals, like ammonia and nitrates. To Mr. Tittel of the Sierra Club, the move was short-sighted and resulted in ''a major weakening'' of protection for the state's drinking water. ''This is an excuse to weaken things or not strengthen things which should be strengthened,'' he said, adding that standards for ''43 chemicals are weakened and a couple of hundred others that should be strengthened are not getting strengthened.'' But Ms. Hammond said standards on some chemicals were relaxed because current research indicates they are not as harmful as once thought ''If we make a decision that it is not as hazardous to your health it is appropriate to have a new standard,'' she said. ''We are using current science and some levels are going to be less stringent and some are going to be more stringent.'' One example is the gasoline additive MTBE, which scientist have linked to increased risk of cancer. The new state guidelines would set contamination levels as 70 parts per billion. ''That is a health-based standard,'' Ms. Hammond said. ''That is a safe level for a one in a million cancer risk.'' But Mr. Tittel said it did not reflect tougher standards in such states as California and New York. ''Other states have set the level at 25,'' he said. ''This is on a chemical that is becoming a serious problem in New Jersey.'' Environmentalists also criticized the rules for setting limits on certain chemicals based on what most laboratories can detect rather than health limits. For her, however, Ms. Hammond said the criticism was unjustified, since the state is trying to determine a realistic detection level and is working with commercial lab directors to establish the standards.  Debate Centers on Brownfields Much of the groundwater debate concerns cleanup and redevelopment of old industrial sites, known as brownfield developments. The new regulation gives cleanup exemptions for developers who can prove that certain pollutants will naturally disperse over 30 years. Proponents argue that it is an environmentally sound policy and also necessary to attract developers to old industrial areas.
Internal Link: controversy kills the agenda
Controversial issues kill the entire agenda. 

The Boston Globe, November 6, 2008, p. A18

To avoid mistakes of past presidents, Panetta said, Obama should put at the top of his agenda some early issues he is confident he can win, and delay other more controversial measures that are bound to fracture Congress. The new president must be also be willing to upset some supporters by delaying action on their priorities, including healthcare reform, until he has some successes in his effort to improve the economy, Panetta said. Indeed, amid the euphoria expressed by Obama supporters after his victory came a note of caution from the US Chamber of Commerce. Bruce Josten, the chamber's executive vice president, said yesterday that Obama's decisive defeat of John McCain is "hardly a strong mandate." He urged Obama not to squander precious political capital on hot-button issues that would alienate the business community, such as a proposal to make it easier for workers to form unions.

The Clinton presidency proves our link argument.  If Obama upsets congress with his intitial agenda, it will prevent him from getting anything he wants done.  
CS Monitor, 11-5-08, http://features.csmonitor.com/politics/2008/11/05/in-congress-a-party-sweep-for-democrats/

For Democrats, the lessons of the first two years of the Clinton presidency are especially relevant as an object lesson in how not to manage a new administration. From an early focus on gays in the military and tough negotiations with Congress over a budget to a massive (and ultimately failed) healthcare-reform plan, the Clinton administration overreached in its first two years, opening the door to a Republican takeover of the House in 1995, Democrats say. “Obviously, the first priority for a new president is to set priorities and determine what’s the most important things to try to get done,” says Leon Panetta, President Clinton’s former chief of staff. “If you pick the wrong issue or a divisive issue or one that you lose on, it will undermine your ability to deal with other issues.”

Impact: Middle East stability

Continued US occupation of iraq threatens US interests in the middle east and causes instability and conflict throughout the region. 

Boston Globe 2008 [Sean E. Duggan, “Why US must pull out of Iraq,” May 22, 2008, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2008/05/22/why_us_must_pull_out_of_iraq/]

An unconditional and open-ended military commitment to a dysfunctional and sectarian Iraqi government will not bring about true national reconciliation, which is necessary to capitalize on what temporary security and political gains have been made.
Rather, this commitment forfeits what little leverage the United States has left: the ability to extract political compromises from a status quo Iraqi government by presenting it with a credible threat of a US withdrawal if concessions are not made and implemented.

Conversely, an indefinite US military presence will reverse the calculations of Iraqi opposition groups - most notably the Sunni Awakening forces and the Sadr movement - that have been critical in bringing about short-term security improvements.

The United States and the Iraqi government share a common interest in a stable Iraq, but further US support must be conditional upon the Iraqi government pursuing political reconciliation. Absent a credible withdrawal plan, the Iraqi government's sectarian political calculations will remain constant and opposition groups' recent alliance or patience with the United States will unravel.
First, the Iraqi government. The Bush administration's open-ended commitment has allowed the government of Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki to approve only token political benchmarks while core power-sharing legislation remains unaddressed. Unqualified US support has also given Maliki's Dawa party and his Shi'a allies in the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq a free hand to take on their political rivals militarily.

Perhaps the only remaining leverage the United States holds over Iraqi lawmakers, regardless of their ethnic or sectarian identity, is the latter's need of a sustained US military presence that ensures their political and physical survival.

Faced with the potential loss of their American backers, the predominantly Shi'a Iraqi government will have an incentive to integrate its Sunni Awakening and Shi'a rivals into the Iraqi government and security forces on their terms while the balance of power is in their favor. While there is no guarantee that key power sharing legislation - an oil sharing law, a constitutional review, and the implementation of provincial elections - will be undertaken, the current dynamic has not achieved a resolution of these issues and does not appear to be able to do so in the near future.

Second, Sunni Awakening groups and "Sons of Iraq" militias. Despite their cooperation with US forces and recent efforts to form political parties in anticipation of the proposed provincial elections, these Sunni forces still demand a US withdrawal and have predicated their political participation on a US departure.

Indeed, the United States must begin to withdraw in order to capitalize on this development.

The perception that we will maintain a large military presence in Iraq indefinitely will endanger this cooperation and ultimately undermine the security progress that has been made. As one Awakening commander put it in February, "If nothing changes, then we'll suspend and quit. Then we'll go back to fighting the Americans."

Finally, the Sadr movement. Sadr's August 2007 cease-fire restored his once damaged credibility and allowed him to reorganize his forces and wait out the US presence. However, recent confrontations with US and Iraqi forces are changing Sadr's calculations. Fighting in Basra and Baghdad have resulted in a loss of the movement's power and influence and have convinced Sadr rank and file that the United States and other Shi'a groups are conspiring against them. As long as open confrontation with US forces persists, Sadr's patience will continue to wane.
In order for the United States to regain control of its security interests in Iraq and the greater Middle East, it must use its only remaining leverage with major Iraqi groups: a credible military withdrawal.

Impact: M.E. conflx -> nuke war

Middle East conflicts will escalate into global nuclear war
Steinbach 2002 [John, Analyst, Center for Research on Globalization, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A Threat to Peace” -  Center for Research on Globalization, 2002, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html]
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability." and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional." Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."
Impact: energy case turn

And, the plan jeapordizes Obama’s broader alternative energy agenda, turning the case. Plus, Obama’s agenda will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 80% in 40 years!

Erika Lovley, Politico staff writer, November 18, 2008, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1108/15704.html
Obama's energy agenda calls for an ambitious cap-and-trade program to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 80 percent by 2050, 10 percent more than the Senate bill last spring.  "If we begin the business of controlling carbon dioxide, many believe that having the administrative process under way would light a fire under Congress," said Center for American Progress senior fellow Daniel Weiss.

And, failure to curtail greenhouse gas emissions guarantees extinction. 

David Stein, Science editor for The Guardian, 2006, “Global Warming Xtra: Scientists warn about Antarctic melting,” http://www.agoracosmopolitan.com/home/Frontpage/2008/07/14/02463.html

Global Warming continues to be approaches by governments as a "luxury" item, rather than a matter of basic human survival. Humanity is being taken to its destruction by a greed-driven elite. These elites, which include 'Big Oil' and other related interests, are intoxicated by "the high" of pursuing ego-driven power, in a comparable manner to drug addicts who pursue an elusive "high", irrespective of the threat of pursuing that "high" poses to their own basic survival, and the security of others. Global Warming and the pre-emptive war against Iraq are part of the same self-destructive prism of a political-military-industrial complex, which is on a path of mass planetary destruction, backed by techniques of mass-deception."The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction", reported Bill Henderson in CrossCurrents. If strict global environmental security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of humankind's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share.
AFF: Non-Unique

Obama has many priorities for the beginning of his presidenecy.  He his not putting all of his energy into Iraq. 

The Washington Post, November 11, 2008, p. A17

"The principal priorities of the Obama Administration include: a plan to revive the economy, to fix our health care, education, and social security systems, to define a clear path to energy independence, to end the war in Iraq responsibly and finish our mission in Afghanistan, and to work with our allies to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear weapon, among many other domestic and foreign policy objectives." And a chicken in every pot.

Congress is already prioritizing a withdrawal from Iraq. 

Jason Leopold, Atlantic Free Press, November 10, 2008, http://www.atlanticfreepress.com/news/1/6044-obama-new-mission-in-iraq-ending-the-war-.html

Pelosi also explained, unconvincingly to some, that although she and her Democratic colleagues campaigned during the 2006 midterm elections on a promise to bring about a swift end to the war in Iraq, the partys razor-thin majorities made it impossible to push through legislation to enact that goal  At a news conference on Wednesday, Pelosi made scant reference to ending the Iraq War, calling it a priority but declining to elaborate.  Progressive Democrats and senior members of the Out of Iraq Caucus, including Rep. Maxine Waters and Rep. Lynn Woolsey, are expected to hold up funding for Iraq operations next year unless there are clear benchmarks and timetables for withdrawal attached to spending bills
AFF: No Link to energy
Alternative energy polciies have broad support from both sides of the aisle.  There is no reason the plan would cause controversy.  

Energy & Ecology, November 21, 2008, p. 207
"After an historic victory, President-elect Obama now has an historic opportunity," SAFE President and CEO Robbie Diamond said. "Our new president has committed to bringing our nation together, and if there is one issue that is clearly bipartisan both in its urgency and its potential solutions, it is energy. We hope that President Obama makes a comprehensive, bipartisan energy reform package -- one that includes both a long-term, robust plan to electrify our transportation system, and increased domestic production of oil and natural gas to strengthen our economy in the interim -- a priority in the early days of his administration. We look forward to working with him and with both parties on Capitol Hill to make that legislation a reality." A strong foundation for bipartisan progress on energy has already been laid. In 2007, Democrats and Republicans came together to pass the Energy Independence and Security Act, legislation that included the first improvements in vehicle fuel-economy standards in more than three decades. Last year, the parties grew closer to bipartisan consensus on the supply side of the energy equation. Most importantly, however, is the growing awareness among Democrats and Republicans alike of the urgency of the energy challenges facing our nation, and the necessity of a comprehensive solution that ultimately reduces our nation's dangerous dependence on oil as the single fuel to power our transportation sector.
AFF: No Link to RPS
There is bipartisan support for RPS.   IT wouldn’t cause controversy.  

Carol Davenport May 25, 2007 (CQ Staff ; CQ GREEN SHEETS; Senate Democrats See Opening for Renewable Standard http://public.cq.com/docs/gs/greensheets110-000002519747.html )

Key Senate Democrats, believing the politics have shifted in their favor, are renewing their effort to require electric utilities to produce more power from renewable sources such as wind and solar. Such measures have passed the Senate three times in years past but died in a GOP-controlled House. Now that the Democrats are running the House, and fears about dependence on foreign oil and global warming are foremost in many minds, Senate leaders like Energy Chairman Jeff Bingaman, D-N.M., think the timing might finally be right. Supporters say a national “renewable portfolio standard” requiring 10 percent to 20 percent of electricity to be produced from renewables could go far toward lessening U.S. fossil fuel dependence. Less than 5 percent of the nation’s electricity now comes from renewable sources other than hydroelectricity. Twenty-two states have enacted renewable standards.On Thursday, a diverse group of 186 signatories — including some of the biggest names in industry, manufacturing and electric utilities, along with environmental groups — sent a letter to congressional leaders urging passage of a national renewable portfolio standard. “It’s the broadest ever, it’s the biggest ever” range of support seen for pushing the renewable standard, said Bingaman spokesman Bill Wicker of the spectrum of signatories, which includes General Electric, BP America, Google and the Edison Electric Electric Institute, which represents investor-owned utilities. Wicker called the effort “a very powerful endorsement” that could go far toward persuading lawmakers to support a renewable electricity standard. Bingaman wants his renewables proposal to be passed as an amendment to a major Senate energy package (S 1419). When debate begins on that measure in early June, Bingaman will have at the ready an amendment to require major utilities to generate 15 percent of their electricity from renewable sources by 2020. Bingaman’s staff say they anticipate bipartisan passage of the proposal. Fifty senators, including Democratic leaders and four Republicans, have signed a letter calling for a strong renewable portfolio standard.

AFF: No Link to renewables/incentives

Proposals like the plan have had bipartisan support in the past. This one won’t cause controversy. 

PR Newswire, 4/17/2008 (“Renewable Energy Industry Gets Bi-Partisan Support in Senate Vote”, April 17, 2008, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m4PRN/is_2008_April_17/ai_n25334405)
After months of intense effort to secure renewal of tax credits and other incentives which have helped spur record growth in the use of renewable energy, solar and wind power companies were rewarded when the U.S. Senate passed The Clean Energy Tax Stimulus Act of 2008 with strong bi-partisan support in an 88 to 8 vote. The legislation was co-authored by Senators Maria Cantwell (D-WA) and John Ensign (R-NV). "Satisfying our energy needs and reducing our reliance on foreign sources is a challenge that we must meet, but that can only happen with the right incentives in place," Sen. Ensign said.
AFF: Internal Link Turn

The plan will be an early win for Obama.  This will make him look powerful and make it easier for him to push his agenda through congress.

Norman Orenstein, Political Scientist, 1993 (May 27, p. Lexis-Nexis) 

Winning comes to those who look like winners. This only sounds redundant or clichish. If power is the ability to make people do something they otherwise would not do, real power is having people do things they otherwise wouldn't do without anybody making them - when they act in anticipation of what they think somebody would want them to do. If a president develops a reputation as a winner, somebody who will pull out victories in Congress even when he is behind, somebody who can say, "Do this!" and have it done, then Members of Congress will behave accordingly. They will want to cut their deals with the president early, getting on the winning team when it looks the best and means the most. They will avoid cutting deals with the opposition.

AFF: doesn’t escalate

Iraqi civil war would not escalate into regional conflict. 

Steven Simon, Council on Foreign Relations, AFTER THE SURGE: THE CASE FOR U.S. MILITARY DISENGAGEMENT FROM IRAQ, February 2007, http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/IraqCSR23.pdf
Although a regional conflagration is conceivable, it is not the likeliest consequence of civil war in the Middle East. Civil wars in the Middle East have not been rare occurrences, yet with the partial exception of the Lebanese civil war, which involved Israel and Syria, such wars have largely been contained within the divided state itself. Nor have wars between states submerged the entire region in violent disorder. The Iran-Iraq war raged for a decade but did not engulf the region. Arab-Israeli wars have not led to inter-Arab wars. Indeed, the only recent aggressor in this mode was Saddam Hussein, when he attacked Kuwait in 1990. Arguably, that war did engender a broader conflict—in the form of a sustained al-Qaeda campaign against the United States—but it did not turn into a regional war

AFF: Impact Turn

A withdrawal from Iraq would be catastrophic for the country and the region.  It would cause political instability and a terrible civil war.  

Robert Kagan & William Kristol, Weekly Standard Online, November 20, 2006
There is no getting around the fact that under present conditions, an American military withdrawal, even if undertaken gradually, will bring about the rapid collapse of Iraq. These days one gets the impression that many Americans are sanguine about this possibility. Some seem to believe that things are already as bad as they can get in Iraq. This is willful self-deception. Were the United States to withdraw from Iraq prematurely, the sectarian violence we are seeing today would seem minor compared to the bloodshed of a genuine civil war. There would be no decent interval, no moment when the Iraqi people peacefully separated themselves into their respective sectarian quarters. They would battle for control of cities and towns and resources across most of the country. The result would be real, bloody ethnic cleansing--of the kind that the United States twice intervened in the Balkans to prevent, of the kind we failed to prevent in Rwanda, and of the kind we are now shamefully failing to prevent in Sudan. The difference in Iraq would be that this time the United States would be more directly responsible for bringing about this humanitarian nightmare.
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