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---Farm Bill Updates
2NC/1NR - Will Pass
Farm bill will pass – momentum, insiders are optimistic, but it will require continued attention and focus 
Amie Simpson 7/18 [a journalist who received her degree from Indiana University and works in the specific area of agriculture, “DON’T COUNT THE FARM BILL OUT IN ‘23”, 7/18/23, https://brownfieldagnews.com/news/dont-count-the-farm-bill-out-in-23/, Brownfield Ag News]//rurallion
Ranking Member John Boozman says the Senate Ag Committee is working hard and moving in the right direction to complete a farm bill.
“Right now we’re actually getting text down on paper—that’s a good thing,” he says. “We’re trying to get this done by October 1st when it runs out, but we want to get it done for sure by the end of the year.”
Speaking to Brownfield during an Indiana Farm Bureau Shop Talk meeting Monday in Indiana, he said he’s hopeful the farm bill can be completed this year.
“The problem is when you get into the election years and election-year politics, it makes it harder (to get things done),” he says. “Both sides would like to get this done by the first of the year.”
John Newton, chief economist for Senate Ag Committee Republicans, says the committee has been working on the farm bill since April 2022.
During a phone interview on Monday, he told Brownfield the committee has made progress during hearings and listening sessions.
“Since then, we’ve had a total of about 20 full committee and subcommittee hearings,” he says. “Senator Boozman was in Indiana on Monday. He has been in a number of other states hearing from stakeholders. He was in Wyoming, Kentucky, Nevada, and North Carolina. He has several other states he plans to visit during the August recess. That’s all an information gathering process, listening to stakeholders, making sure that we’re listening to the grassroots producers on what they need in this farm bill. Then our staff is taking that information. We’re working with Senator Stabenow’s staff, G.T. Thompson’s folks, and all four corners to try to identify the low hanging fruit and start getting this farm bill down on paper so we can get it done this year.”
Historically the farm bill has bipartisan support and Boozman says he is working alongside Senate Ag Committee Chair Debbie Stabenow in hearings in D.C. and listening sessions across the country with the goal of hearing feedback from as many constituents as possible.
“Specialty crops are very different than some of our row crops. Animal agriculture is different. The list goes on and on,” he says. “The farm bill title also is all about nutrition and rural America. We’re making sure that aspect is in good shape and then taking all that information and putting it together to come up with a farm bill that we can all be very proud of.”
Senators Braun and Boozman are working closely to make sure that the Farm Bill will pass.
Eric Pfeiffer 7/19 [the Agricultural Content Manager for HAT, compiling local news stories for air and additional stories for our website and newsletter. “Boozman, Braun Optimistic a New Farm Bill Happens This Year”, 7/19/23, https://hoosieragtoday.news/boozman-braun-optimistic-a-new-farm-bill-happens-this-year/, Hoosier Ag]//rurallion
Time is running out to get an on-time Farm Bill across the finish line. The current Farm Bill expires at the end of September.
“Farm bills aren’t about Democrats and Republicans,” says Republican Senator John Boozman from Arkansas, Ranking Member of the Senate Ag Committee. He was in Indiana this week and told us that it’s not partisan politics slowing them down. “We’re actually working very, very close together with Senator Stabenow.”
Despite running out of days that Congress is in session, Boozman is optimistic that a Farm Bill can get done this calendar year if not before the September 30th deadline. He hopes that it doesn’t get pushed into next year when election politics could make things more difficult.
“Also, if we get it done before the end of the year, you don’t really have to worry about continuation of farm programs. There’s not much you have to do so that we continue on just like we are right now.”
Fellow Senate Ag Committee member Mike Braun invited Boozman to his home state to hear from farmers. Braun says if we don’t get the Farm Bill done this year, it’ll be because, “We don’t do our job like all other Americans do to where you get it done on time. All your local and state governments, they get it done within their fiscal year.
“We know every year that it gets pushed up to the deadline and still seem to do worse. That’s got to change at the federal level. We’ve got to go back to budgeting, regular order, getting on this the first day of the new fiscal year, break the bad habits that have given us such poor results.”
Boozman, Braun, and Indiana Senator Todd Young wrapped up their day Monday speaking with farmers at an Indiana Farm Bureau Talk Shop in Tippecanoe County after visiting Fair Oaks and the Purdue Agronomy Center for Research and Education earlier in the day.
The farm bill has been historically bipartisan, and Republicans are ready to back the bill again.
Jonathan D. Salant 7/5 [assistant managing editor, politics, supervise Washington coverage for the Post-Gazette and play a key role in planning and covering the 2024 elections. Former president of the D.C. chapter of the Society of Professional Journalists. “Rep. Thompson in middle of action as Congress debates farm bill,” 7/5/23, https://www.bradfordera.com/news/rep-thompson-in-middle-of-action-as-congress-debates-farm-bill/article_7e775006-1b58-11ee-a02b-e36031cc63b5.html //rurallion
Adding to the interest is that few pieces of legislation are expected to pass with Republicans controlling the House and Democrats in the majority in the Senate. The farm bill is an exception.
”It is one of the few pieces of legislation that people suspect will get across the finish line,” said Anne MacMillan, chair of the food and agriculture practice group for Invariant, which last year was paid $36.2 million to lobby — the fifth-highest among all firms, according to the research group OpenSecrets.
”Any entity or lobbyist worth their weight is going to try to pull out all the stops on any moving vehicle,” MacMillan added. “You’ll see the uptick in engagement.”
BIPARTISAN APPROACH 
That’s because the bill traditionally brings together Democrats and Republicans — and rural residents and city dwellers — as it combines support for agriculture with funding for nutrition programs.
And Thompson made it clear when he ascended to the committee chairmanship after Republicans took control of the House in January that he was going to continue that tradition.
”I made that clear from the very beginning,” he said. “In the end, it’s always bipartisan and bicameral. We’ll have a better bill and better serve the American people by doing that.”
He dines with Senate Agriculture Committee Chair Debbie Stabenow, D-Minn., and has good relationships with the committee’s ranking Republican, John Boozman of Arkansas, as well as his own panel’s top Democrat, U.S. Rep. David Scott of Georgia.

2NC/1NR - Climate =/= Stops Bill
The bill will pass on time, regardless of a climate provision.
RFD TV 6/22 [the nation’s first 24-hour television network featuring programming focused on agribusiness, equine, and rural lifestyles, along with traditional country music and entertainment, “There is optimism for an on-time Farm Bill now that these hurdles are done, according to Rep Lucas”, 6/22/23, https://www.rfdtv.com/there-is-optimism-for-an-on-time-farm-bill-now-that-these-hurdles-are-done-according-to-rep-lucas, RFD TV]//rurallion
There is some growing optimism that this year’s Farm Bill will be passed on time. Former House Ag Chair, Frank Lucas says that Congress has overcome one of the most important hurdles to get it done this year. “One of the most important things we had to do was pass a piece of legislation dealing not only with the debt ceiling but setting spending levels for the next few years. The allocation process in the House and Senate is going on,” Rep Lucas states. “As we wait for those final numbers in the House, Chairman Thompson is now moving us in the direction of not just hearing here in DC, but also field hearings around the country laying the groundwork.” However, despite a push to get the bill passed on time, Lucas also emphasizes a one-year extension is better than a weak legislation. “If a one-year extension means that we have a better set of budget numbers a year from now if it helps facilitate a strong five-year Farm Bill, then yes, I will take an extension. After all, we got the ’14 Farm Bill two years after the previous bill was set to come to an end. We had to do the extensions, but it ultimately goes to the ’14 bill that became the base bill in ’18 that I believe will be the base bill then in 2023 to 2024, depending on what happens,” he adds. Today, the Senate Appropriations Committee is debating the ag budget before lawmakers take a 4th of July recess.
The biggest hurdle, the SNAP work requirements, has already been crossed- climate provisions won’t stop the bill.
Kellan Heavican 6/19 [has won several major awards through the Nebraska Broadcasters Association, Iowa Broadcast News Association and the Midwest Broadcast Journalist Association, “FARM BILL NEGOTIATIONS OVER FUNDING, NUTRITION AND CROP INSURANCE RAMP UP”, 6/19/23, https://brownfieldagnews.com/news/farm-bill-negotiations-over-funding-nutrition-and-crop-insurance-ramp-up/, Brownfield Ag News]//rurallion
Nebraska’s Congressional delegation met with state commodity groups and other stakeholders Monday for several farm bill listening sessions.  Congressmen Don Bacon, a member of the House Ag Committee, says lawmakers likely removed the biggest hurdle by agreeing on work requirements in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance program when the debt ceiling was increased.  “That was going to be the biggest point of contention, and I think it’s already off the table. They already debated it for two months and they came up with a handshake deal.” Senator Pete Ricketts says he’s prioritizing keeping chocolate milk in schools after USDA proposed a ban on the product due to concerns about childhood obesity. “Sometimes these (young people) that’s the only solid meal that they’re getting all day.  We want them to have a healthy meal that involves dairy that’s a part of having strong bones.  This is a huge mistake.” Congressman Adrian Smith says the farm bill needs to include programs and funding that help increase productivity for producers.  “We want the agility for producers to be able to innovate for the future, hopefully smooth things out economically for themselves and to also constantly be thinking about the future.” Congressman Mike Flood says he’s working to secure funding to add more researchers to a USDA precision ag research facility at the University of Nebraska’s Innovation Campus.  “To find ways to grow corn with less water, apply the right amount of nitrogen, do what we can every step of the way to protect the environment and make sure our farmers and ranchers are profitable.”
Republicans are beginning to back drastic measures to solve climate change- a climate provision would be no different.
Stephen Groves 7/18 [A journalist for the Associated Press who received his degree from NYU, “House Republicans propose planting a trillion trees as they move away from climate change denial”, 7/18/23, https://abcnews.go.com/Business/wireStory/house-republicans-propose-planting-trillion-trees-move-climate-101384340, ABC News]//rurallion
As Speaker Kevin McCarthy visited a natural gas drilling site in northeast Ohio to promote House Republicans' plan to sharply increase domestic production of energy from fossil fuels last month, the signs of rising global temperatures could not be ignored. Smoke from Canadian wildfires hung in the air.
When the speaker was asked about climate change and forest fires, he was ready with a response: Plant a trillion trees.
The idea — simple yet massively ambitious — revealed recent Republican thinking on how to address climate change. The party is no longer denying that global warming exists, yet is searching for a response to sweltering summers, weather disasters and rising sea levels that doesn't involve abandoning their enthusiastic support for American-produced energy from burning oil, coal and gas.
“We need to manage our forests better so our environment can be stronger," McCarthy said, adding, “Let's replace Russian natural gas with American natural gas and let's not only have a cleaner world, let's have a safer world.”
The Biden administration has also boosted exports of liquefied natural gas to Europe after Russia, one of the continent's largest suppliers of energy, invaded Ukraine. The Democratic president has also said that coal, oil and gas will be part of America’s energy supply for years to come.

2NC/1NR - AT: Crypto Thumps
Crypto didn’t take too much attention away from the farm bill – but the plan would be much bigger than that.
Jerry Hagstrom 7/18 [the very founder of The Hagstrom Report, an agriculture newspaper, “House ag to focus on digital assets, then farm bill”, 7/18/23, https://www.thefencepost.com/news/house-ag-to-focus-on-digital-assets-then-farm-bill/, The Fence Post]//rurallion
The House Agriculture Committee will release the draft of a digital asset market structure bill this week and mark it up next week, along with the House Financial Services Committee, House Agriculture Committee Chairman Glenn “GT” Thompson, R-Pa., told reporters at a breakfast briefing today.
The bill is produced as part of the committee’s jurisdiction over the Commodity Futures Trading Commission. The Financial Services Committee has jurisdiction over the Securities and Exchange Commission, and the two committees have been working closely together on the CFTC provisions of the bill.
Thompson was joined at the briefing by Rep. Dusty Johnson, R-S.D., chairman of the House Agriculture Commodity Markets, Digital Assets and Rural Development Subcommittee. Johnson said he has spoken every week for two months with Rep. French Hill, R-Ark., the House Financial Services Digital Assets, Financial Technology and Inclusion Subcommittee chairman, to develop the joint bill.
Thompson said a court ruling that Ripple Labs Inc. did not violate federal securities laws in selling its XRP tokens directly to sophisticated investors, showed the need for legislation to address the structure of digital assets markets. Johnson said some Democrats believe that the SEC has enough authority to regulate the digital assets market, but the Ripple ruling showed that is not the case.
The bill will make clear that the United States is the country where the digital asset marketplace should be located, Thompson said.
Thompson maintained that the need to produce a bill regulating the digital assets market has not slowed work on the farm bill, saying, “We can walk and chew gum at the same time.”
Thompson said he hopes to hold a markup on the farm bill in mid-September and will release a draft before the markup.
2NC/1NR - AT: NDAA thumps
NDAA doesn’t thump- no one’s pushing back.
Sam Sutton & Eleanor Mueller 7/20 [Sam Sutton is a Financial Services reporter for POLITICO Pro, covering fintech and digital currencies. He previously covered New Jersey health care policy, hospitals and the state's insurance market. Muelle is a graduate of the University of Maryland's Philip Merrill School of Journalism and Department of Government & Politics. Muelle is now a digital producer and copy editor at Politico. “GOP lawmaker says he’s not attempting to block NDAA,” 7/20/23, https://www.politico.com/news/2023/07/20/marshall-ndaa-hold-up-00107391, Politico]//rurallion
Sen. Roger Marshall is pushing to open up the amendment process on the annual defense bill in a bid to advance a contested measure that would crack down on credit card swipe fees.
The Kansas Republican on Thursday told POLITICO that he was not trying to hold up any votes on the National Defense Authorization Act, though he expressed serious concern with the amendment process.
“I have no desire to derail the NDAA and have always supported our military,” Marshall said in a statement. “I want an open amendment process where we all have the opportunity to bring forth our priorities and make our case. “This is a basic right for members of this Chamber, and I am not alone in my frustration with this process.”
Earlier Thursday, four people familiar with the discussions told POLITICO that Marshall was threatening to throw up hurdles in a bid to attach an amendment to the NDAA that would force the major payment networks to compete on the swipe fees that merchants pay in exchange for accepting credit cards.
Marshall, along with Sen. Dick Durbin (D-Ill.), reintroduced a bill targeting credit card payment networks last month — sparking a lobbying battle between Wall Street banks and retailers. Marshall and Durbin filed related amendments on the NDAA earlier this month.
“Folks living paycheck to paycheck and small businesses back home deserve relief. We have a bipartisan bill, now a potential amendment, which provides that and should be considered,” Marshall said. “In the face of spending nearly $900B on the military, perhaps we can give some much-needed relief to hard-working Americans and seniors on fixed incomes.”
2NC/1NR - Farm Bill key to solve food insecurity
Farm bill key to solve domestic food insecurity – food and nutrition programs, boosts local and ag economies
Amy Breitmann & Brittany Burnett, 7-21. Guest columnists, “Guest column: Uniting for food security: A plea to strengthen food programs through the farm bill.” July 21, 2023. https://www.postandcourier.com/aikenstandard/opinion/columns/guest-column-uniting-for-food-security-a-plea-to-strengthen-food-programs-through-the-farm/article_2d175688-263a-11ee-b7d9-3714a625085e.html 
Both Golden Harvest and United Way have experienced pandemic-level requests for assistance in the last few months. The number of neighbors needing help is on the rise. Yet, government assistance has either lessened since the COVID-19 pandemic or been taken away completely – and the situation is only worsening.
At United Way of the CSRA, we serve the community by supporting dozens of programs at non-profits in our 12-county footprint, and these organizations serve as frontline resources to struggling neighbors who see the faces of these needs each day. Over the last few months, we’ve seen more calls and web inquiries from residents who need assistance with food, clothing, shelter, and other essential resources in our community.
During the first six months of this year, we’ve already received over 1,100 calls and website inquiries for food assistance to our 2-1-1 contact center, a critical community resource for residents in need. This is a 101% increase in inquiries we received over 2022, and there’s no sign of this trend declining.
When basic needs like food are met, our neighbors can concentrate on other critical components of a healthy life, including education, employment, housing, and healthcare. All of these are pieces needed to live a healthy life, but without satisfying food needs, the other areas of need take a backseat. And that’s not ok.
As we face a perfect storm of stubbornly high grocery prices, the end of emergency food benefits, and severely strained life-sustaining resources, we realize we cannot combat food insecurity in our communities alone.
We call on our elected officials to help pass strong legislation to alleviate the food resource shortages we’re seeing and to ensure food assistance continues to reach our neighbors facing hunger.
The good news is that Congress reauthorizes the farm bill every five years, the centerpiece of federal legislation governing many critical food and farming programs. This legislation provides healthy, nutritious food for our neighbors facing incredibly challenging circumstances and helps families bridge the gap between income and expenses with programs such as SNAP (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program) and TEFAP (The Emergency Food Assistance Program).
SNAP provides monthly grocery benefits to households with meager incomes, which results in dollars being put back into our community. Last year, SNAP generated an estimated $833,278 in local economic impact. It also helped provide more than 169,000 meals to local seniors, people with disabilities and children, and everyday adults working hard to make ends meet. SNAP relieves our neighbors from making impossible decisions, such as whether they should pay their rent or feed their children.
23 of the 25 counties Golden Harvest serves are rural, and TEFAP is a hunger lifeline for rural communities. In 2021, when government assistance peaked due to the pandemic, TEFAP provided our service area with almost 10 million pounds of healthy food – much-needed relief for countless families.
In 2022, TEFAP provided 6 million pounds of food. The harsh reality is that despite the increased need, in 2023, we are on track to receive about half of what we received just two short years ago.
We do not take these food programs for granted, and we stand together today to ask you to lend your voice to the conversation. We will continue to do the vital work of helping provide meals to our communities. Still, we need our members of Congress to join us by passing a strong farm bill that invests in these programs with a proven record of effectiveness and efficiency.
Although food costs in the U.S. have greatly increased, benefits to our neighbors have not.
The amount of SNAP benefits received depends on the number of individuals in the household. Imagine a single mother of three. She meets the work and income requirements; however, she receives $470 and must make that last for 30 days. $15.67 a day divided by four people is $3.92. This dollar amount is not enough to help this family purchase food items they need to maintain a healthy lifestyle.
By not increasing benefits, we are limiting our neighbors further as they cannot afford to bridge budgets when the cost of living has increased so harshly over the past few years.
Our neighbors’ crisis is urgent, and we need your help.
Food resources must be a priority. We bring our voices together to ask you, our community, to reach out to our members of Congress and ask for full support of a farm bill that increases SNAP and TEFAP resources. With inflation skyrocketing, the benefits have not kept up. And food bank shelves are emptying with the significant need we are seeing through our more than 350 partner agencies. United Way is fielding more calls from struggling neighbors, and when resources available to these neighbors are scarce, the calls increase. For those who need transportation to the grocery store or food pantry, United Way can schedule a free Lyft ride to assist with transportation barriers. However, that simply isn’t enough when the food benefit is not as robust as it needs to be.
Now is not the time to cut these nutrition programs. It is time to take a good long look at the math and into the eyes of our neighbors and realize that it does not add up. Four in five SNAP recipients live with a child, senior, or someone with a disability. Even when SNAP recipients meet all the work and income requirements, hourly wages cannot support the ability to provide healthy and nutritious food. Healthy food is the basis of any individual, family, or senior living a healthy and productive life. For every one meal Golden Harvest provides, SNAP provides nine, and we need this help to fill the shelves in our warehouses through federal nutrition programs to ensure no one goes hungry.
We have seniors choosing between medication and food, mothers who are going hungry to feed their children, and families balancing paying for housing or making a trip to grocery store.
Our charities cannot solve hunger alone.
We are grateful for the recent announcement of an influx of funding to bolster the emergency food programs. We believe that our voices are being heard and ask that resources for those facing food insecurity continue to be a priority. With so much discussion regarding the national budget and wide disagreement, we plead Congress to come together and pass a fully funded farm bill that strengthens SNAP benefits and supports nutrition programs like TEFAP, which are crucial to the Food Bank’s ability to serve neighbors during this financially challenging time. These increases will not only provide support for our neighbors, but they will also continue to bolster our agricultural and local economy.
Farm bill key to solve food insecurity – Ukraine proves
Zippy Duvall, 7-19. President of the American Farm Bureau Federation. “Farm Bill for America’s Families.” July 19, 2023. https://www.fb.org/the-zipline/farm-bill-for-americas-families
The clock is ticking for the farm bill as it is set to expire at the end of September. Farmers and ranchers aren’t the only ones with eyes on the clock either. Last week, the American Farm Bureau joined with a diverse group of agricultural, environmental, forestry, wildlife, nutrition and hunger advocates to launch the “Farm Bill for America’s Families: Sustaining Our Future” campaign. Together, we are calling for an effective 2023 farm bill this year, and we’re inviting others to join us. We know the farm bill matters for all Americans, and we cannot afford a delay. At Farm Bureau, we are committed to ensuring that the 2023 farm bill provides the tools and resources all farmers and ranchers need. Our advocacy work is already in full gear. It’s been all hands on deck, across state and national staff and grassroots members and leaders, in laying the groundwork for the next farm bill. And you better believe that we will be studying the new bill backwards and forwards to ensure it aligns with our grassroots policies. When we speak as the united Voice of Agriculture, we make a real difference. We also know that when we lock arms across agriculture and beyond, lawmakers take extra notice. Finding common ground with a diverse group of stakeholders is truly powerful in showing everyone how important the farm bill is for our nation. With 260 members of Congress who have never worked on a farm bill and 71% of adults saying they don’t know much, if anything, about the bill, now is the time to engage with consumers, leaders and lawmakers alike. We need all Americans to understand the broad impact the farm bill has—and to urge their members of Congress to pass an effective 2023 farm bill. That’s why Farm Bill for America’s Families is highlighting how the farm bill is critical to food security, job creation, conservation, risk management and addressing hunger.
The farm bill is critical to food security, job creation, conservation, risk management and addressing hunger. The farm bill, as I’ve said often, could really be called a food and farm bill because of its far-reaching impact. Farmers know first-hand how important farm bill programs like crop insurance are to keeping farms running through tough times like weather disasters, high inflation, and supply chain disruptions. Risk management programs have an impact well beyond the farm, too, as they help ensure we can keep growing the food, fiber and fuel all Americans depend on. More Americans are recognizing the important role our food supply plays in national security, given the supply chain and global disruptions we’ve seen like the war in Ukraine.
Of course, the farm bill covers a lot more than crop insurance. Funding for the farm bill is comprehensive—from voluntary conservation programs to advancing agricultural research, this legislation is an investment in the future of our food system and the health of our natural resources. Through farm bill nutrition programs, farmers also play a role in providing 9 billion meals every year to those facing hunger. Farmers and ranchers aren’t just growing food either, we’re growing jobs in rural, suburban and urban communities alike. Did you know that U.S. agriculture supports 46 million jobs across the food and agriculture sectors? When you consider there are just over 2 million farms in this country, that yield is amazing.

All this just skims the surface when it comes to the impact of the farm bill. We hope this campaign will engage a broad audience to highlight how the farm bill impacts their families. It’s important for everyone to understand how it promotes the well-being of all Americans by securing our supply of safe, sustainable food, fiber and fuel.
I invite you to learn more about the campaign at FarmBillForAmericasFamilies.com, and we welcome more groups to join us—from our state and county Farm Bureaus to other commodity groups, to food banks and environmental groups. Congress needs to hear from all of us, loud and clear, how important the farm bill is for all Americans.

2NC/1NR - Impact/Turns Case
Farm bill solves the racial water gap.
Amber Chen 7/20 [a freelance journalist who covers environmental justice. Her writing has appeared in the Los Angeles Times, Teen Vogue, the Guardian, and other publications. “Running Dry: Can the Farm Bill Help Fix the Racial Water Gap?” 7/20/23, https://www.yesmagazine.org/environment/2023/07/20/water-farm-bill, Yes Magazine]//rurallion
For years, Michael Prado has provided bottled water to his neighbors in Sultana, a town of about 785 people in California’s Central Valley. That’s because most wells in town have been contaminated by runoff from agriculture, says Prado, who is president of the Sultana Community Services District. Only one well meets state standards for safe drinking water—he’s glad the town has it, but it’s not enough.
“We’ve been crossing our fingers and toes that the drought [wouldn’t] dry our well up. Due to the fact that we live in an agricultural area and this is a little community, we would be devastated,” he says. Prado worries that if the town’s remaining up-to-standard well dries up, even more residents will have to boil tap water before using it or rely on bottled water. “We are in dire need of a new well,” he says.
Prado’s neighbors are far from alone. Millions of people in the United States lack access to safe drinking water. Rural communities of color like Sultana, which is majority Hispanic, are disproportionately affected by this crisis. There, some families spend up to 10% of their monthly income on water. And yet the federal government underfunds communities of color when it comes to water infrastructure, according to a recent report from the Community Water Center, a California advocacy group. 
“These racialized disparities in access to safe drinking water and effective wastewater services are occurring because of decades of disinvestment,” says Jenny Rempel, co-author of the report and a Ph.D. candidate at the University of California, Berkeley. In California alone, 300 towns do not supply safe drinking water to residents, the report found. 
Advocates say the Farm Bill, a massive piece of legislation that is voted on every five years and determines how the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) disburses billions in federal funding, is a chance to finally invest in these communities’ water systems.
“The Farm Bill has funding that can really help address a lot of these gaps,” says Susana de Anda, executive director of the Community Water Center. She says the legislation should increase investments, particularly grants, in rural Black, Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC) communities; fund an annual audit of the USDA to determine which communities actually receive water infrastructure funding; and push the agency to deepen relationships with community-based organizations to ensure long-neglected populations have a voice in the planning process. 
“It’s clear that [low-income people of color] have been left out of water planning, and more importantly, they’ve been left out of intentional funding designed for them to really meet their needs and solve the issue,” de Anda adds.
When reached for comment, a USDA Rural Development spokesperson said that the administration is “committed to addressing the infrastructure needs of America’s most historically underserved communities” and added that the agency is “strengthening its efforts to provide technical and financial support to BIPOC communities and historically underserved areas that need it most.” 
The racial and rural water gap has its roots in historic neglect. For decades, the Central Valley has attracted migrant farmworkers, many of whom were forced into temporary housing without basic resources like electricity or running water. Many of these settlements, like Sultana, became permanent, but never received municipal services.
Rural communities of color were historically excluded from being annexed into cities with utility services, a phenomenon known as “municipal underbounding,” says Camille Pannu, an associate clinical professor at Columbia Law School who has studied water access issues in California.
This led to communities like Sultana remaining unincorporated and lacking many public services—like adequate wells and water treatment systems. “You end up having this upside-down water system where you have the lowest-income people paying the highest bills for terrible water,” Pannu says. She says that weak water infrastructure often forces residents to turn to building their own private wells or purchasing bottled water.
In agricultural communities like Sultana, water isn’t just hard to access. When it comes from the ground, it’s often contaminated with nitrates, arsenic, and pesticides; these contaminants are linked to cancer and lung and heart disease, among other ailments. Treating that water can add hundreds of dollars to residents’ yearly water and sewer bills, according to a recent report from the Environmental Working Group. 
Federal funds can help ease the burden, but only if these communities are able to access them, says Rempel, the doctoral researcher. “Communities need a lot of capacity and resources to be able to apply for and access these federal funding programs,” Rempel says. “There’s a huge opportunity for technical assistance to start to close this gap.” 
Even Prado, who has worked in community services for over 25 years, says he has struggled to navigate the system of applying for federal loans and grants. “Nobody really knows about USDA funding,” he says. 
Despite these obstacles, Prado has seen the benefits of federal assistance. In 2017, the USDA helped to fund a $2.1 million project to drill a new community well for Monson—one of Sultana’s neighbors—supplying more than 200 homes with safe water. That same year, Prado, with help from a local nonprofit, applied for $7 million in funding for a well in his town.
Now, more than six years later, Sultana is slated to get the new well it so desperately needs. Construction crews broke ground in May, and the well is slated for completion in May 2024. 
Prado says he’s excited about the new well—but access to clean water isn’t something he and his neighbors should have had to fight for. 
“I keep telling the state what they need to do is get off their chair, come to the valley, and see all the rural communities,” Prado says. “See what their needs are, hold outreach meetings, and start finding out what they need here. I don’t think there’s enough of that really going on.”
---Saudi-Israel Updates
Biden pushing normalization - top priority
Biden is fervently pursuing normalization now through hosting meetings with Israeli and Saudi officials 
Barak Ravid 7-17. Ravid is an alumnus of the University of Bristol and currently the American Leader of EY-Parthenon, one of the largest global consulting organizations. His representation of EY-Parthenon and his writing is frequently published and acknowledged in popular media organizations, “Top Biden adviser in Saudi Arabia to discuss possible normalization with Israel,” Axios, July 17, 2023, https://www.axios.com/2023/06/17/saudi-israel-normalization-path-mcgurk-biden-mbs/CR
Brett McGurk, President Biden’s senior Middle East adviser, arrived in Saudi Arabia this weekend for talks with Saudi officials that will focus on the administration's efforts to reach a normalization agreement between Israel and the kingdom as well as other issues, two U.S. officials told Axios.
Why it matters: McGurk's trip, first reported by the NYT, is part of an effort by the White House to make a diplomatic push for a Saudi-Israeli peace deal in the next six to seven months before the presidential election campaign consumes President Biden’s agenda, as Axios reported last month.
Driving the news: McGurk’s visit to Saudi Arabia comes less than two weeks after U.S. Secretary of State Tony Blinken visited the kingdom and met Crown Prince Muhammed bin Salman (MBS).
Blinken and MBS discussed the issue of possible normalization with Israel and on his way back to the U.S., Blinken called Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to brief him about the talks. McGurk is also expected to meet with MBS. Barbara Leaf, the State Department’s senior Middle East diplomat, is expected to visit Israel, the West Bank, Egypt and Jordan this week, U.S. officials said. According to the officials, Leaf joined Blinken on his trip to Saudi Arabia and is expected to follow up on it in her talks with Israeli officials.
State of play: Israel's occupation of the Palestinian territories will be one major hurdle on any path towards an Israeli-Saudi peace deal.
Blinken said at an AIPAC conference earlier this month that any such normalization agreement should also advance the prospects of a two-state solution between Israel and the Palestinians. The Saudi foreign minister Prince Faisal bin Farhan said at a press conference with Blinken that "without finding a pathway to peace for the Palestinian people…any normalization will have limited benefits."
The big picture: The Saudi foreign minister visited Tehran on Saturday and met with his Iranian counterpart and the Iranian president. It was the first such visit in many years.
It comes as part of the agreement between Saudi Arabia and Iran on reestablishing diplomatic relations — and a wave of normalization in the region.

Biden is improving U.S-Saudi relations, holding meetings with both Saudi Arabia and Israel, and pushing normalization through “behind the scenes” diplomacy 
Jennifer Hansler 23. Hansler graduated from the University of Rochester and has since worked for WROC-TV, ABC News, and CNN, where she currently works as State Department Reporter/Producer, “Blinken says Israel-Saudi normalization remains a priority as he wraps visit to the Kingdom,” June 8, 2023, https://www.cnn.com/2023/06/08/politics/blinken-saudi-arabia/index.html/CR
US Secretary of State Antony Blinken on Thursday reaffirmed the Biden administration’s commitment to normalization between Israel and Saudi Arabia as he wrapped up his first solo visit to the Kingdom.
At a press conference in Riyadh, the top US diplomat said he discussed the matter of normalization in his meetings, “and we will continue to work at it and to advance it in the days, weeks and months ahead.”
“We fully support Israel’s integration into the Middle East and from day one, we have been working both to deepen some of the existing agreements, and also expand them to other countries. That includes Saudi Arabia,” Blinken said.
Saudi Foreign Minister Faisal bin Farhan, speaking alongside Blinken, noted that “it’s quite clear that we believe that normalization is in the interest of the region, that it would bring significant benefits to all. But without finding a pathway to peace for the Palestinian people, without addressing that challenge, any normalization will have limited benefits.”
Following his visit to Saudi Arabia, Blinken spoke by phone with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu about “areas of mutual interest, including expanding and deepening Israel’s integration into the Middle East through normalization with countries in the region,” according to a State Department readout.
Blinken’s trip to Riyadh and Jeddah, where he met with Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman, comes as the administration works to navigate a complicated and at-times tense relationship with Saudi Arabia.
Last October, the Biden administration reacted furiously to a decision by OPEC+ to slash oil production, with Blinken saying that Saudi Arabia knew that the OPEC+ decision to cut oil production “would increase Russian revenues” and that the United States is reviewing “consequences” for that decision.
However, the administration did not react harshly to an announcement from Saudi Arabia just days before Blinken’s trip that it would once again slash oil production, nor a call between the Crown Prince and Russian President Vladimir Putin to praise their cooperation on OPEC+ less than a day after Blinken met MBS.
Brian Katulis, the vice president of Policy at the Middle East Institute, noted the difference in tone between the reaction in October and this week, noting that “part of that was just this work to try to rebuild trust and confidence on multiple fronts.”
“I think what you see in this visit is – and what happens with these visits is – they’re often the capstone or the end product of months of diplomatic work behind the scenes, and much of that work between the US and Saudi has been trying to put things on a steadier footing, a more solid foundation,” he said.


Biden reiterated his dedication to Israel and normalization in a recent conversation with Netanyahu
White House Press Release, 7-17, “Readout of President Joe Biden’s Call with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel,” July 17, 2023, https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/07/17/readout-of-president-joe-bidens-call-with-prime-minister-benjamin-netanyahu-of-israel-2//CR
President Joseph R. Biden, Jr. spoke today with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel to discuss a broad range of global and regional issues of mutual concern. The President underscored his iron-clad, unwavering commitment to Israel’s security and condemned recent acts of terror against Israeli citizens.  The two consulted on our close coordination to counter Iran, including through regular and ongoing joint military exercises. They noted that U.S.-Israel partnership remains a cornerstone in preventing Iran from ever acquiring a nuclear weapon. The President stressed the need to take measures to maintain the viability of a two-state solution and improve the security situation in the West Bank.  To that end, he welcomed Israel’s willingness to consider new steps to support Palestinian livelihoods, and recognized promising steps by the Palestinian Authority to reassert security control in Jenin and other areas of the West Bank.  He expressed concern about continued settlement growth and called on all parties to refrain from further unilateral measures.  The two leaders agreed to consult with regional partners with the aim of convening a meeting soon in the Aqaba/Sharm format as soon as possible. They also consulted on progress towards establishing a more integrated, prosperous, and peaceful Middle East, including through efforts to deepen and expand normalization with countries in the region and beyond. Finally, President Biden reiterated, in the context of the current debate in Israel about judicial reform, the need for the broadest possible consensus, and that shared democratic values have always been and must remain a hallmark of the U.S.-Israel relationship.

AT: Israel says no
Israel and Saudi both want normalization, they’ll say yes.
Lahov Harkov 23 (Harkov is a freelance reporter currently working at Jerusalem Post where she previously served as Senior Knesset Reporter and Analyst and currently serves as Senior Contributing Editor and Diplomatic Consultant,) “Israel 'very optimistic' about Saudi Arabia ties within one year - FM Cohen”, Jerusalem Post, June 25, 2023, https://www.jpost.com/middle-east/article-747663/CR
Foreign Minister Eli Cohen is “very optimistic” that Israel and Saudi Arabia will normalize relations before March 2024, he said in a briefing on Sunday.
“Israel is interested in advancing a peace agreement with Saudi Arabia,” Cohen said. “This is an attainable agreement…the Saudis are interested in it, as well.
”Normalization talks are taking place over a number of channels, the primary of which is through the Biden administration, " the foreign minister said.
An agreement with the Saudis will include additional countries, Cohen said, and it will not use the name “Abraham Accords” as the establishment of relations between Israel and the UAE and Bahrain did.
Cohen said that once Israel and Saudi Arabia have diplomatic relations, more Arab and Muslim states will follow.
Securing normalization is a shared priority among all 3 countries AND the U.S and Israel will cooperate with Saudi demands
Andrew Parasiliti 23 (Parasiliti has a MA in foreign affairs from the University of Virginia and a PHD from the John Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies. He has previously served as Foreign Policy Advisor for senator Chuck Hagel, Principal of Government Affairs for the BGR group, Executive Director, IISS-US; Corresponding Director, IISS-Middle East at the International Institute for Strategic Studies. He is now an adjunct political scientist at RAND corporation and President and Chief Content Officer at AL-monitor,) “Biden gives priority to Israel-Saudi normalization”, AL-Monitor, May 19, 2023, https://www.al-monitor.com/originals/2023/05/biden-gives-priority-israel-saudi-normalization#:~:text=The%20Biden%20administration%20is%20making,all%20of%20whom%20want%20it/CR
Given Israel’s fractious right-wing government and the Arab Sunni states’ rapprochement with Iran, “the dream of peace between Israel and Saudi Arabia should have been relegated to the realm of science fiction,” writes Ben Caspit. “Surprisingly, it remains real.” 
Israel Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu “dreams” of Israeli-Saudi normalization, a senior Israeli diplomatic source told Caspit. For Netanyahu, another historic star turn as statesman would be a reprieve from the agony of Israeli domestic politics. The country is bitterly divided over his right-wing government’s judicial reform program. There are few rewards for Israel’s longest serving prime minister in the unruly coalition politics, demonstrations in the streets and remonstrations from Washington over the controversial legislation. 
A deal with Saudi Arabia remains Netanyahu’s top priority, along with preventing Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapon, and they are of course linked. While Netanyahu has taken satisfaction in both the impasse over the Iran nuclear deal and increased US-Israeli security coordination regarding Iran, the regional fence-mending with the Islamic Republic has become a source of anxiety, which has occasionally spilled out into the otherwise smooth mind-meld between Washington and Jerusalem over Iran. 
That Netanyahu is willing to pay a “heavy price” for Saudi normalization is a given, as Caspit notes. Saudi Arabia’s Crown Prince and Prime Minister Mohammed bin Salman wants it too, but on his terms. Saudi Arabia is looking for a package deal with more benefits and impact, that distinguish such agreement from the Abraham Accords, reached in 2020 between Israel and the United Arab Emirates (UAE), Bahrain, Morocco and Sudan.
The United States is no mere facilitator in this negotiation; it is more of a third principal. In return for normalization, Riyadh is reportedly seeking to take the US-Saudi security partnership to the next level — access to the most advanced weapons systems (on a par with Israel), a defense treaty and a US-Saudi civil nuclear cooperation agreement.
Each of these three reported asks would require congressional buy-in, and some Hill members are concerned about the kingdom’s human rights record and conduct in the war in Yemen. The best chance for a civil nuclear agreement would be along the lines of the US-UAE nuclear deal, which is known as the “gold standard” because it does not include enrichment, refining or storage of uranium on Emirati soil. Whether Saudi Arabia would accept those restrictions is uncertain. Karen Young breaks down the issues around the Saudi nuclear program here. Saudi Arabia would also benefit from increased engagement and investment from Israel’s tech industries, given the kingdom’s expansive Vision 2030 development program. There are now reports that Saudi Arabia may soon approve direct flights for Muslims in Israel for the hajj, which has been under discussion for over a year.
The Biden administration is making Saudi-Israeli normalization a priority. Perhaps surprisingly, the recent escalation in Israeli-Palestinian tensions has not yet influenced or slowed the course of negotiations among the three parties, all of whom want it. Given the stakes in the region, progress doesn’t come easily or quickly. 
Netanyahu wouldn’t mind the boost in relations with the Biden administration that would come from a Saudi deal. He still has not received an invitation to the White House. “The situation in Jerusalem is becoming increasingly awkward,” writes Caspit. “The Biden administration is not hiding its clear distaste for the policies of the Israeli leader and his radical nationalist, racist government.”  For US President Joe Biden, Israel-Saudi normalization would represent a major breakthrough on Middle East peace, the foreign policy holy grail of American presidents. That it would come in an election year adds to its attraction and urgency. While the Saudi asks of the US Congress are substantial, Israel’s support would help smooth the process with both Democrats and Republicans.
The Biden administration’s focus on diplomacy and de-escalation has facilitated such a breakthrough. The more organic regional security engagement that has evolved was something regional strategists, academics and analysts always talked about and never expected. And now it’s happening on Biden’s watch. The US-led diplomacy in the region, which occurs at a sometimes frenetic pace, signals an intensively engaged United States, but one that is empowering its partners, including Saudi Arabia and the UAE, to deal with adversaries like Syria, end the war in Yemen and reduce tensions with Iran.  The US role in Israeli-Saudi normalization, and in groups such as the Negev Forum ( which includes the United States, the UAE, Bahrain, Morocco and Egypt) is also a reminder that China can’t compete with American diplomacy and influence.
AT: Saudi says no
Saudi Arabia is dedicated to securing a deal and has been willing to negotiate and reduce its Palestinian related demands 
Hélène Sallon 23 (Sallon has a master’s degree from Sciences Po Aix and a doctorate from Ecole normale supérieure, both in politics. She is a Lebanon-based journalist on Middle Eastern news and a regional correspondent for the Middle East with Le Monde,) “Normalization with Israel: Saudi Arabia shows signs of openness,” Le Monde, June 13, 2023, https://www.lemonde.fr/en/international/article/2023/06/13/normalization-with-israel-saudi-arabia-shows-signs-of-openness_6031069_4.html/CR
Normalization between Saudi Arabia and Israel, a priority for Joe Biden's administration, was at the heart of US Secretary of State Antony Blinken's visit to Riyadh from June 6 to 8. The Americans have given themselves until the end of the year, before being caught up in the 2024 presidential campaign, to make progress on this issue, which is also a priority for Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. The monarchy, which is in return negotiating for increased military cooperation with Washington and support for its civilian nuclear program, is showing signs of opening up.
"It's quite clear that we believe that normalization [with Israel] is in the interest of the region, that it would bring significant benefits to all," said Saudi Foreign Minister Prince Faisal bin Farhan on Thursday. "But without finding a pathway to peace for the Palestinian people, without addressing that challenge, any normalization will have limited benefits.  And therefore, I think we should continue to focus on finding a pathway toward a two-state solution, on finding a pathway toward giving the Palestinians dignity and justice," added Farhan.
The choice of words is not insignificant. By speaking of a simple "pathway to peace," the Saudi foreign minister seems to be indicating that Riyadh is prepared to scale down its demands: The creation of a Palestinian state within the 1967 borders would no longer be a prerequisite for normalization with Israel. This condition was established in Saudi Crown Prince Abdullah's peace initiative, approved by the countries of the Arab League in 2002.
Saudi will say yes, but only with continued Biden focus
Binyamin Rose 23 (Rose is a journalist, Editor at Large for Mishpacha Magazine. He previously reported for two Jersey newspapers and later news director and producer at major-market all-news stations in Miami and Charlotte. “How Close Is Israeli-Saudi Peace?” Mishpacha Magazine, May 30, 2023, https://mishpacha.com/how-close-is-israeli-saudi-peace//CR
The likelihood is growing that by the end of 2023, if not sooner, Saudi Arabia will agree to normalize relations with Israel, paving the way for most Arab and Muslim relations to establish and strengthen ties with Israel. It won’t happen without US mediation and guarantees, which the Biden administration is now contemplating after almost three years of treating Saudi Arabia as a pariah nation. What factors contributed to America’s change of heart? What will the US, the Saudis, and Israel gain from normalization? And is this all win-win for Israel, or does it have anything to lose? 
1. Reversing China’s Momentum
Saudi Arabia will not normalize relations with Israel without a major upgrade in US security guarantees, access to military equipment it doesn’t currently have, and assistance in building a peaceful nuclear energy program. After President Biden’s July 2022 visit to the desert kingdom to meet with Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman (MBS), the Saudis realized the US was dragging its feet, so the Saudis pivoted to China.
China can’t fulfill the Saudis’ wish list, but they performed a diplomatic feat the US couldn’t, brokering a Saudi rapprochement with Iran in March 2023, buying the Saudis a respite from ongoing Iranian threats. China’s diplomatic triumph provided one more glaring example of its ascending global power and America’s declining prestige. The Biden administration got the message, and within a month, dispatched four top officials to Riyadh, including National Security Advisor Jake Sullivan and CIA director William Burns. In that sense, China’s diplomatic foray with the Saudis provided the US with keener insights into Saudi Arabia’s needs and goals and how Israel fits into that picture.
Saudi Arabia is already taking steps towards normalization by improving its relationship with Israel BUT only Biden can make a normalization deal a reality
Robert Satloff 23 (Satloff has a BA from Duke, a MA from Harvard and a PHD from Oxford. He is Executive Director of The Washington Institute, a member of the board of editors for the Middle East Quarterly, and is a published author. He specializes in U.S., Arab, and Israeli politics, policy, and diplomacy,) “Saudi Normalization with Israel, Domestic 'Transformation,' and U.S. Policy,” The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, March 1, 2023, https://www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/saudi-normalization-israel-domestic-transformation-and-us-policy/CR
Prospects for a Saudi-Israel diplomatic breakthrough appear to have cooled lately amid Riyadh’s rapprochement with Tehran and domestic ferment in Israel. But a narrow focus on these obstacles misses deeper, more encouraging trend lines, including Saudi public receptivity to people-to-people contact already underway in business and sports. Crown Prince Muhammad bin Salman has stirringly referred to Israel as a “potential ally,” and the transformative post-oil future he is mapping out for the kingdom offers the promise of bilateral cooperation in commerce, high-tech, and tourism, among other sectors. Notwithstanding Riyadh’s deal with Iran, the Saudis and Israelis still share a common threat in the Islamic Republic and a common interest to address it.     
The key to a Saudi-Israel normalization agreement, writes Segal Executive Director Robert Satloff in this new Institute Policy Note, is the U.S. role. While cautioning that a “Sadat to Jerusalem” moment is unrealistic for Saudi Arabia and Israel in the near future, especially given competing priorities for Riyadh, he argues that President Biden could—if he so chooses—negotiate a historic three-way, win-win-win arrangement that not only establishes formal Saudi-Israel relations but also advances a range of important American interests.

---Budget Politics Updates

Uniqueness
The NDAA demonstrated the Freedom Caucus is in control
Hubbar 7-14 (Kaia Hubbar, Staff Writer and Politics Reporter, US News. 7-14-2023, "House Approves ‘Hijacked’ NDAA as Democrats Denounce Conservative Social Policies," https://www.usnews.com/news/politics/articles/2023-07-14/house-approves-hijacked-ndaa-as-democrats-denounce-conservative-social-policies, accessed 7-15-2023)//Prozes
Lawmakers approved the must-pass bill largely along party lines after Republicans backed a slew of controversial amendments that alienated Democrats and imperiled the typically bipartisan bill.
The House narrowly passed the nation’s annual defense policy bill on Friday, after Republicans backed a slew of controversial amendments late Thursday that alienated Democrats and imperiled the typically bipartisan bill.
In a 219-210 vote largely along party lines, lawmakers approved the National Defense Authorization Act. But with the amendments concerning policies on abortion, gender-affirming care, critical race theory and beyond, the legislation in its current form has next to no chance in the Democrat-controlled Senate, which is working on its own version of the bill. But House Republicans will likely use the measure as a bargaining chip as the two chambers look to come together on a path forward.
Thursday’s votes on the modifications to the $886 billion measure that has been approved on an annual basis for more than 60 years came after the House Rules Committee sent the amendments to the floor in the wee hours of the morning as disputes within the conference had threatened to push floor action on the bill into next week. Ultimately, the group of conservatives – a small but increasingly powerful minority that threatened to stall progress on the legislation – got their proposals to the floor and, for some, into the bill.
Members of the House Freedom Caucus celebrated the progress on NDAA on Friday, while making clear that it’s just getting started.
“Just look at the conservative policies in this NDAA – this is the most conservative NDAA that I’ve ever had the pleasure of working with,” Rep. Lauren Boebert of Colorado said, celebrating a ban on funding for drag shows and the teaching of critical race theory; abolishing diversity, equity and inclusion programs; and establishing a pathway for the return of service members discharged under coronavirus vaccine mandates.
Republicans more broadly argued that the Biden administration has politicized the Pentagon with its “woke” agenda, making their social policy proposals in the NDAA a necessary reaction, while others positioned the social policies as a means to restore patriotism and confidence in the military.
Meanwhile, Democrats slammed the turn that the must-pass legislation took in response to the latest power grab from members of their conference’s right flank.
“It is woefully irresponsible that extreme MAGA Republicans have hijacked a bipartisan bill that is essential to our national security and taken it over and weaponized it in order to jam their extreme right wing ideology down the throats of the American people,” House Minority Leader Hakeem Jeffries said.
Generating the most stark opposition from Democrats was an amendment approved by House Republicans late Thursday that nixes the Pentagon’s policy reimbursing travel expenses related to abortion services for service members who may be stationed in states where abortion has been restricted. Even some Republicans, like Rep. Nancy Mace, have voiced frustration with the amendment, as the party reckons with how to address abortion in the aftermath of the Supreme Court decision overturning Roe v. Wade. But others in the party argued that taxpayer funds should not be used for abortions.
The move comes as Sen. Tommy Tuberville, Alabama Republican, has likewise pushed to reverse the Pentagon policy, blocking hundreds of military promotions – including potentially the military’s top post, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff – in protest and drawing the ire of the Biden administration and Defense Department for what they say is jeopardizing national security. Members of the House Freedom Caucus praised Tuberville on Friday, while pledging “reinforcements” in the House.

But it also proves that McCarthy can get the job done
Brooks 7-14 (Emily Brooks, Staff Writer and Congressional Reporter, 7-14-2023, "How McCarthy powered through a chaotic conference — again ," Hill. https://thehill.com/homenews/house/4098569-how-mccarthy-powered-through-a-chaotic-conference-again/, accessed 7-15-2023)//Prozes
Nearly every week features a familiar plotline for the House Republican conference: Right-flank pressure spurs last-minute scrambles that appear to put Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-Calif) and GOP leaders in peril – before they squeak out a compromise or victory.
In the latest episode, the House Freedom Caucus’s push to add culture war amendments to the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) tanked Democratic support for the normally bipartisan bill — but won over enough hardline conservatives that Republicans passed it without needing Democratic help.
Previous installments included a rebellion that shut down floor action for a week over backlash to the debt ceiling deal McCarthy struck with President Biden, surprise privileged motions to impeach Biden and censure Rep. Adam Schiff (D-Calif.), and last-minute changes to a GOP border and immigration bill to quell conservative concerns.
For now, House GOP leaders are embracing the pattern.
“I’m sorry to disappoint you that Republicans continue to keep our promises,” McCarthy said in a press conference on Friday after the NDAA passed the House.
But with the coming weeks and months sure to bring internal battles over spending, as well as must-pass measures like the NDAA requiring compromise with the Senate, the question is how long the pattern will hold.
Those in the right flank are happy with the outcome — this time.
“I’m really pleased with not only the product,” Rep. Matt Rosendale (R-Mont.) said of the NDAA, but also “the process” of considering and approving so many amendments.
House Freedom Caucus Chair Scott Perry (R-Pa.) touted the hardline conservative group securing conservative “gains” in the NDAA through the “continuous, persistent and principled, relentless efforts of America’s House Freedom Caucus.”
“The small majority in the House has been able to rack up win after win after win. And though it’s difficult, and though sometimes it looks like we’re not going to be able to get the job done, I would say that time and time again – over the course of the last six, seven months – we have come across the finish line,” Perry said in a press conference on Friday.
McCarthy let out a sharp giggle in response to being told that the Freedom Caucus took credit for forcing amendment votes in the NDAA. Asked if the group was running the House right now, McCarthy said: “I don’t think so, but apparently you do.”
After enraging the right flank with the debt limit compromise bill that passed with mostly Democratic votes, McCarthy this time opted to pass the NDAA by appeasing conservatives and alienating Democrats with amendments that reversed the Pentagon’s policy to reimburse abortion-related travel expenses and gutted diversity, equity and inclusion initiatives.
After a batch of the more controversial amendments were made in order for votes in the wee hours of Thursday morning, conservatives continued to keep the pressure on leadership to see them adopted.
Rep. Chip Roy (R-Texas) had warned on Thursday that “there better be some damn good whipping” on the amendments — and said leadership had committed to whipping in favor of some of them.
Approval of many of those amendments won over most of the hardliners for the final bill, and McCarthy helped sway at least one holdout that remained.
Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene (R-Ga.) had vowed to vote against the NDAA over it containing authorization of funds to Ukraine, but changed her mind Friday after McCarthy asked her to be a key negotiator on the eventual conference committee that will resolve differences with the Senate’s version of the defense bill.
It keeps with an all-carrot, no-stick strategy leaders are taking in managing the House GOP. 
“You don’t have a stick in this job,” House Majority Whip Tom Emmer (R-Minn.) said in an interview a few days before the NDAA passed. “We don’t have the ability to walk into someone’s office and tell them, ‘If you don’t do this, you can kiss this goodbye.’”
Just a month ago, an alleged attempt to use a stick resulted in even greater headaches for GOP leaders. After Rep. Andrew Clyde (R-Ga.) claimed that a member of leadership threatened to keep one of his pieces of legislation from getting a vote, a small group of conservatives voted against a procedural rule and brought legislative floor activity to a standstill for a week.
Instead, Emmer — a former hockey coach — is skating through the chaos. 
“Whether it was the privilege motion experience, or the floor experience with the shutdown – I mean, I understand people who have been here for a long time [say], ‘That’s a no-no, we don’t do that,’” Emmer said. “Well, just because it’s never been done before, don’t for a second think it won’t be done now. People are rewriting rules, they’re making their own history. And our job is to make sure we’re hearing them, and we understand what it is that is driving them.”
Sometimes the chaos takes him by surprise. He recalled one week — he believes it was the week the House GOP passed its border bill — staff told him on Monday that it should be a pretty easy one. Later, he had nearly 50 Republican members in his office as they worked out a solution to a small bit of language that caused issues with members.
“Holy cow, that is absolutely insane. And we managed to get it done,” Emmer said. 
His approach is working for now. Freedom Caucus member Rep. Dan Bishop (R-N.C.) said he has been “consistently impressed” by Emmer’s whip operation.
McCarthy’s move to lean in to conservative policy with the NDAA this week might help him repair trust with the right flank as he negotiates spending levels and appropriations bills with them.
“It is a really hugely significant step to repairing the disunity that occurred after the debt ceiling bill,” Bishop said of the NDAA and its process.
Some of the pattern is due to the political reality of a five-seat majority.
Roy said that aside from the weekly drama “being utterly exhausting and tiring,” it is “indicative” of that challenge. 
“It’s a divided Congress with a divided government and executive branch with a thin majority in the House. This is what you’re going to do,” Roy said. “You got to work hard, give and take, talk to your colleagues. Find a way to move things through.”
Some see that conflict as healthy for the House GOP.
“This is a dynamic House majority. It is the most dynamic House majority that Republicans have seen in 25 years,” said Bishop.
The pressures of getting the votes for the defense bill did not stop McCarthy from setting up a photo line in Statuary Hall and spending around 45 minutes taking photos with tourists on Thursday.
“You want to know the best way to know if someone’s going to be successful? Perseverance. You never give up,” McCarthy told her.


The spending process is on track in the Senate – the House is the sole remaining obstacle
Folley 7-13 (Aris Folley, Congressional Budget Reporter, the Hill. 7-13-2023, "Republicans join Democrats in advancing funding bills out of Senate panel," https://thehill.com/homenews/senate/4096531-senate-panel-advances-funding-bills/, accessed 7-15-2023)//Prozes
Senate GOP negotiators Thursday joined Democrats in advancing three significant federal funding bills out of the upper chamber’s Appropriations Committee, as the panel moves quickly to pass its dozen annual spending bills in the weeks ahead. 
The panel voted overwhelmingly to pass three pieces of legislation laying out proposed fiscal 2024 funding for agencies ranging from the departments of Justice (DOJ), Commerce (DOC), Treasury, NASA, the Small Business Association (SBA), the United States Capitol Police and the legislative branch, among others. 
“We have an obligation to keep this process moving, and we are determined to show the American people Congress can work in a responsible, timely, bipartisan way to pass our funding bills that make their lives better,” Sen. Patty Murray (D-Wash.), chair of the Senate Appropriations Committee, said Thursday. 
“And get our government and our communities the resources they need to keep our nation safe and competitive,” she added ahead of the votes.
Sen. Susan Collins (Maine), top Republican on the funding panel, also applauded the panel’s commitment to “regular order,” while noting the committee last month held its first markup meeting since 2021. At the time, the committee also passed the fiscal 2024 appropriations legislation for agriculture operations, as well as military construction and Veterans Affairs (VA), in unanimous bipartisan votes.
The bipartisan passage comes in sharp contrast to the direction seen in the GOP-led House, where Republican negotiators have set out to marking up their funding bills at top-line levels much lower than those agreed to as part of a spending cap deal worked out between President Biden and Speaker Kevin McCarthy (R-Calif.) earlier this year.
House GOP negotiators announced last month that they would be reverting to the fiscal year 2022 top-line levels for new spending legislation, as hard-line conservatives came out against budget caps agreed to as part of the Fiscal Responsibility Act. 
The bill was the product of weeks of intense negotiations between House GOP leadership and the White House to prevent what economists say could have been an unprecedented national default by raising the debt limit — but not without a handful of measures attached aimed at curbing spending to buy Republican support.
However, in the weeks since the bill’s passage, a number of conservatives have voiced staunch opposition to the caps for not going far enough to cut spending, putting pressure on leaders to hold the line for further cuts.
During the Senate panel markups Thursday, Sen. Jerry Moran (R-Kan.), ranking member of the appropriations subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science and Related Agencies (CJS), touched on some criticism directed to the debt limit agreement.
“There are those who have criticized, perhaps more on our side than on the Democratic side, that the Fiscal Responsibility Act didn’t do enough,” Moran said. “I don’t know what enough always is, but I want to point out to those critics that Senator Shaheen and I are working with $1.3 billion less as a result of the passage of that legislation.”
“So, when people ask for fiscal responsibility, this may or may not be enough fiscal responsibility,” he said. “We still have huge debts and interest rates are a challenge and inflation is a problem for every American. But at least as evidenced by our work, we are working with a lot less money than we have been working with in the past to accommodate and to accomplish this legislation.”
The fiscal 2024 CJS appropriations bill, one of the three bills considered by the funding panel Thursday, proposes $71.7 billion in discretionary funding. That includes roughly $38 billion for the DOJ, $11.1 billion for Commerce and $9.5 billion for the National Science Foundation.
The legislative branch appropriations advanced by the panel proposed about $6.8 billion in funding for fiscal 2024, including $792 million for the United States Capitol Police and $813 million for the Government Accountability Office for auditing and oversight, while freezing members’ pay.
The panel also approved a rescission of $10 billion in funding for the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) approved by Democrats last year — in line with the previous agreement struck by McCarthy and Biden — while proposing about $1.9 billion for the Treasury excluding the IRS, $1.2 billion for the SBA, and upping funding for the Office of National Drug Control Policy by $8 million above current levels.


The Senate is on track – it’s up to McCarthy and spending compromises to shepherd spending through the House
Katz 7-20 (Eric Katz, Government Executive, Senior Correspondent. 7-20-2023, "The Senate is on a bipartisan glidepath toward avoiding a shutdown, Schumer says," https://www.govexec.com/management/2023/07/senate-bipartisan-glidepath-toward-avoiding-shutdown-schumer-says/388700/, accessed 7-22-2023)//Prozes
The Senate continues to advance spending bills without controversy and with bipartisan support, offering hope that lawmakers will avoid a lapse in appropriations this fall. 
The Senate Appropriations Committee approved three more fiscal 2024 funding measures on Thursday, two of which—those funding the departments of Transportation and Housing and Urban Development, as well as the Energy Department—received unanimous, 29-0 votes. The third, which would set spending levels for the State Department and the U.S. Agency for International Development, received just two dissenting votes. 
The panel has now approved eight of the 12 annual must-pass spending measures, most of which have won unanimous approval. Sen. Patty Murray, D-Wash., who chairs the appropriations committee, announced Thursday her panel would hold votes on the final four funding packages next week. Murray said ahead of Thursday’s votes that she was focusing on passing bills “that can actually be signed into law.” 
“These are strong bills that show Congress can actually work in a bipartisan way to make tough decisions and, ultimately, critical investments our communities are counting on,” Murray said. “We have more work ahead, and I am not going to stop pushing to use every tool I can to deliver the strongest bills possible.”
The committee’s success led Senate leadership to express optimism that Congress can avoid the usual last-minute theatrics and deal making that typically accompany the end of each fiscal year. 
“This is never an easy process,” said Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer, D-N.Y., on the Senate floor Thursday. “But hats off to Chair Murray and Vice Chair [Susan] Collins [R-Maine]. They're working really well together and we're on track to pass all of our appropriations bills through committee, through regular order, with strong bipartisan support.”
He added the chamber is “moving forward on a good path.” 
“It is hard to do, but they're doing a great job,” Schumer said. “And it's precisely how the appropriations process should work: both sides coming together, finding common ground, advancing bills that invest in American families, keep our community safe and keep our government open.” 
The Senate is moving bills in line with spending caps set by the 2023 Fiscal Responsibility Act, which President Biden negotiated with House Republicans in order to raise the debt ceiling. While that deal aimed to keep overall non-defense discretionary spending flat compared to fiscal 2023, several of the bills would provide small increases for the agencies they fund.
Senate Republicans initially balked at the Democrat-proposed allocations for the 12 bills, but, according to a Roll Call report, have since agreed to a $14 billion supplemental package to boost spending at the departments of Homeland Security, Defense and other agencies. 
House Republicans, meanwhile, are moving forward with spending bills far below the levels prescribed by the debt deal they negotiated with Biden. Their measures would lead to drastic cuts at agencies across government and create a significant hurdle to shepherding spending bills to Biden’s desk before a shutdown would occur in October. If Congress fails to pass appropriations bills by Jan. 1, an automatic continuing resolution would kick in for the rest of the year at 1% less than the funding level each federal office and program received in fiscal 2023. 
Democrats have accused Republicans of torpedoing the just-passed budget deal and surrendering any leverage Republicans would have in future spending negotiations with the Senate. The approach will “all but guarantee a shutdown in October,” Rep. Rosa DeLauro, D-Conn., the top Democratic appropriator, said last week.
Unlike the House, the Senate requires bipartisan support to pass its appropriations measures and clear the 60-vote threshold. While none of the bills have yet been put on the floor, the near unanimous support they have won in committee signals an easy process going forward. 
The House Appropriations Committee has approved 10 of the 12 spending bills, all largely along party-line votes. House Speaker Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., said on Wednesday he planned to bring those to the House floor soon, adding his intention was to have the process complete before current funding expires on Sept. 30. Without commenting on the vast differences between the two sets of bills, McCarthy called it “a positive” that the Senate was already moving its spending measures.

Bill passes now but McCarthy’s PC key
Payne 7-23 (Russell Payne is a Staff Reporter of The New York Sun. 7-23-2023, "Senate Vote on Budget Bill Puts Higher Chamber on a Collision Course With House Republicans," New York Sun, https://www.nysun.com/article/senate-vote-on-budget-bill-puts-higher-chamber-on-a-collision-course-with-house-republicans, accessed 7-23-2023)//Prozes
Putting itself at odds with the House’s spending plans, the Senate Appropriations Committee has added $13.7 billion to the spending limits agreed on in the debt ceiling deal in its markup of its plan for next year’s budget.
The chairwoman of the committee, Senator Murray, struck an agreement with the vice chairwoman, Senator Collins, adding $8 billion in defense spending and $5.7 billion in non-defense spending.
“Members on both sides of the aisle — on and off committee — have voiced serious, bipartisan concerns about the cuts in the debt ceiling deal to vital non-defense programs and the caps it imposes on defense spending,” Ms. Murray said in a statement. “We have agreed to make use of additional emergency appropriations — just as we do every year and is fully allowed under the debt ceiling deal.”
This deal in the Senate puts the higher chamber on a collision course with House Republicans, who are aiming to cut $119 billion from the budget in addition to cuts made in the debt ceiling deal, meaning there is about a $133 billion difference between the two spending plans.
“Because of years of out-of-control spending, it has been and will continue to be my priority to pass conservative bills that focus our limited resources on the core responsibilities of the federal government, including national defense, our veterans, and our border,” House Appropriations Chairwoman Kay Granger said in a statement.
The two legislative bodies will need to reconcile the differences between their two plans before the end of the federal fiscal year on September 30.
Another provision of the debt ceiling deal also stipulates that, if lawmakers fail to pass all 12 annual appropriations bills ahead of January 1, 2024, there will be a one percent across-the-board cut to the budget.
This once again puts Speaker McCarthy at odds with members of his own party. He will need to balance the interests of vulnerable House Republicans and the influential House Freedom Caucus while negotiating with members of the Senate.
It’s clear that, in negotiations with the Senate, Mr. McCarthy will be working with a bipartisan group of Senators that support higher spending caps.
Politico reports that the top Republican on the Armed Services Committee, Roger Wicker, has been blocking the transfer of nuclear submarines to Australia, demanding the executive branch request additional funding for the Pentagon. Punchbowl News reports that Senator Collins, the top Appropriations Committee Republican, is pleased with the higher spending caps, and she has indicated that she’s not alone.
“Many of us have been very concerned that defense was under-funded [in the debt-limit bill], and that it was really important that we start in the appropriations process to remedy the problem,” Ms. Collins said.
Although members in both the House and the Senate appear confident that they will reconcile their differences on spending ahead of September 30, it’s clear that at least one of these bills is going to have to change.
Whether Mr. McCarthy pushes to meet the Senate at the higher spending levels, which are closer to the levels he negotiated with President Biden, or he pushes for concessions from the Senate, he will, as with every action he’s taken so far this Congress, need to appease his members or face the risk of being ousted from his speakership.


Internal Link – Defense Cuts

The Senate is hiking defense spending – it’s up to McCarthy to get the house on board
Jacobs 7-21 (Emily Jacobs, Jacobs is a Congressional Reporter at the Washington Examiner. 7-21-2023, "Senate appropriators begin marking up spending bills above debt ceiling caps," Washington Examiner, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/news/senate/appropriations-defense-spending-bills-debt-ceiling-caps, accessed 7-21-2023)//Prozes
Leaders of the Senate Appropriations Committee announced on Thursday that they would mark up their defense spending bill above the caps established in the debt ceiling deal earlier this summer.
News of the boosted numbers was revealed by Senate Appropriations Committee Chairwoman Patty Murray (D-WA), who announced her and ranking member Susan Collins's (R-ME) deal to add $8 billion for defense and $5.7 billion for nondefense emergency funds at a committee markup on Thursday.
The move further escalates the differences between Senate appropriators and their House counterparts as both sides continue to write and pass government funding bills at different spending levels. The federal government runs out of money on Sept. 30, and the House and Senate each have fewer than 30 in-session days between now and then to find a resolution in order to prevent a government shutdown.
Murray and Collins have been marking up and advancing the 12 annual appropriations bills using spending levels agreed upon as part of President Joe Biden and House Speaker Kevin McCarthy's (R-CA) deal to avert a debt default in May. That deal caps defense spending in fiscal 2024 at $886 billion, a roughly 3% increase from current levels, and caps fiscal 2025 defense spending at $895 billion, a 1% increase.
Senators across the ideological spectrum were furious over the defense caps, which would put the Pentagon out of step with the rate of inflation and harm their overall ability to allocate adequate resources where needed. Facing a potential mutiny from defense hawks threatening to tank the agreement, Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer (D-NY) and Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY) pledged to bring a supplemental defense spending bill up for a vote later in the year.
The Senate appropriators' decision to boost defense numbers does not, they maintain, violate the debt deal, which contained no language prohibiting emergency spending. Collins noted this during the Thursday markup.
"Many of us have been clear since the debt limit agreement was first unveiled that we believed it would woefully underfund our national defense, our homeland security, and certain security accounts in the bill before us at a very dangerous time," Collins said. "And when the bill was being considered on the Senate floor, Sen. [Lindsey] Graham [R-SC] led an effort where many of us joined in to secure a public statement from the Senate majority leader making clear that the bill would not limit the Senate's ability to appropriate emergency funds to address vital national security threats, an issue of national importance."
"Let's be clear: Emergency spending does not break the debt limit agreement," she continued. "The law allows for funding to be designated as an emergency and for other adjustments, for program integrity, wildfires suppression, and disaster relief funding."
The House Appropriations Committee, meanwhile, voted last month to adopt discretionary spending levels at $1.47 trillion for fiscal 2024, about $120 billion under the $1.59 trillion mark initially negotiated in the debt limit agreement.
McCarthy's four-vote majority leaves him with little room for defections within his conference, though he already has upward of 20 members demanding appropriators write their 12 bills at fiscal 2022 spending levels.
Tensions over the debt limit agreement ground House business to a halt for a week in June as a group of hard-line conservatives, many of whom held up McCarthy's bid to become speaker, insisted he recommit to a deal he cut in January to pursue deep spending cuts.
The speaker acquiesced in order to lift their blockade on floor votes, putting the two chambers fundamentally at odds.
Asked by the Washington Examiner last Monday about the situation, Collins expressed optimism that there would be enough time for the bills to go through a conference committee, where House and Senate bills are sent to work through differences.
"I'm focused on getting our Senate bills done and working in a bipartisan way with Chair Murray to do that," Collins said. "The House is going to do what the House is going to do. Ultimately, I would anticipate we'll come together and do a conference committee the way we used to in the good old days."
"We've got enough work to do over here without my trying to figure out what the House is going to do step by step. In the end, we're going to have to come together," she continued, going on to acknowledge concerns about timelines by noting that "it's clearly going to be tight."
Collins pointed out to reporters last Tuesday that it is "not unusual [for] the House and Senate to produce bills that have different provisions," adding that she still hopes to have a "normal appropriations process."
She also reiterated her desire for Schumer to bring the appropriations bills the committee has already passed to the floor for a vote, as he promised he would when the debt ceiling deal was reached. Collins expressed confidence that he would "keep that agreement."

Impact – Defense Cuts
Defense Cuts weaken conventional deterrence and spark Nuclear Escalation
Pifer 21 (Steven Pifer, Steven Pifer is a fellow at the Robert Bosch Academy in Berlin. Also an Opinion Contributor, 1-22-2021, "As defense spending comes under fire, don’t make nuclear war more likely," https://thehill.com/opinion/national-security/535388-as-defense-spending-comes-under-fire-dont-make-nuclear-war-more/, accessed 7-18-2023)//Prozes
Defense spending will come under pressure in an era of trillion-dollar COVID-19 deficits. As a result, the Defense Department will need to make trade-offs that it previously could avoid.
In the past, Pentagon leaders have prioritized spending for nuclear weapons programs. That would mean taking any budget hit out of funding for conventional forces and readiness. 
But that carries a risk. It could well increase the prospect that the president would have to order the use of nuclear weapons.
Defense spending for the coming years will be stagnant or cut, forcing the Pentagon to reconsider its expensive wish list. Defenders of the nuclear arms programs argue that they cost “only” 6-7 percent of the annual defense budget. True, but so? The F-35 fighter will cost an estimated $1 trillion to build and operate over its lifetime. Amortized over 50 years, that is “only” about 3 percent of the annual budget. These percentages plus personnel and readiness costs will add up and exceed 100 percent of what Congress will appropriate for defense.
Nuclear forces are critical to U.S. security, and some modernization programs, such as the Columbia ballistic missile submarine, are absolutely essential. Protecting funding for all nuclear arms programs, however, will mean not buying lots of fighters, warships and other equipment needed for the conventional force operations that military leaders spend most of their time planning and directing.
The Pentagon’s fiscal year 2021 “unfunded priorities list” totaled $18 billion, almost all conventional weapons. At a time when the Navy wants to procure three Virginia-class attack submarines per year, it had to scale its planned buy of two back to one due to a plus-up in the National Nuclear Security Administration’s budget for nuclear weapons. 
During the Cold War, a Soviet “bolt from the blue” – a massive nuclear first strike aimed at destroying the bulk of U.S. strategic forces before they could launch – was a major driver of U.S. nuclear force planning. Today, the most likely scenario for a U.S. nuclear conflict with Russia (or China) begins with a regional conventional war. The fewer fighters, warships and tanks that the U.S. military has, the weaker its ability to deter that conventional conflict from breaking out.  
Once conventional war with a nuclear-armed adversary begins, nuclear arms can come into play in two ways. In the first scenario, U.S. and allied forces begin to lose, and the president must face the agonizing choice of using nuclear weapons first. U.S. first use of nuclear arms would open a Pandora’s box of unpredictable and catastrophic consequences. The other side could well retaliate at the nuclear level, raising the possibility of an escalatory cycle leading to disaster.
During the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, NATO had little confidence in its ability to defeat a Soviet and Warsaw Pact attack at the conventional level. It thus planned explicitly for deliberate escalation to the nuclear level, but no one was comfortable with that prospect. 
In the second scenario, U.S. and allied conventional forces hold out, and the other side attempts to upset the chessboard by escalating to the nuclear level. The president then would face the choice of whether to retaliate with nuclear weapons.
The best answer to these potential dilemmas is to have sufficiently robust conventional forces such that the adversary is dissuaded from attacking in the first place.  Fortunately, conventional force balances today differ greatly from during the Cold War.  NATO’s overall conventional military strength compares well with that of Russia, though the Russian military enjoys a regional advantage in the Baltic Sea region. Russia is modernizing its conventional capabilities, so the United States and NATO need to ensure that they are not caught short, just as Washington and its Asian allies have to ensure that China does not out-pace them. 
Supporters of the nuclear weapons programs argue that nukes deter adversaries from beginning a conventional war as well as a nuclear conflict. Perhaps, but perhaps not.  Russian and Chinese investments in capabilities for large-scale conventional military operations suggest that the U.S. nuclear arsenal may not deter them from launching a conventional conflict.
As the Pentagon considers a grim budget future, it cannot fence off all nuclear programs from cuts. It needs to make careful choices that avoid reducing U.S. conventional force capabilities in a way that would make conventional war – and nuclear war – more likely.


Impact – R&D/Econ

Budget Sequestration would collapse US R&D and innovation – a critical part of the economy
Lempinen 12 (Edward W. Lempinen, Writer/media relations specialist at University of California, Berkeley, Former Public Information Officer, The World Academy of Sciences (TWAS), Former Senior Writer, American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS). 11-21-2012, "“Sequestration” Budget Cuts Would Cripple U.S. Scientific Progress, Experts Warn," American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), https://www.aaas.org/news/sequestration-budget-cuts-would-cripple-us-scientific-progress-experts-warn, accessed 7-23-2023)//Prozes *edited for ableist language
The looming possibility of deep, across-the-board budget cuts—known as sequestration—poses historic risks for U.S. research and development, experts said at a Capitol Hill briefing organized by AAAS. Unless lawmakers find a compromise by year’s end to avert the cuts, the crippling devastating impact could be felt for a generation, they warned, even as other nations are increasing R&D investments.
Without an agreement, sequestration would be imposed automatically beginning in the first week of January. It could slash the U.S. R&D investment by 8.4%—some $58 billion—over five years. That would mean laboratory closures and layoffs, the experts said, and it would jeopardize current research in areas ranging from genetic medicine and advanced manufacturing to batteries that could allow a 10-fold increase in the range of electric cars. It might also discourage a new generation from careers in science and engineering.
“There is a great deal at stake here,” said Steven J. Fluharty, senior vice provost for research at the University of Pennsylvania. “In the near term, we’re talking about job loss. We’re talking about dramatically reducing the rate of discovery and innovation in this country, which has traditionally been the lifeblood of our economy. In the longer term, there is no doubt that we will impact on the very discoveries that will improve our ability to both treat and ultimately to prevent diseases.”
Speakers at the 14 November Capitol Hill briefing reviewed the potential budgetary impacts of sequestration on federal science agencies. Watch highlights from the briefing at the AAAS YouTube channel. | Video by Carla Schaffer
“Funding cuts may also result in reduction of postdoctoral and graduate student appointments at our national laboratories,” said Orlando Auciello, Endowed Chair Professor at the University of Texas at Dallas. More broadly, that would jeopardize “the training and the supply of the next generation of future scientists and engineers who can make a tremendous impact in the future economy of the United States.”
The alarms sounded by a broad spectrum of U.S. science and engineering groups reflect not just a concern for science, but for the long-term economic and social health of the nation, said Alan I. Leshner, the chief executive officer of AAAS.
“AAAS is a leading voice for the scientific enterprise,” Leshner said, “and we have a responsibility to ensure that lawmakers and the public understand the severe consequences that will result if these cuts take effect.”
AAAS has been prominent in the outreach effort, providing detailed budget analysis, building alliances with other S&T organizations, and working with lawmakers. The AAAS Office of Government Relations has established a web site to provide background on the potential budget cuts. And Leshner, who also serves as executive publisher of Science, has detailed the importance of federal R&D in publications ranging from the Washington Post and the Sacramento Bee to Germany’s weekly Die Zeit.
The 14 November briefing explored the impact of sequestration on government agencies, research universities, national laboratories, and state governments before a bipartisan, standing-room-only audience that included many congressional staffers. While the budget landscape appears grim, speakers also noted signals of bipartisan recognition in Congress on the importance of R&D to future economic growth.
The briefing was organized in conjunction with the House Research and Development Caucus, and featured remarks by the caucus co-chairs, U.S. Representatives Judy Biggert (R-Illinois) and Rush Holt (D-New Jersey). It was just one facet of a broad outreach by the U.S. science and engineering sector that has intensified as the nation inches closer to the so-called fiscal cliff at the start of 2013.
‘R&D Creates
Generally, there are two elements to the fiscal cliff: A series of expiring tax cuts that would raise taxes for most every American household and business, and the automatic budget cuts resulting from sequestration. The threat of sequestration results from a 2011 compromise among lawmakers that averted a budget crisis by allowing an increase in the federal government’s debt ceiling. Under the deal, if lawmakers can’t reduce the deficit on their own, automatic sequestration cuts kick in. The White House and congressional leaders have already begun negotiations to address fiscal cliff issues.
Holt, in his comments at the briefing, called the threat of sequestration “an artificial crisis” that is distracting the nation from solving important challenges.
“This country has important things we should be doing in housing, transportation, in telecommunications, in energy, in agriculture—and on and on—in areas where research has a large part,” Holt said. “We should be doing those things instead of talking about what we cannot do…Research and development creates jobs now.”
Matt Hourihan, director of the AAAS R&D Budget and Policy Program, detailed for the Capitol Hill audience how the costs of programs such as Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, and other mandatory programs have taken an ever growing portion of the federal budget since 1970s. In effect, he said, sequestration seeks to close the federal deficit by shrinking discretionary programs that account for less than a third of the federal budget.
The federal government’s overall R&D investment, in constant dollars, has been declining slowly over the past decade. According to Hourihan’s analysis, sequestration would cut defense R&D by another 9.1%, or about $36 billion, over the next five years; non-defense spending would fall by 7.4%, or about $22 billion. [See his presentation slides.]
[image: Thumbnail]
Click on image to see the full slide presentation from Matt Hourihan, director of the AAAS R&D Budget and Policy Program, delivered at the 14 November 2012 Capitol Hill briefing.
The result would be substantial losses in R&D investment for top federal science agencies. At the Department of Defense, R&D would fall 9.1%, or $33.5 billion, over five years. The Department of Energy would lose 8.2%, or nearly $4.6 billion. Both the Department of Agriculture and NASA would lose 7.6%, with NASA’s R&D funding falling to its lowest level since 1988.
Those losses also would have a significant impact on state economies, Hourihan reported. California alone stands to lose $11.3 billion over five years, an 8.5% cut in its federal R&D funding that will be felt at universities, national laboratories, and other research centers. Maryland would lose $5.4 billion, or 8.1% of its federal R&D funds. Virginia would lose $4.3 billion (8.8%) and Texas would lose $2.8 billion (8.6%).
The R&D reductions would be far more significant under a plan approved in the House of Representatives earlier this year. That would exempt defense from sequestration and shift all of the budget reductions to non-defense discretionary spending, forcing cuts estimated by Hourihan at 17.5%. However, he noted that the Senate is unlikely to approve that plan.
Ultimately, he said, successful efforts to reduce the federal deficit will require “a much more broad and balanced approach.”
One of the key points of current concern is the National Institutes of Health (NIH). Hourihan reported that sequestration would impose a cut of 7.6%, or $11.3 billion, to its R&D portfolio. Research!America, the medical and health research advocacy alliance, has reported that 77% of respondents to its recent national public opinion poll favored federal funding for research to improve the health care system. Nearly 70% favor increased federal support for scientific research that advances knowledge and drives innovation.
The Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology has warned the cuts would be “devastating.” NIH would fund 2300 fewer medical research grants in 2013, the federation said, forcing lab closures and tens of thousands of layoffs. Earlier this month, its call for action generated more than 8000 emails to Congress.
At the Capitol Hill briefing, Fluharty said that, of Penn’s $900 million research portfolio this year, $540 million come from NIH for research across a range of disciplines in science, medicine, and engineering. Cuts forced by sequestration could cost Penn an estimated $50 million to $60 million, he said. That means smaller grants and fewer of them.
“That’s a loss of a minimum of 1000 jobs” at Penn alone, he added. “These are talented individuals, not easily replaced.”
Further, Fluharty said, the loss would weaken the critically important partnership between universities, U.S. national laboratories, and the federal government that has produced extraordinary economic growth and social benefits over the past half-century.
He explained: “Things that many of us now take for granted—the regular use of aspirin (to protect against heart attacks), the vaccines that have prevented some of the childhood diseases that plagued earlier generations, the use of lasers, a multitude of imaging technologies, new devices that hold the promise of curing blindness, advances in gene therapy, which also have been applied to congenital blindness—all of these have resulted from this very successful partnership that is at risk now.”
Inevitably, such losses would have an impact on research currently underway and in the generation ahead. The effect is compounded, speakers said, because years and sometimes decades of work have led to a critical juncture: Researchers’ understanding of the human genome, the immune system, the brain and the nervous system, pluripotent stem cells, and other powerful factors in human health has advanced so far that they are on the verge of developing revolutionary new therapies.
“The ability, for instance, to harness your own immune system to fight invading diseases,” Fluharty said. “The promise not just of developing vaccines that reduce the deleterious consequences of disease, but that actually prevent diseases, including cancer vaccines. The enormous potential of induced pluripotent stem cells for regenerating organs that have been damaged by diseases. All of these are the result of funding through the federal agencies and the partnership that drives innovation and discovery in these countries. NIH has been a partner in all of this.”
Auciello, at Texas, underscored the importance of that partnership. Innovation developed with federal investment drives innovation in the private sector. That goes beyond health and medicine, he said, to every field of science and engineering—agriculture, alternative energy, advanced manufacturing.
Before moving to Texas, Auciello was an Argonne Distinguished Fellow at Argonne National Laboratory near Chicago. In 16 years there, he actively participated in one research collaboration between national labs, universities and private industry that developed an artificial retina—a microchip that is currently implanted in the eye to restore partial vision to people blinded by retinitis pigmentosa and macular degeneration. Argonne’s Advance Photon Source, one of the world’s most powerful x-ray synchrotrons, allowed researchers to study human physiological processes at the nano scale—and helped to produce the 2012 Nobel Prize in Chemistry.
The Chevy Volt hybrid car uses a lithium-ion battery developed at Argonne and leased to General Motors, Auciello said. “If we can develop the next generation of lithium-based batteries—lithium-sulfur batteries—that may enable a 500-mile electric car,” he added. “This is huge. But if we don’t do the fundamental and applied science we need to do, we may not get there. And that will impact one of the key industries relevant to the economy of the United States.”
“We Cannot Be on a Rollercoaster”
Speakers at the AAAS briefing warned that budget uncertainty and instability undermines the strength of the U.S. research enterprise.
“We need stable and predictable funding,” Fluharty said. “We cannot be on a rollercoaster where one day there’s a windfall and the next day a shortage. It is nearly impossible to conduct a successful goal-directed research program without knowing the resources, reliably, that will be available for you as you plan for the long term. And that’s what this is—it’s a long-term investment.”
Budget instability could have a harsh impact on a new generation, said Leshner. “I would particularly emphasize the fact that young scientists, or potential young scientists, would look at extremely difficult and stressed careers” and move instead into other fields, he said. The result: The future of innovation in the United States would be “severely compromised.”
A national commitment to strong, stable funding for R&D is critically important to the economy, Auciello added, especially at a time when many nations are following the model long-established by the United States: aggressive investment in science and engineering, and in science-related education, to drive economic growth and produce a wide range of social benefits.
Speakers acknowledged hopeful signals of R&D support from both Republicans and Democrats, but also recognized the challenges posed by the profoundly polarized political climate in Washington, D.C.
“If I could give any message to Congress,” Fluharty said, “I would say: ‘The election is over. The campaigning can stop now. It’s time to govern, and governing here will mean making very difficult decisions, challenging ones, but decisions made [based on] prioritization and evidence-based analysis of the real return on investment.”
Added Auciello: “You have to tell your Congress people: ‘This is not about red or blue. This is about the United States of America. And if we don’t work for the United States of America, we’re going to be in trouble.’”

Innovation is key to Nuclear Deterrence – prevents Miscalc, Escalation, and Great Power War
Tomero 2-14 (Leonor Tomero, Leonor Tomero served as deputy assistant secretary of defense for nuclear and missile defense policy. Prior to this role, she served for over a decade as counsel and strategic forces subcommittee staff lead on the House Armed Services Committee. 2-14-2023, "How to bring innovation to America’s nuclear strategy," Defense News, https://www.defensenews.com/opinion/commentary/2023/02/14/how-to-innovate-americas-nuclear-strategy/, accessed 7-23-2023)//Prozes
The United States should adopt a new nuclear strategy of innovation for deterrence resilience.
The newly released 2022 Nuclear Posture Review continues a Cold War strategy that prioritizes modernizing legacy nuclear weapons systems and arms control.. Reducing the risk of nuclear war requires us to update our policy and strategy to respond to changed geopolitical and technological realities.
The United States faces serious nuclear threats. Russia’s invasion of Ukraine has revived Cold War fears of nuclear war in Europe and demonstrates that nuclear powers can miscalculate. In addition, Russia is developing new long-range, nuclear-capable missile and underwater delivery systems designed to overcome missile defenses.
China is establishing a nascent nuclear triad and has added nuclear missile silos, driving calls for increased U.S. force requirements to deter both Russia and China simultaneously. U.S. Strategic Command noted our existing nuclear forces are the minimum required to achieve our national strategy, prompting the question of what additional capability is needed.
These developments and the 2026 expiration of New START — the last remaining nuclear arms control treaty providing for U.S. verification of Russian compliance with nuclear weapons limits — are paving the way to a dangerous new arms race. At the same time, attacks in the space and cyber domains could increase the risk of rapid escalation and exacerbate the dangers of misperception and miscalculation that led to several near misses during the Cold War.
The technology of nuclear war is changing. In the 1950s, the U.S. and Soviet governments raced to develop intercontinental ballistic missiles in head-to-head competition.
Today, innovation in the space, telecommunications, surveillance and data industries is increasingly driven by the commercial sector, instead of government. We must move beyond the narrow debate on types and numbers of nuclear weapons, and think bigger, bolder and more imaginatively to address new threats. The United States must start today to envision and build an innovation ecosystem that can deliver on the national security imperative of preventing nuclear war.
First, we must prioritize innovation for strategic deterrence. American commercial innovation, not additional missiles or silos, is our strategic advantage against Russia and China.
Private sector competition has drastically reduced the cost and increased access to space, thanks to development of space by companies including SpaceX and Blue Origin, small launch companies like Rocket Lab and Virgin Orbit, as well as companies like Relativity Space manufacturing 3D-printed rockets.
The private-sector revolution in Earth observation in the past decade by a myriad of new companies such as Planet and Capella Space provides us with inexpensive imagery that can be shared with the world without divulging intelligence capabilities.
This new capacity has provided increased accountability and transparency against Russia’s aggression in Ukraine. Commercial global and proliferated broadband satellites like Starlink and Project Kuiper will also connect the world and provide layers of resilience.
Second, we should focus this innovation on delivering resilient deterrence. For example, today’s reliance on a small number of billion-dollar legacy satellites risks escalation and offers to enemies what former Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs Staff Gen. John Hyten called “big, fat, juicy targets.”
This Cold War legacy architecture should be augmented with redundancy leveraging the thousands of commercial satellites planned for proliferated low earth orbit. The Department of Defense is exploring this model by procuring a new missile warning/missile tracking constellation consisting of more numerous, smaller satellites. A similar approach for data relay satellites will, as a corollary, also provide essential positioning, navigation and timing capabilities.
The principle of disaggregation — separating tactical from strategic communication — is also crucial to reducing the risk of miscalculation. Pivoting to this model of relying on strength in numbers rather than a few crown jewels should be pursued more broadly, particularly as new anti-satellite threats emerge.
It should also apply to other areas where the commercial sector now leads, including ubiquitous sensing, terrestrial communications networks, advanced manufacturing, and big data and social network analysis. Greater resilience will increase decision time for the president and senior military and political leaders and reduce the risk of rapid escalation across domains.
As importantly, innovation for resilient deterrence will strengthen American alliances. As emerging technologies become more salient, allies’ powerhouses of advanced manufacturing, machine learning, electronics, space, robotics and other key industries will be more important in our shared global deterrence architecture. And as commercial capabilities grow in strategic importance, the strength of allied economies will contribute more to strategic stability.
The United States should adopt a nuclear posture to lead the world in preventing nuclear war. Innovation for deterrence resilience addresses this requirement by recognizing technological change, denying adversaries any advantage from limited nuclear weapons use and including allies in building a secure global future.
Failing to incorporate new solutions and ideas for modernizing deterrence will result in replicating outdated 20th century deterrence, risks leaving the United States dangerously unprepared and squandering unparalleled American advantage in technological and commercial innovation.
Turns Case---Sequestration



Turns Case---Infrastructure
Sequestration collapses Infrastructure
Krawzak and Cohn 7-7 (By Paul M. Krawzak and Peter Cohn., 7-7-2023, "Automatic spending cuts would threaten infrastructure funding," Roll Call, Krawzak is a Senior Writer at Roll Call. Cohn is CQ Roll Call's budget and tax policy editor. https://rollcall.com/2023/07/07/automatic-spending-cuts-would-threaten-infrastructure-funding/, accessed 7-18-2023)//Prozes
The backstop mechanism House Republicans inserted into last month’s debt ceiling package to ensure the completion of full-year appropriations would cause some collateral damage if triggered: cuts to bipartisan infrastructure law funding enacted two years ago.
That 2021 measure’s $68.5 billion in advance appropriations, which become available starting on Oct. 1, could get hit by across-the-board cuts starting more than halfway through the fiscal year next May — impacting grants for Amtrak, bridge repairs, clean energy research and drinking water and sewage line upgrades.
A result like that could muddle one of President Joe Biden’s key selling points as he campaigns for reelection next year on his “Bidenomics” platform, which has highlighted the infrastructure law’s projects around the country including the rollout of broadband expansion grants last month.
Those automatic cuts and others are among the unexplored quirks of language in the debt ceiling law inspired by Rep. Thomas Massie, R-Ky., seeking to put pressure on Congress to wrap up the annual spending bills.
Appropriations are supposed to be enacted by Oct. 1 each year, but lawmakers routinely extend the deadline through stopgap funding measures, often only clearing full-year bills around Christmas and in one giant omnibus package. In some budget cycles, final action doesn’t come until the next calendar year.
The Massie provision seeks to light a fire under lawmakers by putting a Jan. 1 deadline on the process. At that point, if all Congress has been able to do is pass continuing resolutions at the prior fiscal year’s funding rate, then the spending caps for fiscal 2024 will reset to much different levels than the debt ceiling deal envisioned.
The $886.3 billion cap on defense and related programs for fiscal 2024 would drop to $849.8 billion, or 1 percent below the enacted fiscal 2023 numbers. For nondefense programs, the fiscal 2024 cap would actually rise, from $703.7 billion to $736.4 billion, though that’s still 1 percent below the current fiscal year.
The new caps would apply to all programs, even those in any of the dozen spending bills that Biden had already signed into law. But lawmakers would still have until April 30 before the sequester enforcement mechanism actually bites. And if Congress resorts to a full-year continuing resolution rather than completing the regular spending bills, the sequester would be turned off.
Even if there’s a low likelihood of triggering the backstop cuts, it’s worth looking at how they could be implemented.
Sequesters of discretionary funds are exceedingly rare since appropriators almost always abide by any statutory caps that are in place. But steep across-the-board cuts to appropriations occurred as recently as 2013, after the “supercommittee” set up by the 2011 debt limit law couldn’t agree on a deficit reduction package.
The cuts are based on a 1985 budget enforcement law. Once the dollar amount of required cuts is determined, the Office of Management and Budget figures out what the “sequestrable base” is, or the level of funding available to be cut. That determines the percentage haircut all eligible accounts need to take if the mechanism is triggered.
Defense
For defense and related programs, the law gives the president the option of exempting military personnel appropriations for salaries and other compensation, which has been done in past instances.
Although unobligated funds from prior-year appropriations or emergency military spending don’t count toward the new fiscal year’s caps, that money is nonetheless subject to sequester.
A fiscal 2024 supplemental package for Ukraine or other defense needs could be enacted later this year, for example, which would be subject to the automatic cuts.
A cut to full-year enacted defense funding would amount to $36.5 billion, excluding military personnel accounts but including unobligated balances —a reduction of nearly 5 percent from all nonexempt defense programs, according to Seamus Daniels, a defense budget analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. A supplemental spending bill could add to the sequestrable base and reduce the required percentage cuts somewhat.
There is some flexibility in how the cuts are applied: The Pentagon in 2013, when faced with roughly 7 percent across-the-board cuts, was able to shift a greater share of the pain onto unobligated prior-year balances rather than new appropriations. Separately, lawmakers signed off on a massive “reprogramming” request from the Defense Department enabling the military brass to shift funding to where it was most needed.
Typically such moves mean longer-term funding for things like procurement and research and development gets cut in order to backfill near-term expenses like operations and maintenance, a 2013 study on the sequester's defense impact by the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments found.
If Biden hasn’t signed full-year defense appropriations into law yet and there’s still a part-year stopgap measure in place on April 30, the cuts would shrink to around 1 percent, Daniels said. That could still be disruptive, especially considering the reductions would hit seven months into the fiscal year, effectively squeezing a fiscal year’s worth of cuts into just five months.
Nondefense
For nondefense programs, the calculation is a little different as unobligated balances are not subject to cuts. And some discretionary accounts are exempt under the law even without a presidential decree, including all Department of Veterans Affairs funding and Pell Grants for lower-income college students.
But as with defense funding, anything that isn’t specifically exempt under federal budget law is subject to cuts.
That’s where the $68.5 billion in infrastructure law cuts come in, or the amount appropriated in advance for fiscal 2024. Money that was appropriated under that law for previous years, including the $42.5 billion in broadband grants announced last month, wouldn’t be affected.
But the 2022 gun safety law has $695 million available next year that would be subject to cuts, including aid to state and local governments in updating criminal and mental health records and funds for school safety and mental health programs.
Since the debt ceiling law’s $703.7 billion cap on nondefense funds for fiscal 2024 is lower than the amount specified in the automatic cuts provision, appropriators will be working under that lower cap to begin with. So for nondefense programs, the only way the sequester would likely result in automatic cuts for those accounts is if Congress is operating under a CR at the higher fiscal 2023 funding rates next April.
Even under this scenario, the size of the nondefense cuts could be larger than the 1 percent sequester required under the law.
When the fiscal 2023 omnibus was enacted, the Congressional Budget Office estimated the nondefense portion included $743.9 billion before any cap-exempted funds or offsets were factored in. That’s the starting point for cuts under the debt limit law.
But if those same funding levels were scored under a CR starting Oct. 1, the amounts could be at least $10 billion higher. That's because lawmakers will lose roughly $8 billion in housing-related receipts because of fewer mortgage originations due to higher interest rates, and they’re likely to include the $2 billion boost to VA health care agreed to in the debt limit deal.
And that’s before any other offsets from last year’s omnibus are removed from the equation, such as “rescissions” of unspent funds that don’t continue under a CR because the money is no longer available.
For illustrative purposes, assuming a CR’s nondefense funding rate is roughly $754 billion, that would mean around $18 billion in required nondefense cuts if the Massie sequester provision triggered. That’s the amount required to get down to the law’s specified $736.4 billion cap — or the fiscal 2023 level as scored by CBO in December minus 1 percent.
After backing out Pell Grants and VA appropriations but adding infrastructure and gun safety law funds, as well as funding that is offset by fee collections and other means, the required nondefense cuts could be above 2 percent, or more than twice what the law advertises.

Turns Case---Education

Sequestration collapses Fed Education aid and turns the case
Klein 13 (Alyson Klein, 3-5-13, "Sequestration and Education: Frequently Asked Questions," Education Week, Assistant Editor, Education Week. https://www.edweek.org/policy-politics/sequestration-and-education-frequently-asked-questions/2013/03, accessed 7-18-2023)//Prozes
The arrival of the March 1 deadline for automatic federal spending cuts known as sequestration had policymakers and administrators from Washington to local school districts bracing for the possible effects. The outcome—political and financial—was unclear as of press time. Here, though, is a primer on what educators should know about “the sequester.” For up-to-the-minute developments on the federal budget crisis, follow Education Week‘s Politics K-12 blog.
What exactly is “sequestration”? Sequestration is a series of across-the-board cuts to a broad range of federal programs, including those in the U.S. Department of Education, that was designed to hit on March 1, unless a last-ditch effort by Congress and the Obama administration stopped them. Programs in the Education Department would be cut by about 5.3 percent, according to the Government Accountability Office. The cuts wouldn’t be just for this year, either. They’re aimed at chopping $1.2 trillion out of the federal deficit over the next decade.
Where did these cuts come from? The threat of cuts was put in place as part of a deal to raise the federal debt ceiling back in August 2011. The cuts would affect both military spending, typically favored by Republicans, and domestic programs, typically favored by Democrats. The cuts were supposed to be so dire and distasteful to lawmakers on both sides of the aisle that Congress and the administration would be forced to work together on a long-term deficit-reduction deal to avert them. But that hadn’t happened as of last week, and it looked as though the cuts would become a reality, at least for a while. (Congress did delay the cuts once, as part of a deal to avert the “fiscal cliff” at the start of the year.)
When would school districts be affected? Most school districts wouldn’t get squeezed right away because key formula-funding programs—including Title I grants for districts and special education—are what’s called “forward funded.” Schools wouldn’t feel the pinch until the start of the 2013-14 school year. Still, many districts are already in the process of crafting their budgets for the coming school year, and they’d like to know what their funding will look like. The looming cuts had already made planning tough.
Would any school districts be affected right away? Some districts would get hit fairly soon under sequestration—some of them substantially. Among the hardest hit would be those in the Impact Aid program, which helps some 1,200 districts nationwide. Most impact-aid districts have a lot of Native American students or students whose parents work on military bases, or they may have federal land in or near the district. Their next federal payment, likely due out in April, would probably be smaller. But that would be unlikely to translate into widespread layoffs, according to John Forkenbrock, the president of the National Association of Federally Impacted Schools. Districts have known about the possible cuts for a long time and have prepared, he said, by doing things like delaying technology purchases. The big problem for impact-aid districts may come next year.
What about all those numbers the Obama administration is throwing out when it comes to job losses? It’s true that U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan has said that 40,000 teachers could lose their jobs if the cuts are carried out. That number is pretty scary—the Obama administration has clearly been trying to get the public riled up against the cuts. But it’s tough to say how accurate the administration’s estimates are at this point.
So what will the cuts actually mean in districts? School districts spend a majority of their funding on personnel, so federal cuts could very well translate into layoffs. But a lot would depend on how states and districts decide to implement the cuts. The American Association of School Administrators conducted a survey on sequestration back in July. Superintendents told the group they anticipated reducing professional development, cutting programs, and laying off some staff members. The bottom line? Schools have had time to prepare, but in many cases, the cuts would come on top of state and local reductions. Hard and fast figures on potential job losses aren’t available yet.
Are any U.S. Department of Education programs exempt from the cuts? Yes. Student loans and Pell Grants, which help needy students cover the cost of postsecondary education, are exempt.
What about early-childhood-education programs? The Head Start program could face a cut right away, but it’s unclear just how individual grantees would be affected. Under sequestration, Head Start programs that do not offer summer services either would end their current school year earlier than planned or delay the start of the next school year, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services says. Year-round programs likely would decide not to fill openings after children age out. And grantees could also cut transportation services.
Are any other federal programs for children safe from the sequester? Many are. Temporary Assistance for Needy Families would not get cut, and neither would most school nutrition programs and child-health programs.
What about Education Department employees? Will they be furloughed? Secretary Duncan says it’s a possibility.
What about “maintenance of effort” and other technical issues, such as the state school improvement set-aside? Advocates have been asking about such implications for months, but the administration has yet to give them a good answer.
What happens now? As of Education Week‘s deadline, congressional leaders hadn’t put forth a serious, bipartisan bill that would actually avert or reverse sequestration. Congress still has another looming fiscal deadline: March 27. That’s when a temporary measure funding most of the federal government expires. Lawmakers may figure out a way to deal with sequestration by then.


Turns Case---Climate

Sequestration cuts devastate scientific research efforts
Wihbey 13 (John Wihbey, 6-5-2013, "Budget Sequestration and Climate Change: The Looming Reality of Less Science » Yale Climate Connections," Yale Climate Connections, John Wihbey, a writer, educator, and researcher, is an assistant professor of journalism at Northeastern University and a correspondent for Boston Globe Ideas. Previously, he was an assistant director at Harvard University's Shorenstein Center, where he managed Journalist's Resource.org, a project bridging the gap between the academic and media worlds. https://yaleclimateconnections.org/2013/06/budget-sequestration-and-climate-change-the-looming-reality-of-less-science/, accessed 7-18-2023)//Prozes
Don’t look now, but the much ballyhooed budget ‘sequestration’ shenanigans under way in the Nation’s Capital are beginning to have some pretty sobering effects on the nation’s climate change science efforts. Round and round, but where it goes … nobody [yet] quite knows ….
Furloughs, potential layoffs, hiring freezes, “early-outs,” and “reductions-in-force.” Delays on planned equipment upgrades. Fenced-off travel budgets and anemic new grant funding opportunities.
These and more are among implications of the budget “sequestration” imbroglio enveloping elected officials in the Nation’s Capital. And they’re beginning to add up to one big realization for those involved in communities focused on climate change: Less research will be done in the coming months — possibly years — across many agencies, laboratories, universities, and other institutions, likely going well beyond “just” the federal agencies.
The rolling federal budget cuts now in effect under sequestration — roughly $1 trillion over 10 years, $85 billion this year — initially had been characterized as something of a pending disaster for the U.S. economy. After they began actually going into effect, a narrative developed suggesting the anticipated impacts may have been overhyped. A certain shoulder-shrugging over “the sequester” then became more common.
Many in the climate and clean energy communities, however, were raising alarm bells well in advance of the sequester — from green groups to then-Energy Secretary Steven Chu to even an occasional member of Congress. And some of their fears now are being realized.
Evolving Stories Abound
Since the sequester went into effect, media outlets large and small have been spotlighting potential implications for both personnel and core research. Small in some cases, and perhaps only provisional, those effects may offer a window into the future if the cuts hold.
For example, Darren Samuelson at Politico highlighted mandatory furloughs at several federal agencies — entire agencies were closed for a day in May — including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Rachel Nuwer, of Inside Climate News (ICN), provided a detailed look at research cuts at some of the regional climate centers. Daniel Weiss, of ClimateProgress, affiliated with the liberal Center for American Progress, has explored increased health and climate risks associated with budget cuts.
Given the slow, painstaking, and long-term character of much climate-related research, the precise nature and ultimate outcomes of the cuts are hard to discern. But for scientists and officials focused on climate change, the blunt, across-the-board reductions create uncertainty and force many into struggling just to try to stay afloat.
“While NOAA was required to reduce its FY13 budget by 7 percent, our final plans are still pending congressional approval,” Ciaran Clayton, NOAA’s communications director, told The Yale Forum in an e-mail. “We are working to ensure that critical functions are appropriately funded and negative impacts to operations are minimized.”
These sorts of dynamics have prompted some in the media to seize on the short-term consequences of cutting funding for climatic science and monitoring. (See, for example, “Does anyone regret cutting the National Weather Service budget now?” published at Salon in the wake of the Oklahoma tornado.) Maryland’s Democratic Senator Barbara Mikulski raised similar questions in a recent opinion piece in The Washington Post.
On June 1, Politico reported that looming furloughs at NOAA were being postponed. “The events over the past week, including more devastating tornadoes tonight in Oklahoma and Missouri, remind us how important every single employee within NOAA is to the health, safety and well-being of this nation,” acting NOAA administrator Kathy Sullivan wrote in a memo.
Less Science Being Done
“More people are carrying a little bit extra load, and a little less science gets done,” said Matt Larsen, Associate Director for Climate and Land Use Change at the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), which in 2013 is losing about $55 million in funding, or 5 percent of its budget. “For an agency that has endured about two decades of modest to zero funding increases,” Larsen told The Yale Forum, “that translates to a continual reduction in the science that we undertake and provide to the nation.”
He said that a summer hiring freeze basically remains in effect, updates on aging instruments and equipment will eventually need to be postponed, and untouchable scientific travel budgets — for the conferences and meetings where ideas are exchanged and the peer-review process is kindled — are making it difficult for agency scientists and researchers to go anywhere these days.
“With so many needed attendees missing from meetings, it’s really cut down on the usefulness of meetings and on the effectiveness of some projects,” Kelly Redmond, a climatologist and deputy director of the Western Regional Climate Center at the Desert Research Institute in Nevada, told The Yale Forum. “It more seems that it’s wasted just as much money as it’s ‘saved.’”
Janet Franklin, professor of geographical sciences at Arizona State University in Phoenix, says she’s seen the same problems. “A meeting I attended in April had a lot of cancellations by federal scientists who were not allowed to travel to conferences because of the sequester,” she noted in an e-mail. “This applied ecology meeting is usually attended by lots of Forest Service, Fish & Wildlife Service and EPA scientists. It is really bad for a scientific meeting to have a lot of holes in the program at the last minute — especially a smaller meeting.” Franklin also said she has decided not to apply for a NASA grant this year because “the specter of the sequester was enough to make me sit out this round.”
Reduced federal line items, of course, have a trickle-down effect, as fewer university research efforts get funded. USGS, for example, partners with 40 or so different science centers, many of which are expected to take a hit. Projects such as state-level water research will suffer, as the environmental reporting site Circle of Blue has reported. Also at risk given all the unknowns: joint research projects involving academics and government scientists.
Lab and field researchers across the country invariably mention fears that cuts at the National Science Foundation and Department of Energy, for example, will choke off the stream of new requests for proposals, RFPs — the funding pipeline that is crucial to advancing scientific understanding at a basic level.
Some Bright Spots Amidst a Generally Gloomy Future
Still, not all the news is decisively bleak for the climate change research community — at least just yet.
Jay Gulledge, director of the Environmental Sciences Division at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL), told The Yale Forum that as for the cuts — whether originating from the sequester or from general congressional budget tightening — the “effect was small but real” this year, and ORNL does not yet know the impact for 2014. The cuts were not “necessarily passed on to climate-related projects at ORNL.”
Further, Gulledge notes that “within the DOE Office of Science, the Office of Biological and Environmental Research (BER) is responsible for most climate change programs. BER faired relatively well under the sequester, which bodes well for climate related projects.”
In 2011 — before accepting his current job in Oak Ridge — Gulledge had explored in a piece he wrote for Nature the challenging political climate for the science community generally, in light of current budget problems. “To avoid a permanent retraction of government support for research,” wrote Gulledge, at the time a senior scientist and director for science and impacts at the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, “the science community must be more strategic and aggressive in conveying the value of its work to society and in gaining robust support from politicians.”
Many officials, researchers, and administrators point out that the longer and deeper the cuts, the more challenging it will be to maintain certain climate change-related projects. If the sequester rolls on, one of the tasks facing a shrinking number of staff science reporters and bloggers will involve following these projects and documenting any permanent damages and lost opportunities.
Whether their news organization employers have the chops to do that job in the current ailing mass media economy is, of course, another subject — and another uncertainty — altogether.


Bernie Sanders agrees
Sanders 15 (Senator Bernie Sanders, 10-21-2015, "Sanders Calls for Action on Debt Ceiling, End to Budget Sequestration » Senator Bernie Sanders," Sanders is the Senior Senator from Vermont. https://www.sanders.senate.gov/press-releases/sanders-calls-for-action-on-debt-ceiling-end-to-budget-sequestration/, accessed 7-18-2023)//Prozes
WASHINGTON, Oct. 21 – Sen. Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.), ranking member of the Senate Budget Committee, called today for immediate action to lift the debt ceiling and end across-the-board budget cuts.
“At a time of massive wealth and income inequality, let’s work together on a budget that is fair,” Sanders said during a Budget Committee hearing. “Let’s end sequestration.  And, at the very least, I hope we can all agree right now that we will pay our bills on time and we will not allow the United States of America to become a deadbeat nation.”
Sanders asked the Congressional Budget Office in July to analyze the impact on job growth if the budget targets first put in place almost four years ago were eliminated. The caps were temporarily lifted for 2014 and 2015, but were reinstated at the beginning of this fiscal year on October 1. According to CBO, up to 800,000 fewer jobs will be created in 2016 if Congress doesn’t eliminate sequestration.
Compared to plans that reverse the budget caps, cuts would eliminate access to employment and training services for 2 million young Americans, dislocated workers and veterans; prevent 620 new community health centers from opening, reducing access to care for more than 2.6 million Americans; eliminate Head Start access for nearly 144,000 vulnerable children; deny comprehensive family planning and preventive health services to 430,000 people; and cut medical care for more than 20,000 veterans.
“The national debt is an issue that we are also concerned about. But where we disagree is how you address the deficit and the debt,” Sanders said to his Republican colleagues. “And, we feel strongly that from a moral perspective and an economic perspective, you do not balance the budget on the backs of the elderly, the children, the sick and the poor – the most vulnerable people in our society – and ask nothing from the wealthy and large, profitable corporations.”


Turns Case---Health

Sequestration cuts health services and deepens Racial Inequality
Ross 13 (Janel Ross, 3-13-2013, "Sequester Set To Deepen Racial Inequality, Experts Say," HuffPost, Reporter - Politics, Business, Latino Voices, Black Voices.  https://www.huffpost.com/entry/sequestration-inequality_n_2866565, accessed 7-18-2023)//Prozes
On Capitol Hill, there are two ways that people tend to talk about the sequester -- a slate of automatic federal spending cuts that are difficult but necessary, or a blunt tool that will inflict tremendous suffering.
But a growing chorus of researchers, political analysts and economists say that the cuts are poised to inflict particularly intense pain on people of color and impede the country’s ability to prosper as these populations grow.
“What you will keep hearing is that it is a little to early to know exactly what is going to happen. And I agree. But I think there are certainly a number of areas where you can expect a disproportionate impact on black and Latino families," said Margaret C. Simms, a fellow at the Urban Institute think tank in Washington, D.C., and director of its Low-Income Working Families Project. "What we are talking about is taking the existing inequalities this country has and really making them worse, much worse.”
If the Obama administration and Congress fail to reach an agreement to modify the slate of automatic spending cuts, as much as $900 million could be cut from Head Start, a federal early education program aimed at helping low-income children keep pace with their peers in school, according to a February analysis by the Center for American Progress, a left-leaning think tank. Losing those funds means that as many as 700,000 children in need of Head Start services may not be able to enroll. A full 60 percent of children enrolled in Head Start are black, Latino or Asian.
Young students would not be the only ones to suffer. The analysis found that the sequester would also lead to about $3 billion in cuts to other areas of education, including college financial aid, funding for students who are enrolled in programs to learn English, and funding for schools that serve a large number of low-income students.
All told, the Center for American Progress estimates that 9.3 million students would have access to less funding or fewer educational services needed to complete their education. This could lead to an ever higher rate of student debt among African Americans and Latinos -- in the 2007-'08 academic year, 81 percent of African Americans and 67 percent of Latinos with a bachelor’s degree graduated with student debt, compared to 64 percent of their white peers, according to a 2012 study by the center.
Another $543 million would be cut from the Women Infant and Children Program, a nutrition assistance program that helps low-income mothers with children under the age of 5 pay for healthy food, juices, milk and other vitamin-rich items thought to be essential for early-life development, the analysis found.
As the sequester forces agencies to trim their payrolls, black workers also stand likely to lose a critical source of jobs, income and health insurance, said Steven Pitts, a labor economist at the University of California, Berkeley's Center for Labor Research and Education. In 2011, the most recent year for which detailed federal data is available, 20 percent of employed black adults worked for federal, state or local government agencies.
The cuts will also trim long-term unemployment benefits, which could disproportionately affect blacks and Latinos. Thirty-eight percent of unemployed blacks and 28 percent of Latinos have been out of work for a year or more, according to federal data.
“If you look at the programs that are going to be cut, people of color disproportionately use them,” said Daniella Gibbs Leger, senior vice president for American Values and New Communities at The Center for American Progress. “Inside the beltway and in the upper middle class sections of America we may not see them or feel them, but there will be real people who experience the sequester in some very real ways.”
Gibbs Leger dismissed the argument that the cuts show people of color are overdependent on the social safety net. Instead, she said, the country needs to focus on why race and ethnicity remain so closely linked with poverty and how that can be changed with public policy.
The sequester is also slated to cut funding for medical research, community health centers that provide care to low-income and uninsured individuals and programs that cover the costs of child vaccinations. These cuts will disproportionately affect people of color, said Brian D. Smedley, vice president and director of the Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies’ Health Policy Institute.
"Sequestration results in significant cuts to very important programs that again, in my view, are likely to widen the health gaps rather than close our fiscal hole," Smedley said.
Simms took that one step further, saying that sequestration's effects on people of color will negatively affect the entire nation.
"The absolute bottom line is this: because half of the children born in this country in 2010 were minorities, children are increasingly coming from less advantaged families. In the absence of public investment, they will likely not achieve their potential," she said. "And, given what's happening with our population, that’s not important just to them and their families, but to the country as a whole."



Sequestration hurts Medicare
Marino 22 (Jason Marino, 7-27-2022, "AMA Advocacy Insights webinar series: Medicare payment principles—A vision for reform," American Medical Association, Jason Marino, director, AMA Congressional Affairs. https://www.ama-assn.org/about/events/ama-advocacy-insights-webinar-series-medicare-payment-principles-vision-reform, accessed 7-18-2023)//Prozes
And we lived with them for a long time. And then when COVID hit, it really obviously hit everyone hard, hit the hospitals, hit all the providers hard. And sequestration is a 2% cut across the board for all the Medicare providers. And it hit in a way that they realize that they needed to give some relief.
And so we got some relief in some of the early COVID packages. And then last year when we were facing again, we were told 2020 was the last year but that was it. And we kept pressing. We were told, you're not getting more.
And we kept pressing. And we were told, physicians don't get all of it. Some hospitals get it and they don't need it. And you can't—it's a crude, across the board plus up. And we kept pressing. And we got it at the last minute last December.
But they put it, they did it in a way that for the first three months until March, through March you had a 2% relief. And then through July till July 1, you had 1%. And then we're in July, and now we're at the full 2%. And that was their way, bipartisan, they all shook hands, so to speak and they've all agreed that no more sequestration.
And we always bring it up because it's the context. It's a cut. But it's not politically viable and no one is talking about or seriously considering extending it right now. If things change and COVID gets worse, we can always bring it back potentially. But right now, it's not, unfortunately.

---Agenda DA Links
Links---VAT
Political history makes the VAT politically contentious.
Steve Mendelsohn 16, Steve Mendelsohn is the Senior Vice President, Global Tax and Accounting Market Development for Thomson Reuters, 05/05/2016, Inc, “How the Controversial Value-Added Tax Returned to U.S. Politics,” https://www.inc.com/steve-mendelsohn/how-the-controversial-value-added-tax-returned-to-u-s-politics.html, RMazhankou
So why did Cruz try so hard to distance himself from the term? Graetz explains that while a VAT certainly isn't as lethal a third rail as, say, social security, there's certainly lore about it being a candidate killer in American politics.
"President Nixon actually thought about adding a value-added tax shortly after the European countries had adopted them. He was in a meeting, and Dale Bumpers who was governor of Arkansas, stood up and said, 'Sales taxes belong to the states, they're the state's sources of revenue, and the federal government shouldn't get involved.' Nixon backed down fearing he would lose favor of the governors, who had much more sway back then," Graetz told me.
He continued to say that, back in the 1980s, a Democrat named Al Ullman (D-OR), who was chairman of Ways and Means Committee, talked about adding a VAT, and shortly after that he lost his election. He lost because he wasn't spending any time of his district, but the legend became that he lost it on the VAT, so that ultimately made politicians even more squeamish about publicly embracing a VAT.
Costs PC---business pushback and Congress opposition.
Kate Dore 21, Kate Dore is a reporter on the Personal Finance team at CNBC, covering tax planning, 06/21/2021, CNBC, “The value-added tax brings in billions for other countries, but the U.S. doesn’t have one,” https://www.cnbc.com/2021/06/21/this-tax-brings-in-billions-worldwide-why-theres-no-vat-in-the-us.html, RMazhankou
Although VATs have been lucrative elsewhere, the levy faces political hurdles in the United States, said Bunn.  
Some Democrats see the VAT as regressive because it hits families regardless of income, whereas Republicans may fight a broad-based tax increase, he said. Plus, it may also be a tough sell to lawmakers in states without a sales tax, Bunn added.
The logistics of a VAT may also elicit pushback from the business community, Kopczuk said.
Congress opposes it – Empirics prove
CRFB 10, The Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget is a non-profit public policy organization based in Washington, D.C. that addresses federal budget and fiscal issues, 04/16/2010, CRFB, “A Big VAT of Opposition in Congress,” https://www.crfb.org/blogs/big-vat-opposition-congress, RMazhankou
Yesterday the Senate voted overwhelmingly, 85-13, to approve a non-binding “sense of the Senate” resolution sponsored by Senator John McCain (R-AZ) that puts the body on record as opposed to a value-added tax (VAT).
The resolution states:
It is the sense of the Senate that the Value Added Tax is a massive tax increase that will cripple families on fixed income and only further push back America's economic recovery and the Senate opposes a Value Added Tax.
It was an amendment to legislation that Congress passed yesterday extending expanded unemployment benefits, COBRA subsidies, the Medicare “Doc fix” and other provisions through the end of May.
The VAT is a consumption tax collected at each stage of production. It is widely used in Europe and has received increasing attention in the U.S. in the search for alternatives to the inefficient and loophole-ridden income tax as a means to raise sufficient revenues in a way that broadens the tax base. The Bottom Line looked at the pros and cons of a VAT this week as a part of its Count Down to Tax Day series.
Along with the renewed interest has come fresh opposition from both sides. Liberals contend that it is regressive and conservatives fear that it will be a “money machine” to grow the government. While each of these critiques have some merit, those who are so quick to dismiss the VAT in Congress must be prepared to explain how they will pay for the spending increases and tax cuts they support. As the segment below from last evening’s NBC Nightly News (featuring CRFB president Maya MacGuineas) conveys, the current tax system is inadequate to meeting the nation’s revenue needs and the problem will only get worse.
Links---Medicare
MFA would require enormous amounts of PC---lack of support on both sides and industry backlash.
Abby Goodnough and Reed Abelson 20, Abby Goodnough is the domestic policy editor in the Washington bureau, Reed Abelson is a reporter for The New York Times focusing on health care policy, 03/09/2020, New York Times, “Even if Sanders Wins, Medicare for All Almost Certainly Won’t Happen,” https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/09/health/bernie-sanders-medicare-for-all.html, RMazhankou
But an even bigger hurdle than winning the presidency stands between Mr. Sanders and his goal of generous government health insurance for all Americans: Congress.
No legislation to advance or achieve universal health care has succeeded over the past 70 years without Democrats not only controlling all three branches of government, but also having a supermajority in the Senate. At this point, Mr. Sanders’s plan has nowhere near that support.
Just 14 members of the Senate have signed on to his Medicare for All Act, which would require a huge expansion of federal spending, and Democrats would need to pick up four seats in November to gain majority control of the chamber. Even if they succeeded, most of the Democrats seeking to unseat vulnerable Senate Republicans — John Hickenlooper in Colorado, for example, and Mark Kelly in Arizona — have come out against Medicare for all, raising the curious prospect of Democratic Senate candidates opposing the Democratic presidential nominee’s most prized policy plan.
In the House, a similar Medicare for all bill has 119 sponsors, all Democrats, out of a total 435 members — at least 218 votes are needed to pass legislation — and Speaker Nancy Pelosi is not among the supporters. Nor are most of the roughly 40 freshman Democrats known as “front liners,” who helped their party win control of the House in 2018 by flipping Republican seats.
 “I’m not sure that the government is prepared or qualified to take over the health care for every single American,” Representative Elissa Slotkin, a Democrat who flipped a Republican district in southern Michigan in 2018, told a local newspaper there.
Whether because of the cost — $34 trillion in new federal spending over 10 years, according to the Urban Institute — or opposition to eliminating private insurance in favor of government control, most congressional Democrats instead support improving the Affordable Care Act or pursuing a new government-run plan, or “public option,” that would compete with private insurance.
A public option is at the core of Mr. Biden’s health plan, but it too could prove extremely challenging to enact, depending on how threatening it seemed to insurers and hospitals. Industry groups that are already mobilizing against Medicare for all could also doom public option legislation, as they did in 2010, when supporters of the Affordable Care Act had to drop a relatively modest public option provision to get the law passed.
It is always possible that sentiments could shift — perhaps sooner rather than later if the coronavirus outbreak were to disproportionately harm people who could not afford care, a possibility Mr. Sanders has already raised. He lost no time in making the case for Medicare for all after Health Secretary Alex M. Azar II suggested while testifying before Congress recently that federal officials would not be able to guarantee that all Americans would be able to afford a coronavirus vaccine if it were to become available.
But for now, many Democratic lawmakers have expressed trepidation that a legislative showdown over Medicare for all would make it impossible to advance other important initiatives, including on climate change and immigration.
And with the Supreme Court’s announcement Monday that it would hear a major new challenge to the Affordable Care Act as soon as this fall, even some who support Medicare for all said that for now, Democrats should unify behind the law, which President Trump’s administration is seeking to invalidate.
Asked in an interview how the House would treat Medicare for all legislation if Mr. Sanders were elected president, Representative Hakeem Jeffries, a co-sponsor on the House Medicare for all bill, promptly changed the subject to the court case.
“There is an unrelenting attack on the health care of everyday Americans, and it seems to me the focus at the moment should be on protecting and strengthening the Affordable Care Act,” said Mr. Jeffries, a New York Democrat who is chairman of the House Democratic Caucus.
History, too, suggests the chances of a President Sanders pushing Medicare for all through Congress would be slim to none. President Harry S. Truman failed to win comprehensive universal coverage in 1950 even with Democrats controlling the House and Senate. That defeat, as John McDonough, a health policy expert at Harvard, noted recently in the journal Health Affairs, led President Lyndon B. Johnson to seek a less ambitious fallback 15 years later: universal coverage limited to older people in his 1965 legislation that created Medicare, a historic accomplishment in its own right.
“If Democrats can further advance toward near-universal coverage without the life-or-death struggles of Medicare for All,” Mr. McDonough wrote, “they might just achieve meaningful and historic progress even as they preserve the political capital to make progress on other compelling and urgent policy needs.”
Mr. McDonough also pointed out that the landmark coverage expansions in 1965 (which also created Medicaid, but for a very limited group at the time) and in 2010 with the Affordable Care Act were passed not merely by a Democratic-controlled Congress, but also with Democratic supermajorities in the Senate.
“There’s no prospect of having majorities like that,” said Paul Starr, a professor of sociology and public affairs at Princeton University. “It’s not going to happen.”
Even if the rules were changed to get rid of the filibuster, making it possible to pass major legislation with only 50 Senate votes, “there is not any guarantee that the 51st Democrat would be willing to support Medicare for all or anything close to it,” said Mark Peterson, a professor of public policy, political science and law at the University of California, Los Angeles.
Rep. Pramila Jayapal, Democrat of Washington, who wrote the House Medicare for all bill, said in an interview that she was not discouraged by the math, noting that since she introduced her bill a year ago, a dozen more members had signed on as co-sponsors, House committees had held four hearings on it, and coalitions representing people of color, labor unions and businesses had begun lobbying for the bill.
“A lot of the members I speak to that aren’t on the bill, I actually believe they would like to be on the bill but think, ‘I don’t know if it’s politically good for me,’” Ms. Jayapal said. “That would fundamentally change if Bernie were to be elected president.”
Proponents of Medicare for all like to cite some polls that suggest there is strong support for the idea. But Mollyann Brodie, who oversees public opinion research at the Kaiser Family Foundation, says only a minority of Democrats are solely in favor of a sweeping Medicare for all plan, compared to a majority who support offering the option of buying a Medicare-like plan or Medicare for all as a way to address high costs and the challenges of getting care.
People are wary of the high taxes that could come with Medicare for all, Ms. Brodie said, partly because they do not necessarily trust the federal government to determine how the dollars are spent.
What also makes Medicare for all unlikely is massive opposition from the health care industry, particularly insurance companies whose very survival is at risk. Hospitals are also opposed, because the federal government typically pays them much less than private health insurers. Being paid at Medicare rates, industry groups say, would cause many hospitals to close and others to lay off their workers.
The industry groups that were largely on board for the Affordable Care Act have already mobilized, through groups like the Partnership for America’s Health Care Future, to squelch any thoughts of Medicare for all. They are aggressively lobbying Congress and spending on television ads, one of which aired during the most recent Democratic debate.
Even an incremental approach with public support would cost PC.
Susannah Luthi 20, Susannah Luthi reported for POLITICO in D.C., where she wrote about health care industry lobbying in Congress as well as health care litigation in federal courts, 11/07/2020, Politico, “Forget Medicare for All — even a public option will still be tough to pass,” https://www.politico.com/news/2020/11/07/joe-biden-policies-health-care-433626, RMazhankou
But Biden’s more incremental approach still will face opposition from Republicans and powerful health care lobbies, which have spent the past two years preparing a furious assault against further expansion of government coverage if Democrats took back control of Washington. Republicans certainly won’t support a public option, and Democrats’ narrow majorities in both congressional chambers leave Biden with little room for error.
A strong public option was stripped out of Obamacare because moderates saw it as toxic. While centrist Democrats now back the idea and polls show strong public support for it, Democratic leaders in Congress could be wary of getting bogged down in another health care fight when they will be facing other priorities, like battling the pandemic and providing more economic relief. And even if Biden gets through a version of the public option, the health care industry could still water it down through negotiations — as was the case in Washington state when it created the nation’s first public option two years ago.
“The public option is very popular, and I think there’s a broad consensus across the party to do a public option — but what does it mean?” said Whitney Brennan, a communication strategist for Firehouse Strategies who worked for moderate Democratic lawmakers during Obamacare’s drafting. “The devil is in the details, and how it’s structured is where the fight is.”
MFA extremely controversial – most recent introduction proves.
Maya Goldman & Victoria Knight 05/23, Maya Goldman focuses on health policy issues in Congress and the federal agencies for Axios, including Medicare payment, telehealth and price transparency, Victoria Knight Focuses on Congressional health policy issues for Axios, including abortion, drug pricing and Medicare, 05/23/2023, Axios, “What's next for Medicare for All,” https://www.axios.com/pro/health-care-policy/2023/05/23/medicare-for-all-whats-next, RMazhankou
What’s next: Even progressives acknowledge the 118th Congress isn’t going to be the one to pass Medicare for All.
"We got a big election next year, not just for the presidency. We have 33 Senate seats up for grabs," Rep. Jamaal Bowman said during a press conference last week.
"If we increase voter turnout in states across the country ... we can get the right senators into office who support Medicare for All and vote the wrong senators out," he said.
Where it stands: Jayapal said last week that the House bill had more original co-sponsors than ever before. But we checked it out, and the bill actually has the same number of original co-sponsors as it did in the 117th Congress.
A Democratic aide later confirmed to Axios that Jayapal's statement was a mistake due to errors in internal documents.
The Senate bill also has the same number of co-sponsors as last Congress, with the only new addition being Vermont Sen. Peter Welch replacing his predecessor, former Sen. Patrick Leahy.
Industry groups are sticking with the tried-and-true attack lines.
"Every American deserves access to affordable, high-quality health coverage and care — however one-size-fits-all proposals like Medicare for All that result in government-controlled health care won’t help us get there," Partnership for America's Health Care Future executive director Lauren Crawford Shaver said in a news release.
Members of the partnership include the American Hospital Association, AHIP and PhRMA.
Links---Puerto Rico SSI
Plan destroys PC ---past efforts have all been stalled.
Marga Parés & David Cordero Mercado 22, Marga Parés Arroyo has been a reporter at El Nuevo Día, the largest circulation newspaper in San Juan, Puerto Rico, since 1994, David Cordero Mercado is a multimedia and investigative journalist, 06/06/2022, CHJ, ‘SSI extension to Puerto Rico lies in Congress’s court”, https://centerforhealthjournalism.org/our-work/reporting/ssi-extension-puerto-rico-lies-congresss-court, RMazhankou
After the United States Supreme Court’s overwhelming decision validating (in an 8-1 vote) the exclusion of Puerto Rico residents from the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program in the case of José Luis Vaello Madero, the opportunity to unlock that access seems to be in the hands of the Democratic-majority Congress. The window, however, is short and uphill during Congress’s ongoing session ending in December.
The extension of SSI to Puerto Rico residents is currently included in three congressional bills, among them the budget reconciliation bill called “Build Back Better” (BBB), which contains US President Joe Biden’s social agenda. The bill, approved last November in the House of Representatives, includes the extension of the SSI program to Puerto Rico. The Social Security Administration (SSA), which manages SSI, estimated the extension would have an annual cost of $2.27 billion in 2020, out of the roughly $1.85 trillion total in the Build Back Better bill. In a Senate divided halfway and in which US Vice President Kamala Harris can cast the tiebreaker vote– the legislation, being a budget reconciliation bill, could be approved by a simple majority and avoid the filibuster rule, which typically requires 60 votes to bring a bill to a final vote. However, with Republicans in total opposition to the BBB, Democrats Joe Manchin and Kyrsten Sinema halted —without taking a stance on the SSI extension to Puerto Rico— a bill that they considered too onerous.
The available path in this context would be that Democrats, with greater probability after the November elections, could agree on a bill that includes some of the proposals of the BBB, among them extending the SSI to Puerto Rico. El Nuevo Día newspaper asked all 100 United States senators for their stance on the extension of SSI to Puerto Rico and whether or not they favor Biden’s promise, which so far has not been able to materialize through any of the two available channels, be it judicial or legislative. Only five senators answered. “Puerto Ricans are citizens of the United States, just like any citizen living in the continental US. The recent ruling by the Supreme Court of the US confirming the exclusion of Puerto Rico from Supplemental Security Income is inconceivable,” said Democratic Sen. Kirsten Gillibrand of New York. GIllibrand said she favors legislation allowing Puerto Ricans to have access to SSI from the island. She also recognized that older and disabled adults rely heavily on SSI for various aspects of their daily lives, and advocated for equal access and rights for Puerto Ricans. Democratic Senator Edward Markey of Massachusetts also supports the extension of SSI benefits to Puerto Ricans “through any possible legislative means, including annual appropriations or budget reconciliation processes, and would vote for this extension if it came to that,” for Senate consideration. Markey stressed that United States citizens living in Puerto Rico and other US territories should be able to access the same benefits as Americans in the 50 states and Washington D.C. He also criticized the Supreme Court’s decision in the Vaello-Madero case, noticing that it “reinforces the incorrect and discriminatory notion that Puerto Ricans and other people living in US territories are second-class citizens, in particularly elderly and disabled residents.” Along the same lines, Democratic Senator Robert Menéndez of New Jersey assured he supports the inclusion of the SSI program for Puerto Rico in a budget reconciliation package. “As far as pushing for any potential package to include an extension of SSI benefits for Americans in Puerto Rico and all territories, I would certainly support including such a provision. It’s fair to do so for the millions of Americans who live in Puerto Rico and other excluded territories,” he stated. Besides Puerto Rico, residents of the US Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa also do not have access to this program. None of the Republican senators and other Democrats, including Manchin, answered direct questions about whether they would support a budget reconciliation bill with the SSI extension.
Pending on Congress
Apart from the Biden administration bill, on April 20 of last year, Senators Bernie Sanders (D-VT), Markey and Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.) submitted Senate Bill 1228 to create the Territorial Equity Act of 2021 which, among other equality proposals, would extend the SSI to the island. However, nothing has happened beyond the bill’s introduction on Senate.
“US citizens living in Puerto Rico should have the same basic support that all other US citizens are entitled to, including Supplemental Security Income benefits. Congress should pass the Territorial Equity Act,” Warren told this news outlet.
The same bill was also introduced in the US House of Representatives by Representative Nydia Velázquez (D-NY), with the co-authorship of fellow New York Representatives Alexandria Ocasio Cortez and Ritchie Torres, as well as Rep. Representative Raúl Grijalva (D-AZ), chair of the Natural Resources Committee, which has jurisdiction over Puerto Rican affairs.
After being introduced in the House, H.R. 2713 was referred to the committees on Ways and Means, Energy and Commerce, Agriculture, Education and Labor, Natural Resources, as well as the Subcommittee on Nutrition, Oversight and Department Operations, and the Subcommittee on Health. But nothing has progressed since June 2021.
Previously, Puerto Rico’s non-voting member of Congress, Jenniffer González, a Republican, introduced on January 28, 2021 the bill H.R. 537, or the Supplemental Security Income Equalization Act, to extend SSI to Puerto Rico. The bill was co-authored by Democratic Representatives Torres and Darren Soto (Florida), as well as delegates from the US Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands. After being referred to the Subcommittee on Social Security and the House Ways and Means Committee, nothing has happened.
AFF would require PC---Republicans have opposed any pro-Puerto Rico bills.
Bryan Metzger 22, Bryan Metzger is a politics reporter at Insider with a focus on Congress, 12/15/2022, Insider, “All but 16 House Republicans vote against bill to allow Puerto Rico to decide its future,” https://www.businessinsider.com/house-republicans-vote-against-puerto-rico-statehood-independence-2022-12, RMazhankou
The House of Representatives voted by a 233-191 margin on Thursday to pass the Puerto Rico Status Act, with all but 16 House Republicans voting against the measure. Every House Democrat voted for the bill.
Democratic Rep. Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez of New York, who worked on the bill and is of Puerto Rican descent, presided over the vote. The bill would give voters in Puerto Rico the opportunity to vote in a plebiscite next November, allowing them to choose between statehood, independence, or to enter into a compact of free association with the United States. Lawmakers had long been working on the bill, and its addition to the calendar this week was unexpected. A handful of Republicans had co-sponsored the legislation, including Reps. Maria Elvira Salazar of Florida and Don Bacon of Nebraska.  It also had the support of the territory's Republican Resident Commissioner Jenniffer González-Colón who serves as a non-voting representative for the island in Congress.
Despite House passage, the bill is unlikely to pass the Senate, where it would need at least 10 Republican supporters.
House Republicans on Thursday cited a number of reasons for opposing the bill, including a lack of debate and the possibility that it would lead to statehood, which they've long opposed.
"At this point in time I'm not, you know, interested in going down that road," Republican Rep. Chip Roy of Texas told Insider. "We didn't have a debate about it, I haven't been a part of any of the debates on this. They're trying to jam this through right before Christmas."
Republican Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene of Georgia told Insider that she didn't think the bill was "the right way to go about something like that."
"I'm just not interested in Puerto Rico being a state," she said, adding that she didn't believe people living in Puerto Rico should get to vote on that.
Internal divisions and Republican opposition make AFF incredibly controversial.
Nicole Acevedo and Eric Bazail-Eimil 22, Nicole Acevedo is a reporter for NBC News Digital, Eric Bazail-Eimil is a reporter with The Wall Street Journal's politics team, 12/23/2022, NBC, “Will a new Congress stall momentum on resolving Puerto Rico’s territorial status?”, https://www.nbcnews.com/news/latino/will-new-congress-stall-momentum-resolving-puerto-ricos-status-rcna62927, RMazhankou
All no votes were from Republicans; 16 GOP members joined 217 Democrats to approve the bill.
But just half of the 16 Republicans who supported the legislation will return to a Republican-controlled House next year, and the measure is set to face significant headwinds.
In addition, Democrats in the Senate will lack the votes to overcome a filibuster.
The procedural reset will require another vote in the House Natural Resources Committee, which oversees the affairs of U.S. territories, before it ever gets a shot at a second House floor vote in 2023.
The committee won't be chaired by Rep. Raul Grijalva, D-N.M., the bill's lead sponsor. Instead, Rep. Bruce Westerman, R-Ark., is expected to take over.
Westerman has accused Democrats of having circumvented the ordinary procedure for approving the bill. He voted against the Puerto Rico Status Act on the floor last week, calling for "letting a full and robust legislative process take place."
One of the bill’s main negotiators, Rep. Nydia Velázquez, D-N.Y., the first Puerto Rican woman elected to Congress, is confident about more congressional hearings on Puerto Rico's territorial status in the new year.
Velázquez said the measure "is a clear recognition by the U.S. Congress that the United States exerts colonial power over the people of Puerto Rico."
The bill would lay out the terms of a binding plebiscite in which Puerto Ricans on the island would get to choose among three non-territorial status options: statehood, independence and sovereignty in free association with the U.S. It would also provide a transition to the new status.
"I have seen that a shift in the conversation has begun in Washington regarding the negative effects that the colonial status has on Puerto Rico," Velázquez said. "I believe this is in part thanks to the Puerto Rico Status Act."
The bill marks the first time the House has approved a binding plebiscite that would exclude Puerto Rico’s current territorial status as one of the options.
That’s intentional, said Resident Commissioner Jenniffer González-Colón, a Republican nonvoting member of Congress representing Puerto Rico who favors statehood and helped negotiate the Puerto Rico Status Act.
Given that the focus of the bill is on decolonizing Puerto Rico, “we cannot have the problem as a solution,” González-Colón said in testimony to the House Rules Committee last week.
“We’ve been a territory for 124 years," she said. "We don’t want to remain as a territory.”
Velázquez said she believes "there is some momentum that we can build off going into the next Congress, especially since this bill passed on a bipartisan basis."
What’s next for Puerto Rico’s territorial status?
Even if the Puerto Rico Status Act beats all the odds in the House and is approved again next year, Democrats would need nine Republicans to break ranks to get the 60 votes needed to pass it in the Senate.
A handful of Republican senators who represent large Puerto Rican communities in the states could be among Senate Democrats' best bets to get the support they need.
Some of them have voiced hesitation about moving forward with a status vote in Puerto Rico any time soon, citing its financial woes.
Sen. Rick Scott, R-Fla., said he thinks Puerto Rico should “get their fiscal house in order” before it decides to change its territorial status. Scott, who represents more than a million Puerto Ricans who live in Florida, has supported statehood in the past.
In 2015, during the Obama administration, Puerto Rico was unable to pay its $70 billion public debt, prompting Congress to create the 2016 Promesa law, because U.S. laws excluded Puerto Rico from the federal bankruptcy code. Promesa established the federal financial oversight board, which oversees Puerto Rico's fiscal responsibilities, and created a mechanism for the territory to restructure its debt in federal court. Puerto Rico’s government formally exited a form of bankruptcy in March, six years after the oversight board was implemented, which led to widely criticized austerity measures on an island that paid $1 billion in fees to consultants and lawyers and in other expenses during the process.
Puerto Rico formally exits bankruptcy after public debt restructuring
"Puerto Rico can’t negotiate with other countries or control its fiscal policy," Velázquez said. "Puerto Ricans have been forced to compromise with the United States under the current territorial status that has almost never benefited them. "Members of Congress should be upset that the Constitution they swear to protect is currently being used to legitimize colonialism in Puerto Rico," she added. The Puerto Rico Status Act was the result of a consensus among members of Congress who previously sponsored competing bills: a pro-statehood bill introduced by González-Colón and Rep. Darren Soto, D-Fla., and the Puerto Rico Self-Determination Act, introduced by Velázquez and Rep. Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, D-N.Y. The issue of status has long divided Puerto Ricans in the territory, in large part because of how their local political party system is organized. Most people support either the pro-statehood New Progressive Party or the Popular Democratic Party, which supports the current territorial status. A smaller percentage of “independentistas” support the Puerto Rican Independence Party, which advocates for independence from the U.S. The previous competing bills, as well as the debates that ensued during multiple hearings in Congress, echoed such divisions. Some Senate Republicans can't get past the divisive nature of the status issue.
“There should be a significant consensus on the island before the status is changed in one direction,” said Sen. Roger Wicker, R-Miss.
Excluding Puerto Rico’s territorial status also gives Wicker and others pause. “I would just want to make sure it’s worded accurately," he said. "That it’s not designed to get one result over the other." Soto, who also helped combine previous competing bills into the Puerto Rico Status Act, doesn't think the bill will get a second House floor vote in the next term.
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