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We solve prolif – two internal links:

A. Nuclear leadership – credible commitment to civilian nuclear power allows successful enforcement of the NPT regime and sets the standard for the export of nuclear technology, that’s Wallace.

B. Safeguards – built in fuel systems mean that SMRs remove the need for countries to develop enrichment capacity which makes prolif efforts obvious to the international community – ensures early action to stop prolif, that’s Jones.

AT: Accidents/Terrorist Attacks

Passive safety features solve, that’s Rosner and Goldberg – SMRs designed to be placed underground and designed with gravity driven safety features that make attack impossible.
Status quo large reactors make the impact inevitable – means the aff is key to prevent future meltdowns.

Fear of nuclear accidents is not rational – fossil fuels kill more people every year than nuclear power ever has.
Nathan Taylor, Chief Economist for the Committee for the Economic Development of Australia, November 2011 (http://ceda.com.au/media/153125/nuclearfinal8nov.pdf)

Behavioural economics provides insights as to why this void exists by explaining how human decision making is bounded in a number of critical ways relating to nuclear power.5 These include a tendency to have a relatively strong reaction to extreme but unlikely events, to overestimate the probability of easily accessible outcomes, and pronounced loss aversion. Understanding the bounds of rationality suggests a way forward in the nuclear debate. People evaluate extreme events that have large emotional outcomes disproportionate to intermediate risks which produce diffused results. Low level risks, such as fossil fuel power generators, where a large number of deaths have occurred but with less direct causality than those associated with the perceived risks of nuclear power generation, are more acceptable than nuclear power that has had extreme events but relatively fewer deaths. As a consequence, people evaluate the risks associated with nuclear power as being considerably higher than other forms of energy generation, despite the sector having one of the best safety records of any energy industry. Decisions made on a desire to eliminate all forms of extreme risk can result in an accepting of more moderate but higher probability risk.6 While rejecting nuclear energy may eliminate an extreme form of risk, the decision means accepting more probable outcomes associated with worsening climate change, as evidenced by recent decisions in Germany. Results that are vivid and easily brought to mind are constantly ranked as being more likely than less accessible events. In this respect, nuclear energy has been involved with a number of extreme catastrophes that are easily brought to mind, such as Chernobyl, Three Mile Island and Fukushima Daiichi. The accessibility of these events contributes to the perceived high levels of risk associated with nuclear power despite advances in technology precluding such catastrophes reoccurring.
Containment structure isolated – means no risk

Frano and Forasassi 11 (Rosa Lo Frano DINMP- University of Pisa, Pisa - Italy Giuseppe Forasassi DIMNP, University of Pisa, Pisa – Italy)
(9/28-9/30 2011“GLOBAL STRUCTURAL RESPONSE OF AN SMR REACTOR SUBJECTED TO AN AIRCRAFT IMPACT”. Proceedings of the ASME 2011 Small Modular Reactors Symposium.  https://smr.inl.gov/Document.ashx?path=DOCS%2FReading+Room%2FPolicy+and+regulation%2FANS+SMR+PHYSICAL+SECURITY+910.pdf)

Preliminary dynamic analyses of an innovative SMR were carried out taking into account one of the most important external design basis event, like the impact of a military and/or commercial aircraft.

To determine the global structural response of the outer reactor building structure assuming different entry impact directions of military as well as commercial aircrafts, nonlinear analyses were performed taking into account the non linear material behavior of concrete and reinforcing bars and studs and the progressive damage phenomena.

The obtained results highlighted that the outer containment wall will undergo local damage: the maximum localized penetration depth at the impact of the engines resulted to be between 0.4 and 0.9 m for the considered RB geometry and the airplane types.

The impact energy determines the progressive failure of the reinforced concrete walls coupled to the local RB wall penetration and subsequently resulted in a decrease of the accelerations propagated up to the inner containment vessel.

Nevertheless it is important to highlight that far/away from the impact area the overall stability of containment structure seemed to be ensured.

The performed dynamic analyses showed a remarkable potential resistance of reinforced concrete structures, if the outer RB wall thickness is greater than 1 m, to withstand the impact of large civil aircrafts.

Courts CP

1. Perm – do the CP. Doesn’t sever because the federal government reduces restrictions on SMRs

Reduce means to lower to an inferior condition, not eliminate

Corpus Juris Secundum, authoritative American legal encyclopedia that provides a clear statement of each area of law including areas of the law that are evolving and provides footnoted citations to case law and other primary sources of law, ’52 (Corpus Juris Secundum, vol. 76, p. 178)

It has been said that in its ordinary signification “reduce” does not mean to cancel, destroy, or bring to naught, but to diminish, lower, or bring to an inferior estate; and this is variously defined as meaning to bring to a former state; to bring to a certain condition; to bring to an inferior state with respect to rank, size, quality, value, or the like; to diminish; to lower; to degrade or impair; to replace; to restore.

Making something “unenforceable” brings it to an inferior regulatory state.

Reject CP’s competition –

A. Topic education – instead of debate over the merits of nuclear power, we debate over the minute link differential to their crappy elections d/a.

B. Logic. The entire federal government never acts together to

2. Perm – do both.

3. CP links to politics – healthcare decision proves. Their evidence is about congress, not the election.

4. Commercialization – the Courts can strike down requirements, but can’t streamline the process which is key to make SMRs viable, that’s Spencer.

Perm – do the plan and rule on the Posterity clause

5. Litigation can’t solve costs – uncertainty and rulemaking processes.

(Means the CP can’t revitalize the nuclear industry or solve price volatility because the terms of regulation are placed in the “uncertain” hands of the courts)

Edward P. Weber, Associate Professor of Political Science at Washington State University, ’98 (Pluralism by the Rules: Conflict and Cooperation in Environmental Regulation, p. 92)

The virtual certainty of litigation on major environmental regula​tions, however, translates into uncertainty and resource expenditures for other stakeholders. Not only does litigation delay environmental protection, the prospect of litigation increases the costs of preparing a rule to withstand judicial scrutiny. According to ex‑EPA Administrator William Reilly, "We spend as much time designing our rules to with​stand court attack as we do getting the rules right and out in the first place." 2 Further, litigation places the resolution of issues in the "uncertain" hands of the judiciary. The history of court decisions in environmental law shows that courts are just as likely to favor industry as the interests of environmentalists and regulators (Wenner 1982; McGarity 1992). In addition, the adversarial setting within which courts operate is often better suited to resolving narrow, procedural issues that have little overt effect on the resolution of the substantive environ‑mental issues driving lawsuits (Horowitz 1977; Bacow and Wheeler 1984). As part of this phenomenon, decisions remanded back to EPA by the courts often go through the rulemaking process a second time, yet with only marginal adjustments to the ultimate effect of the rule in terms of either economic costs or environmental quality (Melnick 1983; McGarity 1992, 1390

6. CP reverses a recent court ruling – creates market volatility.

Reuters 9/6/12, “NRC staff to review nuclear reactor waste storage rules,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/09/06/us-utilities-nrc-waste-idUSBRE88515T20120906
(Reuters) - The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) directed its staff on Thursday to start an environmental review into the temporary storage of spent nuclear fuel, following a court ruling that led the agency to stop issuing new reactor licenses.¶ The NRC did not say when it would start issuing new reactor licenses again.¶ The NRC has more than a dozen reactor operating license renewal applications and a dozen new reactor license applications pending.¶ The NRC said it told its staff to develop an environmental impact statement and a revised waste confidence decision and to rule on the temporary storage of spent nuclear fuel.¶ The environmental statement and rule, which are in response to a June 8 ruling of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, are to be completed within 24 months, the NRC said.

7. Uncertainty takes out nuclear investment

Holt et. al ’10, Lynne Holt, Ph.D., Policy Analyst for the Public Utility Research Center (PURC) at the University of Florida, Paul Sotkiewicz, Ph.D., Chief Economist in the Market Services Division at the PJM Interconnection, Sanford Berg, director of Water Studies at PURC and a distinguished service professor in the University of Florida Warrington College of Business Administration 4/26/2010 “Nuclear Power Expansion: Thinking About Uncertainty”, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040619010001065,   

Prospects for the construction of new nuclear plants are perhaps better now than in the past 30 years given the improved performance and availability of the nuclear fleet over the past decade, the recent volatility of fossil fuel prices, the Obama Administration's support for new nuclear plant construction, and the prospect for federal climate change policy. However, memories of the accidents at the Three Mile Island (1979) and Chernobyl (1986) complexes, large cost overruns for many units in the current fleet, long construction horizons, a history of poor initial performance following commercial operation, and the unresolved disposition of high-level waste make the prospect for new nuclear power facilities daunting. Added to this mix are the uncertain final form, assuming one emerges, of federal climate change policy and the uncertainties regarding the ultimate effectiveness of evolving power technologies. It is easy to see that prospective nuclear plant developers, both merchant and regulated, face formidable challenges regarding their ability to recover the costs of their investments in new nuclear projects. Then there is the challenge of determining the costs of such projects in the first place. An article in this Journal shows how difficult it is to estimate the construction costs of new nuclear plants, in large part because of the paucity of recent data.2 Until recently, no new nuclear plant had been ordered in the U.S. since 1978. Why have more than three decades elapsed since the last new plant was ordered? The answer may reside in the inability of prospective developers to mitigate the perceived uncertainties governing investments in new nuclear plants. To that end, in 1993 economist Robert Pindyck applied a real-options model to the uncertainties governing development and construction costs for rate-regulated nuclear power plants. His model specifies the option value of waiting for construction cost uncertainties to resolve themselves.3 Since the development of Pindyck's model, the electricity industry has been restructured in certain parts of the United States with the development of large and liquid wholesale power markets and retail competition in 14 states as an alternative to the traditional rate-regulated paradigm. In particular, restructured wholesale markets introduce uncertainty in commercial operation for nuclear plant operators with respect to prospective future revenue streams that depend on fossil fuel costs, fluctuations in demand, and outcomes in policies related to climate change and renewable energy technologies. The uncertainties are more pronounced in states with restructured retail electricity markets than in those with rate-regulated generation. This article addresses the role of uncertainty during the development, construction, and commercial operation phases of a new nuclear plant, and examines policies that address these uncertainties, through the lens of Pindyck's real-options model. In addition, it extends Pindyck's model to account for uncertainties in commercial operation, described in this article as “revenue and operating uncertainty.” While Pindyck acknowledges the presence of this type of uncertainty, his analysis focuses on development and construction. Uncertainties associated with new nuclear plant development, construction, and commercial operation may be mitigated, at least to some extent, by federal and state policies which were crafted in large part to revitalize the nuclear industry by creating more favorable conditions for investment. These uncertainties are more pronounced in states with restructured retail electricity markets than in those with rate-regulated generation. Regulators in states with traditional rate regulation may authorize incentives that shift the investment risk for new nuclear plants from developers to ratepayers, an option not available to developers in restructured states. Therefore, the incentives used to mitigate uncertainty have potentially different effects on consumers in states with market-based and rate-regulated generation. Finally, federal and state incentives can never completely eliminate investment uncertainty. Perhaps the most dramatic examples of intractable uncertainty are a presently undefined national carbon policy and long-term fuel volatility.

8. No test case on the docket proves uncertainty because the Courts just look like they’re making random rulings about energy policy.

9. Democratic congress would strip the courts of regulatory authority – EPA regs debate proves.

“if not doing the plan could threaten anyone’s life, then the courts would rule on it” – no way for them  to know – means either never spills over or never ruled on
the CP functionally meaningless.

Evan H. Caminker, University of Michigan Law Professor, ’99 (97 Mich. L. Rev. 2297)

n292. So, for example, the editors of the American Law Review argued in 1886 that "the practice of writing dissenting opinions" ought not to be prohibited by legislation, because it has always been recognized that judicial decisions which merely announce conclusions of law, without either referring to authority for such conclusions or offering reasons in support of them, carry little weight. If mere legislation is the office of the courts, they would carry the weight which an act of legislation carries. Experience, we take it, shows that judicial decisions which are neither founded on authority nor on sound reasoning are never allowed to remain unquestioned by the profession. Cases are known where such decisions, always unsatisfactory to the profession, have been constantly assailed and finally overthrown after the lapse of many years. It is the office of the judge who writes a judicial decision to give the reasons upon which the court proceeds. The proper administration of justice is not satisfied with anything else. If these are omitted, the judgment becomes a mere arbitrary exercise of power. If it is the office of the judicial courts to furnish the reasons which the court gives for its decision, it cannot be affirmed with any show of logic that it is not equally their office to furnish the reasons which a portion of the court may give for the opposing view

Keystone D/A
Keystone inevitable
Belogolova 12

Olga Belogolova reports on energy and environment policy for National Journal and manages the bi-monthly Energy and Environment Insiders Poll  September 5, 2012 Both Sides Agree: Keystone Pipeline Will Be Approved After the November Election http://www.nationaljournal.com/2012-election/both-sides-agree-keystone-pipeline-will-be-approved-after-the-november-election-20120905
No matter who wins the presidential race in November, the controversial Keystone XL pipeline will eventually be approved, Sen. John Barrasso, R-Wyo., and former Vermont Gov. Howard Dean agreed on Wednesday.  “I think it’s going to be approved one way or the other,” said Barrasso, speaking at a Democratic National Convention event in Charlotte hosted by National Journal, The Atlantic, and the American Petroleum Institute.  Earlier this year, Barrasso had pushed for an expedited decision from the White House on the pipeline proposed to carry oil from Canada’s tar sands to Gulf Coast refineries. But after Republicans in Congress set a 60-day deadline for action, President Obama said there wasn’t sufficient time for a full review and rejected a permit for the project.  Dean, a former Democratic presidential candidate who now works for a law firm that represents TransCanada, the company hoping to build the Keystone XL, said he thought Obama was going to approve the pipeline, but was pushed to reject it by the Republican ultimatum.  “I actually think that President Obama would have said ‘yes’ to Keystone,” Dean said. “They essentially forced him to block it. It didn’t get built because Republicans shortened the approval time.”  The former chairman of the Democratic National Committee also said politics appeared to guide Obama’s initial decision a year ago to delay a permit decision until 2013. “I think he was intending to put it off till after the election for obvious reasons, because there’s a fair number of constituents that don’t like it,” Dean said.  Dean said he now expects Obama to approve the pipeline project after the election, noting that the Canadian oil sands will be developed no matter what happens.  After Obama rejected a permit for the full project in January, he came out in support of building the southern portion of the pipeline to ease a jam on oil moving from the Midwest to the Gulf Coast. Since then, TransCanada has applied for a new permit for the northern portion of the project and on Wednesday announced a new route for that leg.
SMRs key to solve water wars – desalination – solves Keystone leakage
Palley 11 (Reese Palley - 1945-1949 The New School for Social Research¶ 1949-1952 The London School of Economics. Writer and historian) (The Answer: Why Only Inherently Safe, Mini Nuclear Power Plants Can Save Our World. Pg. 168-171)

Desalinization and World Water Shortage

In 1990 Florida, Georgia, and Alabama began fighting over scarce water rights from increasingly scarce sources. After twenty years of fighting over the water from Lake Lanier, the sole source of most of the potable water for Atlanta, the city lost a federal court decision and now faces the daunting task of finding six hundred million gallons of potable water a day that just might not exist.

This is far from an isolated case in the United States, as states and municipalities are loading increas¬ing demands on limited supplies of water. The battle in the West has so far been contained within the courts.

The third world has long been rent in recent droughts, by the search for water. In subsistence economies, on marginal land water is not a convenience but a matter of life and death. As a result small wars have been fought, rivers diverted, and wells poisoned in what could be a warning of what is to come as industrialized nations begin to face failing water supplies.

Quite aside from ,the demand for potable water is the dependence of enormous swaths of industry and agriculture on oceans of water used for processing, ena¬bling, and cleaning a thousand processes and products. It is interesting to note that fresh water used in both industry and agriculture is reduced to a nonrenewable resource as agriculture adds salt and industry adds a chemical brew unsuitable for consumption.

More than one billion people in the world already lack access to clean water, and things are getting worse. Over the next two decades, the average supply of water ^per person will drop by a third, condemning millions of people to waterborne diseases and an avoidable prema¬ture death.81

So the stage is set for water access wars between the first and the third worlds, between neighbors down-stream of supply, between big industry and big agricul¬ture, between nations, between population centers, and ultimately between you and the people who live next door for an already inadequate world water supply that is not being renewed. As populations inevitably increase, conflicts will intensify.82

It is only by virtue of the historical accident of the availability of nuclear energy that humankind now has the ability to remove the salt and other pollutants to supply all our water needs. The problem is that desali¬nation is an intensely local process. Some localities have available sufficient water from renewable sources to take care of their own needs, but not enough to share with their neighbors, and-it is here that the scale of nuclear energy production must be defined locally.

Large scale 1,000 MWe plants can be used to desal¬inate water as well as for generating electricity. However we cannot build them fast enough to address the prob¬lem, and, if built they would face the extremely expen¬sive problem of-distributing the water they produce. Better, much better, would be to use small desaliniza-tion plants sited locally.

Beyond desalination for human use is the need to green some of the increasing desertification of vast areas such as the Sahara. Placing twenty 100 MWe plants a hundred miles apart along the Saharan coast would green the coastal area from the Atlantic Ocean to the Red Sea, a task accomplished more cheaply and quickly than through the use of gigawatt plants.83 This could proceed on multiple tracks wherever deserts are avail¬able to be reclaimed.

Leonard Orenstein, a researcher in the field of desert reclamation, speculates:

If most of the Sahara and Australian outback were planted with fast-growing trees like eucalyptus, the forests could draw down about 8 billion tons of carbon a year—nearly as much as people emit from burning fossil fuels today. As the forests matured, they could continue taking up this much carbon for decades.84

The use of small, easily transported, easily sited, and walk away safe nuclear reactors dedicated to desali-nation is the only answer to the disproportionate distri¬bution of water resources that have distorted human habitation patterns for millennia. Where there existed natural water, such as from rivers, great cities arose and civilizations flourished. Other localities lay barren through the ages. We now have the power, by means of SMRs profiled to local conditions, not only to attend to existing water shortages but also to smooth out dispro¬portionate water distribution and create green habita¬tion where historically it has never existed.

The endless wars that have been fought, first over solid bullion gold and then over oily black gold, can now engulf us in the desperate reach for liquid blue gold. We need never fight these wars again as we now have the nuclear power to fulfill the biblical ability to "strike any local rock and have water gush forth."

Elections
No threatening bioterror programs and current defenses solve.

Orent 9 [Wendy, Ph.D. in anthropology from the University of Michigan, leading freelance science writer, and author of Plague: The Mysterious Past and Terrifying Future of the World's Most Dangerous Disease, "America's Bioterror Bugaboo." Los Angeles Times (Los Angeles, CA) 17 Jul 2009: A.29. SIRS Researcher. Web. 29 January 2010]
After the anthrax letter attacks of October 2001, the Bush administration pledged $57 billion to keep the nation safe from bioterror. Since then, the government has created a vast network of laboratories and institutions to track down and block every remotely conceivable form of bioterror threat.  The Obama administration seems committed to continuing the biodefense push, having just appointed a zealous bioterror researcher as undersecretary of science and technology in the Department of Homeland Security.  But is the threat really as great as we've been led to believe?  Last summer, the FBI concluded that the anthrax letters that killed five Americans came not from abroad but from an American laboratory, the United States Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases. Meanwhile, the Russian bioweapons program was officially shut down in 1992, and it's unlikely that anything remaining of it could pose much of a threat. Iraq, it has turned out, had no active program. And Al Qaeda's rudimentary explorations were interrupted, according to an Army War College report, by the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan.
Bioterror not an existential risk.
Fettweis 10 [Christopher J., fifth year doctoral student in the University of Maryland's Department of Government and Politics. His primary interests include US foreign and national security policies. His dissertation, currently titled The Geopolitics of Energy and the Obsolescence of Major War, focuses on the relationship between oil and conflict. Mr. Fettweis has a BA in History from the University of Notre Dame, Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy, April 2010 Survival, 52:2, 59 - 82]

Even terrorists equipped with nuclear, biological or chemical weapons would be incapable of causing damage so cataclysmic that it would prove fatal to modern states. Though the prospect of terrorists obtaining and using such weapons is one of the most consistently terrifying scenarios of the new era, it is also highly unlikely and not nearly as dangerous as sometimes portrayed. As the well-funded, well-staffed Aum Shinrikyo cult found out in the 1990s, workable forms of weapons of mass destruction are hard to purchase, harder still to synthesise without state help, and challenging to use effectively. The Japanese group managed to kill a dozen people on the Tokyo subway system at rush hour. While tragic, the attack was hardly the stuff of apocalyptic nightmares. Super-weapons are simply not easy for even the most sophisticated non-state actors to use.31 If terrorists were able to overcome the substantial obstacles and use the most destructive weapons in a densely populated area, the outcome would of course be terrible for those unfortunate enough to be nearby. But we should not operate under the illusion that doomsday would arrive. Modern industrialised countries can cope with disasters, both natural and man-made. As unpleasant as such events would be, they do not represent existential threats.
Romney wins now – the numbers prove. Their evidence is political hype.

Talgo 9-16

Tyler Talgo |September 16, 2012 Why Romney Will Win The Election http://www.neontommy.com/news/2012/09/why-romney-will-win-election
In the beginning of this election season, Obama had two assets working in his favor: the incumbency advantage and the fundraising effort. With early predictions that the Obama campaign would top the $1 billion mark in fundraising for his reelection bid, many speculators assumed that Romney would clearly be outmatched. However, with less than two months away from the election, the Obama campaign, DNC and Obama-supported super-pac Priorities USA have raised just $587.7 million in total donations—signaling that Obama is running out of gas. His opponents, on the other hand, have been picking up momentum in recent months. Despite being outspent by $107.7 million, the Romney campaign, RNC and Romney-supported super-pac Restore our Future have raised $524.2 million and have almost $200 million in cash on hand—putting both camps at a dead heat on the fundraising front.  It was also understood at the beginning of the election season that this race would come down to the independent vote. CNN reports that among independents, Romney leads Obama 52 to 42 percent, and Talking Points Memo reports that Romney has a 46.3 to 43.5 percent lead among independents. The majority of independents in this election have chosen Romney as their candidate because they see him as the one who is better suited to fix the economy: according to Rasmussen, 50 percent trust Romney more on the economy, as compared to the 43 percent that trust Obama more on the same issue.  Given the post-convention polling bounces, some may give Obama the advantage at this stage of the race, although the bounces are subsiding. For example, new NBC/WSJ polls of three swing states have Obama leading Romney by 49 to 44 percent in Florida and Virginia, and by 50 to 43 percent in Ohio. However, when we take a closer look at the numbers, a different story is revealed. In the Florida and Virginia polls, Democrats were oversampled by 5 percent, and in Ohio they were oversampled by 10 percent. Not convinced? Here’s another fact: recent CBS/NYT/Quinnipiac polls oversampled Democrats by nine percent in Florida and by eight percent in Ohio. The Florida poll had Obama at 51 percent and Romney at 45 percent, and the Ohio poll had Obama at 50 percent and Romney at 44 percent; so, both leads were smaller than the oversampling gap. If you ask me, the advantage here clearly goes to Romney; and, believe me, these are not the only examples.  All of this is revealed in the context of a time in which Republicans are much more enthusiastic than Democrats. Last month the number of Americans who consider themselves Republicans was the highest ever recorded since 2002 at 37.6 percent, compared to only 33.3 percent who consider themselves Democrats.  So, assuming that all else is equal, what does it mean when a national poll says something like 47 percent for Obama and 44 percent for Romney, or vise versa? The nature of the missing 10 percent is one of the most important factors that come to play in all presidential reelection campaigns. Historically, the final results in an election are almost always worse than polling suggests for an incumbent president. If you took the undecided vote, according to Gallup, from every general election since 1964 that featured an incumbent president seeking reelection, 89 percent of it went to the president’s challenger. You can bet that the Obama camp understands that a 47-44 poll in its favor is not good news at all. This is why it’s virtually unheard-of for an incumbent president to win reelection when he's polling below 50 percent.  Economic indicators that differ per swing state can also play a large role in predicting the outcome of the election. Kenneth Bickers and Michael Berry, two political scientists from the University of Colorado, developed a forecasting model that has successfully predicted every presidential election since 1980. Their model predicts Romney winning the Electoral College by a 320-218 margin and 52.9 percent of the popular vote. What can be drawn from their analysis is that the financial situation of voters will have the largest impact on their ballot.  On Obama’s inauguration day, the unemployment rate was 7.8 percent, the average gas price was $1.83 per gallon, the national debt was $10.6 trillion and there were 32 million food stamp recipients. Today, the unemployment rate is 8.1 percent, the average gas price is $3.87 per gallon, the national debt is $16 trillion and the number of food stamp recipients hit a record 46.7 million in June (the latest available report). Americans are not dumb enough to reelect a president who has created more food stamp recipients than jobs.  In summary, there are a number of conclusions that can be safely made about the outcome of this election. The fact of the matter is that if Romney is trailing Obama by a considerable amount in a state in which Obama has high polling averages, he does not have much room to compete. But, in states in which Obama is polling in the mid-forties without a significant lead, the undecided gap will most likely favor Romney. Obama will not win any of the swing states in which he has a RealClearPolitics polling average below 49 percent and within three points of Romney, or states in which he does not have more than a five point lead overall. This includes all the swing states except Nevada, Pennsylvania and Michigan.  At the end of the day, this election will be a referendum on the president’s record, and whether or not voters are better off today than they were four years ago. Barack Obama may promise hope and change again for round two, but on election day the undecided gap will only remember his promises to cut the deficit in half and maintain the unemployment rate, and his now-infamous statement, “If you’ve got a business, you didn’t build that. Someone else made that happen.”  In the words of Michael Moore, “I think people should start to practice the words ‘President Romney.’”

Neither candidate will run against SMRs or risk alienating their base 

Cox 10 (Seth P. Cox, J.D. Candidate 2010 UCLA School of Law)

(“The Nuclear Option: Promotion of Advanced Nuclear Generation as a Matter of Policy” http://works.bepress.com/seth_cox/3/)

Advanced nuclear is a relatively privileged issue in American politics, as both sides of the domestic political spectrum feature wider development of this technology as a central component of modern energy policy.  A Baptist-bootlegger coalition of progressive energy policy advocates, national defense voters, entrepreneurs, businesspeople, climate change advocates, and clean air activists favor nuclear as, at least in part, the preferred alternative to meet current baseload generation needs.   Progressives and environmentalists look to nuclear because it does not result in significant GHG or traditional CAA-regulated emissions.   National defense voters and the business community value nuclear fuel as a “cost-effective alternative to fossil fuels that we can produce right here at home.”   As stated by prominent Republican Whip, Senator John Kyl, “[f]or years republicans have sought to boost domestic energy supplies.  We’ve supported safe and responsible development of our own resources.”   Therefore, nuclear energy is relatively unique issue, because it is attractive to a broad swath of the American body politic.   Recently, President Obama publically embraced nuclear energy and emerged as a leader of the charge.   President Obama favors a pragmatic, inclusive policy to deliver America to a renewable energy economy.  Moving from reliance upon conventional fuels necessitates flexibility, as “changing the ways we produce and use energy...demands of us a willingness to extend our hand across old divides, to act in good faith, to move beyond the broken politics of the past.”   The President is pushing ahead with this agenda on many fronts, simultaneously citing development of new nuclear capacity as an engine of job growth, innovation, and increasingly efficient energy.   President Obama contends America ignores nuclear at its own peril.  Foregoing advanced nuclear threatens to competitively disadvantage innovation in the U.S. as, “the commitment of ... countries [currently constructing new reactors] is not just in generating the jobs in those plants, it’s generating demand for expertise and new technologies.”   The President also considers pursuit of new nuclear capacity as an alternative to stalled climate legislation.   The President is pushing to “build a new generation of safe, clean, nuclear power plants” as a part of package of a number of diverse alternatives, including, “continued investment in advanced biofuels and clean coal technology, even as we build greater capacity among renewables.”   Nuclear is politically privileged, as both sides of the political spectrum, the legislative, and the executive branches of American governance favor promotion of nuclear as a matter of policy.   The nuclear energy industry is emerging from the shadows reinvigorated, and gaining political traction.  A variety of diverse interests spanning the political spectrum are advocating advanced nuclear.  The industry appears primed for a comeback.  Yet, promotion of nuclear energy as a matter of policy demands a more robust analysis.  In the sections that follow, conditions favorable and adverse to a renewed nuclear sector are presented and analyzed, so as to secure and advance all advantageous conditions and circumstances, while identifying and surmounting significant obstacles to this objective.   

Empirics prove – both candidates support nuclear expansion

Wood 12

Elisa Wood September 13, 2012 What Obama and Romney Don't Say About Energy http://energy.aol.com/2012/09/13/what-obama-and-romney-dont-say-about-energy/

Fossil fuels and renewable energy have become touchy topics in this election, with challenger Mitt Romney painting President Barack Obama as too hard on the first and too fanciful about the second – and Obama saying Romney is out of touch with energy's future.  But two other significant resources, nuclear power and energy efficiency, are evoking scant debate.  What gives?  Nuclear energy supplies about 20 percent of US electricity, and just 18 months ago dominated the news because of Japan's Fukushima Daiichi disaster – yet neither candidate has said much about it so far on the campaign trail.  Romney mentioned nuclear power only seven times in his recently released white paper, while he brought up oil 150 times. Even wind power did better with 10 mentions. He pushes for less regulatory obstruction of new nuclear plants, but says the same about other forms of energy.  Obama's campaign website highlights the grants made by his administration to 70 universities for research into nuclear reactor design and safety. But while it is easy to find his ideas on wind, solar, coal, natural gas and oil, it takes a few more clicks to get to nuclear energy.  The Nuclear Energy Institute declined to discuss the candidates' positions pre-election. However, NEI's summer newsletter said that both "Obama and Romney support the use of nuclear energy and the development of new reactors."
Alt causes to their econ link which isn’t even triggered by policy decisions
Ambinder 12

Marc Ambinder is TheWeek.com's editor-at-large, and writes The Compass blog September 10, 2012 Decoding the next two months http://theweek.com/article/index/233046/decoding-the-next-two-months

The adjectives used to describe the economy post-convention are "anemic" and "persistent" — as in, persistent, anemic job growth.  Obama needs to change these adjectives even though he can't change the underlying facts. Simply put, the facts favor Mitt Romney's core argument: that Obama's had four years to fix the economy, and he hasn't. How can Obama change the adjectives?  Well, he can refine his argument. And he can hope that somehow, that new argument begins to gel. Given how well Bill Clinton did at the convention, I'm kind of surprised the Obama campaign isn't running ads right now featuring Clinton "arithmetic" sound bite.   The problem, of course, is that economic anxiety is not a product of a couple of years of policy decisions. It's not even the result of the Great Recession of 2008. It's the combined result of 30 years of globalization, a widening wealth gap exacerbated by the collapse of the housing market, significantly rising health care costs, the enormous shift in the tax burden to the middle class — and so much more. It's sticky. It doesn't respond to economic conditions. Consumer confidence and the stock market may be more temporary measures of sentiment, but nothing (not even a sustained recovery), will alter the drivers of the American middle class' persistent economic pessimism.
The public is more likely to never hear about the plan than to freak out
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Funny thing about Americans. We've got strong opinions about what's wrong with energy, especially when gasoline prices rise, but our passion tends to exceed our understanding. Polling indicates we hold strong sentiments about energy independence and renewables. Yet key details elude us. More than half of Americans cannot name one type of renewable energy and nearly 40 percent can't identify a fossil fuel, according to New York-based research organization Public Agenda. Many wrongly think the US gets most of its oil from the Middle East, and few realize that it will be years before green energy makes up a large portion of our resource mix. Even when there is money on the table, we are often oblivious. An Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research poll found that less than 20 percent of Americans know important details about energy efficiency rebates, tax credits, and other incentives available to them. Big, controversial energy news passes us by. Half of the population is unaware of TransCanada's Keystone XL project, according to a Yale University and George Mason University study, despite the uproar over President Obama's decision to deny the project a presidential permit in January.  What are we Talking About?  Yet bring up global warming at a party and watch the opinions fly. (More than two-thirds of Americans say the US should make either a large-scale or medium-scale effort to reduce global warming, according to the Yale/George Mason study.)  "We are having all of these big political debates over fossil fuels and a good portion of the population doesn't even know what they are talking about," said Jean Johnson, a senior fellow at Public Agenda and author of the book, "Who Turned Out the Lights?"  It's not surprising really; voters are distracted and few have the time or interest to delve into energy complexities. The ailing economy looms as a larger preoccupation.  "They have busy lives. They are not sitting over EIA [US Energy Information Administration] books looking at statistics," said Rayola Dougher, senior economic advisor for the American Petroleum Institute, which has a Vote4Energy media campaign underway.

Republicans can’t repeal healthcare either way
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Chris Cillizza, AUGUST 01, “Think this Congress is bad? Just wait.” http://m.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/post/think-this-congress-is-bad-just-wait/2012/08/01/gJQAvdTKPX_blog.html

Polarization in Congress is at record highs. Approval of Congress is at record lows.And yet, it’s a near certainty that whatever lows the 112th Congress has sunk to will be eclipsed (de-clipsed?) by the 113th Congress sworn in next January.  Why? A confluence of factors ranging from the kind of people being elected to the circumstances that will greet them when they arrive in Washington.  Here’s our look at the five major factors for why the 113th Congress is already on track to be worse than what we have just endured over the past two years.

1. Ideologues on the rise: Instead of Dick Lugar, a noted moderate deal-maker, Indiana is likely to send Richard Mourdock, a tea party aligned conservative to the Senate next year. Texas is subbing Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, a conservative with a generally moderate approach, to politics for Ted Cruz, a conservative with a no-compromises attitude toward governance. Both Mourdock and Cruz identify much more strongly with the Sen. Jim DeMint (S.C.) approach to politics than the Sen. Mitch McConnell (Ky.) approach. That means an even greater push for ideological purity, a move sure to gum up the Senate works.
2. Moderates on the decline: Retirement has badly thinned the ranks of centrists in the Senate — particularly on the Democratic side. Democratic Sens. Kent Conrad (N.D.), Ben Nelson and Jim Webb (Va.) as well as Lugar and Sen. Olympia Snowe (R-Maine) are all leaving the world’s greatest deliberative body this fall.  Of the “Gang of 14” a bipartisan group of Senators formed in 2005 to avert a destructive showdown over judicial confirmations, just seven will be in the Senate in 2013. And that number includes Arizona Sen. John McCain (R) who moved heavily rightward to win his primary in the 2010 election cycle.

3. No presidential mandate: In the aftermath of the 2008 election, President Obama had reason to argue that he had been given a mandate by the American people. (Three hundred sixty five electoral votes will do that.)  Regardless of who you think will win on Nov. 6, the electoral vote count will almost certainly look more like 2004 (George W. Bush won with 286 electoral votes) than 2008.  And that narrow margin means that neither President Obama nor former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney will emerge from the election with any real sort of momentum that they can use to push their legislative agenda. It also means that the losing side will be less fearful of what not cooperating could to do them politically.

4. Narrower Congressional margins: Political handicappers seem to have settled on the idea that we are not headed to a(nother) wave House election in 2012.  But most also agree that Democrats will cut into Republicans’ House majority this fall, meaning that GOP leaders will have less margin for error when it comes to passing their preferred legislation. (If you need evidence of how little gets done when the House is in​cred​ibly narrowly divided along partisan lines, check out the late 1990s and early 2000s.)  On the Senate side, majority control is a toss up at the moment with Republicans insisting they can re-take the chamber and Democrats arguing equally forcefully that they can hold on. Under either scenario, however, neither side will enjoy a governing majority.  If Democrats maintain control, it’s likely to be by a single vote — or by the presence of Vice President Joe Biden as the tie-breaker; if Republicans win the majority, it’s likely to be by a single seat (or two). Either way, gridlock will almost certainly be the order of the day.

Romney knows he’s already lost – just trying to recoup congressional elections at this point

Daily Kos 9/19/2012 (http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/09/19/1134055/-EMULATING-FAILURE-Mitt-Romney-Adopts-The-Campaign-Strategy-Of-John-McCain)

More than anything else, these recent moves by Romney are an admission that he has already lost the election. Resorting to this type of insane blathering demonstrates the depths of his desperation. He is now firmly committed to losing his race for the White House, while stirring up the mouth-foaming radicals of the Tea-publican Party so that they might prevent massive losses in the House and Senate as well. He's aiming at pretty long odds with this approach. Ms. Palin and Mr. Plumber didn't do much for McCain four years ago, and reaching back to salvage tactics that have been proven to fail is not likely to advance Romney's campaign either.
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