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2AC – SO2

1.  the Earth is Warming – the global average temperature has increased over the past 50 years – the only explanation is CO2 emissions – prefer our evidence – it cites the most recent studies and is unbiased 

2.  Aerosol effect doesn’t solve warming
-trap’s heat
-decreases cloud cover
-decreases rain fall
Rosenfeld et al 1-5-2012 [Daniel, Professor, Institute of Earth Sciences, Hebrew University, Robert Wood, University of Washington, Leo Donner, Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory/NOAA Princeton University Forrestal Campus, Steven Sherwood, Professor Physical Meteorology and Atmospheric Climate Dynamics  University of New South Wales, “Aerosol cloud-mediated radiative forcing: highly uncertain and opposite effects from shallow and deep clouds”, http://www.wcrp-climate.org/conference2011/documents/Rosenfeld_cloud_aerosol_V9.pdf]

All other things are however not generally equal: aerosols can also alter the subsequent fate of condensed water, and can drive circulations that alter the formation of clouds. These impacts lead to “adjusted” aerosol forcings analogous to those following the stratospheric adjustment to added greenhouse gases (e.g., Hansen et al., 2005). Both direct (radiative) and indirect (CCN-based) pathways produce such adjustments. For example, heating of the air by absorbing aerosols can alter local stability and/or drive circulations that alter local or remote cloud amounts, producing a “semi-direct forcing” on regional or global radiative balances (e.g., Allen and Sherwood 2010). Smaller droplets 4 may cause a cloud to dissipate either more quickly (by reducing fall speeds and increasing cloud break-up by increasing evaporative and radiatively driven entrainment) or more slowly (by decreasing droplet lifetimes in  subsaturated air and the rate at which cloud is depleted by precipitation) – so called “lifetime” or “cloud amount effects” (Albrecht 1989). They also typically delay the formation of precipitation, which alters the latent heat release and therefore the dynamics of the cloud. Impacts can include invigoration and deepening of already deep clouds that would have rained anyway (e.g., Rosenfeld et al., 2008), or the suppression of rain in weaker, shallower and more susceptible cloud systems (e.g., Rosenfeld, 2000). Either implies changes to cloud water content, hence albedo; to cloud top height, hence greenhouse effect; to cloud amount, which affects both of these; and to net rainfall, hence the larger-scale circulation. It is in these “adjustments” where most of the uncertainty lies in quantifying the net climate forcing due to anthropogenic aerosols. Understanding of these has been sufficiently poor that the IPCC has not attempted to assess them up until now, but will do so to a limited degree in the upcoming AR5 report. 

3.  SO2 increases warming – prevents elimination of methane
Ward 2009 [Peter, PhD Seismology, Columbia University, “Sulfur Dioxide Initiates Global Climate Change in Four Ways”, http://ebookbrowse.com/notes-for-science-writers-pdf-d14765089]

The IPCC emphasizes that methane is a greenhouse gas that absorbs much more energy than carbon dioxide. They explain the increasing amounts of methane as resulting from increases in methane sources on earth such as changes in the number of cows, peat bogs or rice paddies. The increase in methane can be explained in another way. The hydroxyl radical reacts with sulfur dioxide in a fraction of a second. It reacts more slowly with methane, oxides of nitrogen and other greenhouse gases. Thus sulfur dioxide “steals” the oxidants that become available. Too much sulfur dioxide causes methane and other greenhouse gases to accumulate. Low concentrations of sulfur dioxide leave oxidants available to react with methane and other greenhouse gases, lowering world temperatures. This is another very important concept in understanding global warming: Large quantities of sulfur dioxide reduce the oxidizing capacity of the atmosphere, thereby changing the atmosphere’s ability to cleanse itself and thereby increasing concentrations of methane. To belabor the point: The IPCC is primarily concerned with emissions. I am primarily concerned with the atmosphere’s ability to remove these emissions through oxidation. Both affect atmospheric concentrations, but I argue that oxidation is far more important. Sulfur dioxide opens and closes two types of venetian blinds. Sulfur dioxide and water emitted during a large volcanic eruption forms an aerosol in the lower stratosphere that closes those venetian blinds that govern incoming solar radiation, reflecting sunlight and thereby cooling the earth. Sulfur dioxide in the troposphere is largely oxidized. Too much sulfur dioxide, especially in the troposphere, reduces the oxidizing capacity of the atmosphere, closing a different set of venetian blinds that govern outgoing longwave radiation and thereby warming the earth. What closes these blinds is the rapid buildup of greenhouse gases, including sulfur dioxide, in the troposphere. How much sulfur dioxide is too much? These are details that will need to be worked out by atmospheric chemists, but my observations demonstrate that warming becomes a problem when there is at least one large, Pinatubo-sized volcanic eruption every two years. 

4.  SO2 causes acid rain – that acidifies the world’s water supplies
Seitz & Hite 2012 [John Seitz, professor at Wofford College, former official at the  State Department in the office of Aid for International Development, former member of the CIA, yeah, that CIA; Kristen Hite,  B.A. and B.S., Wofford College (2000) M.S. in environmental management, University of San Francisco de Quito, Ecuador J.D., Georgetown University Law School, Washington, D.C., official at  Center for International Environmental Law, Washington, D.C. Global Issues: An Introduction, Wiley-Blackwell Publishing] 

When fossil fuels are burned, sulfur dioxide and oxides of nitrogen are released into the air. As these gases react with moisture and oxygen in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight, the sulfur dioxide becomes sulfuric acid (the same substance used in car batteries) and the oxides of nitrogen become nitric acid. These acids then return to earth in rain, snow, hail, or fog. When they do, they can kill fish in lakes and streams, dissolve limestone statues and gravestones, corrde metal, weaken trees, making them more susceptible to insects and drought, and reduce the growth of some crops. The effects of acid rain on human health are not yet known. Some scientists fear that acid rain could help dissolve toxic metals in water pipes and in the soil, releasing these metals into people’s water supplies. In the United States, acid rain comes mainly from sulfur dioxide produced by coal-burning electricity-generating power plants in the Midwest and from the nitrogen oxides from auto and truck exhausts. Acid rain has caused lakes in the northeastern part of the country to become so acidic that fish and other organisms are unable to live in them.


ASPeC


Counter-interpretation – use the agent of the resolution

This means you can read disads to how rule of law is implemented in the status quo – no reason we need to specify

Spec is bad –

A. Topic education – encourages Agent counterplan and Disad debates that distract from the core of the topic – that moots the point of switching topics and destroys critical thinking and research

B. Overspecifying is worse – it allows the Aff to become a moving target and spike out of Disads


3. No resolutional basis – it only requires USFG action, that’s what we’ll defend – anything else is arbitrary


4. No ground loss – core links are based on increasing assistance, not the agent of action


5. Cross-x checks – you could’ve asked


(   ) We meet “resolved” – we defend an increase, it doesn’t matter what agent does it


(   ) Doesn’t take out solvency – fiat guarantees no rollback and our counter-interpretation guarantees all the branches work together

T

We meet – same effect
Procurement is incentive
Bjornstad, et al. 97
(David, Ronald C. Cummings, Christine L. Drummer, Donald W. Jones, Milton Russell, Gabriel Valdez, Risk Reduction
and the Privatization Option:
First Principles, http://isse.utk.edu/pdf/jieepubs/privatfull.pdf [8/21/12])
EM = Office of Environmental Management in the DOE
The term incentives also is given meaning through common usage, but again, a more precise definition is required for analytical purposes. Incentives are the elements in the firm’s business environment that guide profit opportunities. EM can influence incentives through the structure of the procurement process, including the nature of the contract and the bidding rules. Incentives, thus, lead firms to behave in a predictable way in order to gain financial advantage. . Of course, not all firm behavior is driven in all circumstances by the pursuit of profits. Firms adopt behavior as corporate citizens, as reflections of owners’ preferences and prejudices, and from any number of other systematic or random influences. Nevertheless, pursuit of financial incentives is an excellent first approximation for explaining firm behavior, because in competitive environments firms that fail to earn competitive rates of return on investment go out of business The government can structure the incentives of the procurement process in two general ways: (1) by the contractual terms it defines through the request for proposal and ultimately through its contract with the firm; and (2) by the way it structures the procurement process to influence the behavior of the firm in the bidding process. These two steps must be consistent: carrying out one competently without considering the other will fail to obtain the best possible price.

Prefer our interp

Lit bas – it is integral part of the lit base – gov’t is the largest electricity consumer – key to aff ground

Neg ground – their interp limits out spending DA’s and any privatization CP’s which are core ground

Their offense doesn’t make sense – they get all their DA’s and no risk of limits explostion

Good is good enough

CP

1.  Perm do both – 

2.  Doesn’t solve the aff – must cut emissions – our ________ evidence indicates that only cutting emissions will do enough to solve warming

3.  Carbon capture doesn’t solve fast enough
Myhrvold and Caldeira, ‘12
(Nathan Myhrvold is the former Chief Technology Officer at Microsoft and founder of Intellectual Ventures, Ken Caldeira is a senior climate scientist at the Carnegie Institution’s Department of Global Ecology and a professor in Stanford’s Environmental Earth System Sciences department, “Greenhouse gases, climate change and the transition from coal to low-carbon electricity” February 16, Environmental Research Letters, http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/7/1/014019/pdf/1748-9326_7_1_014019.pdf)

Carbon capture and storage (CCS) also slows HGE warming only very gradually. Although CCS systems are estimated to have raw GHG emissions of 17%–27% that of unmodiﬁed coal plants, replacement of a ﬂeet of conventional coal plants by coal-ﬁred CCS plants reduces HGE warming by 25% only after 26–110 yr. This transition delivers a 50% reduction in 52 years under optimistic assumptions and several centuries or more under pessimistic assumptions.

4.  No solvency – not enough storage capacity
Zoback and Gorelick 2012
[Mark, Department of Geophysics at Stanford, and Steven, Department of Environmental Earth System Science at Stanford, “Earthquake triggering and large-scale geologic storage of carbon dioxide”, PNAS, Vol. 109, No. 26]
To contribute significantly to greenhouse gas emission reductions (2), roughly 3,500 sites similar to the Utsira formation would have to be found at convenient locations around the world, assuming comparable injection rates of approximately 1 million tons of CO2 per year. In fact, it would take approximately 85 such sites coming on line each year to reach a goal of storing approximately 1 billion tons of CO2 by midcentury. Clearly this is an extraordinarily difficult, if not impossible, task if only highly porous and permeable and weakly cemented formations are to be used. Of course, rather than using potentially problematic geologic formations close to coal-burning power plants for sequestration (as illustrated by the Mountaineer case study cited above), relatively ideal formations for CO2 storage could be sought on a regional basis to accommodate emissions from a number of plants. One example of this is the potential use of the Mt. Simon sandstone in the Illinois basin. The Mt. Simon is porous, permeable, and regionally extensive. However, models of injection of 100 million tons of CO2 per year for 40 y predicts (21) increases in pore pressure of several megapascals over a region of ∼40,000 km2. The approximate area of significantly increased pore pressure resulting from injection is shown as the blue-shaded area in Fig. 3, essentially adjacent to the Wabash fault zone, where a series of moderate natural earthquakes occurred in the spring of 2008, the largest being M 5.2. Paleoseismic data indicate the occurrence of much larger nearby earthquakes (some greater than M ∼7) in the recent geologic past (22). Importantly, the 100 million ton annual CO2 injection rate used in the modeling only represents approximately one seventh of the CO2 generated by the coal-burning power plants in the Ohio River Valley alone. 

5.  Carbon storage causes earthquakes
Zoback and Gorelick 2012
[Mark, Department of Geophysics at Stanford, and Steven, Department of Environmental Earth System Science at Stanford, “Earthquake triggering and large-scale geologic storage of carbon dioxide”, PNAS, Vol. 109, No. 26]
Because of the critically stressed nature of the crust, fluid injection in deep wells can trigger earthquakes when the injection increases pore pressure in the vicinity of preexisting potentially active faults. The increased pore pressure reduces the frictional resistance to fault slip, allowing elastic energy already stored in the surrounding rocks to be released in earthquakes that would occur someday as the result of natural geologic processes (8). This effect was first documented in the 1960s in Denver, Colorado when injection into a 3-km-deep well at the nearby Rocky Mountain Arsenal triggered earthquakes (9). Soon thereafter it was shown experimentally (10) at the Rangely oil field in western Colorado that earthquakes could be turned on and off by varying the rate at which water was injected and thus modulating reservoir pressure. In 2011 alone, a number of small to moderate earthquakes in the United States seem to have been triggered by injection of wastewater (11). These include earthquakes near Guy, Arkansas that occurred in February and March, where the largest earthquake was M 4.7. In the Trinidad/Raton area near the border of Colorado and New Mexico, injection of produced water associated with coalbed methane production seems to have triggered a number of earthquakes, the largest being a M 5.3 event that occurred in August. Earthquakes seem to have been triggered by wastewater injection near Youngstown, Ohio on Christmas Eve and New Year’s Eve, the largest of which was M 4.0. Although the risks associated with wastewater injection are minimal and can be reduced even further with proper planning (11), the situation would be far more problematic if similar-sized earthquakes were triggered in formations intended to sequester CO2 for hundreds to thousands of years. 

Renewables

We solve warming 
No tradeoff between renewables and nuclear power -- they’re compatible. 
Kerekes, ‘7 
[Steven, Senior Director at the Nuclear Energy Institute -- CFR, 11-9, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change”, November 9, 
http://www.cfr.org/publication/14718/nuclear_power_in_response_to_climate_change.html]
I love it! Now Michael’s knock on nuclear energy is that it’s a “mature” technology—meaning not so much that it’s been around for a while but that it’s actually generated huge amounts of emission-free electricity. Setting aside the fact that the sun and the wind have been around since, say, the dawn of time, here’s what the Cato Institute—no friend of government investment in nuclear energy—revealed in a January 2002 “Policy Analysis”: “R&D dollars have not handicapped renewable energy technologies. Over the past 20 years, those technologies have received (in inflation-adjusted 1996 dollars) $24.2 billion in federal R&D subsidies, while nuclear energy has received $20.1 billion and fossil fuels only $15.5 billion.”¶ So it’s a complete myth that Michael’s preferred technologies haven’t gotten the money. They have. In fact, nuclear and renewables make a nice, emission-free combination. Of course, renewables cannot meet baseload, 24-hour a day, seven-day a week electricity demand. Nuclear power can. Our industry average capacity factor—which measures actual electricity production relative to theoretical production non-stop for a full year—has been right around 90 percent for the past seven years. By comparison, the Department of Energy pegs the average capacity for state-of-the-art wind projects at 36 percent, with older projects lagging at 30 percent or lower.¶ I agree that it’s prudent to use limited resources wisely. Yet the investment resources for energy technologies aren’t as limited as Michael thinks. Morgan Stanley Vice Chairman Jeffrey Holzschuh has a presentation in which he notes that the U.S. utility industry investment needs for the next thirteen years total about $1 trillion. Of that total infrastructure need, $350 billion, or $23 billion per year, is needed for electric-generating facilities. Of that sum, the capital required to build an additional 15,000-20,000 megawatts of nuclear capacity over the next fifteen years is about $3.5 billion per year. Meanwhile, over the past five years, the investment capital raised by the U.S. power industry has ranged between $50 billion and $79 billion annually. In other words, new nuclear plant construction will barely make a dent in the ability of U.S. capital markets to finance new energy projects.¶ This is not an “either-or” scenario. We need all these emission-free energy technologies. The fact that nuclear energy has proven its value as a reliable, affordable source of clean energy is cause for hope.

Nuclear energy is comparatively more sustainable and energy efficient than renewables. 
Suppes & Storvick, ‘7
[Galen, Associate professor of chemical engineering -- Johns Hopkins, Truman, Professor Emeritus, Chemical Engineering -- Johns Hopkins, Sustainable Nuclear Power, p.108-9]
It is certain that science and technology will continue to produce yield discoveries as in the past. The inability to predict future breakthroughs is the reason a 30-year sustainability goal is a better planning criterion than perpetual sustainability. While the wind will blow and sun will shine for thousands of years, any particular wind turbine or solar receiver may only be functional for 20 years. Which is more sustainable-a wind turbine that must be replaced in 20 years or a nuclear power plant that must be replaced in 40 years? Which is more sustainable-a solar receiver that will take five years of operation just to produce as much energy as was consumed to manufacture it or a nuclear power plant that produces as much energy in four months as it took to manufacture the facility? ¶ No technology should be developed simply because it appears to offer perpetual sustainability. Few scientists are presumptuous enough to say they know what energy options will be used in 190 years, so why should we assign a premium value to an energy source having perpetual sustainability over an energy source with a 100+ year energy reserve? On the other hand, an energy source having 100 years of reserve should be considered premium relative to an energy source having a 20 year reserve.¶ Basing energy decisions on single-issue agendas like sustainability is not productive. Rather, hidden costs associated with nonsustainable technologies should be evaluated and included in the economic analysis of a technology. An economic analysis that includes hidden costs and analysis based on cost alone has broader implications. For example, what medical breakthrough did not happen because the resources were spent on very costly solar receivers? If there is a hidden cost associated with potential greenhouse warming due to carbon dioxide emissions, should an appropriate "C02 tax" he placed on a worldwide basis? At the same time, no reasonable technology (e.g., nuclear reprocessing) should be barred by federal law. Such restrictions are subject to abuse by special interests such as corporations vested in alternative energy technologies. ¶ At any point in U.S: history total sustainability could have been put in place. For example, if in 1900 environmentalists were successful in persuading the U.S. government only to use sustainable energy sources, today's world would be substantially different, There is no reason to believe that single issue environmentalism is any more appropriate today than it would have been in 1900. The environment must be protected, but other factors must be part of the future. 

Renewables will never be able to meet demand fast enough. 
Kerekes, ‘7
[Steven, Senior Director -- NEI, CFR, 11-6,“Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/14718/nuclear_power_in_response_to_climate_change.html]
You do the math: Nuclear energy annually has provided 20 percent of U.S. electricity supplies since the early 1990s, and even with a marked increase in overall electricity demand, it constitutes more than 70 percent of the electricity that comes from sources that do not emit greenhouse gases or controlled pollutants into the atmosphere. Renewable energy technologies over that same time period—even with subsidies like production tax credits in place—have increased their share of U.S. electricity production to 3.1 percent from 2.9 percent. At that rate of growth, it will take renewable technologies another twelve hundred years just to equal the share of electricity production that nuclear energy has provided since 1992.¶ But just to give Michael the benefit of the doubt, let’s take a more generous look at what wind power’s true believers are saying, as reported by Reuters last June from the American Wind Energy Association’s annual conference in Los Angeles: “The U.S. wind power industry will see half a trillion dollars of investment by 2030 to take the renewable source up to 20 percent of U.S. electricity generation, an industry conference heard on Monday.”¶ Hmmm … 20 percent by 2030. Remind me again which technology’s offerings Michael proclaims to be “too little, too late.”¶ The silly premise that Michael and many other critics employ with regard to nuclear energy’s clean-air benefits is to suggest that, simply because a substantial number of new nuclear plants is needed to accommodate our sector’s “wedge” of carbon prevention, then construction shouldn’t be undertaken at all. That line of thinking used to be called throwing out the baby with the bath water. The reality is that all carbon-free energy technologies, working hand in hand with improved energy efficiency and conservation measures, are needed to meet this threat. If Michael short-sightedly wants to oppose nuclear energy, he’s free to do so. But he shouldn’t do it with bogus arguments about which technologies are ready for prime time and which aren’t.¶ Nuclear energy is our country’s only large-scale energy source capable of producing electricity around the clock while emitting no air pollutants or greenhouse gases during production. Nuclear energy is also the lowest-cost large-scale producer of electricity in this country. And nuclear’s production costs are stable and not subject to fluctuations in the natural gas or oil market. As a domestic energy technology with fuel from the United States and reliable trading partners, nuclear energy is essential to our nation’s energy security.
Nuclear power is the only alternative to fossil fuels -- nothing else can be mass-produced. 
Hickey, ‘6 
[James E., Professor of Law, Director of International and Comparative Law Programs -- Hofstra Law School, “IDEA: REVIVING THE NUCLEAR POWER OPTION IN THE UNITED STATES: USING DOMESTIC ENERGY LAW TO CURE TWO PERCEPTIONS OF INTERNATIONAL LAW ILLEGALITY,” 35 Hofstra L. Rev. 425, Winter, Lexis]
Despite these advantages, the growth of the nuclear power industry has been moribund since the late 1970s because of domestic concerns about cost, accidents, and waste disposal. n32 As a result, the nuclear energy contribution to meet the nation's total electric demand hovers at about twenty percent. n33 If nothing changes in the calculus of the benefits and costs of nuclear power production, the contribution of nuclear energy to meet the rising energy needs of the United States will decline in the future. Existing nuclear plants are operating at top efficiency and they are near the end of their useful lives, with no new plants on the horizon. n34 In turn, U.S. electric demand is expected to increase by forty-three percent over the next twenty years requiring between 1300 and 1900 new power plants. n35 Without nuclear power plants, the primary fuel source for those plants will be fossil fuels (coal, natural gas and oil), which are the major contributors of GHG to the atmosphere from electric generation. n36 Renewable energy sources presently contribute little more than two percent of the nation's total electric generation, excluding hydroelectricity (i.e. wind, solar, geothermal). n37 Even if renewable capacity was trebled, it would still constitute only a very small portion of the total electric energy needs of the country. Hydroelectric power provides between six and seven percent of the country's electricity. n38 It is fully developed in the sense that nearly all rivers and streams capable of being used for production of  [*432]  hydroelectricity have been exploited. It is estimated that fossil fuels, without a change in energy laws and policies, will provide eighty-six percent of the energy supply of the United States in 2030. n39

Unbalanced dependence on natural gas will compromise energy security and economic growth – increased development of nuclear energy is key 
Whitman ’12 – former EPA administrator and New Jersey governor, co-chair of the Clean and Safe Energy Coalition which promotes the inclusion of nuclear power as part of a clean energy portfolio (Christine Todd, “It's dangerous to depend on natural gas”, May 9,  http://tech.fortune.cnn.com/2012/05/09/christine-whitman-nuclear-energy/, CMR)

FORTUNE -- The United States needs an "all of the above" energy strategy that focuses on low-carbon electricity sources that will lower energy costs, reduce dependency on foreign fuel sources and promote clean electricity. This is a prudent strategy to help drive American manufacturing and transportation networks of the future. Most importantly, this approach can put the country on a sustainable path toward long-term economic growth.¶ While today's rock-bottom natural gas prices are attractive, an unbalanced dependence on natural gas in the electricity sector would put Americans at risk, both economically and in terms of longer term energy security.¶ While many look at energy prices from today's lens, successful energy policy requires a long view that promotes fuel diversity but doesn't pick technology winners; it preserves our air, land and water and is affordable for consumers.¶ We need only look at the volatile history of natural gas prices. Consider the shift from the low, stable prices of the 1990s to the record-high rates and wild supply fluctuations of the mid-2000s.¶ We should take advantage of our domestic energy resources, recognizing that today's natural gas market is still vulnerable. The present oversupply of natural gas opens opportunities for exports into foreign markets at prices two-to-three times higher. If demand from other countries increases as they meet growing energy demand, it will cause our prices to align with higher world prices.¶ During my tenure as governor of a state that relies heavily on nuclear energy, I can attest to the cost effectiveness of nuclear fuel and the protection it offers against price spikes in natural gas or future environmental controls such as a cost on carbon. Nuclear energy doesn't emit any greenhouse gases or controlled pollutants while producing power and it is affordable, predictable and efficient. Moreover, a nuclear power plant with a footprint of one square mile generates the same amount of energy as 20 square miles of solar panels or 2,400 wind turbines spread out across 235 square miles.¶ Uranium fuel is abundant and costs an average of 2.14 cents per kilowatt-hour, compared to 4.86 cents per kilowatt-hour for natural gas. A nuclear plant typically generates electricity at 90 percent capacity—an electric sector best and twice that of combined cycle natural gas plants at 40 to 45 percent capacity.¶ Clean energy production costs, which include fuel, operations and maintenance, run nearly equal for nuclear and natural gas. A new nuclear plant with state or federal support can generate power at $84-$91 per megawatt-hour with zero carbon emissions. Natural gas plants produce power at today's gas prices for $56-$71 per megawatt-hour, but still emit greenhouse gases at about half the rate of coal plants. Assuming a carbon price of $30 per ton, natural gas power generation costs rise to about $74-$89 per megawatt-hour.¶ At Fortune's Brainstorm Green conference, I noted a March 2012 Gallup poll that found 57% of Americans support nuclear energy.¶ This support reflects the momentum behind nuclear energy's expansion, including recent U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission approval of four reactors in Georgia and South Carolina.¶ New large-scale electricity is needed today in the fast-growing Southeast electric grid because of business expansion and population growth. These new reactors will serve the needs of 3 million homes while creating thousands of high-paying jobs. On average, a nuclear facility creates up to 3,500 construction jobs and 400 to 700 operation positions.¶ According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, nuclear energy accounted for 54% of green jobs in the utility sector in 2010, supplying the most green goods-and-services jobs—35,800—in private sector electricity generation. For example, 90% of the components for the Westinghouse reactors being built in Georgia and South Carolina will be manufactured domestically.¶ As the dash to gas accelerates across America, I am encouraged by the support from government and industry leaders for nuclear energy as part of a diverse electricity supply. Secretary of Energy Steven Chu recently restated the administration's support for nuclear energy to be developed alongside renewable energy sources and natural gas. Kevin Marsh, president and CEO of Columbia, S.C.-based SCANA, which is developing two advanced designed Westinghouse reactors, said a balanced energy portfolio is best. "You don't want to be all gas, all nuclear or all coal."¶ Fuel diversity is one of the great strengths of the United States' electric supply system, and we must be mindful of that lesson. In the coming years, we will need hundreds of new power plants from a variety of fuel sources along with significant investment in the smart grid that will move that power to homes, businesses and an evolving electrified transportation system. Nuclear energy is the only large-scale, carbon-free electricity source, and it must be among these energy choices if we are to secure a safe and sustainable portfolio of energy resources.

Balanced energy portfolio is key to the electric grid 
Hart ’12 (Kathleen, “Duke CEO warns against 'all gas, all the time' for electric generation”, April 11, http://www.snl.com/Interactivex/article.aspx?CdId=A-14623524-13105, CMR)

Warning against the use of "all gas, all the time" for electricity generation, Duke Energy Corp. Chairman, President and CEO Jim Rogers said a balance of natural gas, coal, nuclear power, renewables and energy efficiency will be crucial to maintaining the affordability and reliability of the U.S. electric grid.¶ "Our greatest challenge as an industry is to avoid all gas, all the time, because it's very cheap today," Rogers said at an April 11 Energy for Tomorrow conference sponsored by The New York Times. "I think this is the first time in my career that our gas units are dispatching after nuclear and before all our coal plants. … That's based on price, because gas prices are so low."¶ Rogers noted that "tremendous inventories" of coal are building up in the PJM Interconnection LLC and Midwest ISO markets as natural gas is being burned on a regular basis for power generation. When asked what will happen to all this coal, Rogers responded, "I guess we'll be exporting it to China, maybe one answer."¶ The challenge for the United States is to keep nuclear and coal in the electricity generation mix, Rogers said. He predicted that "between now and 2030, you'll see electricity generated from gas be equal to coal in megawatt-hours. You're going to see that transition occur over the next 20 years."¶ Because natural gas is so cheap today, selling in the $2/MMBtu range, regulators, particularly in regulated states, will likely push for "all gas, all the time," rather than putting an emphasis on new nuclear plants or wind, solar power and other renewables, Rogers said. "When gas is that cheap, there's no need for renewables. You just build a gas unit."¶ Rogers noted that U.S. electric utility companies are in the position of having "to remake our entire generation fleet over the next 40 years. We have a blank sheet of paper, and so the question is, 'What do we build?'" He argued in favor of maintaining a balanced mix of generation sources. "The 'Holy Grail' for our industry is all of the above. We've got to have all of them. … It would be a mistake for our country [to build] nothing but gas over the next two decades, as we have in the last two. Almost 90% of what we've built in the last two decades has been gas."¶ Rogers predicted that at some point, the United States is going to address the carbon dioxide emissions that are widely believed to be causing global warming. "My preference has always been for cap-and-trade for a number of reasons, including the equity of such a system," he said. However, even though Congress has not yet passed legislation aimed at cutting CO2 emissions from power plants and other sources of greenhouse gases, Rogers said he assumes that ultimately there will be a price on carbon. "We know, over time, people in this country will recognize this is an issue and address the issue. Will it get done in the next session of Congress? Not clear. I'm not sure it gets done in the next presidential term."

Grid failure ensures extinction 
Rifkin, 2 (Alan, The founder and president of the Foundation on Economic Trends, Fellow at the Wharton School’s Executive Education Program (Jeremy, The Hydrogen Economy: The Creation of the World-Wide Energy Web and the Redistribution of Power on Earth, p.163-164) CMR

It is understandable that we would be unmindful of the critical role that oil plays in feeding our families, because the process of growing food is so removed in time and place from our urban lives. The same holds true for the electricity that we have come to rely on to maintain our daily routines. The electrical grid is the central nervous system that coordinates a densely populated urban existence. Without electrical power, urban life would cease to exist, the information age would become a faded memory, and industrial production would grind to a halt. The fastest way to ensure the collapse of the modern era would be to pull the plug and turn off the flow of electricity. Light,  heat, and power would all stop. Civilization as we know it would come to an end. It is hard to imagine what life would be like without electricity, although it has only been utilized as a source of energy for less than a century. Most of our great-grandparents were born into a world with electricity. Today, we take electricity for granted. That is because, food, it is abundantly available. We rarely think about where it comes from or how it gets to us. It is a kind of stealth force, tucked away inside wires overhead, buried in the ground, or hidden inside our walls. Colorless and odorless, it is an invisible but indispensable' presence in our lives.

Nuke power solves the impact
Loris & Spencer, ‘8	
[Nick, Research Assistant -- The Heritage Foundation, Jack, research fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies -- The Heritage Foundation, 7-2, “Nuclear Energy: What We Can Learn From Other Nations,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/wm1977.cfm]
Economic Competitiveness¶ Affordable energy is critical to sustaining economic competitiveness in economies with high labor costs, expensive environmental mandates, and other regulatory expenditures. This is especially true in economies that depend on energy-intensive activities like manufacturing, such as the Finnish and U.S. economies. Finland concluded that access to vast quantities of affordable energy should be a top national priority, and nuclear was an obvious choice.¶ These countries and others searching to expand their nuclear capacity have an opportunity to fuel their respective economies through the thousands of jobs, both temporary and permanent, that nuclear energy creates. A global nuclear renaissance will attract construction jobs as well as high-skill engineering jobs to operate the plants.¶ Thus, two of the greatest benefits of building more nuclear reactors, if done correctly, will be more jobs and cleaner, cheaper energy. Countries that do not choose to produce clean energy in a carbon constrained world will inevitably pay more to produce energy, resulting in higher input costs and higher prices for consumers on the open market.

Economic decline doesn’t cause war
Morris Miller, economist, adjunct professor in the University of Ottawa’s Faculty of Administration, consultant on international development issues, former Executive Director and Senior Economist at the World Bank, Winter 2000, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Vol. 25, Iss. 4, “Poverty as a cause of wars?” p. Proquest
The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

Elections
Warming makes extinction inevitable – 
a. Biodiversity – warming ruins ecosystems and makes it impossible for large portions of the planet to survive – that ruins the food chain and causes massive die offs
b. Agriculture – global food development will decline because of decreases in arable land and heat that prevents plants growing – Ag collapse is the key internal link to societal collapse and global conflict 
c. CO2 – independently increases in CO2 acidifies the oceans and they absorb more and more than they can handle – that collapses marine biodiversity which is uniquely key to the global food chain
d. We control the direction of conflict impacts – warming makes instability in the CCP increase to the brink because of riots over decreased food production – CCP collapse creates massive instability in Asia which spills over and escalates globally – Also CO2 causes accidental war with Russia because it creates debris that hits satellites 

Climate change is the only high probability high magnitude scenario – comparatively outweighs
Sullivan in ‘7 (Gen. Gordon, Chair of CNA Corporation Military Advisory Board and Former Army Chief of Staff, in "National Security and the Threat of Climate Change",http://securityandclimate.cna.org/report/National%20Security%20and%20the%20Threat%20of%20Climate%20Change)

[bookmark: _GoBack]“We seem to be standing by and, frankly, asking for perfectness in science,” Gen. Sullivan said. “People are saying they want to be convinced, perfectly. They want to know the climate science projections with 100 percent certainty. Well, we know a great deal, and even with that, there is still uncertainty. But the trend line is very clear.” “We never have 100 percent certainty,” he said. “We never have it. If you wait until you have 100 percent certainty, something bad is going to happen on the battlefield. That’s something we know. You have to act with incomplete information. You have to act based on the trend line. You have to act on your intuition sometimes.” In discussing how military leaders manage risk, Gen. Sullivan noted that significant attention is often given to the low probability/high consequence events. These events rarely occur but can have devastating consequences if they do. American families are familiar with these calculations. Serious injury in an auto accident is, for most families, a low probability/high consequence event. It may be unlikely, but we do all we can to avoid it. During the Cold War, much of America’s defense efforts focused on preventing a Soviet missile attack—the very definition of a low probability/high consequence event. Our effort to avoid such an unlikely event was a central organizing principle for our diplomatic and military strategies. When asked to compare the risks of climate change with those of the Cold War, Gen. Sullivan said, “The Cold War was a specter, but climate change is inevitable. If we keep on with business as usual, we will reach a point where some of the worst effects are inevitable.” “If we don’t act, this looks more like a high probability/high consequence scenario,” he added. Gen. Sullivan shifted from risk assessment to risk management. “In the Cold War, there was a concerted effort by all leadership—political and military, national and international—to avoid a potential conflict,” he said. “I think it was well known in military circles that we had to do everything in our power to create an environment where the national command authority—the president and his senior advisers—were not forced to make choices regarding the use of nuclear weapons.

Warming outweighs – conflict takes concerted action but warming only requires inaction – scientific debate key
Hanson et al, 2007 (James, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; M. Sato, Columbia University Earth Institute; R. Ruedy, Sigma Space Partners LLC; P. Kharecha, Columbia University Earth Institute; A. Lacis, Department of Earth and Environmental Scientists at Columbia University; R. Miller, Department of Applied Physics and Applied Mathematics at Columbia University; L. Nazarenko, Columbia University Earth Institute; K. Lo, Sigma Space Partners LLC; G. A. Schmidt, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; G. Russell, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; I. Aleinov, Columbia University Earth Institute; S. Bauer, Columbia University Earth Institute; E. Baum, Clean Air Task Force in Boston; B. Cairns, Department of Applied Physics and Applied Mathematics at Columbia University; V. Canuto, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; M. Chandler, Columbia University Earth Institute; Y. Cheng, Sigma Space Partners LLC; A. Cohen, Clean Air Task Force in Boston; A. Del Genio, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; G. Faluvegi, Columbia University Earth Institute; E. Fleming, NASA Goddard Space Flight Center; A. Friend, Laboratoire des Sciences du Climat et de l’Environment; T. Hall, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; C. Jackman, NASA Goddard Space Flight Center; J. Jonas, Columbia University Earth Institute; M. Kelley, Laboratoire des Sciences du Climat et de l’Environment; N. Y. Kiang, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; D. Koch, Department of Geology at Yale, G. Labow, NASA Goddard Space Flight Center; J. Lerner, Columbia University Earth Institute; S. Menon, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory; T. Novakov, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory; V. Oinas, Sigma Space Partners LLC; Ja. Perlwitz, Department of Applied Physics and Applied Mathematics at Columbia University; Ju. Perlwitz, Columbia University Earth Institute; D. Rind, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; A. Romanou, Department of Earth and Environmental Scientists at Columbia University; R. Schmunk, Sigma Space Partners LLC; D. Shindell, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies; P. Stone, Massachusetts Institute of Technology; S. Sun, Massachusetts Institute of Technology; D. Streets, Argonne National Laboratory; N. Tausnev, Sigma Space Partners LLC; D. Thresher, Department of Earth and Environmental Scientists at Columbia University; N. Unger, Columbia University Earth Institute; M. Yao, Sigma Space Partners LLC; S. Zhang, Columbia University Earth Institute; “Dangerous human-made interference with climate: a GISS modelE Study”, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, Vol. 7, No. 9, http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/7/2287/2007/acp-7-2287-2007.html)

These stark conclusions about the threat posed by global climate change and implications for fossil fuel use are not yet appreciated by essential governing bodies, as evidenced by ongoing plans to build coal-ﬁred power plants without CO2 capture and sequestration. In our view, there is an acute need for science to inform society about the costs of failure to address global warming, because of a fundamental difference between the threat posed by climate change and most prior global threats. In the nuclear standoff between the Soviet Union and United States, a crisis could be precipitated only by action of one of the parties. In contrast, the present threat to the planet and civilization, with the United States and China now the principal players (though, as Fig. 10 shows, Europe also has a large responsibility), requires only inaction in the face of clear scientiﬁc evidence of the danger. Thus scientists are faced with difﬁcult choices between communication of scientiﬁc information to the public and focus on basic research, as there are inherent compromises in any speciﬁc balance. Former American Vice President Al Gore, at a plenary session of the December 2006 meeting of the American Geophysical Union, challenged earth scientists to become involved in informing the public about global climate change. The overwhelmingly positive audience reaction to his remarks provides hope that the large gap between scientiﬁc understanding and public knowledge about climate change may yet be closed.


Race will be close – Romeny will win now – Cash advantage will allow him to win over independents in key battleground states – Michigan, Wisconsin, Ohio, and Florida
St. Louis Today 9/8 “Race may be down to a handful of unknowns”, http://www.stltoday.com/news/national/govt-and-politics/race-may-be-down-to-a-handful-of-unknowns/article_6f1a51d5-349b-53d1-a325-d9d6e9cec8c3.html
Flush with cash, Mitt Romney plans to open a new front in the White House race by challenging President Barack Obama in upper Midwest states where he might not have dug in otherwise. Obama is intensifying his efforts to cast his Republican rival as out of touch, which he's already been working pretty hard at doing.¶ Sure, this is the beginning of the homestretch to Election Day, when everything in the two campaigns goes into overdrive and a September or October surprise could upend it all.¶ But this all has the whiff of politicking around the margins, too _ a tweak in state-by-state strategy here, a rhetorical detour there. The fact is that both candidates believe the campaign's direction is mostly settled and will be decided by a handful of unknowns.¶ With two months until the Nov. 6 vote, it remains remarkably close with a turbulent summer and back-to-back conventions seemingly doing little to shift the trajectory. Jobs and the weak economy still dominate. The latest unemployment rate, 8.1 percent, did nothing to change that. A rate finally dropping below 8 percent might have.¶ Romney is looking to expand the battleground map by trying to put in play states that have long voted for Democratic presidential nominees. Among them are the home states of the Republican ticket, Michigan for Romney and Wisconsin for Rep. Paul Ryan.¶ In the coming weeks, Romney's team is expected to pay for a heavy level of TV ads for Michigan and Wisconsin, either in hopes of winning them or to force Obama to spend precious campaign dollars to defend states he won by more than 10 percentage points in 2008. Polls in both states slightly favor Obama.¶ In key states, public polling and internal surveys by Republicans and Democrats find Obama, who carried a number of typically Republican states in his 2008 victory, with slight leads. He may have more paths to victory in the state-by-state competition to rack up the 270 electoral votes needed.¶ Romney faces a series of built-in challenges that come with taking on an incumbent, and he has little margin for error. What he's got is more money to spend on drenching the airwaves, and an apparent if slight advantage in public opinion on the leading issue of the time, the economy.¶ His Virginia Beach, Va., rally Saturday and Obama's weekend bus tour in Florida underscored the sharp competition for those two states, among others.¶ If Romney got a bounce in public esteem and energy from the Republican National Convention, it was probably absorbed and overtaken by the Democratic convention that followed. But the convention was bookended by a report showing the national debt surpassing $16 trillion and by the dreary jobs numbers.¶ So here we are, again.¶ Barring the unforeseen, neither camp says much will change between now and Nov. 6.¶ Says White House senior adviser David Plouffe: "We're not expecting huge movement in this race all the way out to the next 60 days."¶ Informal Romney adviser Charlie Black agrees: "We're in a volatile period. But my guess is we'll settle back into an even race."¶ Still, there are some big developments ahead that could shake things up, most predictably the three presidential debates in October, plus one between the running mates. Two more unemployment reports come out before the election. A foreign policy crisis could unfold over Iran, Syria or somewhere else, severe enough to change what the candidates talk about and what the voters want to know.¶ Both campaigns are hunkering down to sift through post-convention, fundraising hauls and other data to help them decide which states they can win and which seem hopeless. Outside groups backing each candidate are doing the same, no small matter considering their aggressive advertising building up _ or more commonly, tearing down _ a candidate.¶ Even before the conventions ended, there were shifts in strategy as GOP outside groups pulled up their advertising stakes in Pennsylvania and Michigan, while pouring an additional $13 million into the most competitive states.¶ "This is when the cards go on the table," said Democratic strategist Tad Devine, a top adviser to past Democratic nominees Al Gore and John Kerry.¶ In the final two months, small headaches can be amplified and more voters pay attention, especially those whose minds are not made up. Obama and Romney both want to drive up turnout among their core supporters without alienating independents, who decide close races.¶ Obama will deploy his two chief Romney critics, Vice President Joe Biden and former President Bill Clinton, to states where they can try to narrow Romney's advantage with white working-class voters, including Ohio and Pennsylvania. He will dispatch San Antonio Mayor Julian Castro, the convention keynoter, and Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa to states with many Hispanics, such as Colorado and Nevada.¶ Michelle Obama will step up her efforts to maintain or expand her husband's advantage with female voters. She and the president will get an assist from Georgetown University law school student Sandra Fluke, who emerged as a leader in the fight over access to contraception and addressed the convention.¶ Romney is counting on Ryan to validate him with working-class voters in the Midwest, and his wife, Ann, to help convince women that he's on their side.¶ Obama is imploring voters to give his policies more time to take hold and trying to capitalize on two advantages: Polls find he is well-liked and more apt than Romney to understand people's problems.¶ In speeches and in ads, Obama and his team will remind voters that the president was raised by a single mother and saddled with student loan debt. They'll argue that the president understands middle class economic struggles because he has lived them, implying that Romney, who grew up wealthy, does not. That was a strong theme of the party's convention.¶ But for the Romney team, says adviser Kevin Madden, "it's about performance, plain and simple," on the economy and jobs especially.¶ The Romney campaign came out with 15 ads Friday for eight battleground states.¶ In Colorado and Virginia, the ads stress defense cuts. In Iowa, where unemployment is relatively low, the message is about the national debt and business regulation.¶ Obama's team is increasingly confident in the president's prospects in Nevada and Colorado, largely because of his advantage among Hispanics and women, so they see the election probably coming down to Ohio, Florida and Virginia.¶ Party operatives say Obama appears strongest in Ohio, where the economy is improving and the auto bailout is popular. Virginia remains tight, but Democrats see a path to victory through increased minority registration and last week's state ruling that conservative former Rep. Virgil Goode would appear on Virginia's presidential ballot. The president's aides say Goode could take a percentage point or two of support away from Romney, which could tip the balance.¶ It's Florida that makes Democrats most nervous. Their troubles in the state, especially with its Jewish voters, only increased during the Democratic convention. The party scrambled to reinstate words in its platform recognizing Jerusalem as Israel's capital after the omission drew criticism from Republicans.¶ Romney, who is already issuing mail brochures in battleground states, is expected to sponsor mail or radio ads drawing attention to the issue in Broward County and West Palm Beach, heavily Jewish communities in south Florida.¶ The race also is tight in New Hampshire and Iowa, with both sides campaigning in those states in the last two days.¶ It seems of particular concern for Obama. He's been to Iowa 10 times this year. Democrats claim it's a sign that he sees Iowa as insurance in case he loses elsewhere.¶ Republican Iowa Gov. Terry Branstad sees it differently.¶ "Obama has been back here again and again and again," Branstad said Thursday. "He knows he's in trouble here."

50 Percent Threshold --- treat every piece of Neg evidence that doesn’t have Obama above 50 percent as Obama losing the election. History proves that sub-50 percent ratings guarantee a close loss. Prefer our threshold because it has historical backing and makes a predictive claim.
Donald Lambro, chief political correspondent @ Washington Times, 8-16-2012, LAMBRO: Romney polls overtake Obama, Washington Times, p. www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/aug/16/romney-polls-overtake-obama/, 
Everyone knew this was going to be a close race, but as of this week, Mr. Romney moved slightly ahead of President Obama. Not by much, maybe a couple of points, but he clearly has begun to move into the lead. Heading into July, the race clearly was a tie, with the Gallup Poll showing each candidate at 46 percent in its head-to-head daily surveys. But something happened this week that appears to have changed the political equation. Perhaps it was Mr. Romney’s choice of veteran Rep. Paul Ryan of Wisconsin, chairman of the powerful House Budget Committee. Or more evidence of the Obama economy’s persistent weakness and soaring gasoline prices. Or the tough TV ads Mr. Romney’s campaign has begun running after months of being punched around by an avalanche of negative ads in the battleground states. Whatever the reason, the numbers began slowly but clearly to edge Mr. Romney’s way, and Mr. Obama’s numbers took a nose dive on his job-approval ratings. The first indication that Mr. Obama’s shaky presidency was taking a tumble came Monday, when the Gallup Poll’s daily tracking survey showed his job-approval numbers plunging to 43 percent and his disapproval climbing to 50 percent. Then, on Wednesday, Gallup’s candidate matchup suddenly was leaning in Mr. Romney’s direction, 47 percent to the president’s 45 percent. That’s where things stood heading into Friday. While a number of factors are contributing to Mr. Obama’s slight decline and Mr. Romney’s rise in the national polls, there is no doubt the economy and jobs are the biggest factors driving this race. Gallup proved that Thursday when it released new poll numbers showing voters were giving Mr. Obama some of the worst scores of his failed presidency on the economy, job creation and four years of $1 trillion-plus deficits that most trouble the American people. White House morale, which reportedly is declining fast, must have sunk even further when staffers looked at Mr. Obama’s bleak approval-disapproval numbers on these issues: Creating jobs: 37 percent approval and 58 percent disapproval. The economy: 36 percent approval and 60 percent disapproval. The federal budget deficits: 30 percent approval and 64 percent disapproval. These aren’t just disastrous job-approval scores, they are among the worst in recent presidencies, including the one Mr. Obama followed in 2009. “Obama’s ratings on the economy are significantly worse than all three prior successful presidential incumbents at this same point in their first term,” Gallup reported Thursday. “His 36 percent approval rating on the economy is well below George W. Bush’s rating in August 2004 (46 percent), Bill Clinton’s in August 1996 (54 percent), and Ronald Reagan’s in July 1984 (50 percent),” Gallup said. It’s worth noting that in Reagan’s case, the 1984 election was all about Reagan’s tax-cut-driven recovery versus tax increases proposed by Democratic nominee Walter Mondale. Reagan won in a landslide, carrying 49 states. In many ways, the central election issues in 1984 were the same ones we are fighting over today. Tax cuts get the economy back on its feet, stimulate capital investment, create more jobs and produce more revenue to boot. Mr. Romney and Mr. Ryan are embracing lower taxes, just as John F. Kennedy, Reagan and, eventually, even Bill Clinton did, to build the economy, while Mr. Obama and the Democrats are running on raising taxes to grow the government and increase spending. Mr. Obama and his party charge that lowering taxes will worsen the deficit, when one of the chief culprits driving the Obama deficits, besides his spending binge, is slower 1.5 percent economic growth and an 8.3 percent jobless rate. People who don’t have jobs don’t pay income taxes. Meantime, another issue is emerging in the campaign that is hurting Mr. Obama’s quest for a second term, and that is his directive to rewrite the welfare reform law of 1996. That directive will grant waivers to the states to override the welfare reform law, according to a study written by two top analysts at the Heritage Foundation, Robert Rector and Kiki Bradley. “The new welfare dictate issued by the Obama administration clearly guts the law and seeks to impose its own policy choices — a pattern that has become all too common in this administration,” they wrote. In a nutshell, Mr. Obama’s directive says the “traditional TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families) work requirements can be waived or overridden by a legal device called the Section 1115 waiver authority,” they said. The nonpartisan Congressional Research Service said in a separate study of that section, “Effectively, there are no TANF waivers.” The Romney campaign has been hitting the airwaves with an ad lambasting the administration for its backdoor attempt to undermine the welfare reforms. The Obama campaign has counterattacked, charging the ad is a lie and that Mr. Romney sought the same kind of waiver authority as governor. Washington Post Fact Checker Glenn Kessler, while criticizing the Romney ad, said “There is something fishy about the administration’s process on this memorandum.” He gave the Obama camp “a solid three Pinocchios” for its shaky waiver claim against Mr. Romney, saying “there is little evidence that is the case.” Increasingly, as Mr. Obama’s disapproval numbers have been getting worse, his campaign has been making up things that aren’t true. A sense of desperation and hysteria is creeping into its bipolar rhetoric, with Vice President Joseph R. Biden, Jr. warning voters (guess who?) that Mr. Romney will “put y’all back in chains.” Historically, Gallup says, presidents who won a second term had near 50 percent job-approval ratings. But with Mr. Obama’s ratings stuck in the mid to low 40s, it looks as if the end is near.

Obama is Teflon – no chance the plan hurts him 
Rogers 9/17/12 (Ed, “Obama's 21st-century Teflon is working,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-insiders/post/obamas-21st-century-teflon-is-working/2012/09/17/82b05da8-00bf-11e2-bbf0-e33b4ee2f0e8_blog.html?wprss=rss_opinions, CMR)
 
It is safe to say that America's outreach to the world under President Obama has been a complete failure. Does America enjoy more or less respect than it did four years ago? If you think more, please let me know where.¶ Last weekend was the end of Obama's foreign policy. Diplomats are being called in and troops are being sent out — at least to where our enemies will allow them. The likes of Sudan know they can refuse Obama's wish for more troops to protect our embassies. Obama will probably tell us the Sudanese promise to provide adequate protection for Americans was a hard-fought concession.¶ Anyway, for the first time since the 2012 campaign began, Obama might want to talk about the economy. The images of the fires burning and the angry crowds on the Arab streets all underscore the complete failure of Obama's foreign policy, reminding us of his naivete and the price we pay for his on-the-job-training. Remember, this is a man who thought he was worthy of the Nobel Peace Prize just for being who he was.¶ The planet would heal because of his desire for it to do so. His very presence meant tension in the Middle East would subside. And why not? He had some new ideas: Remember his instructions to his NASA administrator that there was no higher priority than to make Arabs feel better about themselves? ¶ With the world mostly either disrespecting America or just sadly shaking its head and wondering where America has gone, perhaps the Obama campaign could use a few days of blaming George W. Bush for the Obama administration's economic failures.¶ Foreign policy can't win elections, but it can lose them. Obama is pushing his luck as it becomes more and more clear that he can't influence events that endanger America and American interests. Meanwhile, he has outsourced America's economic management to the Federal Reserve, an abdication of responsibility that will be the subject of books to come. By announcing another quantitative easing program, the Federal Reserve was irrefutably saying that Obama's policies are not working, that the economy is so weak it has to step in to do something to try and generate the jobs that Obama's policies haven't — and won't — deliver. ¶ So as the campaign heads for the debates, voters must be asking themselves what a vote for Obama is really about. It's not about peace and prosperity. It's not about respect abroad and certainty at home. There is nothing about Obama's tenure in office that voters should want more of. So why is he winning? I'm not sure, but based on his record at home and the sorry state of affairs his foreign policy has produced, the fact that he isn't cratering suggests a 21st-century coat of Teflon that makes Reagan's legendary resilience look small-time.

Huge support – despite Fukushima
Newport ’12 (Frank, “Americans Still Favor Nuclear Power a Year After Fukushima”, March 26, http://www.gallup.com/poll/153452/americans-favor-nuclear-power-year-fukushima.aspx, CMR) 

PRINCETON, NJ -- One year after the tsunami and resulting failure of the Fukushima nuclear power plant in Japan, a majority of Americans continue to favor the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity for the U.S. The 57% who favor nuclear power this year is identical to the percentage measured in early March 2011, just before the Fukushima incident.¶ Trend: Overall, do you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity for the U.S.?¶ These data are from Gallup's annual Environment survey, conducted March 8-11, 2012. Gallup in 1994 first asked Americans if they favored or opposed the use of nuclear power for electricity, and the 57% in favor at that point is identical to what is found today. The highest level of support for nuclear power was 62% in 2010. The lowest was 46% in March 2001, the only reading out of 10 in which less than half of Americans said they favored nuclear power.¶ The majority of Americans also continue to think nuclear power plants are safe. Gallup has asked Americans this question three times over the past four years, and the positive responses each time have been within a narrow 56% to 58% range.¶ Trend: Generally speaking, do you think nuclear power plants are safe or not safe?¶ The extensive news coverage of the major problems the Fukushima reactors experienced after power was disrupted as a result of the massive tsunami that hit the Japanese coast on March 11, 2011, does not appear to have had a long-term effect on Americans' attitudes about nuclear power. Although attitudes may have shifted in the immediate aftermath of last year's incident, attitudes now are almost identical to those measured in last year's pre-disaster survey.¶ Men Much More Likely Than Women to Favor Nuclear Power¶ Men and women have sharply different attitudes about nuclear power, differences that are larger than those found between partisan, ideological, age, and educational segments of the population. Men favor nuclear power as a source of electricity by a 72% to 27% margin. But 51% of women oppose it, with 42% in favor. The same large gender gap exists in terms of views of the safety of nuclear power plants. The wide gender gap in attitudes about nuclear power has been found in previous years' surveys as well.¶ Overall, do you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity for the U.S.?\ Generally speaking, do you think nuclear power plants are safe or not safe? Among national adults and by selected demographics, March 2012¶ Republicans and Republican-leaning independents are more likely to favor the use of nuclear power than are Democrats and Democratic leaners, as they have consistently over the years, but at least half of each partisan group currently favors its use. Americans aged 50 and older are slightly more likely to be in favor of nuclear power than are those under 50, although age makes no difference in views on the safety of nuclear power plants.¶ Implications¶ The catastrophic failure of the Fukushima nuclear power plant in Japan last year, coupled with the resulting fears of leaked radiation, generated a great deal of news coverage concerning the future viability of nuclear power as a safe and reliable source of electricity. None of this, however, appears to have made much difference in the thinking of the average American one year after the incident. The 57% who now favor the use of nuclear power and who say nuclear power plants are safe are essentially unchanged from just prior to the Fukushima disaster.¶ Although Republicans continue to be more supportive than Democrats of the use of nuclear energy, these political differences are dwarfed by the 30-point gender gap in views on nuclear energy. Men are more likely than women to be Republicans, but politics alone do not explain the gap in support for nuclear energy between men and women. Something about nuclear energy apparently strikes a strongly negative chord in the minds of the nation's women, making them one of the few demographic segments of any type in which opposition to nuclear power is higher than 50%.¶ The future of nuclear energy in this country may be driven as much by economics as by safety concerns or public opinion. The ability to use new methods to extract natural gas from the nation's shale deposits in particular has flooded the energy marketplace with cheap natural gas. This makes the long-range projected return on investment from multibillion-dollar nuclear power plants more tenuous. But the majority of Americans would appear to be supportive if the industry does decide to build new plants in the future.

Independents will support a pro-nuclear candidate
Morris 12 (Bob, 6/11, Independent Voters Can Help Make Reliable Energy a Campaign Issue, http://ivn.us/2012/06/11/independent-voters-reliable-energy-campaign-issue/) 

The electrical grid in the U.S. needs upgrading, not just because it’s aging but also so it can handle increasing amounts of renewable energy. As a country we are transitioning away from coal and towards renewables, with natural gas temporarily filling the void left by coal plants that are shutting down. Nuclear energy can produce prodigious amounts of power. But more than a few nuclear power plants are way past their prime or experiencing serious problems. Where will our new energy come from? We need a national discussion about this brought to the forefront yet it is unlikely to happen because the two parties are so polarized. However, independent voters can and should make energy a major issue for both presidential candidates.
Independent voters are empirically the key internal link
Killian 12 (Linda, a Washington journalist and a senior scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, 2/2, 4 Types of Independent Voters Who Could Swing the 2012 Elections, http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2012/02/4-types-of-independent-voters-who-could-swing-the-2012-elections/252363/) 

Even as independent candidates continue to struggle, across the country the ranks of independent voters who think the parties care more about winning elections than about solving the nation's problems are swelling. Their number, along with their disaffection with the two-party political system, is growing exponentially. About 40 percent of all American voters now call themselves independents, a bigger group than those who say they are either Democrats or Republicans -- and the largest number of independent voters in 70 years. In some states, independents now are a majority of the voters.¶ Every election since World War II has been determined by voters in the middle. They elected Ronald Reagan, Bill Clinton, George W. Bush and Barack Obama. The margin by which Obama carried the independent vote in crucial swing states around the country was one of the significant factors in his victory and will undoubtedly be critical to whether or not he is reelected.¶ The Republican victories in the 2010 midterm election were also decided by these voters. Independents supported Democrats by 18 points in 2006. But driven by their concern about the nation's economy and strong opposition to Democratic spending and health-care initiatives, they supported Republican congressional candidates in 2010 by the overwhelming margin of 56 to 38 percent, a 36-point swing from 2006.¶ But despite their critical role in general election outcomes, the independent voters have little to say about whom the parties select to run for office. In half the states in the country the primary process is closed to them. An electoral system that all Americans pay for with their tax dollars is run solely by and for the two major political parties. Which means the American electoral system is not fully democratic.¶ After the primaries are over, politicians need the independent voters to win and woo them with attention in November. But once they have their victory or -- to use the vernacular -- get what they want, independent voters are forgotten as quickly as a one-night stand. Democratic and Republican office holders are beholden to their base supporters, the special interests who donate time and money to them and the parties that control both candidate selection and the agenda.

Plan won’t affect voters
Hill 9/3 (David, writer @ The Washington Post, “Who wins the election? Most in academia predict Obama”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/sep/3/who-wins-the-election-most-in-academia-predict-oba/, CMR) 

Most expect the House to stay Republican with the GOP losing a small number of seats, but there is division in whether the GOP can gain four seats they would need to assure they win control of the Senate.¶ The Republicans hoped to sway voters into their favor during last week’s Republican National Convention, and Democrats will try to do the same at their convention this week.¶ However, Mr. Lichtman said that despite the furious campaigning that is sure to come from now until November, elections are seldom decided by events and campaign strategies in the final months and are more a reaction to circumstances over the past several years.

Foreign policy crushes Obama
Morrissey 9/18/12 (Ed, “Will this become a foreign-policy election?” http://hotair.com/archives/2012/09/18/will-this-become-a-foreign-policy-election/, CMR)

We’ve assumed throughout this election cycle that the economy and jobs would drive voter choice, but that would mean a referendum on the current incumbent, something Democrats desperately wanted to avoid. Two weeks ago, Democrats promised us that they would make foreign policy the focus of the election. As I note in my column for The Week, that didn’t come from low-level party functionaries, but from the prime-time speakers — including Barack Obama himself:¶ Ironically, Democrats had promised a fight on foreign policy just a week earlier, at their national convention. Sen. John Kerry, the party’s nominee in 2004, called the Republican ticket “the most inexperienced foreign-policy twosome to run for president and vice president in decades.” Barack Obama himself attacked Mitt Romney and Paul Ryan as “new to foreign policy,” and warned that “they want to take us back to an era of blustering and blundering that cost America so dearly.” Democrats salivated at the prospect of highlighting Obama’s foreign-policy experience — all of which he compiled over the last three-and-a-half years — as a contrast to the GOP’s nominees, and a transparent attempt to deflect the election away from the economy.¶ As an old axiom warns, be careful what you wish for — you just might get it. With the explosion of violent protests in the Muslim world and the first US Ambassador killed in the line of duty since 1979, foreign policy has finally intruded in a big way in this election — and it doesn’t make Obama look good at all. When the Washington Post’s liberal columnist Richard Cohen rips a Democratic President for a feckless foreign policy, it’s a stark indicator of just how badly Obama has failed on this front:¶ What lessons can be learned from events in Libya? That nothing good will come out of the Arab Spring? That Arabs are volatile, easily excitable and prone to acting out? That the United States, Mitt Romney notwithstanding, cannot control everything or that the United States, Mitt Romney more to the point, has tried to control nothing? In other words, is this what happens when the United States is “leading from behind”?¶ This phrase, you might remember, was coined in reference to Barack Obama’s reluctance to take the lead in the NATO air campaign that toppled the dictatorship of Moammar Gaddafi. And that operation, in which the French seized the initiative, was mounted to save Benghazi, the city where the insurrection started and the one where U.S. Ambassador J. Christopher Stevens and three other Americans were killed last week. Benghazi was saved from Gaddafi’s bloody reprisals, but not from mayhem.¶ The notion that the United States can lead from behind is pitiful, the sorry concoction of an Obama administration that mistakes dulcet passivity for a foreign policy. The view from behind now has to be awfully depressing. Where once Obama could see the gallant tails of the French, the British, the Italians and some others, there is now no one. The predictably indignant Nicolas Sarkozy has been replaced by the soullessly pragmatic Francois Hollande, who has other fish to saute. NATO’s warplanes have returned to base and Libya, a tribal society, was left to fend for itself. It has not fended all that well.¶ Cohen predictably rips Romney for pointing this out, but concludes that Romney is very much right about Obama’s foreign policy of passivity:¶ Romney was wrong and ham-fisted and alarmingly premature to criticize Obama for a statement put out by the U.S. Embassy in Cairo. He is both wrong and dishonest to keep repeating the canard about Obama being a serial apologizer. But he is right in sensing that beyond the very Obamaness of Obama himself — the quality that made him a Nobel Peace Prize winner in the pupal stage of his presidency — lurks a foreign policy that has been more sentiment and aspiration than hard reasoning. Leading from behind is not a nifty phrase. In Libya, it’s an indictment.¶ Michael Ramirez distills the lessons from a week of making the Obama foreign-policy expertise the center of attention:¶ But will this become a foreign-policy election? In my column, I argue no — at least not for now — but that it might end up backfiring on Obama anyway:¶ By Monday, the Washington Post reported that the Obama campaign would shift its focus to the economy, a stark about-face from just a fortnight earlier in Charlotte, N.C.¶ Have events changed the nature of the election from a focus primarily on domestic policy to a debate on Obama’s handling of foreign policy? If more revelations of incompetence arise, perhaps — but at this point, that seems doubtful. When crises do erupt, they tend to take a long time to damage presidents; Jimmy Carter’s polling looked solid in September 1980, despite 10 months of a hostage crisis in Iran that echoes in today’s multiple diplomatic crises. Although foreign policy is the one area in which presidents have most authority, voters tend to grade incumbents on whether they have improved their economic situation. Voters want to know who lost the economic recovery more than they want to discuss who lost Egypt, because that has a lot more relevance to their immediate circumstances. But if the bungling continues at the White House and State Department, the risk rises that a perception of incompetence in the administration’s foreign policy will reinforce an impression of incompetence in economic policy, and create the kind of narrative that made Carter a one-term president.¶ In short, the argument for an economy-based election always relied on making an argument that Barack Obama has performed incompetently. These episodes reinforce the sense of incompetence and broaden it to an area that Democrats figured would be a strength for Obama in this election. That may provide a hinge that could spell doom for Obama in the election, especially if further data shows that the White House and State missed opportunities to prevent what happened in Benghazi.

RELS Resilient
VOA (Voice of America) 11/10 "Obama Makes First China Tour as Economic Interdependence Grows ", http://www.voanews.com/english/2009-11-10-voa34.cfm
When U.S. President Barack Obama arrives in China later this month, he'll head first to its booming commercial capital Shanghai. U.S.-Chinese economic ties are increasingly important to the two countries' overall relationship, so much so, that some believe Washington purposefully avoids raising contentious issues with China in an effort to curry favor with its leaders.   Most reliable customer  From shopping malls in the United States, stocked with Chinese-made goods, to busy Chinese factories where the goods are made, it's evident the two countries rely heavily on each other.   And despite the global financial crisis, the United States remains China's most reliable customer, and Beijing, the world's biggest buyer of U.S. government debt.   
