Overview

CTBT ratification key to heg – perception. 
Nunn 7. [Sam, Former Senator from Georgia, CEO of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, “Council on Foreign Relations Meeting; Subject: Reducing Nuclear Dangers: The Race between Cooperation and Catastrophe” Federal News Service -- April 11 – lexis]
Number six, we should work to bring the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty into force in the United States and in other key states. And I would urge the committee to go back and take a look at the reasons that people opposed that ratification back a number of years ago and to review those and look at what's happened since then . Look at the stewardship program. Look at the simulation. Look at the technology that we can now use to ease some of the concerns that were legitimate at the time that was debated. I believe that the report of the former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, John Shelley Coshevilli (sp), when -- a year or two after that was debated, I think that ought to be reviewed again by the committee and by the Senate, and that the safeguards he recommends as a road map to ratification should be updated and taken very seriously. I think that's very important in terms of the United States' leadership in the world. When we don't ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, it's awfully hard to lead from a position of moral authority throughout the world. I know we have to deal with the problems, but I think they can be dealt with. I would note, Mr. Chairman, that former President Gorbachev, who has recently published his own essay in support of the Schultz/Kissinger/Perry/Nunn essay in the Wall Street Journal, has advocated ratification of the CTBT and removing nuclear weapons from hair-trigger status as two crucial steps that should be taken without delay by the United States and Russia and other members of the nuclear club. And I believe the world should take President Gorbachev up on his challenge. The United States and Russia should also, in my view, move to change the Cold War posture of their deployed nuclear weapons to greatly increase warning time in both countries and ease our fingers away from the nuclear trigger.


CTBT key to nonprolif – strengthens NPT regime, prevents new nuke powers, prevents new types of nukes. 
Kimball 8. [Daryl, Executive Director of the Arms Control Association, “The Enduring Value of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and Prospects for its Entry into Force” Arms Control Association -- August 22 -- http://www.armscontrol.org/node/3300]
The history of the nuclear age makes it clear that opportunities to reduce the risks posed by nuclear weapons are often very fleeting. When the right political conditions are in place, governmental leaders must seize the chance to make progress. In 1958 and again in 1963, U.S. and Soviet leaders attempted to negotiate a comprehensive ban on all nuclear test explosions. They came close but failed to seal the deal. While the latter effort led to the 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty, it took another three decades of on-and-off efforts to conclude negotiations on a comprehensive test ban treaty. During that time, hundreds more underground tests propelled further arms racing and proliferation. Today, the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) remains a vital disarmament and nonproliferation instrument. By prohibiting all nuclear test explosions it impedes the ability of states possessing nuclear weapons to field new and more deadly types of warheads, while also helping to prevent the emergence of new nuclear-armed states.  Moving forward quickly on the CTBT is also an essential step towards restoring confidence in the beleaguered Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) regime. The nuclear-weapon states’ commitment to achieve the CTBT was a crucial part of the bargain that won the indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995 and the 2000 NPT Review Conference document. 

Romney win guarantees EPA regs rollback – overturns CAFÉ and carbon controls. 
Star Ledger 12. [“Scary times for environment -- especially if Mitt Romney wins” June 3 -- http://blog.nj.com/njv_editorial_page/2012/06/scary_times_for_environment_--.html]
The grim report on jobs Friday greatly improves the odds that Republicans will win in November, putting Mitt Romney in the White House and bolstering GOP positions in the House and Senate. If that happens, they promise to roll back the progress made under President Obama and Environmental Protection Agency administrator Lisa Jackson. Romney wants to strip the EPA of its power to regulate carbon emissions. Jackson relied on that power to enact rules that will double automobile efficiency standards by 2025 and toughen truck standards, too. Transportation is the largest single source of air pollution. So cutting emissions in half will make a profound change, especially in a car-centric state such as New Jersey. It also will reduce oil imports sharply, lessening our dangerous dependence on unstable regimes in the Mideast. Jackson’s tough limits on coal-fired power plants rely partly on carbon controls, as well. So those gains would be endangered. Again, the air in New Jersey will get dirtier. Because, while our own coal plants have exotic pollution control equipment, those to the west and south do not. Many lack even the most basic filters, known as scrubbers, and rely only on tall smoke stacks to push the toxins higher into the atmosphere. The catch for New Jersey is this: Their toxins float into our air. Roughly one-third of our air pollution is imported, according to the state Department of Environmental Protection. Romney also has promised to pull back on subsidies for green energy, and to preserve the tax breaks and subsidies for profitable oil and gas companies. With all this, it is no wonder the fossil fuel industries are pouring money into his campaign. But that’s not all. Romney has promised a broad campaign to cut regulations on water and land, as well. He suggests that any new regulations would have to be approved by Congress, a frightening prospect if the extremists in the GOP strengthen their grip.

EPA Regulations Are The Only Way To Solve Global Warming And Climate Leadership
Parenti ’10 (Christian Parenti, a contributing editor at The Nation and a visiting scholar at the Center for Place, Culture and Politics, at the CUNY Grad Center, 4-20-10, “The Nation: The Case for EPA Action,” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=126129216)
On April 1 the Environmental Protection Agency established rules restricting greenhouse gas emissions from cars and trucks, starting in 2012. This is the first of what could become a sweeping series of regulations stemming from the agency's conclusion that greenhouse gases harm human health. If the EPA were to act robustly, it could achieve significant and immediate greenhouse gas emissions reductions using nothing more than existing laws and current technology. Doing so would signal to a waiting world that America is serious about addressing climate change.  But a dangerous assault on the agency is gathering momentum in Congress, corporate boardrooms, the media and the courts. The swarm of counterattacks all seek to strip the EPA of its power to regulate greenhouse gas emissions from stationary sources like coal-fired power plants. Some legislative proposals would even undo the EPA's finding that greenhouse gases are hazardous, taking the EPA out of the climate fight altogether.  Wonkish at first glance, the fight over EPA rulemaking may be the most important environmental battle in a generation. The UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change says rich countries like the United States must cut emissions 25 to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2020—only ten years away—and thereafter make precipitous cuts to almost zero emissions. If we don't act now, average global temperatures will likely increase by more than 2 degrees Celsius and trigger self-compounding runaway climate change, resulting in a massive rise in sea levels, devastated agriculture and attendant social chaos. Not one of the climate change bills up for discussion meets this threshold, and it is looking increasingly unlikely that Congress will be able to pass any comprehensive climate change legislation this session. The failures of Congress and the harrowing facts of climate science mean that aggressive and immediate EPA action is essential.  From a legal perspective, the EPA has all the tools it needs to respond adequately to the climate crisis. In fact, "the United States has the strongest environmental laws in the world," says Kassie Siegel, an attorney with the Center for Biological Diversity. The center specializes in suing the government when it violates green laws. "We don't need new legislation. The Clean Air Act can achieve everything we need: a 40 percent reduction of greenhouse gas emissions over 1990 levels by 2020."  The two most important things the EPA can do are to halt any permitting of new coal-fired power plants—about fifty new plants are seeking approval—and to force all existing coal-fired facilities to make the technologically feasible switch to natural gas. If this "fuel switching" happened, total nonvehicle US emissions would be reduced by 13 percent or more in a matter of a year or two, say various experts. Natural gas is generally half as polluting as coal. But in the case of old, inefficient coal-fired plants, switching to gas can reduce emissions by as much as two-thirds.  And there is plenty of natural gas: discoveries have glutted the market, and prices are down more than 60 percent from their recent peak. Gas is not a solution; it merely offers a realistic "bridging fuel" as we move toward power generated from wind, solar, geothermal and hydro sources.  Perhaps the most far-reaching impact of EPA regulation would be to put a de facto price on carbon by leveling fines on greenhouse gas polluters. Such penalties could reach thousands per day, per violation. If targets for emissions reductions are tough enough, few coal plants will be able to meet them and will instead pay fines—what amounts to a carbon tax. Then a cheap source of energy would become expensive, which would drive investment away from fossil fuels toward carbon-neutral forms of energy.  At first, President Obama seemed ready to use executive power to do an end run around a sclerotic Congress, when he authorized the EPA to start regulating greenhouse gas emissions under the Clean Air Act. Obama was merely complying with the law: the EPA has been mandated to act since 2007, when the Supreme Court ruled, in Massachusetts v. EPA, that the agency should determine whether greenhouse gases threaten our health. The Bush administration refused to use this authority, but when Obama took office he allowed the EPA to do its job again.  


AT: Uniqueness Overwhelms


Obama is winning but it’s not locked up – there’s time left. 
Baltimore Sun 10-1. ["Obama-Romney: It's not over yet" -- www.baltimoresun.com/news/opinion/editorial/bs-ed-obama-romney-20121001,0,3464307.story]
Things certainly seem to be breaking President Barack Obama's way of late. A slew of new polls last week showed gains for him in crucial battleground states, most notably Ohio, the one state no Republican has ever won the presidency without. Mr. Obama won't repeat his feat of taking Indiana, and North Carolina may be a stretch, but polls in Florida, Virginia, Nevada and elsewhere suggest the possibility that this election might not even be that close.¶ But before Obama supporters start measuring the White House for second-term drapes, they may want to consider the strong possibility that the race is far from over. There's enough time left and enough volatility in this race and in the world for Mitt Romney to eke out a victory on Nov. 6. Here are a few things that could scramble this race:

Romney is energized, Obama is still ahead – it’s not locked up. 
Robinson 10-4. [Eugene, columnist for the Washington Post, "Robinson: Barack Obama gives Mitt Romney an opening, but the election isn't over yet" Newsday -- www.newsday.com/opinion/robinson-barack-obama-gives-mitt-romney-an-opening-but-the-election-isn-t-over-yet-1.4075027]
It wasn't a disaster, from Obama's point of view, but it was a bad night and a missed opportunity. Even if the debate had been no better than a draw, Obama probably could have spent the rest of the campaign running out the clock. Now Romney and the Republicans have a new spring in their step. They believe they can win.¶ The basic outline of the contest -- the president holding a modest lead and superior Electoral College prospects -- remains unchanged. Obama has bounced back before. But no, this ain't over.

Obama likely to win but polls underestimate how tight the race will get
Caldwell 9-30. [Leigh Ann, political reporter, "Pollster: Obama and Romney race will tighten" www.cbsnews.com/8301-3460_162-57523126/pollster-obama-and-romney-race-will-tighten/]
On "Face the Nation" Sunday, Larry Sabato from the University for Virginia Center on Politics predicted that the presidential race will get closer before election day.¶ "I would just caution, the fundamentals of this election call for a close election. I really think the election is going to tighten. Yes, President Obama is ahead, and probably has the best chance to win, but this is going to be a tighter race than the polls show right now," he said.¶ Sabato said he thinks the election is even tighter now than it appears and that it's "almost impossible" for him to win by 2008 margins.¶ " I'll tell you, it's caused me to question some of the polls because based on everything I know about Virginia and everything I'm seeing, I think the real margin is actually quite close," he said. "I would give President Obama, spot him two or three points, you know he won by six last time in Virginia. Think of the conditions in the country. It's almost impossible to imagine him winning by the same margin in Virginia or nationally so my projection is he gets considerably fewer electoral votes than he got last time. He got 365. I'll be surprised if he gets above 320 or so, maximum under the best conditions."

Obama winning but it’s not locked up. 
Saad 9-27. [Lydia, senior editor @ Gallup "Obama approval, vote support both reach 50% or better" Gallup -- www.gallup.com/poll/157709/obama-approval-vote-support-reach-better.aspx]
First, the Republican National Convention produced no bounce in support for Romney, leaving the race a virtual tie. Next, the Democratic National Convention boosted Obama's support by three percentage points, not big by historical bounce standards, but enough to give him a significant lead for the first time since July. The race then tightened again, possibly reflecting a fading of Obama's convention bounce or a backlash against Obama over anti-American violence in the Mideast, including the death of the U.S. ambassador to Libya on Sept. 11. The race remained close over several days when the primary news focus was on Romney's Sept. 18 comments about the "47%" of Americans who are dependent on government, but most recently has reverted to a six-point lead for Obama.¶ Over the same period, Obama's job approval rating has ranged from 43% to 52%, levels historically associated with either near-certain defeat or near-certain re-election for an incumbent. Obama is currently at the high end of that range, and has had more good days than bad this month, in terms of achieving job approval ratings of 49% or better. But there have been enough dips below that to suggest the race is far from over.

AT: Link Turn

SMRs are politically “nuclear”
Fairley 10 Peter, IEEE Spectrum, May, "Downsizing Nuclear Power Plants,” spectrum.ieee.org/energy/nuclear/downsizing-nuclear-power-plants/
However, there are political objections to SMRs. Precisely because they are more affordable, they may well increase the risk of proliferation by bringing the cost and power output of nuclear reactors within the reach of poorer countries. Russia’s first SMR, which the nuclear engineering group Rosatom expects to complete next year, is of particular concern. The Akademik Lomonosov is a floating nuclear power plant sporting two 35-MW reactors, which Rosatom expects to have tethered to an Arctic oil and gas operation by 2012. The reactor’s portability prompted Greenpeace Russia to call this floating plant the world’s most dangerous nuclear project in a decade. SMRs may be smaller than today’s reactors. But, politically at least, they’re just as nuclear.

Independently, even if SMRs are popular, SMRs for space are not
Downey ‘4
(Downey, Lt Colonel US Air Force, 2004 (Air Force Fellow (SDE), "Flying Reactors: The Political Feasibility of Nuclear Power in Space, Downey, Forestier, and Miller, A Research Report Submitted to Air Force Fellows, CADRE/AR www.fas.org/nuke/space/downey.pdf)
The political environment has changed fundamentally from the Cold War era of the 1950s and 1960s. The Cold War focus was on a monolithic, nuclear capable, external threat that is now diffused. As a consequence, the tacit permission that was granted to the government by society during the Cold War to pursue nuclear programs has been curtailed. That is especially true for programs that are perceived to pose trans-scientific public risks such as SNP. Ultimately, it was a political judgment that ended every SNP program. The primary factor influencing the current political debate over SNP is the increasing fear of technology that has developed in society over the past few decades. Our society perceives ix great risk in nuclear technology, yet paradoxically willingly enjoys the benefits. Some politically active groups perceive cataclysmic outcomes from SNP and are prepared to vigorously protest against it, in all of its forms. SNP opponents claim with some justification that a failure of a space launch system carrying a nuclear powered space vehicle would produce the equivalent of a “dirty” nuclear bomb. The reality is likely to be far less dire, but the perception of excessive risk is in the public arena. Therefore, the political battle is over perceived risks instead of empirical fact, with the judgment further complicated because not all of the consequences pertaining to an accident with a nuclear powered vehicle in the Earth’s atmosphere can be verified by current scientific techniques. For example, the consequences of a nuclear payload breaking up in the Earth’s atmosphere cannot today be empirically quantified. Therefore, experts have considerable scope to argue over the risk. Program opponents and proponents use their own experts to present risk analyses that cover an extraordinarily broad range. The trans-scientific doubt about the SNP enterprise also places the policy-maker in the unenviable position of needing to make a decision without sufficient empirical data. Meanwhile, the unscientific public remains unaware or unconvinced of the reward of the enterprise being supported by the nuclear power source and certainly uncomfortable with the potential risks. As well, they are not sure about the relative merit of a nuclear power source for space applications versus competing technologies.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Link turns the Aff—
a) Commercial deployment
ITA’ 11 – International Trade Administration (U.S. Department of Commerce, February. Manufacturing and Services Competitiveness Report. “The Commercial Outlook for U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors.” http://trade.gov/mas/ian/build/groups/public/@tg_ian/@nuclear/documents/webcontent/tg_ian_003185.pdf)

One additional obstacle is beyond the scope of this report but could play a significant role in whether SMRs are commercially deployed: public opinion. To the extent that the smaller profile of SMRs results in their deployment closer to population centers, public opposition to their deployment might rise. Deployment at existing sites, or in industrial applications away from residential areas, however, might minimize the impact of public opinion. Education about the safety features of SMRs and nuclear reactors in general could also ameliorate this concern.

b) Delays licensing and speed
Solan et. al. 10. [David, Assistant Professor of Public Policy & Administration, Director of the Energy Policy Institute at Boise State Univ., Associate Director for the Center for Advanced Energy Studies, Geoffrey Black, Michael Louis, BSU, Steve Peterson, University of Idaho, “Economic and Employment Impacts  of Small Modular Nuclear Reactors” Energy Policy Institute -- June --  https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CCIQFjAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fsmr.inl.gov%2FDocument.ashx%3Fpath%3DDOCS%252FReading%2BRoom%252FEconomic%2Band%2BEmployment%2BImpacts%2Bof%2BSMRs.pdf&ei=Mk9RUPL-Nara0QHAx4FI&usg=AFQjCNFe_I-IHiRcZcWANzM9eiX2oTpuEQ&sig2=04m-6OLnC2QswvBX25ADsw]
In addition, the licensing of new SMR facilities is likely to be affected by the degree of public acceptance of nuclear technologies in general. Though the U.S. currently has the highest number of operating nuclear power reactors in the world (IAEA, 2010), growth in the domestic nuclear power industry has stagnated since 1990. While costs have been a factor, segments of the public remain concerned about nuclear waste disposal and, to some extent, safety. Lack of public acceptance toward nuclear energy in general, as well as the public’s lack of familiarity with SMRs and associated technologies, may affect the speed of SMR licensing and deployment in the U.S.

SMRs  NIMBY backlash – concern over waste. 
Andres and Breetz 11. [Richard, Professor of National Security Strategy at the National War College, Senior Fellow and Energy and Environmental Security and Policy Chair in the Center for Strategic Research, Institute for National Strategic Studies, at the National Defense University, Hanna, doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at The Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Small Nuclear Reactors for Military Installations: Capabilities, Costs, and Technological Implications” Institute for National Strategic Studies -- February -- www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/StrForum/SF-262.pdf]
Small reactors used on domestic military bases are ¶ likely to face a number of additional siting hurdles. As a ¶ distributed energy source, they are likely to face substantial “not-in-my-backyard” battles. Moreover, dispersing a ¶ large number of reactors leads to questions about longterm nuclear waste disposal.¶ 27¶ Arguably, reactors should be ¶ relatively safe on domestic military installations, certainly ¶ more secure than, for instance, the reactors situated in developing countries or intended for processing tar sands. ¶ Nevertheless, no issue involving nuclear energy is simple. ¶ Institutional and technical uncertainties—such as the security of sealed modules, the potential and unintended ¶ social and environmental consequences, or the design of ¶ reliable safeguards—make dispersing reactors across the ¶ country challenging. Some key issues that require consideration include securing sealed modules, determining how ¶ terrorists might use captured nuclear materials, carefully ¶ considering the social and environmental consequences of ¶ dispersing reactors, and determining whether Permissive ¶ Action Links technology could be used to safeguard them.
Means environmentalists would hate the plan 
Dears 12. [Donn, Energy expert retired from GE Company, President of TSAugust a 501 (C) 3 not for profit corporation “Why Environmentalists Are Wrong About Nuclear Power” June 7 -- http://epaabuse.com/7459/editorials/why-environmentalists-are-wrong-about-nuclear-power/]

It’s an amazing irony that the only technology that could have any chance of cutting CO2 emissions from the generation of electricity 80% by 2050 is being ostracized by environmentalists.¶ One of their reasons for opposing nuclear power is fear of radiation, even tiny doses. Opponents of nuclear power chant remember “Chernobyl” and “Three Mile Island” whenever the subject comes up.¶ The Union of Concerned Scientists and National Resources Defense Council, among others, are ardently opposed to nuclear power, but simultaneously champion climate change and their belief that CO2 emissions must be cut in the United States 80% by 2050.

They’re key
Schow 12. [Ashe, Heritage Action’s Deputy Communications Director, “Pres. Obama continues to pander to environmentalists” Heritage Action for America -- January 9 -- http://heritageaction.com/2012/01/pres-obama-continues-to-pander-to-environmentalists/]
It seems that President Obama is worried about whether or not environmentalists will come out in full force to support his re-election effort. Evidenced by the decision to delay the Keystone XL pipeline – which would lower energy prices and put thousands of Americans to work – and now a mining ban in Arizona; it’s clear that President Obama will do whatever it takes to shore up environmentalist’s support, even if it means destroying job creation and smacking down labor unions.¶ Are his re-election priorities skewed? Probably. But it could just be strategy. President Obama is betting that labor unions will come out in support this election no matter what, so the President probably assumes that no matter what he does that ends up hurting union workers, the larger organization will still support him.¶ The same cannot be said for environmentalists. They tend to stay home if they are not appeased. But President Obama is playing with fire. In each of these decisions – along with the 2010 moratorium on offshore drilling – environmentalists cheer victory while thousands of workers (many of them unionized) are left without a job. If the President is so concerned about jobs, why is he denying them to anyone, especially his friends in the labor unions?
And they’ll independently spin the plan to stoke fears – misinformation magnifies the link. 
Dears 12. [Donn, Energy expert retired from GE Company, President of TSAugust a 501 (C) 3 not for profit corporation “Why Environmentalists Are Wrong About Nuclear Power” June 7 -- http://epaabuse.com/7459/editorials/why-environmentalists-are-wrong-about-nuclear-power/]
The lack of communications and the lack of knowledge among the people about radiation created fear – nameless and unreasonable fear.¶ The Fukushima accident has reignited fear among people about radiation. When a tuna fish off the coast of California was found to have low levels of radiation, it was headlined by the media. Those opposing nuclear power have used Fukushima to exploit people’s fear about radiation.

The base backlashes to the plan
Koch 10 Wendy is a writer for USA Today. “Obama's call for nuclear power plants angers supporters,” 1/30, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/greenhouse/post/2010/01/obamas-call-for-new-nuclear-power-plants-triggers-outrage/1#.UElvKI1lScw
President Obama's call Wednesday, in his State of the Union Address, for a "new generation of safe, clean nuclear power plants" was panned by some environmentalists and Democratic backers. It was considered the worst part of his 71-minute speech by 10,000 members of MoveOn, a non-profit progressive advoacy group that has raised millions of dollars for Democratic political candidates. They had signed up to evaluate the speech live and every few seconds would hit a button to reflect how they felt about it, ranging from "awful" to "great." "The most definitive drop in enthusiasm is when President Obama talked about nuclear power and offshore drilling," says Ilyse Hogue, MoveOn's director of political advocacy. "They're looking for clean energy sources that prioritize wind and solar."

Dem turn out key
Cillizza 12. [Chris, “Is the 2012 election more about base than undecided?”
Conventional wisdom dictates that President Obama and former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney will spend the next 78 days assiduously courting the sliver of voters — somewhere between 5 percent and 10 percent of the electorate — who call themselves political independents and insist they remain genuinely undecided about which candidate to support.¶ Elections are, after all, decided by the ideological middle; the two parties’ bases are already aligned behind their candidates, and the trick is to persuade enough of those centrist independents to side with your, well, side, to win. Except, of course, when it’s not.¶ “The only thing undecided in this election are the TV anchors’ ties on election night,” said Dan Hazelwood, a Republican direct-mail consultant. “Both sides believe there is little chance for a dramatic shift in opinion, so that leaves trench political warfare as the default strategy. That means identifying and turning out your own supporters.”¶ Heaps of national polling would seem to affirm Hazelwood’s contention. Political polarization is at an all-time high, with even soft partisans already aligned behind either Obama or Romney. That has shrunk the middle of the electorate to single digits nationally. Simply put: There just aren’t that many people left for the campaigns to convince — no matter how much money (and it will be lots of money) the two sides spend between now and Nov. 6.¶ Given that political reality, there is a strong case to be made that the two campaigns should spend most of their time/energy/¶ money not trying to find and persuade independents and undecideds but rather trying to identify and rally their (already united) bases.


Women hate the plan 
Newport 12. [Frank, PhD, Editor in Chief, “Americans Still Favor Nuclear Power a Year After Fukushima” Gallup -- March 26 -- http://www.gallup.com/poll/153452/Americans-Favor-Nuclear-Power-Year-Fukushima.aspx]
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%.

They’re key to swing states. 
Casserly 12. [Meghan, staff writer, “Where women matter most in election 2012” Forbes -- June 7 -- http://www.forbes.com/sites/meghancasserly/2012/06/07/election-2012-mitt-romney-obama-women-battleground-states/]
But why is the female vote so attractive to presidential candidates? According to Dianne Bystrom, the director of the Carrie Chapman Catt Center for Women and Politics at Iowa State University, the reason the gender gap is so important isn’t the popularity points, but the fact that more women are registered to vote than men in most states, and a much higher female turnout rate at the polls. “It’s sheer numbers,” she says. In the 2008 election, 60.4% of the female population over the age of 18 showed up at the polls. Men? Just under 56%. In plainer terms, 10 million more women than men voted. Quite simply: more female voters=more female power, particularly in battleground states.¶ Swing states, or the undecided “battleground” states that don’t historically vote with a specific party, are traditionally where candidates spend the most time eating pancakes, shaking hands and kissing babies and old people, particularly towards the end of campaign season. At this point, notes Susan Carroll, a senior scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers University, we begin to hear a lot of talk about “soccer moms.” Why’s that? As elections draw near, the few remaining undecided voters become priority. According to Carroll, “It’s traditionally the case that these voters are women.”¶ Presidential candidates, then, must be ready to snap them up—at town hall meetings and barbecue joints where they attempt to speak with female voters on the issues they weigh the most important. “The set of issues tend to be the same but the priorities men and women give them are different,” says Carroll, who says that men weigh the economic debt at a top priority where women tend to hold healthcare and education in high regard. “Women voters are incredibly important at the end of an election cycle,” she says, “They’re the voters who are up for grabs and candidates are prepared to win them over on the issues that matter most.”¶ And so, in battleground states where women out-vote men in the hundreds of thousands, the female voice becomes even more powerful than that of her sisters in solidly blue or red states. With that in mind, Obama and Romney would be smart to court Pennsylvanian women over New Yorkers, Floridians over Oklahomans. “Of course women are targeted,” says Bystrom. “When you look at the difference between the number of men and number of women, there are simply more women to woo.” For their ease (and yours, as it’s forever important for a women to known her own value—and that of her vote), we’ve crunched the Census data on the gender divide on voting in the most contentious states this fall.

Particularly key to Obama. 
Ball 12. [Molly, national politics staff writer, “This election will be all about women” The Atlantic -- April 2 -- http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2012/04/this-election-will-be-all-about-women/255355/]
As the 2012 general election gets under way, analysts have posited that young, secular women are likely to be the most coveted swing group. The degree to which the Obama campaign can win them over may well be the single most pivotal factor in the campaign. But as Romney seeks to make inroads, he may need to find a new way of reaching women voters.

Independents want reduction in nuclear power – linked to business interest corruption. 
Shahan 12. [Zach, Site Director & Publishing Services Manager at Important Media, “76% of Americans Want Clean Energy Instead of Nuclear, Natural Gas, & Coal” Clean Technica -- May 15 -- http://nuclear-news.info/2012/06/04/usa-public-opinion-wants-clean-energy-connects-nuclear-with-corrupt-politics/]
The ORC International survey, conducted for the nonprofit and nonpartisan Civil Society Institute (CSI), found that 76% of Americans (58% of Republicans, 83% of Independents, and 88% of Democrats) want to see ”a reduction in our reliance on nuclear power, natural gas and coal, and instead, launch a national initiative to boost renewable energy and energy efficiency.” (And who knows what the remaining 24% are smoking?)¶ Not only that, the public has clearly picked up on the fact that corrupt politics is a key reason we don’t have more of that. 82% of Americans (69% of Republicans, 84% of Independents, and 95% of Democrats) agree with this statement: “The time is now for a new, grassroots-driven politics to realize a renewable energy future.

They’re comparatively the most important. 
Woodruff 12. [Judy, Journalist, “Woodruff: Will Independents Return to Obama in 2012?” PBS -- February 29 -- http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2012/02/woodruff-will-independents-return-to-obama-2012.html]
There's a lot of talk thrown around in every election about the influence of independents -- voters who are registered as neither Democrat nor Republican or who swing back and forth. To listen to some pundits (even this reporter has been guilty of this), independent voters hold awesome power in close elections. This may be one election when that conventional wisdom holds up. With a stubbornly polarized atmosphere and partisans on each side fiercely holding to the candidates in their party, the role played by swing voters becomes even more significant. In recent years, independents have made up about 30 percent of the electorate. Republicans and Democrats split most of the other 70 percent, leaving a little room for minority parties. In 2008, President Obama won 52 percent of independent voters, helping propel him to the presidency. This year, there's good reason to believe those same voters who sided with Obama -- rather than the 44 percent of independents who went with Sen. John McCain -- will determine the outcome. First, it's safe to assume almost all self-described Republicans and Democrats will vote for their party's candidate. And it's almost as safe to assume that the McCain independents in 2008 will be reluctant to switch to Obama four years later. That leaves the focus on the Independents who swung to Obama four years ago. They are the subject of a paper by two policy analysts at the Third Way, a Washington, D.C.-based centrist think tank. According to Michelle Diggles and Lanae Erickson, the Obama independents of 2008 have certain qualities that may help us understand which way they'll go in 2012. Diggles and Erickson identify 10 qualities in particular but stress four. First, Obama independents are the most moderate segment of the electorate. Second, they are true swing voters in that nearly half of them did not vote for the Democratic candidate in 2004. Third, they look like the U.S. in that they include more women and are more racially diverse than McCain independents. Fourth, they are secular and attend church less often. With growing signs that independent voters may make up the highest proportion of the electorate since 1976, all eyes are on these prized citizens. But as Diggles and Erickson note: "Not all independents are the same, and the real showdown for 2012 is over who will win the Obama independents." They said that if Obama can win the majority of them, he will win re-election. But if he does no better among them than Democrats did in the 2010 congressional elections when a quarter of the Obama independents voted Republican, the story could be different. Watching how Obama appeals to this crucial voting group is one story we plan to watch throughout this exciting election.

Energy Key

Energy’s key—Romney will take the opening it gives him to hammer Obama on an unpopular policy, that’s the 1NC Liaonov evidence. Even if they have polls that Americans don’t care now, Romney’s campaign strategy will make them care

Bloc links means we still win—even if energy’s not key, particular groups hate the plan and would de-rail Obama’s re-election, that’s above


Energy key. 
Milne 12. [Brian, DTN refined fuels editor, involved in energy markets for 12+ years as analyst, journalist, and editor, “Ranking in Top 5: Panel sees Energy as Important Issue in Presidential Elections” Televent DTN -- May 18 -- http://www.imakenews.com/eletra/mod_print_view.cfm?this_id=2436084&u=dhaugh&show_issue_date=F&issue_id=000592003&lid=b11&uid=0&XXDESXXpower=F]
“Nothing galvanizes the American mind than $4.00, $4.50 [gallon] gasoline,” said the former Senator.¶ ¶ Jim Connaughton, executive vice president and senior policy advisor with Exelon and former chair of the White House Council on Environmental Quality for eight years said energy would be a major issue this November, saying it’s currently one of the top five concerns of Americans. Connaughton said both campaigns are focusing on energy, while adding the recently discovered oil and gas resources in the United States is excellent news that offers many benefits for the country.¶ ¶ Joe Stanko, partner with Hunton and Williams and former counsel to the House Energy and Commerce Committee, said he sees some backwards action regarding energy diversity while saying current energy policies are being questioned. He said too, that there won’t be any “big ticket” rules from the Environmental Protection Agency before the election, while Connaughton said the first 18 months after an election are very productive in pushing through new policy.¶ ¶ Energy is driving 1% of Gross Domestic Product growth in the U.S., with that 1% growth rate creating triple the rate of new jobs since 2009, said Kevin Book, managing director of research with Clearview Energy Partners. That outsized impact has been sparked by the country’s new resources, saying suddenly there are big changes in energy and its impact in this country but only some states, such as Montana and Pennsylvania where the resources are located, have experienced the change while other states don’t see it as much.¶ ¶ But price [for energy] matters, said Book, and that’s why energy is an issue in this election.

Energy key election issue. 
Skorobogatov 12. [Yana, intern @ StateImpact Texas – a collaboration of public radio stations focused on environmental and energy issues coordinated by NPR,“Poll: Consumers favor domestic energy production, natural gas” State Impact -- April 10 -- http://stateimpact.npr.org/texas/2012/04/10/poll-consumers-favor-domestic-energy-production-natural-gas/]
Americans will likely take their views on energy issues to the voting booth this November, according to a new national poll by The University of Texas at Austin. The survey found that 65 percent of respondents considered energy to be an important presidential issue.

The GOP will attack Obama on energy. 
Belogolova 12. [Olga, energy and environment policy reporter, “Insiders: Outreach to Oil Industry Won't Help Obama” National Journal -- May 17 -- lexis]
Insiders said that energy issues will continue to be a sticking point in this election to the very end. "Energy is one of the president's biggest vulnerabilities. From Solyndra to 'cap and tax,' the administration has pursued one energy flop after another. The president's campaign team must agree, since their first ad was a defensive spot on their energy record, and the follow-up was a campaign swing through the country's energy heartland," said another Insider. "Republicans are going to continue to pound away on the president's energy record to make sure he doesn't get away with trying to mask it."

Energy key – lobbies pushes it to the top of the public’s agenda. 
Boman 12. [Karen, staff writer, “API: Poll shows US voters link energy development, economic recovery” Rigzone E&P News -- August 14 -- http://www.rigzone.com/news/oil_gas/a/119997/API_Poll_Shows_US_Voters_Link_Energy_Development_Economic_Recovery]
The poll results are the fruit borne of API's Vote for Energy campaign, a multi-million dollar effort launched in January to encourage discussion of U.S. energy policy and issues, said API President and CEO Jack Gerard in a conference call Tuesday.¶ With 92 percent of voters polled saying that energy security and domestic oil and gas production are important issues for the November presidential election, API continues to lobby for a true all of the above energy policy with action and vision, not just lip service from the administration, Gerard said during the call.¶ The results show that voters "clearly get" the issue of how oil and gas development can impact the nation's economy, Gerard said, pointing to the expansions in U.S. industries such as steel that have been made possible by expanded exploration and production activity.¶ Now, API has taken its campaign to swing states Colorado, Virginia, Florida, North Carolina and Ohio, where both President Obama and Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney have been campaigning, to encourage discussion about the United States' energy future and the impact that oil and gas activity can have on the economy.
AT: Romney Will Flip Flop

Even if Romney supports nuclear power, he will backtrack on policy issues to beat Obama – debate proves he’ll be effective – puts him in line with voters. 
Heilemann et al 10-3. [John, journalist for New York magazine, Mike Murphy, Republican political consultant, Charlie Rose, journalist, “Analysis of Presidential Debate” The Charlie Rose Show -- lexis]
I thought that you saw, you know, to go back to the old trope, you know people mocked around the campaign when the etch-a-sketch comment was made by Eric Fehrnstrom back at the end of the primaries. But the truth is --¶ CHARLIE ROSE: He`s going to write a new script is what he said.¶ JOHN HEILEMANN: Yes and the Obama campaign thought well, that`s what they expected to happen. And that`s actually why they thought Romney was a dangerous candidate was that he would etch-a-sketch and that you know he wouldn`t be -- he would go back to being what the previous incarnation of him was which is not a hard-right, base-loving, base-enthusiasm driving candidate.¶ He would be a pragmatic moderate Massachusetts Governor. And that would be a dangerous candidate for them to have to run against. We haven`t seen that in Mitt Romney. And on a succession of issues all night tonight, that was the Mitt Romney that he was trying to portray. It`s come very late in this campaign but, it is -- and I think the Obama campaign thought well if we haven`t seen it so far there is -- we`re not going to get to see it. He`s not going to try to revive that image tonight. But that`s what he tried to do and I think it was one of the reasons President Obama was off his game.¶ The other reason and you`ll hear this a lot I think over the next 12 or 24 hours but he goes back to the Kerry-Bush example. You know incumbent presidents, they come out for this first debate -- it`s been a long time since Barack Obama has had a debate, it`s been four years. And in the last four years since he last left the stage with John McCain at that third debate in October of 2008, there is almost no one who`s argued with him.¶ NORAH O`DONNELL: Yes.¶ JOHN HEILEMANN: Under any circumstance. He has been -- he has been, he has had four years of yes men, nodding their head and agreeing with everything he says. And you get up on that stage and you`re rusty to begin with and then you have someone who is up there who is right in your face.¶ (CROSSTALK)¶ CHARLIE ROSE: You mean, nobody goes -- nobody goes into the Oval Office and says Mr. President you got it wrong.¶ JOHN HEILEMANN: You got it wrong, you are wrong about everything --¶ (CROSSTALK)¶ JOSH TYRANGIEL: Well, well if they do that --¶ (CROSSTALK)¶ MIKE MURPHY: You could -- you could feel it. You know it`s a lot easier in debate perhaps to say Mitt that`s the stupidest answer I`ve ever heard you sound like a rich idiot. It`s hard to say Mr. President you just put me to sleep with that boring lecturing answer.¶ JOHN HEILEMANN: Right.¶ MIKE MURPHY: And as an old campaign hack it read to me a very weak debate threat. So it`s interesting now to think about what their internal spasm is going to be.¶ CHARLIE ROSE: Ok.¶ MIKE MURPHY: First of all they`re going to give Biden a bayonet next week and tell him to carve, you know, Ryan up. And I`m not sure Biden will be that good at.¶ CHARLIE ROSE: Yes.¶ MIKE MURPHY: It is not his natural demeanor.¶ CHARLIE ROSE: Yes.¶ MIKE MURPHY: So we could have an overreaction Biden show.¶ CHARLIE ROSE: Yes.¶ MIKE MURPHY: And second I think, there`s one point about -- and I agree totally with what John said about, you saw what the country did, the guy who won Massachusetts tonight. They`ve been afraid in the Romney campaign to do that because they`re very sensitive, in my view --¶ (CROSSTALK)¶ CHARLIE ROSE: Yes.¶ MIKE MURPHY: -- oversensitive to the criticism from the base. I think the base is going to be silent tomorrow because they tasted losing for a week. Tonight they`re tasting winning and I think you`re going to see Republican Party get very much on board a winner now. And if that continues, Romney will be Romney, the one we saw tonight which I think is actually the most authentic Romney.¶ The Obama guys may litigate flip-flopping. But as an old rule of politics when you`re flipping toward the voters you`re doing OK. So I think they got a real opportunity now and we`ll see what the next week looks like it`s going to tell us a lot.
AT: Syria Thumper

Neg evidence is bad—just says it may be thorny, not that it will swing the election
Obama taking cautious line on Syria – no action until after the election – and the thumper is non unique – Romney is trying to use it as a weapon now – prefer issue specific uniqueness. 
Paul ‘12
(Amanda, “Turkey Gets Tough on Syria”, http://english.alarabiya.net/views/2012/10/07/242263.html)
So the situation is getting increasingly uncomfortable for U.S. President Barack Obama, who is already under pressure from his opponent, Mitt Romney, for his lack of action on Syria. Obama does not want to find himself in a situation -- particularly heading towards election day -- where he is being accused of not stepping up to support a NATO ally in trouble. The fact that Turkey has been a strong Muslim ally in the Middle East makes the situation even more delicate. Obama has been very cautious in his approach towards Syria for a number of different reasons: the forthcoming November presidential elections, and a total lack of appetite among U.S. citizens for another military adventure in the Middle East. To a certain degree this approach has annoyed Turkey’s leadership, as it gives the impression that the U.S. has been quite indifferent to its Syria problem, something that was underlined on Sept. 5 when Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan scolded Obama for his lack of policy and initiatives on Syria during an interview with CNN. The U.S. issued a strong statement condemning Syria, but as yet neither Washington nor other international actors have actually given any idea of what can be done if there is a further deterioration of the situation. Therefore I guess there is a good chance that Turkey would be left to handle the situation by itself.z


