/t: king – siting issues

concedes – federal non-military land solves 
King 11 Marcus King, Ph.D., Center for Naval Analyses Project Director and Research Analyst for the Environment and Energy TeamLaVar Huntzinger, Thoi Nguyen, March 2011, Feasibility of Nuclear Power on U.S.Military Installations, www.cna.org/sites/default/files/research/Nuclear Power on Military Installations D0023932 A5.pdf
There are liabilities to having a nuclear power plant located on a military installation. First, the military installation must find and give up all other use of a small area where the site is to be built. The site would need to be “not too near” to certain types of facilities. For example, not too near a hospital and not too near a facility that stores and handles explosives. Finding a specific site on an installation that is appropriate and suitable may be difficult. In addition, having a nuclear power plant on a military installation would almost certainly impose some restrictions on how land and airspace in the immediate vicinity of the nuclear plant could be used thereafter.
A small nuclear plant providing power to a DoD installation could be located on non-military government controlled land or on private land near the military installation. This may make site security more complicated and would probably make the approval process more challenging. This doesn't mean that siting on non-military government controlled land or private land shouldn't be considered; it means that such siting would need to be supported by clear and persuasive reasons. 

AT: training

concludes empirically denied
King 11 Marcus King, Ph.D., Center for Naval Analyses Project Director and Research Analyst for the Environment and Energy TeamLaVar Huntzinger, Thoi Nguyen, March 2011, Feasibility of Nuclear Power on U.S.Military Installations, www.cna.org/sites/default/files/research/Nuclear Power on Military Installations D0023932 A5.pdf
Another factor is whether a nuclear accident would affect critical DoD missions. It is important that DoD consider only those sites that support missions that are not so critical to national security so that if an interruption caused by a nuclear incident, or an evacuation order, would create lasting damage to national security.
It should be noted that 1963 legislation granted Southern California Edison Corporation an easement of 90 acres from the Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base to construct the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station. Our discussions have indicated that the two facilities have co-existed without significant impact on training and readiness.
At:
a/t: makujani cost
	
he’s wrong
Barton 10 Charles Barton, Masters in Philosophy from Memphis University, [ “Arjun Makhijani and the Modular Small Reactor null-hypothesis”, http://robertmayer.wordpress.com/2010/10/31/arjun-makhijani-and-the-modular-small-reactor-null-hypothesis/ October 2, 2010]
Finally, we should consider Makhijani assertions about small reactor costs. First he claims, SMR proponents claim that small size will enable mass manufacture in a factory, enabling considerable savings relative to field construction and assembly that is typical of large reactors. In other words, modular reactors will be cheaper because they will be more like assembly line cars than handmade Lamborghinis. In the case of reactors, however, several offsetting factors will tend to neutralize this advantage and make the costs per kilowatt of small reactors higher than large reactors. Makujani claims in contrast to cars or smart phones or similar widgets, the materials cost per kilowatt of a reactor goes up as the size goes down. This is because the surface area per kilowatt of capacity, which dominates materials cost, goes up as reactor size is decreased. Material costs do effect the cost of other industrial produced products including cars, and manufacturers take several approaches to that problem, including careful redesign of components to eliminate part of the expensive material, or the substitution of low cost materials for high cost materials. Makujani does not believe that this is possible, but for example it is possible to eliminate some of the cement and steel in the massive reactor containment dome by housing the reactor in an underground chamber. Thus high cost concrete and steel are replaced by low cost earth and rock, Reactors with compact cores, require less manufacturing material, and smaller housing facilities. Thus the choice of a compact core nuclear technology might offer considerable savings in materials costs. Thus the small reactor manufacturer may have several options to lower materials costs.¶ Makhijani claims that other costs might be inversely proportional to reactor size, Similarly, the cost per kilowatt of secondary containment, as well as independent systems for control, instrumentation, and emergency management, increases as size decreases. Yet as I have already noted there are things that manufacturers can do about containment costs. Control rooms are not huge parts of overall reactor costs, and there are undoubtedly things which reactor manufacturers could do to lower control room building costs. For example whole control room modules can be factory fabricated and moved to the reactor housing site where they could be house underground or in preexisting recycled structures. Similar solutions could be found for the emergency management housing issues. Finally Makhijani tells us Cost per kilowatt also increases if each reactor has dedicated and independent systems for control, instrumentation, and emergency management. Yet smaller reactors will require fewer sensors, reactor control and emergency management and with the very large number of instruments required by mass produced factory manufactured reactors, the cost of instrument manufacture and indeed whole instrument room manufacture will fall significantly. Small reactors require smaller, less costly control and emergency management systems, and the the cost benefits of serial manufacturing will affect the costs of these systems as well. Finally it should be noted that Makhijani fails to mention the clear cut cost lowering benefits of factory manufactured reactors. For example, Labor costs are significantly lowered in several ways. Factory assembly offers superior labor organization and thus the same tasks take less time in the factory. Secondly workers can live close to factory sites, thus do not require high wages to induce them into the transient lifestyle of construction workers. Thirdly, in a factory in which several reactors are being constructed at any one time, individual workers will require fewer skills. The less skilled workers will command lower wages. Taken together significant labor savings are possible through factory manufacture. Labor is by no means the only source of savings. A further source of savings would come from the serial manufacture of parts. It is well known that as the number of a part built increases, the cost of manufacturing that part falls. Thus serial production tends to lower unit costs. In addition serial production introduces cost lowering learning. As knowledge of a manufacturing process rises, awareness of cost lowering possibilities also increase. This is called the learning curve. It is reasonable to anticipate a learning curve based saving for serial produced small reactors. Thus cost savings will be available to the manufacturers of small factory built reactors. We lack cost the cost date that we need to judge the extent to which small factory manufactured reactors will lower nuclear costs. Arguments for the nuclear cost lowering benefits of economies of scale are not nearly strong as Makhijani believes them to be, while the evidence of a cost lowering effect of serial reactor manufacturer is stronger. Thus Makhijani has chosen to reject the stronger evidence while upholding the case for which the evidence appears to be so weak as to offer no support.¶ We can conclude then, that Arjun Makhijani has not established reasonable grounds in support of his assertion that Small Modular Reactors offer no solution for the cost, safety, and waste problems of nuclear power. Thus to the extent that this assertion can be viewed as a null-hypothesis to the claim that Small Modular Reactors offer an valuable attractive alternative to large conventional power plants, the hypothesis must be still be viewed as unfalsified by the available evidence. Further evidence could still change this picture, but for the moment advocates of small reactors have plausible grounds for their case.
[bookmark: _GoBack]a/t: waste

SMRs solve
Szondy 12, David, writes for charged and iQ magazine, award-winning journalist [“Feature: Small modular nuclear reactors - the future of energy?” February 16th, http://www.gizmag.com/small-modular-nuclear-reactors/20860/]
SMRs can help with proliferation, nuclear waste and fuel supply issues because, while some modular reactors are based on conventional pressurized water reactors and burn enhanced uranium, others use less conventional fuels. Some, for example, can generate power from what is now regarded as "waste", burning depleted uranium and plutonium left over from conventional reactors. Depleted uranium is basically U-238 from which the fissible U-235 has been consumed. It's also much more abundant in nature than U-235, which has the potential of providing the world with energy for thousands of years. Other reactor designs don't even use uranium. Instead, they use thorium. This fuel is also incredibly abundant, is easy to process for use as fuel and has the added bonus of being utterly useless for making weapons, so it can provide power even to areas where security concerns have been raised.

2AC Russia Oil

Climate change internally link turns the DA
C2ES 11 (Center for Climate and Energy Solutions - successor to the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, and recently named the world’s top environmental think tank, "Science FAQs," http://www.c2es.org/global-warming-basics/faq_s/glance_faq_science.cfm)
Some people argue that cold countries are likely to be climate change “winners.” For example, warmer temperatures in Russia could reduce heating fuel consumption, lengthen the agricultural growing season, and open up transportation routes and access to mineral and energy deposits in the Arctic. But these types of analyses inevitably focus on a few simplistic variables, while neglecting a plethora of more complex and likely negative impacts. Consider the many negative effects of the extreme heat wave Russia experienced in summer 2010. That single event destroyed a third of Russia’s wheat crop, prompting Russia to suspend grain exports, which caused food prices to rise globally. The heat wave killed 15,000 people and shaved $123 billion off Russia’s GDP. Results of a recent peer-reviewed scientific study “suggest that we may be on the cusp of a period in which the probability of such events increases rapidly, due primarily to the influence of projected increases in greenhouse gas concentrations.” If these events do become common in future decades, it is hard to see Russia being a climate-change winner.

Even with increased oil- Russia can’t lift itself out of econ rut
Passell 12 (Peter, the Economics Editor of Democracy Lab, is a Senior Fellow at the Milken Institute. Why Putinomics Isn't Worth Emulating http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/01/27/why_putinomics_isnt_worth_emulating?page=0,0)


Consider, too, that while the economy would be damned without the energy revenues, it is damned with them as well. The behemoth industrial complexes that stood as cathedrals to Stalinist faith are mostly shuttered. Yet Russia's productivity problems linger: little that Russia makes is competitive outside domestic markets. Now, economists happily explain that international competitiveness is largely a function of exchange rates: If rubles were cheap enough to buy with dollars or euros, the cost of production at Russian factories would be sufficiently low to make Russian products competitive in global markets. That's where the oil exports become a liability. Hefty earnings from foreign sales prevent the ruble from depreciating to the point that, say, Russian cars and farm machinery could compete with similar products made in Korea and the United States. As a result, roughly four-fifths of the country's export revenues derive from oil, gas and other natural resources. Much of the rest comes from weapons sales produced in government-owned factories at only-Putin-knows-what cost. Actually, Russian oil exports are doubly cursed. The only time the post-Soviet Kremlin has felt compelled to listen to calls for growth-enhancing economic liberalization has been when the government needs foreign loans to contain inflation and keep the financial system afloat. So oil exports at high prices effectively insulate Putin from pressure to deregulate markets at the expense of his plutocratic allies and vast bureaucratic patronage machine. Other economies (think India) have recovered from the hangover of central planning and long isolation from global markets. But Russia's economic malaise runs very deep. 


No impact to Russian economy
Blackwill, 09 – former associate dean of the Kennedy School of Government and Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy National Security Advisor for Strategic Planning (Robert, RAND, “The Geopolitical Consequences of the World Economic Recession—A Caution”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/occasional_papers/2009/RAND_OP275.pdf, WEA)

Now on to Russia. Again, five years from today. Did the global recession and Russia’s present serious economic problems substantially modify Russian foreign policy? No. (President Obama is beginning his early July visit to Moscow as this paper goes to press; nothing fundamental will result from that visit). Did it produce a serious weakening of Vladimir Putin’s power and authority in Russia? No, as recent polls in Russia make clear. Did it reduce Russian worries and capacities to oppose NATO enlargement and defense measures eastward? No. Did it affect Russia’s willingness to accept much tougher sanctions against Iran? No. Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov has said there is no evidence that Iran intends to make a nuclear weapon.25 In sum, Russian foreign policy is today on a steady, consistent path that can be characterized as follows: to resurrect Russia’s standing as a great power; to reestablish Russian primary influence over the space of the former Soviet Union; to resist Western eff orts to encroach on the space of the former Soviet Union; to revive Russia’s military might and power projection; to extend the reach of Russian diplomacy in Europe, Asia, and beyond; and to oppose American global primacy. For Moscow, these foreign policy first principles are here to stay, as they have existed in Russia for centuries. 26 None of these enduring objectives of Russian foreign policy are likely to be changed in any serious way by the economic crisis

Miller evidence is 3 years old


Nonunique – alternative energy now takes out the DA

Nuclear doesn’t displace oil
IM No date
International Mundi, “United States - electricity production from oil sources
Electricity production from oil sources (kWh),” http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united-states/electricity-production-from-oil-sources, AM*Cites the IEA
Electricity production from oil sources (% of total) in United States was 1.11 as of 2010. Its highest value over the past 50 years was 17.17 in 1977, while its lowest value was 1.11 in 2010. Definition: Sources of electricity refer to the inputs used to generate electricity. Oil refers to crude oil and petroleum products. Source: International Energy Agency (IEA Statistics © OECD/IEA, http://www.iea.org/stats/index.asp), Energy Statistics and Balances of Non-OECD Countries, Energy Statistics of OECD Countries, and Energy Balances of OECD Countries.

DoD’s even smaller
Bartis 11
James Bartis, PhD chemical physics – MIT, senior policy researcher – RAND, 2012,Promoting International Energy Security: Volume 1, Understanding Potential Air Force Roles, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/technical_reports/2012/RAND_TR1144z1.pdf
As fuel purchasers, neither the Air Force nor DoD has enough power to influence the world oil market. Their fuel purchases are simply too small. But as part of the armed forces of the United States, the Air Force plays an important and productive role in the world oil market. The armed services are the backbone of the U.S. national security policy that assures access to the energy supplies of the Persian Gulf and the stability and security of key friendly states in the region. Moreover, the U.S. Navy’s global presence assures freedom of passage in the sea- lanes that are crucial to the international trade in petroleum and natural gas.


Peak oil makes oil unsustainable
Hodge 11*Nick Hodge is editor of Energy and Capital an online journal specializing in investment analysis in the new energy economy [http://www.energyandcapital.com/articles/2015-end-of-the-oil-age/1609, July 1st 2011, “2015: End of the Oil Age”]
If you're insolent enough to seek the truth, you might just come out ahead in this mess. For years, global governments have built up a wall of deceit to shelter the public from the reality of the end of oil. And for years, scientists and institutions not beholden to shareholders or constituents have tried to sound the alarm with muted results. But several events in the past few months have proven the most powerful governments in the world have known about Peak Oil for years. They've been intentionally downplaying it. And they have no idea what to do about it... It's not alarmist to say or think the world is running out of oil. It's actually one of the most prudent things I can think of. Behind the Lies As recently as 2009, the United Kingdom's official position was that “global oil (and gas) reserves are sufficient to sustain economic growth for the foreseeable future”; also that existing policies put it “in a good position to deal with the longer-term challenge of declining oil reserves.” The government consistently cited the International Energy Agency's forecast that Peak Oil wouldn't occur until 2030, if at all. Now, after being repeatedly threatened under the Freedom of Information Act, the release of a years-old report shows the UK government has known about imminent Peak Oil and its consequences. We now know the Labour Government spent six months evaluating the likely impacts of Peak Oil back in 2007. (You can see that research in a PowerPoint recently released by the government.) As a result of that research, the government was warned of “significant negative economic consequences”, should Peak Oil occur in the short term. The report also noted it was impossible to forecast the exact moment when supply would peak — but there would be global consequences, including “civil unrest”, when it did. In a worst-case scenario, the peak would happen before 2015. The report's conclusion stated it is “clear” that: Existing fields are maturing; The rate of investment in new and existing production is being slowed down by bottlenecks, the economic downturn, and financial crisis; and Alternative technologies to oil will take a long time to develop and deploy at scale. Again, the UK government has had this report for years and has been denying its conclusions the entire time.Coming to Jesus Remember, UK officials were only echoing the International Energy Agency in saying Peak Oil could never happen before 2030. That would be fine — except for the fact the IEA changed its stance in late 2008. After conducting the first comprehensive study of the annual decline in output from the world's 800 largest oil fields, the IEA mentioned the word “peak” for the first time in its World Energy Outlook. It also raised the annual decline rate from 3.7% to 6.7% — almost double the previous rate at which it said oil fields were depleting. After that report was published, IEA Chief Economist Fatih Birol had this to say: In terms of non-OPEC, we are expecting that in three, four years' time the production of conventional oil will come to a plateau, and start to decline... In terms of the global picture, assuming that OPEC will invest in a timely manner, global conventional oil can still continue, but we still expect that it will come around 2020 to a plateau as well... I think time is not on our side here.He must've been lying then, too — or at least severely distorting the truth. Because ol' Fatih dropped another bombshell two months ago during a television interview: When we look at the oil markets the news is not very bright. We think that the crude oil production has already peaked in 2006.The existing fields are declining sharply in North sea, in United States, in Gulf of Mexico. Just to stay where we are today we have to find four new Saudi Arabia's, this is a tall order. (transcript here)Yep. In late April, the head of the IEA said crude oil production peaked five years ago. No big deal — not newsworthy or anything. He said it on a Thursday and we killed bin Laden two days later, so the clip conveniently didn't make it into the news cycle... But you know it now. And you can use this truth for personal gain while the herd continues to obliviously graze. Spreading the Word So the IEA and the UK government are now out of the closet when it comes to Peak Oil. Anyone else want to step up and admit Peak Oil is real, and will happen sooner rather than later? I promise, the punishment will be less harsh if you confess now. There are a few brave souls... The UK Industry Taskforce on Peak Oil and Energy Security — composed of Yahoo!, Virgin, and others — warned in a report last year that serious oil shortages could occur by 2015. The U.S. military has warned surplus oil capacity could disappear within two years with serious shortages by 2015. Sweden (and Uppsala University physics professor Kjell Aleklett, in particular) still isn't satisfied with the IEA's partial admission of the peak. The Swedish Energy Agency funded its own Peak Oil research. After what he found, Aleklett calls the IEA's World Energy Outlook a “political document” meant only to aid geopolitics for oil-consuming countries with a vested interest in low prices. (He meant the United States, if you didn't discern that bit on your own.) According to Aleklett and his team, oil output in 2030 is likely to be closer to 75 million barrels per day instead of the IEA's more optimistic forecast of 105 mbd.

2AC CMR

Not something the squo solves- their parthemore evidence indicates we need to consult local communities- the military doesn’t care

Military use of nuclear power flips public opinion.
Scott B. Clifton ‘07, Lieutenant Colonel – Marines (http://www.mca-marines.org/gazette/atomic-bases-nuclear-power-dod)
The visceral opposition to nuclear power is very similar to the opposition to any renewable energy source—not in my backyard (NIMBY). Americans are in favor of renewable energy as long as it doesn’t affect their daily lives or change the local aesthetics near their homes. Solar panels and wind farms are wonderful ideas as long as they are installed somewhere else. It is possible that by offering up DoD installations, the NIMBY argument would be marginalized as the installation would be the “somewhere else,” and for those Americans who believe DoD installations are already intrusive on local aesthetics, they might think this is a fine place to construct a nuclear reactor. The NIMBY argument would be offset through a thorough explanation of the steps that would be taken to ensure the safety of the local populace as well as clearly define the positive economic impacts to the local community through increased job opportunities as well as reducing electrical costs for the local area. Regardless of the location, as long the NIMBY mentality prevails, no progress will be made in the realm of renewable energy.

SMRs solve air quality
Whitman 12, Christine, former administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency and former New Jersey governor “Industry has power to change,” July 29th, http://www.columbiatribune.com/news/2012/jul/29/industry-has-power-to-change/
SMRs can help states more easily increase their use of reliable energy options that do not produce greenhouse gases or air pollution, reducing their carbon footprint and improving air quality. In Missouri, which uses nuclear energy to meet 10 percent of its electricity needs, increasing the use of carbon-free energy would result in cleaner air.

That’s key
SERDP 8, “Fugitive Dust,” February 19th-21st, http://www.serdp.org/Featured-Initiatives/Range-Sustainment/Fugitive-Dust
DoD faces tremendous pressure to continue training and testing while managing community relations and air quality compliance issues. DoD conducts military training and testing activities on approximately 30 million acres of land. These lands may be far removed from other human inhabitants or may be located in close proximity to populated areas. Development pressure continues in close proximity to many DoD installations, raising the potential risk of exposing more and more people to the environmental effects of military activities. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) regulate dust or particulate matter. It is expected that dust emissions from military installations can be subject to additional attention and restrictions to bring nonattainment areas into compliance. DoD installations also may be subject to restrictions associated with the Regional Haze Rule as it applies to visibility degradation.

CMR tension inevitable and no impact
Peabody 1 – Lieutenant Colonel in the U.S. Army, 4-10-1 (John, “The ‘Crisis’ in American Civil Military Relations: A Search for Balance Between Military Professionals & Civilian Leaders,” USAWC Strategy Research Project, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA390551&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

While the alarmists are incorrect in important aspects regarding the tradition of civil-military relations, their concerns have had the positive benefit of starting a serious debate and deeper examination over the nature and current condition of American dvil-milrtary relations. Fortunately, this debate has sparked a deeper examination of American civil-military history and tradition that illuminates a more balanced judgment of their current status, and helps guide us in outlining some considerations for what characterizes truly appropriate civil-military relations. Even some of the alarmists have suggested the need for "restoring the tradition of loyal dissent,*7* yet the general tone the alarmists sounded is inaccurate, as the TISS Study indicates: "Beyond [normal] tensions and conflicts, we see no real signs of crisis, no indicators of loss of effective civilian control nor of undue influence by military leaders in decisions properly the domain of elected or appointed political leaders."*0 Indeed. Don Snider makes a key point that signs of discord indicate there is a stark, but potentially healthy tension between the two imperatives and the character and ethos of their respective cultures ... between freedom and individualism ... and the corporate nature of the military that demand sacrifice ... to the higher good of the mission. ...Not all observed gaps are dangerous; at the same time, not all convergences between the two cultures are functional and thus desirable."1 Whatever the origins of and solutions to the current schisms, it is important to understand that they represent the necessary and inevitable tension in the fundamentally contradictory nature of civil-military relations in a democratic society. Furthermore, these problems are neither unique to the dawning twenty-first century, nor do they portend gloomy civil-military relations in the future, as some of the alarmists depict. Reduced civilian defense expertise and the increased insertion of military officers into the national security bureaucracy to deal with policy issues has expanded the limits of military participation in policy-making far beyond the mythical notion of the alarmists.



wind triggers the link
Salkin 9. [Patricia, Raymond and Ella Smith Distinguished Professor of Law, Associate Dean, Director, Govt Law Center @ Albany Law, “Cooperative Federalism and Wind: A New Framework for Achieving Sustainability” Legal Studies Research Paper Series -- Hofstra Law Review -- Volume 37]
With strong support at both the national and state levels, wind energy seems poised to continue its rapid growth. Yet, proposed wind energy projects sometimes falter at the local level, where land use decisions are typically made.12 In opposing wind energy projects, local residents raise a host of concerns involving aesthetics, noise, safety and impacts on surrounding property values, wildlife and the environment.13 Indeed, the intensity of local opposition has prompted one prominent energy siting consultant to remark that ―wind energy is fast becoming¶ ̳the mother of all NIMBY wars.‘‖14 NIMBY, an acronym for Not In My Backyard, is a term used to describe the reaction of local homeowners who object to further development within their community,15 fearing that such development might reduce the market value of their homes or change the character of the community.16

Solar triggers the link
Harb 11, Ryan, Ecological designer, educator, & Chief Sustainability Coordinator for UMass Amherst Auxiliary Enterprises.  “Solar panels becoming the new NIMBY... permaculture gardens becoming NIFTY!” December 3rd, http://www.ryanharb.com/1/post/2011/12/solar-panels-becoming-the-new-nimby-permaculture-gardens-becoming-nifty.html
The other day I sat in a meeting with a whole team of environmental specialists at UMass Amherst from a variety of backgrounds and disciplines and the subject of solar panels came up. Many agreed that solar panels have become the new NIMBY, a popular acronym ("Not In My Back Yard") often used to describe opposition by a group of residents who reject a proposal for a new development being constructed close to them. A lot of people like the idea of harvesting the sun's energy that hits our planet each day, but simply don't want them on their property or in a neighboring field. Another acronym you might run into is BANANA ("Build Absolutely Nothing Anywhere Near Anything (or Anyone)") which means people are against building something altogether (such as no nuclear power plants anywhere, no more new housing developments in a city, etc.)  

2AC Elections
Both candidates have same Iran policy 
Aaron David Miller 12, scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center, “Barack O'Romney”, May 23, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/05/23/barack_oromney
It's not only on these core assumptions that the candidates share a broad agreement. These principles translate into specific policies where it would be tough to tell the difference between a Romney and an Obama presidency: Iran: Sorry, I just don't see any significant difference between the way Obama is handling Iran's nuclear program and the way Romney might as president. And that's because there's seems to be an inexorable arc to the Iranian nuclear problem. If by 2013 sanctions and negotiations don't produce a sustainable deal and Iran continues its quest for a nuclear weapon, one of two things is going to happen: Israel is likely to strike, or we will. If it's the former, both Obama and Romney would be there to defend the Israelis and manage the mess that would follow. Both would be prepared to intercede on Israel's behalf if and when it came to that. As for a U.S. strike, it's becoming a bipartisan article of faith that the United States will not permit Iran to acquire a nuclear weapon. And both men are prepared to use military strikes against Iran's nuclear sites as a last resort, even if it only means a delay (and that's what it would mean) in Iran's quest for nukes.

No strikes – negotiations now
Slavin, 3/23/12
[Barbara,  Senior Fellow at the Atlantic Council, Washington, D.C, “ Iran, Israel and U.S. moves from war rhetoric back to diplomacy,” http://womennewsnetwork.net/2012/03/23/iran-israel-us-war-rhetoric/]
 After months of sabre-rattling rhetoric by Iran, Israel and the United States, there seems to be a collective, and welcome, time out. Since President Barack Obama’s 4 March speech to the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), all sides have been stressing non-military means to try to resolve the crisis over Iran’s nuclear program. While asserting that he is determined to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons, Obama spent much of his AIPAC address decrying what he called “loose talk” of war. He spoke eloquently of the costs of military conflict for a nation that has fought two wars in the last decade. His message to visiting Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu was clear: I am not going to start another war and you are not going to drag me into one. Netanyahu, for his part, appeared to bow to several realities. A savvy politician, he is recalculating the odds that Obama will be re-elected for another four-year term. The Israeli leader also knows that most of Israel’s defense and intelligence establishment – as well as a majority of the Israeli people – oppose a unilateral strike on Iran that could spark massive retaliation without significantly setting back the Iranian nuclear program. Former Mossad chief Meir Dagan has called such a strike “stupid”. Obama argues that economic sanctions are having a major impact on the Iranian economy and should be given more time to work. Evidence bears this out. U.S. banking sanctions and the threat of a European oil embargo have reduced the value of Iran’s currency by half, increased inflation and unemployment and depressed oil production. The International Energy Agency reported last week that Iran is pumping only 3.3 million barrels a day – down from 3.8 million barrels last year – and Iran’s oil exports may drop by as much as 50 per cent this summer. While denying that sanctions are a factor, Iranian leaders have agreed to come back to negotiations with the so-called P5+1 – the five permanent members of the UN Security Council plus Germany. Talks – the first since January 2011 – are expected to take place after the Iranian New Year holiday. In advance, the Islamic Republic has been conducting a charm offensive. Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei on 8 March reaffirmed a 1995 fatwa that building nuclear weapons would be a “great sin”. He also praised Obama for criticising war talk. “Such remarks are good and indicate a step out of delusions”, Khamenei said. On 15 March, Mohammad Javad Larijani, a U.S.-educated physicist and adviser to Khamenei, told CNN’s Christiane Amanpour that Iran would provide “full transparency” for its nuclear program in return for acceptance of Iran’s right to peaceful nuclear energy under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Larijani also denied that Iran had any intention of attacking Israel, saying that Iran would defend itself against aggression but would not strike another country first. The Iranians have signaled their interest in dialogue with the United States in other ways. On 5 March, Iran’s Supreme Court ordered a retrial for an Iranian American former U.S. Marine who had been sentenced to death as a CIA spy. On 13 March, the U.S. deported back to Iran an Iranian arms dealer arrested in 2007 in a sting operation in the Republic of Georgia. Taken together, these steps improve the atmosphere for negotiations. However, it remains unclear whether the Obama administration and its partners will put forward proposals that could provide Iran a face-saving way to reduce tensions. 

Romney will win – lead with independents. 
Symon 10-29. [Mary Ellen, Irish Daily Mail columnist, "Mitt Romney might win this election" Daily Mail Online -- synonblog.dailymail.co.uk/2012/10/mitt-romney-might-win-this-election.html]
Time to get used to the idea: Mitt Romney might win this election. As of yesterday, the Real Clear Politics average of ten national opinion polls showed Mr Romney ahead of Mr Obama by one point.¶ Significantly, the famously accurate Rasmussen Reports poll had Mr Romney at plus 4 points, and Gallup had him up by 5 points. Some mainstream media polls showed different figures. NBC News/Wall Street Journal showed a tie, while, the Washington Times/JZ Analytics had Mr Obama up by 3 points. The poll from my old employers at CBS News had Mr Obama up by 2 points.¶ So the election will be tight, but Mr Romney could do it. After tens of millions of Americans saw the real Barack Obama in the three televised debates – with no teleprompter to feed him a prepared speech, and as the veteran political writer Peggy Noonan said, being ‘petulant, put upon, and above it all, full of himself’ -- and didn’t like what they saw, the momentum moved to the Republican, and has stayed there.¶ More importantly, the big momentum to Mr Romney is among independent voters.¶ According to the Weekly Standard, a leading neo-con magazine, Mr Romney’s ‘strong and sustained lead among independent voters’ is a problem for the president: ‘Despite four years of boasting from the Democrats that they were in the process of transforming the electorate, the fact remains that voters unaffiliated with either party determine the outcome of national elections.'¶ 'And with these voters, Romney has a substantial lead. The most recent Rasmussen Reports poll shows Romney besting Obama by 13 points, 52 percent to 39 percent, among unaffiliated voters. Since 1972, the fist year of exit polling, no candidate for president has won election while losing independents by such a wide margin.’¶ Enough momentum among independents in a few key states and Mitt Romney will be in.


default aff – polling bias
Barnes 9-18. [Fred, executive editor of the Weekly Standard, "Weekly Standard: Why Obama's Ahead" NPR -- www.npr.org/2012/09/18/161340205/weekly-standard-why-obamas-ahead]
— Polls. Polls often make Obama look more popular than he is. In some cases, pollsters use a sample of voters more appropriate for 2008 than 2012. "I do believe pollsters are being cautious about turnout models," a conservative pollster said. "They are skewing towards a 2008 turnout model rather than something normal, which helps Obama's numbers. I also think there are just a slight number of folks who say they are voting Obama, but really not. Maybe one or two percent."¶ One practice that aids Obama and Democrats is heavy reliance on cell phone interviews, a pollster told me. "If they're getting 30 percent of their responses from cell phone interviews," as some pollsters do, that "may skew their responses to a more D-leaning audience." This pollster does 20 percent cell phone interviews and last week had Romney leading Obama, 48-to-47 percent.

Nuclear incentives now
Barber 9/24
(Wayne, “Southern realizes ‘world is watching’ new Vogtle construction”, Energy Biz, http://www.energybiz.com/article/12/09/southern-realizes-world-watching-new-vogtle-construction?quicktabs_11=1)
Nuclear advocates have pointed to small modular reactors (SMRs) as an option that could potentially enable utilities to incrementally add atomic power in far less than 1,000-MW chunks, which typically require multi-billion-dollar investments. Ostendorff said he would not be surprised to see one or more SMRs operating domestically by the end of the decade. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) could announce financial incentive awards for a couple of SMRs this fall and the NRC expects to receive its first mini-reactor applications in 2013, Ostendorff said.

It’s too late to impact the election. 
Melber 10-26. [Ari, correspondent, 'Why Election Day no longer matters" Reuters -- blogs.reuters.com/great-debate/2012/10/26/why-election-day-no-longer-matters/]
There is no Election Day in America anymore. By failing to understand this fact, much of today’s political chatter is based on an obsolete view of the presidential race. Until recently, of course, elections did occur on a single day. Nine out of 10 people cast their votes on the first Tuesday in November 2000. Now, one out of three Americans vote early, with even higher turnout in the decisive swing states. In 2008, a majority of citizens voted early in 10 states. Those trends continue today. This is a fairly sudden and radical shift in how we pick our president. Early voting shortens the race, locking in voter preferences long before big events, like the debates, are even finished. It also reduces the effects of late-breaking developments, from last-ditch October Surprises to unpredictable incidents, such as the video that Osama bin Laden released days before the 2004 election.¶ This dynamic inverts one iron law of campaigns – that nothing is more important than how a candidate closes. In many states, the candidates can now build a commanding lead long before the end of the race. In Ohio, early voting is cementing a lead that President Barack Obama built weeks ago, before the race began to tighten. If Republican nominee Mitt Romney loses, his biggest regret may be failing to push for summer debates. 

Normal means is the plan happens after the election
The Hill 10-1-12. thehill.com/homenews/campaign/259379-what-will-be-this-years-october-surprise
But with both chambers of Congress on recess until after the election, there's little chance of the Republicans holding hearings to embarrass Obama – on Benghazi or any other issue. And so far, the tragedy has done nothing to dent the president's approval rating. In fact, Obama has widened his lead over Romney since the attack, notably in several key battleground states.

Silver’s long term polls aren’t accurate
Dickinson ‘10 – Professor of Political Science Matthew, professor of political science at Middlebury College and taught previously at Harvard University where he worked under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt. “Nate Silver Is Not A Political Scientist”. November 1, 2010
I’ve made this point before, most recently during the 2008 presidential campaign when Silver’s forecast model, with its rapidly changing “win” probabilities, made it appear as if voters were altering their preferences on a weekly basis. This was nonsense, of course, which is why the political science forecast models issued around Labor Day proved generally accurate. But in light of Silver’s column yesterday, it bears repeating: he’s not a political scientist. He’s an economist by training, but he’s really a weathercaster when it comes to predicting political outcomes. That is, he’s very adept at doing the equivalent of climbing to the top of Mt. Worth (a local skiing area for those not familiar with God’s Green Mountains), looking west toward Lake Champlain to see what the prevailing winds are carrying toward us, and issuing a weather bulletin for tomorrow. Mind you, this isn’t necessarily a knock on Silver’s work – he’s a damn good weathercaster. In 2008, his day—before election estimate came pretty close to nailing the Electoral College vote. More generally, at his best, he digs up intriguing data or uncovers interesting political patterns. At the same time, however, when it comes to his forecast models, he’s susceptible to the “Look Ma! No Hands!” approach in which he suggests the more numerous the variables in his model, the more effective it must be. In truth, as Sam Wang demonstrated in 2008, when his much simpler forecast model proved more accurate than Silver’s, parsimony can be a virtue when it comes to predictions. Why do I bring this up now? Because, in the face of conflicting data, weathercasters can become unstrung if they are used to simply reporting the weather without possessing much of a grasp of basic meteorology. In yesterday’s column which the more cynical among us (who, moi?) might interpret as a classic CYA move, Silver raises a number of reasons why current forecasts (read: his!) might prove hopelessly wrong. Now, I applaud all efforts to specify the confidence interval surrounding a forecast. But the lack of logic underling Silver’s presentation reveals just how little theory goes into his predictions. For instance, he suggests the incumbent rule – which he has spent two years debunking – might actually come into play tomorrow. (The incumbent rule says, in effect, that in close races, almost all undecideds break for the challenger). Silver has provided data suggesting this rule didn’t apply in 2006 or 2008. You would think, therefore, that he doesn’t believe in the incumbent rule. Not so! He writes, “So, to cite the incumbent rule as a point of fact as wrong. As a theory, however — particularly one that applies to this election and not necessarily to others — perhaps it will turn out to have some legs.” Excuse me? Why, if there’s no factual basis for the incumbent rule, will it turn out to apply in this election? The rest of the column rests on equally sketchy reasoning. Silver concludes by writing, “What we know, however, is that polls can sometimes miss pretty badly in either direction. Often, this is attributed to voters having made up (or changed) their minds at the last minute — but it’s more likely that the polls were wrong all along. These are some reasons they could be wrong in a way that underestimates how well Republicans will do. There are also, of course, a lot of reasons they could be underestimating Democrats; we’ll cover these in a separate piece.” Let me get this straight: it’s possible the polls are underestimating the Republican support. Or, they might be underestimating Democrats’ support. I think this means if his forecast model proves incorrect, it’s because the polls “were wrong all along”. Really? Might it instead have something to do with his model? Come on Silver – man up! As it is, you already take the easy way out by issuing a forecast a day before the election, in contrast to the political scientists who put their reputations on the line by Labor Day. Do you believe in your model or not? The bottom line: if you want to know tomorrow’s weather, a weathercaster is good enough. If you want to know what causes the weather, you might want to look elsewhere.

intrinsicness

no link – GoP won’t politicize the plan
Davenport ’12 (Coral Davenport is the energy and environment correspondent for National Journal. Prior to joining National Journal in 2010, Davenport covered energy and environment for Politico, and before that, for Congressional Quarterly, “Pentagon's Clean-Energy Initiatives Could Help Troops—and President Obama”, http://www.nationaljournal.com/pentagon-s-clean-energy-initiatives-could-help-troops-and-president-obama-20120411?mrefid=site_search, April 11, 2012, LEQ)
The Pentagon plans to roll out a new slate of clean- and renewable-energy initiatives on Wednesday as part of its long-term “Operational Energy Strategy” aimed at reducing the military’s dependence on fossil fuels while increasing its front-line fighting power. The moves are in keeping with a sustained push by the military in recent years to cut its dependence on oil, which costs the Pentagon up to $20 billion annually and has led to the deaths of thousands of troops and contractors, killed while guarding fuel convoys in Iraq and Afghanistan. Some renewable-energy projects at the Defense Department are already paying big dividends. Pentagon efforts to research and deploy products like hybrid batteries for tanks have enabled combat vehicles to travel farther without refueling, while advances in portable solar generation have allowed troops on the front lines in Afghanistan to power housing and electronic facilities without requiring fuel convoys to make dangerous drives through hostile territory to deliver the diesel required for traditional generators. It doesn’t hurt that the initiatives also tie in politically with President Obama’s unwavering support for clean energy on the campaign trail—even as Republicans continue to attack him almost daily on energy issues. GOP and conservative “super PACs” have no problem hitting Obama for his support of renewable-energy programs in the wake of the bankruptcy of Solyndra, the solar panel company that cost the federal government $535 million in loan guarantees from the economic stimulus law. But politically, it’s a lot harder for traditionally hawkish Republicans to criticize the Pentagon’s embrace of renewable power, which Defense officials have repeatedly made clear is not being done in the interest of an environmental agenda, but rather to increase security and fighting capability on the front lines. Defense officials have also emphasized that much of the funding for the Pentagon’s renewable-energy initiatives won’t come from taxpayer dollars. On Tuesday, a Defense official said that the construction of renewable-electricity plants for Army and Air Force bases–which the official said could cost up to $7 billion—will be privately financed.

Energy not key to voters
Farnam, 12 -- Washington Post politics and business reporter (T.W. "Energy issue gets jolt of ads," Washington Post, 6-29-12, l/n, accessed 8-27-12, mss)
Energy issues don't spark much excitement among voters, ranking below health care, education and the federal budget deficit - not to mention jobs and the economy. And yet those same voters are being flooded this year with campaign ads about energy policy. Particularly in presidential swing states, the airwaves are laden with messages boosting oil drilling and natural gas and hammering President Obama for his support of green energy. The Cleveland area alone has seen $2.7 million worth of energy-related ads. The disconnect between what voters say they care about and what they're seeing on TV lies in the money behind the ads, much of it coming from oil and gas interests. Those funders get the double benefit of attacking Obama at the same time they are promoting their industry. Democrats also have spent millions on the subject, defending the president's record and linking Republican candidate Mitt Romney to Big Oil. Overall, more than $41 million, about one in four of the dollars spent on broadcast advertising in the presidential campaign, has gone to ads mentioning energy, more than a host of other subjects and just as much as health care, according to ad-tracking firm Kantar Media/Cmag. Much to gain or lose In a campaign focused heavily on jobs and the economy, all of this focus on energy seems a bit off topic. But the stakes are high for energy producers and environmentalists, who are squared off over how much the government should regulate the industry. And attention has been heightened by a recent boom in production using new technologies such as fracking and horizontal drilling, as well as a spike in gas prices this spring just as the general-election campaign got underway. When asked whether energy is important, more than half of voters say yes, according to recent polls. But asked to rank their top issues, fewer than 1 percent mention energy.

No link – if immigration, health care, and the embassy attacks don’t swing the election the plan wont 

Nuclear power popular
Brown ’12 (Dave Brown — Exclusive to Uranium Investing News, “United States Still Favors Nuclear Power”, http://uraniuminvestingnews.com/11008/united-states-still-favors-nuclear-power.html, March 28, 2012, LEQ)
According to the results of Gallup’s annual Environment survey, conducted earlier this month, the majority of Americans continue to favor nuclear energy as a source of electricity for the United States. The survey indicated that 57 percent of participants were in favor of nuclear power this year, the same amount as in 1994, the first year for the survey. This year’s results also demonstrate an equal level of support among participants as last year, just prior to the Japanese earthquake and tsunami. Support for the nuclear industry as measured by the survey has ranged from a low of 46 percent in 2001 to a high of 62 percent in 2010. These results are of significance to investors as the US is the largest consumer of uranium in the world, with 104 operational nuclear reactors. Continued public support and confidence from the country should guide future political decisions and foster economic interest in domestic and international uranium resources as well as in nuclear industry stakeholders.

econ outweighs the plan
Pew 12. [Pew Research Center, “GOP Holds early turnout edge, but little enthusiasm for Romney” June 21 -- http://www.people-press.org/2012/06/21/section-2-assessing-obama-and-romneys-support/]
Economy Dominates Voter Concerns¶ Economic conditions are at the forefront of most voters’ concerns. When asked to name the issue they would most like to hear the candidates talk about, 56% mention one of three economic topics: the economy broadly (42%), the job situation (13%) or the budget deficit (4%). Health care is the only other issue garnering more than one-in-ten mentions (18%).¶ A separate close-ended question echoes these economic concerns. When offered six choices, a plurality of voters (35%) say that jobs will be the top issue in deciding their vote for president this year, followed by the budget deficit (23%) and health care (19%). Another 11% say Social Security will matter most to them, with relatively few citing immigration (5%) or gay marriage (4%) as the most important issue affecting their vote.¶ Jobs top the list for both certain Obama supporters (37%) and swing voters (38%), while certain Romney supporters are about equally likely to say jobs (30%) as to say the budget deficit (33%). Health care is more frequently named by certain Obama voters (26%) than either certain Romney (14%) or swing voters (15%).

Winners win
Halloran 10, Liz Halloran is a Washington correspondent for NPR “For Obama, What A Difference A Week Made,” NPR April 6
Amazing what a win in a major legislative battle will do for a president's spirit. (Turmoil over spending and leadership at the Republican National Committee over the past week, and the release Tuesday of a major new and largely sympathetic book about the president by New Yorker editor David Remnick, also haven't hurt White House efforts to drive its own, new narrative.) Though the president's national job approval ratings failed to get a boost by the passage of the health care overhaul — his numbers have remained steady this year at just under 50 percent — he has earned grudging respect even from those who don't agree with his policies. "He's achieved something that virtually everyone in Washington thought he couldn't," says Henry Olsen, vice president and director of the business-oriented American Enterprise Institute's National Research Initiative. "And that's given him confidence." The protracted health care battle looks to have taught the White House something about power, says presidential historian Gil Troy — a lesson that will inform Obama's pursuit of his initiatives going forward. "I think that Obama realizes that presidential power is a muscle, and the more you exercise it, the stronger it gets," Troy says. "He exercised that power and had a success with health care passage, and now he wants to make sure people realize it's not just a blip on the map." The White House now has an opportunity, he says, to change the narrative that had been looming — that the Democrats would lose big in the fall midterm elections, and that Obama was looking more like one-term President Jimmy Carter than two-termer Ronald Reagan, who also managed a difficult first-term legislative win and survived his party's bad showing in the midterms. Approval Ratings Obama is exuding confidence since the health care bill passed, but his approval ratings as of April 1 remain unchanged from the beginning of the year, according to Pollster.com. What's more, just as many people disapprove of Obama's health care policy now as did so at the beginning of the year. According to the most recent numbers: Forty-eight percent of all Americans approve of Obama, and 47 disapprove. Fifty-two percent disapprove of Obama's health care policy, compared with 43 percent who approve. Stepping Back From A Precipice Those watching the re-emergent president in recent days say it's difficult to imagine that it was only weeks ago that Obama's domestic agenda had been given last rites, and pundits were preparing their pieces on a failed presidency. Obama himself had framed the health care debate as a referendum on his presidency. A loss would have "ruined the rest of his presidential term," says Darrell West, director of governance studies at the liberal-leaning Brookings Institution. "It would have made it difficult to address other issues and emboldened his critics to claim he was a failed president." The conventional wisdom in Washington after the Democrats lost their supermajority in the U.S. Senate when Republican Scott Brown won the Massachusetts seat long held by the late Sen. Edward Kennedy was that Obama would scale back his health care ambitions to get something passed. "I thought he was going to do what most presidents would have done — take two-thirds of a loaf and declare victory," says the AEI's Olsen. "But he doubled down and made it a vote of confidence on his presidency, parliamentary-style." "You've got to be impressed with an achievement like that," Olsen says. But Olsen is among those who argue that, long-term, Obama and his party would have been better served politically by an incremental approach to reworking the nation's health care system, something that may have been more palatable to independent voters Democrats will need in the fall. "He would have been able to show he was listening more, that he heard their concerns about the size and scope of this," Olsen says. Muscling out a win on a sweeping health care package may have invigorated the president and provided evidence of leadership, but, his critics say, it remains to be seen whether Obama and his party can reverse what the polls now suggest is a losing issue for them. Golden Boy Tested One of the questions that has trailed Obama is how he would deal with criticism and the prospect of failure, says Troy, a McGill University history professor and visiting scholar affiliated with the bipartisan Policy Center in Washington. "He is one of those golden boys who never failed in his life, and people like that are often not used to criticism and failure," Troy says. Obama and his campaign were temporarily knocked for a loop early in the 2008 presidential campaign by then-GOP vice presidential candidate Sarah Palin's "zingers," Troy says, "and Obama was thrown off balance again by the loss of the Massachusetts Senate seat." The arc of the health care debate reminded observers that Obama is not just a product of Harvard, but also of tough Chicago politics, Troy says. "You don't travel as far and as fast as Barack Obama without having a spine of steel," he says. "He has an ability to regenerate, to come back, and knows that there is no such thing as a dirty win: a win is a win" — even if it infuriates the progressive wing of the president's party, which wanted far more sweeping changes to the nation's health care system. GOP Stumbles Obama's new mojo has been abetted, in a way, by high-profile troubles at the Republican National Committee. RNC Chairman Michael Steele has been under fire over the past week for his spending on private jets and limousines, and a staffer resigned after submitting to the committee a nearly $2,000 tab for a visit by young party members to a risque Los Angeles nightclub. The disarray intensified Monday with the resignation of the committee's chief of staff, and growing anger among top GOP strategists and fundraisers. "Steele has kept Republicans off-message," says West, of Brookings. "Every story about RNC spending is one less story about their views on health care at a time when news coverage has shifted in a more favorable direction." The distraction continued Monday when detractors accused Steele of playing the race card after he told ABC News that as an African American, he, like Obama, is being held to a higher standard. White House Spokesman Robert Gibbs, when asked about Steele's assertion, said the RNC chairman's problem "isn't the race card, it's the credit card." The controversy, Olsen says, hasn't been good for the Republicans' preparations for elections in terms of money and organization. But he doesn't view it as "a voter issue." How Win Translates When Reagan won his tough legislative battle in the early 1980s, it was over tax cuts, something voters saw as directly related to the then-dismal economy. Obama has long made a case for health care reform as a big piece of economic reform, but it's a difficult argument to make to voters, Olsen says, particularly when many of the health care law's major provisions don't go into effect for another four years. But observers like Troy say they believe that though initially unrelated, a boost in employment among Americans would encourage voters to look more favorably on the health care overhauls. "The perceived success of health care legislation rides on job creation," Troy says. Economists have recently declared the nation's recession, which began in 2007, over. But the unemployment rate has remained stubbornly at just under 10 percent. "I think he understands he's in a crucial period of his presidency," Olsen says. "He's taken a lot of risks, and there's not immediate rewards." Obama faces continuing tests on other big domestic issues, including Wall Street reform, the economy and climate change, as well as myriad foreign policy challenges ranging from testy relations with Israel and uncertainties about Iran's nuclear capabilities, to wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Late last month, the administration and Russia agreed to a new nuclear arms treaty that is expected to be signed Thursday in advance of an international summit in Washington. The world is waiting, Troy says, to see how the president's renewed confidence plays out on the international stage. But the newly invigorated president continues to encourage voters to wait and see what his efforts produce.

Romney can’t turn this into a win—he’s already come out in support of nuclear
Wood 9/13/12
Elisa, energy columnist for AOL, “What Obama and Romney Don't Say About Energy,” http://energy.aol.com/2012/09/13/what-obama-and-romney-dont-say-about-energy/, AM
Fossil fuels and renewable energy have become touchy topics in this election, with challenger Mitt Romney painting President Barack Obama as too hard on the first and too fanciful about the second – and Obama saying Romney is out of touch with energy's future. But two other significant resources, nuclear power and energy efficiency, are evoking scant debate. What gives? Nuclear energy supplies about 20 percent of US electricity, and just 18 months ago dominated the news because of Japan's Fukushima Daiichi disaster – yet neither candidate has said much about it so far on the campaign trail. Romney mentioned nuclear power only seven times in his recently released white paper, while he brought up oil 150 times. Even wind power did better with 10 mentions. He pushes for less regulatory obstruction of new nuclear plants, but says the same about other forms of energy. Obama's campaign website highlights the grants made by his administration to 70 universities for research into nuclear reactor design and safety. But while it is easy to find his ideas on wind, solar, coal, natural gas and oil, it takes a few more clicks to get to nuclear energy. The Nuclear Energy Institute declined to discuss the candidates' positions pre-election. However, NEI's summer newsletter said that both "Obama and Romney support the use of nuclear energy and the development of new reactors."

2AC SK Exports
No impact- South Korea econ resilient
RTT News, 12
("Moody's Upgrades South Korea's Rating On Strong Economic Resilience," 8-27-12, www.rttnews.com/1954186/moody-s-upgrades-south-korea-s-rating-on-strong-economic-resilience.aspx, accessed 11-4-12, mss)

Moody's Investors Service on Monday upgraded South Korea's credit rating, citing a high degree of economic resilience and strong fiscal fundamentals. The rating agency said it is lifting the Republic of Korea's government bond rating to Aa3 from A1, with a 'stable' outlook. Moody's said South Korea's government finance metrics are very well placed among all Aa-rated peers. According to the agency, strong fiscal fundamentals enable a relatively large degree of policy space to cope with contingent domestic risks and external shocks. The government's balance sheet has been relatively unscathed by the global financial crisis and, so far, by the Eurozone crisis, it noted. The economy has demonstrated resilience to external shocks. According to Moody's, South Korean banking sector's reduced external vulnerability had an impact on the rating action. The continued status-quo in North-South geopolitics has also influenced the decision, Moody's said.
No internal link- their Hodge evidence says domestic South Korean nuclear is key to their economy because it reduces energy price volatility- only mentions exports as a side-note- NO evidence South Korea SMR leadership is key to the economy.
Their SK econ decline bad evidence is from 98- major economic decline since then disprove the impact
Chan, 8 -- WSWS 
(John, "South Korean economy heading toward negative growth in 2009," 12-12-8, WSWS, www.wsws.org/articles/2008/dec2008/kore-d12.shtml, accessed 11-4-12, mss)

South Korean economy heading toward negative growth in 2009 There are growing signs that the world's 13th largest economy, the Republic of Korea, is among the most vulnerable to the global financial crisis. A senior Bank of Korea (BOK) official declared on December 2 that annualised growth for the fourth quarter would be less than 3 percent. Last month, Finance Minister Kang Man-soo optimistically promised growth of 4 percent in 2009. The IMF, however, has already slashed its 2009 forecast for South Korea to just 2 percent and the fear is that it may enter negative growth next year for the first time since the 1997-98 Asian financial crisis. On December 1, Samsung Securities predicted the economy would shrink by 0.2 percent in 2009, following in the steps of the US, Japan and Europe. Yesterday, in a desperate attempt to boost the country's slowing economy, the BOK slashed interest rates by a full 1 percent to 3 percent—its biggest ever cut. Today, the National Assembly is due to vote on the 2009 budget which includes stimulus measures amounting to around 3 percent of gross domestic product. Nevertheless, the outlook for the South Korean economy remains bleak. Shin Dong-suk, senior analyst for Samsung Securities, pointed to weak exports as a cause of the downturn, predicting a drop of 6.7 percent due to falling demand, the global credit crunch and general financial distress. The predicted decline in exports is despite a weakening currency, which Shin warned might hit over 1,600 won to the US dollar. Domestic consumption is also expected to be down 3 percent next year. South Korea is heavily dependent on exports, especially to the US. Although China is now South Korea's largest trade partner, much of what China imports from South Korea is re-exported to the global markets in the form of finished goods. South Korea's exports fell 18.3 percent in November compared to the same period last year, with shipments to China tumbling by 27.8 percent. The last double-digit drop of exports was in 2002, amid the bursting of the so-called US dot.com bubble. For the first 11 months of 2008, South Korea posted a trade deficit of $13.3 billion, compared to a $14.6 billion surplus in 2007. Official statistics showed computer and home appliance exports recorded the steepest fall in November, by 54.9 percent and 50.6 percent respectively from the same period last year. This was largely due to declining demand in the US, exemplified by the collapse of electronics retailer, Circuit City. Other export sectors, including petrochemicals, semiconductors, auto parts and machinery, fell by 36.6, 44, 30.8 and 24.4 percent respectively. Both the domestic sales and exports for South Korea's auto companies are at record lows. Hyundai, Kia and the country's three other major automakers sold 74,217 vehicles domestically in November—the lowest monthly figure since February 2005. Auto firms are cutting production and retrenching workers. Hyundai will slash production by 20,000 vehicles, or 13 percent of domestic output, in December, and will cut production in the US, China, India, the Czech Republic and Turkey. Renault-Samsung, the South Korean venture of French Renault SA, will shut its plant for five days from December 24 for maintenance. Chinese-controlled Ssangyong will shut its plants from December 17 for a month. GM Daewoo, owned by the struggling US-based General Motors, will shut down for 8 days in December. The announcements are likely to trigger a chain reaction among auto subcontractors. Financial crisis South Korea is also particularly susceptible to the global economic crisis because of its reliance on credit to drive up consumer spending and business growth in the aftermath of the Asian financial crisis. In 2003, some four million South Korean credit card holders went into default, provoking financial turmoil. A far more extensive crisis is now looming as a result of the global credit crunch, compounded by the falling won. South Korea's external debt skyrocketed to $420 billion in the first half of 2008, up from $188 billion in 2005. Citigroup economist Oh Suk-tae pointed out that heavily indebted consumers have a low savings rate of just 2.2 percent and a debt-to-income ratio of 142.5 percent. The growth rate for loans for small and medium businesses rose from 4.5 percent in 2005 to 22 percent in 2007. The BOK dropped interest rates three times in November to 4 percent and is expected to make further cuts in coming months. However, the lower interest rates have not eased the financial strains. According to the BOK, the outflow of capital is growing. The capital account for September-October recorded a deficit of $30 billion, of which $20.6 billion involved local banks paying back short-term foreign loans. Foreign investors have withdrawn $7.7 billion from South Korea's share and bond markets in the past two months. The stock market has lost 44 percent of its value this year. After the re-eruption of the US financial crisis in September, the South Korean administration promised to inject 133 trillion won (about $91 billion) into the financial system to ease liquidity. By the end of November, only 50 trillion won had been released. In October, 321 firms went bankrupt, up from 118 in September, as the lack of credit took effect. A $16 billion package to help small and medium exporters has failed to end the cash shortage, because banks are reluctant to apply for BOK funds out of fear that they will be seen as having a cash-flow problem. South Korean banks are weakly capitalised, with "Tier 1" capital, or core equity and cash reserves, making up just 7.5 percent of total assets in 2008, compared to 9.9 percent across Asia. The Korea Times on December 1 described the market panic: "Local banks and firms are scrambling to fix their balance sheets by reducing lending and selling assets. But this process has just added to the problem as forced sales bring down the prices of assets, worsening the balance sheets of other investors." Morgan Stanley research director Malcolm Wood told the Korea Times: "Korea consistently ranks the worst on four key metrics—product, bank, investor and consumer de-leveraging—across Asia. For example, Korea's bank loan-to-deposit ratio is 140 percent compared with 77 percent for the region. Korean banks have low capital ratios and household debt is very high. Secondly, global de-leveraging hits countries with current account deficits, stretched banking systems and a dependence on portfolio capital inflows." Mass job losses are on the horizon. A recent survey by recruiting firm Incruit found that 77 percent of large firms and 78 percent of medium ones have cut back their hiring plans next year. Many analysts are predicting minus employment growth in 2009. The government meanwhile is planning to slash wages and jobs as a means of downsizing 210 state-owned corporations and agencies. Fearing social unrest, President Lee Myung-bak announced a $514 million plan on December 1 to help young people find work and to finance college graduates who have a low credit rating as they are unable to pay back tuition loans. Significantly, the program included sending 100,000 youth overseas for "professional training and volunteer services" over the next five years and doubling international "working holiday" programs to 60,000 a year. The real concern in ruling circles is over the political implications of rising youth unemployment, already at 7 percent. "Honestly my heart sinks when I think about the youth unemployment... It's a big concern for our country," Lee declared. At the same time, he urged youth to lower their expectations of getting a decent job in the midst of a "once-in-a-lifetime kind of global economic crisis". During June and July, large demonstrations and strikes erupted in South Korea over the resumption of beef imports from the US. Despite its confused character, the movement was sparked by anger among young people who used the Internet to organise the protests. The impact of the global downturn on jobs and living standards is setting the conditions for a social eruption on a far broader scale.


Heg solves war in the koreas- kagan ev

Zero risk of Korean conflict
Rowland 10 Ashley Rowland, 12/3/2010. Stars and Stripes. “Despite threats, war not likely in Korea, experts say,” http://www.stripes.com/news/despite-threats-war-not-likely-in-korea-experts-say-1.127344?localLinksEnabled=false.
Despite increasingly belligerent threats to respond swiftly and strongly to military attacks, analysts say there is one thing both North Korea and South Korea want to avoid: an escalation into war. The latest promise to retaliate with violence came Friday, when South Korea’s defense minister-to-be said during a confirmation hearing that he supports airstrikes against North Korea in the case of future provocations from the communist country. “In case the enemy attacks our territory and people again, we will thoroughly retaliate to ensure that the enemy cannot provoke again,” Kim Kwan-jin said, according to The Associated Press. The hearing was a formality because South Korea’s National Assembly does not have the power to reject South Korean president Lee Myung-bak’s appointment. Kim’s comments came 10 days after North Korea bombarded South Korea’s Yeonpyeong island near the maritime border, killing two marines and two civilians — the first North Korean attack against civilians since the Korean War. South Korea responded by firing 80 rounds, less than half of the 170 fired by North Korea. It was the second deadly provocation from the North this year. In March, a North Korean torpedo sank the South Korean warship Cheonan, killing 46 sailors, although North Korea has denied involvement in the incident. The South launched a series of military exercises, some with U.S. participation, intended to show its military strength following the attack. John Delury, a professor at Yonsei University in Seoul, said South Korea is using “textbook posturing” to deter another attack by emphasizing that it is tough and firm. But it’s hard to predict how the South would respond to another attack. The country usually errs on the side of restraint, he said. “I think they’re trying to send a very clear signal to North Korea: Don’t push us again,” Delury said. “For all of the criticism of the initial South Korean response that it was too weak, in the end I think people don’t want another hot conflict. I think the strategy is to rattle the sabers a bit to prevent another incident.” Meanwhile, Yonhap News reported Friday that North Korea recently added multiple-launch rockets that are capable of hitting Seoul, located about 31 miles from the border. The report was based on comments from an unnamed South Korean military source who said the North now has 5,200 multiple-launch rockets. A spokesman for South Korea’s Joint Chiefs of Staff would not comment on the accuracy of the report because of the sensitivity of the information. Experts say it is a question of when — not if — North Korea will launch another attack. But those experts doubt the situation will escalate into full-scale war. “I think that it’s certainly possible, but I think that what North Korea wants, as well as South Korea, is to contain this,” said Bruce Bechtol, author of “Defiant Failed State: The North Korean Threat to International Security” and an associate professor of political science at Angelo State University in Texas. He said North Korea typically launches small, surprise attacks that can be contained — not ones that are likely to escalate. Delury said both Koreas want to avoid war, and North Korea’s leaders have a particular interest in avoiding conflict — they know the first people to be hit in a full-scale fight would be the elites.

No risk of Asia war – Peaceful China and multilateral institutions
Bitzinger and Desker, 9 [Richard, Senior Fellow at the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Barry, Dean of the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies and Director of the Institute of Defense and Strategic Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore, “ Why East Asian War is Unlikely,” Survival | vol. 50 no. 6 | December 2008–January 2009
 The Asia-Pacific region can be regarded as a zone of both relative insecurity and strategic stability. It contains some of the world’s most significant flashpoints – the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen Glacier – where tensions between nations could escalate to the point of major war. It is replete with unresolved border issues; is a breeding ground for transnational terrorism and the site of many terrorist activities (the Bali bombings, the Manila superferry bombing); and contains overlapping claims for maritime territories (the Spratly Islands, the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands) with considerable actual or potential wealth in resources such as oil, gas and fisheries. Finally, the Asia-Pacific is an area of strategic significance with many key sea lines of communication and important chokepoints. Yet despite all these potential crucibles of conflict, the Asia-Pacific, if not an area of serenity and calm, is certainly more stable than one might expect. To be sure, there are separatist movements and internal struggles, particularly with insurgencies, as in Thailand, the Philippines and Tibet. Since the resolution of the East Timor crisis, however, the region has been relatively free of open armed warfare. Separatism remains a challenge, but the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance, but its impact is contained. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict any time soon, especially given recent Kuomintang Party victories in Taiwan and efforts by Taiwan and China to re-open informal channels of consultation as well as institutional relationships between organisations responsible for cross-strait relations. And while in Asia there is no strong supranational political entity like the European Union, there are many multilateral organisations and international initiatives dedicated to enhancing peace and stability, including the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Proliferation Security Initiative and the Shanghai Co-operation Organisation. In Southeast Asia, countries are united in a common geopolitical and economic organisation – the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) – which is dedicated to peaceful economic, social and cultural development, and to the promotion of regional peace and stability. ASEAN has played a key role in conceiving and establishing broader regional institutions such as the East Asian Summit, ASEAN+3 (China, Japan and South Korea) and the ASEAN Regional Forum. All this suggests that war in Asia – while not inconceivable – is unlikely. This is not to say that the region will not undergo significant changes. The rise of China constitutes perhaps the most significant challenge to regional security and stability – and, from Washington’s vantage point, to American hegemony in the Asia-Pacific. The United States increasingly sees China as its key peer challenger in Asia: China was singled out in the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review as having, among the ‘major and emerging powers … the greatest potential to compete militarily with the United States’.1 Although the United States has been the hegemon in the Asia-Pacific since the end of the Second World War, it will probably not remain so over the next 25 years. A rising China will present a critical foreign-policy challenge, in some ways more difficult than that posed by the Soviet Union during the Cold War.2 While the Soviet Union was a political and strategic competitor, China will be a formidable political, strategic and economic competitor. This development will lead to profound changes in the strategic environment of the Asia-Pacific. Still, the rise of China does not automatically mean that conflict is more likely; the emergence of a more assertive China does not mean a more aggressive China. While Beijing is increasingly prone to push its own agenda, defend its interests, engage in more nationalistic – even chauvinistic – behaviour (witness the Olympic torch counter-protests), and seek to displace the United States as the regional hegemon, this does not necessarily translate into an expansionist or warlike China. If anything, Beijing appears content to press its claims peacefully (if forcefully) through existing avenues and institutions of international relations, particularly by co-opting these to meet its own purposes. This ‘soft power’ process can be described as an emerging ‘Beijing Consensus’ in regional international affairs. Moreover, when the Chinese military build-up is examined closely, it is clear that the country’s war machine, while certainly worth taking seriously, is not quite as threatening as some might argue. 


SMR solves North Korea prolif which is the proximate cause
Goodby and Heiskanen 12¸ James,  former arms control negotiator and a Hoover Institution Fellow, Markku, Associate and Program Director of The Asia Institute at the Kyung Hee University in Seoul [“The Seoul Nuclear Security Summit: New Thinking in Northeast Asia?” March 20th, http://nautilus.org/napsnet/napsnet-policy-forum/the-seoul-nuclear-security-summit-new-thinking-in-northeast-asia/]
The nuclear crises in the Middle East and Northeast Asia and the stalled promise of a nuclear renaissance in civil nuclear power could all be solved by a more rational approach to the generation of electric power. Although it will take years before the current, outdated system is replaced, the Seoul meeting could provide a political impetus. The new system would rest on three legs: small modular reactors (“mini-reactors”), internationally managed nuclear fuel services, and increasing reliance on the distributed (local) generation of electricity. After the disaster in Fukushima, there has been an understandable retreat from plans for large-scale reactors, with their inevitable safety issues. A vivid example of this reaction is found in Germany, which has cancelled its plans to increase the generation of electricity from nuclear reactors even though they are cleaner and more dependable than most other sources currently available. Vulnerabilities and inefficiencies of long-distance transmission lines point to a paradigm for generation and distribution of electric power that is more local – connected to national grids, to be sure, but able to operate independently of them. This is an ideal situation for mini-reactors, which are safer and less prone to encourage the spread of nuclear weapons. Internationally managed nuclear fuel services already exist and the security of supply can be assured by policies that foster more fuel service centers in Asia and elsewhere, including in the United States. These factors would enable suppliers of mini-reactors to expand their business to nations like North Korea and Iran under IAEA safeguards. The relevance of this energy paradigm to resolving the issues in North Korea and Iran is evident: both nations could develop civil nuclear programs with assured supplies of nuclear fuel from multiple internationally managed fuel service centers in Russia, China, and Western Europe while avoiding the ambiguity of nationally operated plutonium reprocessing and uranium enrichment. Reliance on distributed generation of electricity would be more efficient and less prone to blackouts. And the presence of a level playing field should be apparent from the fact that similar arrangements would be the 21st-century way of generating electricity from nuclear energy in the developed economies as well as in energy-starved economies such as India and China.

No demand- thumps econ and exports- nuclear’s not key
Reuters 10/25 (“UPDATE-1 South Koreas Q3 growth dips, recovery seen slow” http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/10/25/korea-economy-idUSL3E8LO18R20121025)

South Korea's economic growth almost halted in the third quarter as hesitant and indebted consumers were unable to make up for steep spending cuts by companies on declining exports to Europe and China. Gross domestic product grew just 0.2 percent in the July-September period from the previous quarter as corporate spending on facilities plunged on gloomy export prospects, advance estimates by the country's central bank showed on Friday. The seasonally adjusted reading marked the slowest growth since the fourth quarter of 2009 for Asia's fourth-largest economy, that relies heavily on overseas sales of products ranging from memory chips and smartphones to cars and ships. Authorities offered nearly $12 billion in stimulus steps and cut interest rates twice in recent months to make up for the falling exports, but analysts, though seeing a recovery ahead, said demand from the major economies still holds the key. "There is no firm evidence that growth will suddenly get better in the fourth quarter," said Yum Sang-hoon, economist at SK Securities. "The market is expecting the Bank of Korea to cut rates in either January or February next year. With domestic demand so low and the government spending all it can to support the economy, it would be strange to leave interest rates."

Accidents trigger the link
Yee 12 (April, staff writer for the National. “South Korea’s Nuclear Chance After Chernobyl” http://www.thenational.ae/thenationalconversation/industry-insights/energy/south-koreas-nuclear-chance-after-chernobyl#page2)

Mr Kim and others in the industry have come under the scrutiny of the Korean media amid concerns about transparency and the safety of ageing reactors, especially among a public already frightened by the emergency that began last March in Fukushima, Japan. South Korea is also grappling with dilemmas such as where to store radioactive spent fuel over the long term, a controversial matter that has yet to be resolved even in the US. On the eve of this week's nuclear summit in Seoul, protesters near the main convention centre held signs with the words "No Nuke". "These were not pressing questions two decades ago," says Mr Hibbs. "It's natural and inevitable that as Korea becomes more internationally connected, its public becomes more aware of the risks of nuclear energy."


