National labs solve the link- their author
King, 11 -- George Washington International Affairs Professor
(March, Feasibility of Nuclear Power on U.S. Military Installations, http://www.cna.org/research/2011/feasibility-nuclear-power-us-military)

An actual siting decision considered in connection with a specific proposal would involve considering many factors and the specific characteristics of the proposal. The Oak Ridge National Laboratory has developed a computer-based tool to assist with siting decisions for nuclear power facilities [55]. The tool draws from geospatial information databases to generate shaded maps that help users compare alternative sites and more rapidly identify issues that may need to be addressed for those sites being considered.

Weapons trigger the link
Rubenson, 99 -- RAND ("Does the Army Have a National Land Use Strategy?" www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1064.html, accessed 11-3-12, mss)

The Army and the Department of Defense (DoD) have a long-term need to access land for training and testing. Both have been criticized for failing to determine their overall land needs, and for pursuing land expansions without a rational strategy. Critics charge that the military is involved in "land-grabs" driven by the inability to share resources across organizational boundaries within DoD. This report examines the physical and organizational boundaries of the DoD and Army land base, and it uses the Army as a case study of how land requirements are determined. The authors conclude that physical — not organizational — boundaries, along with advances in weapon systems, create the need for additional land. However, organizational and institutional boundaries prevent DoD and the Army from explaining this and forming a clear statement of the overall approach to determining land requirements. The authors recommend that the Army make its implicit strategy explicit, and they provide recommendations for more efficient use of the land base between major commands and services.


Extend CLifton
communities won’t backlash against military bases
Savage 10, Melissa, subject matter expert with SAS Institute, Inc. focusing on transportation issues facing state and local governments “Lawmakers are looking for ways to resolve land-use conflicts between civilian communities and military bases.,” March, http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/env-res/making-peace-article.aspx
During the last several years of base closures, communities have fought to keep their bases open for many reasons, but mostly because of the huge economic benefits military bases can bring to local communities and states. They generate civilian jobs and pour millions of dollars each year into the local economy. The loss of a base can be devastating to a community. In San Antonio, the U.S. Department of Defense is one of the largest employers, providing jobs to more than 68,000 people, a third of them civilians. According to the Department of Defense, the direct and indirect economic effect of the military in San Antonio was more than $13.3 billion in 2006. As development inches closer to installations, limiting the ability to conduct effective military training, the Department of Defense might be left with no other choice than to close bases. Maryland Delegate Sally Jameson knows just what military bases can mean to a community. “For those of us with bases in our districts, we relish the jobs and dollars that spin into our local economies,” she says. “In some areas, the loss of a base could mean the destruction of the local community.


California already has nuke power 
CA. gov 2012. http://www.energy.ca.gov/nuclear/california.html
[bookmark: instate]Nuclear Plants in California. 
As of mid-2012, California had one operating nuclear power plant: Diablo Canyon (2,160 megawatts), near San Luis Obispo [pictured in a PG&E photo to the right]. The San Onofre plant, about midway between Los Angeles and San Diego, went offline in January 2012 and was ordered by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to stay offline while tubing wear issues were investigated. Nuclear units at both plants use ocean water for cooling
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a/t: ITA
concludes aff
ITA, 11
Department Commerce, International Trade Administration, Feb, http://trade.gov/mas/ian/build/groups/public/@tg_ian/@nuclear/documents/webcontent/tg_ian_003185.pdf-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.
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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
DoD will have to take the views of stakeholders such as state and local governments into account when deciding whether to undertake, or participate in a nuclear power project. Governmental views at these levels vary considerably and may be shaped by public opinion. Public opinion is solicited and taken into consideration at several stages of the NRC licensing process. Although public views toward nuclear power are increasingly favorable, there is significant opposition within some segments of the population. Before undertaking a specific nuclear power project, it would be important for DoD to take public opinion into account and consider it in the context of broader military installation/community relations.
[their card ends]
While public attitudes are somewhat unknown particularly until a plant is actually proposed for location in a community, it is possible for DoD to make some general determinations about the likelihood of support. Since none of the small reactor designs have yet been submitted for design certification and licensing, areas where early site permits for large reactors have been submitted might be more generally receptive of nuclear power. An early site permit is an NRC approval of one or more sites for a nuclear power facility, independent of whether companies have submitted an application for a construction permit or combined license. NRC has issued early site permits for projects in Illinois, Mississippi, Virginia, and Georgia, and applications are currently under review in Texas and New Jersey [47]. 



They oppose it because they’re afraid of the unknown. 
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]
Some studies also suggest that NIMBY opposition to wind development may have less to do with the actual impacts of wind turbines than with other social and political factors. For example, people who do not support renewable energy are unlikely to support wind development in their communities.149 For others, opposition to wind power development may stem from a lack of knowledge about the actual implications of turbine construction, a sort of fear of the unknown. Studies have documented this bias by showing that opposition to turbines decreases after they are built.150

Wind is uniquely susceptible to NIMBY. 
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]
NIMBYs pose a problem, of course, for all power generating facilities, which tend to be large projects with significant impacts on neighboring landowners. But they pose particular challenges for wind energy facilities. Unlike conventional fossil fuel power facilities, which are generally sited in industrial areas, wind turbines are often located in remote, undeveloped places, and they may experience more NIMBYism because of this.117 As siting consultant Robert Khan explains, ―[a] project which fits into a preexisting industrial mold is not likely to be accused of ruining the landscape. A renewable energy project is not as lucky. Americans put a high value on wilderness and open space. Sparks fly when lands viewed as public viewscapes . . . appear threatened.‖118

National polls are wrong – wind implementation spurs intense opposition
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]
Despite the tremendous support expressed in national polls, energy projects often face intense opposition at the local level.83 Although a number of states have created state-wide siting guidelines or procedures,84 many others rely on traditional local zoning to site wind energy facilities.85	Thus, in many states another major obstacle to developing wind energy is overcoming community opposition to siting wind turbines.


