Overview
A. Timeframe- Pakistan instiablity means that cut of aid would result in quick collapse of the state triggering impacts
B. Mag- draws in multipul powers into conflict with nuclear weapons
Interving actors solve conflicts of prolif and econ because of rationality and intervinging actors

Foreign aid turns disease
Batson, USAID Global Health deputy assistant administrator, 11
(Amie, Congressional Testimony, Targeted News Service, 5-31-11, l/n, accessed 11-8-11, mss)
The success of the global health effort depends on innovation and effectively and sustainably implementing a robust and transparent monitoring and evaluation agenda to assess what is working and what is not. Through USAID Forward, USAID is reinvigorating its capacity for evaluation, research and knowledge sharing, reforming its procurement systems, and, strengthening talent management. USAID is making the tough decisions needed to look internally at our own culture to ensure that openness to new approaches and partnerships is rewarded, that the Agency reinvigorates its excellence in evaluation, practices transparency and accountability, and is willing to not only communicate our successes but to learn from our failures. The GHI platform will enable the U.S. government to increase the efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability of our investments in global health. But the real success of GHI will be measured in lives saved - today and in the future. Progress depends on our ability to develop, identify, adapt and deliver the game changers. We cannot be satisfied with marginal improvements for those who are already served. That is why under the GHI, we will make substantial investments in better ways to treat diarrhea and pneumonia in children to save lives and prioritize vaccines, like rotavirus or pneumococcus which are now available, to more effectively prevent disease so children don't have to be treated later. Major Achievements * The President's Malaria Initiative (PMI), led by USAID and implemented with the CDC, scaled up malaria prevention and treatment. Dramatic reductions in all-cause mortality in children under five ranged from 23 to 36 percent in seven countries --Ghana, Kenya, Madagascar, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania and Zambia. * USAID is a global leader in large-scale implementation of preventive chemotherapy (PCT) to target neglected tropical diseases, having demonstrated that achieving national-scale coverage with an integrated approach to NTD control is both feasible and cost-effective. In just four years the program has supported the delivery of over 385 million treatments to approximately 168 million people and facilitated the delivery of over $2 billion worth of drugs made available to countries through the generous donations of several pharmaceutical companies committed to NTD control and elimination. * In the past two years, USAID funded community-based family planning programs in 21 countries served almost 12 million direct beneficiaries; and leveraged over $117 million in additional resources for service delivery from the private sector and over $20 million for survey support from partner country governments and other donors. * In TB, USAID and its partners provide comprehensive technical support to expand the STOP TB strategy, ensuring the disease is diagnosed and treated properly by providers in both public and private sectors; managing multi-drug resistant TB treatment; expanding integrated TB/HIV programs, strengthening community support for TB care, and supporting surveillance of TB drug resistance. The US Government also provides financial support to the Global TB Drug Facility, which provided drugs to treat 450,000 TB patients in 2009. Eleven of USAID's 20 TB priority countries met or surpassed the treatment success rate target of 85% and four countries met or surpassed the case detection rate target of 70%. * USAID's efforts to limit the threat of avian influenza (AI) have contributed to dramatic downturns in reported poultry outbreaks and human infections. At the peak of its spread in 2006, AI was reported in 53 countries across three continents. Today, the H5N1 virus is endemic in only five countries (Indonesia, Vietnam, China, Bangladesh and Egypt), with periodic "spill over" outbreaks in 5 neighboring countries (Laos, Cambodia, Burma, India, and Nepal). * Under its Emerging Pandemic Threats program USAID launched programs in the greater Congo region of central and east Africa and in South East Asia - two "hot spots" for new disease emergence. Most notably it has successfully partnered with coalitions of 14 schools of public health and veterinary medicine in central and east Africa to strengthen capacities critical to controlling these emergent threats. USAID is currently expanding these partnerships to Southeast Asia and South Asia. * One key to a healthy delivery is ensuring skilled attendance at birth. USAID trained and equipped skilled midwives are preventing complications, such as postpartum hemorrhage, and improving the management of obstetric emergencies. In addition, our programs prepare community health workers who educate mothers on preparing for birth and proper newborn care. As a result, USAID's long-term consistent investments in maternal and neonatal health and voluntary family planning have contributed to substantial reductions of 20-50% in maternal mortality in more than 12 high burden countries. * Vaccines are the best public health investment we can make. USAID is a major partner of the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization (GAVI) that has reached more than 257 million children with immunizations, saving the lives of more than 5 million, and shielding millions more from the long-term effects of illness on growth and development. * Through 2010, the USAID fistula repair program has provided more than 18,800 surgical repairs for women since the start of the program in 2005. USAID focuses on preventing fistula; identifying, referring, and treating women who have fistula; and reintegrating women who have undergone fistula repair back into their communities. * In nutrition, USAID supported country programs that reached 29 million infants and children with vitamin A supplementation. Through our partnership with GAIN and the private sector, USAID increased access to fortified, higher quality foods in 15 countries with over 20 companies; and USAID has supported the elimination of iodine deficiency disorders, primarily through the iodine fortification of salt that helped protect 21 million infants and young children in 9 countries from lifelong mental impairment. Funding for the Global Health and Child Survival (GHCS) account has increased since the inception of the account, thanks to congressional support that recognizes the on-the-ground successes of USAID's health programs. The FY 2012 request of $3.074 billion for USAID is an increase from the FY 2010 enacted level of $2.5 billion. Funds will expand basic health services and strengthen national health systems which are key investments that significantly improve people's health, especially that of women, children, and other vulnerable populations. USAID has prioritized 24 countries where the majority of maternal deaths, under-5 deaths, and unintended pregnancies occur. USAID will continue to focus on scaling-up proven interventions that respond effectively and efficiently to the largest public health challenges and developing key life-saving technologies for the future. The FY 2012 request of $3.074 billion includes, $846 million for Maternal and Child Health, $150 million for Nutrition, $691 million for Malaria, $626 million for Family Planning and Reproductive Health, $350 million for HIV/AIDS, $236 million for Tuberculosis, $100 million for Neglected Tropical Diseases, $60 million for Pandemic Influenza within Other Public Health Threats, and $15 million for Vulnerable Children. With this funding USAID will also support activities crucial to achieving our targets in a sustainable way such as health systems strengthening, integration, building partnerships, research, and innovation. Maternal and Child Health: $846 million. For most American women, access to hospitals or trained health professionals during a birth is a given. But for women in developing countries, where access to hospitals and medical care is limited or non-existent, giving birth can be a potentially life-threatening process for mother and baby. While the proportion of births attended by a skilled attendant has increased globally, fewer than half the births in Africa and Southeast Asia have a skilled attendant present. Maternal Health: USAID welcomed the publication of new international estimates which reported a 34 percent decline in the number of maternal deaths from the levels of 1990. With these gains in mind, USAID is focusing on key interventions to improve maternal care during pregnancy, childbirth, and the post-partum period, including new approaches to the control of post-partum hemorrhage (the leading cause of maternal mortality in the developing world). Key programs to reduce morbidity will include fistula prevention and rehabilitation. With FY 2012 funding USAID will accelerate action on a set of highly-effective interventions targeting specific high-mortality complications of pregnancy and birth - hemorrhage, hypertension, infections, anemia, and prolonged labor. Together, these complications account for two-thirds of maternal mortality. Hemorrhage alone accounts for almost one-third, and USAID has been in the forefront of promoting "active management of the third stage of labor" (AMSTL), a highly-effective technique for preventing postpartum hemorrhage. To ensure women have access to quality care and information, USAID will train and equip skilled midwives to manage obstetric emergencies, and programs prepare community health workers who then educate mothers on preparing for birth and proper infant care. Child Survival: In child survival, USAID supported programs will work to identify and expand the use of high-impact interventions, such as essential new-born-care; immunization; prevention and treatment of diarrhea, pneumonia, and newborn infections; improved nutrition; point-of-use water treatment and other interventions to improve water supply, sanitation, and hygiene. Despite the success of immunization programs, vaccine-preventable diseases are still estimated to cause more than 2 million deaths every year. Together with the GAVI partners, we can prevent more of them. USAID is increasing our focus on pneumococcal and rotavirus vaccines, and providing the technical support that countries need to introduce these vaccines effectively. Our support to Rwanda, the first African country to introduce pneumococcal vaccine, allowed them to strengthen and expand the cold chain, re-train health workers, and revise the child health immunization records, all of which were required to deliver potent vaccine effectively to children. Pneumonia, diarrhea, and malaria are the major killers of children, especially those without access to health facilities. To save these children, USAID has collaborated with UNICEF, WHO, Save the Children and other partners to introduce and scale-up "Integrated Community Case Management" (ICCM) of child illness in Africa and in southern and western Asia by training and equipping community health workers to detect and treat these life-threatening diseases. By the end of 2010, ICCM had been introduced in 15 sub-Saharan African countries, building on the PMI platform in many of those countries. With funds provided in this budget we will continue successful efforts to achieve a 90 percent reduction in measles deaths among children -and continue to measurably impact reductions in death and disease from the introduction of vaccines against pneumonia and rotavirus and polio eradication. Newborn Survival: Of the estimated 8.8 million children under 5 that die each year - 3.7 million are newborn infants who die within the first four weeks after birth. Up to two-thirds of these deaths can be prevented through existing effective interventions delivered during pregnancy, childbirth and in the first hours, days and week after birth. With funding in FY2012, USAID will introduce and scale up delivery of simple, low-cost approaches with the greatest potential to prevent death and treat severe illness in low-resource settings with limited access to quality facility-based care. For example, each year, 10 million babies suffer from birth asphyxia; 10 percent of these newborns do not survive. USAID will scale up newborn resuscitation training materials and devices used to develop the American Academy of Pediatrics' Helping Babies Breathe (HBB) training curriculum. Malaria: $691 million. The President's Malaria Initiative (PMI) will continue to support host countries' national malaria control programs and strengthen local capacity to expand use of four highly effective malaria prevention and treatment measures. These measures include indoor residual spraying (IRS) of homes with insecticides, use of long-lasting insecticide-treated bed nets (ITNs), treatment with artemisinin-based combination therapies (ACTs), and implementation of interventions to address malaria in pregnancy (intermittent preventive treatment or IPTp). With FY 2012 funding, the President's Malaria Initiative (PMI), led by USAID and implemented jointly with the CDC, will expand malaria control in both the Democratic Republic of Congo and Nigeria beyond the present limited presence. These countries represent more than 50 percent of the remaining at risk population in Africa. The program will focus on reaching 85 percent of pregnant women and of children under-five in the target countries this focus will led to further reductions in all-cause mortality in children under-five. As PMI progresses, new strategic challenges are emerging. With reductions in malaria transmission and burden in many focus countries, PMI will need to work with National Malaria Control Programs and other partners to improve laboratory diagnosis of malaria, surveillance, and the capacity to respond to malaria epidemics. Additionally, with the increasing reports of artemisinin drug resistance in Southeast Asia, PMI will expand its program in the Mekong region to contain and mitigate the impact of this resistance. Family Planning and Reproductive Health: $626 million. An estimated 215 million women in the developing world either want to space their next birth or have no more children, and yet are not using family planning. Family planning is a key heath intervention, contributing to improved maternal and child health outcomes through healthy timing and spacing of pregnancy and by preventing unintended pregnancies and associated health risks. Greater access to family planning also reduces abortion. In addition to its health impacts, family planning improves women's economic opportunities, family well-being and country stability. USAID has sharpened its focus in 24 countries where the majority of maternal deaths, under-5 deaths, and unintended pregnancies occur, designing and supporting programs that match local needs. Additionally, USAID is graduating countries with mature programs. Between 2008 and 2012 eight countries will have graduated from family planning assistance. Activities will support the key elements of successful FP programs, including commodity supply and logistics; provider and supervisory training; behavior change communication; policy analysis and planning; biomedical, social science, and program research; knowledge management; and monitoring and evaluation. Priority areas include contraceptive security, community-based approaches for family planning and other health services, expanding access to different methods, integration of FP into MCH and HIV programs, promoting healthy birth spacing; and cross-cutting issues including gender and equity. HIV/AIDS: $350 million. $350 million to fight the global HIV/AIDS epidemic by supporting USAID field programs, providing critical technical leadership, and conducting essential operational research. Funding will contribute to PEPFAR to focus on HIV/AIDS treatment, prevention, and care interventions worldwide - including support for orphans and vulnerable children affected by the epidemic, as well as continuation of the successful microbicide program including further development of 1% tenofovir gel, a candidate with very promising results last year. USAID collaborates closely with the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator and other U.S. Government agencies to ensure that activities funded under this account complement and enhance efforts funded through the Department of State. Tuberculosis (TB): $236 million. USAID will focus on assisting national TB control programs to implement their five year national strategic plans through the delivery of high-quality services to diagnose and treat TB, preventing the development of drug resistant disease. Tremendous progress has been made in TB globally including a 35% decline in mortality since 1990, 14% decrease in the prevalence of TB between 1990 to 2009 and the emergence of new diagnostic technologies which will allow us to better detect TB and resistance to one drug. Despite this progress, TB continues to be a major public health threat that often strikes people living in urban poor settings and other immune-compromised groups including people living with HIV. Large numbers of TB cases go undetected and/or not properly treated, fueling new cases and deaths. The frightening existence of drug-resistant strains of TB on all continents -some of which cannot be treated-make the case for combating the disease more urgent than ever. In FY 2012, USAID will re-focus our TB efforts on key countries and continue scaling up promising new interventions to achieve universal access to TB diagnosis and treatment. USAID is refocusing its TB program from 40 countries to 28 priority countries with the highest burdens of TB and MDR TB. This will consolidate investments and reinforce the introduction and scale-up of new innovations and technologies. The programs will detect TB cases earlier, preventing further infections, by active case finding through more targeted interventions and scaled-up community and private sector involvement. Furthermore, the USAID TB program will improve the quality of the services provided through the public, private and community sectors. Quality improvement methods will be enhanced including the strengthening the supervisory, monitoring and surveillance systems as well as a patient centered approach. The new technologies including the new TB diagnostic Xpert will be introduced, evaluated and scaled-up. We will continue to work to diagnose and treat drug resistant disease, invest in the rapid and appropriate uptake of new technologies and in research and development of other new tools. Nutrition: $150 million. USAID programs will achieve reductions in child and maternal undernutrition through the delivery of high impact interventions focused on the first 1,000 days that are delivered at the community and facility level. The package and delivery mechanisms will be tailored to each country and will be grounded in country-led plans. USAID will continue to partner with country governments, civil society partners, other donors, and the private sector to support countries as they scale up nutrition, building upon the Scaling-Up Nutrition (SUN) movement (a global multi-stakeholder effort to intensify and coordinate action for improving nutrition). Nutrition is a high-level objective of both the Global Health and the Global Hunger and Food Security initiative called Feed the Future, with a common goal of reducing child undernutrition by 30 percent across targeted food-insecure countries. Nutrition programs are jointly designed and implemented by both FTF and GHI. With FY 2012 funding, we will focus on 16 countries with needs and opportunities based on their priorities: Bangladesh, Nepal, Uganda, Rwanda, Tanzania, Kenya, Malawi, Ghana, Senegal, Mali, Mozambique, Ethiopia, Liberia, Zambia, Guatemala and Haiti. In alignment with both global initiatives, USAID is supporting countries to improve their nutrition capacities at all levels, incorporate nutrition into food security and health investment plans and policies, monitoring and evaluation systems, translate nutrition research into use, and to develop and strengthen partnerships with UN, private sector and civil society partners. Neglected Tropical Diseases (NTDs): $100 million. USAID will continue to work with country partners to strengthen delivery platforms, particularly at the community level, and integrate NTD activities with other priority health interventions to deliver treatments for seven of the highly prevalent NTDs through targeted mass drug administration and training of community-based and professional health care workers. The vast majority of these drugs are centrally negotiated by USAID with the private sector, which donates hundreds of millions of dollars' worth of medication each year to reduce the burden of seven debilitating NTDs, including onchocerciasis (river blindness), trachoma,lymphatic filariasis, schistosomiasis, and three soil-transmitted helminthes. Building on this strong base of scaled-up integrated programs, this request also includes funding to initiate programs to target elimination of one or more of the diseases. Pandemic Influenza: $60 million. USAID is intensely focused on efforts to contain and control H5N1 and other emerging diseases of animal origin that pose significant public health threats such as H1N1. USAID's Emerging Pandemic Threats (EPT) team will, with FY 2012 funding, continue to build a global surveillance system to detect and prevent spillover of pathogens of pandemic potential that can move between wildlife, domestic animals and people in four geographic areas or "hot spots" where new diseases are most likely to emerge - the Congo Basin of central and east Africa, Southeast Asia, the region along the Ganges Plain in South Asia and western Amazon Region of South America. One major component is improving wildlife surveillance and the early detection of dangerous pathogens. A host of wild animals, from primates to bats, rodents, and birds, have transmitted viruses to humans, and yet wildlife has been largely understudied when compared with domesticated animals like pigs, chickens and cattle. Another key component of the EPT program is working within these hotspots to strengthen local capacity to effectively combat zoonotic disease emergence and spread. Called RESPOND, we leverage existing, successful partnerships to bring human, animal and environmental health disciplines together to improve the speed at which zoonotic disease threats are detected and response and prevention measures are employed, thus reducing impact on public health. For example, RESPOND supports the One Health Central and East Africa (OHCEA) network, composed of 14 schools of public health and veterinary medicine from six African countries. Vulnerable Children: $15 million. Vulnerable Children programs include the Displaced Children and Orphans Fund (DCOF) and other program activities. With the requested funding, DCOF will support projects that strengthen the economic capacity of vulnerable families to protect and provide for the needs of their children, strengthen national child protection systems, and facilitate family reunification and social reintegration of children separated during armed conflict, including child soldiers, street children and institutionalized children. The Agency's Child Blindness Program will provide eye health education, comprehensive vision screening, refractive error correction, sight-restoring surgery, and education for blind children. Collaboration with Global Partners U.S. partnerships with multilaterals and other donors are designed to leverage investment, set the leadership agenda and align with our priorities in health. The specific international partnerships supported through USAID include microbicides, neglected tropical diseases (NTDs), the International AIDS Vaccine Initiative (IAVI), the Tuberculosis Global Drug Facility, and the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunizations (GAVI). USAID continues to provide technical assistance to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria. The TA helps maximize the impact of the U.S. Government investment to the Global Fund. U.S. bilateral programs and Global Fund-financed programs are complementary. Neither can fully succeed without the other. Together, these programs help more people than either alone. All 17 PMI countries have received significant malaria financing from the Global Fund. Coordinating PMI investments with local initiatives financed by Global Fund grants is critical to the success of both initiatives. In addition to its annual contributions to the Global Fund, the U.S. Government also has a permanent seat on the Global Fund Board and the U.S. Global Malaria Coordinator is a member of the U.S. delegation to Global Fund Board meetings. The Deputy Coordinator represents the USG in the Board's Policy and Implementation Committee. Through this participation, PMI helps shape policy issues at the highest level of the Global Fund's governance mechanisms. Since the Global Fund has no in-country technical staff, PMI Resident Advisors play an important role in coordinating and planning malaria activities at the country level, and sharing information with Global Fund Secretariat staff on grant implementation issues. USAID staff are also members of the Technical Review Panels for Global Fund proposals and sit on Global Fund Country Coordinating Mechanisms. The U.S. is committed to ensuring Global Fund resources are used to save lives as effectively and efficiently as possible. The success of the Global Fund is essential to global efforts to fight disease. The US cannot turn the tide against HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria on our own. USAID is committed to working with and through international partnerships such as the Global Fund to save lives and build durable, country-owned responses to global diseases. Working together through the Global Fund and global health programs supported by the US and other countries, the global community will continue to improve the health of people around the world. Science, Technology and Innovation USAID is committed to delivering game changing innovations that will dramatically improve health for the poorest. New vaccines and vaccine delivery devices, oral rehydration therapy, and insecticide-treated bed nets have all led to dramatic improvements in quality of life for people around the world. And in addition to the human benefits, it's important to note that these innovations have increased the impact of our investments by delivering greater results for each dollar spent. Building on this approach, we will focus on scientific, technical, and operational breakthroughs to bend the curve of global health progress in maternal and neonatal health. For example, in July, we witnessed the transforming power of science, technology, and innovation, as well as the imperative of partnership - between nations, disciplines, organizations, sectors, and people. USAID's bold investment, a South African research team, with the help of 889 female volunteers in Durban, South Africa, showed for the first time that an antiretroviral microbicide gel can reduce the risk of HIV infection in women by half. The results of the CAPRISA trial may be a watershed moment in empowering women in the fight against HIV/AIDS. The Tenofovir gel has great potential for reducing HIV by allowing women to take control of their own risk of HIV infection. In fact, statistical modeling conducted by CAPRISA 004 researchers estimates that this microbicide can prevent up to 1.3 million new HIV infections over the next 20 years in South Africa alone. USAID will, with FY 2102 funds, work with partners to accelerate the development and introduction of microbicides. Saving Lives at Birth: A Grand Challenge for Development In March, USAID launched a new partnership that aims to spark revolutionary advances to dramatically reduce maternal and newborn deaths around the world. Saving Lives at Birth: A Grand Challenge for Development is a partnership between USAID, the Government of Norway, The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Grand Challenges Canada, and the World Bank. By harnessing the spirit of ingenuity, we can adapt and advance lifesaving technology, better service delivery models, and innovations that empower women and their families to be aware of and access health care at the time of birth and adopt healthy behaviors. Over five years, the partners aim to invest in groundbreaking and sustainable projects with the potential to have a transformative effect on the lives of pregnant women and newborns in the hardest-to-reach corners of the world. Grand Challenges taps in to America's unique strengths in science, technology, and innovation to accelerate progress toward practical solutions around the world. This leverages one of the core strengths of the United States and of USAID. Conclusion The U.S. through USAID is a leader in global health and our assistance has been critical in creating and delivering products and services that save lives throughout the developing world. Health is at the heart of human progress and the well-being of people around the world is not just an important end in itself but is strongly linked to the security and prosperity of families and societies around the world. While we have made many strides with our investments in global health many challenges remain. Large-scale and innovative breakthroughs are needed, health posts need to be appropriately staffed and stocked to deliver a broad range of health services. In countries with high mortality rates and weak health systems, high impact community-based approaches such as treatment of child pneumonia, diarrhea, and newborn sepsis and drugs to prevent post-partum hemorrhage must be delivered to the people who need them most.


Suspended aid to Pakistan causes them to turn to China
Sharma ’11 [Rajeev, New Delhi-based journalist-author who has been writing on international relations, foreign policy, strategic affairs, security and terrorism for over two decades, The Diplomat, “Pakistan Plays China Card,” July 13, http://the-diplomat.com/indian-decade/2011/07/13/pakistan-plays-china-card/ 

Pentagon spokesman Col. David Lapan indicated that the suspended aid could be resumed if Pakistan removed these two irritants. But a day later, Pakistani Defence Minister Ahmed Mukhtar came up with Islamabad’s tough response, warning that the US move would force Pakistan to recall all of its troops from the Afghan border. The Pakistani military establishment exacerbated the situation further by playing the China card, saying that Pakistan could manage without US assistance, and could instead turn to China for help. Of course the two sides are merely posturing – they need each other too much not to eventually make up. Still, the Indian diplomatic establishment is watching the US-Pakistan row closely because the Pakistan side’s behaviour in this episode may hold a lesson for India. That Pakistan has issued such a hard-nosed response speaks volumes of Pakistan-China ties. The two sides have been flaunting their ‘all-weather’ friendship. The fact that Pakistan has now unabashedly waved the China card in front of the United States – perhaps the first time it has done so quite so blatantly – should send a chilling message to the Indian strategic establishment that India will have to also deal with China in any future conflict with Pakistan. How Pakistan will exploit its relationship with China when dealing with India remains to be seen. Following Foreign Secretary Nirupama Rao’s visit to Islamabad on June 23 to 24 for comprehensive talks with Pakistani counterpart Salman Bashir, Pakistani State Minister for Foreign Affairs Hina Rabbani Khar is scheduled to visit India for official talks on July 26 to 27. 

Expanded China-Pakistan relations causes prolif
Raman ’11 [Siddharth, Research Officer at the Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, New Delhi, “China-Pakistan Nuclear Alliance: An Analysis,” August, http://www.ipcs.org/pdf_file/issue/SR109.pdf]

With decades having been lost, the China‐ Pakistan alliance, and its further expansionism is increasingly being accepted as fait accompli by countries across the globe. Despite initial opposition to another blatant violation to the Nuclear Non‐ Proliferation regime, in the form of the grandfathered agreement, the Nuclear Suppliers Group acqueisance to the agreement reflects a deflated hope for traditional norms of non‐proliferation to be applied. Jabin Jacob, an India based China analyst, argues that the American approval to the nuclear agreement is among other things “symptomatic of the growing weakness of the American hand vis‐à‐vis China since the global financial crisis.”51 The fact that China decided not to bring up the discussions of grandfathering at the preceding NSG meeting held in Christchurch, is probably indicative of the elongated backdoor diplomacy the Chinese had to engage in to get this agreement passed. The ominous implications of such an alliance on non‐proliferation are risks of a nuclear umbrella to terrorist groups, and an unconventional arms race. Therefore, the impact on geo‐strategic considerations is grave. If the international community cannot work effectively in imposing international law against what are perceived to be impenetrable defenses, the old proverb of “if you cant beat them join them”, might just help turn the tables. Because of its proximity to this alliance, the immediate concerned country is India. It would therefore be prudent for India to put China on notice by strengthening its alliance with the United States and China’s competitive neighbours including Japan, Vietnam and Taiwan, especially in the nuclear areas, and securing a nuclear alliance, similar to the China‐Pakistan nuclear alliance, with them. This will up the ante for China’s unabated support for proliferation. By pushing forward for a nuclear agreement with Japan, it would be a twin benefit for India, who can then get access to further nuclear technology which is denied to it under present regimes, and would also open a new front in its rivalry with China. Furthermore, the blessing of the United States to this alliance, will ensure that any Chinese reaction is measured, lest in invokes further American involvement in Asia. The same holds true for Vietnam, which is presently in talks with the United States for a nuclear agreement, which would provide it with enriched Uranium.52 If the international community hardens its posture on Pakistan’s nuclear obstinacy, and Iran and North Korea’s nuclear program, it will drive home a renewed snub to China’s actions. The present nuclear waiver to Pakistan should be tied to increased scrutiny of its nuclear facilities, including nuclear watchdog access to A.Q Khan, to further unravel the suspicions which surround Pakistan’s proliferation activities. An added measure for this would have been for the IAEA to approve additional protocols as a requirement for any future reactor sales to any country. These protocols provide for “free communications… including attended and unattended transmission of information generated by Agency containment and/or surveillance or measurement devices.”53 This implies that the IAEA will have access to real‐time information generated by its on‐site surveillance devices rather than by physically accessing that information after inspecting the safeguarded site. A factor which has contributed to non‐ proliferation has been continued delays in moving towards sincere disarmament measures. A definitive measure forward on disarmament will weaken the Chinese position, which can help have a domino effect across the countries which desire nuclear weapons. Therefore, the upcoming NPT review conference in 2015 will require stringent time bound measures which can strengthen the hands of non‐proliferation advocates. 

GOP would repeal Obamacare
Kellman 11 [Laurie Kellman is a writer for the Associated Press “ GOP: Health Care Repeal Defeat Is Step Toward Victory In 2012” 02/03/11 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/02/03/gop-health-care-repeal-de_n_817986.html]

To hear Senate Republicans tell it, the defeat of their attempt to repeal the Democrats' health care overhaul was really a victory of sorts on the long march to the 2012 congressional and presidential elections. The repeal effort sank Wednesday along party lines, 51-47, as expected. But in the process, Republicans forced Democrats on the record in favor of President Barack Obama's signature overhaul and launched what they described as a two-year effort to discredit it in the lead-up to a bid for a second term. "These are the first steps in a long road that will culminate in 2012, whereby we will expose the flaws and the weaknesses in this legislation," said Texas Sen. John Cornyn, the party's campaign chief. "We think this is just the beginning," said Republican leader Mitch McConnell. "This issue is still ahead of us." What's certain is that Wednesday's vote changed nothing about the debate that consumed Congress for two years, dominated the midterm elections and has now moved to the courts. Two federal judges have ruled the law is unconstitutional, partially or in its entirety, citing a requirement for individuals to purchase coverage and pay a penalty in taxes if they fail to do so. Two other judges have upheld the law. The controversy is all but certain to be settled by the Supreme Court. Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Fla., announced he would file legislation urging the justices to act quickly. In spite of the maneuvering and the side-taking, senators overwhelmingly voted to cancel the law's requirement that businesses, charities and state and local governments file income tax forms for every vendor that sells them more than $600 in goods. That repeal was approved 81-17 after Republicans pointed out it had originally been their idea. Obama said he would accept the change. Acutely aware that they'll be defending 23 seats in the next election, Democrats sought to shrug off the GOP's efforts. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, who said earlier in the week he hoped the vote would help Republicans get it out of their systems, called on them to "set aside the battles of the past." But even as Reid dismissed the repeal effort, he used stark terms to describe how canceling the overhaul would affect millions of Americans. It would, Reid warned, "kick kids off their parents' health care" and "take away seniors' rights to a free wellness check." The maneuvering reflected the depth of the controversy that still surrounds one of the most ambitious policy overhauls in recent years. At its core, the law requires most Americans to purchase insurance, a so-called individual mandate that has become one of the principal points of opposition among Republicans and the tea party activists who propelled them to gains last fall. The bill's critics argue the law gave government too large a role in the health care system, will harm Medicare and burden the economy by raising taxes and fees. At the heart of the debate is a dispute over how the overhaul would affect the federal deficit. The Congressional Budget Office reported that the law, once it takes effect, would cut federal budget deficits. But Republicans dispute that, arguing that the forecasts rest on spending cuts to Medicare and other programs that will not materialize. Democrats tried to argue that the policy debate is largely over. Sen. Barbara Mikulski, D-Md., called the Republican repeal effort "one more hollow, symbolic, pander-to-the-masses amendment." "I want to hear their ideas for replacement," she said. Republicans made clear they have plenty of ideas for replacement – of Democratic senators, if not the health care reform. "Yes, we were unsuccessful today, but we do know where everybody stands," said Sen. Orrin Hatch, R-Utah. "We've made some headway," said Sen. John Thune of South Dakota.

Health care key to the economy
Gruber 8 [Jonathan, professor of economics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, New York Times, December 4, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/04/opinion/04gruber.html?ref=opinion)
Given the present need to address the economic crisis, many people say the government cannot afford a big investment in health care, that these plans are going nowhere fast. But this represents a false choice, because health care reform is good for our economy.  As the country slips into what is possibly the worst downturn since the Depression, nearly all experts agree that Washington should stimulate demand with new spending. And one of the most effective ways to spend would be to give states money to enroll more people in Medicaid and the State Children’s Health Insurance Plan. This would free up state money for rebuilding roads and bridges and other public works projects — spending that could create jobs.  Health care reform can be an engine of job growth in other ways, too. Most proposals call for investments in health information technology, including the computerization of patient medical records. During the campaign, for example, Mr. Obama proposed spending $50 billion on such technology. The hope is that computerized recordkeeping, and the improved sharing of information among doctors that it would enable, would improve the quality of patient care and perhaps also lower medical costs. More immediately, it would create jobs in the technology sector. After all, somebody would need to develop the computer systems and operate them for thousands of American health care providers.  Expanded insurance coverage would also drive demand for high-paying, rewarding jobs in health services. Most reform proposals emphasize primary care, much of which can be provided by nurse practitioners, registered nurses and physician’s assistants. These jobs could provide a landing spot for workers who have lost jobs in other sectors of the economy. Fundamental health care reform would also stimulate more consumer spending, as previously uninsured families would no longer need to save every extra penny to cover a medical emergency. When the federal government expanded Medicaid in the 1990s, my own research has shown, the newly insured significantly increased their spending on consumer goods.  Universal health insurance coverage would also address economic problems that existed before this downturn began — and that are likely to linger after growth resumes. In our current system, people who leave or lose their jobs often must go without insurance for months or years, and this discourages people from moving to positions where they could be more productive. Most reform proposals call for the creation of pools of insurance coverage that would guarantee access to high-quality, affordable care for people who are self-employed or out of work, increasing their mobility.  If this coverage focuses on disease prevention and wellness, it could also improve the health, and thereby the productivity, of the workforce.  In the long term, the greatest fiscal threat facing this nation is the growth in the costs of health care. These costs have more than tripled as a share of our economy since 1950, and show no signs of abating. The Congressional Budget Office recently projected that the share of the economy devoted to health care will double by 2050. Experts have yet to figure out how to restrain cost increases without sacrificing the quality of care that Americans demand. Yet cost control would be easier in an environment of universal coverage. Nations like the Netherlands and Switzerland, which have achieved universal coverage within a private insurance structure, control costs better than we do. And in my home state, Massachusetts, an ambitious plan to cover all residents has focused the attention of all stakeholders on the importance of controlling costs as a means of ensuring the plan’s success in the long run.  These are challenging times. The economic crisis of 2008 has left politicians of all stripes in shock and unsure where to move next. But rather than sit back and lick our wounds, we must move toward healing them. Fundamental health care reform that features universal insurance coverage is an important place to start.
AT No internal link
Romney election cuts foreign aid 
McCormack 11. [John, “Romney: Let's Cut Humanitarian Foreign Aid and Get China to Step Up” Weekly Stanard -- October 19 -- http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/romney-lets-cut-humanitarian-foreign-aid-and-get-china-step_598304.html]
During last night's GOP presidential debate in Las Vegas, moderator Anderson Cooper asked former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney if foreign aid should be eliminated. Romney indicated that he supported foreign aid for defense but not humanitarian purposes.¶ "I happen to think it doesn't make a lot of sense for us to borrow money from the Chinese to go give to another country for humanitarian aid," Romney said. "We ought to get the Chinese to take care of the people that are...." he said, trailing off. ¶ Like the other candidates questioned about foreign aid (Perry, Bachmann, Paul), Romney did not point out that foreign aid makes up just 1 percent of the federal budget. A solid majority of Americans support cutting foreign aid (but not other programs) and believe that foreign aid makes up a significant portion of the U.S. budget. "[O]n average, Americans estimate that foreign aid takes up 10 percent of the federal budget, and one in five think it represents about 30 percent of the money the government spends," according to a CNN poll from April 2011. The GOP candidates and CNN's Anderson Cooper did nothing to dispel this false notion last night.¶ What's worse, in Romney's case, is his idea that it's desirable to see China fill a void left by America abroad. It's one thing to dispute the very premise of humanitarian aid, as Ron Paul does. "To me, foreign aid is taking money from poor people in this country and giving it to rich people in poor countries," the libertarian congressman said. But Romney seems to accept the premise that humanitarian aid is good. If that's the case, why would he want a rival nation like China to expand its sphere of influence in order for the United States to save a pittance? How does that serve the American interest?¶ It doesn't, as Florida senator Marco Rubio argued during a major foreign policy speech in September. "Foreign aid is also an important part of America’s foreign policy leadership. While we certainly must be careful about spending money on foreign aid, the reality is that it is not the reason we have a growing debt problem," Rubio said. ¶ The rising GOP star continued:¶ If it is done right, and when done in partnership with the private sector and faith-based community, foreign aid spreads America’s influence around the world in a positive way. Let me give you an example: the Bush Administration’s program to provide HIV medicine to Africa has not only saved lives, it has increased America’s influence across the continent. These are allies in the future that can be our partners, not just in our political struggles on the world stage, but in economic trade. And a world where people are prosperous and free to grow their economies and pursue their own dreams is a better world for all of us.

UX
Obama will win now- steinhauser ev indicates that Obama is ahead in all major swing states based on colletitve analaisis of polls but controversial issues can still swing the election to Romney, prefer our ev most reflective of swing state results and holistic

[bookmark: _GoBack]Silver says 76% chance. 
Silver 9-21. [Nate, political polling genius, "Sept. 20: Obama’s Convention Bounce May Not Be Receding" Five Thirty Eight -- fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/21/sept-20-obamas-convention-bounce-may-not-be-receding/#more-34814]
President Obama’s position inched forward in the FiveThirtyEight forecast on Thursday. His chances of winning the Electoral College are 76.1 percent, according to the forecast, up from 75.2 percent on Wednesday. Mr. Obama’s projected margin of victory in the national popular vote also increased slightly, to 3.4 percentage points.¶ By and large, the story that Thursday’s polls told was the same one as on Wednesday. Mr. Obama continues to get very strong results in state polls that use industry-standard methodology, meaning that they use live interviews and place calls to mobile phones along with landlines.¶ In the 10 states that have generally been ranked the highest on our tipping-point list — Ohio, Virginia, Florida, Wisconsin, Colorado, Nevada, Iowa, Pennsylvania, New Hampshire and Michigan — there have been 21 such polls since the Democratic convention ended. Mr. Obama has led in all 21 of these surveys — and usually by clear margins. On average, he has held a six-point lead in these surveys, and he has had close to 50 percent of the vote in them.


Base mobilization. 
Leighton 9-19. [Kyle, Editor of TPM Media's PollTracker, "Pew: Obama Leads By 8 Points, DNC Bolsters Dem Enthusiasm" Talking Points Memo -- 2012.talkingpointsmemo.com/2012/09/pew-dnc-obama-romney-poll-democratic-enthusiasm.php]
President Obama has an 8-point lead over Mitt Romney among likely voters, bolstered by renewed Democratic enthusiasm in the wake of the Democratic National Convention, according to a new poll from the Pew Research Center.¶ “At this stage in the campaign, Barack Obama is in a strong position compared with past victorious presidential candidates,” said Pew President Andrew Kohut. “Obama holds a bigger September lead than the last three candidates who went on to win in November, including Obama four years ago. In elections since 1988, only Bill Clinton, in 1992 and 1996, entered the fall with a larger advantage.”¶ Obama leads Romney 51 percent to 43 percent. A poll from NBC News and the Wall Street Journal released Tuesday night showed a 5-point Obama advantage.¶ President Obama leads almost all public polls taken after the conventions, and he has a 4.1 edge in the PollTracker Average of the national race.


Approval ratings and economic optimism. 
WSJ 9-18. ["Obama extends lead in new poll" -- online.wsj.com/article/SB10000872396390443720204578004562877476102.html]
Buoyed by an upswing in economic optimism, President Barack Obama has strengthened his support among voters and is now rated as equal to Mitt Romney on which candidate can best improve the economy, a new Wall Street Journal/NBC News poll finds.¶ The survey gives the president his highest job approval since March, at 50%, and shows him leading Mr. Romney among likely voters, 50% to 45%, with two weeks before the campaign hits a major landmark with the first candidates' debate.¶ The election snapshot comes as Mr. Obama tries to win reelection with the highest pre-election jobless rate since World War II, and with an estimated 23 million Americans unemployed or underemployed.¶ The survey was the first Journal poll of the campaign to assess which voters are likely to cast ballots and to ask their preferences. Among the slightly larger set of registered voters, the poll showed Mr. Obama widening his lead by two percentage points over the prior month, giving him 50% support, compared to Mr. Romney's 44%.¶ The poll surveyed 900 registered voters, including 736 who are considered likely to cast ballots. The survey was taken from Sept. 12 to Sept. 16 and had a margin of error of plus or minus 3.27 percentage points for registered voters.¶ The poll found Mr. Obama to be on a generally stronger footing than President George W. Bush had been in September, 2004, before Mr. Bush went on to win re-election in a close contest. Mr. Obama holds a wider lead over his rival than did Mr. Bush, and voters give him higher marks for handling foreign policy and the economy.

Swing States lead. 
TRNS 9-19. [Talk Radio News Service “Poll: Swing States Still Competitive” -- http://www.talkradionews.com/news/2012/09/19/poll-swing-states-still-competitive.html]
President Barack Obama and Mitt Romney are caught in a tight race in the nation’s swing states, according to a new poll from Gallup/USA Today conducted between September 11th and 17th.¶ In the twelve battleground states, Obama leads with 48 percent among registered voters while Romney trails closely at 46 percent. The close divide mirrors the trend for the majority of the year, save a brief period during the spring wherein Obama took a 9 point lead.¶ Despite the lack of a major shift, approximately 22 percent of swing state voters responded that there minds may not be made up. 17 percent said they could realistically change their mind, including 10 percent of Obama supporters and 7 percent of those backing Romney.¶ 5 percent of respondents said that they have not yet determined who they will¶ The twelve states considered up for grabs this yea are Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Michigan, New Hampshire, Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin.¶ The poll was conducted among 1,096 registered voters spread throughout the dozen states.

Lead among likely voters and in swing states. 
Salant 9-19. [Jonathan, money and politics reporter, "Poll finds Obama in better shape than any nominee since Clinton" Bloomberg -- www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-09-19/obama-leads-among-likely-voters-in-colorado-virginia-wisconsin.html]
NBC/Journal Poll¶ A poll of likely voters taken during the same period by NBC News and the Wall Street Journal gave Obama a five-point lead among likely voters, 50 percent to 45 percent. Still, the Gallup tracking poll covering the Sept. 12-18 period showed Obama with a one-point lead, 47 percent to 46 percent. That is down from a seven-point lead, 50 percent to 43 percent, Obama had in the tracking poll during the period Sept. 5-11. A Sept. 11-17 USA Today/Gallup poll of registered voters in the swing states of Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Michigan, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin, put Obama ahead by two points, 48 percent to 46 percent.

Political scientists predict Obama but it’s close. 
Camia 9-20. [Catalina, political reporter, "8 of 13 forecasts say Obama wins popular vote" USA Today -- content.usatoday.com/communities/onpolitics/post/2012/09/20/obama-romney-forecasting-models-election/70000816/1#.UFxW-KRSSAE&__utma=14933801.194491038.1346898590.1348232799.1348237052.4&__utmb=14933801.1.10.1348237052&__utmc=14933801&__utmx=-&__utmz=14933801.1348237052.4.4.utmcsr=google|utmccn=(organic)|utmcmd=organic|utmctr=(not%20provided)&__utmv=14933801.|8=Earned%20By=msnbc%7Cpolitics%7Cfirstread=1^12=Landing%20Content=Original=1^13=Landing%20Hostname=firstread.nbcnews.com=1^30=Visit%20Type%20to%20Content=Earned%20to%20Original=1&__utmk=107584898]
What happens when 20 eminent political scientists crunch data to predict the outcome of the 2012 election?¶ Eight of their 13 forecasting models predict President Obama will win the popular vote over Mitt Romney, but the race could be close.¶ After crunching a wide range of data -- from public opinion polls to leading economic indicators to the impact of war -- these forecasts range from predicting a 53.8% popular vote for Obama to a 53.1% vote for Romney.


Futures markets say Obama is winning. 
Weidner 9-18. [David, WSJ reporter, "Obama is stealing Wall Street from Romney" Market Watch -- articles.marketwatch.com/2012-09-18/commentary/33904463_1_romney-wall-street-president-obama]
Intrade, a futures market set up for bettors looking to cash in on such probabilities, has Obama as a 66.3% favorite to reclaim the White House. Obama has seen a nearly 10-point gain since mid-June. See Intrade’s page for Obama’s reelection chances.

AT: energy not key
Turn out key to either side – comparatively more important than swing votes.
Zogby 12. [John, political pollster, “What Obama needs to be re-elected” Forbes -- May 30 -- http://www.forbes.com/sites/johnzogby/2012/05/30/what-obama-needs-to-be-re-elected/] 
As we get closer to Election Day, the unaffiliated and undecided sliver of the electorate will be scrutinized ad naseum. Estimates of $1 billion may be spent on advertising, much of it trying to convince less than 10% of voters that Barack Obamaor Mitt Romney will be the worse choice for President.¶ But in our hyper-polarized electorate, the more decisive factor will be turn out from voters who would be expected to choose one party over the other. We already see both Obama and Romney concentrating on their respective base voters. That’s why Obama has come out for same-sex marriage and hammered Republicans about holding down interest rates on student loans. Meanwhile, Romney has yet to make any overt moves to the middle for fear of losing support from conservatives. As you will read below, small percentage decreases in turnout of base voters can account for millions of votes.

Key for Dems in battleground states. 
Abramowitz, 12 (Alan, Senior Columnist, Center For Politics.org, Prof Poli Sci @ Emory, 5/31, http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/buying-a-presidential-election-its-not-as-easy-as-you-think/
The airwaves in the eight or 10 states that will decide the outcome of the 2012 presidential election will soon be saturated with ads supporting and opposing Barack Obama and Mitt Romney, all aimed at persuading a small group of undecided voters — less than 10%, according to most recent polls. These undecided voters are much less interested in the presidential election than those who have already chosen sides. When the ads come on, they generally ignore them. Moreover, undecided voters are not stupid, and they’re generally skeptical about the messages that they see on TV. As a result, the net impact of all of this advertising is likely to be minimal. Research by political scientists and evidence from 2012 polls in the battleground states suggests that the parties and candidates would do better to focus their efforts in these states on mobilizing their supporters rather than trying to persuade uncommitted voters. But I’ll have more to say about that in my next article.


AT: Thumper
Obama not spending money on nuclear because of political fears. 
Korte 12. [Greg, Washington Bureau, "Politics stands in the way of nuclear plant's future" USA Today -- March 27 -- www.usatoday.com/money/industries/energy/story/2012-04-13/usec-centrifuges-loan-guarantees/54560118/1]
Politics stands in the way of nuclear plant's future¶ Three dozen 43-foot-tall centrifuges swirl quietly in a cavernous building in southern Ohio, ready to turn uranium hexafluoride into the enriched fuel that can power America's nuclear power plants.¶ They stand like stacks of poker chips on a table — the ante for what could be a $2 billion national gamble on nuclear energy.¶ Energy company USEC wants federal loan guarantees to allow it to build 11,000 centrifuges here, which would spin out enough fuel to power about three dozen nuclear power plants non-stop.¶ But while plenty of politicians whose districts could benefit from the project support it, the Piketon plant remains stymied by a political standoff. Many Republicans who back the project — called the American Centrifuge Project — have savaged the Obama administration loan program that would pay for it, while the Obama Energy Department, burned by Republican criticism, has voiced tentative support for the plan but won't authorize federal money for it without congressional approval.¶ For almost a year, congressional Republicans have criticized the administration's $535 million loan guarantee to now-bankrupt solar panel maker Solyndra. The administration, they say, is unfairly picking "winners and losers" in energy.¶ Both sides say they want the project to move forward. Both support short-term "bridge" funding to keep the project going until the financing can be worked out. Both say the other side has to make the first move.
Obama backing off nuke power – it’s political suicide in the election.
Levine 9-7. [Greg, former managing editor of Firedoglake, and contributing writer for Truthout, former strategic consultant, doing branding, positioning, and communications for numerous media concerns, consumer products and services companies, political campaigns, not-for-profits, and civic and quasi-governmental organization,former public interest lobbying and organizing on Capitol Hill, specializing in extradition law, intelligence abuse, and first amendment issues, “Obama Drops Nuclear from Energy Segment of Convention Speech” Capitoilette -- http://capitoilette.com/2012/09/07/obama-drops-nuclear-from-energy-segment-of-convention-speech/]
In the wake of Fukushima, where hundreds of thousands of Japanese have been displaced, where tens of thousands are showing elevated radiation exposure, and where thousands of children have thyroid abnormalities, no one can be cavalier about promising a safe harnessing of the atom. And in a world where radioisotopes from the breached reactors continue to turn up in fish and farm products, not only across Japan, but across the northern hemisphere, no one can pretend this is someone else’s problem.¶ Obama and his campaign advisors know all this and more. They know that most industrialized democracies have chosen to shift away from nuclear since the start of the Japanese crisis. They know that populations that have been polled on the matter want to see nuclear power phased out. And they know that in a time of deficit hysteria, nuclear power plants are an economic sinkhole.¶ And so, on a night when the president was promised one of the largest audiences of his entire campaign, he and his team decided that 2012 was not a year to throw a bone to Obama’s nuclear backers. Obama, a consummate politician, made the decision that for his second shot at casting for the future, nuclear power is political deadweight.





Link debate


The aff sparks massive public backlash – newest polls show overwhelming majorities of Americans oppose the expansion of nuclear power. 1NC CSI gives a laundry list of reasons – we’ll isolate them here. 

· 6/10 oppose expansion of nuke power – link turns assume squo 
· public perceives plan as trade off with clean energy 
· NIMBY
· Fukushima fx = long term. 

Link alone takes out solvency
O'Keefe, 12 -- George C. Marshall Institute CEO (William, "No Credible Path for Nuclear Power," National Journal, 2-14-12, energy.nationaljournal.com/2012/02/is-america-poised-for-nuclear.php, accessed 9-13-12, mss)

Public and environmental opposition to nuclear power in “my backyard”, slow government permitting, and the risks of accidents all combine to drive up the cost of capital and therefore the cost of delivered power. The government regulatory process and the storage debacle can be dealt with in a constructive way even if it is unlikely that they will. But, the recent accident at Fukushima was a stark reminder that systems designed and operated by humans are not perfect and the consequences of a “black swan” event can be significant. How the citizens of Georgia and special interests group react to the new Southern units may tell us a lot about the public’s willingness to support an expansion of nuclear power in this country. Without strong public support or at least muted opposition, politics will be too much of an obstacle.

No link turns- nuclear has no constituency- doesn’t create enough jobs
Tucker, 12 – Spectator staff
(William, "Nuclear's Dilemma: Few Jobs, Just Energy," American Spectator, 8-24-12, spectator.org/archives/2012/08/24/nuclears-dilemma-few-jobs-just, accessed 9-5-12, mss)

Nuclear's Dilemma: Few Jobs, Just Energy Obama defends green energy, Romney coal, because that's where the jobs are. Nuclear might as well not exist. Last week, Environmental Entrepreneurs, a trade group, announced that wind and solar projects around the country had created 34,409 new jobs around the country in the second quarter of 2012, with high concentrations in California, Michigan, Ohio, Florida, and Colorado. GOP presidential candidate Mitt Romney immediately countered this by visiting Ohio's coal country, promising to protect the industry from the Obama Administration' "War on Coal." Not to be outdone, President Obama was off to Iowa where he even won the support of Republican Governor Terry Branstad in urging Congress to renew the production tax credit so that the wind industry can create even more jobs. So the great Presidential battle over the future of energy is shaping up -- which can create more jobs, coal or wind? What about nuclear, which might also be said to have a potential role in the nation's energy future? Well, nuclear energy has one great weakness. It doesn't create many jobs. All it creates is lots of energy. And in the contest for which form of energy can employ the most people, that doesn't seem to count for much at all. Let it be said first that the other players missing in action here are gas and oil. New drilling techniques for shale gas and tight oil are now creating more jobs and useful energy than all the other technologies combined. Production from the Marcellus Shale in Pennsylvania and Ohio is up 82 percent over last year. North Dakota's Bakken shale has created the lowest unemployment rate in the nation. Oklahoma gas fields are complaining they can't find enough workers. Any healthy, working-age male could head for any of these states and find themselves making close to a six-figure income. But all this is happening in the private sector so it doesn't draw much attention in presidential campaigns. Most of the Marcellus shale lies under private lands so -- blessedly -- it can be done without federal interference. Only New York State has stopped the show -- which is just another reason why upstate New York, if separated from New York City, ranks as the second-poorest state in the nation behind only Mississippi. What attracts politicians to coal and wind is that they involve the federal government. The EPA is on a campaign to close down 10 percent of the nation's coal plants and so Romney can win votes by promising to intervene. The President, on the other hand, continues his efforts to "harness the sun and the winds and the soil to fuel our cars and run our factories," as he put it in his Inaugural Address. Wind's production tax credit -- which makes it profitable to erect windmills even if they never produce a kilowatt of electricity -- will be extended into the foreseeable future. Corn ethanol, which now consumes 40 percent of the corn crop, will continue to be mandated, even though it is driving up world food prices and international officials are accusing us of starving the world's poor. (The EPA showed its defiance last week by announcing that sorghum, the nation's third largest crop, will also be converted into ethanol.) The military is being instructed to substitute biofuels for jet fuel, even though it will cost $59 a gallon. And with nearly half the land west of the Mississippi still owned by the federal government, the President is able to commission a 350-square-mile wind farm in Wyoming and several 20-square-mile solar plants in the Mojave Desert. All this will create jobs, jobs, jobs. So how does nuclear stack up against all this? Not very well. Take the matter of coal mining. There are an estimated 88,000 coal miners in this country working 1,300 coal mines, most of them in Pennsylvania, Ohio, West Virginia, and Kentucky. There are 400 mines in Kentucky alone. More than half a dozen states identify themselves as "coal states," with Indiana, Illinois, Tennessee, Alabama, Colorado, and Wyoming filling out the list. Montana, the state with the biggest coal reserves, hasn't really started developing them yet. To this must be added the jobs in the railroad industry. A 1,000-megawatt (MW) coal plant must be replenished by a 110-car coal train arriving at the plant every 30 hours. A fully loaded coal "unit" train now leaves the Powder River Basin in Wyoming every eight minutes. Coal constitutes almost half the freight aboard the railroads and it is a moot question as to whether the railroads really own the coal companies or the coal companies own the railroads. In any case, there are close to 200,000 railroad workers in the U.S., half of them dedicated to moving coal. Now compare this to the mining and transport needed to fuel a nuclear reactor. Because uranium has an energy density almost 3 million times that of coal, not much is required. The Uranium Producers Association reports there are 13 operating uranium mines in the country, employing 1,360 workers. The annual output of uranium mining would fill two railroad cars so no railroad traffic either. Actually, domestic uranium production has been depressed over the last two decades because of the Megatons-to-Megawatts program that has recycled 18,000 former Soviet warheads in the greatest swords-into-plowshares effort in history. (Never heard of it? I wonder why.) But the treaty ends in 2014 and domestic uranium production may increase a little. The Russians are now proposing to supply the entire world with uranium out of one mine in Siberia. Because uranium mining is such a small-scale operation, there are no "nuclear states." New Mexico's Pete Domenici was once the leading advocate in the Senate because of the presence of the Los Alamos and Sandia National Laboratories. His mantle has been picked up by Senator Lamar Alexander of Tennessee, who has Oak Ridge. But nuclear has no real constituency in either state and plays very little in their politics. Then there is the matter of enriching uranium and preparing it for use in reactors. That is done at the nation's only plant in Paducah, Kentucky, which employs 1,200 people. The U.S. Enrichment Corporation (USEC) is trying to replace it with a more modern facility in Piketon, Ohio, but that will employ about the same amount. How about transporting the fuel rods to the reactors? That requires a fleet of six trucks making the trip once every 18 months. Now compare all this with wind, an even bigger vote-getter. Each 45-story windmill produces about 2 MW, which means you need 500 of them to equal the capacity of a nuclear reactor. These have to be manufactured and trucked to remote sites across the country. You've probably seen them on the highway. Each windmill blade is half the length of a football field. But wind farms only produce electricity 20 percent of the time so you need five times that number to equal one 1000-MW nuclear plant. That's 2,500 45-story windmills, which translates into lots of manufacturing jobs, lots of transport, and lots of on-site construction. Wind is nothing if not labor intensive. The job requirements for solar are on the same scale. Each PV panel or highly polished mirror -- several square miles of them -- demands extensive manufacturing and high maintenance. If they are located in the desert, solar facilities are going to require constant cleaning and polishing so they do not become covered with dirt and lose their efficiency. We may have to employ half of Mexico to do the job. That means even more votes on the way. Where nuclear does create jobs is in the construction and operation of reactors. Building a new plant will employ 5,000 construction workers over five years, probably double or triple the number required for coal or wind. Forbes just published an article saying that a 1000-MW reactor creates 500 highly skilled operating positions while coal produces 220 less-skilled jobs, wind 90 and natural gas only 60. But these jobs are highly localized. Bisconti research has found that support for nuclear regularly exceeds 80 percent in towns where reactors are located but the benefits do not spread to neighboring areas. The town of Vernon, population 2,000, which hosts Vermont Yankee, is almost 100 percent in favor of keeping the reactor operating. But its interests are swamped by 323,000 other Vermonters who see no benefits and think they can produce the same amount of energy by covering the Green Mountains with windmills. The only way in which nuclear really "creates job" is in providing clean, cheap electricity to make other manufacturing operations profitable. Tennessee has refashioned itself into a major auto manufacturing state, hosting both Nissan and Volkswagen's U.S. headquarters and creating 100,000 ancillary jobs, partly by capitalizing on nuclear electricity from the Tennessee Valley Authority. IBM, Vermont's largest employer, has threatened to leave the state if it loses the cheap power of Vermont Yankee. No, when it comes to marshaling the votes of thousands of coal miners or railroad employees or windmill manufacturers, nuclear definitely fails the test. All it produces is lots of clean, cheap energy.


Only a risk of the link – public massively opposed to nuclear expansion and there’s no constituency to lobby for the plan. 
CSI 12. [Civil Society Institue, “SURVEY: CONGRESS, WHITE HOUSE FOCUS ON FOSSIL FUELS, NUCLEAR POWER IS OUT OF TOUCH WITH VIEWS OF MAINSTREAM AMERICA” November 3 -- http://www.civilsocietyinstitute.org/media/110311release.cfm]
If Congress thinks it has found a winning issue in trashing wind and solar power ... and if the Obama Administration believes that voters will reward it for boosting coal, gas and nuclear power ... then both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue are making serious miscalculations about the sentiments of mainstream Americans - including Republicans and Tea Party supporters -- one year before the 2012 elections, according to the findings of a major survey of 1,049 Americans conducted October 21-24, 2011 by ORC International for the nonprofit and nonpartisan Civil Society Institute (CSI).¶ Documenting a major gulf between the views of Americans and the Congress/White House on energy policy, the CSI survey includes the following key findings:¶ • If Washington had to choose between fossil fuel/nuclear subsidies and wind/solar subsidies, "clean energy" aid would get support from three times more Americans than fossil fuel/nuclear energy subsidies. Only a bit more than one in 10 American adults (13 percent) - including just 20 percent of Republicans, 9 percent of Independents, 10 percent of Democrats, and only 24 percent of Tea Party supporters - are in favor of concentrating federal energy subsidies on the coal, nuclear power and natural gas industries. When it comes to focusing federal subsidies on wind and solar, 38 percent of all Americans are supportive -- about three times the support level for fossil fuel/nuclear subsidies. Only about one in 10 Americans (13 percent) - including just 26 percent of Tea Party supporters -- believes that "no energy source should receive federal subsidies."¶ • Fossil fuel subsidies are opposed by Americans on a bipartisan basis. Six in 10 Americans - including a strikingly uniform 59 percent of Republicans, 65 percent of Independents, 59 percent of Democrats, and 59 percent of Tea Party members -- oppose "federal subsidies for oil and gas, coal, natural gas and other fossil fuel companies."¶ • Nuclear reactor loan guarantees are opposed by Americans on a bipartisan basis. More than two out of three Americans (67 percent) - including 65 percent of Republicans, 66 percent of Independents, 68 percent of Democrats and 62 percent of Tea Party backers - disagree that "taxpayers and ratepayers should provide taxpayer-backed loan guarantees for the construction of new nuclear power reactors in the United States through proposed tens of billions in federal loan guarantees for new reactors."¶ • Most Americans want the U.S. to shift federal loan guarantee support from nuclear power to wind and solar energy. About seven in 10 Americans (71 percent) - including 55 percent of Republicans, 72 percent of Independents, 84 percent of Democrats, and almost half (47 percent) of Tea Party backers -- strongly or somewhat support "a shift of federal loan-guarantee support for energy away from nuclear reactors and towards clean renewable energy such as wind and solar."¶ • A strong majority of Americans want the U.S. to make the investments needed to be a clean energy leader on a global basis. More than three in four Americans (77 percent) - including 65 percent of Republicans, 75 percent of Independents, 88 percent of Democrats, and 56 percent of Tea Party members -- agree with the following statement: "The U.S. needs to be a clean energy technology leader and it should invest in the research and domestic manufacturing of wind, solar and energy efficiency technologies."¶ Pam Solo, founder and president, Civil Society Institute, said: "Americans of all political stripes have moved ahead of Washington and want our nation to make smarter choices about cleaner and safer sources of power. Common sense is the driving force in American opinion, which focuses not on whether Washington should help usher in a renewable, clean energy future, but how it should proceed in doing so. Americans believe that the energy industries have an undue influence over decisions made by Washington. They want leadership and problem solving from Washington for a clean energy future. Americans understand that we can no longer have our economy and environment tethered to 'old' energy solutions that are unsafe, unhealthy and simply unable to meet our long-term needs."¶ Graham Hueber, senior researcher, ORC International, said: "One clear message of this survey sit that there is no clear 'Old Fuel Constituency' in the sense of a large number of unified Americans who favor fossil fuels and nuclear power over wind and solar power. In fact, Republicans and Tea Party supporters who might seem like the most logical place for such a constituency are somewhat more likely than others to support federal subsidies for fossil fuels and nuclear power, but they also would prefer development of cleaner sources of energy. These are actually quite striking findings in the context of the 2012 election campaign."¶ 

Their link turns assume squo levels of nuke power – the world of the aff is massively unpopular – how the question is asked is key – prefer our link. 
Mariotte 12. [Michael, Executive Director of Nuclear Information and Resource Service, “Nuclear Power and Public Opinion: What the polls say” Daily Kos -- June 5 -- http://www.dailykos.com/story/2012/06/05/1097574/-Nuclear-Power-and-Public-Opinion-What-the-polls-say]
Conclusion 3: On new reactors, how one asks the question matters.¶ Gallup and the Nuclear Energy Institute ask the same question: “Overall, do you strongly favor, somewhat favor, somewhat oppose or strongly oppose the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity in the U.S.?”¶ This question doesn’t really get to the issue of support for new nuclear reactors, although NEI typically tries to spin it that way. Although a question of support for current reactors wasn’t asked in any recent poll we saw, the public traditionally has been more supportive of existing reactors than new ones, and the question above could easily be interpreted as support for existing reactors, or even simple recognition that they exist. The results may also be skewed by the pollsters throwing nuclear in as “one of the ways,” without a context of how large a way.¶ Nonetheless, despite asking the same question, Gallup and NEI can’t agree on the answer. NEI, for example, in November 2011 asserted that 28% of the public strongly favors nuclear power with an additional 35% somewhat in favor. NEI found only 13% strongly opposed and another 21% somewhat opposed. A May 2012 NEI poll did not publicly break down the numbers into strongly vs somewhat, but claimed a similar 64-33% split between support for nuclear power and opposition.¶ Gallup, asking the same question in March 2012, found a narrower split. A smaller number was strongly in favor (23%, a drop of 5%) and a larger number strongly opposed (24%, increase of 3%)—overall an 8-point anti-nuclear swing among those with strong opinions. Those in the middle were 34% somewhat favor vs 16% somewhat opposed. The 2012 numbers were slightly worse for nuclear power than the identical question asked in March 2011, just before Fukushima.¶ But other polls suggest that Gallup and NEI may be asking the wrong question. For example, the LA Times reported on a Yale-George Mason University poll in April 2012 that found that support for new nuclear power had dropped significantly, from 61% in 2008 to 42% today.¶ Even Rasmussen in its May 2012 poll found that only 44% support building new reactors. That was good news for Rasmussen since it found that only 38% oppose them, with a surprising 18% undecided (surprising because no other poll we saw had such a high undecided contingent for any nuclear-related question).¶ Meanwhile the March 2012 ORC International poll found that:¶ “Nearly six in 10 Americans (57 percent) are less supportive of expanding nuclear power in the United States than they were before the Japanese reactor crisis, a nearly identical finding to the 58 percent who responded the same way when asked the same question one year ago. Those who say they are more supportive of nuclear power a year after Fukushima account for well under a third (28 percent) of all Americans, little changed from the 24 percent who shared that view in 2011.”¶ But perhaps the most telling, and easily the most interesting, poll comes from a March 2012 poll from the Yale Project on Climate Change Communications. Participants were asked, “When you think of nuclear power, what is the first word or phrase that comes to your mind?”¶ 29% of those polled said “disaster.” Another 24% said “bad.” Only about 15% said “good” and that was the only measurable group that had anything positive to say. That poll also found that, “…only 47 percent of Americans in May 2011 supported building more nuclear power plants, down 6 points from the prior year (June 2010), while only 33 percent supported building a nuclear power plant in their own local area.”

Loan Guarantees Unpopular 

Nuke power sparks public backlash – perceived as too expensive, trades off with clean energy, hate the companies. (Duplicated in 2NC Link Turn Shield)
CSI 12. [Civil Society Institue, “SURVEY: CONGRESS, WHITE HOUSE FOCUS ON FOSSIL FUELS, NUCLEAR POWER IS OUT OF TOUCH WITH VIEWS OF MAINSTREAM AMERICA” November 3 -- http://www.civilsocietyinstitute.org/media/110311release.cfm]
If Congress thinks it has found a winning issue in trashing wind and solar power ... and if the Obama Administration believes that voters will reward it for boosting coal, gas and nuclear power ... then both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue are making serious miscalculations about the sentiments of mainstream Americans - including Republicans and Tea Party supporters -- one year before the 2012 elections, according to the findings of a major survey of 1,049 Americans conducted October 21-24, 2011 by ORC International for the nonprofit and nonpartisan Civil Society Institute (CSI).¶ Documenting a major gulf between the views of Americans and the Congress/White House on energy policy, the CSI survey includes the following key findings:¶ • If Washington had to choose between fossil fuel/nuclear subsidies and wind/solar subsidies, "clean energy" aid would get support from three times more Americans than fossil fuel/nuclear energy subsidies. Only a bit more than one in 10 American adults (13 percent) - including just 20 percent of Republicans, 9 percent of Independents, 10 percent of Democrats, and only 24 percent of Tea Party supporters - are in favor of concentrating federal energy subsidies on the coal, nuclear power and natural gas industries. When it comes to focusing federal subsidies on wind and solar, 38 percent of all Americans are supportive -- about three times the support level for fossil fuel/nuclear subsidies. Only about one in 10 Americans (13 percent) - including just 26 percent of Tea Party supporters -- believes that "no energy source should receive federal subsidies."¶ • Fossil fuel subsidies are opposed by Americans on a bipartisan basis. Six in 10 Americans - including a strikingly uniform 59 percent of Republicans, 65 percent of Independents, 59 percent of Democrats, and 59 percent of Tea Party members -- oppose "federal subsidies for oil and gas, coal, natural gas and other fossil fuel companies."¶ • Nuclear reactor loan guarantees are opposed by Americans on a bipartisan basis. More than two out of three Americans (67 percent) - including 65 percent of Republicans, 66 percent of Independents, 68 percent of Democrats and 62 percent of Tea Party backers - disagree that "taxpayers and ratepayers should provide taxpayer-backed loan guarantees for the construction of new nuclear power reactors in the United States through proposed tens of billions in federal loan guarantees for new reactors."¶ • Most Americans want the U.S. to shift federal loan guarantee support from nuclear power to wind and solar energy. About seven in 10 Americans (71 percent) - including 55 percent of Republicans, 72 percent of Independents, 84 percent of Democrats, and almost half (47 percent) of Tea Party backers -- strongly or somewhat support "a shift of federal loan-guarantee support for energy away from nuclear reactors and towards clean renewable energy such as wind and solar."¶ • A strong majority of Americans want the U.S. to make the investments needed to be a clean energy leader on a global basis. More than three in four Americans (77 percent) - including 65 percent of Republicans, 75 percent of Independents, 88 percent of Democrats, and 56 percent of Tea Party members -- agree with the following statement: "The U.S. needs to be a clean energy technology leader and it should invest in the research and domestic manufacturing of wind, solar and energy efficiency technologies."¶ Pam Solo, founder and president, Civil Society Institute, said: "Americans of all political stripes have moved ahead of Washington and want our nation to make smarter choices about cleaner and safer sources of power. Common sense is the driving force in American opinion, which focuses not on whether Washington should help usher in a renewable, clean energy future, but how it should proceed in doing so. Americans believe that the energy industries have an undue influence over decisions made by Washington. They want leadership and problem solving from Washington for a clean energy future. Americans understand that we can no longer have our economy and environment tethered to 'old' energy solutions that are unsafe, unhealthy and simply unable to meet our long-term needs."¶ Graham Hueber, senior researcher, ORC International, said: "One clear message of this survey sit that there is no clear 'Old Fuel Constituency' in the sense of a large number of unified Americans who favor fossil fuels and nuclear power over wind and solar power. In fact, Republicans and Tea Party supporters who might seem like the most logical place for such a constituency are somewhat more likely than others to support federal subsidies for fossil fuels and nuclear power, but they also would prefer development of cleaner sources of energy. These are actually quite striking findings in the context of the 2012 election campaign."¶ 

Public opposed to loan guarantees. 
CSI 12. [Civil Society Institute, “SURVEY: AMERICANS NOT WARMING UP TO NUCLEAR POWER ONE YEAR AFTER FUKUSHIMA” March 7 -- http://www.civilsocietyinstitute.org/media/030712release.cfm]
72 percent of Americans do not "think taxpayers should take on the risk for the construction of new nuclear power reactors in the United States through billions of dollars in new federal loan guarantees for new reactors." This level of opposition was nearly identical to the 73 percent opposition level reported in the March 2011 survey.


2NC:  Women Link 

Women hate nuke power. 
Newport 12. [Frank, PhD, Editor in Chief, “Americans Still Favor Nuclear Power a Year After Fukushima” Gallup -- March 26 -- http://www.gallup.com/poll/153452/Americans-Favor-Nuclear-Power-Year-Fukushima.aspx]
Although Republicans continue to be more supportive than Democrats of the use of nuclear energy, these political differences are dwarfed by the 30-point gender gap in views on nuclear energy. Men are more likely than women to be Republicans, but politics alone do not explain the gap in support for nuclear energy between men and women. Something about nuclear energy apparently strikes a strongly negative chord in the minds of the nation's women, making them one of the few demographic segments of any type in which opposition to nuclear power is higher than 50%.

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

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


2NC: Environmentalists Link 

Environmentalists hate nuclear power. 
Dears 12. [Donn, Energy expert retired from GE Company, President of TSAugust a 501 (C) 3 not for profit corporation “Why Environmentalists Are Wrong About Nuclear Power” June 7 -- http://epaabuse.com/7459/editorials/why-environmentalists-are-wrong-about-nuclear-power/]

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

They’re key
Schow 12. [Ashe, Heritage Action’s Deputy Communications Director, “Pres. Obama continues to pander to environmentalists” Heritage Action for America -- January 9 -- http://heritageaction.com/2012/01/pres-obama-continues-to-pander-to-environmentalists/]
It seems that President Obama is worried about whether or not environmentalists will come out in full force to support his re-election effort. Evidenced by the decision to delay the Keystone XL pipeline – which would lower energy prices and put thousands of Americans to work – and now a mining ban in Arizona; it’s clear that President Obama will do whatever it takes to shore up environmentalist’s support, even if it means destroying job creation and smacking down labor unions.¶ Are his re-election priorities skewed? Probably. But it could just be strategy. President Obama is betting that labor unions will come out in support this election no matter what, so the President probably assumes that no matter what he does that ends up hurting union workers, the larger organization will still support him.¶ The same cannot be said for environmentalists. They tend to stay home if they are not appeased. But President Obama is playing with fire. In each of these decisions – along with the 2010 moratorium on offshore drilling – environmentalists cheer victory while thousands of workers (many of them unionized) are left without a job. If the President is so concerned about jobs, why is he denying them to anyone, especially his friends in the labor unions?
And they’ll independently spin the plan to stoke fears – magnifies the link. 

Radiation Link 
People are irrationally afraid of radiation. 
Marcus 12. [Gail, independent nuclear power consultant, former Deputy Director-General of the OECD Nuclear Agency, Principal Deputy Director of the DOE Office of Nuclear Energy Science and Technology, “Is "No Radiation Deaths" Enough?” Nuke Power Talk -- April 13 -- http://nukepowertalk.blogspot.com/2012/04/evaluating-nuclear-power-plant.html]
It is true, of course, that the general public does not understand radiation, and it is also true that, for all sorts of reasons, the average person is irrationally afraid of radiation. I have seen it happen in my own home. I'm the proud owner of a couple of pieces of antique, orange-glazed Fiestaware, and I occasionally use one Fiestaware platter as a serving platter. I have seen well-educated--even technically educated--guests draw away from the platter when I explain that it has a uranium-based glaze. So I know it is an uphill battle to convince people that small increases in the readings of radiation monitors around Fukushima are not hazardous.

Opponents will spin fears about radiation – public’s lack of knowledge guarantees backlash. 
Dears 12. [Donn, Energy expert retired from GE Company, President of TSAugust a 501 (C) 3 not for profit corporation “Why Environmentalists Are Wrong About Nuclear Power” June 7 -- http://epaabuse.com/7459/editorials/why-environmentalists-are-wrong-about-nuclear-power/]
The lack of communications and the lack of knowledge among the people about radiation created fear – nameless and unreasonable fear.¶ The Fukushima accident has reignited fear among people about radiation. When a tuna fish off the coast of California was found to have low levels of radiation, it was headlined by the media. Those opposing nuclear power have used Fukushima to exploit people’s fear about radiation.

Media spin and people hate the unknown. 
Tucker 11. [William, environment and energy reporter, “The Future of Nuclear Power” CoBank Outlook Economic Data and Commentary -- September Vol 8 No 9 -- http://www.cobank.com/Newsroom-Financials/~/media/Files/Searchable%20PDF%20Files/Newsroom%20Financials/Outlook/Outlook%202011/Outlook_0911.ashx]
OUTLOOK: You suggest people don’t pay nearly as much attention to ¶ the human cost of other types of energy. Why does nuclear energy scare ¶ people so much?¶ wt: it’s new, it’s different, it’s unknown. they’ve done studies on how people ¶ evaluate risk and what they’ve found is that people are much more afraid of ¶ new phenomena than risks that are familiar. they’re more concerned about ¶ highly infrequent events that have very large consequences versus more ¶ common events that are not catastrophic. people feel more nervous about ¶ airplane travel than getting in your car, even though far more people die ¶ in cars and it’s much more dangerous per mile traveled. four coal miners ¶ a week die in china, but that’s ‘dog bites man.’ you never see anything in ¶ the press. but if somebody drops a wrench at the indian point reactor, it ¶ makes the new york times because it has to do with nuclear. there’s also ¶ that unfortunate association with nuclear weapons that we’ve never quite ¶ overcome. you could see that with fukushima. people were expecting it to ¶ blow up like a nuclear bomb. in that sense there was some educational value ¶ to the accident in that the news commentators finally got it straight that those ¶ hydrogen blasts were not “nuclear explosions.”

