STates
Only DOE labs solve 

- Hecker ‘8 (Siegfried S. Hecker  Hearing of the United States Senate Committee on Appropriations  Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development  April 30, 2008, Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University. Hecker was director of the Los Alamos National Laboratory from 1986 through 1997.)

The breakup of the  Soviet Union created four nuclear weapons states out of one. The CTR program reversed  that dangerous situation by getting Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus to return Soviet  nuclear weapons to Russia by 1996. However, these states also had considerable  inventories of nuclear materials and a robust nuclear infrastructure that was largely left in  place. Similarly, other states such as Uzbekistan and Georgia had nuclear materials and  nuclear facilities. The former Soviet satellite states in Eastern Europe also had vulnerable  nuclear materials and facilities. NNSA cooperative programs in these countries have  reduced, but not eliminated, the threat. These programs should be expanded and molded  into longer-term partnerships with these states to help them manage their nuclear dangers  while also getting the benefits of civilian nuclear applications.     The NNSA also correctly assessed the need for cooperative nuclear threat  reduction beyond the borders of the former Soviet Union. To keep the most dangerous  materials out of the hands of the world network of nations that are committed to and capable of securing their own nuclear  materials and preventing export. There are approximately 40 countries that possess either  nuclear materials or the necessary nuclear infrastructure to produce nuclear materials.  There are more than 100 countries that use ionizing radiation sources (for medicine,  industry, agriculture or research) that could fuel a radiological dispersal device; the so-  called dirty bomb. Whereas the importance of securing nuclear materials is generally  appreciated today, the technical difficulty is not. In Attachment I to this testimony I detail  why this is much more difficult than simply locking up these materials the way we guard  gold at Fort Knox.     The technical components of global security initiatives are crucial. To secure  nuclear materials requires global partnerships and global reach. The DOE/NNSA and its  laboratories are in the best position to develop such partnerships.
Federal key to certainty
Gale et al. ‘9 (FINANCING THE NUCLEAR RENAISSANCE: THE BENEFITS AND POTENTIAL PITFALLS OF FEDERAL & STATE GOVERNMENT SUBSIDIES AND THE FUTURE OF NUCLEAR POWER IN CALIFORNIA Sony Ben-Moshe, Jason J. Crowell, Kelley M. Gale,* Breton A. Peace, Brett P. Rosenblatt, and Kelly D. Thomason** * Kelley Michael Gale is the Finance Department Chair of Latham & Watkins‘ San Diego office and serves as global Co-Chair for the firm‘s Climate Change and Cleantech Practice Groups. He has thirty years of experience representing private and public sector clients in the development, regulation, and financing of alternative energy projects and capital intensive infrastructure projects. ** The co-authors are attorneys in the Project Finance Practice Group in the San Diego office of Latham & Watkins LLP. The views expressed in this article are those of the authors and do not reflect the views of Latham & Watkins LLP or its clients. 498 ENERGY LAW JOURNAL [Vol. 30:497 2009

A primary reason why the financing of a nuclear power project may resemble a Mega-Financing is the sheer magnitude of capital required to finance project construction.32 Absent proper government incentives, the required capital may not be obtainable at optimal pricing for reasons aside from the intercreditor issues noted above. Lending institutions often have caps on the amount of capital that can be exposed to both a particular project and a specific industry sector. In addition, regulatory and construction risks at any given project will limit any particular investor‘s desire to put too much money into any one project. As a practical reality, this desire to diversify against risk and the sheer magnitude of debt capital needed for any project may limit the amount of debt a project sponsor can raise in the commercial bank and capital markets. Government issued loan guarantees present one way to potentially decrease perceived risk and thereby increase the amount of money an investor is willing to put into a project and bring to the table investors who might otherwise not be interested (for example, certain institutional investors may only invest in instruments backed by the full faith and credit of the United States Government). To optimize nuclear development in the United States, the specifics of the government support programs should be adjusted in ways necessary to reach the point whereupon lending institutions can invest sufficient capital for nuclear construction as part of a well-balanced portfolio of assets. Specific adjustments that may help reach this point are discussed in Section II.D.2 below. Nuclear power project financing also may more closely resemble a MegaFinancing than a traditional project financing of a renewable power project due to the unusual risks presented by construction of a nuclear reactor. One of the key issues involved in many Mega-Financings (particularly cross-border financings) is political risk and uncertainty. Natural gas liquefaction projects, for example, often take place in less developed countries in South America and West Africa, where political risk factors abound, including currency conversion risk, sovereign risk and environmental issues presented by investing in the global market. ―No matter how detailed a contract, a new political regime could change the rules and the conditions under which you made your investment virtually overnight.‖33 
Federal investment key to successful demonstration and licensing

Wallace ‘5 (President of Constellation Generation Group, Mike Wallace, CQ Congressional Testimony, “NUCLEAR POWER 2010 INITIATIVE,” 4/26, lexis)

The Department of Energy's Nuclear Power 2010 program is a necessary, but not sufficient, step toward new nuclear plant construction. We must address other challenges as well. Our industry is not yet at the point where we can announce specific decisions to build. We are not yet at the point where we can take a $1.5 billion to $2 billion investment decision to our boards of directors. We do yet not have fully certified designs that are competitive, for example. We do not know the licensing process will work as intended: That is why we are working systematically through the ESP and COL processes. We must identify and contain the risks to make sure that nothing untoward occurs after we start building. We cannot make a $1.5 $2 billion investment decision and end up spending twice that because the licensing process failed us. The industry believes federal investment is necessary and appropriate to offset some of the risks I've mentioned. We recommend that the federal government's investment include the incentives identified by the Secretary of Energy Advisory Board's Nuclear Energy Task Force in its recent report. That investment stimulus includes: 1. secured loans and loan guarantees; 2. transferable investment tax credits that can be taken as money is expended during construction; 3. transferable production tax credits; 4. accelerated depreciation. This portfolio of incentives is necessary because it's clear that no single financial incentive is appropriate for all companies, because of differences in company-specific business attributes or differences in the marketplace - namely, whether the markets they serve are open to competition or are in a regulated rate structure. The next nuclear plants might be built as unregulated merchant plants, or as regulated rate-base projects. The next nuclear plants could be built by single entities, or by consortia of companies. Business environment and project structure have a major impact on which financial incentives work best. Some companies prefer tax-related incentives. Others expect that construction loans or loan guarantees will enable them to finance the next nuclear plants. It is important to preserve both approaches. We must maintain as much flexibility as possible. It's important to understand why federal investment stimulus and investment protection is necessary and appropriate. Federal investment stimulus is necessary to offset the higher first-time costs associated with the first few nuclear plants built. Federal investment protection is necessary to manage and contain the one type of risk that we cannot manage, and that's the risk of some kind of regulatory failure (including court challenges) that delays construction or commercial operation. The new licensing process codified in the 1992 Energy Policy Act is conceptually sound. It allows for public participation in the process at the time when that participation is most effective - before designs and sites are approved and construction begins. The new process is designed to remove the uncertainties inherent in the Part 50 process that was used to license the nuclear plants operating today. In principle, the new licensing process is intended to reduce the risk of delay in construction and commercial operation and thus the risk of unanticipated cost increases. The goal is to provide certainty before companies begin construction and place significant investment at risk. In practice, until the process is demonstrated, the industry and the financial community cannot be assured that licensing will proceed in a disciplined manner, without unfounded intervention and delay. Only the successful licensing and commissioning of several new nuclear plants (such as proposed by the NuStart and Dominion-led consortia) can demonstrate that the licensing issues discussed above have been adequately resolved. Industry and investor concern over these potential regulatory impediments may require techniques like the standby default coverage and standby interest coverage contained in S. 887, introduced by Senators Hagel, Craig and others. Let me also be clear on two other important issues: 1. The industry is not seeking a totally risk-free business environment. It is seeking government assistance in containing those risks that are beyond the private sector's control. The goal is to ensure that the level of risk associated with the next nuclear plants built in the U.S. generally approaches what the electric industry would consider normal commercial risks. The industry is fully prepared to accept construction management risks and operational risks that are properly within the private sector's control. 2. The industry's financing challenges apply largely to the first few plants in any series of new nuclear reactors. As capital costs decline to the "nth-of-a-kind" range, as investors gain confidence that the licensing process operates as intended and does not represent a source of unpredictable risk, follow-on plants can be financed more conventionally, without the support necessary for the first few projects. What is needed limited federal investment in a limited number of new plants for a limited period of time to overcome the financial and economic hurdles facing the first few plants built. In summary, we believe the industry and the federal government should work together to finance the first-of-a-kind design and engineering work and to develop an integrated package of financial incentives to stimulate construction of new nuclear power plants. Any such package must address a number of factors, including the licensing/regulatory risks; the investment risks; and the other business issues that make it difficult for companies to undertake capital-intensive projects. Such a cooperative industry/government financing program is a necessary and appropriate investment in U.S. energy security.

Econ Thumper
Econ is collapsing now and thumps the election

Elliot ’9-20 (Elliott Economics editor at The Guardian (Global slowdown predicted after deluge of bad economic data Prospect of synchronised recession across Europe, China and US looms four years after Lehman collapse triggered slump Share Tweet this Email Larry, Thursday 20 September 2012 13.33 EDT

The prospect of a synchronised recession across the global economy loomed larger on Thursday after news that China's factory output shrank for an 11th straight month, Europe's recession intensified and the manufacturing sector in the US had its weakest quarter in three years. Four years after the collapse of Lehman Brothers triggered the biggest slump since the 1930s, a range of gloomy data highlighted the struggle of policymakers to boost activity. Analysts said Europe's sovereign debt crisis, high commodity prices, the legacy of the financial collapse and tension between the world's three biggest economies had soured the economic environment since the start of 2012. Japan, involved in a territorial row with China over disputed islands, reported a drop in exports for a fourth month, leaving the country on course in 2012 to run a trade deficit for a second year. Meanwhile, a flash estimate of US industry in the third quarter from Markit showed that output has barely been rising over the summer. The purchasing managers index stood at 51.5 in September, down from 54.2 in June and the weakest since September 2009. "Manufacturing isn't looking good," said David Sloan, economist at 4Cast in New York. "The global situation is a restraint on the US economy. "Certainly, there is not going to be much growth in Europe. Growth in Asia, and China in particular, is slowing down, so US growth is going to have to be domestically generated." Markit chief economist, Chris Williamson, said: "With output growing at the slowest pace since the recovery began, the manufacturing sector may have even acted as a slight drag on the economy in the third quarter." A separate report from the US labour department showed initial claims for unemployment aid edged down only 3,000 to a seasonally adjusted 382,000 last week. Economists had attributed a spike in claims in the prior week to hurricane Isaac, but the minimal improvement in the latest reading pointed to fundamental weakness and will add to the nervousness of Barack Obama's team in the remaining weeks of the US presidential election campaign. With jobs and growth seen as vital by both Democrats and Republicans in the race for the White House, the four-week moving average for new claims rose 2,000 to 377,750 – the highest level since June and the fifth consecutive weekly increase. Pressure is also mounting on Beijing for a fresh economic stimulus after the broad-based weakening in global demand continued to dampen export demand from China's factories, and left the economy on course in 2012 to post its first sub-8% growth since 1999. Despite an easing of credit conditions and higher spending on infrastructure spending, analysts warned there was little sign of an end to the slowdown in the world's second biggest economy. "We are now approaching the one-year anniversary of this index dropping below 50 and a recovery is still not in sight," said Mark Williams, chief Asia economist at Capital Economics. The flash estimate of manufacturing from HSBC/Markit showed the purchasing managers' index at 47.8, little changed from the 47.6 recorded in August and below the cut off point of 50 that separates a contracting from expanding sector. Meanwhile, a European commission report showed eurozone consumer confidence falling for the fourth consecutive month in September to a 40-month low amid signs that activity across the 17-nation single currency zone is heading for a second quarter of decline, meeting the technical definition of recession. Markit's composite PMI for the eurozone dropped from 46.3 to 45.9 in September, its lowest level in three years. Analysts were particularly worried about the big fall recorded in France, seeing it as confirmation that even Europe's biggest economies were not immune from the knock-on effects of the debt crisis. Although Germany put in a stronger than expected performance, financial markets are braced for official growth figures to show that the eurozone contracted by 0.3-0.4% in the third quarter. The EC's consumer confidence index sank to -25.9 in September from -24.6 in August, while Ireland reported that gross domestic product was flat in the second quarter owing to falling consumer spending and much lower investment spending. Martin van Vliet, economist at ING, said: "Today's PMI figures confirm that the Eurozone economy as a whole remains stuck in recession, despite the tentative signs of stabilisation in Germany. We can only hope that the improved sentiment on financial markets in the wake of the latest actions by the central banks will spill over to the real economy – not just in Germany – and help foster a gradual recovery in the fourth quarter. But with the fiscal squeeze across the region intensifying, we cannot rely on it. Indeed, further macroeconomic stimulus – including a weaker euro and an ECB rate cut – is likely to be needed to put the region on a path of sustained growth and hence ensure the survival of EMU."
Econ decline will swing the election- Silver says 17% chance of winning
The Economist ’12 (Democracy in America American politics Elections and economics Grexiting the White House May 31st 2012, 19:01 by W.W. | IOWA CITY http://www.economist.com/blogs/democracyinamerica/2012/05/elections-and-economics

EUROPE is not well. But forget about the hundreds of millions of Europeans who stand to suffer from a deepening of the continent's misfortunes, if you can. What about America? Won't anyone think of us for a change? How about the president? Won't anyone think of him for once? What happens to our presidential election if between now and November Europe is visited by the dread Grexodus, or whatever we're calling it, and everything goes to hell? Mitt Romney becomes a real boy, is my guess. Last November, Nate Silver of the New York Times laid out the following scenario, using his model for forecasting election outcomes: Mitt Romney is the Republican nominee, and economic growth, rather than continuing along sluggishly, comes to a halt (perhaps the debt dominoes have fallen in Europe). Under these assumptions, Obama would only have a 17 percent chance—about one in six—of winning a majority of the popular vote. This was Mr Silvers' worst case for Mr Obama, and it could yet become reality. Yesterday, Mr Silver noted that Mr Obama does not face the sort of profoundly dismal economic conditions that sunk Jimmy Carter. But things don't need to be that bad to spell trouble for the president. "Economists differ greatly on whether [a meltdown in Europe] would have relatively mild or more catastrophic effects on the American economy", Mr Silver reports. "But most versions of it would be enough to leave Mr. Obama as a clear underdog for re-election." 

silver admits can’t admit this far out and could swing either way
Silver ’12 (March 1, 2012, 11:29 PM 75 Comments A Warning on the Accuracy of Primary Polls By NATE SILVER

After another wild polling ride in Michigan, it is time for a reflection on just how accurate primary and caucus polls have been — both in an absolute sense and as compared with past years. This discussion, of course, also has implications for the FiveThirtyEight forecast model, which is based upon the polls. The short version: the polls have been reasonably good in the last few days before the election. Not perfect by any means — worse than general election polling typically is, for example. But no worse, and probably somewhat better, than in past primaries. In densely polled states — that term, importantly, would disqualify Colorado — there haven’t been any huge surprises on Election Day itself. If you think it counts as a surprise that Mitt Romney won Michigan by three points when polls showed a rough tie, or that Rick Santorum narrowly won Iowa when he was a couple of points back, you don’t have a realistic conception of how reliable primary and caucus polling is. On the other hand, the polls have been pretty awful at most points prior to about three days before the election, seeing surges and momentum shifts that often dissipated. The chart below tracks the error in the polls and compares it to the number of days in advance of the election that they were conducted. The error is measured by looking at how much the polls missed the final margin between the top two candidates. For example, if Newt Gingrich beat Mitt Romney by 12 points in South Carolina, and the poll called for Mr. Gingrich to win by 5 points instead, that would count as a 7-point error. And if the poll had forcasted Mr. Romney to win the state by 5 points instead, it would represent a 17-point error. Only the candidates who actually finished in the top two are considered. If an Iowa poll had Mr. Romney in first, Ron Paul in second and Rick Santorum in third, this method looks only at the difference it showed between Mr. Romney and Mr. Santorum, ignoring the value it had for Mr. Paul. (This is the same technique that I use to calculate my pollster ratings.) On average, a poll conducted on the day just before the election has missed the final margin between the candidates by about 4 percentage points. That is reasonably good; the comparable statistic for state polls in presidential general elections is something like 2 or 3 points, and primaries and caucuses are much more challenging to poll. However, the errors have increased significantly the further you go out. Polls conducted just three days before the primary have missed by an average of about 7 points, and those conducted a week out have missed by about 10. And the whole period from about one week to two weeks before the primary has been a disaster, with an average miss of about 12 points. That’s just the average, not even the worst of it; quite a few polls, especially in Florida and South Carolina, missed by 20 or more points. Things, oddly, actually get a bit better when you go further back than that. Polls conducted a month before the primary have missed by an average of about 9 points — actually a bit better than those only a week or so in advance. This could just be a fluke — this looks like a ton of data, but almost all of it is from about six states, some of which voted at the same time as one another and were subject to the same currents of momentum. With that said, if you see a sudden shift in the momentum in a state, it’s at least worth considering what the polls had said about the state beforehand. The momentum shifts — at least as measured by the polls — have been very significant in this race, and unlike anything we have seen routinely in the past. The problem is that sometimes that momentum has been a false alarm, with the polls soon reverting back to form. The exception has been momentum swings in the final few days of the campaign; those usually have held up and have been reflected in the actual results. The FiveThirtyEight forecast model, as you might expect, has been affected by these quirks. Unlike most of our other forecasting products, which tend to blend polls with various types of economic or demographic data, our primary forecasts look at polls and polls alone. In fact, they double-down on them: the program is designed to place a heavy emphasis on the most recent polls and tries to infer what momentum exists in the race and extrapolate that forward. If you look at how the FiveThirtyEight forecasts have performed on Election Day itself, they’ve done pretty well. On average, they’ve missed the final margin between the top two candidates by 2.8 points so far. (Note: I exclude Nevada from the calculation, although the forecast there was pretty good, because we issued that prediction only a day or two before the state voted. We did not issue forecasts, thankfully, for Minnesota, Colorado or Maine, since the polling there was thin to nonexistent.) The 2.8-point miss is a fair bit better than how individual polls have done: it is useful to take an average of different surveys on the chance that their errors will cancel out. In addition to taking a simple average, however, the FiveThirtyEight model also does some more complicated stuff. It weights the polls differently based on their past accuracy and their sample size, for instance, although in practice this makes very little difference. What does distinguish the FiveThirtyEight model is that it is very aggressive about trying to determine the momentum or trend in the race. This has served the model well on Election Day. By comparison, the Real Clear Politics forecasts — which use a perfectly sensible but simpler and more conservative approach — have missed by an average of 4.4 points. Most of the difference comes from Iowa and South Carolina, states where there was a very late momentum swing that the FiveThirtyEight model captured more fully. However, this aggressive approach has decidedly not paid dividends at earlier periods in these contests, when the model made big bets on what turned out to be false starts. On average, the forecasts we published one week before each election missed the final margin by an average of 13.8 points. Most of this is just because the polling itself has been inaccurate, but the simpler approach used by Real Clear Politics average has done slightly better, missing by an average of 12.9 points instead. In addition to comparing the FiveThirtyEight model with its competition, however, it is also worth looking at the standards it sets for itself. It does not claim to be all that accurate — but is it accurate about how inaccurate it is? (Although this might sound ridiculous, it is precisely the kind of thing that forecasters in fields ranging from economics to climate change need to spend more time thinking about.) Our current forecast in Ohio is that Mr. Romney will get 31 percent of the vote there. But the confidence interval attached to the forecast (which represents 90 percent of the possible outcomes) is wide: it ran from 17 points to 42 points. The reason these intervals are so wide is simply because they are built from historical data, and this isn’t the first year that polls in primaries and caucuses have missed the mark. What’s been unusual, however, is the way in which these errors have been related to the timing of the election. In the past, polls have gotten somewhat more accurate as we’ve approached Election Day, but the improvement has been gradual. This year, the polls have gone from quite bad to quite good almost literally overnight — typically about three days before the election. The next chart provides a clear demonstration of this. It compares the actual error in the FiveThirtyEight model at points in time ranging to 25 days before the election against what the model thinks the error should be based on the historical data. Less technically, it compares the error in primary polls this year with that of past election cycles.

1AR- Solyndra
Solyndra 2.0 is a huge liability and happening in september
Worthington ‘9-12 (Chinese firm may control Obama stimulus recipient By David Worthington | August 9, 2012, 8:17 PM PDT

A123 could soon be unable to meet operating expenses. A U.S. battery maker that was the receipt of several hundred million dollars in stimulus-backed funds could soon be under the control of a Chinese auto parts company. This could become a political liability for the Obama administration. Yesterday, A123 Systems announced that it had signed a non-binding memorandum of understanding with China’s Wanxiang Group for a US$450 million investment in return for an 80 percent stake in the company, which U.S. taxpayers helped to finance. A123 received a $249.1 million grant from the Department of Energy to build its battery concept shorter after its IPO in 2009, but commercial success has remained elusive. This past year wrought multiple recall programs, poor sales, and an investor class action lawsuit. It is now veering toward bankruptcy. Yesterday, the company reported an $82.9 million net loss in its shareholder filings and disclosed that it anticipated major cash flow problems. Q2 revenues fall 53 percent over the last quarter. The company lost $55.4 million in Q2 last year. The bankruptcy of Solyndra, a manufacturer of thin-film solar panels, rapidly became a focal point for political opposition. I’ve previously referred to A123 as Solyndra 2.0, and expect that its ‘failure’ will inspire harsh criticism of the Stimulus program. Green jobs remain a centerpiece of President Obama’s economic agenda, so it’s unsurprising that Congressional Republicans, including standard-bearer Mitt Romney, uniformly oppose renewable energy subsidies. The renewables category has effectively been politicized, and some policy experts say Solyndra’s failure places future energy investment at risk. Last week, Mitt Romney called for an end to renewable energy tax credits, which are generally associated with President Obama. Ironically, the tax credits Mr. Romney now opposes were established during the George H. Bush administration. A123’s potential future as a Chinese subsidiary adds some validity to that position. It is important to note that A123’s DOE grant will not turn up in a bank in China. “Federal funds can only be used for building factories in North America and the creation of jobs, and that’s what’s been done,” CEO David Vieau told Bloomberg. Regardless of that restriction, this is especially harsh election year, and there are many videos on YouTube of Present Obama and Nancy Pelosi standing in front of A123 Systems’ plants. It’s a safe bet that a Chinese company acquiring a controlling interest in a Stimulus recipient could become fodder for an attack ad.
Winners Win

Controversy just increases the win- show Obama has political power- 2AC ev says voters will bandwagon

Passing a new policy can solve base mobilization- key to the election

Tomasky 11 [Michael, Newsweek/Daily Beast special correspondent, editor of Democracy: A Journal of Ideas.” Obama’s 2012 Game Plan” Newsweek -- 6/26 -- http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2011/06/26/2012-how-obama-can-mobilize-his-liberal-base.html]

It’s a solid inventory. But it’s countered by the undeniable reality that the country hasn’t noticeably moved in a more liberal direction (quite the opposite), and by the widely held perception among progressives that Obama will never wage fierce battle on behalf of liberal ideals. When I interviewed Justin Ruben, the executive director of MoveOn.org, whose 5 million members (many in swing states) must be revved up and mobilized if the president is to be reelected, he gave me four or five variants of the line “People need to feel like the president and the Democrats are really going to fight for their side.” Unfortunately, making tough, partisan economic arguments has never been the president’s strong suit. “Since the beginning of his candidacy in 2007, Barack has struggled to put together a sustained, winning economic argument,” said Simon Rosenberg of NDN, a Washington-based think tank. “With ‘Morning in America’ not really a viable option for 2012, he is going to have to draw brighter lines with the GOP, and particularly do much more to discredit their failed and reckless economic approach.” The base vote can still emerge in large numbers, but the dominant factor this time won’t be hope and change. Instead, the factors will be fear of the other side, state and local political conditions (think of how motivated Democrats are to regain control of their politics in Wisconsin), and demographic changes that are still redounding to the Democrats’ benefit. And because we elect presidents by states, the place to assess Obama’s prospects is on the ground. Wake County, N.C.; Arapahoe County, Colo.; Franklin County, Ohio—these are representative base Democratic counties. They are in swing states, which means the president will need a big vote in these places to offset a presumed high conservative turnout in other parts of these states. And they are counties that have only recently become solidly Democratic, because of demographic changes. “Obama’s majorities in these counties are not secure,” says Ruy Teixeira, coauthor of the 2002 book The Emerging Democratic Majority, which predicted the bluing of states like then-red Colorado. “He needs a full-bore mobilization effort in these counties to get his supporters out and develop the margins he needs to carry swing states like Ohio, Colorado, and North Carolina.” Cont… That’ll be about the strongest argument Obama can make to base voters: it could, and will, be a lot worse if you don’t vote for me. That’s true, and fear is usually a pretty good motivator in politics. But it still isn’t what people were hoping for, and it seems inevitable that some percentage of the most loyal Democrats will stay home. In these three counties and others like them, that percentage will be the difference between reelection and retirement.
Wins key to independent voters- they’re key

Wilson, 9 -- Pulse Niagra and Brock Press writer

(Sean, "Barack Obama Needs A Win," Pulse Niagrara, 10-18-2009, http://www.pulseniagara.com/viewstory.php?storyid=5187, accessed 11-18-9)

Barack Obama Needs A Win
Barack Obama is ten months into his presidency and he needs a win. A big one. Without one by the end of this year, he and the Democratic Party could be in real trouble. There is a large segment of flighty voters in America that change political stripes with the changing times. Unlike self–described Democrats or Republicans who remain fairly static with their vote and ideology, Independents are more willing than the previous two groups to change their minds and votes at election time. They are also by far the most powerful block of voters; they can make or break an election. Independents, by and large, are dissatisfied with the Obama administration and could make the coming midterm elections in 2010 a Democratic nightmare and 2012 a difficult (and perhaps losing) challenge for Obama. Although Obama has and will continue to effectively navigate America through some difficult times at home and abroad, he has little to show for his endeavours. There are a few issues that could possibly draw Obama’s approval rating to the low 40s and shed independent support if he cannot deliver a big win. The first issue, and biggest noise maker this summer, is health care reform. Obama set out a grand scheme of health care reforms – originally including a public option – at the onset of his presidency, with a goal of having it completed by the end of summer. Now it’s fall, and the debate still wages and the public option was left to flounder and die in Congress. At the time Pulse went to press, nothing has been passed or even heard by the full House and Senate. The second issue dogging Obama and his approval numbers is Afghanistan. Although George W. Bush began this war in 2002, Obama now owns this war; this is his problem to fix. The situation in Afghanistan continues to worsen, and has recently seen an increase in violence in places like Nuristan. General McChrystal’s news conference in London was another Obama stumbling block as the General outlined what he deemed were the needs for a win in Afghanistan. Not following his recommendations, in his estimation, would risk losing the long standing war. These and other issues that constantly arise from Afghanistan underscore the importance for Obama to ‘win’ there or he will spend much of his time and political capital on this never–ending saga. It isn’t fair to call on the president to win the war in his first 10 months, but he has little concrete progress to show at this point, which is a problem for many Americans. The last point I wish to make is the sharpness of the left/right partisan politics under Obama’s watch. Throughout the campaign the president earned the moniker “No Drama Obama” for his coolheadedness and resolve during even the most difficult of times. Although Obama as an individual is cool under pressure, the drama surrounding him still remains. The tone of the debate among those on the left and right has sharpened, not dulled as Obama has promised (look to health care debates and cable news programs for evidence). During the campaign and first months of his presidency, Obama wanted to be known as “The Great Compromiser”, looking beyond partisan politics while bringing together people of all political persuasions. He has so far only been able to occasionally bring Senator Olympia Snowe (R–Maine) and a handful of Republican House members into the fold; a far cry of the great majorities Obama was hoping for. The battles described above and other battles (Guantanamo Bay, stimulus package, Iraq, etc.) are weighing heavily on Obama. He is fighting on many fronts and has no big win to show for it. If the President cannot deliver a big win on a battle such as health care reform or the Afghan war he will be seen as a do–nothing president, much like the previous office holder. If the President continues to be mired in domestic and international issues, the American people will elect a Congress and President who can deliver.

