1AR- CP- Delays
CP fails and causes massive delays

Grossman ’12 (Sept. 20, 2012 By Elaine M. Grossman, http://www.nti.org/gsn/article/first-us-laser-enrichment-license-expected-months-end/ The Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI) is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization with a mission to strengthen global security by reducing the risk of use and preventing the spread of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons and to work to build the trust, transparency, and security that are preconditions to the ultimate fulfillment of the Non-Proliferation Treaty’s goals and ambitions.

Late last month, the safety and licensing body’s three administrative judges said they could not meet prior expectations for release of their decision by the end of August, “due to the challenges of safeguarding the classified and other types of nonpublic information” associated with the laser enrichment effort. After that postponement, the NRC online licensing-review schedule was altered to reflect a delay until Oct. 31 for approving the so-called “Global Laser Enrichment” permit request. In its statement this week, the board said it would release “as soon as practicable” an unclassified version of its decision after vetting to ensure that “proprietary and other nonpublic information” is redacted. The judges said they have placed all classified information associated with their decision into an index that would not be made public. The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board's backing for the laser enrichment permit was not a surprise. "I have never seen an ASLB that has denied a license request under consideration, so it was to be expected that this licensing board would approve the [GE-Hitachi] request," said Tom Clements of the Alliance for Nuclear Accountability. In the meantime, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is not expected until next month to formally respond to a 2010 petition by the American Physical Society that would require license applicants for new enrichment or reprocessing approaches -- such as laser uranium processing -- to assess any associated risk of worldwide proliferation. Laser enrichment, for example, might lower the cost of nuclear fuel production by requiring a smaller facility space and less energy consumption than ever before. At the same time, those same benefits could also eventually make laser a technology of choice for a nation seeking to clandestinely produce a key material for nuclear warheads, according to issue experts. The 8 percent enrichment limit for GE-Hitachi would allow for the production of commercial reactor fuel and is nowhere near the roughly 90 percent level required for use in an atomic weapon. However, once Washington approves the laser approach for commercial use, a research and development boom could follow around the globe that would open the door to covert uses, according to critics. A laser enrichment site built overseas might be scaled down to such a small "footprint" that it is virtually undetectable from the outside, allowing for illicit production of weapon-grade material, observers say. NRC staff has resisted the idea of changing the agency’s licensing process to include proliferation assessments. However, Chairwoman Allison Macfarlane last month assured a member of Congress that the commission was taking the “concerns very seriously and is fully evaluating the petition.” "Now, it's up to the commission to act in a manner that takes into account sound nonproliferation policies by requiring a proliferation assessment before the commission votes on the license request," said Clements, who serves as his organization’s nonproliferation policy director.
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Oil prices headed toward collapse-

Vaughan 7/10/12 (Michael Vaughan, Former host of Report on Business Television’s daily business talk show and National Reporter for CBC Television and Radio in bureaus including Parliament Hill, Toronto and Halifax, “All aboard the oil price roller coaster”, 7/10/12, The Globe and Mail, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/globe-drive/green-driving/news-and-notes/all-aboard-the-oil-price-roller-coaster/article4386116/) ALT
Many economists argue that the decline in oil prices is temporary due to stalled economic growth in Europe, China and the United States. However, a study from Harvard says there’s been such a sharp increase in world oil production that the price of oil could “collapse” for the long term. The report is by Leonardo Maugeri, a former oil company senior executive who is now at the Kennedy School’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. He analyzed all the world’s major oil formations and exploration projects field-by-field. He concluded that oil production is growing so quickly in the United States and several other countries that global oil output capacity could grow by nearly 20 per cent from the current 93-million barrels per day to 110-million by 2020. “The shale/tight oil boom in the United States is not a temporary bubble, but the most important revolution in the oil sector in decades,” he says, while pointing out it will probably trigger similar exploration and development worldwide. His estimate is that the United States could still increase oil production by 3.5-million barrels per day and by 2020 become the second largest oil producer in the world after Saudi Arabia. The report states that the four countries with the highest potential in terms of production capacity growth are – in order – Iraq, United States, Canada, and Brazil. Much of this increased capacity comes from “unconventional sources” such as U.S. shale/tight oils, Canadian oil sands, Venezuela’s extra-heavy oils, and Brazil’s pre-salt oils. Maugeri says the shale oil fields in North Dakota and Montana alone could become the equivalent of the Persian Gulf. The report’s bottom line is that the new production could lead to a sharp, long term drop in oil prices. Maugeri believes if oil prices remain above $70 per barrel, sufficient investment will occur to sustain continued growth in production, possibly leading to oil overproduction after 2015.
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No impact to Russian economic decline

COUNTRY FORECAST SELECT 3-8-2010 (Economist Intelligence Unit, Lexis)
However, although Russians are dissatisfied with the economic situation, this does not yet appear to have affected significantly the popular standing of either Mr Medvedev or Mr Putin. Although the impact of economic crises on social stability usually occurs with a lag, it is nevertheless doubtful that a rise in social discontent could threaten the leadership--Boris Yeltsin managed to survive politically through the crisis in 1998, despite being in a much weaker position. Although some independent labour groups have emerged, most trade union organisations are close to the government. The authorities face little threat from a weak opposition. The liberals in Russia are in disarray and are not represented in parliament. The Communist Party of the Russian Federation (CPRF)--the only true opposition party in parliament--is a declining force.
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Concede that silver is qualled- 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.
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Plan popular post FUkishima
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)

The catastrophic failure of the Fukushima nuclear power plant in Japan last year, coupled with the resulting fears of leaked radiation, generated a great deal of news coverage concerning the future viability of nuclear power as a safe and reliable source of electricity. None of this, however, appears to have made much difference in the thinking of the average American one year after the incident. The 57% who now favor the use of nuclear power and who say nuclear power plants are safe are essentially unchanged from just prior to the Fukushima disaster.

Opponents are disorganized- nuclear industry empirically controls the messaging battle

Squassoni ‘12 [Sharon, Director and Senior Fellow, Proliferation Prevention Program @ CSIS, former senior assoc. @ Nuclear Nonproliferation Program @ Carnegie, former Congressional adviser as senior specialist in weapons of mass destruction at the Congressional Research Service, “Nuclear Power in the Global Energy Portfolio” in the report: The Future of Nuclear Power in the United States -- Federation of American Scientists -- February -- http://www.fas.org/pubs/_docs/Nuclear_Energy_Report-lowres.pdf]

Concerns about contamination of the soil and water by radioactivity lay relatively dormant in recent years because of the strong support of the U.S. government for nuclear power and the portrayal of nuclear energy as “clean, green and secure.” Marketing campaigns by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) portraying nuclear energy as “clean air” energy and by the NEI-funded the Clean and Safe Energy Coalition were  likely inﬂuential.16 On the whole, opponents of nuclear energy generally have had less money to spend on media campaigns, and their message is less pithy. They have stressed  that nuclear power is not the solution to climate change and that it is dangerous, polluting, unsafe, and expensive. The accident at Fukushima returned safety and waste  concerns to headline news. Shortly after the accident, a Gallup poll showed 44 percent  of the public in favor (in contrast to 59 percent the previous year) and 47 percent  opposing g nuclear power.17 Figure 6 below shows the results of a Pew Research Center  poll conducted about a week aer Fukushima.18
Momentum will keep growing for nuclear

Johnson ’12 (US Campaign Trail: is nuclear in the equation? By John Johnson on Apr 25, 2012, nuclear energy expert and analyst, Nuclear Energy Insider, Nuclear Business Intelligence http://analysis.nuclearenergyinsider.com/new-build/us-campaign-trail-nuclear-equation
“There is certainly political consensus in support of clean generation, and large scale cultural consensus as well,” said Keeley. Political benefits of nuclear support As gas prices in the U.S. continue to soar, it’s possible that the tide will turn more in favor of nuclear and other clean energy sources, especially as electric cars take a stronger foothold. In addition, the job creation benefits from nuclear could work their way into the political landscape as well. The two new Vogtle nuclear plants are expected to create approximately 5,000 on-site jobs during the peak of construction, with 800 high paying jobs remaining over the life of the plant. 

