T Financial Incentives/Demonstration- 2AC
Funding for demonstration is a financial incentive- heres our interp and caselist

REPP ‘99 (copyright © 1999 by Renewable Energy Policy Project “Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy” EPP's Mission REPP's goal is to accelerate the use of renewable energy by providing credible information, insightful policy analysis, and innovative strategies amid changing energy markets and mounting environmental needs by researching, publishing, and disseminating information, creating policy tools, and hosting highly active, on-line, renewable energy discussion groups. What REPP Does REPP supports the advancement of renewable energy technology through policy research. REPP seeks to define growth strategies for renewables that respond to competitive energy markets and environmental needs. Since its inception in 1995, REPP has investigated the relationship among policy, markets and public demand in accelerating the deployment of renewable energy, which include biomass, hydropower, geothermal, photovoltaic, solar thermal, wind and renewable hydrogen. The organization offers a platform from which experts in the field can examine issues of medium-to long-term importance to policy makers, green energy entrepreneurs, and environmental advocates. REPP Funders Energy Foundation, Oak Foundation, SURDNA Foundation, Turner Foundation, Bancker-Willimas Foundation, Joyce-Mertz-Gilmore Foundation, United States Department of Energy, National Renewable Energy Lab, and United States Environmental Protection Agency. A Sustainable Energy Industry Cluster for Mesa Del Sol 5. Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy17

This section discusses financial incentives for renewable energy development, which are currently offered by the federal government, 36 states (not including New Mexico), some utilities, and several private or quasi-private entities. Incentives include loans, cash payments and tax relief. Often, the same incentive can aid both suppliers and consumers of renewable energy technologies-for example, tax incentives for installing a renewable energy project either for personal use, or for electricity to be sold to other end-users. In the following section, we include some incentive programs that could benefit clean energy development in Mesa del Sol, as well as approaches taken elsewhere that New Mexico might adapt. This section does not address non-financial measures that governments may take, such as net metering. Financial incentives for suppliers of renewable energy Because financing for suppliers is usually justified by local economic benefits, these incentives tend to come from states, rather than the federal government. Most state financing programs exist in traditional regulated electricity markets. However, as states restructure their electric systems, many may levy a "system benefits charge (SBC)" or wires fee on each kilowatt-hour of electricity distributed. Among other purposes, these funds can be used for public interest programs at risk in a market-oriented system, including those for sustainable energy development. Manufacturing: Eight states offer incentives for in-state renewable energy manufacturing. Incentives include grants, overseas marketing assistance, corporate tax exemptions, property tax exemptions, and tax credits for investors in manufacturing facilities. For example, Virginia's PV Manufacturer Grant Program offers $4.5 million annually until 2001 to companies locating and operating PV manufacturing plants in the state. The program pays firms based on their PV production, at a rate between 75 cents/watt (for in-state manufacture from raw materials to final product) and 20 cents/watt (for in-state assembly only). Firms may receive the benefits for up to five years. The incentive program attracted a $1.5 million facility owned by Atlantis Energie of Switzerland, and a $25 million Solarex (now BP Solarex) facility employing up to 100 workers. The U.S. Small Business Administration's 7(a)(12) Energy and Conservation Loan program offers loans for small businesses engaged in the design, engineering, manufacturing, distribution, marketing, installing, or servicing of energy devices or techniques that conserve U.S. energy resources. Terms for working capital are 7 years; for equipment 10 years; and for buildings 25 years. The interest rate usually cannot exceed 2.75 percent over the prime lending rate, although loans under $50,000 may have higher rates. The SBA will guarantee up to 80 percent of a loan less than $100,000, and 75 percent of a loan more than $100,000. SBA's share of a loan cannot exceed $750,000 to any business. Installation, Operation, and Research: Thirty-six states, the federal government, and private entities such as utilities offer financial incentives for renewable energy technology installation and/or operation. Incentives are targeted both at the supplier of the renewable energy technology, as well as the consumer. For suppliers, incentives include low-interest loans, revolving loan programs dedicated to renewable energy or energy efficiency, grants, assistance in research and demonstration projects, leasing and lease-purchase options; tax deductions, tax credits, property tax exemptions, and excise tax exemptions. For example:

It’s energy production

Holbrook et al. ‘9 (Mark Holbrook, Advisory Engineer, Jim Kinsey, Director of Regulatory Affairs, Greg Gibbs, Project Director, “NGNP Licensing Plan”, Idaho National Laboratory  Document ID: PLN-3202 Revision ID: 0 Effective Date: 06/26/09 Plan Project No. 29980

The Next Generation Nuclear Plant (NGNP) will be a licensed commercial HTGR plant capable of producing the electricity and high temperature process heat for the industrial markets discussed above. The NGNP Project will design, construct, and operate the HTGR plant and associated technologies to establish the technological basis for commercialization of this new generation of advanced nuclear plants. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will license the NGNP for operation, which is consistent with the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 that assigns the responsibility for licensing new Department of Energy (DOE) reactors to the NRC if they are used to generate power for an electric utility system or operated in any manner to demonstrate the suitability for subsequent use by the commercial power industry. NRC licensing of the NGNP will demonstrate the efficacy of licensing future gas-cooled reactors for commercial industrial applications. 1.1 Purpose This document describes the NGNP Project’s licensing plan, including expected near-term activities for implementing a strategy that will support licensing of the NGNP and benefit future commercial applicants. This plan focuses on the most significant policy issues for resolution during this near-term phase of interactions with the NRC and outlines a licensing path for the NGNP that will lead to approval of a Combined License (COL) application by the NRC. In the near-term, the plan focuses on critical licensing activities that will proceed in parallel with the DOE’s establishment of the public-private partnership, which is ultimately responsible for the facility license. The approach described in this plan establishes a regulatory framework and project licensing structure that will result in the successful licensing, construction, and operation of the NGNP Project facility. This structure is also intended to directly support future replication and deployment of multiple HTGRs. 

Financial incentives include grants, tax credits and loans.  Grants include demonstration projects

Krueger 81 – Senior Partner, law firm of Nossaman, Krueger & Marsh, Los Angeles, CA; Chairman, ABA Special Committee on Energy Law. (Robert B. and Peter C. Hoffman, Spring, “Legislative Developments in Solar Energy During 1980”, 1 UCLA J. Envtl. L. & Pol'y 161, Lexis Law) 

State and local governments have passed a multitude of laws, regulations, and ordinances designed to promote the increased utilization of solar energy. n43 Financial incentives include tax credits, tax deductions, property tax exemptions, sales tax exemptions, grants, and subsidized loans. Grants have been used primarily as part of demonstration programs, both to prove the technology and to provide data for future users. Direct thermal devices are past this stage of market development and as a consequence there are few grant programs still in effect. Aside from direct grants, the most powerful financial incentive is the tax credit. As of mid-1978, thirteen states have instituted tax credits. These range from California's 55 percent credit to North Dakota's 5 percent credit. n44 Seven states have some form of income tax deduction; 27 states have some form of property tax exemption; one state has a property tax reimbursement; six states have sales tax exemptions; six states have use-tax exemptions; and six states provide subsidized loan programs. n45
2AC- Pollution

Chinese environmental problems cause nuclear war

Nankivell 9 - Senior Researcher at the Office of the Special Advisor Policy, Canadian Department of National Defense, (Nathan, “China's Pollution and the Threat to Domestic and Regional Stability”, Asia-Pacific Journal, 3-21, http://japanfocus.org/-Nathan-Nankivell/1799)

Moreover, protests serve as a venue for the politically disaffected who are unhappy with the current state of governance, and may be open to considering alternative forms of political rule. Environmental experts like Elizabeth Economy note that protests afford an opportunity for the environmental movement to forge linkages with democracy advocates. She notes in her book, The River Runs Black, that several environmentalists argue that change is only possible through greater democratization and notes that the environmental and democracy movements united in Eastern Europe prior to the end of the Cold War. It is conceivable that in this way, environmentally-motivated protests might help to spread democracy and undermine CCP rule. A further key challenge is trying to contain protests once they begin. The steady introduction of new media like cell phones, email, and text messaging are preventing China’s authorities from silencing and hiding unrest. Moreover, the ability to send and receive information ensures that domestic and international observers will be made aware of unrest, making it far more difficult for local authorities to employ state-sanctioned force. The security ramifications of greater social unrest cannot be overlooked. Linkages between environmental and democracy advocates potentially challenge the Party’s monolithic control of power. In the past, similar challenges by Falun Gong and the Tiananmen protestors have been met by force and detainment. In an extreme situation, such as national water shortages, social unrest could generate widespread, coordinated action and political mobilization that would serve as a midwife to anti-CCP political challenges, create divisions within the Party over how to deal with the environment, or lead to a massive show of force. Any of these outcomes would mark an erosion or alteration to the CCP’s current power dynamic. And while many would treat political change in China, especially the implosion of the Party, as a welcome development, it must be noted that any slippage of the Party’s dominance would most likely be accompanied by a period of transitional violence. Though most violence would be directed toward dissident Chinese, a ripple effect would be felt in neighboring states through immigration, impediments to trade, and an increased military presence along the Chinese border. All of these situations would alter security assumptions in the region. Other Security Concerns While unrest presents the most obvious example of a security threat related to pollution, several other key concerns are worth noting. The cost of environmental destruction could, for example, begin to reverse the blistering rate of economic growth in China that is the foundation of CCP legitimacy. Estimates maintain that 7 percent annual growth is required to preserve social stability. Yet the costs of pollution are already taxing the economy between 8 and 12 percent of GDP per year [1]. As environmental problems mount, this percentage will increase, in turn reducing annual growth. As a result, the CCP could be seriously challenged to legitimize its continued control if economic growth stagnates. Nationalists in surrounding states could use pollution as a rallying point to muster support for anti-Chinese causes. For example, attacks on China’s environmental management for its impact on surrounding states like Japan, could be used to argue against further investment in the country or be highlighted during territorial disputes in the East China Sea to agitate anti-Chinese sentiment. While nationalism does not imply conflict, it could reduce patterns of cooperation in the region and hopes for balanced and effective multilateral institutions and dialogues. Finally, China’s seemingly insatiable appetite for timber and other resources, such as fish, are fuelling illegal exports from nations like Myanmar and Indonesia. As these states continue to deplete key resources, they too will face problems in the years to come and hence the impact on third nations must be considered. Territorial Expansion or Newfound Alliances In addition to the concerns already mentioned, pollution, if linked to a specific issue like water shortage, could have important geopolitical ramifications. China’s northern plains, home to hundreds of millions, face acute water shortages. Growing demand, a decade of drought, inefficient delivery methods, and increasing water pollution have reduced per capita water holdings to critical levels. Although Beijing hopes to relieve some of the pressures via the North-South Water Diversion project, it requires tens of billions of dollars and its completion is, at best, still several years away and, at worst, impossible. Yet just to the north lies one of the most under-populated areas in Asia, the Russian Far East. While there is little agreement among scholars about whether resource shortages lead to greater cooperation or conflict, either scenario encompasses security considerations. Russian politicians already allege possible Chinese territorial designs on the region. They note Russia’s falling population in the Far East, currently estimated at some 6 to 7 million, and argue that the growing Chinese population along the border, more than 80 million, may soon take over. While these concerns smack of inflated nationalism and scare tactics, there could be some truth to them. The method by which China might annex the territory can only be speculated upon, but would surely result in full-scale war between two powerful, nuclear-equipped nations.
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Visas are a clearly bigger link to the election
Khimm 9-21-12 Suzy, writer for the Washington Post, “Why a rare bipartisan consensus on immigration totally fell apart”
President Obama supports the idea. So does Mitt Romney. In fact, it’s one of the few major points of consensus on immigration policy between Democrats and Republicans. So what doomed a proposal to give more green cards to immigrants who get science, technology, engineering and mathematics graduate degrees in the United States? The short answer: House Republicans decided to attach the STEM visa expansion to the elimination of another long-standing visa program — a condition that House Democrats soundly rejected. The longer story is that, before the August recess, Rep. Lamar Smith (R-Tex.), Sen. Charles E. Schumer (D-N.Y.) and other legislators had been engaged in seemingly promising bipartisan talks to bring forward an immigration overhaul that included the STEM visa proposal. “We had barely gotten back a consensus on immigration — that some increase on immigration is good,” says Muzaffar Chishti, director of the Migration Policy Institute’s Office at New York University, who describes the talks as the first genuinely bipartisan immigration effort that went beyond border security since 2006. When Congress came back from recess, however, the bipartisan talks disintegrated because legislators couldn’t come up with a compromise on family reunification, a Schumer aide told the National Journal. So both Smith and Schumer came up with separate partisan bills. Smith made the addition of STEM visas contingent upon the elimination of a diversity visa program that uses a green card lottery to let in immigrants from underrepresented countries, who only have to have a high-school education. The net number of green cards issues—55,000—would remain the same. Schumer, together with Rep. Zoe Lofgren (D-Calif.), introduced a separate STEM bill that didn’t eliminate the diversity visa lottery. That’s why House Democrats overwhelmingly rejected Smith’s bill on Thursday, which failed 257-158, with just 30 Democrats voting to support it. Their main argument was that one group of immigrants shouldn’t be disadvantaged for another group to be let in. “We strongly oppose a zero-sum game that trades one legal immigration program for another,” said Rep. John Conyers Jr. (D-Mich.), according to the New York Times. Republicans accused Democrats of trying to sabotage the U.S. economy and spurning the tech companies that supported the bill to avoid handing the GOP a legislative victory. Others, however, blame Republicans of playing politics by setting up the bill to fail so they could pin the blame on Democrats: The House GOP leadership put Smith’s bill on what’s known as the suspension calendar, which requires bills to have two-thirds instead of a simple majority to pass. Typically, the procedure is used to pass noncontroversial bills that are highly like to pass. But it can also be used “to create a difficult vote for whatever party isn’t in control,” says Mary Giovagnoli, director of the Immigration Policy Center. But even if you put the politics aside, there’s still a major policy difference between Republican and Democratic proposals: Do we try to maintain the same overall numbers for legal immigration as we had in the 1990s, or should we look beyond quotas and encourage higher levels of legal immigration to stimulate the economy? “If you’re unwilling to let go of the numbers from the 1990s, you’re always going to be looking to replace any new category,” says Giovagnoli. “The diversity visa has become a relatively easy target — it’s one of the few visas that’s available to someone with no basic relationship to the U.S.” Republicans maintain that higher-skill immigration should take priority. But Democrats cast the elimination of the program as “an attack on the poorer segments of the immigration stream,” Giovagnoli explains, pointing out that nearly half of the diversity green cards go to immigrants from African countries who might not have another way to get to the United States. Pro-immigration advocates don’t expect Congress to make another go at STEM visas until after the elections and were disheartened by the partisanship bickering on display this week. But some are heartened by the fact that legislators made even a preliminary effort to negotiate in good faith. “At least since 2008, the consensus in congress was ‘no, no, no’ on any immigration measure,” says Chisti. “Now we have seen an immigration thaw: There’s clearly a space for pro-immigration bills, and pro-migration bills.”

Visas solved now
White House ‘12 [The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, February 14, 2012, Joint Fact Sheet on Strengthening U.S.-China Economic Relations]

15. The United States is increasing visa processing capacity in China by 40 percent in 2012, in order to ensure that 80 percent of non-immigrant visa applicants are interviewed within three weeks of receipt of application.  The United States is to establish and maintain a publicly available website with key information to assist industry and travelers in understanding visa processes and entry times.  The United States is launching a pilot program to speed up the non-immigrant visa process for certain applicants, including the ability to waive interviews for some very low-risk applicants.  Over the course of 2012, this policy could open up as many as 100,000 interview appointments for Chinese travelers applying for visas for the first time.  China and the United States resolved to discuss visa arrangements on an equal and reciprocal basis, consistent with each country’s laws, to facilitate people-to-people interaction between our two countries.
Visas solved now
Locke ’12 (Gary Locke U.S. Ambassador to the People’s Republic of China Remarks Announcing New Interview Waiver Pilot Program U.S. Embassy, Beijing February 9, 2012 

Today I am happy to announce additional details in an important change to U.S. visa procedures that will benefit many thousands of Chinese visa applicants. On January 19, President Obama signed an Executive Order to significantly increase legitimate travel and tourism to the United States, with the goal of increasing visa-processing capacity in China by up to 40% in 2012. In 2011, we processed more than 1 million visa applications in China, an increase of 34% over the previous year, and already in the first few months of fiscal year 2012, we have processed 48% more visas in China compared to the same period in 2011. At the same time, we have significantly reduced wait times for interviews in China. As of yesterday, wait times at all posts in China are less than 6 days. To meet increasing demand in 2012 and beyond, we are assigning 50 new consular officers to China. And I am happy to announce that in a few months we will reopen our former Embassy consular facility located in the first Diplomatic Neighborhood of Beijing. Reopening this facility will increase our interviewing capacity in Beijing by 50%. President Obama has set a worldwide goal to interview 80% of all visa applicants within three weeks of the request for an appointment. In China, we are already meeting this goal and intend to continue to do so. In addition to new consular staff and facilities, under a new initiative announced by the President, in select circumstances, some qualified foreign visitors who were interviewed and thoroughly screened in conjunction with a prior visa application may be eligible to renew their visas without undergoing another interview. This new pilot program permits consular officers to waive interviews for some qualified nonimmigrant applicants worldwide who are renewing their visa within 48 months of the expiration of their previously held visa, and within the same classification as the previous visa. In China, many previous holders of B (temporary visitors for business/pleasure), C1 (transit), D (crewmembers), F (students), J (exchange visitors), M (nonacademic students), and O (visitors with extraordinary ability) visas will be able to renew their visas if they have been expired less than 48 months (four years), without another interview. We expect that this will benefit tens of thousands of applicants in China, saving them time and money, and making it easier for them to travel to the United States more frequently. It will also free our resources to interview more first-time applicants, and to do so quickly. While this new initiative will open as many as 100,000 appointments for first time visa applicants, our consular officers continue to have the authority to interview any applicant who they determine requires a personal interview. As China develops economically, more of its citizens will want to visit the United States as tourists, on business or for education. We know that travel to the United States will foster a better understanding of our two cultures and peoples. We welcome the challenge of meeting the explosive growth in demand for our visas. One of my top priorities as U.S. Ambassador is to ensure that we keep wait times short even as demand rises.

Waste confidence rule doesn’t prevent solvency and will get resolved anyway

Conca 8/11 (James Conca, Energy Contributor in Forbes, “Nuclear Waste Confidence -- NRC Ruling No Big Deal”, http://www.forbes.com/sites/jamesconca/2012/08/11/nuclear-waste-confidence-nrc-ruling-no-big-deal/, August 11, 2012, LEQ)

Dry cask storage behind a security fence. The safest, easiest method for putting spent fuel aside until used, burned as new fuel or eventually disposed of in a deep geologic repository. We are very confident it is safe for 100 years or more. There has been some fist-bumping this week in the anti-nuclear sector over the recent vacating of two NRC rules by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in June; the waste-confidence decision and the storage rule. The judges felt that the agency had failed to conduct an environmental impact statement, or a finding of no significant environmental impact, before ruling that it is safe to store nuclear waste in wet pools and dry casks without a permanent solution in sight. But it was just that the initial NRC rule was too vague, not that this type of storage is unsafe (platts NRC Ruling). In response, the NRC this week voted unanimously to delay final approval of licenses for new nuclear plants, or renewing the licenses of existing facilities, until the agency responds with a more complete ruling and addresses the dilemma of long-term nuclear waste storage across the country. The 24 environmental groups that petitioned NRC to respond to the court are acting like they actually stopped all action on nuclear licensing (Marketwatch NRC Ruling). While no final decisions will be made in issuing licenses, the process for licensing new and existing plants will continue as before, the NRC said, which means the impact to the industry will be minimal. Also, reactors can operate even after their present license expires as long as it is the NRC that is dragging it out. And most reactors have already been relicensed in the last ten years. Only 18 out of 104 reactors are not and primarily because they have to operate beyond 20 years before they can apply. The four new GenIII plants being built at Vogtle (Georgia) and V.C. Summer (South Carolina) are also not affected at all since their licenses have already been issued. Since NRC needed to do this anyway and will get it done before any of the critical licensing deadlines pass, this is no big deal. The nuclear industry has long been resigned to a slow-moving regulatory system. The environmental groups also stated that this action exacerbated an already dying nuclear industry, plagued with runaway costs and competition with far less expensive energy alternatives. Huh? Re-licensing nuclear reactors is the absolute cheapest form of energy, about 2¢/kWhr for 20 years. They are obviously referring to new natural gas plants versus new nuclear GenIII plants which is not impacted by this ruling at all. New nuclear is actually cheaper than new gas in the long run, e.g., 20 years or more, even at present gas prices, but our society doesn’t like to plan for the long-term so it usually gets these things wrong. And why anyone thinks gas plants are environmentally preferable to nuclear is odd from a carbon-emissions standpoint. NRC’s decision also marks the first major action since Dr. Allison Macfarlane was sworn in as chair of the NRC. MacFarlane describes the agency as “…a fantastic place, I’m enjoying it very much”, bearing out the general hope that her tenure will be more congenial and productive than the former Chair Gregory Jaczko, who stepped down amid infighting and controversy. But the elephant in the room on this whole issue is opening a deep geologic nuclear waste repository. As easy and safe as dry cask storage is, even for 100 years, spent fuel was always envisioned to be permanently disposed in such a repository, within 20 to 40 years of leaving the reactor. The original NRC ruling was to address the fact that we are not moving forward on that issue. Of course, the choice of a final repository is not NRC’s to make. Congress has to approve any site chosen by DOE or the yet-to-be-formed quasi-government agency recommended by the President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on which Chairwomen MacFarlane served. Transportation of high-activity nuclear waste is easy using this 72B Cask, and we've been doing it for many years. This load of high-activity bomb waste is being shipped to the deep geologic repository near Carlsbad, NM. Source: DOE And confidence is a funny thing. Just look at the Stock Market. The scientific community has been researching deep geologic disposal for 60 years. We are more than confident we can accomplish it, relatively easily and within budget. If we are allowed to do it. We have performed thousands of studies, hundreds of environmental impacts, and have even built one of these deep geologic repositories in the U.S. that has been operating for 13 years without a hitch (Helman – WIPP). The Yucca Mountain Project also conducted a huge number of environmental impact studies regarding the containment of radionuclides underground, protection of nearby communities, impacts to groundwater for 100,000 years, and a host of other studies that show we can do this if society wants it done. We know this problem very well and we know where and how to put this strange material away forever and ever. Scientific confidence is not the issue here. The lack of confidence has always been with the political side. The court faulted NRC for assuming a national repository would be built within the next 60 years, even though that’s the law. Funny that the court is slapping the NRC for something it can’t seem to enforce itself. But there is hope for the future. President Obama formed the Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future to staunch the wound to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act left by the demise of the Yucca Mountain Project (Helman – BRC), and it was a brilliant dressing. The BRC drafted a number of recommendations addressing nuclear energy and waste issues, but three recommendations, in particular, set the stage for a new strategy to dispose of high-level nuclear waste and to manage spent nuclear fuel in the United States: 1) interim storage for spent nuclear fuel, 2) resumption of the site selection process for a second repository, and 3) a quasi-government entity to execute the program and take control of the Nuclear Waste Fund in order to do so. The first and third are already being acted upon by Congress, led by Senators Bingaman (D-NM), Murkowski (R-AK), Feinstein (D-CA), Landrieu (D-LA) and Alexander (R-TN) who are trying to put the Commission’s recommendations into legislative language. The latest attempt was just this last week, a proposed Nuclear Waste Administration Act, “To establish a new organization to manage nuclear waste, provide a consensual process for siting nuclear waste facilities, ensure adequate funding for managing nuclear waste, and for other purposes.” We will get this right as a Nation, and we will lead the way for the rest of the world. Just let us do it.

Waste management solved now

Conca ’12 (James Conca, Energy Contributor in Forbes, “Congress Goes Nuclear”, http://www.forbes.com/sites/jamesconca/2012/04/28/congress-goes-nuclear/#, April 28, 2012, LEQ)
So much for the notion that Congress can’t do anything right. The thoughtful and smart actions of Senators Murkowski and Landrieu, working with Senators Feinstein, Alexander and Bingaman, produced a bill out of the Senate Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee last Tuesday, approved Thursday by the full Committee, that took the first step to solving our nation’s nuclear waste problem. I’ve been waiting my entire career for this to happen. In fact, this first step is so significant that I’m having trouble catching my breath! If you remember, the Yucca Mountain Project, the nation’s first selected nuclear disposal site, was recently scrapped for being not workable and the President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future was appointed to find another path forward. After reviewing the last 60 years of frustrated science and policy, in February the BRC released a number of very good recommendations addressing nuclear in general, but three specific ones were critical to actually dealing with high-level nuclear waste and managing spent nuclear fuel for the next hundred years. They were: 1) executing interim storage for spent nuclear fuel, 2) resuming the site selection process for a second repository (Yucca being the first, the massive salts being the best), and 3) forming a quasi-government entity, or FedCorp, to execute the program and take control of the Nuclear Waste Fund in order to do so. The first recommendation separates fuel from real waste, allowing storage of still-usable spent nuclear fuel from reactor sites either to be used in future reactors or eventually disposed, without needing to retrieve it from deep in the earth as is presently the Law. The second recommendation allows us to choose the best geology for the permanent disposal of actual high-level waste that has no value since it is the waste from reprocessing old fuel. This real waste needs to be disposed of promptly, not just looked at for another few decades. It has cost billions to manage this waste in places that were always meant to be temporary. The third recommendation controls cost and administration, because, duh, we’re broke. Dry cask storage behind a security fence. The safest, easiest method for putting spent fuel aside until used, burned as new fuel or eventually disposed of in a deep geologic repository. Tuesday’s bill starts the ball rolling by implementing the first recommendation, authorizing “the Secretary of Energy to site, construct, and operate consolidated storage facilities to provide storage as needed for spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste.” – IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES—112th Cong., 2d Sess. The short version is this bill is consent-based, meaning the Feds can’t just pick a site and force it down a State’s throat, but have to wait for someone to bid for it and requires approval of the Governor, any affected Tribes, and the local representatives of that State. Plus, it authorizes the Nuclear Waste Fund to be used for what it always was intended. And DOE has only 120 days from passage to begin accepting proposals so it won’t languish for years. This bill breaks the nuclear waste logjam. It’s simple, it’s the right thing to do, it will save lots of money, it’s the best thing for the environment, and it’s a win-win, so how did the Senate do this? And so fast! Now it’s up to the House to maintain the do-nothing image of Congress, kill this bill, and let us get back to wasting billions of dollars looking at the problem for 30 more years.

Courts link- health care prove

Hydrogen use is inevitable- HTGR’s are key to soft landing

- Haynes ‘6 (Mark Haynes, Vice President of Energy Development for General Atomics, JULY 20, 2006   U.S. NONPROLIFERATION STRATEGY: POLICIES AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITIES  HEARING  BEFORE THE  SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS  OF THE  COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  ONE HUNDRED NINTH CONGRESS  SECOND SESSION, Serial No. 109–198)

Capable of Providing High Temperature Process Heat for Central Plant Scale Hydrogen Production—Hydrogen seems certain to play an increasingly important role in reducing our dependence on fossil fuels as soon as adequate and affordable hydrogen production capabilities are developed. The present U.S. market for stationary hydrogen consumption is over 11 million tons per year, and is growing at about 10% per year. Over 180 million tons of hydrogen per year would be required to fuel the domestic light transportation fleet. It is likely that only efficient high temperature process heat from nuclear power reactors will be capable of satisfying such annual demand with no greenhouse gas emissions. The present development path to nuclear production of hydrogen requires process heat temperatures that exceed all reactor concepts except the High Temperature Gas Reactor.
Hydrogen soft landing is key to solve extinction

Rifkin ‘2 (Economist and president of the Foundation on Economic Trends [Jeremy Rifkin, “The dawn of the Hydrogen economy: when there is no more oil or gas … the next great commercial revolution,” RMA Journal, Oct, 2002, pg. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0ITW/is_2_85/ai_n14897180/pg_5/?tag=content;col1

Experts had been saying that we had another 40 or so years of cheap available crude oil left. Now, however, some of the world's leading petroleum geologists are suggesting that global oil production could peak and begin a steep decline much sooner, as early as the end of this decade, sending oil prices through the roof. Non-OPEC oil-producing countries already are nearing their peak production, leaving most of the remaining reserves in the politically unstable Middle East. In desperation, the U.S. and other nations could turn to dirtier fossil fuels--coal, tar sand, and heavy oil--which will only worsen global warming and imperil the earth's already beleaguered ecosystems. Looming oil shortages make industrial life vulnerable to massive disruptions and possibly even collapse. The Forever Fuel As the fossil-fuel era is entering its sunset years, a new energy regime has the potential to remake civilization along radical new lines. Hydrogen is the most basic and ubiquitous element in the universe. It is the stuff of the stars and of our sun and, when properly harnessed, it is the "forever fuel." It never runs out and produces no harmful CO2 emissions when burned; the only by-products are heat and pure water. A new economy powered by hydrogen will fundamentally change the nature of our market, political, and social institutions, just as coal and steam power did at the beginning of the Industrial Age. For the banking community, the hydrogen era offers a vast new opportunity for investment. Financing the infrastructure for a hydrogen economy and investing in the many new commercial ventures that will accompany the new energy regime will rejuvenate financial markets around the world and could lead to a qualitative leap forward for the whole of the world economy in the coming decades.

2AC- Elections- Obama Good- Current

Romney will win- their polling methodology is flawed

Weston ‘9-26 (Op-Ed: Publicized polls are often misleading Published 6:25 p.m., Wednesday, September 26, 2012 Barry Weston, of Stamford, is a retired CEO and CFO of a number of companies and a former CPA. Read more: http://www.stamfordadvocate.com/opinion/article/Op-Ed-Publicized-polls-are-often-misleading-3896960.php#ixzz285xyENsb

The media reports on a daily basis that President Obama is building a meaningful lead in the polls, particularly in the swing states, and that Gov. Romney's campaign is falling into decline. The Real Clear Politics average, which weights all polls equally -- irrespective of qualitative polling issues -- currently shows Obama up about 3 1/2 points. They also report an Obama lead in the 2-8 point range in almost all swing states (double digits in Michigan and Pennsylvania). These numbers are highly questionable. There are only two reputable polls that do significant polling daily and report daily tracking results. They are Gallup and Rasmussen -- both of which have, for the most part, fluctuated for the past two months between a 2-point lead for Romney and a 2-point lead for Obama -- except for the brief period following the conventions during which temporary and historically normal "bounces" occurred and then quickly disappeared. This suggests that the race has been and remains more or less a statistical tie for the past two months. The Rasmussen poll in particular has been the most accurate poll nationally for the past two presidential elections and even picked up the last-minute swing towards Gore in the 2000 poll. Gallup and Rasmussen, in addition to polling daily, poll far more voters nationally per week than any of the other occasional polls that receive so much publicity. Wednesday's Rasmussen poll showed Obama and Romney tied at 46 points each -- and Romney with a 2-point lead when leaners were included. A separate Rasmussen daily sample of 11 swing states showed Obama up by 1 point with double-digit leads in polls of Pennsylvania and Michigan. Mathematically, this means that Romney MUST hold a 2- to 3-point lead in the other swing states, which include Florida, Ohio, Virginia, North Carolina, Virginia, Colorado, Nevada and New Hampshire. Another important thing to know about the Rasmussen poll is that it polls only likely voters, whereas most of the polls given high visibility in the press poll "registered" voters, including those who rarely -- if ever -- vote. My review of historical Gallup polling data shows that the Republican candidate generally does about 3 points better with likely voters than with registered voters. This is confirmed by my analysis of actual election results compared to Gallup polls taken about a week prior to Election Day. Since the 1952 election, this data has shown an average actual election result 3.4 percent better for the GOP candidate than the late October Gallup polls of registered voters indicated. Seen another way, the GOP candidate did better on Election Day compared to the late October Gallup poll 11 out of 15 times, including a double-digit shift to the Republican three times. A significant point of interest is the 1980 election in which Carter was leading by 8 points in the late October Gallup poll whereas Reagan won by 10 points in the actual election. A final point of interest is that the highly publicized media polls often oversample Democrats and undersample Republicans compared to historical turnout patterns. When one adjusts many of these polls to a historically more realistic ratio between Democrats and Republicans in the sample, large leads for Obama often turn into meaningful leads for Romney.
Obama will win inevitably and voters are locked in

Rothkopf ’10-1 (The Election Is Over It's time to start worrying about 2013, because the Obama team clearly isn't. BY DAVID ROTHKOPF | OCTOBER 1, 2012 David Rothkopf is CEO and editor at large of Foreign Policy.

It's the first of October, and here's your October surprise: October is already over. So is the first week of November. The campaign is over. The voters have decided. The only remaining step is watching as the clock strikes midnight after Election Day is done and Mitt Romney disappears from the American political scene like Cinderella's coach. Poof. What was that fellow's name again? This is a surprise because the United States remains a deeply divided country politically. Opposition to the president remains strong, and his record remains spotty at best. It is a surprise because the past few weeks have seen bad news on the economic front and the unraveling of the story that Barack Obama is a foreign-policy master. The race should be closer. By some reasoning, Romney should even be ahead. Heck, if Romney had gone on vacation to Lake Winnipesaukee for the past three weeks, he might be. But every time events have turned against the president -- from weak job numbers to bad manufacturing results, from the debacle in Libya to the rapid deterioration in Iraq, Afghanistan, Syria, and U.S.-Israel relations -- Romney has come to Obama's rescue with a boneheaded statement or some distracting gaffe of his own. So now the swing-state polls suggest it is highly unlikely that the Republican candidate can orchestrate a victory. Behind by 9 percentage points in the latest Columbus Dispatch poll in the state he must win, Ohio, and trailing in eight of the nine Florida polls tracked by RealClearPolitics, Mitt has no clear path to 270 electoral votes. The media will spin this election up and down between now and Nov. 6 to try to create the illusion of drama, but stick a fork in it: The Romney goose is cooked.
Voter ID laws thump the da- empirically causes voter suppression

Huge laundry list of intervening events thump 

Friedman ’12 (5-24-12, Uri, associate editor at Foreign Policy.  “5 World Events That Could Swing the U.S. Election,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/05/24/five_world_events_that_could_swing_the_us_election?page=full

The prevailing political wisdom is that the economy -- not foreign policy -- will determine who becomes the next president of the United States. When voters were asked in a Washington Post-ABC News poll this week what the single most important issue was for them in choosing a president, 52 percent said jobs and the economy (and they're evenly split on whether Barack Obama or Mitt Romney would do a better job on the latter). To put that figure in perspective, the second most-cited issue was "Health care/repealing Obamacare" at a mere 7 percent, while foreign-policy issues such as terrorism and the war in Afghanistan each mustered a measly 1 percent of responses. In January, the Pew Research Center concluded that the American public is more concerned with domestic policy than at any point in the past 15 years. But every politician lives in fear of that 3 a.m. phone call that can upend the best-laid campaign plans. Here are five global events that could send the U.S. election careening along a very different path than the one it's traveling down today. A SHOWDOWN WITH IRAN World powers are currently wrapping up a second round of contentious nuclear talks with Tehran and the European Union is preparing to roll out an oil embargo on Iran in July. But if this diplomatic tack fails to wring meaningful concessions from Iran, there's an outside chance that Israel -- or, in a less likely scenario, the United States and its allies -- will conclude before November that military action is the only way to halt Iran's nuclear advances (some have even suggested that it's in the interests of Israeli leaders to strike Iran's nuclear facilities in the run-up to the U.S. election). Americans see Iran as the country that represents the greatest threat to the United States, and a recent Pew poll found that 63 percent of Americans are willing to go to war if necessary to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons -- a measure that Romney has promoted more aggressively than Obama, though both candidates have said that all options are on the table. Some market analysts estimate that a military conflict with Iran could push gas prices in the United States to between $5 and $6 per gallon, alienating voters and jeopardizing the country's fitful economic recovery. And there's a reason why the National Journal's Charlie Cook has dubbed Iran the "wild card" this campaign season: The last five times gas prices have spiked during a U.S. presidential campaign, the incumbent party has lost the election. As the New York Times put it in January, the standoff with Iran presents Obama "with choices that could harm either the economic recovery or his image as a firm leader." The prospect of a Greek anti-austerity party winning new elections in June has sparked widespread fear that Greece will default on its debt and exit the eurozone, which could spread contagion in southern Europe and plunge the global economy back into recession. But there's a debate about the extent to which the European debt crisis will influence the U.S. election. If a Greek exit precipitates the collapse of the eurozone, Brookings Institution scholar William Galston argues in the New Republic, it will be disastrous for Europe and the United States. But he adds that U.S. GDP growth would probably slow and the unemployment rate would likely stagnate even if the European monetary union remains intact after Greece's departure. "These developments would make it harder for Obama to argue that we're heading in the right direction, and ... I suspect that economic growth at these depressed levels would mean victory for Mitt Romney," he writes. Or, as the Washington Post's Ezra Klein noted earlier this year, Obama's reelection "will be largely decided by the state of the economy. And the state of the economy will largely be decided by events in Europe. And Europe's not looking so good." But others argue that Greece won't drop out of the eurozone before November, if it does so at all, or that the American financial system isn't particularly vulnerable to a Greek exit. The United States has not suffered a major terrorist attack during Obama's presidency, and the administration has foiled several plots -- most recently an attempt by al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula to bomb a U.S.-bound plane. The president has taken out several high-profile terrorists through drone strikes and touted the killing of Osama bin Laden as one of his signal achievements -- much to Mitt Romney's chagrin. But an attack on American soil could instantly shatter the armor Obama has built up on national security, reverse the public's declining concern about terrorism, and transform the campaign. And such a scenario isn't out of the question. Two of the most high-profile attacks in recent years -- the Christmas Day bombing attempt in 2009 and the Times Square bombing attempt in 2010 -- were thwarted by luck as much as anything else, with the perpetrators failing to detonate their explosives (and, in the case of the Times Square bomber, a street vendor spotting a smoking SUV). As the Washington Post's Chris Cillizza and Aaron Blake recently pointed out, foreign policy has proven pivotal in only one of the last five presidential elections: the 2004 contest, which was the first race after the worst terrorist attack on American soil in U.S. history. And we all know how that one turned out. THE UNKNOWN UNKNOWN There's a reason we call the "October surprise" what we do -- sometimes (though admittedly not often) we simply don't know what will tilt the results of a race until Election Day is upon us. The term "October surprise" dates to 1972, when National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger declared less than two weeks before the presidential election that peace was "at hand" in Vietnam -- comments that were credited with helping President Richard Nixon resoundingly defeat George McGovern (though in truth, Nixon didn't need much help). During the 1980 election, Ronald Reagan's campaign worried that President Jimmy Carter would strike an eleventh-hour deal to free American hostages in Iran (instead, they were released shortly after Reagan was sworn in as president). In 2004, John Kerry blamed his loss to George W. Bush on a video released by Osama bin Laden just days before the vote ("We were rising in the polls up until the last day when the tape appeared," the Massachusetts senator lamented). In others words, we have a ways to go until November, and anything from security in Afghanistan to violence in Syria to elections in Venezuela (ominously scheduled for October) could emerge as a potential game-changer. When the 2008 presidential election got underway, everyone assumed that foreign policy -- specifically the war in Iraq -- would be the dominant issue in the campaign. And then the global financial crisis hit, propelling the economy to the top of the agenda. It's too early to rule out the reverse happening in 2012.

Nuclear energy now thumps the link- that’s Johnson and Yurman

We control link uniqueness, personality outweighs policies, and it’s too late to change voters minds

Beinart ‘12 (2012 Peter Beinart nytimes.com Peter Alexander Beinart is an American political pundit. A former editor of The New Republic, he has written for Time, The New York Times, The New York Review of Books among other periodicals, and is the author of three books. He is associate professor of journalism and political science at City University of New York, senior political writer for The Daily Beast

Back in 2004, I debated Jonah Goldberg about the presidential election. Bush will win, Jonah said, because after sniffing both of these guys for a while, Americans have simply decided they don’t like Kerry very much. Nonsense, I said. Likeability is in the eye of the beholder. Most Americans think the country is on the wrong track. Democrats have the demographic advantage. But I was too clever by half. Jonah was basically right. Eight years later, something similar may be happening. Conventional wisdom suggests that an incumbent presiding over a people this unhappy should lose. According to a June poll by the Pew Research Center, only 11 percent of Americans think the economy is “excellent” or “good.” Only 28 percent (PDF) are “satisfied with the way things are going in the country.” Americans think (PDF) the country is on the “wrong track” by a margin of almost two to one. And to a significant degree, they blame Barack Obama. A January Pew poll found that only 38 percent approve of the way he’s handling the economy. On the budget deficit, only 34 percent approve. On energy, it’s 36 percent. When asked in June which candidate is best capable of “improving economic conditions”—clearly the election’s dominant issue—Pew found that Mitt Romney bests Obama by eight points. Yet despite all this, about as many Americans approve of the job Obama’s doing as disapprove. And he leads slightly in the polls. Which is to say, there’s a yawning gap between how Americans feel the country is doing and how they feel Obama is doing. There’s even a significant gap between the way they feel about Obama’s performance on key issues and the way they feel about his performance overall. The most plausible explanation is that a lot of Americans just simply like the guy. When Obama took office in 2009, Americans held wildly positive views of his personal characteristics. According to Pew, 92 percent considered him a “good communicator,” 87 percent deemed him “warm and friendly,” 81 percent said he “cares about people like me,” 79 percent thought him “well-informed,” and 76 percent judged him “trustworthy.” Since then, each of those numbers has declined between 10 and 20 points. But they began at such stratospherically high levels that even with the drop, the public’s perception of Obama as a person remains remarkably cheery. Perhaps it’s because compared to past presidencies, Obama’s has been less plagued by scandal. Perhaps it’s because Obama’s personal story still makes people proud of America. Perhaps it’s because Obama is widely considered intelligent and well-spoken. Perhaps it’s because, like Bill Clinton and George W. Bush, but unlike John Kerry and Al Gore, he has that intangible quality: authenticity. He seems comfortable in his own skin. For whatever reason, Americans seem to give Obama the benefit of the doubt. When Pew asked them to describe him in a word earlier this year, the second most popular answer was “incompetent.” “Socialist” came in fourth. But the first, third, fifth and sixth most popular adjectives were “good,” “intelligent,” “honest,” and “trying.” The contrast with Mitt Romney could not be starker. According to the June Pew, while Romney leads on the economy, Obama enjoys a 31 point advantage on “connect[ing] to ordinary Americans.” He leads by 19 points on being “willing to take [an] unpopular stand.” By a 14 point margin, Americans consider him more “honest and truthful.” According to Gallup, Americans deem him more “likeable” by a whopping 17 points. This 2012 election may, in fact, be the most personality-driven in recent memory. For several presidential election cycles now, Pew has been asking voters why they support their favored candidate: “Leadership,” “Experience,” “Stand on Issues,” or “Personality.” Among Romney supporters, 4 percent cite personality, the same percentage as cited it for Al Gore in 2000. For John McCain in 2008, the figure was 3 percent. For George W. Bush and John Kerry in 2004, it was 8 percent each. For Obama this year, it’s 18 percent. In recent weeks, Democrats have been fretting that it’s too late to change people’s opinion about the economy. That’s true. But it may also be too late to change their opinions about what Obama and Romney are like as people. And for better or worse, that may matter more.
Obama can dodge the link- can not take a stance, blame it on congress or the DOE

New advanced reactors are uniquely popular

Bisconti Research ’12 (BISCONTI RESEARCH, INC. 5530 GREYSTONE STREET, CHEVY CHASE, MD 20815 TEL: 301.657.5556 FAX: 301.657.5544 http://www.bisconti.com U.S. Public Opinion about Nuclear Energy Stabilizes February 2012

Public opinion on nuclear energy has stabilized, according to a new national public opinion survey. The survey, conducted February 17-19, 2012, finds that solid majorities continue to have favorable opinions about nuclear energy and new plants, but at below peak levels. The survey, with some questions tracked since 1983, was sponsored by Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) and conducted by Bisconti Research Inc. with GfK Roper. A nationally representative sample of 1,000 U.S. adults was interviewed by telephone, with a margin of error of plus or minus three percentage points. 64 Percent Favor Nuclear Energy The February survey finds 64 percent in favor of nuclear energy and 33 percent opposed, compared with 62 percent in favor and 35 percent opposed in September 2011. While 28 percent strongly favor nuclear energy, 17 percent are strongly opposed. Attitudes toward nuclear energy stand at approximately the level seen in a large number of the surveys in the past decade but below a pre-Fukushima peak of 74 percent in favor of nuclear energy (See Figure 1 attached). Majorities Support License Renewal and New Plants Majorities continue to support renewing the licenses of operating nuclear power plants and building new reactors. A near-consensus 82 percent agree with renewing the license of nuclear power plants that continue to meet federal safety standards, 74 percent believe that electric utilities should prepare now so that new nuclear power plants could be built if needed in the next decade, and 58 percent believe that we should “definitely build more nuclear power plants in the future.” All those measures are within the margin of error, compared with September 2011. Also, 81 percent believe that nuclear energy will play an important role in meeting the nation’s electricity needs in the years ahead; 42 percent think that role will be very important. Two-Thirds Would Find a New Reactor Acceptable at the Nearest Plant Site Two-thirds of Americans (65 percent) said they would find a new reactor acceptable at the site of the nearest nuclear power plant that is already operating, if a new power plant were needed. Thirty-one percent said that would not be acceptable, and four percent were unsure. The latest survey finds that majorities in all regions say that a new reactor would be acceptable at the nearest nuclear power plant site—including 69 percent in the Midwest, 68 percent in the South, and 61 percent in the Northeast and West. 2 Public Gives Nuclear Power Plants High Safety Ratings, Increasingly Recognizes Lessons Learned The public’s view of the safety of nuclear power plants in the United States remains favorable. Two-thirds (67 percent) gave a high rating to the plants operating now in the United States. The “high” rating is 5 to 7 on a 1 to 7 scale. Two-thirds (66 percent) also believe that nuclear power plants are built to withstand the most severe natural events that may occur here—unchanged since September. Seventy-four percent believe that “nuclear power plants operating in the United States are safe and secure.” Recent discussions about nuclear power plant safety have focused on how American companies have continually learned from experience and made nuclear power plants safer. Thus, it is significant that 80 percent now believe that, as we have learned from experience and technology has improved, U.S. nuclear power plants have been made safer. This is an increase of five percentage points since September 2011. Also, 82 percent believe that we should learn the lessons from last year’s Japanese accident and continue to develop advanced nuclear energy plants to meet America’s growing electricity demand. 

Nuclear wins the election- opposition is impossible and plan is key to jobs
Hartmann, 12 -- SLM co-owner (Ray, "Think Again," St. Louis Magazine, June 2012, www.stlmag.com/St-Louis-Magazine/June-2012/Think-Again-Nuclear-Power-Debate-Returns-to-Missouri-Politics/, accessed 9-4-12, mss)

Yes, nuclear power is back as a political issue, and again it’s the Democrats making the most noise. But this time, the party is anything but anti-nuke: Not only is the erstwhile party of the political left beating the drums for nuclear reactors, it also wants the state to become the global kingpin of the nuke-building business. Poor Republicans. Try positioning yourselves to the right of that in an election year. What are they supposed to do? Call for a nuclear reactor in every pot? They ought to sue the Democrats for identity theft. What happened? Here’s what: Nuclear power became a job creator. And since we all know that the most important function of government is to create jobs—an article of faith to which Democrats and Republicans join at the hip in pledging their daily allegiance—then how can any voter-fearing politician be anything but pro-nuke in 2012? I know your next question: “No, really, what happened?” What really happened is that the very notion of government’s purpose has transformed since a generation of Americans just said no to nuclear generators. Back in the ancient ’70s, concern over the environment might have actually trumped concern over the plight of a multinational giant missing a corporate-welfare opportunity—especially among Democrats. Back then, Democrats didn’t sound like chamber of commerce presidents on the stump; they actually talked about attacking poverty and housing needs and welfare for children, among other issues. Today, they dare not express concern about anyone lower on the economic ladder than the middle class. Far too often, today’s message from the party of President John F. Kennedy is: “Ask not what government can do for you. Ask what government can do for your company.” Even the Republicans of yesteryear weren’t as bullish on business as Democrats are today. They campaigned for less regulation and for other policies that chamber of commerce presidents would like, but they didn’t pretend that the mission of the government itself was to create jobs. There’s a reason for this, radical as it might seem: Government in our democratic republic was never intended to fulfill the mission of job creation. That’s why there isn’t a constitution in the land that references the subject. None of that matters now. With precious few exceptions, people running for public office must convince voters that they will create jobs and repair what’s broken in the economy, all the while professing their belief that government isn’t the answer to anything. It’s a ridiculous premise. State and local governments don’t create jobs—other than public ones, which have now fallen out of public favor—and the entire economic development/tourism game is about nothing more than outbribing one’s state- and local-government counterparts with special tax breaks and other corporate-welfare gifts to new and expanding companies. In this context, if building nuclear power plants can be sold as economic development, no self-protecting politician would trivialize the subject with peripheral detail such as environmental-safety or public-health concerns.

Winners win

Creamer ‘11 political strategist for over four decades (Robert, he and his firm, Democracy Partners, work with many of the country’s most significant issue campaigns, one of the major architects and organizers of the successful campaign to defeat the privatization of Social Security, he has been a consultant to the campaigns to end the war in Iraq, pass health care, pass Wall Street reform, he has also worked on hundreds of electoral campaigns at the local, state and national level, "Why GOP Collapse on the Payroll Tax Could be a Turning Point Moment," Huffington Post, 12-23-11, www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/why-gop-collapse-on-the-p_b_1167491.html, accessed 9-1-12, mss)

2). Strength and victory are enormous political assets. Going into the New Year, they now belong to the President and the Democrats. One of the reasons why the debt ceiling battle inflicted political damage on President Obama is that it made him appear ineffectual - a powerful figure who had been ensnared and held hostage by the Lilliputian pettiness of hundreds of swarming Tea Party ideological zealots. In the last few months -- as he campaigned for the American Jobs Act -- he has shaken free of those bonds. Now voters have just watched James Bond or Indiana Jones escape and turn the tables on his adversary. Great stories are about a protagonist who meets and overcomes a challenge and is victorious. The capitulation of the House Tea Party Republicans is so important because it feels like the beginning of that kind of heroic narrative. Even today most Americans believe that George Bush and the big Wall Street Banks - not by President Obama -- caused the economic crisis. Swing voters have never lost their fondness for the President and don't doubt his sincerity. But they had begun to doubt his effectiveness. They have had increasing doubts that Obama was up to the challenge of leading them back to economic prosperity. The narrative set in motion by the events of the last several weeks could be a turning point in voter perception. It could well begin to convince skeptical voters that Obama is precisely the kind of leader they thought he was back in 2008 - a guy with the ability to lead them out of adversity - a leader with the strength, patience, skill, will and resoluteness to lead them to victory. That now contrasts with the sheer political incompetence of the House Republican Leadership that allowed themselves to be cornered and now find themselves in political disarray. And it certainly contrasts with the political circus we have been watching in the Republican Presidential primary campaign. 3). This victory will inspire the dispirited Democratic base. Inspiration is the feeling of empowerment - the feeling that you are part of something larger than yourself and can personally play a significant role in achieving that goal. It comes from feeling that together you can overcome challenges and win. Nothing will do more to inspire committed Democrats than the sight of their leader -- President Obama - out maneuvering the House Republicans and forcing them into complete capitulation. The events of the last several weeks will send a jolt of electricity through the Progressive community. The right is counting on Progressives to be demoralized and dispirited in the coming election. The President's victory on the payroll tax and unemployment will make it ever more likely that they will be wrong. 4). When you have them on the run, that's the time to chase them. The most important thing about the outcome of the battle over the payroll tax and unemployment is that it shifts the political momentum at a critical time. Momentum is an independent variable in any competitive activity - including politics. In a football or basketball game you can feel the momentum shift. The tide of battle is all about momentum. The same is true in politics. And in politics it is even more important because the "spectators" are also the players - the voters. People follow - and vote -- for winners. The bandwagon effect is enormously important in political decision-making. Human beings like to travel in packs. They like to be at the center of the mainstream. Momentum shifts affect their perceptions of the mainstream. For the last two years, the right wing has been on the offensive. Its Tea Party shock troops took the battle to Democratic Members of Congress. In the Mid-Terms Democrats were routed in district after district. Now the tide has turned. And when the tide turns -when you have them on the run - that's the time to chase them.

Energy not key- other issues like immigration or abortion decide voters choices

Plan gets balanced out and bundled into the annual energy bill

HAC ’12 (US House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations, Washington, April 25 “Fiscal Year 2013 Energy and Water Appropriations Bill Approved by Appropriations Committee” http://appropriations.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=292584

The House Appropriations Committee today approved the fiscal year 2013 Energy and Water and Related Agencies Appropriations bill. The legislation provides the annual funding for the various agencies and programs under the Department of Energy (DoE) and other related agencies, and totals $32.1 billion – a cut of $965 million below the President’s budget request. “This bill makes targeted investments to encourage near-term job creation, improve public safety and regional commerce, strengthen national defense programs within the Department of Energy, and help reduce escalating energy costs that are putting pressure on family budgets around the country. Funding for important programs was balanced by cutting spending in other areas – putting tasks that are better suited for the private sector in the hands of entrepreneurs, while focusing tax dollars where they are best and most appropriately used,” Rogers said. Energy and Water Subcommittee Chairman Rodney Frelinghuysen also commented on the bill: “This legislation prioritizes investments in our nuclear security enterprise, programs to address gasoline prices, and opportunities to advance American competitiveness and get people back to work here at home,” Frelinghuysen said.

Logical policymakers can do the plan and implement the same policies
“Enthusiasm gap” and turnout aren’t key 

Silver ‘12  (Nate, NYT Blogs, chief pollster for New York Times’ 538 election polling center. Regarded as top-level pollster based on distinct mathematical models 2/6, lexis)

It should be remembered, however, that Republicans have the turnout advantage in November because their voters tend to come from demographic groups (like older Americans and wealthier Americans) who vote more frequently. This usually manifests itself in the fact that polls of likely voters show somewhat more favorable results for Republicans than polls of registered voters. The safest default assumption is probably that this gap will exist again, but that it will amount to a more typical value like 2 or 3 percentage points than the 6-point "enthusiasm gap" that existed in 2010. Or it could be that the middling enthusiasm for Mr. Romney will only make much difference if he appears to be in trouble by November. Democratic turnout was quite poor, for instance, in 1984 for Walter Mondale, a candidate who has some parallels to Mr. Romney. However, it was clear that Ronald Reagan was going to win that election anyway; low Democratic turnout contributed to Reagan's margin of victory, but strong turnout would not have reversed the result. On the other hand, Democrats had somewhat limited enthusiasm for John Kerry in 2004 - but that election was much closer, and they did not have any major problems in getting their voters to the polls. In other words, perhaps if Mr. Obama appears poised for a 6- or 7-point victory by November based on the economic fundamentals, Republican voters may feel that their vote makes little difference anyway and some of them will stay home as a protest, expanding Mr. Obama's victory margin to 8 or 9 points instead and making it look prettier in the Electoral College. But I'm more skeptical that this will matter much in an environment in which the election will be very close and every vote could make a difference.
No impact- gridlock

Roberts ’12 (The futility of climatespotting: No matter what he says, Obama can’t make big moves on climate By David Roberts energy and climate expert, primary staff writer for Grist Magazine, an online environmental publication 4 Sep 2012 3:47 PM

Yes. Here’s why: U.S. constitutional government is set up so that the opposition party has a) the electoral incentive to block the ruling party’s agenda, and b) the power to do so, especially since abuse of the filibuster became routine. In other words, there’s nothing in the rules of the U.S. system to prevent total gridlock. It was prevented in post-war America by a certain level of diversity within the parties — conservative Democrats in the South, liberal Republicans in the Northeast — and presumptive adherence to norms of behavior that kept the system running (like, say, not filibustering every bill or holding the debt ceiling hostage). Neither of those conditions obtain any more. The parties have ideologically clarified. The right, in particular, has become progressively more extreme since 1980 or so. As a part of that process, it began spurning those behavioral norms, becoming, in the immortal words of Thomas Mann and Norm Ornstein, “a resurgent outlier: ideologically extreme; contemptuous of the inherited social and economic policy regime; scornful of compromise; un-persuaded by conventional understanding of facts, evidence, and science; and dismissive of the legitimacy of its political opposition.”
Romney can’t & won’t bash China

Lee ’12 (LEE  8 – 30 – 12   China Matters Staff  [Peter Lee, Staying in Character Romney’s China-Bashing, http://www.counterpunch.org/2012/08/30/romneys-china-bashing/]

A centerpiece of candidate Romney’s surprisingly insubstantial foreign policy portfolio is China bashing, in the form of the crowd-pleasing assertion that, on Day One of his presidency, he will designate China a “currency manipulator” and instruct the Department of Commerce to impose countervailing duties if Beijing doesn’t behave. [3] This is meant to make a marked contrast with the Obama Treasury Department, which declined to make the currency manipulator designation this year. As Scott Lincicome, an experienced international trade litigator (and, it might be noted, a libertarian fan of Romney running-mate Paul Ryan’s economic policies) wrote on his blog, the Romney China plank is pure, election-year BS: Treasury’s assessment must be done in consultation with the IMF [International Monetary Fund] and pursuant to pretty strict guidelines. In short, the president can’t just tell the Treasury to designate a country a “currency manipulator,” and he/she certainly can’t do it publicly via Executive Order (as Romney’s plan promises). To do so would not only violate the letter of the law, but also destroy the Treasury report’s credibility. Second, the president can’t just instruct the Commerce Department to begin imposing countervailing duties on Chinese goods. Pursuant to US trade law and regulations, the imposition of countervailing duties on imports requires (i) a petition from an affected industry or self-initiation by Commerce …; (ii) preliminary and final findings, based on extensive evidence (including rebuttal from Chinese producers, US importers and the Chinese government) … ; and (iii) preliminary and final findings by the non-partisan International Trade Commission that said imports are injuring the US industry. Each of these steps is required by US law and WTO [World Trade Organization] rules. So Romney’s plan to, on the very first day of his presidency, just start imposing CVDs [countervailing duties] on Chinese imports would be in direct conflict with both US law and the United States’ WTO obligations. [4] A further difficulty for Romney is that the merits of the case against the PRC as a currency manipulator are becoming rather thin, and serve as a rather poor justification (on grounds of cost-benefit as well as principle) for a session of scorched-earth countervailing duty trade warfare. China has been quietly appreciating the yuan for several years. Government action, combined with domestic inflation, has led to a 40% appreciation in the yuan since 2005 according to Treasury’s calculation, thereby significantly eroded the export advantages the PRC enjoyed from its undervalued currency. [5]
States- 2AC

Only federal action solves – need skin in the game 

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

Similar to this political risk, investors in new domestic nuclear reactors will likely face substantial regulatory and permitting risks, such as the risk of litigation by residents or environmentalists desiring to thwart any large scale development of new reactors in the United States and the risk that a largely untested regulatory approval process may not operate as anticipated, and those challenges can result in significant delays in construction of a nuclear power project. Although they are different in kind, the substance of sovereign and other risks facing large overseas infrastructure projects is similar in the sense that worst case scenarios of delay or inability to make commercial use of the projects and the magnitude of the potential losses are roughly equivalent. As a risk mitigation measure in the case of financings for natural gas liquefaction facilities and other large overseas infrastructure projects, the Export-Import Bank of the United States may approve loan guarantees and offer credit enhancements and/or direct loans to support the sale of United States exports to emerging markets throughout the world. Its loan guarantees to support the construction of large overseas infrastructure projects increase the comfort of private institutional investors because these investors believe there is a substantially lower risk that an overseas political regime will change the rules in a manner adverse to creditors if the United States government is one of those creditors.34 In a similar fashion, regulatory risk insurance and loan guarantees provided by the federal government should encourage private financing of domestic nuclear power projects because the government providing the guarantees also controls many of the risk factors which could give rise to regulatory delays in commencing commercial operation of a new nuclear project. Further, in the nuclear power industry, the federal government is reviewing development applications and reactor designs, and is equipped with a team of experts in nuclear technologies, so that if the federal government has skin in the game, so to speak, private lenders may take additional comfort that the government has performed a certain level of due diligence on a particular project and determined that there are no major flaws from its vantage point. Section II.D.3 below discusses the risks covered by federally provided regulatory risk insurance and the ways in which it can be adapted to best encourage private sector financing for nuclear energy. 
DOE has statutory authority- only federal labs solve research and international GIF agreements based on federal labs
MIT ‘10 [Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Nuclear Energy Research and Development Roadmap: Report to Congress”, April 2010, http://ocw.mit.edu/courses/nuclear-engineering/22-033-nuclear-systems-design-project-fall-2011/readings/MIT22_033F11_read_core_doe.pdf]

 In the United States, it is the responsibility of industry to design, construct, and operate commercial nuclear power plants. However, DOE has statutory authority under the Atomic Energy Act to promote and support nuclear energy technologies for commercial applications. In general, appropriate government roles include researching high-potential technologies beyond the investment horizon of industry and also reducing the technical risks of new technologies. In the case of new commercial reactor designs, potential areas of NE involvement could include:  Enabling new technologies to be inserted into emerging and future designs by providing access to unique laboratory resources for new technology development and, where appropriate, demonstration.  • Working through the laboratories and universities to provide unique expertise and facilities to industry for R&D in the areas of:  o Innovative concepts and advanced technologies.  o Fundamental phenomena and performance data.  o Advanced modeling and simulation capabilities.   APRIL 2010 22 34 NUCLEAR ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ROADMAP   o New technology testing and, if appropriate, demonstration.  o Advanced manufacturing methods.   Representative R&D activities that support each of the roles stated above are presented below. The level of DOE investment relative to industry investment will vary across the spectrum of these activities, with a generally increasing trend in DOE investment for longer-term activities. Finally, there is potential to leverage and amplify effective U.S. R&D through collaborations with other nations through multilateral and bilateral agreements including the Generation IV International Forum, which is investigating multiple advanced reactor concepts. DOE is also a participant in OECD/NEA and IAEA initiatives that bear directly on the development and deployment of new reactor systems.

Federal investment key to successful demonstration and certainty

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.

States links to politics

Kiely ‘12 [EUGENE KIELY, Washington assignment editor USA today, February 17, 2012 Factcheck.org “Did Obama ‘Approve’ Bridge Work for Chinese Firms?” http://www.factcheck.org/2012/02/did-obama-approve-bridge-work-for-chinese-firms/]

Who’s to blame, if that’s the right word, if the project ends up using manufactured steel from China? The National Steel Bridge Alliance blames the state railroad agency. The Alliance for American Manufacturing says the federal Buy American laws have been “weakened with loopholes and various exemptions that make it easier for bureaucrats to purchase foreign-made goods instead of those made in American factories with American workers.” So, how did Obama get blamed for the decisions by state agencies and for state projects that, in at least one case, didn’t even use federal funds? The answer is a textbook lesson in how information gets distorted when emails go viral. We looked at the nearly 100 emails we received on this subject and found that Obama wasn’t mentioned at all in the first few emails. Typical of the emails we received shortly after the ABC News report aired was this one from Oct. 11, 2011: “I just got an email regarding Diane Sawyer on ABC TV stating that U. S. Bridges and roads are being built by Chinese firms when the jobs should have gone to Americans. Could this possible be true?” The answer: Yes, it’s true. End of story, right? Wrong. Days later, emails started to appear in our inbox that claimed ABC News reported that Chinese firm were receiving stimulus funds to build U.S. bridges — even though the broadcast news story didn’t mention stimulus funds at all. (The report did include a clip of Obama delivering a speech on the need to rebuild America’s bridges and put Americans to work, but said nothing about the president’s $830 billion stimulus bill.) Still, we received emails such as this one on Nov. 4, 2011, that included this erroneous claim language: “Stimulus money meant to create U.S. jobs went to Chinese firms. Unbelievable….” It didn’t take long for Obama to be blamed. That same day — Nov. 4, 2011 — we received an email that made this leap to Obama: “SOME CHINESE COMPANIES WHO ARE BUILDING ‘OUR’ BRIDGES. (3000 JOBS LOST TO THE CHINESE FIRM)…..AND NOW OBAMA WANTS ‘MORE STIMULUS MONEY’…..THIS IS NUTS ! ! ! If this doesn’t make you furious nothing will….” This year, Obama’s name started to surface in the subject line of such critical emails — raising the attack on the president to yet another level and perhaps ensuring the email will be even more widely circulated. Since Jan. 17, we have gotten more than a dozen emails with the subject line, “ABC News on Obama/USA Infrastructure,” often preceded with the word “SHOCKING” in all caps. The emails increasingly contain harsh language about the president. Since Jan. 11, 23 emails carried this added bit of Obama-bashing: “I pray all the unemployed see this and cast their votes accordingly in 2012!” One of those emails — a more recent one from Feb. 8 — contained this additional line: “Tell me again how Obama’s looking out for blue collar guys. He cancels pipelines, and lets Chinese contractors build our bridges…” And so it goes, on and on. All from a news report that blamed state officials — not Obama — for spending taxpayer money on Chinese firms to build U.S. bridges.

US federal nuclear leadership is key to science diplomacy

AAAS ‘8 ((American Association for the Advancement of Science, 10 July 2008, “Energy Expert Calls on United States to Take Leadership in Nuclear Energy Framework”, http://www.aaas.org/news/releases/2008/0710nuclear_energy.shtml, [Miller]) 

The next U.S. president will have a historic opportunity to exercise leadership in increasing the global investment in nuclear technology, energy expert Victor Reis said at a AAAS briefing.  But the stakes are higher than just finding an alternative to the rising price of oil and coal.  Reis, a senior advisor to Secretary of Energy Samuel W. Bodman, said that a well-designed nuclear energy framework could drive global growth by bringing affordable, reliable energy to the developing world, address climate change through clean energy production, and promote international security by securing nuclear materials around the world.  "By increasing the civilian nuclear enterprise, the next U.S. president can make use of a historic opportunity to simultaneously attack the biggest interlocking issues that society will face for the next 50 years," said Reis.  Speaking at AAAS headquarters in Washington, D.C., Reis said that around 1.6 billion people, or 25% of the world's population, live without access to electricity and 2.4 billion, or 35%, rely on traditional, carbon-rich biomass like wood for their energy needs because they have no access to modern fuels.  Because experts have found a strong correlation between electricity use and almost every statistic for quality of life including life expectancy, literacy, education, and gross domestic product per capita, Reis said, it is imperative that developed nations bring power to the world's neediest citizens.  In addition to being an effective technology to meet the future energy needs of the developing world, Reis said that nuclear power generation is better for the environment because it does not release carbon dioxide into the atmosphere.  In order to meet a conservative target of maintaining atmospheric carbon dioxide levels below 550 parts per million—a goal echoed in a 2008 report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change—while still fulfilling the world's energy needs, Reis says that governments must invest heavily in nuclear technology.  "A lot of people around the world don't have access to electricity, and you don't want them to burn carbon-rich sources like coal," said Reis, adding that he doesn't see "how you can realistically address climate change without nuclear power." Reis said he is encouraged that many politicians, including those running for president, recognize climate change as among the most pressing issues for their first term in office.  Sponsored by the AAAS Center for Science, Technology, and Security Policy, the 2 June briefing on nuclear energy brought together scientists, policy makers, students, and the media.  At the event, Benn Tannenbaum, the Center's associate program director, said that he has noticed an increasing amount of opinion and commentary articles on nuclear technology in the nation's largest newspapers, suggesting that it is becoming a heavily discussed issue.  "Nuclear energy has tremendous implications for the coming century," said Tannenbaum. "It's absolutely that vital that policy makers make informed decisions with the help of scientists to determine if and how nuclear energy programs move forward. The stakes are incredibly high."  Reis said that regardless of U.S. domestic plans to increase nuclear energy production, a widespread global initiative to generate electricity using nuclear power is already underway. Around the world, there are already 439 nuclear reactors in 31 countries, representing 16% of the world's total electricity production. In the United States alone, there are 104 reactors representing 20% of domestic electricity production. Reis added that there are around 93 nuclear power-generating facilities on order or planned globally.  He pointed out, however, that there are many challenges to increasing nuclear power around the world, most notably ensuring that radioactive materials used in nuclear power production are not obtained by terrorists or rogue states.  One controversial solution announced in 2006 by the administration of U.S. President George W. Bush is the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP), an international agreement that has been signed by 21 nations including the United States, the United Kingdom, Russia, China, and France.  Under GNEP, the United States and other nations with advanced civilian nuclear energy production facilities would be responsible for safely reprocessing spent nuclear fuel from energy production and then would export it to be reused for other nations' energy programs. This would reduce the number of nuclear enrichment and reprocessing sites around the world, Reis said.  He said that the Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) program, announced by Bush in 2004, would also help to significantly reduce the overall number of weapons in the U.S. nuclear arsenal while modernizing their design. Weapons experts believe that this may encourage other nations including Russia to reduce their stockpiles.  While some experts like former Secretaries of State George P. Shultz and Henry A. Kissinger suggest that nations should aim to achieve a nuclear weapons-free world, others such as former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown and former Director of Central Intelligence John Deutch believe that it is an unreasonable goal and poor policy.  Beyond the proliferation of enriched nuclear material, many critics of nuclear power production in the United States fear the increased amount of toxic materials that need to be transported from the reactors to storage after they are used.  Reis said he understood those concerns but pointed to the 100 million miles of safe travel that the Department of Energy has overseen for the nation's nuclear weapons and energy materials. He said the same procedures can be applied to commercial nuclear energy.  In addition, many nuclear power critics fear the consequences of reactor accidents like the 1986 Chernobyl accident in the Soviet Union and the 1979 Three Mile Island accident near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.  Reis once again pointed out the globe's "remarkable" safety record during more than 12,000 reactor-years of operation with significant improvements made to world's nuclear infrastructure following the incidents.  The Three Mile Island incident caused no documented injuries and led to important improvements in U.S. and global safety operations, he said. He added that the Chernobyl disaster involved a reactor that was poorly designed and did not have sufficient containment, which lead to a new generation of reactors with higher safety specifications.  Another significant issue with nuclear energy production is where to store the radioactive materials. One controversial proposal is to transport all waste to the Yucca Mountain Repository, a geological storage facility1000 feet deep in the Nevada desert.  While the plan has its advantages, such as the ability to retrieve the materials after they are deposited, Reis said that many find the program "geographically unfair" because it makes one region assume the entire burden of the nation's nuclear waste.  Regardless of the decision to increase nuclear energy production over the coming decades, Reis said that the Department of Energy (DOE) is able and ready to meet the new challenges of the 21st Century.  With over 12,440 Ph.D. scientists, 25,000 visiting scientists, and 17 laboratories across the country, Reis said that the DOE laboratories "represent one of the biggest scientific collections in the world [and] maybe in the history of civilization."  Beyond access to some of the top scientific minds and computers in the world, Reis highlighted several major DOE achievements including maintaining six top research facilities, certifying the U.S. nuclear weapons arsenal without underground testing, helping other nations secure their nuclear materials, and cleaning up the Rocky Flats weapons production facility and helping convert it into a wildlife refuge.  In addition, Reis said that the DOE has nine years of successful operation of its Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). Located in Carlsbad, New Mexico, the facility is an underground radioactive waste repository serving as a frontrunner for the Yucca Mountain site.  "Because of the implications of nuclear energy, good or bad, it is important that the next administration seize the opportunity for global leadership by using the Department of Energy's world leading assets," Reis said.  Reis added that the nuclear enterprise could become a vehicle for international cooperation, echoing a December 1953 speech by U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower in which he pledged to devote the nation's "entire heart and mind to find the way by which the miraculous inventiveness of man shall not be dedicated to his death, but consecrated to his life." 

Science diplomacy accesses every impact

Fedoroff ‘8 (Nina, Science and Technology Advisor to the Secretary of State, “Making Science Diplomacy more Effective”, Testimony before the House Science Subcommittee on Research and Science Education, 4-2, http://legislative.nasa.gov/hearings/4-2-08%20Fedoroff.pdf)

Science by its nature facilitates diplomacy because it strengthens political relationships, embodies powerful ideals, and creates opportunities for all. The global scientific community embraces principles Americans cherish: transparency, meritocracy, accountability, the objective evaluation of evidence, and broad and frequently democratic participation. Science is inherently democratic, respecting evidence and truth above all.  Science is also a common global language, able to bridge deep political and religious divides. Scientists share a common language. Scientific interactions serve to keep open lines of communication and cultural understanding. As scientists everywhere have a common evidentiary external reference system, members of ideologically divergent societies can use the common language of science to cooperatively address both domestic and the increasingly trans-national and global problems confronting humanity in the 21st century. There is a growing recognition that science and technology will increasingly drive the successful economies of the 21st century.  Science and technology provide an immeasurable benefit to the U.S. by bringing scientists and students here, especially from developing countries, where they see democracy in action, make friends in the international scientific community, become familiar with American technology, and contribute to the U.S. and global economy. For example, in 2005, over 50% of physical science and engineering graduate students and postdoctoral researchers trained in the U.S. have been foreign nationals. Moreover, many foreign-born scientists who were educated and have worked in the U.S. eventually progress in their careers to hold influential positions in ministries and institutions both in this country and in their home countries. They also contribute to U.S. scientific and technologic development: According to the National Science Board`s 2008 Science and Engineering Indicators, 47% of full-time doctoral science and engineering faculty in U.S. research institutions were foreign-born.  Finally, some types of science - particularly those that address the grand challenges in science and technology - are inherently international in scope and collaborative by necessity. The ITER Project, an international fusion research and development collaboration, is a product of the thaw in superpower relations between Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S. President Ronald Reagan. This reactor will harness the power of nuclear fusion as a possible new and viable energy source by bringing a star to earth. ITER serves as a symbol of international scientific cooperation among key scientific leaders in the developed and developing world - Japan, Korea, China, E.U., India, Russia, and United States - representing 70% of the world`s current population.  The recent elimination of funding for FY08 U.S. contributions to the ITER project comes at an inopportune time as the Agreement on the Establishment of the ITER International Fusion Energy Organization for the Joint Implementation of the ITER Project had entered into force only on October 2007. The elimination of the promised U.S. contribution drew our allies to question our commitment and credibility in international cooperative ventures. More problematically, it jeopardizes a platform for reaffirming U.S. relations with key states. It should be noted that even at the height of the cold war, the United States used science diplomacy as a means to maintain communications and avoid misunderstanding between the world`s two nuclear powers - the Soviet Union and the United States. In a complex multi-polar world, relations are more challenging, the threats perhaps greater, and the need for engagement more paramount.  Using Science Diplomacy to Achieve National Security Objectives The welfare and stability of countries and regions in many parts of the globe require[s] a concerted effort by the developed world to address the causal factors that render countries fragile and cause states to fail. Countries that are unable to defend their people against starvation, or fail to provide economic opportunity, are susceptible to extremist ideologies, autocratic rule, and abuses of human rights. As well, the world faces common threats, among them climate change, energy and water shortages, public health emergencies, environmental degradation, poverty, food insecurity, and religious extremism. These threats can undermine the national security of the United States, both directly and indirectly. Many are blind to political boundaries, becoming regional or global threats.  The United States has no monopoly on knowledge in a globalizing world and the scientific challenges facing humankind are enormous. Addressing these common challenges demands common solutions and necessitates scientific cooperation, common standards, and common goals. We must increasingly harness the power of American ingenuity in science and technology through strong partnerships with the science community in both academia and the private sector, in the U.S. and abroad among our allies, to advance U.S. interests in foreign policy. There are also important challenges to the ability of states to supply their populations with sufficient food. The still-growing human population, rising affluence in emerging economies, and other factors have combined to create unprecedented pressures on global prices of staples such as edible oils and grains. Encouraging and promoting the use of contemporary molecular techniques in crop improvement is an essential goal for US science diplomacy. An essential part of the war on terrorism is a war of ideas. The creation of economic opportunity can do much more to combat the rise of fanaticism than can any weapon. The war of ideas is a war about rationalism as opposed to irrationalism. Science and technology put us firmly on the side of rationalism by providing ideas and opportunities that improve people`s lives. We may use the recognition and the goodwill that science still generates for the United States to achieve our diplomatic and developmental goals. Additionally, the Department continues to use science as a means to reduce the proliferation of the weapons` of mass destruction and prevent what has been dubbed `brain drain`. Through cooperative threat reduction activities, former weapons scientists redirect their skills to participate in peaceful, collaborative international research in a large variety of scientific fields. In addition, new global efforts focus on improving biological, chemical, and nuclear security by promoting and implementing best scientific practices as a means to enhance security, increase global partnerships, and create sustainability.

