Visas

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.

Tritium
Heres the start of their article- says that tritium is increasing now at two plants and they are the only two permitted

GLOBAL SECURITY NEWSWIRE 2/5/10   (http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100205_9220.php, MG)
The Energy Department said its fiscal 2011 budget calls for the Tennessee Valley Authority's Sequoyah Nuclear Plant to start generating tritium gas -- a hydrogen isotope used to boost the explosive power of all U.S. nuclear weapons -- to help ensure that the military has an adequate supply of the material. "Tritium is vital to maintaining a safe, secure and effective nuclear deterrent," department spokeswoman Jennifer Wagner said. The Tennessee Valley Authority's Watts Bar nuclear plant has produced weapon-grade tritium under a contract that the federal agency signed in 1999 with the Energy Department. The 35-year deal designates the Sequoyah plant as a secondary site for producing the gas (Dave Flessner, Chattanooga Times Free Press I, Feb. 3). The two sites are the nation's only nuclear plants permitted to manufacture bomb-grade tritium as a secondary function (Pam Sohn, Chattanooga Times Free Press II, Feb. 4).
THEIR CARD BEGINS

Producing tritium at the second site could raise the threat of terrorism in the region, one opponent of the move contended. "There's simply no need to turn the Sequoyah nuclear power plant into a nuclear weapons plant. If they do that, it becomes much more of a target for terrorists wishing to strike out at the United States," said Ralph Hutchison, coordinator for the Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance. President Barack Obama "came into office with the idea that the days of doing what we say, not what we do, were over and America was going to lead by example," added Arjun Makhijani, head of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research. "In this arena, I think it's especially important that we stop making tritium as Watts Bar, not expand where we are making tritium to another plant." The United States and Russia are currently negotiating nuclear arms reductions that would reduce the need for new tritium, Makhijani said, noting that material recovered from dismantled warheads could be reused (see related GSN story, today; Flessner, Chattanooga Times Free Press I).

Romney Moderates
Romney will moderate on China 

Pesek ’12 (PESEK  9 – 11 – 12  Bloomberg View Columnist  [William Pesek, Bloomberg, Romney doesn’t scare billionaires in China, http://gulfnews.com/business/opinion/romney-doesn-t-scare-billionaires-in-china-1.1072241]

Beijing: China tends to like Republicans in the White House because it’s clear what they want: free trade, low taxes and strong national security. Democrats are more capricious and delve into messy issues like human rights and the environment. In the case of Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romney, though, you would be forgiven for thinking officials in Beijing are losing sleep. He favours a more combative posture, including a bigger US naval presence in Asia, stepped-up arms sales to Taiwan and labelling China a currency manipulator. Romney’s running mate, Paul Ryan, complains that China treats US President Barack Obama “like a doormat”. But China isn’t fazed. Sure, its media lash out from time to time, dismissing Romney’s ideas as “pugnacious” and an “outdated manifestation of a Cold War mentality”. His clumsy trip to Europe spawned countless ugly American cartoons in Asia. Mostly, though, China views a potential Romney presidency with a big shrug. Here are five reasons why. One, Robert Zoellick. The former World Bank president is a Romney adviser and a natural choice for a top Cabinet position, perhaps even secretary of State. He’s a respected champion of free trade and, by all appearances, an avid Sinophile. Zoellick would surely steer Romney away from alienating an economy that could surpass the US’s by the time his boss might be wrapping up a second term. Zoellick’s Counsel Zoellick would counsel Romney that, yes, China holds down its currency, but so does the US. An obvious element of Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke’s quantitative-easing efforts is a weaker dollar. Really, if any country should label another a manipulator, it is Japan in its dealings with America. The bottom line is that Zoellick will keep businessman Romney focused on doing business with his country’s main customer. Two, China knows it is ascendant. There’s a reason China is tossing its weight around in the South China Sea, much to Obama’s consternation: It understands that a militarily and financially strapped America isn’t the force it once was. Look no further than European officials tripping over themselves to get at China’s $3.2 trillion of currency reserves. They aren’t going hat-in-hand to Washington. China has huge challenges, not to mention its own leadership transition. First and foremost is sustaining growth when the rest of the world, which China has relied on to absorb its exports, is struggling with debt and economic stagnation. This may well aggravate the social tensions that have been papered over by China’s breakneck expansion. Yet that’s also the point: China has so much going on at home that it will have little time to fret over machinations in the Oval Office. Three, the Romney-Ryan vision would be positive for China, mostly by way of contrast. China’s leaders may be communists, but they are also devoted Keynesians. If anything, China has gone too far with the idea that public spending can drive growth in the absence of consumer demand. The state overwhelms all else. Yet America might make a more serious mistake if austerity enthusiasts Romney and Ryan get their way. Although it would be a short-term negative for Chinese growth if the US aggressively tightened fiscal policy, the exercise might yield long-term benefits. It isn’t too hard to imagine the US falling further behind on education league tables and America’s infrastructure crumbling while the White House obsesses over events in Iran and Russia rather than China. Four, Chinese billionaires understand a guy who has had a Swiss bank account. Thanks to rampant corruption and zero transparency, many Communist Party bigwigs are enriching themselves and their families. Few things matter more to these plutocrats than finding ways to spirit their money out of China into opaque tax jurisdictions overseas. Get Rich The Bo Xilai scandal threw a spotlight on the murky mechanisms by which the ruling elite gets rich and hides that wealth from China’s 1.3 billion people. It also showed how the woeful lack of disclosure in the West enables politicians to do so, as well. It is unlikely that Romney, an investor in Cayman Islands funds, would clamp down on these practices. The man from Bain Capital will have no difficulty doing business with China’s capitalist communists. Five, US leaders are full of hot air. Presidents often come to office pledging to crack down on China — Bill Clinton and George W. Bush were two such examples. Then reality sets in about just how much US foreign policy runs through China — everything from North Korea’s provocations and Iran’s nuclear ambitions to climate change and intellectual-property rights. Obama’s team faced a changing world. Although the US built a huge and dynamic economy, China holds the mortgage. Its $1.2 trillion of US Treasury holdings gives China unprecedented leverage over America. That’s why, for better or worse, Hillary Clinton in her first trip to China as secretary of State in 2009 spent more time hawking US debt than carping about China’s political prisoners. China will come up often as Romney and Obama duke it out between now and the November 6 election. Officials in Beijing won’t like it and the rhetoric may get ugly; China tends to sound like North Korea when it overreacts to the things US politicians say. But if you think China is quaking over the prospect of a President Romney, think again.
Romney will moderate on Russia
Gasyuk 12 (Gasyuk, Rossiyskaya Gazeta’s Washington D.C. correspondent, 6-13, “Romney keeps the gloves off”, http://rbth.ru/articles/2012/06/13/romney_keeps_the_gloves_off_15854.html)

Given the sharp disagreements between the United States and Russia on Syria, which is now careening toward civil war, Republicans will harshly criticize every attempt by Obama to further emphasize any progress in bilateral relations. “Some realism regarding U.S.-Russia relations would be constructive for the White House if it wants to avoid Republican attacks,” Simes told Russia Now.   But this doesn’t mean that presumptive GOP nominee Mitt Romney, if elected, will transform his public anti-Russian statements into political practice.   “I believe that most likely Governor Romney believes in the statements he made, but that does not mean that in practice this rhetoric will be his guide for action,” Simes said.   “Many statements from the GOP candidates including those on foreign affairs surely have to be taken in the context of the political and electoral reality in the U.S.,” Aron said.   “It is not only possible, but highly probable,” that Mitt Romney’s views on Russia will evolve if he is elected, Simes said.   American political history is rife with examples of strategic U-turns that begin the morning after the inauguration balls.   When Dwight Eisenhower ran for president, his advisers—such as the famous John Foster Dulles—spoke of Harry Truman’s “cowardly” policy of containment of the Soviet Union and called for the speedy liberation of Eastern Europe. However President Eisenhower instead started the process of normalizing relations through personal meetings with Nikita Khrushchev in 1955 and 1959. President Richard Nixon was viewed as a leading anti-Communist, but it was Nixon who found the way toward detente. Nixon made the first-ever trip by an American president to then-Communist Russia in 1972, but also opened the door to dialogue with Communist China.   No one should be too surprised that Mitt Romney, if elected, might rethink his position. When needed for supply routes, Russia is no longer America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” As a president, many observers believe he would take a more realistic approach to handling bilateral ties.
Romney Will Win

Only our polls target likely voters- empirically their data is distorted

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.

1AR- Intervening Events Thump

Can’t predict this far out- swings are guaranteed

Silver ’12 (March 1, 2012, 11:29 PM 75 Comments A Warning on the Accuracy of Primary Polls By NATE SILVER

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

Friedman lists econ as a big thumper- 

The econ is collapsing and will thump 

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

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

1AR- Plan Popular
Latest surveys prove the plan is overwhelmingly popular

Global Newswire ‘9-19 (http://www.globenewswire.com/newsroom/news.html?d=10005668 Date: September 19, 2012 15:45 ET Americans' Support for Nuclear Energy Solidifies, New National Survey Shows

WASHINGTON, Sept. 19, 2012 (GLOBE NEWSWIRE) -- Americans continue to strongly support nuclear energy as an important technology to meet the nation's future electricity demands, according to a new national survey. In the telephone survey of 1,000 U.S. adults, 65 percent of respondents said they favor the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity in the United States, with 29 percent opposed. Those strongly favoring nuclear energy outnumber those strongly opposed by a two-to-one ratio, 29 percent versus 14 percent, according to the survey conducted Sept. 14-16 by Bisconti Research Inc. with GfK Roper. The survey has a margin of error of plus or minus three percentage points. Seventy-one percent of Americans favored the use of nuclear energy in a survey by Bisconti Research/GfK Roper in February 2011, one month before the Fukushima Daiichi accident. Six months after the accident that occurred in March 2011, 62 percent of respondents favored the use of nuclear energy, with 35 percent opposed. "In the surveys conducted this year and the latter part of 2011 we see not only significant and steady support for nuclear energy overall but confidence that nuclear power plants are being operated safely," said Ann Bisconti, president of Bisconti Research. "Confidence in the safe operation of the plants and recognition of their benefits is the linchpin to public support." The new survey shows that 76 percent of respondents agree that nuclear energy facilities operating in the United States are "safe and secure," while only 19 percent think they are not. Eighty percent of Americans (vs. 16 percent) believe "we should learn the lessons from the Japanese accident and continue to develop advanced nuclear energy plants to meet America's growing electricity demand." The strong majority support for nuclear energy extends across a number of metrics: 81 percent of those surveyed favor the renewal of operating licenses of facilities that continue to meet federal safety standards. 74 percent believe electric utilities should prepare now so they will be ready to build new nuclear power plants in the next decade if needed. 69 percent would find a new reactor acceptable at the site of the nearest operating nuclear power plant. Nuclear energy facilities operating in 31 states supply electricity to one of every five U.S. homes and businesses. Seventy-eight percent of Americans associate nuclear energy "a lot or a little" with reliable electricity, 72 percent with clean air, 69 percent with energy independence and 73 percent with affordable electricity. The solidified support for nuclear energy shown by the survey echoes the bipartisan support that nuclear energy receives in Congress and general policy alignment for nuclear energy in the presidential campaigns. "The guiding principles established by President Obama and Governor Romney on nuclear energy are quite similar and supportive in contrast with their differences on other energy issues," said Alex Flint, NEI senior vice president for governmental affairs.

Opponents are disorganized- nuclear industry empirically controls the messaging battle

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

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

