Impact Calc

Romney would crush Russia relations- creates a new cold war- that’s Bandow- only relations can solve US Russian nuclear war- that’s Allison
It’s the most probable and highest magnitude
Bostrom 2 (Nick, PhD and Professor of Philosophy @ Oxford, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” The Journal of Evolution and Technology, March)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

Russia relations are critical to solve warming

Light ‘9 (Light, Wong and Charap, 6/30/2009 (Andrew – senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, Julian – senior policy analyst at CAP, and Samuel – fellow at CAP, U.S.-Russia Climate and Energy Efficiency Cooperation: A Neglected Challenge, Center for American Progress, p. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/06/neglected_challenge.html)

The summit between President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev in Moscow on July 6-8 comes in the middle of a packed international schedule of bilateral and multilateral meetings for the United States. on climate change. In the run up to the critical U.N. climate talks in Copenhagen at the end of this year, when the extension or successor to the existing Kyoto Protocol must be agreed upon, it is crucial that the United States and Russia—both major emitters of greenhouse gases and potentially leaders on this crucial issue—explore ways of working together to ensure a positive outcome at these talks. Enhancing cooperation on climate change and energy efficiency should be a major plank of U.S. Russia policy and should be discussed at the highest levels when President Obama meets with President Medvedev next week. Russia, like the United States, is a significant contributor to global warming. If the European Union is disaggregated Russia is the third-largest emitter of carbon dioxide behind the United States and China and still currently ahead of India. More importantly Russian per capita emissions are on the rise, and are projected at this point to approach America’s top rank as per capita emitter by 2030. Russia is also the third-largest consumer of energy and one of the world’s most energy-intensive economies. Making Russia a partner on these issues could be critical in order to advance a sound global climate change agenda.

Relations are key to the recovery

Rojansky and Collins, ’10 – an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation [James F. Collins – Director, Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment and an ex-US ambassador to the Russian Federation, Matthew Rojansky – the deputy director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, August 18, 2010, “Why Russia Matters”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/18/why_Russia_matters,]
10. Russians buy U.S. goods. As the U.S. economy stops and starts its way out of recession, most everyone agrees that boosting exports is a key component in the recovery. And Russia is a big market. U.S. companies such as Boeing, International Paper, and John Deere have invested billions in Russian subsidiaries and joint ventures. In all, there are more than 1,000 U.S. companies doing business there today. They are in Russia not only to take advantage of the country's vast natural resources and highly skilled workers but also to meet the demand for American-branded goods. The Russian middle class wants consumer goods and the country's firms increasingly seek advanced U.S. equipment and machinery. Between 2004 and 2008, before the financial crisis hit, U.S.-Russia trade grew by more than 100 percent to over $36 billion annually, and although that figure dropped by a third in 2009, there is potential for an even better, more balanced trade relationship in the coming decade. In short, Russia is indispensible. As long as the United States participates in the global economy and has interests beyond its own borders, it will have no choice but to maintain relations with Russia. And good relations would be even better.

Obama reelection is critical to a global climate deal – we solve warming better than the aff

Geman, 1/5/2012 (Ben, Report says global climate deal hinges on Obama reelection, The Hill, p. http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/202539-report-global-climate-deal-hinges-on-obama-reelection-)

Prospects for striking a binding global climate deal by 2015 are probably toast if President Obama loses in November. That’s among the conclusions in a wide-ranging, new climate and green energy outlook from banking giant HSBC’s research branch. A major outcome from the United Nations climate talks in December was a plan to craft a deal by 2015 — one that would include big, developing nations such as China — and have it come into force by 2020. But Obama’s main Republican White House rivals are critical of emissions limits and skeptical of climate science. HSBC predicts an international agreement by 2015 is highly unlikely if Obama loses the election. From their research note: [T]he prospects for a new global climate deal in 2015 depend considerably on the election of a pro-climate action president. The election of a President opposed to climate action will not only damage growth prospects for low-carbon solutions in the USA itself, but will make the hard task of negotiating a new global agreement by 2015 almost impossible.

Romney causes massive warming

Williams ‘12 (Jean Williams is an environment policy examiner for the Examiner. “A Romney administration would intensify the world's climate extremes”. May 31, 2012 http://www.examiner.com/article/a-romney-administration-would-intensify-the-world-s-climate-extremes)

This week, during most of Mitt Romney’s campaign speeches, he stated that drilling for more oil in Alaska’s Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and approving the Keystone pipeline would be among the first things he would do as president.  However, experts agree the days of easy oil extraction are gone and what’s left would require significant amounts of energy consumption to move oil from the ground to the pump. Those methods would greatly increase carbon emissions associated with fracking or tar-sands removal.  Studies related to the Keystone pipeline indicate that on an annual basis, the extraction of useable oil from tar sands would produce approximately 27 million metric tons of carbon dioxide. That would be 82% greater than pollution created from oil refined in the U.S. Additionally, atmospheric damage would be created by the destruction of carbon-removing elements like permafrost, peat, forests and wetlands. 
President Romney would obliterate the economy. 
Reich 10-24. [Robert, Chancellor's Professor of Public Policy @ UC Berkeley, "Mitt Romney's Question-Mark Economy" Huffington Post -- www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-reich/mitt-romney-economic-uncertainty_b_2008532.html]

In fact, Romney has created far more uncertainty. He offers a virtual question mark of an economy.  For example, Romney says if elected he'll repeal Obamacare and replace it with something else. He promises he'll provide health coverage to people with preexisting medical problems but he doesn't give a hint how he'd manage it.  Insurance companies won't pay the higher costs of insuring these people unless they have extra funds -- which is why Obamacare requires that everyone, including healthy young people, buy insurance. Yet Romney doesn't say where the extra money to fund insurers would come from. From taxpayers? Businesses?  Talk about uncertainty.  Romney also promises to repeal Dodd-Frank, but here again he's mum on what he'd replace with. Yet without some sort of new regulation of Wall Street we're back to where we were before 2008 when Wall Street crashed and brought most of the rest of us down with it.  Romney hasn't provided a clue how he proposes to oversee the biggest banks absent Dodd-Frank, what kind of capital requirements he'd require of them, and what mechanism he'd use to put them through an orderly bankruptcy that wouldn't risk the rest of the Street. All we get is a big question mark.  When it comes to how Romney would pay for the giant $5 trillion tax cut he proposes, mostly for the rich, he takes uncertainty to a new level of abject wonderment. "We'll work with Congress," is his response.  He says he'll limit loopholes and deductions that could be used by the wealthy, but refuses to be specific. Several weeks ago Romney said he'd cap total deductions at $17,000 a year. Days later, the figure became $25,000. Now it's up in the air. "Pick a figure," he now says.  Make no mistake. Wall Street traders and corporate CEOs are supporting Romney not because of the new level of certainty he promises but because Romney promises to lower their taxes.  Meanwhile, many of Romney's allies who are attacking Obama for creating uncertainty are themselves responsible for the uncertainty. They're the ones who have delayed and obfuscated Obamacare, Dodd-Frank, and any semblance of a federal budget.  "Continued uncertainty is the greatest threat to small businesses and our country's economic recovery," says Thomas Donohue, president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, which has been funneled tens of millions of dollars into ads blaming Obama for the nation's economic woes.  That's the same Chamber of Commerce that's been using every legal tool imaginable to challenge regulations emerging from Obamacare and Dodd-Frank -- keeping the future of both laws as uncertain as possible for as long as they can. The Chamber even brought Obamacare to the Supreme Court.  At the same time, congressional Republicans have done everything in their power to scotch any agreement on how to reduce the budget deficit. Because they've pledged their fiscal souls to Grover Norquist, they won't consider raising even a dollar of new taxes. Yet it's impossible to balance the budget without some combination of spending cuts and tax increases -- unless, that is, we do away with Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid, or the military.  Business executives justifiably worry about January's so-called "fiscal cliff", requiring sudden and sharp tax increases and spending cuts. But they have no one to blame but Norquist's Republican acolytes in Congress, including Paul Ryan, all of whom agreed to the fiscal cliff when they couldn't agree to anything else.  Average Americans, meanwhile, face more economic uncertainty from the possibility of a Romney-Ryan administration than they have had in their lifetimes. Not only has Romney thrown the future of Obamacare into doubt, but Americans have no idea what would happen under his administration to Medicare, Medicaid, college aid, Pell grants, food stamps, unemployment insurance, and many other programs Americans rely on. All would have to be sliced or diced, but Romney won't tell us how or by how much.  Romney is casting a pall of uncertainty in every direction -- even toward young immigrants. He vows if elected he'll end Obama's reprieve from deportation of young people who arrived in the U.S. illegally when they were children. As a result, some young people who might qualify are holding back for fear the information they offer could be used against them at later date if Romney is elected.  Conservative economists such as John Taylor of the Hoover Institution, one of Romney's key economic advisors, continue to attribute the slow recovery and high unemployment to Obama's "unpredictable economic policy."  In truth, Romney and the GOP have put a giant question mark over the future of the economy and of all Americans. The only way the future becomes more certain is if Obama wins on Election Day.
Uniqueness
Silver’s model is the most comprehensive- prefer it over their polls

Lindner 12. [Andrew, Assistant Professor of Sociology at Concordia College in Moorhead, MN. His research and teaching interests include sociology of the media, social theory, political sociology, and stratification, particularly the intersection of politics and the mass media, "The Sociology of Silver" The Society Pages -- July 19 -- thesocietypages.org/specials/silver/]

For Silver, such divisions of race, class, gender, age, education, and urbanity are crucial to understanding the American political landscape. His phenomenal success in predicting the outcomes of the 2008 Democratic primary and, later, the general election were built on a statistical formula that modeled the demographic characteristics of various voting districts. In this way, he could tell that districts with older, more female voters would lean heavily toward Hillary Clinton. A model that combined factors of age, education, race, and gender with current polling, produced far better predictions than polling data alone.¶ Understanding the consequences of social divisions is essential to Silver’s brand of political sociology, but so is challenging conventional wisdom with empirical evidence. Among the most popular political assumptions is former Clinton adviser James Carville’s assertion “It’s the economy, stupid.” For Carville, this conviction stems from a gut-level response to his personal experiences on the campaign trail—elections are won because of economics. For Silver, this is a testable question.¶ In November 2011, Silver posted a blog analyzing which of 43 economic measures (from Consumer Price Index to Change in Nonfarm Payrolls) best predicts the popular vote in presidential elections. Contrary to Carville’s view, Silver found no economic measure could explain more than 46% of the popular vote in elections between 1948 and 2008. In response, for the 2012 Presidential election, Silver has developed state-level models that combine polling averages, previous presidential election results, and state demographics. These results are aggregated into a national model and combined with economic measures. Using this model, which incorporates economic factors as well as social and political characteristics, Silver then runs 10,000 simulated election outcomes. As of mid-June 2012, Silver’s model showed Obama winning in 63% of these simulated elections. The end result of Silver’s work is increasing the complexity of political debate by overturning poor assumptions and offering sophisticated alternatives.
Obama is ahead ahead- but its close
Whitesides 10-21. [John, Reuters reporter, "Mitt Romney Gaining, But Obama Still Leads: Reuters Analysis" Huffington Post -- www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/10/21/mitt-romney-obama-election-2012_n_1996271.html]

Most national polls show Obama and Romney deadlocked. A Reuters/Ipsos daily online tracking poll on Saturday gave Obama a 1-point national advantage. Ipsos projects the president will win 315 electoral votes.  In such a close race, any surprise development during the final two weeks could loom large.  Obama and Romney will have their final debate, on foreign policy, on Monday in Boca Raton, Florida, where Romney is once again likely to challenge the president on his handling of the deadly attack on the U.S. consulate in Benghazi, Libya.  The White House on Saturday denied a report by The New York Times that the Obama administration and Iran had agreed to hold one-on-one talks about Iran's nuclear program, another issue that could shape the narrative of the campaign's final days.  Meanwhile, Obama's handling of the struggling economy will again be the focus when the Department of Labor releases the unemployment figures for October on Nov. 2, just four days before the election. The report for September gave Democrats a boost by showing that the nation's unemployment rate was 7.8 percent, down from 8.1 percent in August.  "It was always going to be a really close election," Ipsos pollster Julia Clark said. "But the electoral math still adds up in Obama's favor at the moment." (Additional reporting by Steve Holland and Samuel P. Jacobs; Editing by David Lindsey and Paul Simao)
Obama winning- prefer state by state analysis over national polls
Silver 10-26. [Nate, political analyst, "Oct. 25: The State of the States" Five Thirty Eight -- fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/26/oct-25-the-state-of-the-states/?gwh]

Thursday was a busy day for the polls, with some bright spots for each candidate. But it made clear that Barack Obama maintains a narrow lead in the polling averages in states that would get him to 270 electoral votes. Mr. Obama also remains roughly tied in the polls in two other states, Colorado and Virginia, that could serve as second lines of defense for him if he were to lose a state like Ohio.  The day featured the release of 10 national polls, but there was little in the way of a consistent pattern in them. On average, the polls showed a tied race. Furthermore, among the nine polls that provided for a comparison to another poll conducted after the first presidential debate in Denver, the net result was unchanged, on average, with Mr. Obama gaining one percentage point or more in three polls, but Mr. Romney doing so in three others.  Mr. Obama held the lead in nine polls of battleground states on Thursday, as compared to three leads for Mr. Romney and two polls showing a tied race.  This tally exaggerates the lopsidedness of the polling a bit, since the state polls released on Thursday were something of a Democratic-leaning bunch, some of which had shown strong numbers for Mr. Obama previously.  Mr. Romney’s strongest number came in a Fox News poll of Virginia, which had him 2 points ahead there – a sharp reversal from a 7-point advantage there for Mr. Obama before the Denver debate. However, Mr. Romney’s worst poll of the day was probably also in Virginia, where Public Policy Polling showed Mr. Obama’s lead expanding to 5 points from 2.  Among the 10 polls that provided for a comparison to another poll conducted after the Denver debate, Mr. Obama gained 1 percentage point, on average. The past week of polling suggests that Mr. Romney is no longer improving his position in the race.

No Romney momentum – Obama is winning. 

Silver 10-25. [Nate, political polling analyst, "Oct. 24: In Polls, Romney’s Momentum Seems to Have Stopped" Five Thirty Eight -- fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/25/oct-24-in-polls-romneys-momentum-seems-to-have-stopped/?gwh]

But there are other times when the notion of momentum is behind the curve — as it probably now is if applied to Mitt Romney’s polling.  Mr. Romney clearly gained ground in the polls in the week or two after the Denver debate, putting himself in a much stronger overall position in the race. However, it seems that he is no longer doing so.  Take Wednesday’s national tracking polls, for instance. (There are now eight of them published each day.) Mr. Romney gained ground in just one of the polls, an online poll conducted for Reuters by the polling organization Ipsos. He lost ground in five others, with President Obama improving his standing instead in those surveys. On average, Mr. Obama gained about one point between the eight polls.  This is the closest that we’ve come in a week or so to one candidate clearly having “won” the day in the tracking polls — and it was Mr. Obama.  The trend could also be spurious. If the race is steady, it’s not that hard for one candidate to gain ground in five of six polls (excluding the two that showed no movement on Wednesday) just based on chance alone.  What isn’t very likely, however, is for one candidate to lose ground in five of six polls if the race is still moving toward him. In other words, we can debate whether Mr. Obama has a pinch of momentum or whether the race is instead flat, but it’s improbable that Mr. Romney would have a day like this if he still had momentum.  The FiveThirtyEight model looks at a broader array of polls — including state polls — in order to gauge the overall trend in the race.  Our “now-cast” also finds a slightly favorable trend for Mr. Obama over the course of the past 10 days or so. Mr. Romney’s position peaked in the “now-cast” on Friday, Oct. 12, at which point it estimated a virtual tie in the popular vote (Mr. Obama was the projected “winner” by 0.3 percentage points). As of Wednesday, however, Mr. Obama was 1.4 percentage points ahead in the “now-cast”, meaning that he may have regained about 1 percentage point of the 4 points or so that he lost after Denver. Mr. Obama’s chances of winning the Electoral College were up in the FiveThirtyEight forecast to 71 percent on Wednesday from 68.1 percent on Tuesday.

Link

Qualified evidence concludes no earthquakes

Reisinger 9 – JD, Attorney @ Ohio Environmental Council

Will, “RECONCILING KING COAL AND CLIMATE CHANGE: A REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR CARBON CAPTURE AND STORAGE,” Vermont Journal of Environmental Law, http://vjel.org/journal/pdf/VJEL10107.pdf

Injecting large quantities of foreign substances deep underground, especially in earthquake-prone regions, could potentially trigger seismic activity. 101 Some fear that massive quantities of CO2 could expand within porous rock, increase pressure, and possibly lead to earthquakes. 102 Most geologists, however, have concluded that this type of harm is an improbable result of CCS injections. The risk of “induced seismicity” will not likely deter serious operators or investors, but is more likely to be used as a rallying cry by environmental groups and citizen activists who are opposed to CCS.
Obama re-election requires environmentalist support- knows they will stay home if not appeased

Schow ‘12 [Ashe, Heritage Action’s Deputy Communications Director, “Pres. Obama continues to pander to environmentalists” Heritage Action for America -- January 9 -- http://heritageaction.com/2012/01/pres-obama-continues-to-pander-to-environmentalists/]

It seems that President Obama is worried about whether or not environmentalists will come out in full force to support his re-election effort. Evidenced by the decision to delay the Keystone XL pipeline – which would lower energy prices and put thousands of Americans to work – and now a mining ban in Arizona; it’s clear that President Obama will do whatever it takes to shore up environmentalist’s support, even if it means destroying job creation and smacking down labor unions. Are his re-election priorities skewed? Probably. But it could just be strategy. President Obama is betting that labor unions will come out in support this election no matter what, so the President probably assumes that no matter what he does that ends up hurting union workers, the larger organization will still support him. The same cannot be said for environmentalists. They tend to stay home if they are not appeased. But President Obama is playing with fire. In each of these decisions – along with the 2010 moratorium on offshore drilling – environmentalists cheer victory while thousands of workers (many of them unionized) are left without a job. If the President is so concerned about jobs, why is he denying them to anyone, especially his friends in the labor unions?

Carbon Capture causes huge backlash- this also turns the case

Mills ‘11 [Robin, MSc in Geological Sciences at Cambridge, “Capturing Carbon: The New Weapon in the War Against Climate Change,” Google Book]

CCS already labours under something of a public relations disadvan​tage, due to its association with the unpopular petroleum, coal and electricity industries. It needs only to attract support from politicians, lawyers and real-estate agents to be completely condemned. CCS might suffer from its promotion by the Bush-era initiative on the 'Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate', widely (and rather accurately) perceived as a literal and metaphorical smokescreen for pol​luting countries and industries to escape mandatory carbon curbs8 and dismissed as 'a nice little PR ploy' by none other than former presiden​tial candidate John McCain.9 The debate is further clouded by 'clean coal', a term trotted out by industry groups such as the American Coa​lition for Clean Coal Electricity. Indeed, coal has become vastly cleaner in recent years in terms of non-greenhouse pollutants such as sulphur dioxide. But to be meaningful at all, 'clean coal' has to include carbon capture on at least 85-95% of its emissions. Otherwise, as in Joel and Ethan Coen's satirical adverts,10 'clean coal' becomes a byword for hype, empty spin and evading environmental responsibility. Such bad press leads the public to be suspicious of carbon capture's environmental and safety credentials. There is a natural cynicism when industry proposes a solution so convenient to itself, however solid the scientific arguments. Scrutiny is intensified when the oil and coal indus​tries take the lead in campaigning against climate change bills, as dur​ing August 2009,n and score PR own-goals such as forging letters opposing environmental legislation. Part of this lobbying is a reaction to elements of the proposed legislation, rather than to the idea of limit​ing carbon dioxide emissions per se, but the subtlety of this message can easily be lost. Carbon capture may come to be seen—indeed, is sometimes already seen—as just one more tactic from the energy industry to delay or avoid taking real action on climate change.12 The major elements of the fossil fuel industry, particularly in the USA, were so slow to acknowledge the reality of climate change, denied the science at every turn, and still continue to spread doubt and misinformation, even allegedly generating fraudulent grass-roots campaigns.1" By doing so, they set themselves up to be the villains of the piece. To some extent, the global debate over carbon capture (and, indeed, over climate change legislation) is now being held hostage by the ideological clash in the USA between left and right. In Europe, a few mavericks apart, business and environmentalism agree much more closely than they might realise on the science of climate change, and the key solutions. Such public opposition can lead to lengthy delays, lawsuits, planning inquiries, permitting challenges and direct protests, against new CCS power plants, carbon dioxide pipelines and storage sites. A backlash from taxpayers or electricity consumers might be caused by percep​tions that heavy subsidies or rising power prices are being used to sup​port carbon capture. The substantial government aid being given to renewable energy in many developed countries may be more popular. Government programmes, as with America's FutureGen, may be more vulnerable to cuts amid the fickle winds of political fortune than those led by companies planning for their future. Recovery from the financial crisis will, at some point, have to be paid for by spending cuts and tax increases, and this may crimp funding for new technologies, however environmentally vital.

Public backlash from the plan independently turns the aff – it stops CCS pipelines from being built

Parformak 08 (“Community Acceptance of Carbon Capture and Sequestration Infrastructure: Siting Challenges”, Congressional Research Service Specialist in Energy and Infrastructure Policy, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RL34601.pdf, July 29, 2008)

 As U.S. carbon policies evolve, congressional policy makers are becoming aware that a national CCS program could require an extensive new network of CO2-related infrastructure. In the 110 th Congress, there has been considerable debate and legislative activity related to the technical, economic, and regulatory aspects of such infrastructure. Another key consideration, however, is public acceptance, which may ultimately determine whether, where, and how anticipated CCS projects may be constructed. Although the general public is still largely unfamiliar with CCS, there are early indications that—similar to the siting of other kinds of energy and industrial infrastructure—community acceptance may prove a significant challenge to the siting of CCS infrastructure in the United States. Recent federal statutes and legislative proposals related to CO2 control have only obliquely addressed public acceptance of CO2 infrastructure or related siting issues. One provision in the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (P.L. 110-140), for example, requires a report recommending procedures for “public review and comment” and protection of “the quality of natural and cultural resources” related to the siting of sequestration projects on public land (Sec. 714(b)(3)). The Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of 2008 (S. 3036) would require a CCS construction feasibility study examining “any barrier or potential barrier ... including any technical, siting, financing, or regulatory barrier” relating to the development of CO2 pipelines or geological sequestration sites for CCS (Sec. 8003(b)(1)). 1 The Carbon Capture and Storage Technology Act of 2007 (S. 2323) would fund CCS demonstration projects in locations that “represent a range of population densities” and are “in close proximity to ... utilities and industrial settings” (Sec. 3(d)). Other legislative proposals for carbon control have no apparent provisions relating to public acceptance.

AT: Link Turn
Public supports coal restrictions DESPITE risk if higher energy prices – only risk of the link. (Duplicated in Restrictions Popular)
Kuykendall 12. [Taylor, reporter, "Poll: Most favor regulating coal emissions, accept cost" State Journal -- April 18 -- www.statejournal.com/story/17523940/poll-most-favor-regulating-coal-emissions-accept-cost?clienttype=printable]

A survey from Rasmussen Reports shows that most people in the U.S. want tighter restrictions on coal power plant emissions, even acknowledging that energy prices may rise as a result.  West Virginia politicians, alongside other states where coal is significant economic force, have been fighting new rules from the Obama administration. Nationwide, however 53 percent of likely U.S. voters favor the new environmental regulations and only 29 percent oppose the regulations.
Intensity matters- independents hate coal
Weiss 12. [Daniel, Senior Fellow @ Center for American Progress, “Poll Finds Americans, Especially Independents, Overwhelmingly Oppose Subsidies to Fossil Fuels” Think Progress -- February 15 -- http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/02/15/426014/poll-finds-americans-especially-independents-overwhelmingly-oppose-subsidies-to-fossil-fuels/]

As part of the FY 2013 budget released on February 13, President Obama proposed to eliminate $40 billion in tax breaks for oil and gas producers over the next ten years. Yesterday, the Yale Project on Climate Change reiterated its recent finding that Americans of all political stripes oppose subsidies for “coal, oil, and natural gas companies.” They oppose these subsidies by 70 percent to 30 percent – better than two to one. Republicans oppose these subsidies by 67 percent to 34 percent (reflects rounding of percentages).  Intensity matters in public opinion. A determined, energetic minority can be quite powerful. The Yale poll shows that there is much more intensity against oil subsidies than in favor of them. Americans strongly opposed to the subsidies outnumber those who strongly support them by 31 percent to 3 percent – a 10 to 1 ratio. Independents – the voters who will likely determine the outcome of the 2012 election – strongly oppose these fossil fuel subsidies by 45 percent to 2 percent.  This poll was conducted from October 20 to November 16, 2011, before respondents knew that the profits of the big five oil companies – BP, Chevron, ConocoPhillips, ExxonMobil and Shell – would be a record $137 billion in 2011. In addition, gasoline prices averaged $3.38 to $3.44 per gallon during the survey period. This week the average gasoline price was $3.52 and climbing. Imagine how the anticipated higher gasoline prices combined with big oil’s record 2011 profits will intensify opposition to big oil subsidies.  It is said that elections are won in the middle. Politicians who want to appeal to these independent voters would do well to vocally oppose these big oil subsidies. Certainly President Obama understands that. Supporters of big oil tax breaks may learn this lesson the hard way.

No risk of turns – Public unware of CCS benefits or technical language – only risk of a link

Parformak 08 (“Community Acceptance of Carbon Capture and Sequestration Infrastructure: Siting Challenges”, Congressional Research Service Specialist in Energy and Infrastructure Policy, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RL34601.pdf, July 29, 2008)

Since public acceptance has influenced the development of virtually every category of U.S. energy infrastructure, it is logical to consider how the public may view future infrastructure specifically associated with CCS. As one analyst has stated, [t]here is good reason to be concerned over public perception of CCS; lack of information will prevent a balanced evaluation of its costs and benefits. It may also create exaggerated perceptions of risk which can delay or stop implementation of this new technology. 6 Consideration of this issue can be divided into two separate but related dimensions—public acceptance of CCS as an overall national policy, and public (or community) acceptance of specific CCS facilities. One factor that determines whether community stakeholders accept a new energy technology is whether they view it as consistent with broad policy objectives they support. For example, residents of Searsburg, VT, have supported local wind farm development primarily because they believe wind power does not pollute the environment. 7 Community groups oppose a proposed coal gasification power plant in Edwardsport, IN, because they prefer investments in electricity conservation and renewable energy sources. 8 Other community groups oppose a proposed LNG terminal off the southern California coast, in part, because they believe it would increase U.S. dependence on foreign energy supplies. 9 In such cases, the nature of the proposed technology from a broad policy perspective has been a separate consideration from its particular location or operational characteristics. Although the 110 th Congress has been debating the need for carbon control, studies in the United States and other developed countries considering CCS policies shows that “the vast majority of the public is not aware of carbon capture and sequestration, and even fewer understand the technology and its risks.” 10 Consequently, research on public acceptance of CCS is limited and based largely on hypothetical scenarios and infrastructure choices. Nonetheless, policy researchers have begun to identify likely attitudes among members of the public who learn about CCS technology. Their findings are mixed. A 2007 study in Australia found that, although most people believe it is very important to reduce greenhouse gas emissions at a national level, many are “neutral” towards CCS as a strategy to do so. This study found that approximately 40% of the public believes CCS would be “a quick fix that would not solve the greenhouse gas problem.” 11 A 2007 study in France found only a 38% approval rate for CCS after presenting survey subjects with explanations of both CCS technology and its potential adverse consequences. 12 A 2006 study in the Netherlands reported that “after processing relevant information, people are likely to agree with large scale implementation” of CCS. 13 A 2005 survey of the Canadian public reported that respondents overall were “slightly supportive” of CCS in Canada. 14 A 2004 study in the United States by Carnegie Mellon University found that people were significantly less willing to pay for CCS than for any other major option to reduce CO2 emissions—including new nuclear power plants. 15 A 2004 study in the United Kingdom found “slight support” for CCS in concept, but also a belief that, as a stand-alone policy, “CCS might delay more far-reaching and necessary longterm changes in society’s use of energy.” 16 Other researchers report similarly mixed findings, although specific study methodologies differ so it is difficult to draw clear conclusions from the overall body of research to date. 17 Public acceptance of CCS policies is complicated by public views of climate change as a global phenomenon. Notwithstanding recent science studies and public information campaigns about the effects of greenhouse gas emissions on climate change, parts of both the science community and the general population reject arguments that global warming is a problem requiring greenhouse gas mitigation. 18 For example, a 2006 survey by MIT found that only 61% of the U.S. public believed action should be taken to address global warming. 19 Another national survey in May, 2008, found that while 71% of Americans believe there is “solid evidence” of global warming, only 47% believe “the earth is warming because of human activity such as the burning of fossil fuels.” 20 This survey further notes that “[o]pinions about the primary cause of global warming have remained stable in recent years.” 21

Democrats overwhelmingly support coal restrictions – 

Kuykendall 12. [Taylor, reporter, "Poll: Most favor regulating coal emissions, accept cost" State Journal -- April 18 -- www.statejournal.com/story/17523940/poll-most-favor-regulating-coal-emissions-accept-cost?clienttype=printable]
Party affiliation may not be a good barometer for determining where a voter falls on coal-related issues in West Virginia, but Rasmussen finds a strong correlation. Three quarters of Democrats supported the restrictions on coal power plants while only 37 percent of Republicans were in favor of the regulations.  Democrats were also much less likely to believe the new restrictions will raise energy costs.  "Only 35% of voters in President Obama's party think the new restrictions will increase energy costs, compared to 68% of GOP voters and 59% of unaffiliateds," the report states.
***Poll being cited was a Rasmussen Reports poll
Democratic turn out key – even small depressions swing the election. 

Zogby 12. [John, political pollster, “What Obama needs to be re-elected” Forbes -- May 30 -- http://www.forbes.com/sites/johnzogby/2012/05/30/what-obama-needs-to-be-re-elected/] 

As we get closer to Election Day, the unaffiliated and undecided sliver of the electorate will be scrutinized ad naseum. Estimates of $1 billion may be spent on advertising, much of it trying to convince less than 10% of voters that Barack Obamaor Mitt Romney will be the worse choice for President.  But in our hyper-polarized electorate, the more decisive factor will be turn out from voters who would be expected to choose one party over the other. We already see both Obama and Romney concentrating on their respective base voters. That’s why Obama has come out for same-sex marriage and hammered Republicans about holding down interest rates on student loans. Meanwhile, Romney has yet to make any overt moves to the middle for fear of losing support from conservatives. As you will read below, small percentage decreases in turnout of base voters can account for millions of votes.
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Pakistan will collapse if we don’t stabilize Afghanistan- newest events prove

Miller ’12 (Miller, March/April 2012 (Paul D. – former director for Afghanistan on the National Security Council staff under Presidents Bush and Obama, assistant professor of the International Security affairs at the National Defense University, director for the Afghanistan-Pakistan program at the college of International Security Affairs, It’s Not just Al-Qaeda: Stability in the Most Dangerous Region, World Affairs Journal, p. http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/article/it%E2%80%99s-not-just-al-qaeda-stability-most-dangerous-region)

The Afghanistan Study Group, a collection of scholars and former policymakers critical of the current intervention, argued in 2010 that al-Qaeda is no longer in Afghanistan and is unlikely to return, even if Afghanistan reverts to chaos or Taliban rule. It argued that three things would have to happen for al-Qaeda to reestablish a safe haven and threaten the United States: “1) the Taliban must seize control of a substantial portion of the country, 2) Al Qaeda must relocate there in strength, and 3) it must build facilities in this new ‘safe haven’ that will allow it to plan and train more effectively than it can today.” Because all three are unlikely to happen, the Study Group argued, al-Qaeda almost certainly will not reestablish a presence in Afghanistan in a way that threatens US security. In fact, none of those three steps are necessary for al-Qaeda to regain its safe haven and threaten America. The group could return to Afghanistan even if the Taliban do not take back control of the country. It could—and probably would—find safe haven there if Afghanistan relapsed into chaos or civil war. Militant groups, including al-Qaeda offshoots, have gravitated toward other failed states, like Somalia and Yemen, but Afghanistan remains especially tempting, given the network’s familiarity with the terrain and local connections. Nor does al-Qaeda, which was never numerically overwhelming, need to return to Afghanistan “in strength” to be a threat. Terrorist operations, including the attacks of 2001, are typically planned and carried out by very few people. Al-Qaeda’s resilience, therefore, means that stabilizing Afghanistan is, in fact, necessary even for the most basic US war aims. The international community should not withdraw until there is an Afghan government and Afghan security forces with the will and capacity to deny safe haven without international help. Setting aside the possibility of al-Qaeda’s reemergence, the United States has other important interests in the region as well—notably preventing the Taliban from gaining enough power to destabilize neighboring Pakistan, which, for all its recent defiance, is officially a longstanding American ally. (It signed two mutual defense treaties with the United States in the 1950s, and President Bush designated it a major non-NATO ally in 2004.) State failure in Pakistan brokered by the Taliban could mean regional chaos and a possible loss of control of its nuclear weapons. Preventing such a catastrophe is clearly a vital national interest of the United States and cannot be accomplished with a few drones. Alarmingly, Pakistan is edging toward civil war. A collection of militant Islamist groups, including al-Qaeda, Tehrik-e Taliban Pakistan (TTP), and Tehrik-e Nafaz-e Shariat-e Mohammadi (TNSM), among others, are fighting an insurgency that has escalated dramatically since 2007 across Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, the Federally Administered Tribal Areas, and Baluchistan. According to the Brookings Institution’s Pakistan Index, insurgents, militants, and terrorists now regularly launch more than one hundred and fifty attacks per month on Pakistani government, military, and infrastructure targets. In a so far feckless and ineffectual response, Pakistan has deployed nearly one hundred thousand regular army soldiers to its western provinces. At least three thousand soldiers have been killed in combat since 2007, as militants have been able to seize control of whole towns and districts. Tens of thousands of Pakistani civilians and militants—the distinction between them in these areas is not always clear—have been killed in daily terror and counterterror operations. The two insurgencies in Afghanistan and Pakistan are linked. Defeating the Afghan Taliban would give the United States and Pakistan momentum in the fight against the Pakistani Taliban. A Taliban takeover in Afghanistan, on the other hand, will give new strength to the Pakistani insurgency, which would gain an ally in Kabul, safe haven to train and arm and from which to launch attacks into Pakistan, and a huge morale boost in seeing their compatriots win power in a neighboring country. Pakistan’s collapse or fall to the Taliban is (at present) unlikely, but the implications of that scenario are so dire that they cannot be ignored. Even short of a collapse, increasing chaos and instability in Pakistan could give cover for terrorists to increase the intensity and scope of their operations, perhaps even to achieve the cherished goal of stealing a nuclear weapon. Although our war there has at times seemed remote, Afghanistan itself occupies crucial geography. Situated between Iran and Pakistan, bordering China, and within reach of Russia and India, it sits on a crossroads of Asia’s great powers. This is why it has, since the nineteenth century, been home to the so-called Great Game—in which the US should continue to be a player. Two other players, Russia and Iran, are aggressive powers seeking to establish hegemony over their neighbors. Iran is seeking to build nuclear weapons, has an elite military organization (the Quds Force) seeking to export its Islamic Revolution, and uses the terror group Hezbollah as a proxy to bully neighboring countries and threaten Israel. Russia under Vladimir Putin is seeking to reestablish its sphere of influence over its near abroad, in pursuit of which it (probably) cyber-attacked Estonia in 2007, invaded Georgia in 2008, and has continued efforts to subvert Ukraine. Iran owned much of Afghan territory centuries ago, and continues to share a similar language, culture, and religion with much of the country. It maintains extensive ties with the Taliban, Afghan warlords, and opposition politicians who might replace the corrupt but Western-oriented Karzai government. Building a stable government in Kabul will be a small step in the larger campaign to limit Tehran’s influence. 
Russia

It’s not just rhetoric- Romney will take hard line stances that destroy cooperation
Feltonin ’12 (Mitt Romney Russia Quotes Signal Big Problems For Future US-Russian Relations Emmanuel Feltonin, World,Russia March 2012, 

The importance of America’s alliance with Russia is highlighted by the very context of Obama and Medvedev’s conversation. Obama and Medvedev were speaking in private at the Nuclear Security Summit in Seoul, South Korea. Russia is an important U.S. ally in fight against nuclear proliferation. Of the nearly 20,000 nuclear weapons that are in existence, Russia has 10,000 and the United States 8,500. Most will agree that this number is simply far too high. An alliance with Russia is essential to reducing the cold-war stockpile of nuclear weapons that continue to threaten humanity. Flexibility is critical to any alliance. Despite the strategic importance of a relationship with Russia, Republicans have signaled that any compromise on the issue of the missile defense system will be a non-starter if they gain control of the White House and Capitol Hill. The initial criticisms of Obama’s comments went something like this: “What plans are he formulating, that make his “last election” relevant? What is he planning to do that, if the American people were aware of it, would make him unelectable?” While the initial responses to Obama’s comments were purely motivated by November’s elections, Mitt Romney’s remarks went much further. Romney called Russia America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” While you could argue that this is another etch-a-sketch moment, Romney’s comments show a complete disregard for any U.S.-Russian alliance. Romney’s comments are particularly important because he is the most likely to succeed Obama in the fall. His comments have signaled to the world that Republicans don’t necessarily believe that any alliance exists in the first place. This gives Russia free reign to take more hardline positions on nuclear proliferation issues. While Romney’s comments were clearly motivated by election year politics, they also indicate that the party has not escaped Cold War thinking, an approach that says any compromise with Russia is tantamount to weakening America’s strategic position. Until that mindset is broken, global security will continue to be undermined by an increasingly hostile Kremlin. 

Romney & Ryan can’t moderate their stance on Russia

Larison ‘12 (Daniel Larison August 21, 2012 “Romney-Ryan and the “Reset”” http://www.theamericanconservative.com/larison/romney-ryan-and-the-reset/?print=1
Romney and Ryan would be well-advised as a matter of policy to drop their Russophobia, which isn’t in the interests of the U.S. and frequently has no grounding in reality, but they didn’t start their Russia-bashing on a whim. Even if Romney’s foreign policy were nothing more substantial than rejecting whatever Obama supports, he could not credibly change his position on Russia at this point. He could stop talking about his Russia views, but no one would take seriously the idea that Romney has suddenly discovered the value of U.S.-Russian cooperation after spending years mocking the “reset” as appeasement. The about-face would be no easier for Ryan, who has also gone on the record [4] to describe the “reset” as appeasement. Had Romney and his party not chosen to make Russia policy into a political football for the last three years, he might be able to do what James recommends, but they burned that bridge a long time ago.
Romney crushes US-Russian arms control

The Economist ‘9-1 (Romney Could Screw Up US Relations With Russia Staff, The Economist | Sep. 1, 2012, 9:54 PM | 3,095 | 15 http://www.businessinsider.com/mitt-romneys-foreign-policy-chops-come-into-light-2012-9

Mind the missile gap

In the nuclear weapons sphere, a Romney presidency has the greatest potential to change the course of US-Russia relations. Mr Obama aspires to a nuclear-free world through phased cuts in the arsenals of the nuclear powers, and in the first instance this concerns the US and Russia. To achieve this, he has indicated that he can show some flexibility with regard to US plans for ballistic missile defences deployed in Europe and elsewhere. Mr Romney's advisers see things differently: they have no wish to accept limitations on US development of missile-defence capabilities, and show little interest in new arms-control agreements. A Romney presidency could therefore cause a breakdown over issues that Mr Obama might be able to finesse. Mr Obama's scope for concessions on missile defence might be limited, but he could meet Russian concerns in related areas such as the deployment of US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, or engage in other confidence-building measures. Because Mr Romney's advisers do not seek nuclear disarmament, there seems little reason for them to compromise on missile defence or to advocate measures designed to assuage Russian concerns.

US-Russian arms control key to solve extinction

Rybachenkov ’12 (A RUSSIAN PERSPECTIVE ON THE FUTURE OF ARMS CONTROL AND MUTUAL DETERRENCE1 Vladimir Rybachenkov2 1 Text of presentation at the Fourth Annual Nuclear Deterrence Summit, Arlington, VA, USA, February 14-17, 2012. 2 Senior Research Scientist, Center for Arms Control, Energy & Environment Studies 

Though the Military doctrine of Russia and the US Nuclear Posture Review (both documents adopted in 2010) stipulate that the use of nuclear weapons would only be considered in extreme circumstance when the very existence of the state is under a threat, there is still a risk of an unauthorized or accidental launch. Moreover, in the era of globalization nuclear deterrence is inevitably conducive to further nuclear proliferation. A question emerges at this point: what should be done to move our countries away from relations framed by a model of mutually assured destruction which continues to prevail in the US – Russian dialogue? The logical answer would be to proceed gradually with further reductions of nuclear arms levels on the basis of the minimal sufficiency principle, to enhance strategic stability in the context of equal security for all and to exclude the possibility of first nuclear strike or missile launch due to a technical failure or shortage of time for the political leaders to make a decision. The New START Treaty, which reduced nuclear arsenals of Russia and the USA by 30% in comparison with the 2003 Moscow Treaty, made an important contribution to building predictability and confidence between our countries. A stage was set to further reductions eventually going down to the level of 1000 deployed warheads but evidently this would require involvement of other nuclear states. 

