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T - Presence

A. Interpretation – Military presence is the stationing of troops on bases

Presence is Troops

Random House Dictionary of the English Language, Unabridged, 2nd Ed., 1987, 1529.

Presence: The military or economic power of a country as reflected abroad by the stationing of its troops, sale of its goods, etc.: the American military presence in Europe.

And this is true of Military Policy
Dictionary Of Military Terms, 3rd Ed. 2004, 187.
Presence: The fact of having people or units which represent a particular country or organization within a particular area.
B. Violation – The affirmative only reduces TNW’s, not troops or bases associated with thim.

C. Standards

1. Limits – The resolution says military and/or police presence, it doesn’t mention nuclear weapons at all in the resolution, meaning that the aff completely explodes limits

2. Predictability – The topic paper specifically says that weapon systems are not presence, and the framer knows best, we shouldn’t have to prepare for affs like this.

3. Education – Only the negative gives a true meaning to the words military presence in order to have the most in-depth debate.

D. Topicality is a voter for fairness and education and should be judged on the basis of competing interpretations.

E. Reasonability is arbitrary because it justifies judge intervention.

Nuclear Terrorism Frontline

Terrorists will not risk exposure to radioactive materials in order to get weapons

Newhouse 2002 (John- senior fellow at the Center for Defense Information, Summer, World Policy Journal)

Terrorists may discover, or have already discovered, that a usable nuclear weapon is beyond their reach. That is the cautious view of many, though not all, specialists. A more attainable alternative, however, might be the so-called dirty bomb, a radiological device using chemical explosives to contaminate a targeted area for an extended period. Various accessible materials could be used to make such a device, including radiological medical isotopes. Another source might be spent fuel rods, although these are highly radioactive, heavy, and difficult to handle. 20 Exposure to toxic radioactive material would be harmful or fatal to some humans and, depending on location, might also contaminate livestock, fish, and food crops. Terrorists, too, would confront safety risks; turning radioactive material into a bomb and delivering it to the target could be dangerous at every stage. Nonetheless, covert disposal of radioactive materials would create widespread alarm and confusion, at the least by planting well-founded concern about long-term increases in the cancer rate. In short, the dirty bomb should not be regarded as a weapon of mass destruction, but as one that if used would cause mass disruption.
Nuclear terrorism is not the greatest threat that faces America, as of now, there just is no probability that terrorist would even use the weapons

Doherty 2010 (“Not Our Greatest Threat”, by Patrick C. Doherty, Director of the Smart Strategy Initiative within the American Strategy Program at the New America Foundation.  New American Foundation, Published:  April 12, 2010 http://smartstrategy.newamerica.net/node/30439, Accessed 7.5.2010)

First, on the threat of nuclear terrorism, the probability is really, really low. Really low. Despite their public statements, al-Qaeda's operational designs are going in the opposite direction: to smaller-scale, less complex operations with new, inexperienced personnel that can successfully penetrate the increased security at America's borders. That shrinks the operative pool pretty severely. Think Northwest 253. Umar Farooq Abdulmutallab, the 23-year old Nigerian man who attempted to ignite a PETN-based explosive on a flight from the Netherlands to Detroit was not highly trained, but he could get a visa. Or Najibullah Zazi, an Afghan immigrant to the U.S. who was arrested in the midst of preparations for a plot to attack the New York City Subway with multiple hydrogen peroxide bombs, having been trained by al-Qaeda in Pakistan last year and tracked ever since. Even if they did get their hands on radioactive material, it is even more doubtful that they could achieve anything more than a radiological dispersion device, in which the blast--from a stick of dynamite to a car bomb--would do the killing and the radiation would just take some time and federal dollars to clean up. At best, you'd have Oklahoma City with a big fence around the crater while it gets cleaned up. What keeps the issue alive is that the probability is simply not zero. I can think of a lot of things for which the probability is not zero. Getting struck by lightning is a good example. I don't expect for me or my house to get hit by lightning, but I'm glad that our electrical system is properly grounded. I tend to put nuclear terrorism in that category for this president. Don't get me wrong. I think there are a lot of good reasons for securing nuclear material. I was in Serbia when Ted Turner locked down Belgrade to spirit away the old Russian research materials. There are a lot of unstable and criminal political leaders holding office and the fewer folks that have the ability to pull a big trigger, the better. But none of this makes an incredibly unlikely event the greatest threat to the nation. As I mentioned in my earlier post today, our initiative at New America posits that the greatest threat to the United States is posed by what we sometimes call the Janus Threat, the near certainty that the twin processes of economic inclusion and the rate of ecosystem depletion is already indirectly and directly causing great power competition, scarcity and resource conflict including wars. I will write more properly about this later, but with an international economic system that is extraordinarily brittle (think energy and food price volatility and the worst recession since the Great Depression) and with trade and federal deficits stacked high against us, I see the outline of a toddler who is going to put her finger back in a socket pretty soon. 
NO IMPACT - Terrorists are not a threat to the existence of the United States, or the survival of the human race

Peña, author in Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy and other Think Tanks, 2010 (Charles, “Still mesmerized by WMDs”  http://original.antiwar.com/pena/2010/06/24/still-mesmerized-by-wmds/   6/25/10;  M.H.)

Second, terrorism is not an existential threat. Although terrorists may be able to cause great harm, they do not have the ability to destroy the United States. We need to stop talking and acting as if they do. Interestingly, when asked “What are the real existential threats that you’re focused on?” Flournoy said, “There are many.” Oh really? The United States is faced with “many” existential threats? The last time I checked, the only real existential threat was the shrinking Russian nuclear arsenal. Even though Russia isn’t supposed to be the adversary that the former Soviet Union was, the U.S. and Russia still maintain a similar nuclear posture toward each other – both sides continue to target their strategic nuclear weapons against each other just as they did during the Cold War. So those warheads (estimated at over 3,000 currently) represent an existential threat. But beyond the Russian nuclear arsenal, no other country in the world has the capability to destroy the United States. China is estimated to have as many as 50 intercontinental range nuclear missiles, which would be able to inflict tremendous damage but not utterly obliterate the United States – plus the larger and more technologically advanced U.S. strategic nuclear arsenal acts as a powerful deterrent against China or any other nuclear power. Nexus between terrorism and weapons of mass destruction as an existential threat? There’s an old saying: Fool me once, shame on you; fool me twice, shame on me. So whom does the Obama administration think they’re fooling?

2NC Extensions

The Kibaroglu 07’ card does not say that removing tactical nukes would solve all instances of terrorism this takes out their internal link to solving for global nuclear war

Alternate cause – Somalia, Yemen. 

Mark N. Katz, professor of government and politics at George Mason University, 9-9-09 [“Assessing an Afghanistan Withdrawal,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=105801]

Finally, al-Qaida and its affiliates already have access to Pakistan’s Northwest Frontier Province, Somalia, Yemen and other badlands. It is not clear how al-Qaida’s getting more access to Afghanistan than it now has would materially increase its already considerable ability to attack the West.

No probability of Impact their evidence does not assume the that terrorist do not want to inflict mass destruction—Counterproductive to their goals

John Mueller, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?” FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 85 n. 5, September/October 2005, p. 2+.

One reason al Qaeda and "al Qaeda types" seem not to be trying very hard to repeat 9/11 may be that that dramatic act of destruction itself proved counterproductive by massively heightening concerns about terrorism around the world. No matter how much they might disagree on other issues (most notably on the war in Iraq), there is a compelling incentive for states -- even ones such as Iran, Libya, Sudan, and Syria -- to cooperate in cracking down on al Qaeda, because they know that they could easily be among its victims. The fbi may not have uncovered much of anything within the United States since 9/11, but thousands of apparent terrorists have been rounded, or rolled, up overseas with U.S. aid and encouragement. Although some Arabs and Muslims took pleasure in the suffering inflicted on 9/11 -- Schadenfreude in German, shamateh in Arabic -- the most common response among jihadists and religious nationalists was a vehement rejection of al Qaeda's strategy and methods. When Soviet troops invaded Afghanistan in 1979, there were calls for jihad everywhere in Arab and Muslim lands, and tens of thousands flocked to the country to fight the invaders. In stark contrast, when the U.S. military invaded in 2001 to topple an Islamist regime, there was, as the political scientist Fawaz Gerges points out, a "deafening silence" from the Muslim world, and only a trickle of jihadists went to fight the Americans. Other jihadists publicly blamed al Qaeda for their post-9/11 problems and held the attacks to be shortsighted and hugely miscalculated. The post-9/11 willingness of governments around the world to take on international terrorists has been much reinforced and amplified by subsequent, if scattered, terrorist activity outside the United States. Thus, a terrorist bombing in Bali in 2002 galvanized the Indonesian government into action. Extensive arrests and convictions -- including of leaders who had previously enjoyed some degree of local fame and political popularity -- seem to have severely degraded the capacity of the chief jihadist group in Indonesia, Jemaah Islamiyah. After terrorists attacked Saudis in Saudi Arabia in 2003, that country, very much for self-interested reasons, became considerably more serious about dealing with domestic terrorism; it soon clamped down on radical clerics and preachers. Some rather inept terrorist bombings in Casablanca in 2003 inspired a similarly determined crackdown by Moroccan authorities. And the 2005 bombing in Jordan of a wedding at a hotel (an unbelievably stupid target for the terrorists) succeeded mainly in outraging the Jordanians: according to a Pew poll, the percentage of the population expressing a lot of confidence in bin Laden to "do the right thing" dropped from 25 percent to less than one percent after the attack.

Terror Threat Overblown- More likely to be hit by a comet

John Mueller, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?” FOREIGN AFFAIRS v. 85 n. 5, September/October 2005, p. 2+.

But while keeping such potential dangers in mind, it is worth remembering that the total number of people killed since 9/11 by al Qaeda or al Qaeda­like operatives outside of Afghanistan and Iraq is not much higher than the number who drown in bathtubs in the United States in a single year, and that the lifetime chance of an American being killed by international terrorism is about one in 80,000 -- about the same chance of being killed by a comet or a meteor. Even if there were a 9/11-scale attack every three months for the next five years, the likelihood that an individual American would number among the dead would be two hundredths of a percent (or one in 5,000). Although it remains heretical to say so, the evidence so far suggests that fears of the omnipotent terrorist -- reminiscent of those inspired by images of the 20-foot-tall Japanese after Pearl Harbor or the 20-foot-tall Communists at various points in the Cold War (particularly after Sputnik) -- may have been overblown, the threat presented within the United States by al Qaeda greatly exaggerated. The massive and expensive homeland security apparatus erected since 9/11 may be persecuting some, spying on many, inconveniencing most, and taxing all to defend the United States against an enemy that scarcely exists.
This takes out the entirety of the aff’s impact scenario there is no risk of nuclear terrorism, the previous two cards prove this
IRAN PROLIF ADV FRONTLINE

There is no link to the plan and iran proliferation – the aff doesn’t give a reason how removing gravity bombs in turkey effect iran proliferation

No I/L meaning they are just describing the squo

Although Iran has 20% enriched uranium, it requires at minimum 90% to make a nuclear weapon.

(Federation of American  Scientist,

http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/fuelcycle/centrifuges/U_production.html, google, Accessed July 5th, 2010)

While low-enriched uranium (LEU) could technically mean uranium with an assay anywhere between slightly greater than natural (0.72 percent) and 20 percent U-235, it most commonly is used to denote uranium with an assay suitable for use in a light-water nuclear reactor (i.e., an assay of  less than 5 percent). Similarly, the term “highly enriched” uranium (HEU) could be used to describe uranium with an assay  greater than 20 percent, but it is commonly used to refer to uranium enriched to 90 percent U-235 or higher (i.e., weapons-grade uranium). The term “oralloy” was used during World War II as a con-traction of “Oak Ridge alloy,” and it denoted uranium enriched to 93.5 percent U-235. Manhattan Project scientists and engineers explored several uranium-enrichment technologies, and production plants employing three uranium-enrichment processes —- electromagnetic isotope separation (EMIS), liquid thermal diffusion, and gaseous diffusion -- were constructed at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, during the period from 1943 to 1945. Centrifugation was tried, but the technology needed to spin a rotor at an appropriate speed was not then practical on an industrial scale. The aerodynamic separation processes developed in Germany and South Africa did not exist during World War II; neither, of course did laser isotope separation or plasma separation. The World War II Japanese nuclear program made some attempts to find a purely chemical process.

No iran proliferation- technicaly impossible

Dan Murphy August 10 2009 http://features.csmonitor.com/globalnews/2009/08/10/us-intel-chief-says-no-iran-nukes-possible-before-2013/
Iran will probably not have the technical ability to produce enough fuel to make a nuclear bomb before 2013, US Director of National Intelligence Dennis Blair told a senate intelligence committee earlier this year. He also said that he’s seen no evidence Iran is seeking to make fuel for a bomb, and that international scrutiny appears to be deterring such efforts. The American intelligence community’s views on Iran’s nuclear program, progress in Afghanistan, and the extent of Al Qaeda’s operational abilities were all addressed in a 40- page series of answers that Mr. Blair delivered to the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence on February 12. But only now has it become public. The document was released to Steven Aftergood, who runs the Project on Government Secrecy for the Federation of American Scientists following a Freedom of Information Act request. (A PDF to the full document can be found at this link.) On Iran’s nuclear program, Blair relied on the assessment of the State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research (INR) to say that Iran does not yet have the technical ability to produce the highly enriched uranium (HEU) it would need for a bomb. “INR continues to assess it is unlikely that Iran will have the technical capability to produce HEU before 2013,” the memo reads. Blair said that if Iran decides to make highly enriched uranium that it would probably use “military-run covert facilities, rather than declared nuclear sites” and that “outfitting a covert enrichment infrastructure could take years. The (intelligence community) has no evidence that Iran has yet made the decision to produce highly enriched uranium, and INR assesses that Iran is unlikely to make such a decision for at least as long as international scrutiny and pressure persist.”
iran is a decade away from the bomb

Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice President, Defense and Foreign Policy Studies, “Keep a Cool Head,” BALTIMORE SUN, September 20, 2006, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6689, accessed 8/25/07.

A rogue state in a critical region, weapons of mass destruction, inspections, negotiations, the threat of sanctions, indecisive multilateral bodies - haven't we seen it all before? Iran's nuclear efforts understandably make us nervous, but there is no need to panic. We still have enormous power to deter Iranian aggression, and as we've learned in Iraq, the risks of inaction are preferable to the catastrophe of starting a war. The bulk of the evidence indicates that Iran is years away from being able to build nuclear weapons. U.S. intelligence agencies maintain that Iran will not have such a capability for another five to 10 years, and prominent independent experts agree.
Iran prolif ADV frontline

And it’s against the Iranian religion to procure nukes, iran only wants nuclear power for energy purposes

Tehran Times Political Desk. "Islamic Law Prohibits Production of Nuclear Arms: Leader." شماره روزنامه. The Tehran Times, 13 Jan. 2008. Web. 05 July 2010. <http://www.tehrantimes.com/index_View.asp?code=161066>.

TEHRAN - Iran’s religious leader, Ayatollah Seyyed Ali Khamenei, has stated that the Islamic Republic has repeatedly said that Iran opposes the production and use of nuclear weapons in principle from an Islamic point of view.
“The Islamic Republic of Iran has repeatedly announced that in principle, based on sharia (Islamic law), it is opposed to the production and use of nuclear weapons,” the Supreme Leader told IAEA Director General Mohamed ElBaradei on Saturday. The Leader insisted that it is essential that the International Atomic Energy Agency remains an independent body. “In regard to the current positive international atmosphere surrounding Iran’s nuclear activities, a speedy resolution of this issue will be considered an important test and a great success for the International Atomic EnergyAgency,” Ayatollah Khamenei underlined. Referring to Iran’s principled stance to fully observe international treaties, the Leader stated, “According to this principle, the Islamic Republic of Iran has fulfilled its commitments to the NPT.” The Leader said the arrogant powers are not happy about the independence of the UN nuclear watchdog. “Their anger over the agency’s position that no diversion has been found in Iran’s nuclear activities is a strong indication of this,” he noted. There is no justification for Iran’s nuclear dossier to remain on the agenda of the UN Security Council, he added. The Supreme Leader expressed hope that the remaining issues over the country’s nuclear program would be resolved as soon as possible. ElBaradei said the Islamic Republic is an important partner of the IAEA, adding that in recent months there has been good cooperation between Iran and the agency with the goal of clearing up all the ambiguities. “Iran has the right to use nuclear energy for developing the country,” he asserted. ElBaradei said negotiation is the only solution to the nuclear issue and voiced hope that Iran’s nuclear dossier would be returned to the International Atomic Energy Agency. The UN nuclear watchdog chief arrived in Tehran on Friday for talks over Iran’s nuclear program in line with a modality plan agreed by both sides in August last year. In a press conference with Atomic Energy Organization of Iran Director Gholamreza Aqazadeh on Friday, ElBaradei lauded the growing cooperation between the Islamic Republic and the IAEA, saying, “The positive atmosphere created through talks between Iran and the agency has had a very positive effect on the entire Middle East.” Iran regards IAEA as only partner in nuclear issue President Mahmud Ahmadinejad said on Saturday that Iran regards the IAEA as the only body authorized to investigate the country’s nuclear activities. “The Islamic Republic of Iran recognizes the agency as the only negotiating partner in the nuclear issue,” Ahmadinejad told ElBaradei in a separate meeting. The president expressed hope that the major powers’ pressure would not cause the UN nuclear watchdog to shirk its duty to carry out its mandate in a manner based on justice. “Some countries imagine that the (International) Atomic Energy Agency has been established to pursue their policies, and this conception is not fair.” “Nuclear energy is a divine gift and within the next 20 to 30 years, (all) countries’ demand for this energy will multiply. All countries should be provided with legal opportunities to utilize this clean energy,” the president stated. “The view propagated by the arrogant powers that nuclear energy means an atomic bomb” should be abandoned, Ahmadinejad added. ElBaradei said that Iran’s nuclear program is moving in the right direction. He called for further expansion of cooperation between Iran and the IAEA to clear up the remaining differences over Tehran’s nuclear activities

And nuclear energy often gets mistaken for proliferation
Shrader-Frechette, Professor at the University of Notre Dame, 2008 

(Kristin, America Magazine, June 23, “Five Myths About Nuclear Energy,” http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=10884, Date Accessed: June 24, 2010, DMC)


Pursuing nuclear power also perpetuates the myth that increasing atomic energy, and thus increasing uranium enrichment and spent-fuel reprocessing, will increase neither terrorism nor proliferation of nuclear weapons. This myth has been rejected by both the International Atomic Energy Agency and the U.S. Office of Technology Assessment. More nuclear plants means more weapons materials, which means more targets, which means a higher risk of terrorism and proliferation. The government admits that Al Qaeda already has targeted U.S. reactors, none of which can withstand attack by a large airplane. Such an attack, warns the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, could cause fatalities as far away as 500 miles and destruction 10 times worse than that caused by the nuclear accident at Chernobyl in 1986. Nuclear energy actually increases the risks of weapons proliferation because the same technology used for civilian atomic power can be used for weapons, as the cases of India, Iran, Iraq, North Korea and Pakistan illustrate. As the Swedish Nobel Prize winner Hannes Alven put it, “The military atom and the civilian atom are Siamese twins.” Yet if the world stopped building nuclear-power plants, bomb ingredients would be harder to acquire, more conspicuous and more costly politically, if nations were caught trying to obtain them. Their motives for seeking nuclear materials would be unmasked as military, not civilian.
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