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2NC Solvency

Aff decades decades – advocates consistently overestimate new tech – our Lovins and Green evidence should frame solvency evaluation – IFRs are grossly uncompetitive now and their evidence from hack scientists shouldn’t persuade you any differently because historically every new type of reator in history has been costlier, slower, and harder than projected – their old solvency ev proves.
View their ev w/ skepticism – nuclear lobby are hacks.

Todhunter 9/14 [Colin, Global Research,  Nuclear Power: The Energy of Protest. The Future could be Renewable September 14, 2012 http://www.globalresearch.ca/nuclear-power-the-energy-of-protest-the-future-could-be-renewable/?utm_source=rss&utm_medium=rss&utm_campaign=nuclear-power-the-energy-of-protest-the-future-could-be-renewable]

Proliferation concerns aside, the role that the powerful pro-nuclear lobby plays in shaping the debate about nuclear energy should not be underestimated. The US Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) is described by Dr Helen Caldicott as the propaganda wing for the US nuclear industry, which spends millions of dollars annually to engineer public opinion. The NEI forwards the message that nuclear energy is clean, safe and cheap and in promoting this message has often attacked opponents and targeted legislators and policy makers via ‘independent’ reports, phoney claims and ‘donations’.  Journalism Professor Karl Grossman of the State University of New York suggests the misinformation from General Electric and Westinghouse, the ‘Coke and Pepsi’ of the nuclear industry (who will incidentally both benefit enormously from India’s lucrative, multi billion dollar expanding nuclear sector), have made the money put into PR and lobbying by the tobacco companies appear miniscule. Perhaps such a level of spending and propaganda is not surprising because Harvey Wasserman, writer and activist, says this is an industry that can’t solve its waste problems, can’t operate without leaking radiation, can’t pay for itself and can’t get private insurance against terror or error.
Plan takes a long time to build the demonstration project alone – and any ramp up of nuclear tech takes 10 years.
Ferguson and Squassoni, Charles D. Ferguson is a fellow for science and technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and is the author of the Council Special Report “Nuclear Energy: Balancing Benefits and Risks.”, Sharon Squassoni is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace., 2007, “Why Nuclear Energy Isn’t the Great Green Hope”, http://a4nr.org/library/globalwarmingclimatechange/06.2007-foreignpolicy

Nor will nuclear energy be a quick fix. If, as the scientists tell us, the deadline for turning around the level of greenhouse gases is truly a decade from now, then a nuclear renaissance will take too long to have a significant effect. Typically, U.S. nuclear plants have required around 10 to 12 years from start to finish. The industry predicts that future plants can be built in as little as four years, but the proof is in the actual construction.  Assuming the best estimates, a quick ramp-up of nuclear capacity will run into industrial bottlenecks; only a few companies in the world can now make reactor-quality steel, concrete, and other vital components. A rush to build could also create shortages in the skilled workers and qualified engineers needed to run plants safely. Not to mention that building nuclear plants at the rapid pace required would likely drive up capital costs, which are already higher than other electricity options, even given significant government subsidies.  
Not enough reactor cores.

Hays 12 [Jeffrey, Facts and Details, NUCLEAR POWER INDUSTRY IN JAPAN, 2009, Last updated April 2012 http://factsanddetails.com/japan.php?itemid=2307&catid=23&subcatid=152]

NUCLEAR BUSINESS AND REACTOR PRODUCTION IN JAPAN One of the keys to growth in the nuclear industry worldwide is a century-old forge on the island of Hokkaido in Japan that produces 80 percent of the world’s reactors cores—highly specialized pieces of steel milled from a single 600-ton ingot. Only a few companies in the world can handle this job. Insiders in the nuclear industry told the Times of London that this is the “biggest, most overlooked bottleneck” for a nuclear revival.   The owners of the forge in Hokkaido, Japan Steel Works (JSW), can only produce four of these reactor cores a year, far below what is needed to meet demand. To address problem JSW says it will invest to ramp up production to 8½ cores a year. But that still isn’t enough. Major nuclear plant producers Toshiba, Mitsubishi, Hitachi and France’s Areva have all bought stakes in JSW to secure the cores they need.
2NC Warming

This advantage relies on tech diffusion – cross-x showed why this internal link is stupid – two arguments take out this and all the other advantages –

1. Countries have already committed billions to constructing other types of reactors – it shows a lack of hubris to think that the U.S. declaring – no guys you should really build this one will cause them to dismantle plutonium breeders and other IFR designs now.

2. Basic economics – China, India, and other developing countries are focused on sustaining economic growth and will do so in the cheapest way possible. Gutcheck.

Morse 12 (Richard K. Morse is Director of Research on Coal and Carbon Markets at Stanford University's Program on Energy and Sustainable Development.)

(Jul/August 12. Foreign Affairs. 102-112.  “Cleaning Up Coal: From Climate Culprit to Solution” Proquest)

As the developing world keeps growing, coal will remain its fuel of choice. The iea expects coal demand in non-oecd countries to nearly double by 2035 if current policies continue, with Chinese and Indian demand alone accounting for more than 80 percent of that growth. Indonesia, Vietnam, and much of the rest of Asia are also rapidly building new coal plants. The coal markets of Asia are thus at the heart of the global-warming problem.

The case of China, the world's biggest carbon emitter, demonstrates just how hard it is to give up the fuel. The country's reliance on coal is becoming increasingly costly. Over the last five years, as demand for coal has risen while supply has struggled to keep up, Chinese coal prices have skyrocketed. Meanwhile, tightly regulated electricity prices have not been allowed to rise in parallel. Pricing has become so distorted that at many points, a ton of coal has cost more than the value of the electricity it could create. China's dependence on coal is not only an expensive habit but also an environmental hazard. In addition to emitting carbon dioxide and sulfur dioxide, coal combustion creates mountains of toxic ash that are swept up in storms and blanket cities with particulate poison. That pollution is increasingly drawing the ire of the Chinese public and has even sparked protests.

Beijing is making every effort to kick its coal habit. The government has set a target of deriving 15 percent of the country's energy from nonfossil fuels by 2020 (the current figure is eight percent), with nuclear and hydroelectric power likely to make up most of the difference in the electricity sector. It has given generous subsidies to wind and solar power, industries that have made strong gains in recent years. Beijing is also focusing on improving the efficiency of coal-fired power generation by funding state-of-the-art engineering research and shutting down older, dirtier coal plants. As a result, the average Chinese coal plant is already far more efficient than the average American one.

These policies have started to curb China's coal addiction, but they are fighting an uphill battle against ever-increasing energy demand. Coal's share of new electricity capacity in China dropped from 81 percent in 2007 to 64 percent in 2010, but the figure rose to 65 percent in 2011, proving that the march toward alternative sources of energy will not be linear. Last year, droughts reduced hydroelectric output and caused severe power shortages. China's central planners no doubt see coal plants as the only available way to maintain the stability of the electrical grid, especially as the country relies more on wind and solar power, the outputs of which are intermittent.

Moreover, new technologies that can convert coal into more valuable liquid fuels, natural gas, and chemicals could stymie progress toward a coal-free future. When oil prices have been high, China has flirted with large-scale investments in these technologies. Although the resulting fuels can be less environmentally friendly than gasoline, in a world of $100-a-barrel crude oil, the economics get more tempting every year.

If China keeps up its efforts at diversifying its energy supply, coal's share of total electricity capacity there might drop one to three percent each year before 2020. After that, it could fall faster as nuclear power and natural gas gain a stronger foothold. But even then, it will be diffcult for China to get less than 50 percent of its electricity from coal by 2030. Like it or not, coal will remain the dominant fuel in China and the other emerging Asian economies for quite some time.

IFRs can’t solve warming or energy reliance because electricity generation is a small fraction of emissions and fossil fuel dependence. 

Can’t solve transportation sector – that’s key to warming and oil dependence which is what Klare is about.

Carr and Fernandes 8 [Jessie Carr and Dulce Fernande, staff of Nuclear information and resource center, http://www.nirs.org/falsepromises.pdf]
The nuclear industry claims that nuclear power is the only energy source that can effectively replace fossil fuels. But, building new nuclear facilities does nothing to address the transportation sector, which is responsible for a large part of GHG emissions. For example, electricity generation in the US is responsible for only 40 percent of the country’s total CO2 emissions.25 Likewise, transportation is the primary sector responsible for global oil consumption (corresponding to more than half of the oil consumed worldwide everyday), generating a full 40 percent of global CO2 emissions. As oil accounts for only seven percent of worldwide electricity generation, the transportation sector is a major source of GHGs and would not be affected by any changes in nuclear power generating capacity.26
[BWB] This is at best grossly disingenuous (not to mention insulting to call Kirsch stupid). You need to solve the electricity carbon problem to fix the vehicular fuels problem, space heating and embedded energy in building and manufactured goods, and Tom has a solution for MSW [municipal solid waste] also. About half of agricultural emissions can also be solved if you have a zero-carbon energy source. Then you just need to worry about the ruminant methane and carbon from deforestation. But the bottom line is, if you fix electricity, every else will quicktly start to fall into place.
Studies consensus proves – 1000 reactors needed to curb warming.

GreenPeace 7 [GreenPeace 10/2007, Climate Change - Nuclear Not the Answer, http://www.greensage.com/ezine/10Oct07/ezine10-07GPeace.html]

Analysis undertaken by the World Energy Council has shown that worldwide construction times for nuclear reactors have increased. The average construction time for nuclear plants has increased from 66 months for completions in the mid 1970s, to 116 months (nearly 10 years) for completions between 1995 and 2000. The longer construction times are symptomatic of a range of problems including managing the construction of increasingly complex reactor designs. In contrast, renewable energy is ready now and action to combat climate change needs to happen now. For example, The first offshore wind farm in the UK at North Hoyle in North Wales took only eight months to build. MIT and other studies estimate that for nuclear power to have any effect on global warming, we would need to build a minimum of 1,000 reactors worldwide. This is a wildly unrealistic scenario, given that the current growth in nuclear electricity is at about 4%, and investors have yet to buy into nuclear power's uncertain financials. 

No resource wars 

Also you clearly don’t affect oil markets – that’s what their Klare ev is describing – cx.

tetrais
LOL no – cooperation, democracy, empirically denied
Fettweis (Professor of Political Science @ Tulane) 11
(Christopher, Dangerous Times?: The International Politics of Great Power Peace Page 126-7)

If the case above are any indication, no stage of this life cycle carries much risk of major war to control resources. In fact, the most obvious observation that emerges from the study of petro politics is that at no time have great powers come close to loggerheads over control of these vital regions. No country has ever actively prepared to conquer these weak areas, nor has any felt it necessary to prepare to defend them. Consumer cooperation, rather than conflict, is the rule. There has never been a way to control territory that contains fossil fuels, and there are good reasons to believe it is likely that there never will be. The conventional wisdom concerning the inevitability of energy  War is probably wrong. Why has great power behavior failed to live up to pessimistic expectations?  While it is hard to argue that democracy has helped confound the various eccopessimist projections, since not all interested parties are democracies, other rationalist explanations for stability cannot be entirely ruled out. Perhaps it is the fear of escalation toward a nuclear holocaust that has kept the great powers from fighting for oil. Perhaps liberal internationalists are correct and complex interdependence should be given primary credit. Whatever the initial cause, the idea that War would be a viable option to control the most  valuable regions in the world does not seem to have occurred to the great consumer nations. As the time foes on, it becomes more and more unlikely that it ever will. Resources have historically been a primary motivator for War. The most valuable regions- those worthy of contestation and conquest-have always been those that were the richest. Today, the calculation seems to have changed, even regarding the most vulnerable, valuable regions in the world. It seems as if the states of industrialized world have indeed taken Angell’s ideas to heart and have reached the conclusion that oil is not fighting for. Perhaps, for the first time, nothing is. The most charitable thing that can be said about the eccopessimist vision of the future is that thus far it has proven to be remarkably inaccurate. Conflict over resources other than gold, such as “water war” that have been predicted with regularity over the past four decades, have never occurred. Global population is becoming, booming, yet there is less starvation now as a percentage of the population that ever before. Despite the fact that there are far more people now in places like India, and China, both countries are experiencing the fastest economic  growth in their histories, with hundreds of millions of people having been lifted out of poverty. Even West Africa, where Robert Kaplan gathered his evidence to make his "coming anarchy" projections, is much calmer-and more crowded-in 2010 than it was when he wrote. David Victor aptly titled his recent cover story in The National Interest "What Resource  War?"; the responses, from stalWarts of the vision like Homer-Dixon and Klare, were basically versions of the same tired old just-you-wait. The former also expanded the universe of potential cases so that any internal conflict, even the genocide in Rwanda, could be considered a resource War. "Put a microscope on any big conflict looking for resources," replied Victor sagaciously, "and you're sure to find exactly what you are looking for."75 Simply put, scarcity has not driven an increase in either external or internal conflicts. Population biology has not proven to have much predictive power for human beings. 
2NC Hegemony

U.S. growth will outpace China.

Sharma 8/3 [Ruchir Sharma is the author of Breakout Nations and the head of emerging markets at Morgan Stanley and a longtime columnist for Newsweek, the Wall Street Journal, and the Economic Times of India. Comeback Nation: Why the U.S. Economy Is Much Stronger Than You Think, AUG 3 2012 http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2012/08/comeback-nation-why-the-us-economy-is-much-stronger-than-you-think/260634/]

Since the crisis of 2008, most Americans have come to expect gloom rather than gold in the near future. The long-term US growth rate is now burdened by our huge debts, and is slowing to 2.5 percent, down from 3.4 percent between 1950 and 2007. This fall is stoking a premature sense that American preeminence is already over. Polls show that a majority of Americans think China is already the world's "leading" economy, even though it is still about one third the size of the U.S. economy. The reality is that, at 2.5 percent growth, the US remains the fastest-growing rich economy, and is in fact regaining some of the recent ground lost to newcomers like China.  America's performance should be measured against the current competition, not against the records it set in the 1990s or 2000s. All the big emerging markets are slowing, most notably China, which has lowered its growth target to under 8 percent for the first time in many years and may well fall under 7 percent. It is hard to grow at a sprinter's pace when you are hitting middle age, growing careful and a bit fat. China is all three, having recently reached an average real income of more than $5,000, with a total GDP of more than $7 trillion, and a new taste for welfare state programs. Every "miracle economy," from Japan in the 1970s to South Korea in the 1990s, slowed at this real income level.  Unhappily, for those who like to imagine that globalization can produce "win-win" finishes, China's slowdown will be America's gain. The story of American growth slipping by a point will pale in comparison to the three or even four point slip in China. If the U.S. grows 2.5 percent this year, and China slips to 7 percent, the United States should regain the title it lost to China in 2007: that of the single largest contributor to global growth.  This year, the United States will also grow faster than the global average for the first time since 2003, the year an unprecedented boom in emerging market growth began. For the next four years, emerging market growth doubled to over 7.0 percent, creating the widespread perception that the rich nations of the West were being overtaken by the rise of the poor. Now, the historic norm is reasserting itself -- the big emerging nations are slowing dramatically, and the coming years are once again likely to produce more laggards than winners. As of 2007 the emerging markets were on average growing three times faster than the United States; now they are growing only twice as fast.  Evidence of an American revival, against both developed and emerging world competition, is mounting, driven by the traditional strengths of the American economy--its ability to innovate and adapt quickly. America's worst worries -- heavy debt, slow growth, the fall of the dollar and the decline of manufacturing -- will look much less troubling when compared to its direct rivals. While US growth has slowed by a full point so has growth in Japan and Europe, leaving the United States on top of the league of rich nations.

Manufcaturing Is fine.

Karl 7/31 [David J. Karl is president of the Asia Strategy Initiative, a consultancy based in Los Angeles. He recently served as project director of the Bi-national Task Force on Enhancing India-U.S. Cooperation in the Global Innovation Economy, jointly sponsored by the Pacific Council on International Policy and the Federation of Indian Chambers of Commerce & Industry. New World Coming: America’s Manufacturing Rebound July 31st, 2012 http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2012/07/31/new-world-coming-americas-manufacturing-rebound/?utm_source=rss&utm_medium=rss&utm_campaign=new-world-coming-americas-manufacturing-rebound]

Fortifying this development are America’s innate advantages in what is becoming known as the “third industrial revolution” – one that is powered by high-skill labor as well as seminal progress in the areas of artificial intelligence, robotics, nanotechnology, composite materials, and “additive manufacturing” or three-dimensional computerized manufacturing.   (Reports by the Economist magazine and the New America Foundation provide more detailed overviews of these advances.)  Besides putting to rest the ideological rancor over outsourcing, the manufacturing resurrection will have other domestic political ramifications.  My last post cited Walter Russell Mead’s argument that the Midwest’s growing prosperity brought about by new-found energy abundance will inject greater moderation into the nation’s political discourse.  The manufacturing turn-around will augment this effect.  A new Brookings Institution report finds that, after decades of decline, industrial employment is beginning to grow once again in the Rust Belt.  I argued earlier that it is questionable whether China will be able to replicate America’s energy renaissance.  There is even greater uncertainty about whether the People’s Republic can capitalize on the technological innovations that will power the new era in U.S. manufacturing.  As one expert puts it, “it is China’s turn to worry” as “technical advances will soon lead to the same hollowing out of China’s manufacturing industry that they have to U.S. industry over the past two decades.”  He adds that:      All of these advances play well into America’s ability to innovate, demolish old industries, and continually reinvent itself. The Chinese are still busy copying technologies we built over the past few decades. They haven’t cracked the nut on how to innovate yet.  To be sure, Beijing is hurriedly trying to address this threat.  Premier Wen Jiabao has acknowledged that China possesses “insufficient scientific and technological innovation capabilities” and the country has launched a concerted program to become an “innovation nation” by 2020.  But it is doubtful that the authoritarian nature of the Chinese regime, bereft of incentives for commercial inventiveness, will permit this outcome.  Daron Acemoglu and James A. Robinson, in their noteworthy new book, “Why Nations Fail,” argue that “the spectacular growth rates in China will slowly evaporate” precisely because of the regime’s exclusionary political institutions.  The regime’s character also explains why its approach to innovation is one that relies on “autocratic directives, by ordering people to be inventive, and by throwing money at projects that often end up as white elephants.”
Manufacturing is resilient.
Khanna 8/21 [Ro Khanna practices technology law at Wilson Sonsini, a Silicon Valley law firm, and teaches economics at Stanford. He traveled to over 30 states during his two years in the Obama administration, COLUMN: Against all odds, American manufacturers are winning http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/08/21/us-column-manufacturing-idUSBRE87K0ZM20120821] 

Despite cheaper labor abroad, currency manipulation, intellectual property theft, and subsidies to foreign competitors, these American manufacturers are winning. Many of them are small or medium-sized businesses that are family owned. Some are large corporations led by executives who still believe that America is the best place to set up a factory. What they have in common is that they're creating jobs in local communities, defying the stereotype of our manufacturing going off-shore. In an era when we hear weekly about plant shutdowns, know friends and family members who are being laid off, and are anxious about the career prospects for young people, they are the embers of hope. This book is their story.  The struggle and triumph of cutting-edge American manufacturers is the latest chapter in our national story. Larry Summers, the former director of the White House National Economic Council for President Obama, put our economic difficulties in a historical context. In a recent speech, Summers reminded his audience that there have always been skeptics. Back in the heyday of the Cold War, the skeptics, influenced by college textbooks such as Nobel laureate Paul Samuelson's Economics, were convinced that the Soviet Union's GDP would overtake ours by the mid-1980s based on relative "growth rates in the 1950s." They were wrong. Then, in the early 1990s, the skeptics believed the articles that appeared in prominent business journals predicting that Japan and Germany would be the dominant post-Cold War economies. They were wrong again.  Today, the skeptics are warning that we're losing out to the emerging Asian giants. The manufacturers I met on my travels, however, refuse to accept second place. Whether they're owners, workers on the factory floor, or middle managers, they work hard and refuse to quit. Every day they strive to develop new ways to compete, on their own initiative and by listening to their colleagues' ideas, in a nation that gives them the freedom and the space to do so. If you want to know the secret - the reason it's not wise to bet against America in the long run - it's in their spirit. Their spirit, fostered in a democratic culture that values the creativity of ordinary women and men, sets America apart as the "entrepreneurial nation."  These manufacturers help explain why, against all odds, our nation held the global lead over China in manufacturing output until 2009. What's extraordinary is that our aggregate output remains competitive with China's, even though the sector constitutes only 10 percent of our economy compared to nearly 40 percent of theirs. We are a global leader, in part, because our labor productivity (the value that a worker produces annually) is more than six times as large as China's or India's and significantly larger than Japan's or Germany's. Strong productivity has enabled the United States to increase its manufacturing output over the past 30 years to a greater extent than any other developed nation, more than doubling in size. American manufacturers often have an advantage over their competitors in more authoritarian or bureaucratic nations because participatory governance is preferable to top-down governance, even in the business world. The best American manufacturers consider the intellectual contributions of all their employees. As a result, they provide those employees with healthy work environments and encourage them to be critical and divergent thinkers. Their inclusionary approach enables them to make high-value products through customization, economization, and incessant innovation. This bottom-up philosophy also gives rise to organic clusters that drive collaboration and nurture the entrepreneurial spirit in places like Wichita and Silicon Valley.
2NC Coal DA
A2: High operating fees

Cheap coal makes nuclear uneconomic
World Nuclear Association 12

World Nuclear Association 7/12, “The Economics of Nuclear Power,” http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/inf02.html
Nuclear power is cost competitive with other forms of electricity generation, except where there is direct access to low-cost fossil fuels.
Incentives or regulatory change can’t overcome cheap gas

The Economist 12

The Economist 3/10/12, http://www.economist.com/node/21549094
In eastern Europe, where Russian dominance of gas markets is a political issue and electricity markets are still quite regulated, governments may consider such a differential acceptable. The Czech Republic is about to tender for new generation III PWRs, and Poland has plans along those lines too. But in America things look very different. Asked if Fukushima put America's nuclear renaissance on ice, Ernest Moniz of MIT replies succinctly: “No. Shale gas did.” For all the production incentives, loan guarantees and indemnity for costs due to regulatory change offered by government, the sharp drop in gas prices caused by new sources of supply ruled out new nuclear plants in any market where the two energy sources compete freely. According to UBS, the advantage of gas over nuclear in America is roughly twice what it is in Europe.
Their evidence isn’t good on nuclear can actually phase out coal

AT: Plan Spills Over to China

Spillover is a long way off – the technology has to be extensively deployed in the US before the cost would come down enough to make it commercially viable in China – this would take decades – by then China would already be locked into coal

[Insert/cross-apply cards that it would take nukes a long time to spread worldwide]
Coal retrofitting only helps our link – it means it would rapidly replace coal in the US and that would rapidly flood into China, driving down the price of coal
We control uniqueness – China shifting to nuclear now [increase cards from China coal updates]
China wouldn’t buy reactors from the US – too costly

Adams 10

Rod Adams, Pro-nuclear advocate with extensive small nuclear plant operating experience. Former submarine Engineer Officer. Founder, Adams Atomic Engines, Inc. Host and producer, The Atomic Show Podcast, 11/26/10, http://atomicinsights.com/2010/11/westinghouse-sold-ap1000-technology-developed-with-american-taxpayer-assistance-to-china-more-than-three-years-ago.html

Update: (November 26, 2010 0405) There is a story published by the Mail & Guardian Online out of South Africa titled Nukes to the rescue? that supports my contention that Westinghouse and other Western reactor manufacturers are going to loose sales to their Chinese customers, just like they have already lost sales to their South Korean customers. Eskom has considered increasing nuclear energy output before and was on the brink of signing a deal with either French manufacturer Areva or a US consortium led by Westinghouse in 2008, but pulled back, citing a lack of funding. But, Adam said, the emergence of South Korea and China as nuclear technology suppliers since then had led to a possible halving of nuclear costs. Whereas Western-manufactured reactors cost between $5,000 and $6,000 per kilowatt capacity installed, a Far East-manufactured reactor would cost between $3,500 and $4,000.

China’s won’t import foreign reactors – they cost is key

Angela Saini, science journalist and author, Feature Editor Charles Feng, “China’s nuclear resolve” Energy Quarterly, June 2012 

Citing Lumin Wang is a professor in the Department of Nuclear Engineering and Radiological Sciences at the University of Michigan, but is currently work- ing with Xiamen University

But why is China so keen to develop its own materials, rather than continuing to simply import them? Part of the reason is cost: in the longer term, it may be cheaper for the country to produce its own materials than to buy them from overseas. Another reason is that the country has far bigger plans on the nuclear front that will see it attempt to become self-sufficient in reactor design. China developed its first indigenous nuclear reactor in 1985, and now has a technology transfer agree- ment with Westinghouse that will see it produce its own third-generation reactors in the future. Developing the materials for the construction and maintenance of these new plants “is a strategically impor- tant thing for China,” said Lumin Wang. According to L.V. Krishnan, former safe- ty director at the Indira Gandhi Center for Atomic Research in India, China’s latest reactor designs are destined for export as well as domestic use. Potential markets include Turkey, Pakistan, and the United Arab Emirates, he suggests, adding that, “Chinese manufacturers have already begun supplying equipment for reactors in France.” Nuclear power seems destined to be- come a bigger slice of China’s energy mix. The predominance of fossil fuels in China has led to high levels of carbon emissions. As a result, some of the most inefficient coal-fired power plants have already been closed, and annual coal consumption has dropped by around 82 million tons since 2006, according to the World Nuclear Association.
They say Exporting solves but

Committed to domestic industry – don’t think others can fill their demand

Angela Saini, science journalist and author, Feature Editor Charles Feng, “China’s nuclear resolve” Energy Quarterly, June 2012 

Note: Han is the head of the Corrosion Cen- ter in the Institute of Metal Research at the Chinese Academy of Sciences in Shenyang
Lumin Wang is a professor in the Department of Nuclear Engineering and Radiological Sciences at the Univer- sity of Michigan, but is currently work- ing with Xiamen University

As well as investing in second- and third-generation nuclear plants, China is now actively developing fourth- generation reactors, said Han, which are designed to be safer, cleaner, and more cost-effective. “In this case, new materials are one of the main barriers,” he said. For China to meet its nuclear targets, foreign materials manufactur- ers may not even be able to keep up with demand, and this makes it imperative for China to develop the necessary alloys itself. Indeed, these fourth-gen- eration plants do not even use zirconium cladding, said Lumin Wang. This is driving Chinese researchers to develop new kinds of materials altogether, including silicon carbides and oxide dispersion strengthened steel, which is more radiation- tolerant than steels currently used in nuclear reactors.

China Coal Nuclear Module

 A2: China doing coal now

High prices are driving China away from coal

Pope 12 (Carl Pope is a former chairman of the Sierra Club)

(Cheap Coal Is Dead. Long Live Renewables. (Part 1) http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-19/cheap-coal-is-dead-long-live-renewables-part-1-.html)

China and India, which had been counting on buying coal for $40 a ton, now find that imported coal at $120 a ton is “cheap.” Dozens of coal plants in China and India cut back capacity because of fuel costs and shortages. Indian power companies scrapped 42 gigawatts worth of new power plants. The Reserve Bank of India warned investors that coal projects were very risky. India’s largest coal company tried to raise its prices, only to be forced to back down by the government, which owns more than half of it. Eventually, Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh ordered Coal India to provide adequate coal deliveries for power projects in the pipeline. Coal India grudgingly agreed, but markets didn’t believe it could deliver; banks continued to refuse to lend, leading to Tata’s announcement. Meanwhile, in China, the government tried to reverse its previous deregulation of the coal-mining and transportation sectors in an effort to get prices under control, causing friction with state-owned coal mines.
China shifting to nukes – coal will only be fifty percent by 2030
Wall Street Journal 10

Wall Street Journal 11/28/10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303284604575582241618001672.html
A recent study by CLSA Asia-Pacific Markets predicts that nuclear will see the fastest growth in terms of China's power generation over the next few decades. Nuclear plants can operate at stable rates year-round, while noncarbon energy sources such as wind farms and solar panels depend on the weather to generate power. Coal's share of overall power generation, meanwhile, will shrink to 63% by 2020 and 51% by 2030, the study contends, down from 78% this year.
Doing Nuclear

China is massively expanding nuclear

The Economist 12

The Economist 3/10/12, http://www.economist.com/node/21549094
IN HAIYANG, ON the northern Chinese coast, and at Sanmen, farther south, an international consortium led by Westinghouse is well into building two AP1000s, with two more in the works; China plans eventually to have 12 split between the two sites. If the plans go ahead, each site will have as much capacity connected to the grid as the whole of Nigeria has today. Yet the two plants represent only a small fraction of China's nuclear ambitions. Its pre-Fukushima plans to increase its nuclear capacity from 10GW to 80GW by 2020 may fall behind schedule, but China still looks certain to build more new nuclear plants than any other country over the decade to come—and possibly more than all others combined.

Chinese nuclear expansion now.

China Bystander 6/2/2012,“China gives green light to resume nuclear power program”, http://chinabystander.wordpress.com/2012/06/02/china-gives-green-light-to-resume-nuclear-power-program/
China has 14 operating nuclear reactors with a total capacity of 12GW, including that generated by its first experimental fast neutron reactor whose control room is seen in the photo above. There are at least 25 plants under construction, expected to raise capacity to 40GW by 2015. By 2020, nuclear power generation capacity is expected to reach 70GW. China’s long-term plans call for 5% of the country’s power to be generated by nuclear by 2020 and 10% by 2030, up from 1.2% in 2007.

Unlike Japan and Europe, China has just delayed, not scaled back its nuclear plans in the wake of the Fukushima  accident. Last December, the National Energy Administration said nuclear energy would be the foundation of China’s power generation over the next “10 to 20 years”, adding as much as 300 GW of capacity over that period. (The World Nuclear Association has a list of existing and proposed plants here and a map of them here.)
Link

Cheap coal is key to China’s nuclear transition

Wall Street Journal 10

Wall Street Journal 11/28/10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303284604575582241618001672.html
CLP, one of the biggest foreign investors in the mainland's power sector, says it no longer will build coal-fired plants in China. It will continue to expand capacity at its existing Chinese coal plants. But the company's new construction and other investment for the future in China will focus more on nuclear and renewable energy. CLP's strategy—part of a larger shift to raise the company's noncarbon-based sources of energy to as much as 40% of generating capacity by 2020, up from a current 19%—coincides with Chinese government subsidies and policies favoring cleaner sources of power. Among them: Giving noncoal power sources priority access to the increasingly overburdened grid. Burning coal has made cities like Shanghai among the smoggiest in the world, and China a target of climate-change activists everywhere. But the policy shift to cleaner energy is also a response to market forces: higher coal costs, low uranium prices, and the falling expense of building nuclear plants.
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