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T-Restriction =/= Regulation

1. We meet – moratorium means no nuclear power


Dave Rice, San Ofore News Ticker, 8/8/2012 (http://www.sandiegoreader.com/weblogs/news-ticker/2012/aug/08/nuclear-regulatory-commission-halts-all-licensing-/)

The federal Nuclear Regulatory Commission announced yesterday that it has suspended the issuance of any license approvals for nuclear plants, affecting both new construction projects and those, like California’s two operating facilities at San Onofre and Diablo Canyon, which are seeking license renewals.

2. Counter-interp: restrictions functionally ban production – they do not have to be legislative

Fundamentals of Business 2009   "Regulation can be considered as legal restrictions promulgated..."    http://www.history-society.com/regulation-index.html

 Regulation can be considered as legal restrictions promulgated by government authority. One can consider at least two levels in democracies - legislative acts, and implementing specifications of conduct imposed by administrative agencies through rulemaking supported by a threat of sanction or a fine. This administrative law or implementing regulatory law is in contrast to statutory or case law. 

3. Licenses are restrictions – you cannot produce nuclear power without a license

Hickel 3      Stephen Martin Hickel  9-20-03    Sustain Every Citizen's  Full-time Right to Bear Arms for Defense of Self and a Free State1   http://www.hickel.info/ccw.htm
20 Sep 03. A lot has occurred since 30 Jul 03. Most significantly, I received a Docket number from the US Supreme Court. The date of 19Sep03 was given by the court for all replies and Amicus briefs to be submitted. On 17 September, I received a Brief in Opposition to my petition. Below are links for the docket number and press release on the Brief. The brief is also below. It is a scanned in word version of the brief. I apologize for the sizing issues you will see when reading it. Please note that the Respondent (the Board) has taken an extreme position and does not reflect what is in my brief, especially in regard to their attempt to confuse the reader with assumption that the unrestricted license is the same thing as an unrestricted right. Remember I asked the courts to tell me if the right was limited to hunting, target, and business and banking reasons. Their ruling was that the right is not unrestricted. A license is a restriction. I asked them to look at the restrictions of a license and the license as a restriction to the right. You will see the play on words and the semantics involved. Let us hope and pray that the SCOTUS will see through this charade.
4. The plan reduces the licensing restriction on the production of nuclear power by lifting the moratorium and removing the DoE certification requirement.

Two steps – gotta get reactor design certified by DoE, then a license from the NRC. We remove the FIRST requirement which REDUCES the licensing restriction.
5. Limits. We limit out all the random energy regulations that affect the manner in which companies produce energy while allowing for aff creativity in responding to total bans by agencies.
6. No case meets. You can’t run nuclear affs without lifting the ban on nuclear licensing.

7. Research burden inevitable. Neg just reads the “lift the ban” CP – it’s better as aff ground because the neg still gets generics based on the type of energy produced.
8. Reasonability. Good is good enough – key to aff predictability.

Econ

Niall Ferguson, Prof. History @ Harvard, April, ‘9 (http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=4681&page=0)

Seven years ago, in his State of the Union address on Jan. 29, 2002, U.S. President George W. Bush warned of an “axis of evil” that was engaged in assisting terrorists, acquiring weapons of mass destruction, and “arming to threaten the peace of the world.” In Bush’s telling, this exclusive new club had three members: Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. Bush’s policy prescription for dealing with the axis of evil was preemption, and just over a year later he put this doctrine into action by invading Iraq.  The bad news for Bush’s successor, Barack Obama, is that he now faces a much larger and potentially more troubling axis—an axis of upheaval. This axis has at least nine members, and quite possibly more. What unites them is not so much their wicked intentions as their instability, which the global financial crisis only makes worse every day. Unfortunately, that same crisis is making it far from easy for the United States to respond to this new “grave and growing danger.”  When Bush’s speechwriters coined the phrase “axis of evil” (originally “axis of hatred”), they were drawing a parallel with the World War II alliance between Germany, Italy, and Japan, formalized in the Tripartite Pact of September 1940. The axis of upheaval, by contrast, is more reminiscent of the decade before the outbreak of World War II, when the Great Depression unleashed a wave of global political crises.  The Bush years have of course revealed the perils of drawing facile parallels between the challenges of the present day and the great catastrophes of the 20th century. Nevertheless, there is reason to fear that the biggest financial crisis since the Great Depression could have comparable consequences for the international system.  For more than a decade, I pondered the question of why the 20th century was characterized by so much brutal upheaval. I pored over primary and secondary literature. I wrote more than 800 pages on the subject. And ultimately I concluded, in The War of the World, that three factors made the location and timing of lethal organized violence more or less predictable in the last century. The first factor was ethnic disintegration: Violence was worst in areas of mounting ethnic tension. The second factor was economic volatility: The greater the magnitude of economic shocks, the more likely conflict was. And the third factor was empires in decline: When structures of imperial rule crumbled, battles for political power were most bloody.  In at least one of the world’s regions—the greater Middle East—two of these three factors have been present for some time: Ethnic conflict has been rife there for decades, and following the difficulties and disappointments in Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States already seems likely to begin winding down its quasi-imperial presence in the region. It likely still will.  Now the third variable, economic volatility, has returned with a vengeance. U.S. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke’s “Great Moderation”—the supposed decline of economic volatility that he hailed in a 2004 lecture—has been obliterated by a financial chain reaction, beginning in the U.S. subprime mortgage market, spreading through the banking system, reaching into the “shadow” system of credit based on securitization, and now triggering collapses in asset prices and economic activity around the world.  After nearly a decade of unprecedented growth, the global economy will almost certainly sputter along in 2009, though probably not as much as it did in the early 1930s, because governments worldwide are frantically trying to repress this new depression. But no matter how low interest rates go or how high deficits rise, there will be a substantial increase in unemployment in most economies this year and a painful decline in incomes. Such economic pain nearly always has geopolitical consequences. Indeed, we can already see the first symptoms of the coming upheaval. 

Prolif

Prolif causes extinction, that’s Heisbourg – they take non-use of nuclear weapons for granted. New nuclear weapons states destabilize the international system:

1. Geography – new nuclear weapons states proliferate in regions with multiple complex layers of international confrontation that make nuclear war likely – Middle east and Asia proves there are too many conflicting interests to ensure stability.

2. Doctrines. They don’t assume the expectation of early use – creates an incentive for force postures that make preemptive nuclear strikes more likely.

3. Non-state actors – they’ve historically served as aggravating factors that can trigger conflict when perceived in collusion with an antagonist state.

4. Empirics. India-Pakistan conflict is less stable than ever due to nuclearization – more nuclear weapons states only make nuclear conflict more likely.

5. Cold War analogy is false – the U.S. and USSR still intervened across the globe, and nuclear weapons were never positioned to directly threaten US or Soviet capitols – except during the Cuban Missile Crisis, which proves our argument. Deterrence can only break down in the long run, that’s Shultz.

Small arsenals are less stable because nations think they can survive – no MAD means Waltz’ theory doesn’t apply.

Greeson ’12, [Matt Greeson, Masters Candidate in IR at Colgate 6/29/2012, “The Evolution of Nuclear Deterrence and the Long Peace, 1945-1989”, Colgate Academic Review, Vol. 2, Iss. 1]
The remaining question, then, is what to do now that there is no Cold War. The systemic factors that made nuclear deterrence successful – namely, mutually assured destruction – do not apply in a world where rogue states and minor powers are able to build and potentially deploy nuclear weapons. States with small nuclear arsenals may not hesitate to strike states with small or no nuclear arsenals, because there is a chance of surviving the counterattack. Kenneth Waltz states that nonproliferation efforts should “concentrate more on making large arsenals safe and less on keeping weak states from obtaining the small number of warheads they may understandably believe they need for security.” 31 In essence, he believes that the proliferation of nuclear devices is healthy for the international system. The flaw of this argument is, once again, the lack of mutually assured destruction. Waltz incorrectly assumes that small stocks nuclear weapons in the hands of weak states will operate like large numbers of nuclear weapons in the hands of the two superpowers.

PIC

LWR SMR faster to market

Yurman 12 (Dan Yurman  I am a consultant to firms in the global nuclear energy industry in the area of social media and marketing communications. My blog is about nuclear energy and nonproliferation topics at Idaho Samizdat.  It has over 200,000 readers a year from more than 70 countries and has been cited in the NYT, FT, and WSJ.)

(8/23/12 “LWR SMRs have fuel advantages” http://djysrv.blogspot.com/2012/08/lwr-smrs-have-fuel-advantages.html)

From 2007-2012 I was a reporter for Fuel Cycle Week, a nuclear industry trade newsletter. I wrote about global markets for nuclear energy, uranium mining and enrichment, and related business developments.)
Developers of small modular reactors (SMRs) fall in two camps as far as reactor designs and fuel types are concerned. The first are developers of downsized versions of light water reactors (LWRs). The second are developing a variety of fast reactors. It is in the second area where the greatest number of challenges occur as far as fuel is concerned and also for the back end.

Regardless of the design SMR developer is working, eventually, all the fuel will wind up in the same place until U.S. waste management policies attain some level of coherence and common sense. For now that “place” is at the reactor in wet and dry storage.

Developing the fuel for the LWRs will be straightforward and at least two of the vendors, B&W and Westinghouse, already have the capability to make their own. Developing fuel for the fast reactors will be more complicated including the potential for extended testing and qualification of fuel types to meet licensing requirements.

U.S. nonproliferation rules may make life difficult for SMRs that are fast reactors. Because fast reactor fuels tend to have higher levels of enrichment, from 9-19% U235, getting export licenses for them may be a bureaucratic nightmare.

It’s more likely that fast reactor vendors will license their technologies to wholly owned subsidiaries in the countries that want to buy them and fabricate the fuel there. The parent firms, and their investors, will still face delays due to export controls on the technologies, but at least they won’t be hamstrung by having to physically move fuel.

Business as usual for LWRs

SMR LWR is fast

Schlesinger 8/28/12 (Richard Schlesinger is an American television news reporter and correspondent for 48 Hours Mystery. Schlesinger was born in New York)

(“NUCLEAR aims small” http://www.energybiz.com/magazine/article/281595/nuclear-aims-small)
Third, while several fundamentally different forms of SMRs are in development here and abroad, including high-temperature gas-cooled reactors, molten salt reactors and molten metal reactors, the likelihood is that the DOE will focus on light-water reactors, because that's the technology the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is most familiar with, having already licensed large light-water reactors. "Light-water reactors are most likely to meet NRC licensing requirements within our time frame," says John E. Kelly, deputy assistant secretary for nuclear reactor technologies at the DOE. "We're open to other technologies, but how quickly they can go through the regulatory system is a concern."

The enormous up-front capital investment and the long construction time have been the greatest hurdles to the wider adoption of nuclear plants. SMRs address both issues. Large reactors have, traditionally, been built on-site. Precisely because they are smaller, SMRs are being designed to be built in factories and delivered in finished pieces for on-site installation. A large nuclear plant may take anywhere from eight to 10 years from first spade to first electron. Kathryn J. Jackson, senior vice president and chief technology officer for Westinghouse Electric, estimates construction of the company's factory-built SMRs could take just 24 months. She notes that time frame is competitive with the 18 to 24 months it takes to construct a combined-cycle gas turbine.

Lopez CP

1. Perm – do the CP. Doesn’t sever because the federal government reduces restrictions on SMRs

Reduce means to lower to an inferior condition, not eliminate

Corpus Juris Secundum, authoritative American legal encyclopedia that provides a clear statement of each area of law including areas of the law that are evolving and provides footnoted citations to case law and other primary sources of law, ’52 (Corpus Juris Secundum, vol. 76, p. 178)

It has been said that in its ordinary signification “reduce” does not mean to cancel, destroy, or bring to naught, but to diminish, lower, or bring to an inferior estate; and this is variously defined as meaning to bring to a former state; to bring to a certain condition; to bring to an inferior state with respect to rank, size, quality, value, or the like; to diminish; to lower; to degrade or impair; to replace; to restore.
Making something “unenforceable” brings it to an inferior regulatory state.

Reject CP’s competition –

A. Topic education – instead of debate over the merits of nuclear power, we debate over the minute link differential to their crappy elections d/a.

B. Logic. The entire federal government never acts together to

2. Perm – do both.

3. CP links to politics – healthcare decision proves. Their evidence is about congress, not the election.

Its nonsense bc never gives states those bans

Dish bad – tiem strat, arg depth, advocacy, pre round
4. Commercialization – the Courts can strike down requirements, but can’t streamline the process which is key to make SMRs viable, that’s Spencer.
5. Litigation can’t solve costs – uncertainty and rulemaking processes.

(Means the CP can’t revitalize the nuclear industry or solve price volatility because the terms of regulation are placed in the “uncertain” hands of the courts)
Edward P. Weber, Associate Professor of Political Science at Washington State University, ’98 (Pluralism by the Rules: Conflict and Cooperation in Environmental Regulation, p. 92)

The virtual certainty of litigation on major environmental regula​tions, however, translates into uncertainty and resource expenditures for other stakeholders. Not only does litigation delay environmental protection, the prospect of litigation increases the costs of preparing a rule to withstand judicial scrutiny. According to ex‑EPA Administrator William Reilly, "We spend as much time designing our rules to with​stand court attack as we do getting the rules right and out in the first place." 2 Further, litigation places the resolution of issues in the "uncertain" hands of the judiciary. The history of court decisions in environmental law shows that courts are just as likely to favor industry as the interests of environmentalists and regulators (Wenner 1982; McGarity 1992). In addition, the adversarial setting within which courts operate is often better suited to resolving narrow, procedural issues that have little overt effect on the resolution of the substantive environ‑mental issues driving lawsuits (Horowitz 1977; Bacow and Wheeler 1984). As part of this phenomenon, decisions remanded back to EPA by the courts often go through the rulemaking process a second time, yet with only marginal adjustments to the ultimate effect of the rule in terms of either economic costs or environmental quality (Melnick 1983; McGarity 1992, 1390
6. CP reverses a recent court ruling – creates market volatility.
Reuters 9/6/12, “NRC staff to review nuclear reactor waste storage rules,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/09/06/us-utilities-nrc-waste-idUSBRE88515T20120906
(Reuters) - The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) directed its staff on Thursday to start an environmental review into the temporary storage of spent nuclear fuel, following a court ruling that led the agency to stop issuing new reactor licenses.¶ The NRC did not say when it would start issuing new reactor licenses again.¶ The NRC has more than a dozen reactor operating license renewal applications and a dozen new reactor license applications pending.¶ The NRC said it told its staff to develop an environmental impact statement and a revised waste confidence decision and to rule on the temporary storage of spent nuclear fuel.¶ The environmental statement and rule, which are in response to a June 8 ruling of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, are to be completed within 24 months, the NRC said.
7. Uncertainty takes out nuclear investment

Holt et. al ’10, Lynne Holt, Ph.D., Policy Analyst for the Public Utility Research Center (PURC) at the University of Florida, Paul Sotkiewicz, Ph.D., Chief Economist in the Market Services Division at the PJM Interconnection, Sanford Berg, director of Water Studies at PURC and a distinguished service professor in the University of Florida Warrington College of Business Administration 4/26/2010 “Nuclear Power Expansion: Thinking About Uncertainty”, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040619010001065,   
Prospects for the construction of new nuclear plants are perhaps better now than in the past 30 years given the improved performance and availability of the nuclear fleet over the past decade, the recent volatility of fossil fuel prices, the Obama Administration's support for new nuclear plant construction, and the prospect for federal climate change policy. However, memories of the accidents at the Three Mile Island (1979) and Chernobyl (1986) complexes, large cost overruns for many units in the current fleet, long construction horizons, a history of poor initial performance following commercial operation, and the unresolved disposition of high-level waste make the prospect for new nuclear power facilities daunting. Added to this mix are the uncertain final form, assuming one emerges, of federal climate change policy and the uncertainties regarding the ultimate effectiveness of evolving power technologies. It is easy to see that prospective nuclear plant developers, both merchant and regulated, face formidable challenges regarding their ability to recover the costs of their investments in new nuclear projects. Then there is the challenge of determining the costs of such projects in the first place. An article in this Journal shows how difficult it is to estimate the construction costs of new nuclear plants, in large part because of the paucity of recent data.2 Until recently, no new nuclear plant had been ordered in the U.S. since 1978. Why have more than three decades elapsed since the last new plant was ordered? The answer may reside in the inability of prospective developers to mitigate the perceived uncertainties governing investments in new nuclear plants. To that end, in 1993 economist Robert Pindyck applied a real-options model to the uncertainties governing development and construction costs for rate-regulated nuclear power plants. His model specifies the option value of waiting for construction cost uncertainties to resolve themselves.3 Since the development of Pindyck's model, the electricity industry has been restructured in certain parts of the United States with the development of large and liquid wholesale power markets and retail competition in 14 states as an alternative to the traditional rate-regulated paradigm. In particular, restructured wholesale markets introduce uncertainty in commercial operation for nuclear plant operators with respect to prospective future revenue streams that depend on fossil fuel costs, fluctuations in demand, and outcomes in policies related to climate change and renewable energy technologies. The uncertainties are more pronounced in states with restructured retail electricity markets than in those with rate-regulated generation. This article addresses the role of uncertainty during the development, construction, and commercial operation phases of a new nuclear plant, and examines policies that address these uncertainties, through the lens of Pindyck's real-options model. In addition, it extends Pindyck's model to account for uncertainties in commercial operation, described in this article as “revenue and operating uncertainty.” While Pindyck acknowledges the presence of this type of uncertainty, his analysis focuses on development and construction. Uncertainties associated with new nuclear plant development, construction, and commercial operation may be mitigated, at least to some extent, by federal and state policies which were crafted in large part to revitalize the nuclear industry by creating more favorable conditions for investment. These uncertainties are more pronounced in states with restructured retail electricity markets than in those with rate-regulated generation. Regulators in states with traditional rate regulation may authorize incentives that shift the investment risk for new nuclear plants from developers to ratepayers, an option not available to developers in restructured states. Therefore, the incentives used to mitigate uncertainty have potentially different effects on consumers in states with market-based and rate-regulated generation. Finally, federal and state incentives can never completely eliminate investment uncertainty. Perhaps the most dramatic examples of intractable uncertainty are a presently undefined national carbon policy and long-term fuel volatility.

8. No test case on the docket proves uncertainty because the Courts just look like they’re making random rulings about energy policy.

9. Democratic congress would strip the courts of regulatory authority – EPA regs debate proves.

Only NRC regulatory policy is modeled internationally, that’s Lovering. Other countries wouldn’t know which state to model, especially if they don’t employ federalist systems.

CP is unfair – uniform state energy policy is not researchable because all the states face different challenges in forming energy policy – proves the CP at best creates nonsense state nuclear policies that undermine certainty. There’s also no logical actor that could choose between the federal government and all fifty state governments.

CP hamstrings investment by creating fifty different state nuclear regulatory systems. Even if the regulations are uniform, there’s no way that companies will expect them to stay uniform.

K
Case outweighs – prolif causes extinction of everyone, that’s Heisbourg. Global nuclear renaissance means it’s try-or-die for what type of nuclear power the world ends up using.
Econ decline causes nuclear war, that’s Merlini – prefer our evidence because he’s a qualified Senior Fellow at Brookings writing in a peer reviewed article.
Nuclear war is genocide – proves our nuclear power discourse is necessary.
Weeramantry, 96 – Professor of Law @ Monash University (Christopher, http://www.dfat.gov.au/intorgs/icj_nuc/w_man_c.html)

(d) The prohibition against genocide The Court’s treatment of the relevance of genocide to the nuclear weapon is, in my view, inadequate (para. 26 of the Opinion). Nuclear weapons used in response to a nuclear attack, especially in the event of an all-out nuclear response, would be likely to cause genocide by triggering off an all-out nuclear exchange, as visualized in Section IV (infra.). Even a single “small” nuclear weapon, such as those used in Japan, could be instruments of genocide, judging from the number of deaths they are known to have caused. If cities are targeted, a single bomb could cause a death toll exceeding a million. If the retaliatory weapons are more numerous, on WHO’s estimates of the effects of nuclear war, even a billion people, both of the attacking state and of others, could be killed. This is plainly genocide and, whatever the circumstances, cannot be within the law. When a nuclear weapon is used, those using it must know that it will have the effect of causing deaths on a scale so massive as to wipe out entire populations. Genocide, as defined in the Genocide Convention (Art. II), means any act committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such. Acts included in the definition are killing members of the group, causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group, and deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part. In discussions on the definition of genocide in the Genocide Convention, much play is made upon the words “as such”. The argument offered is that there must be an intention to target a particular national, ethnical, racial or religious group qua such group, and not incidentally to some other act. However, having regard to the ability of nuclear weapons to wipe out blocks of population ranging from hundreds of thousands to millions, there can be no doubt that the weapon targets, in whole or in part, the national group of the State at which it is directed. Nuremberg held that the extermination of the civilian population in whole or in part is a crime against humanity. This is precisely what a nuclear weapon achieves.

Evaluate consequences – blind adherence to rigid principals in the face of catastrophe leads to ideological overreaction. We should try to analyze consequences even if they’re uncertain. 

Weiss, 99 – Presidential Professor of Political Science @ CUNY Graduate Center (Thomas G, Ethics and International Affairs 13.1, “Principles, Politics, and Humanitarian Action”)

Scholars and practitioners frequently employ the term “dilemma” to describe painful decision making but “quandary” would be more apt.27A dilemma involves two or more alternative courses of action with unintended but unavoidable and equally undesirable consequences. If consequences are equally unpalatable, then remaining inactive on the sidelines is an option rather than entering the serum on the field. A quandary, on the other hand, entails tough choices among unattractive options with better or worse possible outcomes. While humanitarians are perplexed, they are not and should not be immobilized. The solution is not indifference or withdrawal but rather appropriate engagement. The key lies in making a good faith effort to analyze the advantages and disadvantages of different alloys of politics and humanitarianism, and then to choose what often amounts to the lesser of evils. Thoughtful humanitarianism is more appropriate than rigid ideological responses, for four reasons: goals of humanitarian action often conflict, good intentions can have catastrophic consequences; there are alternative ways to achieve ends; and even if none of the choices is ideal, victims still require decisions about outside help. What Myron Wiener has called “instrumental humanitarianism” would resemble just war doctrine because contextual analyses and not formulas are required. Rather than resorting to knee-jerk reactions to help, it is necessary to weigh options and make decisions about choices that are far from optimal. Many humanitarian decisions in northern Iraq, Somalia, Bosnia, and Rwanda—and especially those involving economic or military sanctions— required selecting least-bad options. Thomas Nagle advises that “given the limitations on human action, it is naive to suppose that there is a solution to every moral problem. “29 Action-oriented institutions and staff are required in order to contextualized their work rather than apply preconceived notions of what is right or wrong. Nonetheless, classicists continue to insist on Pictet’s “indivisible whole” because humanitarian principles “are interlocking, overlapping and mutually supportive. . . . It is hard to accept the logic of one without also accepting the others. “30 The process of making decisions in war zones could be compared to that pursued by “clinical ethical review teams” whose members are on call to make painful decisions about life-and-death matters in hospitals.sl The sanctity of life is complicated by new technologies, but urgent decisions cannot be finessed. It is impermissible to long for another era or to pretend that the bases for decisions are unchanged. However emotionally wrenching, finding solutions is an operational imperative that is challenging but intellectually doable. Humanitarians who cannot stand the heat generated by situational ethics should stay out of the post-Cold War humanitarian kitchen. Principles in an Unprincipled World Why are humanitarians in such a state of moral and operational disrepair? In many ways Western liberal values over the last few centuries have been moving toward interpreting moral obligations as going beyond a family and intimate networks, beyond a tribe, and beyond a nation. The impalpable moral ideal is concern about the fate of other people, no matter how far away.szThe evaporation of distance with advances in technology and media coverage, along with a willingness to intervene in a variety of post–Cold War crises, however, has produced situations in which humanitarians are damned if they do and if they don’t. Engagement by outsiders does not necessarily make things better, and it may even create a “moral hazard by altering the payoffs to combatants in such a way as to encourage more intensive fighting.“33 This new terrain requires analysts and practitioners to admit ignorance and question orthodoxies. There is no comfortable theoretical framework or world vision to function as a compass to steer between integration and fragmentation, globalization and insularity. Michael Ignatieff observes, “The world is not becoming more chaotic or violent, although our failure to understand and act makes it seem so. “34Gwyn Prins has pointed to the “scary humility of admitting one’s ignorance” because “the new vogue for ‘complex emergencies’ is too often a means of  concealing from oneself that one does not know what is going on. “3sTo make matters more frustrating, never before has there been such a bombardment of data and instant analysis; the challenge of distilling such jumbled and seemingly contradictory information adds to the frustration of trying to do something appropriate fast. International discourse is not condemned to follow North American fashions and adapt sound bites and slogans. It is essential to struggle with and even embrace the ambiguities that permeate international responses to wars, but without the illusion of a one-size-fits-all solution. The trick is to grapple with complexities, to tease out the general without ignoring the particular, and still to be inspired enough to engage actively in trying to make a difference. Because more and more staff of aid agencies, their governing boards, and their financial backers have come to value reflection, an earlier policy prescription by Larry Minear and me no longer appears bizarre: “Don’t just do something, stand there! “3sThis advice represented our conviction about the payoffs from thoughtful analyses and our growing distaste for the stereotypical, yet often accurate, image of a bevy of humanitarian actors flitting from one emergency to the next.

Perm – do both. Interrogating nuclear power’s inherent problems while supporting its anti-proliferation aspects best resolves contending moral claims.
Lifton, 87 (Robert Jay, Visiting Prof of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, The Future of Immortality and Other Essays for a Nuclear Age, p. 116-117)

A fourth new image current is another hopeful one: the universalization of nuclear concern. While nuclear devices have always threatened everyone on the globe, this truth is still in the process of achieving full realization. But increasingly—and the concrete findings of nuclear winter are important here, too—East-West nuclear issues have become North-South issues as well. And in this country there have been beginnings of alliances on nuclear‐ weapons questions with black and Hispanic Americans and with members of various new immigrant groups. The image of threat is earthwide: one is vulnerable whether one is, say, a black or a white South African, a Lebanese or a Syrian or an Israeli, a Russian or an American.  To further action that reflects this universalization, anti-nuclear activities must in some way combine with immediate survival problems in Third  World countries. Much more work has to be done on the relationships of various levels of deprivation and violence to conditions and policies that favor nuclear violence. We are likely to find that nuclear threat is not unaffected by the victimization of the majority black population in South Africa or by the economic subjugation of minority groups in this country. The pursuit of that connection, moreover, is a step toward integrating what often seem to be contending moral claims.  Here Martin Luther King was, as on many issues, ahead of his time. While fighting for the rights of blacks, he managed to oppose the Vietnam War and could also state, "I refuse to accept the cynical notion that nation after nation must spiral down a militaristic stairway into the hell of nuclear destruction." That statement was made, appropriately enough, in the acceptance speech for his Nobel Peace Prize (1964). The sentence that came next was the prophet's version of the human hunger of which we have been speaking: "I believe that unarmed truth and unconditional love will have the final word in reality."  

Strict method focus is bad when it comes to nuclear tech – ignores political risks of solutions to structural violence.
Bryan Hubbard, MA in Political Science @ ASU, ’97 [Rhetorical Analysisis of Two Contemporary Atomic Campaigns, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA327948]

Tim O'Brien (1979) ends his novel The Nuclear Age by saying, "even then I will  hold to a steadfast orthodoxy, confident to the end that E will somehow not quite equal  mc2, it's a cunning metaphor, that the terminal equation will somehow not quite balance"  (p. 312). The danger of a textual simulacra (Baudrillard, 1983) stems from the lack of an  anchor. At that point, critics and textual construction drift on a fabric unconcerned with  the political distribution of risk and ignorant of the historical and intertextual threads  which break the seamless self-producing knowledge of nuclearism. Tracing the  continuities of our present conversation through a history of events and practices shows  that each assumption and each step taken in the nuclear age feels the influence of earlier  moments and affects future actions and arguments. Critics can facilitate this awareness  by talking about nuclear issues and recognizing that these issues affect the shape of  political, material and social relations.  This project noted that the nuclear age continues a variety of impulses from antiquity. Though these impulses of perfection, control and apocalypticism impel the  search for technology and their accompanying dangers, these are the same impulses that  inspire us to try to better understand the communicative aspect of the nuclear age before  it is too late. Hope drives us to affect and influence the direction of policy and culture  through opening conversation to more views, more values and more ideas. Though  control and perfection may escape our reach these impulses can inspire benefits as much  as they have inspired our downward spiral toward nuclearism.  Peter Partner (1987) reflected on the crusades of the middle ages by saying:  The Crusades grew from that part of men's minds in which the boundaries  between the real and the metaphorical, the signifier and signified, are  shifting and uncertain. They are evidence of man's [sic] idealism, but also  of his cruelty and folly: like other episodes in the history of religion they  tell us that religious metaphors can be turned into political realities by  means ofbloodshed and terror. (p. xiv)  Our experience of nuclear knowledge also approaches problems with the zeal of  crusaders and romanticism of alchemists trying to save the world for absolute ideals  sanctioned by higher powers. Though these ideals often inspire the inhumanity which  fills the pages of history, the milestones documenting our humanity are carved from these  same stones. So the potential always exists for choices. These choices never occur  independently from the discursive influences and weight of history, but always contain  the potential for deflection from tragic trajectories as long people can hear the voices  potentially influencing their choices and the other voices expressing concern for where  those decisions might lead.  As this nuclear project ends, it recognizes its fate as becoming part of an archive  of fossilized talk about nuclear issues. Yet, a compound of fossils may cement into an  odd aggregate to pave a nuclear future. At its best nuclear criticism's journey starts and  ends with an idea of humanity provided by K. Burke (1966). The disease of nuclearism  which infects this organism may be one of those diseases that knows no cure and is only  managed through sustained treatment. The treatment for this "symbol-using,  (symbol-making, symbol-misusing) animal" (K. Burke, p. 16) comes not in global  educational campaigns and universal values but small injections "of political patchwork  here and there" (p. 20) so that "things might be improved somewhat if enough people  began thinking along the lines of this definition" (p. 21) and creating a perpetual practice  of nuclear criticism.  
SMRs solve global structural violence via desalination.
Palley 11 (Reese Palley - 1945-1949 The New School for Social Research¶ 1949-1952 The London School of Economics. Writer and historian) (The Answer: Why Only Inherently Safe, Mini Nuclear Power Plants Can Save Our World. Pg. 168-171)

Desalinization and World Water Shortage

In 1990 Florida, Georgia, and Alabama began fighting over scarce water rights from increasingly scarce sources. After twenty years of fighting over the water from Lake Lanier, the sole source of most of the potable water for Atlanta, the city lost a federal court decision and now faces the daunting task of finding six hundred million gallons of potable water a day that just might not exist.

This is far from an isolated case in the United States, as states and municipalities are loading increas¬ing demands on limited supplies of water. The battle in the West has so far been contained within the courts.

The third world has long been rent in recent droughts, by the search for water. In subsistence economies, on marginal land water is not a convenience but a matter of life and death. As a result small wars have been fought, rivers diverted, and wells poisoned in what could be a warning of what is to come as industrialized nations begin to face failing water supplies.

Quite aside from ,the demand for potable water is the dependence of enormous swaths of industry and agriculture on oceans of water used for processing, ena¬bling, and cleaning a thousand processes and products. It is interesting to note that fresh water used in both industry and agriculture is reduced to a nonrenewable resource as agriculture adds salt and industry adds a chemical brew unsuitable for consumption.

More than one billion people in the world already lack access to clean water, and things are getting worse. Over the next two decades, the average supply of water ^per person will drop by a third, condemning millions of people to waterborne diseases and an avoidable prema¬ture death.81

So the stage is set for water access wars between the first and the third worlds, between neighbors down-stream of supply, between big industry and big agricul¬ture, between nations, between population centers, and ultimately between you and the people who live next door for an already inadequate world water supply that is not being renewed. As populations inevitably increase, conflicts will intensify.82

It is only by virtue of the historical accident of the availability of nuclear energy that humankind now has the ability to remove the salt and other pollutants to supply all our water needs. The problem is that desali¬nation is an intensely local process. Some localities have available sufficient water from renewable sources to take care of their own needs, but not enough to share with their neighbors, and-it is here that the scale of nuclear energy production must be defined locally.

Large scale 1,000 MWe plants can be used to desal¬inate water as well as for generating electricity. However we cannot build them fast enough to address the prob¬lem, and, if built they would face the extremely expen¬sive problem of-distributing the water they produce. Better, much better, would be to use small desaliniza-tion plants sited locally.

Beyond desalination for human use is the need to green some of the increasing desertification of vast areas such as the Sahara. Placing twenty 100 MWe plants a hundred miles apart along the Saharan coast would green the coastal area from the Atlantic Ocean to the Red Sea, a task accomplished more cheaply and quickly than through the use of gigawatt plants.83 This could proceed on multiple tracks wherever deserts are avail¬able to be reclaimed.

Leonard Orenstein, a researcher in the field of desert reclamation, speculates:

If most of the Sahara and Australian outback were planted with fast-growing trees like eucalyptus, the forests could draw down about 8 billion tons of carbon a year—nearly as much as people emit from burning fossil fuels today. As the forests matured, they could continue taking up this much carbon for decades.84

The use of small, easily transported, easily sited, and walk away safe nuclear reactors dedicated to desali-nation is the only answer to the disproportionate distri¬bution of water resources that have distorted human habitation patterns for millennia. Where there existed natural water, such as from rivers, great cities arose and civilizations flourished. Other localities lay barren through the ages. We now have the power, by means of SMRs profiled to local conditions, not only to attend to existing water shortages but also to smooth out dispro¬portionate water distribution and create green habita¬tion where historically it has never existed.

The endless wars that have been fought, first over solid bullion gold and then over oily black gold, can now engulf us in the desperate reach for liquid blue gold. We need never fight these wars again as we now have the nuclear power to fulfill the biblical ability to "strike any local rock and have water gush forth."

Prolif makes structural violence inevitable – causes focus on arms races instead of inequality.
Martin Broek, Researcher at the Anti-Militarist Research Collective, ‘2 [Asia Europe Crosspoints, Arms are not Tomatoes: Arms Production & Trade among the ASEM Countries, http://www.tni.org/detail_page.phtml?&act_id=4334&print_format=Y]

In addressing the security debate, the UNDP Report of 1999 is quite graphic: "The prospect of collective suicide through an impulsive resort to nuclear weapons was always exaggerated. But the real threat of global poverty affecting all human lives - in rich and poor countries is real and persistent."(41) However this Human Security concept was developed in the optimistic atmosphere after the end of the Cold War and the peace dividend - now almost evaporated in the face of rising levels of military expenditure - was part of the budget composition for implementing a Global Human Security Fund.(42) But already when the report was written arms acquisitions in Southeast Asia were rising and NATO armies were re-organising towards more flexible and mobile military forces. The Report in fact failed to address the power politics and the forces working against the development of human security. On the other hand it acknowledges that the arms trade is unscrupulous in the face of poverty and arms are sold to conflict areas, thereby aggravating the causes of poverty.  As bigger portions of national budgets are being spent in arms production and procurement, ever-greater inequities between investment in arms and investment in people become more glaring. Two warships ordered by Malaysia from the UK "at a cost of US$ 661 million, could have provided water for nearly a quarter century to the five million people without safe water". Likewise, it is estimated that the overall costs of the Joint Strike Fighter, developed by several countries of the North, will be US$ 500 billion.(43) At the same time 17 million people die each year because of poor nutrition and an unsafe environment - particularly from polluted water. Military budgets can be allocated to better ends than arms acquisitions in the South but even more so in the North.  It is not enough to criticize the 'iron fist' military policies if this is not combined with a sharply identified agenda of people's oriented security. Global poverty is no accident, but the result of the current neo-liberal policy regime - which is enforced by military might when deemed necessary. It is this power politics which is at the core of the 'real threat' to our human security. To create genuine security the most protected should not be the arms industry, but the people.  Despite the limitations in the concept, human security creates new opportunities to connect peace and security agendas to the agenda of the movement for a just and social globalisation. We need to reclaim security from the military and make people not arms the first security consideration. In its preparation for the World Summit on Sustainable Development,(44) the South African Cease Fire campaign urged people to participate actively in this debate and challenge insider military security experts' assessments of security and justification of military budgets. Creating genuine security, means protecting the people and not the arms industry. 

Scenario planning over nuclear technology is necessary.

Tom Flaherty, et al. Michael Bagale, Christopher Dann, Owen Ward, Partners at Booz & Co. Global Management Consulting, 8/7/2012 (http://www.booz.com/media/uploads/BoozCo_After-Fukushima-Nuclear-Power.pdf)

It is still not fully clear how the new NRC recommendations will affect the U.S. nuclear fleet. One thing is certain, however: The way the industry has historically evaluated risk will have to change. In particular, the assessment of low-probability, high-consequence risks, such as events that trigger worst-case accident conditions, will need to be revisited. Owner resiliency and responsiveness will need to increase. Probabilistic risk assessment, common in the industry since the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania, will assume an even greater role in ensuring nuclear safety in the future. Operators will have to develop enhanced risk analysis methodologies that can adequately address not only the full range of “traditional” postulated design-basis accident scenarios, but also the much more improbable black swan events. Finally, investment decisions will need to evolve to reflect this new risk environment. The greatest degree of regulatory uncertainty surrounds the interpretation of the first recommendation of the NRC’s Near-Term Task Force, which the commission’s staff will consider over the next year. Its goal is to incorporate “beyond design basis” requirements within the definition of what is required to provide “adequate protection”: balancing considerations of defense and risk, without taking cost into account as a deterrent to action. The task force has pointed out that this move is analogous to regulatory changes enacted following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. But it is potentially more far-reaching, given the wide range of possible black swan scenarios. Indeed, it is likely that the broadening of the underlying principle of adequate protection will markedly reshape the regulatory environment. Traditional risk management approaches rely on estimating the likely consequences of potential events; they are not well suited for dealing with extremely lowprobability, high-consequence risks. Black swan risks challenge the traditional approach because even when the events are anticipated, their impact falls outside the expected range of predictability. In the case of the tragic events in northeast Japan in March 2011, the black swan was not the earthquake and tsunami, which were foreseeable, but their sheer size. Another earthquake, the one that struck the East Coast of the U.S. in August 2011, was significantly stronger than what was thought possible in the region. The terrorist attacks on 9/11 represented another black swan event, not because terrorist attacks had never happened on U.S. soil—they had—but because of their scale, their means, and their enormous impact. The U.S. nuclear industry must enhance its risk management capabilities in two ways. First, it must strengthen existing risk assessment methodologies to address extremely low-probability, high-consequence risks. This will involve improving existing processes and tools to identify potential risks from a much wider range of uncertainties than the industry has used in the past (see Exhibit 2). Traditional thinking about “known unknowns” must be expanded to include “unknown unknowns.” Scenario planning that includes situations that are themselves unimaginable can be a useful tool in expanding leaders’ range of thinking about identifying risks and assessing vulnerabilities. In these exercises, management is challenged to begin with the premise of an unforeseeable situation—like the apocryphal story of a wanderer in a desert who finds a Civil War battleship stuck in the sand there—and then to explore the potential vulnerabilities the situation may create. Often, when managers are required to construct a chain of causal events that could explain a seemingly inexplicable situation, a previously unthinkable scenario becomes plausible, even if still highly improbable. Another methodology used for expanding management’s thinking about the future involves wargaming and other simulations of real-world challenges; the games mimic the complexity of genuine events, in which seemingly rational interactions among players or actions can result in unanticipated outcomes. A deeper examination of the interdependencies and correlations among various risk factors can also help unearth additional exposures and potential systemic effects. Nuclear plant owners should be encouraged to build this risk identification capability in a collaborative manner. Utility peer groups, technical experts, and industry support entities should work together to develop analytical risk assessment tools and methodologies that individual plant owners and operators can use to quantify the probability and effect of plant-specific worst-case events. The techniques developed through this approach should be tailored to the culture and practices of the companies involved. They can also provide plant owners with best-in-class, cost-effective solutions to regulatory mandates, potentially streamlining the overall NRC review and concurrence cycle with respect to providing “reasonable assurance” regarding operating safety. The end goal of this next generation of risk management is to develop an industry-wide approach to defining and quantifying Fukushimalevel improbable events that will both satisfy any regulatory safety requirements and assuage public concerns, while being implementable and cost-effective. Since the concepts of reasonable assurance and adequate protection do not contemplate direct cost-benefit trade-offs, anything short of this goal may hurt the future of nuclear power.
No impact to the environment

Harris 1 [Jonathan, Tufts University Global Development and Environment Institute, A Survey of Sustainable Development, p 132-3]

Given the possible instability of predator-prey interaction as well as external physical variability, the key to system persistence lies in spatial heterogeneity and biotic diversity. These characteristics make an ecological system resilient – able to withstand internal imbalances or external disturbances. Ecological models show a very wide range of complex behaviors, with multiple stable states, boom-and-bust cycles, and even chaotic behavior. Plant- and animal-specie fluctuations on a local scale interact with geophysical variables on a much larger scale to generate robust and resilient ecosystems. Human population growth and economic activity affects the local-scale relationships in ways that can profoundly change overall ecosystems. The resources management concepts of the maximum sustained yields (e.g., of fish populations) and fixed carrying capacities (e.g., of terrestrial herbivores) have been discredited by these more sophisticated views of broad ecosystem function. The very success of achieving management yield goals tends to reduce variability and damage ecosystem resilience. Part of the answer to the question “why has the world not collapsed?” lies in the resilience of ecosystems. The other part lies in human creativity and adaptive behavior. Human adaptability is the key to economists’ optimism about our ability to substitute for scarce materials and develop successful responses to environmental problems. However, the resilience of natural systems is not unlimited, and human adaptability is limited by specific environmental contexts.
Elections

No war – China won’t risk it all and no flashpoints.
Bremmer 10 [Ian, president of Eurasia Group and the author, most recently, of The End of the Free Market: Who Wins the War between States and Corporations?, Gathering Storm: America and China in 2020 July/August 2010 http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2010-JulyAugust/full-Bremmer-JA-2010.html] 

In addition, Beijing has no incentive to mount a global military challenge to U.S. power. China will one day possess a much more substantial military capacity than it has today, but its economy has grown so quickly over the past two decades, and its living standards improved so dramatically, that it is difficult to imagine the kind of catastrophic, game-changing event that would push Beijing to risk it all by posing the West a large-scale military challenge. It has no incentive to allow anything less than the most serious threat to its sovereignty to trigger a military conflict that might sever its expanding network of commercial ties with countries all over the world—and with the United States, the European Union, and Japan, in particular. The more familiar flash points are especially unlikely to spark a hot war: Beijing is well aware that no U.S. government will support a Taiwanese bid for independence, and China need not invade an island that it has largely co-opted already, via an offer to much of Taiwan’s business elite of privileged access to investment opportunities on the mainland.
Trade conflicts don’t escalate – new normal.
Feigenbaum 10 [Evan A. Feigenbaum is head of the Asia practice group at the Eurasia Group and adjunct senior fellow for Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations. From 2001 to 2009, he worked on East, Central, and South Asia at the U.S. State Department. Reluctant Warriors  OCTOBER 19, 2010 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/10/19/reluctant_warriors?page=full]

A full-fledged trade war between the United States and China would be disastrous; thankfully, it's far from likely. Decision makers on both sides appear to have concluded that their trade disputes can be managed without undermining the entire U.S.-China relationship. Trade conflict is here to stay, but it is fast becoming a "new normal" in relations between Washington and Beijing.

Romney functionally cannot bash China
Lee 8-25 Peter Lee Aug 25, 2012 Romney stays in character on China http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/NH25Ad04.html
A centerpiece of candidate Romney's surprisingly insubstantial foreign policy portfolio is China bashing, in the form of the crowd-pleasing assertion that, on Day One of his presidency, he will designate China a "currency manipulator" and instruct the Department of Commerce to impose countervailing duties if Beijing doesn't behave. [3] This is meant to make a marked contrast with the Obama Treasury Department, which declined to make the currency manipulator designation this year.  As Scott Lincicome, an experienced international trade litigator (and, it might be noted, a libertarian fan of Romney running-mate Paul Ryan's economic policies) wrote on his blog, the Romney China plank is pure, election-year BS:      Treasury's assessment must be done in consultation with the IMF [International Monetary Fund] and pursuant to pretty strict guidelines. In short, the president can't just tell the Treasury to designate a country a "currency manipulator," and he/she certainly can't do it publicly via Executive Order (as Romney's plan promises). To do so would not only violate the letter of the law, but also destroy the Treasury report's credibility.      Second, the president can't just instruct the Commerce Department to begin imposing countervailing duties on Chinese goods. Pursuant to US trade law and regulations, the imposition of countervailing duties on imports requires (i) a petition from an affected industry or self-initiation by Commerce ...; (ii) preliminary and final findings, based on extensive evidence (including rebuttal from Chinese producers, US importers and the Chinese government) ... ; and (iii) preliminary and final findings by the non-partisan International Trade Commission that said imports are injuring the US industry. Each of these steps is required by US law and WTO [World Trade Organization] rules. So Romney's plan to, on the very first day of his presidency, just start imposing CVDs [countervailing duties] on Chinese imports would be in direct conflict with both US law and the United States' WTO obligations. [4] A further difficulty for Romney is that the merits of the case against the PRC as a currency manipulator are becoming rather thin, and serve as a rather poor justification (on grounds of cost-benefit as well as principle) for a session of scorched-earth countervailing duty trade warfare.

Romney will win and its impossible for their uniqueness to be conclusive – jobs reports, debates, campaign spending blitzes, and voter suppression 

Reich 9-21

Robert Reich, professor of public policy at UC Berkeley's Richard and Rhoda Goldman School of Public Policy and former secretary of labor in the Clinton Administration 9/21/12
For the last several days I’ve been deluged with calls from my inside-the-beltway friends telling me “Romney’s dead.” Hold it. Rumors of Romney’s demise are premature for at least four reasons:  1.  Between now and Election Day come two jobs reports from the Bureau of Labor Statistics – October 5 and November 2. If they’re as bad as the last report, showing only 96,000 jobs added in August (125,000 are needed just to keep up with population growth) and the lowest percentage of employed adults since 1981, Romney’s claim the economy is off track becomes more credible, and Obama’s that it’s on the mend harder to defend.  With gas prices rising, corporate profits shrinking, most of Europe in recession, Japan still a basket case, and the Chinese economy slowing, the upcoming job reports are unlikely to be stellar.  2. Also between now and Election Day are three presidential debates, starting October 3. It’s commonly thought Obama will win them handily but that expectation may be very wrong – and could work against him. Yes, Romney is an automaton — but when the dials are set properly he can give a good imitation of a human engaged in sharp debate. He did well in the Republican primary debates.  Obama, by contrast, can come off slow and ponderous. Recall how he stuttered and stumbled during the 2008 Democratic primary debates. And he hasn’t been in a real-live debate for four years; Romney recently emerged from almost a year of them.  3. During the next 7 final weeks of the campaign, the anti-Obama forces will be spending a gigantic amount of money. Not just the Romney campaign and Romney’s super PACs, but other super PACs aligned with Romney, billionaires spending their own fortunes, and non-profit “social welfare” organizations like the Chamber of Commerce, Karl Rove’s “Crossroads,” and various Koch-brothers political fronts – all will dump hundreds of millions on TV and radio spots, much of it spreading lies and distortions. Some of this money will be devoted to get-out-the-vote drives — to phone banks and door-to-door canvassing to identify favorable voters, and vans to bring them to the polling stations.  It’s an easy bet they’ll far outspend Obama and his allies. I’ve heard two-to-one. The race is still close enough that a comparative handful of voters in swing states can make the difference – which means gobs of money used to motivate voters to polling stations can be critical.  4. As they’ve displayed before, the Republican Party will do whatever it can to win — even if it means disenfranchising certain voters. To date, 11 states have enacted voter identification laws, all designed by Republican legislatures and governors to dampen Democratic turnout.  The GOP is also encouraging what can only be termed “voter vigilante” groups to “monitor polling stations to prevent fraud” – which means intimidating minorities who have every right to vote. We can’t know at this point how successful these efforts may be but it’s a dangerous wildcard. And what about those Diebold voting machines?  So don’t for a moment believe “Romney’s dead,” and don’t be complacent. The hard work lies ahead, in the next seven weeks.

Senate nuclear battles in the status quo – safety and waste disposal
Geman & Colman 9-11

Ben Geman and Zack Colman - 09/11/12 OVERNIGHT ENERGY: Senate goes nuclear http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/248829-overnight-energy-senate-goes-nuclear-wednesday?tmpl=component&print=1&page=
Wednesday will bring heavy Senate focus on battles over nuclear power plant safety and waste.  Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Chairwoman Allison Macfarlane will make her first appearance before the Senate since winning confirmation to the post in late June.  She will testify at the Environment and Public Works Committee hearing about the NRC’s steps to boost safety in light of the March 2011 disaster at Japan’s Fukushima Daiichi power plant.  Battles over the scope and pace of the NRC's post-Fukushima safety reforms for U.S. plants have unfolded since the accident.  Macfarlane will appear alongside the NRC’s four other commissioners.  Senate lawmakers will also plunge into a topic that has vexed Congress and policymakers for decades: what to do with nuclear waste piling up at the nation's power plants.  The Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee will gather Wednesday to discuss a bill aimed at breaking the logjam.
Spending money on nuclear now – but licensing restrictions remain in place

Johnson 12 (US Campaign Trail: is nuclear in the equation? By John Johnson on Apr 25, 2012, nuclear energy expert and analyst, Nuclear Energy Insider, Nuclear Business Intelligence http://analysis.nuclearenergyinsider.com/new-build/us-campaign-trail-nuclear-equation-http://analysis.nuclearenergyinsider.com/new-build/us-campaign-trail-nuclear-equation)

Just the same, the Obama Administration is considered a nuclear supporter, having made several moves to help jumpstart America’s nuclear energy industry. Obama plugged nuclear power during his first State Of The Union speech several years ago, and has generally been upbeat about the energy source’s future in the U.S. The Campaign Obama, a Democrat, will face Mitt Romney in the November election. Romney is expected to be named the official Republican nominee in August. While Romney has not taken a stance on nuclear energy during his campaign, the Obama administration has made significant investments in the sector, including a $450m budget request in March intended to advance the development of American-made small modular reactors (SMRs). Congress still needs to approve the authorization for funding. The SMRs are expected to be ready for commercial use within 10 years, and are intended for small electric grids and for locations that cannot support large reactors, offering utilities the flexibility to scale production as demand changes. “The Obama Administration and the Energy Department are committed to an all-of-the-above energy strategy that develops every source of American energy, including nuclear power, and strengthens our competitive edge in the global clean energy race,” U.S. Energy Secretary Steven Chu said when the program was announced.  “Through the funding for small modular nuclear reactors, the Energy Department and private industry are working to position America as the leader in advanced nuclear energy technology and manufacturing.”   John Keeley, manager of media relations for the Nuclear Energy Institute, said that the Obama administration has done what it can to support the deployment on new build-outs in the United States to build out nuclear, as well as supporting research and development efforts, such as those in the small reactor space.  Research support In addition, the U.S. has invested $170 million in research grants at more than 70 universities, supporting research and development into a full spectrum of technologies, from advanced reactor concepts to enhanced safety design. “The President was explicit in his State Of The Union speech about the virtues of nuclear as a technology and its role in clean air generation,” said Keeley. “And he has been supportive of developing more nuclear plants in this country. Those initiatives have to be identified as significant evidence of support for the nuclear sector.” There are currently 104 nuclear power reactors operating in the U.S. in 31 states, operated by 30 different utilities. There are four new nuclear reactors being built in the U.S., including two in George at total expected cost of $14bn.  In another sign of the U.S support for the industry, the federal government provided utility company Southern with an $8.3bn loan guarantee for the Vogtle Units 3 and 4, the first new nuclear plants to be built in the U.S. in the last 30 years. They are expected to be operational in 2016 and 2017. The U.S. Energy Department has also supported the Vogtle project and the development of the next generation of nuclear reactors by providing more than $200m through a cost-share agreement to support the licensing reviews for the Westinghouse AP1000 reactor design certification.  In addition to the Vogtle plants, SCANA, a subsidiary of South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. plans to add two reactors to its nuclear power plant near Jenkinsville, S.C., by 2016 and 2019.

Neither candidate will run against SMRs or risk alienating their base 

Cox 10 (Seth P. Cox, J.D. Candidate 2010 UCLA School of Law)

(“The Nuclear Option: Promotion of Advanced Nuclear Generation as a Matter of Policy” http://works.bepress.com/seth_cox/3/)

Advanced nuclear is a relatively privileged issue in American politics, as both sides of the domestic political spectrum feature wider development of this technology as a central component of modern energy policy.  A Baptist-bootlegger coalition of progressive energy policy advocates, national defense voters, entrepreneurs, businesspeople, climate change advocates, and clean air activists favor nuclear as, at least in part, the preferred alternative to meet current baseload generation needs.   Progressives and environmentalists look to nuclear because it does not result in significant GHG or traditional CAA-regulated emissions.   National defense voters and the business community value nuclear fuel as a “cost-effective alternative to fossil fuels that we can produce right here at home.”   As stated by prominent Republican Whip, Senator John Kyl, “[f]or years republicans have sought to boost domestic energy supplies.  We’ve supported safe and responsible development of our own resources.”   Therefore, nuclear energy is relatively unique issue, because it is attractive to a broad swath of the American body politic.   Recently, President Obama publically embraced nuclear energy and emerged as a leader of the charge.   President Obama favors a pragmatic, inclusive policy to deliver America to a renewable energy economy.  Moving from reliance upon conventional fuels necessitates flexibility, as “changing the ways we produce and use energy...demands of us a willingness to extend our hand across old divides, to act in good faith, to move beyond the broken politics of the past.”   The President is pushing ahead with this agenda on many fronts, simultaneously citing development of new nuclear capacity as an engine of job growth, innovation, and increasingly efficient energy.   President Obama contends America ignores nuclear at its own peril.  Foregoing advanced nuclear threatens to competitively disadvantage innovation in the U.S. as, “the commitment of ... countries [currently constructing new reactors] is not just in generating the jobs in those plants, it’s generating demand for expertise and new technologies.”   The President also considers pursuit of new nuclear capacity as an alternative to stalled climate legislation.   The President is pushing to “build a new generation of safe, clean, nuclear power plants” as a part of package of a number of diverse alternatives, including, “continued investment in advanced biofuels and clean coal technology, even as we build greater capacity among renewables.”   Nuclear is politically privileged, as both sides of the political spectrum, the legislative, and the executive branches of American governance favor promotion of nuclear as a matter of policy.   The nuclear energy industry is emerging from the shadows reinvigorated, and gaining political traction.  A variety of diverse interests spanning the political spectrum are advocating advanced nuclear.  The industry appears primed for a comeback.  Yet, promotion of nuclear energy as a matter of policy demands a more robust analysis.  In the sections that follow, conditions favorable and adverse to a renewed nuclear sector are presented and analyzed, so as to secure and advance all advantageous conditions and circumstances, while identifying and surmounting significant obstacles to this objective.   

Empirics prove – both candidates support nuclear expansion

Wood 12

Elisa Wood September 13, 2012 What Obama and Romney Don't Say About Energy http://energy.aol.com/2012/09/13/what-obama-and-romney-dont-say-about-energy/

Fossil fuels and renewable energy have become touchy topics in this election, with challenger Mitt Romney painting President Barack Obama as too hard on the first and too fanciful about the second – and Obama saying Romney is out of touch with energy's future.  But two other significant resources, nuclear power and energy efficiency, are evoking scant debate.  What gives?  Nuclear energy supplies about 20 percent of US electricity, and just 18 months ago dominated the news because of Japan's Fukushima Daiichi disaster – yet neither candidate has said much about it so far on the campaign trail.  Romney mentioned nuclear power only seven times in his recently released white paper, while he brought up oil 150 times. Even wind power did better with 10 mentions. He pushes for less regulatory obstruction of new nuclear plants, but says the same about other forms of energy.  Obama's campaign website highlights the grants made by his administration to 70 universities for research into nuclear reactor design and safety. But while it is easy to find his ideas on wind, solar, coal, natural gas and oil, it takes a few more clicks to get to nuclear energy.  The Nuclear Energy Institute declined to discuss the candidates' positions pre-election. However, NEI's summer newsletter said that both "Obama and Romney support the use of nuclear energy and the development of new reactors."
No one switches votes over energy.

Washington Post 6-27

The Washington Post, 6/27/2012 Energy ads flood TV in swing states,  http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/energy-ads/2012/06/27/gJQAD5MR7V_story.html)

Energy issues don’t spark much excitement among voters, ranking below health care, education and the federal budget deficit — not to mention jobs and the economy. And yet those same voters are being flooded this year with campaign ads on energy policy. Particularly in presidential swing states, the airwaves are laden with messages boosting oil drilling and natural gas and hammering President Obama for his support of green energy. The Cleveland area alone has heard $2.7 million in energy-related ads. The disconnect between what voters say they care about and what they’re seeing on TV lies in the money behind the ads, much of it coming from oil and gas interests. Those funders get the double benefit of attacking Obama at the same time they are promoting their industry. Democrats also have spent millions on the subject, defending the president’s record and tying Republican candidate Mitt Romney to “Big Oil.” Overall, more than $41 million, about one in four of the dollars spent on broadcast advertising in the presidential campaign, has gone to ads mentioning energy, more than a host of other subjects and just as much as health care, according to ad-tracking firm Kantar Media/Cmag. In an election focused heavily on jobs and the economy, all of this attention to energy seems a bit off topic. But the stakes are high for energy producers and environmentalists, who are squared off over how much the government should regulate the industry. And attention has been heightened by a recent boom in production using new technologies such as fracking and horizontal drilling, as well as a spike in gas prices this spring just as the general election got underway. When asked whether energy is important, more than half of voters say yes, according to recent polls. But asked to rank their top issues, fewer than 1 percent mention energy.
Environmentalists won’t abandon Obama

Drajem & Efstathiou 11

Mark Drajem and Jim Efstathiou Jr. - Aug 31, 2011 Green Vote Cools Toward Obama Risking a Replay of Gore-Nader http://www.bloomberg.com/news/print/2011-08-31/green-vote-cools-to-obama-over-pipeline-concerns.html

Environmental voters may vote for Obama less out of hope than fear of his Republican opponents who are attacking the administration’s environmental regulations, according to Erich Pica, president of Friends of the Earth in Washington.
The public is more likely to never hear about the plan than to freak out

Wood 12

Elisa Wood is a long-time energy writer whose free newsletter on energy efficiency is available at RealEnergyWriters.com August 8, 2012 What Voters Don't Know About Energy http://energy.aol.com/2012/08/08/what-voters-don-t-know-about-energy/#

Funny thing about Americans. We've got strong opinions about what's wrong with energy, especially when gasoline prices rise, but our passion tends to exceed our understanding. Polling indicates we hold strong sentiments about energy independence and renewables. Yet key details elude us. More than half of Americans cannot name one type of renewable energy and nearly 40 percent can't identify a fossil fuel, according to New York-based research organization Public Agenda. Many wrongly think the US gets most of its oil from the Middle East, and few realize that it will be years before green energy makes up a large portion of our resource mix. Even when there is money on the table, we are often oblivious. An Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research poll found that less than 20 percent of Americans know important details about energy efficiency rebates, tax credits, and other incentives available to them. Big, controversial energy news passes us by. Half of the population is unaware of TransCanada's Keystone XL project, according to a Yale University and George Mason University study, despite the uproar over President Obama's decision to deny the project a presidential permit in January.  What are we Talking About?  Yet bring up global warming at a party and watch the opinions fly. (More than two-thirds of Americans say the US should make either a large-scale or medium-scale effort to reduce global warming, according to the Yale/George Mason study.)  "We are having all of these big political debates over fossil fuels and a good portion of the population doesn't even know what they are talking about," said Jean Johnson, a senior fellow at Public Agenda and author of the book, "Who Turned Out the Lights?"  It's not surprising really; voters are distracted and few have the time or interest to delve into energy complexities. The ailing economy looms as a larger preoccupation.  "They have busy lives. They are not sitting over EIA [US Energy Information Administration] books looking at statistics," said Rayola Dougher, senior economic advisor for the American Petroleum Institute, which has a Vote4Energy media campaign underway.

Gridlock
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Chris Cillizza, AUGUST 01, “Think this Congress is bad? Just wait.” http://m.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/post/think-this-congress-is-bad-just-wait/2012/08/01/gJQAvdTKPX_blog.html

Polarization in Congress is at record highs. Approval of Congress is at record lows.And yet, it’s a near certainty that whatever lows the 112th Congress has sunk to will be eclipsed (de-clipsed?) by the 113th Congress sworn in next January.  Why? A confluence of factors ranging from the kind of people being elected to the circumstances that will greet them when they arrive in Washington.  Here’s our look at the five major factors for why the 113th Congress is already on track to be worse than what we have just endured over the past two years.

1. Ideologues on the rise: Instead of Dick Lugar, a noted moderate deal-maker, Indiana is likely to send Richard Mourdock, a tea party aligned conservative to the Senate next year. Texas is subbing Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, a conservative with a generally moderate approach, to politics for Ted Cruz, a conservative with a no-compromises attitude toward governance. Both Mourdock and Cruz identify much more strongly with the Sen. Jim DeMint (S.C.) approach to politics than the Sen. Mitch McConnell (Ky.) approach. That means an even greater push for ideological purity, a move sure to gum up the Senate works.
2. Moderates on the decline: Retirement has badly thinned the ranks of centrists in the Senate — particularly on the Democratic side. Democratic Sens. Kent Conrad (N.D.), Ben Nelson and Jim Webb (Va.) as well as Lugar and Sen. Olympia Snowe (R-Maine) are all leaving the world’s greatest deliberative body this fall.  Of the “Gang of 14” a bipartisan group of Senators formed in 2005 to avert a destructive showdown over judicial confirmations, just seven will be in the Senate in 2013. And that number includes Arizona Sen. John McCain (R) who moved heavily rightward to win his primary in the 2010 election cycle.

3. No presidential mandate: In the aftermath of the 2008 election, President Obama had reason to argue that he had been given a mandate by the American people. (Three hundred sixty five electoral votes will do that.)  Regardless of who you think will win on Nov. 6, the electoral vote count will almost certainly look more like 2004 (George W. Bush won with 286 electoral votes) than 2008.  And that narrow margin means that neither President Obama nor former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney will emerge from the election with any real sort of momentum that they can use to push their legislative agenda. It also means that the losing side will be less fearful of what not cooperating could to do them politically.

4. Narrower Congressional margins: Political handicappers seem to have settled on the idea that we are not headed to a(nother) wave House election in 2012.  But most also agree that Democrats will cut into Republicans’ House majority this fall, meaning that GOP leaders will have less margin for error when it comes to passing their preferred legislation. (If you need evidence of how little gets done when the House is in​cred​ibly narrowly divided along partisan lines, check out the late 1990s and early 2000s.)  On the Senate side, majority control is a toss up at the moment with Republicans insisting they can re-take the chamber and Democrats arguing equally forcefully that they can hold on. Under either scenario, however, neither side will enjoy a governing majority.  If Democrats maintain control, it’s likely to be by a single vote — or by the presence of Vice President Joe Biden as the tie-breaker; if Republicans win the majority, it’s likely to be by a single seat (or two). Either way, gridlock will almost certainly be the order of the day.
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