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Obama wins now through Ohio—race is close and coal voters are key. 

Cohn, 10/25

(Election Expert-The New Republic, “The Road to Victory in Ohio,” http://www.tnr.com/blog/electionate/109150/the-road-victory-in-ohio)

For the second time in eight years, the Buckeye State is poised to offer the decisive electoral votes to reelect an incumbent president. The polls show Obama with a lead of around 2 or 3 points, enough to make him a favorite but not enough to assure victory, especially since he remains beneath 49 percent of the vote. At first glance, Obama’s resilience in the Buckeye State seems to defy partisan history and demographics. It’s about the only state where Obama is doing so well where his chances depend on maintaining gains among white working-class voters who voted for Bush in 2004. But Obama’s success among African Americans and postgraduates has shifted the state toward Democrats, forcing Romney to compensate with white working class Kerry voters. And although there are clear opportunities for Romney to make gains in southern and southeastern Ohio, the Obama campaign’s strategy is perfectly suited to deny him the gains he needs. But Obama’s road to victory in Ohio starts with a strong showing among the African American voters that provided Bush with reelection eight years ago. It’s often overlooked just how much Obama gains over Kerry’s performance just by winning an outsized share of African Americans. According to the 2004 exit polls, Bush’s concerted efforts to appeal to African American voters—mainly on cultural issues—held Kerry to just 84 percent of the black vote. African American voters predictably swung decisively toward Obama, offering him 97 percent of the vote on Election Day with an additional point of black turnout. In 2004, Bush won Ohio by 118,000 votes, but Obama’s gains among African American voters are sufficient to erase Kerry’s deficit without any changes in the composition of the electorate. The exit polls show that approximately 550,000 African American voters cast ballots in Ohio and offered Kerry a margin of approximately 380,000 votes. If Kerry had won 97 percent of the black vote, as Obama did, then Kerry would have won black voters by a 530,000 vote margin. Thus, changes in black vote preference alone is sufficient to swing Ohio by 150,000 votes—enough to overcome Bush’s 118,000 vote victory. Obama makes additional gains from increased African American turnout. The 2008 exit polls showed African Americans increasing from 10 percent in 2004 to 11 percent in 2012, increasing his margin among African Americans by an additional 60,000 votes. If Obama can maintain elevated black turnout and support, he would transform Kerry’s 118,000 vote deficit into a 92,000 vote lead without persuading a single white Bush voter. These numbers aren’t exact, but they do show that Obama’s support among African Americans is enough to turn a lean-Republican state like Ohio into a true toss-up that might even tilt-Democratic without commensurate losses among white voters. Obama ultimately won by 262,000 voters in Ohio and many of his additional gains came from rural northwest Ohio and the Columbus metropolitan area. Like many other white, moderate, but traditionally Republican areas in the northwestern part of the country (think Indiana, northeast Wisconsin, North Dakota), Obama’s performance in many parts of rural northwest Ohio was the best by any Democrat since 1964. Obama’s gains in the relatively affluent and well-educated Columbus metropolitan area were similar to his gains in other post-industrial metropolitan areas like Raleigh, Washington, and Denver—Bush won Ohio’s postgraduate voters by 2 points in 2004, but Obama would win them by 10 points. These gains were felt most clearly in Columbus, where Obama netted an additional 65,000 votes over Kerry’s performance. Elsewhere in Ohio, Obama made relatively small gains with white voters and actually did worse than Kerry in the Mahoning and Ohio River valleys of southeastern Ohio. But these losses weren’t nearly enough to overcome Obama’s huge gains in northwest Ohio, Columbus, and among African Americans. Romney’s road to victory starts by undoing Obama’s gains in rural northwest Ohio, where Obama outperformed reasonable Democratic benchmarks by a substantial margin. But Obama seems likely to hold onto many of his gains Franklin County and African Americans, leaving Romney with a deficit in the state. Resurgent Republican enthusiasm can probably make up some ground, but Romney would still need to persuade plenty of white Kerry or Obama voters to overcome persistent Democratic strength in Franklin County and among African Americans, where Obama is all but assured to outperform Kerry’s total. Where can the Romney campaign make up ground among Kerry voters? His best chance is the traditionally Democratic stretch of southern and southeastern Ohio, where Democrats long held the allegiance of working class voters tied to the coal industry. If you’ve been wondering why Romney likes talking about coal so much, this is why: there are many socially conservative but Democratic-leaning voters in southeastern Ohio who have never especially liked the president and where the so-called ‘war on coal’ is a pocket book issue. If one excludes the northern cities of Akron, Canton, Youngstown, and Warren, the coal producing stretch of Ohio holds nearly 700,000 voters or about 12 percent of the Ohio electorate. Obama only won 45 percent of the vote in this traditionally Democratic but socially conservative region, but that still leaves plenty of room for Romney to make additional gains. If Romney could reduce Obama’s share of the vote to 40 percent, he would net 75,000 additional votes. Smaller gains across the rest of Ohio, where Obama picked up support over Kerry’s performance, could plausibly put him over the top. But coal country is not populous enough for anything short of big gains to flip the state. But Romney isn’t assured of the gains necessary to overcome Obama’s advantage in the big cities. In 2008, Obama performed poorly in the industrial northeastern part of Ohio, but it’s conceivable that he could match or even exceed his ’08 totals in places like Youngstown, where Obama did worse than Kerry and the auto-bailout and shale oil boom have rejuvenated a struggling manufacturing hub. The Obama campaign has attacked Romney for arguing that a Massachusetts coal plant “kills,” undermining Romney’s ability to completely exploit the so-called ‘war on coal.” And Obama’s broader strategy to depict Romney as an out of touch plutocrat bent on outsourcing middle class jobs resonates across eastern and southeastern Ohio. These populist and working class areas were once Democratic for a reason and the Obama campaign’s caricature of Romney helps remind them why. Romney will still do better than McCain in southern and southeast Ohio, but “better” isn’t enough, with Obama starting well above Kerry’s performance among African Americans and postgraduate voters around Columbus. Absent a strong enough counter-veiling force, Obama’s improvements among these two groups are sufficient to overcome Ohio’s traditional Republican-lean. To compensate, Romney needs to run up the score among voters who have traditionally voted for Democrats in southern and southeast Ohio, but the Obama campaign has developed a messaging strategy perfectly suited to blocking his route to victory. With twelve days to go, the polls show that the Obama campaign’s approach is succeeding.
Plan flips coal vote

Tucker, 12

(8/24, Columnist-American Spectator, Nuclear's Dilemma: Few Jobs, Just Energy

http://spectator.org/archives/2012/08/24/nuclears-dilemma-few-jobs-just)

Obama defends green energy, Romney coal, because that's where the jobs are. Nuclear might as well not exist. Last week, Environmental Entrepreneurs, a trade group, announced that wind and solar projects around the country had created 34,409 new jobs around the country in the second quarter of 2012, with high concentrations in California, Michigan, Ohio, Florida, and Colorado. GOP presidential candidate Mitt Romney immediately countered this by visiting Ohio's coal country, promising to protect the industry from the Obama Administration' "War on Coal." Not to be outdone, President Obama was off to Iowa where he even won the support of Republican Governor Terry Branstad in urging Congress to renew the production tax credit so that the wind industry can create even more jobs. So the great Presidential battle over the future of energy is shaping up -- which can create more jobs, coal or wind? What about nuclear, which might also be said to have a potential role in the nation's energy future? Well, nuclear energy has one great weakness. It doesn't create many jobs. All it creates is lots of energy. And in the contest for which form of energy can employ the most people, that doesn't seem to count for much at all. Let it be said first that the other players missing in action here are gas and oil. New drilling techniques for shale gas and tight oil are now creating more jobs and useful energy than all the other technologies combined. Production from the Marcellus Shale in Pennsylvania and Ohio is up 82 percent over last year. North Dakota's Bakken shale has created the lowest unemployment rate in the nation. Oklahoma gas fields are complaining they can't find enough workers. Any healthy, working-age male could head for any of these states and find themselves making close to a six-figure income. But all this is happening in the private sector so it doesn't draw much attention in presidential campaigns. Most of the Marcellus shale lies under private lands so -- blessedly -- it can be done without federal interference. Only New York State has stopped the show -- which is just another reason why upstate New York, if separated from New York City, ranks as the second-poorest state in the nation behind only Mississippi. What attracts politicians to coal and wind is that they involve the federal government. The EPA is on a campaign to close down 10 percent of the nation's coal plants and so Romney can win votes by promising to intervene. The President, on the other hand, continues his efforts to "harness the sun and the winds and the soil to fuel our cars and run our factories," as he put it in his Inaugural Address. Wind's production tax credit -- which makes it profitable to erect windmills even if they never produce a kilowatt of electricity -- will be extended into the foreseeable future. Corn ethanol, which now consumes 40 percent of the corn crop, will continue to be mandated, even though it is driving up world food prices and international officials are accusing us of starving the world's poor. (The EPA showed its defiance last week by announcing that sorghum, the nation's third largest crop, will also be converted into ethanol.) The military is being instructed to substitute biofuels for jet fuel, even though it will cost $59 a gallon. And with nearly half the land west of the Mississippi still owned by the federal government, the President is able to commission a 350-square-mile wind farm in Wyoming and several 20-square-mile solar plants in the Mojave Desert. All this will create jobs, jobs, jobs. So how does nuclear stack up against all this? Not very well. Take the matter of coal mining. There are an estimated 88,000 coal miners in this country working 1,300 coal mines, most of them in Pennsylvania, Ohio, West Virginia, and Kentucky. There are 400 mines in Kentucky alone. More than half a dozen states identify themselves as "coal states," with Indiana, Illinois, Tennessee, Alabama, Colorado, and Wyoming filling out the list. Montana, the state with the biggest coal reserves, hasn't really started developing them yet. To this must be added the jobs in the railroad industry. A 1,000-megawatt (MW) coal plant must be replenished by a 110-car coal train arriving at the plant every 30 hours. A fully loaded coal "unit" train now leaves the Powder River Basin in Wyoming every eight minutes. Coal constitutes almost half the freight aboard the railroads and it is a moot question as to whether the railroads really own the coal companies or the coal companies own the railroads. In any case, there are close to 200,000 railroad workers in the U.S., half of them dedicated to moving coal. Now compare this to the mining and transport needed to fuel a nuclear reactor. Because uranium has an energy density almost 3 million times that of coal, not much is required. The Uranium Producers Association reports there are 13 operating uranium mines in the country, employing 1,360 workers. The annual output of uranium mining would fill two railroad cars so no railroad traffic either. Actually, domestic uranium production has been depressed over the last two decades because of the Megatons-to-Megawatts program that has recycled 18,000 former Soviet warheads in the greatest swords-into-plowshares effort in history. (Never heard of it? I wonder why.) But the treaty ends in 2014 and domestic uranium production may increase a little. The Russians are now proposing to supply the entire world with uranium out of one mine in Siberia. Because uranium mining is such a small-scale operation, there are no "nuclear states." New Mexico's Pete Domenici was once the leading advocate in the Senate because of the presence of the Los Alamos and Sandia National Laboratories. His mantle has been picked up by Senator Lamar Alexander of Tennessee, who has Oak Ridge. But nuclear has no real constituency in either state and plays very little in their politics. Then there is the matter of enriching uranium and preparing it for use in reactors. That is done at the nation's only plant in Paducah, Kentucky, which employs 1,200 people. The U.S. Enrichment Corporation (USEC) is trying to replace it with a more modern facility in Piketon, Ohio, but that will employ about the same amount. How about transporting the fuel rods to the reactors? That requires a fleet of six trucks making the trip once every 18 months. Now compare all this with wind, an even bigger vote-getter. Each 45-story windmill produces about 2 MW, which means you need 500 of them to equal the capacity of a nuclear reactor. These have to be manufactured and trucked to remote sites across the country. You've probably seen them on the highway. Each windmill blade is half the length of a football field. But wind farms only produce electricity 20 percent of the time so you need five times that number to equal one 1000-MW nuclear plant. That's 2,500 45-story windmills, which translates into lots of manufacturing jobs, lots of transport, and lots of on-site construction. Wind is nothing if not labor intensive. The job requirements for solar are on the same scale. Each PV panel or highly polished mirror -- several square miles of them -- demands extensive manufacturing and high maintenance. If they are located in the desert, solar facilities are going to require constant cleaning and polishing so they do not become covered with dirt and lose their efficiency. We may have to employ half of Mexico to do the job. That means even more votes on the way. Where nuclear does create jobs is in the construction and operation of reactors. Building a new plant will employ 5,000 construction workers over five years, probably double or triple the number required for coal or wind. Forbes just published an article saying that a 1000-MW reactor creates 500 highly skilled operating positions while coal produces 220 less-skilled jobs, wind 90 and natural gas only 60. But these jobs are highly localized. Bisconti research has found that support for nuclear regularly exceeds 80 percent in towns where reactors are located but the benefits do not spread to neighboring areas. The town of Vernon, population 2,000, which hosts Vermont Yankee, is almost 100 percent in favor of keeping the reactor operating. But its interests are swamped by 323,000 other Vermonters who see no benefits and think they can produce the same amount of energy by covering the Green Mountains with windmills. The only way in which nuclear really "creates job" is in providing clean, cheap electricity to make other manufacturing operations profitable. Tennessee has refashioned itself into a major auto manufacturing state, hosting both Nissan and Volkswagen's U.S. headquarters and creating 100,000 ancillary jobs, partly by capitalizing on nuclear electricity from the Tennessee Valley Authority. IBM, Vermont's largest employer, has threatened to leave the state if it loses the cheap power of Vermont Yankee. No, when it comes to marshaling the votes of thousands of coal miners or railroad employees or windmill manufacturers, nuclear definitely fails the test. All it produces is lots of clean, cheap energy.

Romney causes a nuclear use in Pakistan, a collapse of Russian relations, war with Iran, and China trade wars.

Bandow ‘12

Doug, Senior fellow at Cato and former special assistant to President Reagan, “Mitt Romney: The Foreign Policy of Know-Nothingism” http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/mitt-romney-foreign-policy-knownothingism

Romney’s overall theme is American exceptionalism and greatness, slogans that win public applause but offer no guidance for a bankrupt superpower that has squandered its international credibility. “This century must be an American century,” Romney proclaimed. “In an American century, America leads the free world and the free world leads the entire world.” He has chosen a mix of advisers, including the usual neocons and uber-hawks — Robert Kagan, Eliot Cohen, Jim Talent, Walid Phares, Kim Holmes, and Daniel Senor, for instance — that gives little reason for comfort. Their involvement suggests Romney’s general commitment to an imperial foreign policy and force structure. Romney is no fool, but he has never demonstrated much interest in international affairs. He brings to mind George W. Bush, who appeared to be largely ignorant of the nations he was invading. Romney may be temperamentally less likely to combine recklessness with hubris, but he would have just as strong an incentive to use foreign aggression to win conservative acquiescence to domestic compromise. This tactic worked well for Bush, whose spendthrift policies received surprisingly little criticism on the right from activists busy defending his war-happy foreign policy. The former Massachusetts governor has criticized President Obama for “a naked political calculation or simply sheer ineptitude” in following George W. Bush’s withdrawal timetable in Iraq and for not overriding the decision of a government whose independence Washington claims to respect. But why would any American policymaker want to keep troops in a nation that is becoming ever more authoritarian, corrupt, and sectarian? It is precisely the sort of place U.S. forces should not be tied down. In contrast, Romney has effectively taken no position on Afghanistan. At times he appears to support the Obama timetable for reducing troop levels, but he has also proclaimed that “Withdrawal of U.S. forces from Afghanistan under a Romney administration will be based on conditions on the ground as assessed by our military commanders.” Indeed, he insisted: “To defeat the insurgency in Afghanistan, the United States will need the cooperation of both the Afghan and Pakistani governments — we will only persuade Afghanistan and Pakistan to be resolute if they are convinced that the United States will itself be resolute,” and added, “We should not negotiate with the Taliban. We should defeat the Taliban.” Yet it’s the job of the president, not the military, to decide the basic policy question: why is the U.S. spending blood and treasure trying to create a Western-style nation state in Central Asia a decade after 9/11? And how long is he prepared to stay — forever? On my two trips to Afghanistan I found little support among Afghans for their own government, which is characterized by gross incompetence and corruption. Even if the Western allies succeed in creating a large local security force, will it fight for the thieves in Kabul? Pakistan is already resolute — in opposing U.S. policy on the ground. Afghans forthrightly view Islamabad as an enemy. Unfortunately, continuing the war probably is the most effective way to destabilize nuclear-armed Pakistan. What will Romney do if the U.S. military tells him that American combat forces must remain in Afghanistan for another decade or two in order to “win”? The ongoing AfPak conflict is not enough; Romney appears to desire war with Iran as well. No one wants a nuclear Iran, but Persian nuclear ambitiions began under America’s ally the Shah, and there is no reason to believe that the U.S. (and Israel) cannot deter Tehran. True, Richard Grenell, who briefly served as Romney’s foreign-policy spokesman, once made the astonishing claim that the Iranians “will surely use” nuclear weapons. Alas, he never shared his apparently secret intelligence about the leadership in Tehran’s suicidal tendencies. The Iranian government’s behavior has been rational even if brutal, and officials busy maneuvering for power and wealth do not seem eager to enter the great beyond. Washington uneasily but effectively deterred Joseph Stalin and Mao Zedong, the two most prolific mass murderers in history. Iran is no substitute for them. Romney has engaged in almost infantile ridicule of the Obama administration’s attempt to engage Tehran. Yet the U.S. had diplomatic relations with Hitler’s Germany and Stalin’s Russia. Washington came to regret not having similar contact with Mao’s China. Even the Bush administration eventually decided that ignoring Kim Jong-Il’s North Korea only encouraged it to build more nuclear weapons faster. Regarding Iran, Romney asserted, “a military option to deal with their nuclear program remains on the table.” Building up U.S. military forces “will send an unequivocal signal to Iran that the United States, acting in concert with allies, will never permit Iran to obtain nuclear weapons... Only when the ayatollahs no longer have doubts about America’s resolve will they abandon their nuclear ambitions.” Indeed, “if all else fails... then of course you take military action,” even though, American and Iranian military analysts warn, such strikes might only delay development of nuclear weapons. “Elect me as the next president,” he declared, and Iran “will not have a nuclear weapon.” Actually, if Tehran becomes convinced that an attack and attempted regime change are likely, it will have no choice but to develop nuclear weapons. How else to defend itself? The misguided war in Libya, which Romney supported, sent a clear signal to both North Korea and Iran never to trust the West. Iran’s fears likely are exacerbated by Romney’s promise to subcontract Middle East policy to Israel. The ties between the U.S. and Israel are many, but their interests often diverge. The current Israeli government wants Washington to attack Iran irrespective of the cost to America. Moreover, successive Israeli governments have decided to effectively colonize the West Bank, turning injustice into state policy and making a separate Palestinian state practically impossible. Perceived American support for this creates enormous hostility toward the U.S. across the Arab and Muslim worlds. Yet Romney promises that his first foreign trip would be to Israel “to show the world that we care about that country and that region” — as if anyone anywhere, least of all Israel’s neighbors, doesn’t realize that. He asserted that “you don’t allow an inch of space to exist between you and your friends and allies,” notably Israel. The U.S. should “let the entire world know that we will stay with them and that we will support them and defend them.” Indeed, Romney has known Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu for nearly four decades and has said that he would request Netanyahu’s approval for U.S. policies: “I’d get on the phone to my friend Bibi Netanyahu and say, ‘Would it help if I say this? What would you like me to do?’” Americans would be better served by a president committed to making policy in the interests of the U.S. instead. Romney’s myopic vision is just as evident when he looks elsewhere. For instance, he offered the singular judgment that Russia is “our number one geopolitical foe.” Romney complained that “across the board, it has been a thorn in our side on questions vital to America’s national security.” The Cold War ended more than two decades ago. Apparently Romney is locked in a time warp. Moscow manifestly does not threaten vital U.S. interests. Romney claimed that Vladimir “Putin dreams of ‘rebuilding the Russian empire’.” Even if Putin has such dreams, they don’t animate Russian foreign policy. No longer an ideologically aggressive power active around the world, Moscow has retreated to the status of a pre-1914 great power, concerned about border security and international respect. Russia has no interest in conflict with America and is not even much involved in most regions where the U.S. is active: Asia, the Middle East, and Latin America. Moscow has been helpful in Afghanistan, refused to provide advanced air defense weapons to Iran, supported some sanctions against Tehran, used its limited influence in North Korea to encourage nuclear disarmament, and opposes jihadist terrorism. This is curious behavior for America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” Romney’s website explains that he will “implement a strategy that will seek to discourage aggressive or expansionist behavior on the part of Russia,” but other than Georgia where is it so acting? And even if Georgia fell into a Russian trap, Tbilisi started the shooting in 2008. In any event, absent an American security guarantee, which would be madness, the U.S. cannot stop Moscow from acting to protect what it sees as vital interests in a region of historic influence. Where else is Russia threatening America? Moscow does oppose NATO expansion, which actually is foolish from a U.S. standpoint as well, adding strategic liabilities rather than military strengths. Russia strongly opposes missile defense bases in Central and Eastern Europe, but why should Washington subsidize the security of others? Moscow opposes an attack on Iran, and so should Americans. Russia backs the Assad regime in Syria, but the U.S. government once declared the same government to be “reformist.” Violent misadventures in Kosovo, Afghanistan, Iraq, and Libya demonstrate that America has little to gain and much to lose from another attempt at social engineering through war. If anything, the Putin government has done Washington a favor keeping the U.S. out of Syria. This doesn’t mean America should not confront Moscow when important differences arise. But treating Russia as an adversary risks encouraging it to act like one. Doing so especially will make Moscow more suspicious of America’s relationships with former members of the Warsaw Pact and republics of the Soviet Union. Naturally, Romney wants to “encourage democratic political and economic reform” in Russia — a fine idea in theory, but meddling in another country’s politics rarely works in practice. Just look at the Arab Spring. Not content with attempting to start a mini-Cold War, Mitt Romney dropped his nominal free-market stance to demonize Chinese currency practices. He complained about currency manipulation and forced technology transfers: “China seeks advantage through systematic exploitation of other economies.” On day one as president he promises to designate “China as the currency manipulator it is.” Moreover, he added, he would “take a holistic approach to addressing all of China’s abuses. That includes unilateral actions such as increased enforcement of U.S. trade laws, punitive measures targeting products and industries that rely on misappropriations of our intellectual property, reciprocity in government procurement, and countervailing duties against currency manipulation. It also includes multilateral actions to block technology transfers into China and to create a trading bloc open only for nations genuinely committed to free trade.” Romney’s apparent belief that Washington is “genuinely committed to free trade” is charming nonsense. The U.S. has practiced a weak dollar policy to increase exports. Washington long has subsidized American exports: the Export-Import Bank is known as “Boeing’s Bank” and U.S. agricultural export subsidies helped torpedo the Doha round of trade liberalization through the World Trade Organization. Of course, Beijing still does much to offend Washington. However, the U.S. must accommodate the rising power across the Pacific. Trying to keep China out of a new Asia-Pacific trade pact isn’t likely to work. America’s Asian allies want us to protect them — no surprise! — but are not interested in offending their nearby neighbor with a long memory. The best hope for moderating Chinese behavior is to tie it into a web of international institutions that provide substantial economic, political, and security benefits. Beijing already has good reason to be paranoid of the superpower which patrols bordering waters, engages in a policy that looks like containment, and talks of the possibility of war. Trying to isolate China economically would be taken as a direct challenge. Romney would prove Henry Kissinger’s dictum that even paranoids have enemies. Naturally, Romney also wants to “maintain appropriate military capabilities to discourage any aggressive or coercive behavior by China against its neighbors.” However, 67 years after the end of World War II, it is time for Beijing’s neighbors to arm themselves and cooperate with each other. Japan long had the second largest economy on earth. India is another rising power with reason to constrain China. South Korea has become a major power. Australia has initiated a significant military build-up. Many Southeast Asian nations are constructing submarines to help deter Chinese adventurism. Even Russia has much to fear from China, given the paucity of population in its vast eastern territory. But America’s foreign-defense dole discourages independence and self-help. The U.S. should step back as an off-shore balancer, encouraging its friends to do more and work together. It is not America’s job to risk Los Angeles for Tokyo, Seoul, or Taipei. Romney similarly insists on keeping the U.S. on the front lines against North Korea, even though all of its neighbors have far more at stake in a peaceful peninsula and are able to contain that impoverished wreck of a country. The Romney campaign proclaims: “Mitt Romney will commit to eliminating North Korea’s nuclear weapons and its nuclear-weapons infrastructure.” Alas, everything he proposes has been tried before, from tougher sanctions to tighter interdiction and pressure on China to isolate the North. What does he plan on doing when Pyongyang continues to develop nuclear weapons as it has done for the last 20 years? The American military should come home from Korea. Romney complained that the North’s nuclear capability “poses a direct threat to U.S. forces on the Korean Peninsula and elsewhere in East Asia.” Then withdraw them. Manpower-rich South Korea doesn’t need U.S. conventional support, and ground units do nothing to contain North Korea’s nuclear ambitions. Pull out American troops and eliminate North Korea’s primary threat to the U.S. Then support continuing non-proliferation efforts led by those nations with the most to fear from the North. That strategy, more than lobbying by Washington, is likely to bring China around. Romney confuses dreams with reality when criticizing President Obama over the administration’s response to the Arab Spring. “We’re facing an Arab Spring which is out of control in some respects,” he said, “because the president was not as strong as he needed to be in encouraging our friends to move toward representative forms of government.” Romney asked: “How can we try and improve the odds so what happens in Libya and what happens in Egypt and what happens in other places where the Arab Spring is in full bloom so that the developments are toward democracy, modernity and more representative forms of government? This we simply don’t know.” True, the president doesn’t know. But neither does Mitt Romney. The latter suffers from the delusion that bright Washington policymakers can remake the world. Invade another country, turn it into a Western-style democracy allied with America, and everyone will live happily every after. But George W. Bush, a member of Mitt Romney’s own party, failed miserably trying to do that in both Afghanistan and Iraq. The Arab Spring did not happen because of Washington policy but in spite of Washington policy. And Arabs demanding political freedom — which, unfortunately, is not the same as a liberal society — have not the slightest interest in what Barack Obama or Mitt Romney thinks. Yet the latter wants “convene a summit that brings together world leaders, donor organizations, and young leaders of groups that espouse” all the wonderful things that Americans do. Alas, does he really believe that such a gathering will stop, say, jihadist radicals from slaughtering Coptic Christians? Iraq’s large Christian community was destroyed even as the U.S. military occupied that country. His summit isn’t likely to be any more effective. Not everything in the world is about Washington. Which is why Romney’s demand to do something in Syria is so foolish. Until recently he wanted to work with the UN, call on the Syrian military to be nice, impose more sanctions, and “increase the possibility that the ruling minority Alawites will be able to reconcile with the majority Sunni population in a post-Assad Syria.” Snapping his fingers would be no less effective. Most recently he advocated arming the rebels. But he should be more cautious before advocating American intervention in another conflict in another land. Such efforts rarely have desirable results. Iraq was a catastrophe. Afghanistan looks to be a disaster once American troops come home. After more than a decade Bosnia and Kosovo are failures, still under allied supervision. Libya is looking bad. Even without U.S. “help,” a full-blown civil war already threatens in Syria. We only look through the glass darkly, observed the Apostle Paul. It might be best for Washington not to intervene in another Muslim land with so many others aflame. Despite his support for restoring America’s economic health, Romney wants to increase dramatically Washington’s already outsize military spending. Rather than make a case on what the U.S. needs, he has taken the typical liberal approach of setting an arbitrary number: 4 percent of GDP. It’s a dumb idea, since America already accounts for roughly half the globe’s military spending — far more if you include Washington’s wealthy allies — and spends more in real terms than at any time during the Cold War, Korean War, or Vietnam War, and real outlays have nearly doubled since 2000. By any normal measure, the U.S. possesses far more military resources than it needs to confront genuine threats. What Romney clearly wants is a military to fight multiple wars and garrison endless occupations, irrespective of cost. My Cato colleague Chris Preble figured that Romney's 4 percent gimmick would result in taxpayers spending more than twice as much on the Pentagon as in 2000 (111 percent higher, to be precise) and 45 percent more than in 1985, the height of the Reagan buildup. Over the next ten years, Romney's annual spending (in constant dollars) for the Pentagon would average 64 percent higher than annual post-Cold War budgets (1990-2012), and 42 percent more than the average during the Reagan era (1981-1989). If Mitt Romney really believes that the world today is so much more dangerous than during the Cold War, he should spell out the threat. He calls Islamic fundamentalism, the Arab Spring, the impact of failed states, the anti-American regimes of Cuba, Iran, North Korea, and Venezuela, rising China, and resurgent Russia “powerful forces.” It’s actually a pitiful list — Islamic terrorists have been weakened and don’t pose an existential threat, the Arab Spring threatens instability with little impact on America, it is easier to strike terrorists in failed states than in nominal allies like Pakistan and Saudi Arabia, one nuclear-armed submarine could vaporize all four hostile states, and Russia’s modest “resurgence” may threaten Georgia but not Europe or America. Only China deserves to be called “powerful,” but it remains a developing country surrounded by potential enemies with a military far behind that of the U.S. In fact, the greatest danger to America is the blowback that results from promiscuous intervention in conflicts not our own. Romney imagines a massive bootstrap operation: he wants a big military to engage in social engineering abroad which would require an even larger military to handle the violence and chaos that would result from his failed attempts at social engineering. Better not to start this vicious cycle. America faces international challenges but nevertheless enjoys unparalleled dominance. U.S. power is buttressed by the fact that Washington is allied with every industrialized nation except China and Russia. America shares significant interests with India, the second major emerging power; is seen as a counterweight by a gaggle of Asian states worried about Chinese expansion; remains the dominant player in Latin America; and is closely linked to most of the Middle East’s most important countries, such as Israel, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan, and Iraq. If Mitt Romney really believes that America is at greater risk today than during the Cold War, he is not qualified to be president. In this world the U.S. need not confront every threat, subsidize every ally, rebuild every failed state, and resolve every problem. Being a superpower means having many interests but few vital ones warranting war. Being a bankrupt superpower means exhibiting judgment and exercising discretion. President Barack Obama has been a disappointment, amounting in foreign policy to George W. Bush-lite. But Mitt Romney sounds even worse. His rhetoric suggests a return to the worst of the Bush administration. The 2012 election likely will be decided on economics, but foreign policy will prove to be equally important in the long-term. America can ill afford another know-nothing president. 

Also trade war with China
Hon 12

(Chua Chin – US Bureau Chief, “No repeat of Nixon's audacious state visit; Few believe US, Chinese leaders have latitude to stage similar move today” February 20, 2012, The Straits Times) 
Mr Xi chose to bite his tongue, with conventional wisdom here suggesting that the Chinese leaders are sufficiently familiar with the election-year demands on American politicians to know when to ignore the heated rhetoric. While there is an element of truth to that, such reasoning runs the risk of underestimating the genuine anger and frustration with China that has been brewing in the US political and business establishment in recent years. For instance, US legislation aimed at punishing China for its currency policy - long dismissed as political theatre - has been clearing one notable threshold after another. Last October, the Senate passed such a currency Bill with a 63-35 margin, marking the first time such legislation has cleared the upper Chamber. Though the Bill has since languished in the lower legislative Chamber, a Romney victory in November could well revive it. The Republican presidential front runner has vowed to label China a currency manipulator on his first day in office if he wins the White House. 'There are some US-China issues in the campaign rhetoric that are real. This is not just people trying to get votes,' noted Mr Richard Bush, director of the Centre for North-east Asian Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution. 'There is a dimension of it where candidates are raising serious concerns about China's behaviour.' For now, there is no way to tell how Mr Xi feels about his treatment in the US, or how it might affect the way he handles bilateral ties in the future when he has fully assumed power. In fact, little is known about his personal views on the broad range of issues surrounding US-China ties. In his public comments in the US, he has mostly stuck to Beijing's standard talking points. He also steered well clear of the American media, avoiding even the established public affairs programmes that would have given him a serious platform to talk about the state of bilateral relations and where things are headed. The few occasions where he tried to show a personal side occurred at tightly scripttt6yyyuppppppted events that were unlikely to register with a general audience. For instance, his attempt at recounting a story about how he helped an elderly American widow reconnect with the Chinese childhood home of her late husband took place in the staid surroundings of a hotel ballroom filled with businessmen and officials. The tight leash on Mr Xi stems from the murky rules surrounding elite Chinese Communist Party politics, where the uncertainties surrounding leadership succession and the obsession with political precedence keep younger leaders like him under wraps for impractically long periods of time. For instance, it has been apparent to political observers since late 2007 that Mr Xi will be the one to eventually succeed current Chinese President Hu Jintao at a major party congress later this year. But the lack of official recognition of this impending change, plus the constant chatter about ongoing power struggles, meant that the younger leader could not be put on a plane to Washington in the intervening years. By all accounts, Mr Xi's visit was strictly bound by the precedence set by Mr Hu a decade ago when a similar leadership transition was percolating in Beijing. Back in 2002, months before Mr Hu was due to take over from outgoing leader Jiang Zemin, he made a trip to the US that outsiders saw as a 'final confirmation' of his imminent ascension. Mr Xi appears to be following in the exact same steps, even though the demands on US-China relations and the stakes involved have vastly grown. As Dr Henry Kissinger, the elder US statesman who played a pivotal role in opening relations with China, put it in a recent speech: 'If we work together, common solutions will emerge. If we differ, the world will be forced to choose between conflicting approaches, which can only undermine the need for a cooperative relationship.' Experts like Mr Bush of Brookings say Beijing has to find a way to get younger leaders like Mr Xi to engage with the US and other powers at an earlier stage. But there are no signs that such changes are on the cards any time soon, to say nothing of a repeat of the audacious move 40 years ago that shook the world.

That goes nuclear 

Taaffe 5 

(Peter Taaffe, general secretary of the Socialist Party of England and Wales, “China, A New Superpower?,” Socialist Alternative.org, Nov 1, 2005, pg. http://www.socialistalternative.org/news/article11.php?id=30)

While this conflict is unresolved, the shadow of a trade war looms. Some commentators, like Henry C.K. Liu in the Asia Times, go further and warn that "trade wars can lead to shooting wars." China is not the Japan of the 21st century. Japan in the 1980s relied on the U.S. military and particularly its nuclear umbrella against China, and was therefore subject to the pressure and blackmail of the U.S. ruling class.  The fear of the U.S., and the capitalists of the "first world" as a whole, is that China may in time "out-compete" the advanced nations for hi-tech jobs while holding on to the stranglehold it now seems to have in labor-intensive industries.  As the OECD commented recently: "In the five-year period to 2003, the number of students joining higher education courses has risen by three and a half times, with a strong emphasis on technical subjects."  The number of patents and engineers produced by China has also significantly grown. At the same time, an increasingly capitalist China - most wealth is now produced in the private sector but the majority of the urban labor force is still in state industries - and the urgency for greater energy resources in particular to maintain its spectacular growth rate has brought it into collision on a world scale with other imperialist powers, particularly the U.S.  In a new worldwide version of the "Great Game" - the clash for control of central Asia's resources in the nineteenth century - the U.S. and China have increasingly come up against and buffeted one another. Up to now, the U.S. has held sway worldwide due to its economic dominance buttressed by a colossal war machine accounting for 47% of total world arms spending. But Iraq has dramatically shown the limits of this: "A country that cannot control Iraq can hardly remake the globe on its own." (Financial Times)  But no privileged group disappears from the scene of history without a struggle. Donald Rumsfeld, U.S. defense secretary, has stated: "Since no nation threatens China, one must wonder: why this growing [arms] investment? Why these continuing large and expanding arms purchases?"  China could ask the same question of the U.S. In order to maintain its position, the U.S. keeps six nuclear battle fleets permanently at sea, supported by an unparalleled network of bases. As Will Hutton in The Observer has commented, this is not because of "irrational chauvinism or the needs of the military-industrial complex, but because of the pressure they place on upstart countries like China."  In turn, the Chinese elite has responded in kind. For instance, in the continuing clash over Taiwan, a major-general in the People's Liberation Army baldly stated that if China was attacked "by Washington during a confrontation over Taiwan... I think we would have to respond with nuclear weapons."  He added: "We Chinese will prepare ourselves for the destruction of all of the cities east of Xian. Of course, the Americans would have to be prepared that hundreds... of cities would be destroyed by the Chinese." This bellicose nuclear arms rattling shows the contempt of the so-called great powers for the ordinary working-class and peasant peoples of China and the people of the U.S. when their interests are at stake. 
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Nuclear PRODUCTION must be for the PURPOSE of energy generation

International Atomic Energy Agency 7

http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/Pub1290_web.pdf
 Under the terms of Article III of its Statute, the IAEA is authorized to establish or adopt standards of safety for protection of health and minimization of danger to life and property, and to provide for the application of these standards. The publications by means of which the IAEA establishes standards are issued in the IAEA Safety Standards Series. This series covers nuclear safety, radiation safety, transport safety and waste safety, and also general safety (i.e. all these areas of safety). The publication categories in the series are Safety Fundamentals, Safety Requirements and Safety Guides. 
 The process of inducing radioactivity.􀁌 Most commonly used to refer to the induction of radioactivity in moderators, coolants, and structural and shielding materials, caused by irradiation with neutrons.􀁌 The BSS definition — “The production of radionuclides by irradiation.” [1] —is technically adequate; however, the term ‘production’ gives a connotation that this is being done intentionally rather than, as is normally the case,incidentally. 

All demonstration gets class 104 licenses – that’s research, not production

Matuzan and Walker 85

 Controlling the Atom:

The Beginnings of Nuclear Regulation, 1946-1962 

 George T. Mazuzan is Assistant Professor of History at State University of New York at Geneseo. University of Vermont awarded him his B.S. and M.A., and his Ph.D. was conferred by Kent State University. He has published several articles. 

 Sections of the 1954 act reflected the state of the technology by establishing two classes of licenses for atomic facilities. One section authorized the AEC to issue commercial or "class 103" licenses (after the section number in the law) whenever it had determined that a facility had been "sufficiently developed to be of practical value for industrial or commercial purposes." Since the agency and the Joint Committee interpreted "practical value" to mean that atomic facilities had to be judged eco- nomically competitive with other energy sources, issuance of class-103 licenses was postponed until the industry had passed through its research and development phase.33 Instead, early power reactor facilities received "class-104" licenses un- der the terms of section 104. Reactors used in medical therapy, university research, and power demonstration came under this category. A key phrase authorized reactor licenses that would lead to the "demonstra- tion of the practical value . . . for industrial or commercial purposes." Class-104 licenses, then, covered all power reactors used during the developmental period until the industry could find a design that would   eventually meet the "practical value" criterion of a class-103 commercial license. Furthermore, section 104 specifically instructed the AEC to im- pose the minimum amount of regulation on a licensee consistent with the public health and safety. In other words, a class-104 license indicated that the government wanted to encourage the new industry to undertake research and development under minimum regulation that would lead to major advances in power-reactor technology.34

Vote Neg – Limits and precision

World Nuclear Assocation 10

http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/inf61.html
  The World Nuclear Association (WNA), formerly the Uranium Institute, is an international organization that promotes nuclear power and supports the many companies that comprise the global nuclear industry. Its members come from all parts of the nuclear fuel cycle, including uranium mining, uranium conversion, uranium enrichment, nuclear fuel fabrication, plant manufacture, transport, and the disposition of used nuclear fuel as well as electricity generation itself [1].  Together, WNA members are responsible for 95% of the world's nuclear power outside of the U.S. [2] as well as the vast majority of world uranium, conversion and enrichment production.[3]  The WNA says it aims to fulfill a dual role for its members: Facilitating their interaction on technical, commercial and policy matters and promoting wider public understanding of nuclear technology. [4]  Accredited to the United Nations, the WNA is an independent, non-profit organization, funded primarily by membership subscriptions 

Many of the world's nuclear reactors are used for research and training, materials testing, or the production of radioisotopes for medicine and industry.  They are basically neutron factories. 

These are much smaller than power reactors or those propelling ships, and many are on university campuses.     There are about 240 such reactors operating, in 56 countries.     Some operate with high-enriched uranium fuel, and international efforts are underway to substitute low-enriched fuel. Some radioisotope production also uses high-enriched uranium as target material for neutrons, and this is being phased out in favour of low-enriched uranium. Research reactors comprise a wide range of civil and commercial nuclear reactors which are generally not used for power generation. The term is used here to include test reactors, which are more powerful than most. The primary purpose of research reactors is to provide a neutron source for research and other purposes. Their output (neutron beams) can have different characteristics depending on use. They are small relative to power reactors whose primary function is to produce heat to make electricity. They are essentially net energy users.  Their power is designated in megawatts (or kilowatts) thermal (MWth or MWt), but here we will use simply MW (or kW). Most range up to 100 MW, compared with 3000 MW (i.e. 1000 MWe) for a typical power reactor. In fact the total power of the world's 283 research reactors is little over 3000 MW.Research reactors are simpler than power reactors and operate at lower temperatures. They need far less fuel, and far less fission products build up as the fuel is used. On the other hand, their fuel requires more highly enriched uranium, typically up to 20% U-235, although some older ones use 93% U-235. They also have a very high power density in the core, which requires special design features. Like power reactors, the core needs cooling, though only the higher-powered test reactors need forced cooling. Usually a moderator is required to slow down the neutrons and enhance fission. As neutron production is their main function, most research reactors also need a reflector to reduce neutron loss from the core.As of October 2011 the IAEA database showed that there were 241 operational research reactors (92 of them in developing countries), 3 under construction, 202 shut down (plus 13 temporary) and 211 decommissioned.Types of research reactors There is a much wider array of designs in use for research reactors than for power reactors, where 80% of the world's plants are of just two similar types. They also have different operating modes, producing energy which may be steady or pulsed.A common design (67 units) is the pool type reactor, where the core is a cluster of fuel elements sitting in a large pool of water. Among the fuel elements are control rods and empty channels for experimental materials. Each element comprises several (e.g. 18) curved aluminium-clad fuel plates in a vertical box. The water both moderates and cools the reactor, and graphite or beryllium is generally used for the reflector, although other materials may also be used. Apertures to access the neutron beams are set in the wall of the pool. Tank type research reactors (32 units) are similar, except that cooling is more active.The TRIGA reactor is another common design (40 units). The core consists of 60-100 cylindrical fuel elements about 36 mm diameter with aluminium cladding enclosing a mixture of uranium fuel and zirconium hydride (as moderator). It sits in a pool of water and generally uses graphite or beryllium as a reflector. This kind of reactor can safely be pulsed to very high power levels (e.g. 25,000 MW) for fractions of a second. Its fuel gives the TRIGA a very strong negative temperature coefficient, and the rapid increase in power is quickly cut short by a negative reactivity effect of the hydride moderator.Other designs are moderated by heavy water (12 units) or graphite. A few are fast reactors, which require no moderator and can use a mixture of uranium and plutonium as fuel. Homogenous type reactors have a core comprising a solution of uranium salts as a liquid, contained in a tank about 300 mm diameter. The simple design made them popular early on, but only five are now operating.Research reactors have a wide range of uses, including analysis and testing of materials, and production of radioisotopes. Their capabilities are applied in many fields, within the nuclear industry as well as in fusion research, environmental science, advanced materials development, drug design and nuclear medicine.The IAEA lists several categories of broadly classified research reactors. They include 60 critical assemblies (usually zero power), 23 test reactors, 37 training facilities, two prototypes and even one producing electricity. But most (160) are largely for research, although some may also produce radioisotopes. As expensive scientific facilities, they tend to be multi-purpose, and many have been operating for more than 30 years.A total of over 670 research and test reactors has been built worldwide, 227 of these in the USA and 97 in the former Soviet Union. In the USA, 193 were commissioned in 1950s and 1960s. 
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Text: The 50 states and territories should offer loan guarantees for energy produced by integral fast reactors using the S-PRISM design in the United States.
That solves

Saha, 11

(Sr. Policy Analyst-Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program, January, “State Clean Energy: Financing Guidebook,” http://www.nga.org/files/live/sites/NGA/files/pdf/1101CLEANENERGYFINANCING.PDF)

States can use their own funds to reduce the risk for private sector investors and thus encourage greater private sector participation in clean energy. Decreasing risk is especially important in new markets, such as clean energy. The sections below describe four credit enhancement mechanisms that states can use to support clean energy.  Loan Loss Reserve Funds (LRF). These are funds set aside to cover potential defaults in a loan portfolio. A loss reserve fund provides partial risk coverage to encourage lenders to pioneer new products, broaden access to financing, increase the size of unsecured loans, extend loan tenors, and/or lower interest rates. LRFs are particularly useful in markets consisting of a large number of small projects, where financial institutions will be making a large number of relatively small loans, such as loans for energy efficiency improvements or residential-scale renewable projects. Loan loss reserves can exceed 20 percent of the total loan portfolio, but have typically been set at around 10 percent, sometimes with the ability to adjust as these loan performance data become available.  The Clean Energy Works Portland program, in Oregon, has set up a 10 percent loan loss reserve fund for its energy efficiency retrofit program. More detail on this program can be found in Chapter 3. The Michigan SAVES residential retrofit program entails a 20 percent loan loss reserve for the first $200,000 in loans and a 5 percent loan loss reserve for each future loan.  Debt Service Reserves. States can set aside cash reserves to guarantee the payment of principal and interest. Such a reserve may be a useful tool for state bond issuers who wish to boost the security of their bonds. The reduced risk from adding a debt service reserve may help states expand the market for their bonds while reducing the bond coupon rate. For example, states can use SEP funds to establish a debt service reserve to support federally authorized clean energy bonds, such as QECBs and CREBs. Private business and public entities have used debt service reserves for years to support debt issues; they typically represent about 10 percent of the bond principal. Subordinated Debt. State governments can use a subordinated debt structure to help guarantee the capital cost of a clean energy project. This involves the use of two separate loans (senior and subordinated). The state project funder (which acts as the subordinated lender) takes on much greater risk than the senior lender. This structure permits the senior lender, typically a private sector entity experienced in project finance, to put in more capital and charge a lower interest rate because the subordinated lender is absorbing most of the project risk. State governments, utilities, or others investing in clean energy funds (for example, public benefit funds) agree to act as the subordinated lender, guaranteeing any project losses up to the value of their loan.  The Vermont Clean Energy Development Fund (CEDF) uses subordinated debt financing. Established in 2005 by state statute, the fund receives between $4 million and $7 million per year from the Department of Public Service and the utility Entergy. It has a fund manager who, with an investment committee of expert stakeholders, identifies and allocates funds to subordinated debt investments.  Loan Guarantees. States can also reduce risk for private capital by guaranteeing repayment of loans in the event of default. This reduces the interest rate the state must pay and helps secure participation by private sector partners. Although most examples of loan guarantees are federal, states can develop their own loan guarantee programs. In Illinois, the legislature passed a bill bringing renewable energy projects under the state’s development assistance umbrella, managed by the Illinois Finance Authority (IFA). The legislation authorized the IFA to issue $3 billion in loan guarantees for economic development purposes.  Under this expanded financing model, a developer would still launch a renewable energy project using traditional lenders but add the IFA as a partner, providing a loan guarantee to the private sector lenders. IFA participation adds the state’s moral obligation, which is expected to help to reduce the cost of the loan. State governments rely on a number of different sources of capital to support clean energy finance programs. States seeking to secure clean energy capital may wish to consider a number of approaches described here, either alone or in combinations.
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The logic of the 1AC is predicated on simulated energy scenario planning—this mode of forecasting expresses a set of historically contingent social choices, not accurate models 

Labban 12

Preempting Possibility: Critical Assessment of the IEA's World Energy Outlook 2010

(e-mail: labban@rci.rutgers.edu) is visiting assistant professor of Geography at Rutgers University, Lucy Stone Hall, 54 Joyce Kilmer Ave, Piscataway, NJ 08854. His research interests include critical theory, political economy, development, energy, petroleum, geopolitics, international law, and finance. He is the author of Space, Oil and Capital (Routledge, 2008).

THINKING THE (NOT) UNTHINKABLE: FORECASTING AS DESIRING
Growing uncertainty about energy markets following the crises of the 1970s boosted long-term energy forecasting as a planning device to prepare for an increasingly unpredictable future, on one hand, and as a techno-scientific (read: politically neutral and respectable) support for public policies ostensibly aimed at increasing energy security and environmental protection, on the other. Long-range forecasts, however, have invariably failed to produce accurate predictions about all aspects of energy markets: primary energy supplies, energy substitutions, the relative shares of different fuels in the energy mix, aggregate and sectoral energy demand, as well as carbon emissions.6 Because they rely on trend projections, forecasts also rely on an assumption that the future is a smooth, gradual extension of the present at a constant rate with no structural changes or major interruptions or aberrations. They also rely on empirical correlation rather than causality and cannot therefore explain underlying forces that drive demand, price, etc. Thus forecasts cannot predict a future that looks very different from the present, let alone explain how possible futures might unfold, which makes them useful only in short-term, business-as-usual projections. Because of such inherent limitations, which prevent forecasts from accurately predicting long-term technical developments, capital markets and investment climates, let alone even more unpredictable processes such as government policies and geopolitical conflict, energy analysts, including the economists at the IEA, have shifted from long-range predictive forecasts towards more normative scenario building in the analysis of long-range energy-related developments. This technical move has a political dimension that is worth pondering in order to shed critical light on the significance of the WEO 2010 scenarios. Scenario analysis has its origins in corporate and military strategic planning.7 It was developed by Herman Kahn at the RAND corporation in the 1950s — to help the US Air Force think about ‘the unthinkable’— and pioneered by Shell in the early 1960s, initially as an internal communications vehicle, to help the company respond more readily to unexpected developments in energy markets that might affect the price of oil. Whereas forecasts predict what is most likely to happen in the future given current trends and projections, scenarios contemplate what is possible if certain choices are made from within a hypothetical range of possibilities which typically includes a reference case describing what would happen if no action is taken to alter the existing state of affairs in any fundamental manner. For this reason, scenarios not only describe hypothetical futures but must also prescribe pathways and roadmaps, policies and actions, and identify ways and means to arrive at a desirable future and avoid undesirable fate. Unlike forecasts, in which the future is determined by projections of current trends, scenarios assume a less deterministic development that allows subjects to make choices and whose agency, not the correlation of empirical facts, determines possible futures. Scenarios are ‘desiring machines', to borrow a term from Deleuze and Guattari (1983): at the same time that they produce the desired future, they also produce the subject and mechanism by which to actualize it. This occasionally operates in the form of blackmail: coercing action in the present by showing the dire consequences of not acting. Despite obvious differences and assertions to the contrary, energy scenarios are one type of predictive forecast which, however, does not treat current circumstances and trends as immutable, therefore allowing itself flexibility in projecting into the future (and an about-face if the future turns out differently) in order to effect change in the present. For one, energy scenarios rely on forecasts about economic growth, population growth, energy demand, production and generation capacities, prices and costs, etc., hence the possibilities they construct are based on a set of predictions. Also, forecasting is often negatively implicit in scenario analysis. The authors of WEO 2010, as of other Outlooks, are adamant that their scenarios are not forecasts. Yet, all three WEO 2010 scenarios are forecasts about the state of the global economy in that they assume continued economic growth. They also assert that no matter what it will look like, the future is certainly not going to look like the present because WEO 2010 predicts that governments will act on their policy promises, no matter how weakly, and in predictable manner: ‘it is certain that energy and climate policies in many — if not most — countries will change, possibly in the way we assume in the New Policies Scenario’ (p. 62). Thus, eliminating the abominable which is also impossible, WEO 2010 scenarios lay out two alternative futures that differ only quantitatively — one desirable, the other ‘realistic’, or likely. The possible becomes what ensues from action according to the scenario's prescriptions or from absolute lack of action and this is effected by actualizing future events and processes that may or may not occur, depending on what course of action governments take or fail to take in the present. Scenarios limit what is possible to what is desirable for their authors, or to its exact opposite, and exclude possibilities that do not fall within this range. At the moment that scenarios produce possibilities they negate the very notion of possibility.
Simulation through scenario planning legitimizes permanent global war

Graham 11

Cities Under Siege: The New Military Urbanism Professor Stephen Graham Prof of Cities & Society, Newcastle University

Meanwhile, within the US, dozens of physical simulations of US city districts are joining the simulations of Arab cities. These are the places where lawenforcement and National Guard personnel practise operations against civil unrest, terrorist attack and natural disaster. 'Another architecture is rising in the expanding landscape of preparedness', notes the Center for Land Use Interpretation. 'Condensed simulacra of our existing urban environments are forming within our communities, where the first responders to emergencies, on a small or large scale, practice their craft of dealing with disaster [and where] the police contend with civil decay, robberies, hostage situations, looting, riots, and snipers'."' Military simulations are also helping to produce US cities in another, more direct, way: generating them now takes up large swaths of the US economy, especially in high-tech metropolitan areas. Many of the much-vaunted high-tech suburban hot spots that house what Richard Florida has called the 'creative class'"5 of the US - places such as Washington, DC's 'Beltway', North Carolina's 'Research Triangle', Florida's 'High Tech Corridor', or San Diego's 'clean tech cluster' - are in fact heavily sustained by the production of symbolic violence against both US central and Arab cities. Being not only the foundries of the security state but also the sites of the most militarized and corporatized research universities, these locations are where the vastly profitable and rapidly growing convergence between electronic games and military simulation is being forged. Orlando's hundred large militarysimulator firms, for example, generate about seventeen thousand jobs and are starting to overshadow even Disney as local economic drivers. Behind the blank facades and manicured lawns, thousands of software engineers and games professionals project their Orientalized electronic imaginaries onto the world through the increasingly seamless complex of military, entertainment, media and academic industries. The importance of military simulation industries is not lost on those tasked with the development of local urban economies. The municipality of Suffolk, Virginia, for instance, now proudly claims that a 'world-class cluster of "Modeling and Simulation" enterprises has taken root around the US Joint Forces Command and an Old Dominion University research center' (Figure 6.12)'16 To support further growth in these sectors, partnerships beween local governments and economic developers are springing up to determine 'how the state of Virginia could better support JFCOM [Joint Forces Command] and its mission! This economic convergence gains strength from the Virginia Modeling and Simulation Initiative (VIMSIM), which will be geared to 'stimulate development of a unique high-tech industry with multi-billion dollar revenue potential.' Already, Lockheed Martin has opened a major simulation complex in the area. 'As a growing high technology hub with proximity to major defense, homeland security and other important customer installations', Lockheed Martins CEO, Vance Cotfman, pointed out in 2003, 'Suffolk is the ideal location for our new center'."7 SELF-FULFILLING WORLDS All efforts to render politics aesthetic culminate in one thing - war."* The complex constellation of simulations of Arab and global South cities discussed here work powerfully as a collective. The various physical, electronic and blended physical-electronic manifestations operate together, as do all simulacra, by collapsing reality with artifice, so that any simple boundary between the two effectively disappears."' In keeping with what Jean Baudrillard famously stressed, it is best to consider the above simulations, not as 'copies' of the 'real' world, but as hyperreal constructions - simulations of things that don't exist - through which war and violence are constructed, legitimized, and performed. 'Simulation is no longer that of a territory, a referential being, or a substance', Baudrillard writes, 'It is the generation by models of a real without origins or reality: a hyperreal'.120 The point, then, is not that these simulations are less 'real' than the things they purportedly represent. Rather, they provide spaces through which the violence of the 'War on Terror' can be generated and performed, and which acquire their power from their radical disassociation from any meaningful connection with the real places (or, less commonly, real people) they are said to represent. In the process, these simulacra 'participate in the construction of a discourse of security which is self-fulfilling'.111 Multiple layers and circuits of simulation work collectively to evacuate the possibility of authenticating what might actually be 'real'. 'Since 9/11', writes James Der Derian, 'simulations (war games, training exercises, scenario planning, and modeling) and dissimulations (propaganda, disinformation, infowar, deceit, and lies) [have produced] a hall of mirrors, reducing the "truth" about the "Global War on Terror" to an infinite regression of representations that [defy] authentication.''22 Because the worlds of threat and risk are projected through this simulacral collective, the perpetration of state violence and colonial war emerge from the same collective as necessary, just and honourable. More simulations are rendered necessary in turn to improve the effectiveness of such violence, to tempt and train more recruits, to deal with their psychological devastation once they return home, and so on. It follows that the very notion of 'security', at least as constructed through the military simulacral collective, becomes possible only through permanent war. 'War makes security possible by creating that which is to be protected', writes Abhinava Kumar, 'and what makes war possible [is the] mechanization of soldiers, the obscuring of the enemy and the sanitisation of violence.'113 The mcdiatization of contemporary war is such that the 'fighting' of actual wars takes place as much in TV lounges, at multiplexes, and on YouTube or PlayStation screens as in the real streets and alleys of combatzone cities. As already-vague distinctions between civil and military media and technology dissolve, the military simulacral collective comes to permeate a host of media simultaneously. Previously considered to be largely distinct, multiple media domains are thus in the process of The mediatization of contemporary war is such that the fighting of actual wars takes place as much in TV lounges, at multiplexes, and on YouTube or PlayStation screens as in the real streets and alleys of combatzone cities. As already-vague distinctions between civil and military media and technology dissolve, the military simulacral collective comes to permeate a host of media simultaneously. Previously considered to be largely distinct, multiple media domains are thus in the process of fusing and interpenetrating within and through the military simulacral collective - a process at once confusing, disturbing and extremely fast moving. 'We see that various genres once thought to be discrete are forging new and strange alliances', writes Roger Stahl. As a result, 'wartime news looks like a video game; video games restage the news. Official military training simulators cross over into the commercial entertainment markets; commercial video games are made useful for military training exercises. Advertisements sell video games with patriotic rhetorics; video games arc mobilized to advertise patriotism. The business of play works closely with the military to replicate the tools of state violence; the business of state violence in turn capitalizes on playtime for institutional ends*124

Our alternative is to reject the aff’s energy scenario planning simulation. 

The alternative opens up political space for non-preemptive methods of relating to forecasting. 

McClanahan 9
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Annie McClanahan. "Future’s Shock: Plausibility, Preemption, and the Fiction of 9/11." symploke 17.1 (2009): 41-62. Project MUSE. Web. 15 Sep. 2012. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

Giving substance to the abject horror of today’s preemptive post-9/11 futurity, “The Suffering Channel” reveals the perversities not simply of preemption’s effects but of its very epistemology. Preemption transforms its prophecies into self-guaranteeing prolepses in which the future is always written in advance; Wallace’s ironic mode of prolepsis, on the other hand, dislocates the position of the reading and narrating subject and destabilizes our claims of actual future knowledge. More generally, literature’s plausibility has always been determined, in a dialectical fashion, both by our anticipation of narrative closure and completion and by literature’s capacity to surprise us and to disrupt that closure—to expect the probable is ultimately to produce the conditions for the occurrence of the unlikely. In the preemptive narrative, on the contrary, statistical probability is disavowed and replaced by a self-perpetuating imagination whose effect is to transform the possible into the actual and the distant into the immediate. The imagined future turns out to be the result of its ostensible prediction. In this way, the future is unmoored from history, denied the contingency of the yet-to-come. Wallace’s story also shows that while it is wrong to call 9/11 constitutively unforeseeable, it is equally mistaken to view such events as easily, materially predictable. These views are really two sides of the same coin: the latter is a reaction to the void left by the former, a fantasy born of an experience of inevitability that only ever emerges after the fact. The preemptive conception of the future, we must acknowledge, is also not yet a relic of the post-9/11 “past.” Despite the opportunity offered by the changing presidential administration to “seize” a very different kind of moment, President Obama has not rescinded the doctrine of preemption, nor does he seem likely to.15 But this merely confirms what I have thus far tried to argue, namely that the doctrine of preemption is not an isolated legal episode that can be so easily reversed and set to rights. It is, on the contrary, the realization of a philosophy of the future tied to decades of imbricated economic and political interests, bursting into public discourse as a way to capitalize on confused notions about 9/11 as a historical event. If 9/11 really [End Page 59] “repeats” the end of history as has been recently claimed, it does so by serving as the grounds for legally codifying the foreclosure of radically uncertain and transformative futures.16 Scenario thinkers’ assertion that the past no longer provides a model for the future now underwrites the rhetoric of financial bubbles as much as it provides the justification for new models of prediction: in both, the future is removed from the vicissitudes of historical determination and reimagined as a static, reproducible image of endless accumulation. In place of risk management, the preemptive philosophy of history preaches risk exploitation, through which contingency itself can be instrumentalized in the name of a moment’s opportunity: threat or uncertainty can just as easily justify military strike as be monetized into a credit default swap. It has long been an axiom of Marxist or utopian political thought that to transform our historical situation, we must be able to imagine a radically different future. The perverse predictions that define our current historical moment now ensure that a truly revolutionary act of imagination can only begin by intervening in the futurity of our present.17

solvency 

No commercialization and flips the case

Cooper, senior research fellow for economic analysis – Institute for Energy and the Environment @ Vermont Law School, PhD – Yale University, ‘10


(Mark, “POLICY CHALLENGES OF NUCLEAR REACTOR CONSTRUCTION: COST ESCALATION AND CROWDING OUT ALTERNATIVES,” September)

A decade and half after the start of the commercial deployment of nuclear reactors in the U.S. and France, and well before the accident at Three Mile Island in the U.S., two individuals who had been close observers of nuclear technology in both countries offered an insightful explanation of the economic forces underlying the cost escalation problem. These authors, Bupp and Derian, locate the problem as early as the late 1960s, when it had already become apparent that the cost reduction the industry hoped would flow from learning processes had not come to pass. By the end of the 1960s, there was considerable evidence that the 1964-1965 cost estimates for light water plants had been very optimistic. The manufacturers themselves were prepared to admit this. But at the same time they contended that the causes of the first cost overruns were fully understood and were being dealt with. They were entirely confident that the combination of ―learning effects and engineering improvements in key reactor performance parameters (e.g. fuel life) could be relied upon to compensate for the unexpectedly high costs they were encountering. Economies of scale were also seen as a powerful tool for lowering the cost of electricity from nuclear power plants… Costs normally stabilize and often begin to decline fairly soon after a product‘s introduction… the reactor manufacturers repeatedly assured their customers that this kind of cost stabilization was bound to occur with nuclear power plants. But cost stabilization did not occur with light water reactors… The learning that usually lowers initial costs has not generally occurred in the nuclear power business. Contrary to the industry‘s own oft-repeated claim that reactor costs were ―soon going to stabilize and that ―learning by doing‖ would produce cost decreases, just the opposite happened. Even more important, cost estimates did not become more accurate with time.23 Writing over three decades later, Grubler concludes that this analysis applies equally to the French situation, but takes it one step further. Faced with the failure of cost control and the prospect of cost escalation, the industry attempted to solve the problem by shifting designs and increasing scale. The result is a ―negative learning process. Things not only do not get better, they get worse. A negative learning process occurs when the enterprise encounters problems with one technology at one scale, but ignores the obvious lessons and assumes that shifting to another technology and larger scale will solve the problem. This short circuits potential gains from standardization and reintroduces learning and first-of-a kind costs.24 The cycle of cost escalation is repeated. The French nuclear case has also demonstrated the limits of the learning paradigm: the assumption that costs invariably decrease with accumulated technology deployment. The French example serves as a useful reminder of the limits of the generalizability of simplistic learning/experience curve models. Not only do nuclear reactors across all countries with significant programs invariably exhibit negative learning, i.e., cost increase rather than decline, but the pattern is also quite variable, defying approximations by simple learning-curve models… In symmetry to the often evoked "learning-by-doing" phenomenon, there appears not only to be ―forgetting by not doing‖ (Rosegger, 1991) but also “forgetting by doing,” suggesting that technology learning possibilities are not only structured by the actors and institutional settings involved, but are also fundamental characteristics of technologies themselves. In the case of nuclear, a theoretical framework explaining this negative learning was discussed by Lovins (1986:17-21) who referred to the underlying model as Bupp-Derian-Komanoff-Taylor hypothesis. In essence, the model suggests that with increasing application ("doing"), the complexity of the technology inevitably increases leading to inherent cost escalation trends that limit or reverse "learning" (cost reduction) possibilities. In other words, technology scale-up can lead to an inevitable increase in systems complexity (in the case of nuclear, full fuel cycle management, load-following operation mode, and increasing safety standards as operation experience [and unanticipated problems] are accumulating) that translates into real-cost escalation, or "negative learning" in the terminology of learning/experience curve models.25 An analysis of the historical experience identifies specific characteristics of nuclear reactor construction that cause these endemic problems. Nuclear reactors are mega-projects that suffer inherent cost escalation.26 In extremely large, complex projects that are dependent on sequential and complementary activities, delays tend to cascade into long-term interruptions. There are also specific characteristics of the technology and the construction process that pose endemic problems for nuclear reactor development and construction and make them prone to these problems: reactor design is complex and site-specific, which makes them difficult to standardize. The complexity makes it difficult to scale up from smaller-scale demonstrations. The U.S. experience was described as follows in 1978: After more than a decade of experience with large light water nuclear power plants, important engineering and design changes were still being made. This is contrary to experience with other complex industrial products… For 15 years many of those most closely identified with reactor commercialization have stubbornly refused to face up to the sheer technical complexity of the job that remained after the first prototype nuclear plants had been built in the mid-late 1950s. Both industry and government refused to recognize that construction and successful operation of these prototypes – though it represented a very considerable technical achievement – was the beginning and not the near completion of a demanding undertaking… It became painfully evident that the problems associated with building and operating 1,000 to 1,200 MW nuclear plants bore disappointingly slight resemblance to those associated with 100 to 200 MW plants.27 The French had the same experience, as suggested by Grubler: First, while the nuclear industry is often quick to point at public opposition and regulatory uncertainty as reasons for real cost escalation, it may be more productive to start asking whether these trends are not intrinsic to the very nature of the technology itself: large-scale, indivisible (lumpy), and requiring a formidable ability to manage complexity in both construction and operation. These intrinsic characteristics of the technology limit essentially all classical mechanisms of cost improvements—standardization, large series, and a large number of quasi-identical experiences that can lead to technological learning and ultimate cost reductions—except one: increases in unit size, i.e., economies of scale. In the history of steam electricity generation, these indeed led initially to substantial cost reductions, but after the late 1960s that option has failed invariably due to the corresponding increases in technological complexity.28 Another aspect of the negative learning process entails excess capacity. The hope that learning and scale economies will bring costs down requires the industry to commit to large runs of large reactor construction, but the size of the projects and their cost leads to problems and threats of excess capacity. The solution to the rising cost of units creates a new systemic problem of excess capacity.

No spillover -- IFRs too costly and take too long 

Makhijani 1

(Arjun, PhD in engineering and an electrical and nuclear engineer who is President of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research. Makhijani has written many books and reports analyzing the safety, economics, and efficiency of various energy sources. He has testified before Congress and has served as an expert witness in Nuclear Regulatory Commission proceedings, “Letters to the Editor” Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, May 2001 vol. 57 no. 3 4-5)

As for IFRs, the 1996 National Academy of Sciences (NAS) study cited by Stanford concluded that there were several safety issues that remain to be resolved and that using advanced sodium-cooled reactors for transmutation “would require substantial development, testing, and large-scale demonstration under Nuclear Regulatory Commission safety review and licensing before one could proceed with confidence.”

Even if all the technical problems posed by IFRs were to be solved, the costs of using this technology would be prohibitive. In the United States alone, IFRs would have to fission roughly 80,000 metric tons of heavy metal (about 99 percent of which is uranium). To transmute this amount of heavy metal over 40 years would require the building of about 2,000 IFRs of 1,000-megawatts capacity each. To manage the worldwide stock of spent fuel (both current and projected) in this way would require roughly four times as many reactors.

Even assuming that one IFR reactor was brought on line a week, it would take 150 years to build them.

The NAS study also expressed skepticism that the reprocessing technology associated with the IFR could be made as economical as its proponents claim. The IFR requirement of collocating the reprocessing element with the reactor would result in even higher costs because of the small scale of collocated plants.

NAS's conclusion that there would be a 2 to 7 percent increase in electricity costs was based on low reactor costs and transmutation costs that were “likely to be no less than $50 billion and easily could be over $100 billion” for 600 metric tons of tran-suranics only. If the cost of reprocessing uranium is added, the total cost would increase to $300 billion—$900 billion for the United States alone. It is easy to see why no current transmutation scheme seriously proposes to transmute all the uranium in spent fuel.

Loan guarantees don’t solve—too inefficient

Massouh et al., partners in the Finance Department @ Latham and Watkins LLP, May ‘9
(Jennifer, “Real Promise or False Hope: DOE's Title XVII Loan Guarantee,” The Electricity Journal Vol. 22, Issue 4, p. 53–67) 

The Loan Guarantee Program suffers from several critical flaws that have drastically impeded the issuance of loan guarantees and hampered the effectiveness of the program. Each of these flaws, described below, should be addressed in order for the Loan Guarantee Program to serve its intended purpose of catalyzing investment in the U.S. clean energy and energy efficiency sectors. A. “New” versus “bankable” Putting aside the Temporary Program, a fundamental tension exists between the statutory goals of the Loan Guarantee Program and the selection criteria employed in granting loan guarantees. Title XVII originally granted DOE authority to make loan guarantees for projects employing new or significantly improved technologies (i.e., non-commercial technologies), yet DOE, in selecting applicants to whom to grant loan guarantees, focuses heavily on the bankability of the applicants’ projects and the creditworthiness of the applicants themselves. Many applicants, e.g., startup technology companies, may have no commercially proven revenue streams and thus likely cannot obtain an investment grade credit rating. In many ways, DOE fails to take this into account. For instance, in recent solicitations, up to 50 percent of DOE's decision to grant a Loan Guarantee was based not on the likely impact the technology might have but on the creditworthiness of the applicant. Moreover, credit subsidy costs—which, other than with respect to projects that qualify under the Temporary Program, are required to be paid by the applicant and are not considered to be project costs for purposes of calculating the amount of the guarantee—are determined based heavily on bankability and creditworthiness. By focusing so heavily on these factors, DOE may be denying Loan Guarantees to many of the very projects Title XVII was intended to support. At the very least, the program is skewed toward granting guarantees to more established project sponsors, to the detriment of smaller ones. This is especially troubling because the less established project sponsors are often those that are seeking guarantees for innovative projects in the renewable energy sector. Effecitvely excluding these smaller, less established sponsors would counteract what is arguably the most important goal of the Loan Guarantee Program, creating viable sources of renewable energy in the United States. B. Certain application requirements are overly burdensome The existing application process is generally overly costly and burdensome. The application fee itself, 100 percent of which must currently be paid before DOE even begins the technical and financial review of an application, imposes an unnecessary burden. The Honorable Andy Karsner explains, “[t]he present method of asking applicants to pay exorbitant sums for the privilege of filing applications that empirically linger for years with no predictable pathway or timetable to closing is unacceptable at best and attracts the wrong applicants at worst.”24 Moreover, in addition to voluminous information requirements, DOE requires applicants to submit a number of supplemental items that impose a significant burden without necessarily creating a corresponding benefit. First, for projects with estimated costs in excess of $25 million, the DOE requires the submission of a “preliminary credit assessment” from a nationally recognized rating agency that assigns a rating to the project without the Loan Guarantee. Acquiring this rating is costly and time consuming for the applicant and does not always provide information to DOE because ratings for projects in need of a Loan Guarantee (i.e., not tested in the financial markets) will be highly dependent on the existence or non-existence of the guarantee. Perhaps a more flexible ratings analysis or a less formal analysis by an investment bank or similar entity would be more useful. The existing application requirements also include other documents that are not generally available at the stage an application is submitted, including commitment letters from potential debt and equity providers, closing checklists, and certified appraisals for real property. Attempting to obtain these items, or more frequently craft reasons why they are not available, costs an applicant time which could be better spent preparing detailed and comprehensive descriptions of the project, its proposed financing structure and its risks and mitigants, which are the better sources for DOE to assess whether a project should receive a Loan Guarantee. Many of these supplemental items serve a better purpose as conditions to closing the Loan Guarantee, not documents to be submitted with an initial application. All of this is complicated by the fact that DOE currently administers the program by issuing solicitations, rather than reviewing applications on a rolling basis. Solicitations have only allowed project sponsors to submit applications in relatively short windows of time. For instance, applicants in the most recent solicitation originally had just two months to compile and submit their applications. While the deadline subsequently was extended by two months, giving applicants a total of four months, the sheer volume of information required to be submitted and the significant costs required to be paid in such a short time nonetheless made it difficult for some applicants to participate in the program. DOE recently announced plans to allow at least some applicants to submit applications on a rolling basis, rather than by solicitation. Some sources have indicated, however, that this reform might only apply to applications for Loan Guarantees below a certain dollar threshold.25 In order to ameliorate the problems discussed above, DOE should (1) allow all applications to be submitted on a rolling basis; (2) allow application fees to be remitted later in the application process when applicants have more certainty regarding their potential for success; and (3) eliminate the preliminary credit assessment and other supplemental items described above from the application process and, if needed, revise these requirements to be closing conditions. C. Credit subsidy cost: an uncertain, potentially significant cost DOE is statutorily obligated to receive the credit subsidy cost either from congressional appropriation or from the applicant. Other than with respect to the Temporary Program as described above, no such appropriations have materialized with respect to the Loan Guarantee Program. In addition, in its recently enacted appropriations bill for FY 2009, Congress specifically states that “no appropriations are available to pay the subsidy cost” of any guarantees issued by DOE under the proposed $47 billion in additional Loan Guarantee authority.26 Applicants outside of the Temporary Program, therefore, must pay the credit subsidy cost, separate and apart from the application fee, prior to financial close. Note that the credit subsidy cost is not an eligible project cost and thus cannot simply be rolled back into the amount for which applicants seek a guarantee. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) calculates the credit subsidy cost using a proprietary financial model that takes into account the project's financial and business plan, the creditworthiness of the applicant, and the terms and conditions of the guarantee under negotiation. Neither OMB nor DOE has made its model public. Moreover, DOE first provides an applicant with an estimated credit subsidy cost amount only when it provides the term sheet – many months after the applicant submitted its application and after the applicant has paid the full application fee and incurred potentially significant administrative costs inherent in DOE's technical and financial review, in addition to the applicant's own legal and administrative costs. These two factors have combined to create a great deal of uncertainty and speculation with respect to the credit subsidy cost. In addition to being a virtually unknown cost, there is much speculation that the dollar amount of the credit subsidy cost will be significant. For instance, Standard & Poor's estimated the possible range of credit subsidy costs for projects in the recent nuclear solicitation. They determined that if (1) a proposed 1,000 MW nuclear facility has total project costs of $6 billion; (2) a developer seeks a Title XVII guarantee for 100 percent of the debt financing ($4.8 billion); and (3) the project is rated “BB-”, the credit subsidy cost would be approximately $288 million, while the credit subsidy cost for a similarly situated project with a rating of “BB” would be roughly $192 million.27 With respect to the most recent solicitation for energy efficiency, renewable energy, and advanced transmission and distribution projects, applicants project that credit subsidy cost could be as high as 30 percent of the amount of the guarantee being sought, and very well could be much more.28 ARRA 2009 appropriated $6 billion to cover the credit subsidy cost for projects eligible to receive Loan Guarantees under the Temporary Program, but fails to ameliorate the heavy burden the credit subsidy cost poses for existing Loan Guarantee applicants under the original program. DOE also recently announced plans to restructure the credit subsidy cost for some applicants under the original program, such that the credit subsidy cost would be payable over the life of the loan rather than in a lump sum at closing. It is unclear, however, whether this reform will be implemented on a case-by-case basis, apply to all applicants seeking guarantees below a certain threshold, or apply to all applicants generally. Without fixing this problem for all applicants, the uncertainty and potential amount of the credit subsidy cost likely will deter many applicants that would otherwise be good candidates for the existing Loan Guarantee program. D. Certain structuring aspects create problems 1. Intercreditor and collateral issues During the rulemaking process, many public commenters stressed the need to be able to separate, or “strip,” the non-guaranteed portion of the loan from the guaranteed portion and allow the non-guaranteed portion to benefit from a first priority security interest in the project assets. In other words, commenters argued for the ability to finance a project with multiple tranches of pari passu debt as is customary in project financing structures. This ability is especially important for projects with significant construction costs that will exceed the likely capacity of the Loan Guarantee Program—e.g., nuclear power facilities. While the existing regulations allow for sharing of collateral proceeds on a pari passu basis with other lenders, at this point DOE statutorily must retain superior control with respect to decisions regarding dispositions of project assets. The preamble to the regulations states that “DOE retains – as a superior right – the ability, even over the objections of other parties, to decide against the liquidation of project assets and instead to complete construction of the project, subject to appropriations, or to sell an incomplete project to an entity that will complete the project.”29 Therefore, if a project applicant seeks a guarantee for, e.g., 75 percent of the total debt obligation, the lender providing the remaining 25 percent of the debt financing must agree to subordinate at least some of its collateral rights to the U.S. government. This structure is not consistent with customary project financings, including those involving government agency lenders like the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) and U.S. Export-Import Bank (USEXIM), and will certainly drive away many lenders that would otherwise be interested in financing projects side by side with DOE. Ironically, the intercreditor tensions caused by this aspect of the Loan Guarantee Program may encourage or leave applicants with no choice but to try to seek DOE guarantees for 100 percent of the debt obligation (when DOE views more favorably those applicants who seek guarantees for lower percentages of the total debt) and thus have to borrow from the Federal Financing Bank, rather than seeking diversification with other lenders. The existing regulations also require that the non-guaranteed portion of the loan cannot be repaid on a shorter amortization schedule than the guaranteed portion.30 The statute and regulations allow the guaranteed portion to be amortized over a period of up to the shorter of 30 years or 90 percent of the projected useful life of the project's major physical assets. Being able to amortize the guaranteed portion of the loan over 30 years is very beneficial to the economics of many projects. However, these projects may require a non-guaranteed tranche in order to fund all project costs, either because of the size of the project or the fact that certain costs may not be eligible project costs under the Loan Guarantee Program or may have to be funded prior to the issuance of a Loan Guarantee. Many funding sources either cannot lend on a 30-year basis because of internal policies (e.g., certain export credit agencies) or will not lend on such basis on commercially reasonable terms. Thus, the applicant is forced either to obtain the guaranteed portion of the loan with a shorter maturity, potentially impairing the project's economics, or be limited in the sources it can tap to fund project costs not covered by the guaranteed portion. The statute requires that DOE have a first priority security interest in all project assets, which is consistent with typical project financing structures. However, the regulations also require that the collateral package include other collateral or surety, including non-project-related assets, determined by DOE to be necessary to ensure repayment. In addition, applicants to date have experienced requests from DOE for undertakings akin to sponsor guarantees. Expanding the collateral and other support requirements beyond the project assets removes the non-recourse benefit of project financing to the sponsors and creates uncertainty for the sponsors as to how much of their “balance sheet” they will need to put on the line in order to obtain a Loan Guarantee. In order to improve the effectiveness of the Loan Guarantee Program, DOE must address the structural problems described above and must be more clear and consistent in what structures will and will not work within the program. To date, applicants have spent valuable time and expended significant amounts for legal fees trying to decipher the structural limitations of the Loan Guarantee Program and how to shoehorn their projects into the requirements. Customary project finance structures have been used time and time again to provide adequate protection to lenders while allowing sponsors to finance projects economically and efficiently; there is no reason these structures cannot be used for the Loan Guarantee Program. 2. “Significant” cash equity contributions required Title XVII of EPAct 2005 states that the face value of the debt guaranteed by DOE may not exceed 80 percent of the total project costs. Though the Department declined in the final regulations to set a fixed, numerical minimum equity contribution (the draft regulations originally required a 20 percent equity contribution), DOE nonetheless does require a “significant equity investment” and provides that such equity must be in cash. DOE also states in the most recent solicitation that projects with comparatively higher levels of equity commitments will be viewed more favorably than projects with lower levels of equity commitments. Several portions of the application require demonstration of the project sponsor's current ability to provide the needed cash equity (e.g., equity commitment letter, credit history, audited financial statements). Many applicants, particularly under the original Loan Guarantee Program, are relatively small companies without significant cash on hand. These applicants, especially those submitting applications for much-needed renewable energy projects, often intend to fund the required equity through tax credits (e.g., the investment tax credit for solar projects), equity sales to tax-incentivized investors, contribution of existing tangible assets or intellectual property, and other structures generally accepted in the relevant industry. Instead of mandating one type of equity investment (e.g., cash), DOE should assess proposed equity contributions on a case-by-case basis to avoid driving away applicants with otherwise worthy projects. E. Certain financing structures not supported Under the Loan Guarantee Program's implementing regulations, guarantees are available solely to support loans and other debt obligations. Financing structures in the renewable energy sector in recent years largely have been equity-driven, with passive investors taking advantage of the renewable energy tax credits available to such projects. Three examples of such structures are the sale-leaseback, lease pass-through, and partnership flip financing structures. In the current financial climate, equity investors’ tax appetites are significantly lower; thus, there is a lower incentive for such equity investors to enter into these transactions and provide much-needed funding to the sector. Under the current regulations, the equity portion of such financing structures is not eligiible for support under the Loan Guarantee Program, and the complexity of these structures makes it challenging to incorporate even the debt portion into the Loan Guarantee Program. DOE staff has suggested that issuing guarantees for these types of transactions will be difficult to implement. VI. Conclusion The Loan Guarantee Program in theory has been hailed as “the greatest energy policy achievement in modern American history since the creation of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve within the Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975.”31 The program in practice, however, has been described in less glowing terms: “painfully slow,” with an “unacceptable rate of progress,” stemming from “institutional barriers, organizational intransigence, and bureaucratic dysfunction.”32 While ARRA 2009 established the Temporary Program to include certain “shovel-ready” projects, and appropriated $6 billion to cover the credit subsidy cost associated with such projects, it failed to resolve most of the pressing problems facing the existing program.

Prolif

No widespread proliferation

Hymans 12

Jacques Hymans, USC Associate Professor of IR, 4/16/12, North Korea's Lessons for (Not) Building an Atomic Bomb, www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/137408/jacques-e-c-hymans/north-koreas-lessons-for-not-building-an-atomic-bomb?page=show
Washington's miscalculation is not just a product of the difficulties of seeing inside the Hermit Kingdom. It is also a result of the broader tendency to overestimate the pace of global proliferation. For decades, Very Serious People have predicted that strategic weapons are about to spread to every corner of the earth. Such warnings have routinely proved wrong - for instance, the intelligence assessments that led to the 2003 invasion of Iraq - but they continue to be issued. In reality, despite the diffusion of the relevant technology and the knowledge for building nuclear weapons, the world has been experiencing a great proliferation slowdown. Nuclear weapons programs around the world are taking much longer to get off the ground - and their failure rate is much higher - than they did during the first 25 years of the nuclear age.

As I explain in my article "Botching the Bomb" in the upcoming issue of Foreign Affairs, the key reason for the great proliferation slowdown is the absence of strong cultures of scientific professionalism in most of the recent crop of would-be nuclear states, which in turn is a consequence of their poorly built political institutions. In such dysfunctional states, the quality of technical workmanship is low, there is little coordination across different technical teams, and technical mistakes lead not to productive learning but instead to finger-pointing and recrimination. These problems are debilitating, and they cannot be fixed simply by bringing in more imported parts through illicit supply networks. In short, as a struggling proliferator, North Korea has a lot of company.

No domino theory—nonproliferation has zero utility

Potter 8

William C. Potter is Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Professor of Nonproliferation Studies and Director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, Summer 2008, Divining Nuclear Intentions, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.1.potter.pdf
Hymans is keenly aware of the deficiency of past proliferation projections, which he attributes in large part to the “tendency to use the growth of nuclear capabilities, stances toward the non-proliferation regime, and a general ‘roguishness’ of the state as proxies for nuclear weapons intentions” (p. 217). Such intentions, he believes, cannot be discerned without reference to leadership national identity conceptions, a focus that appears to have been absent to date in intelligence analyses devoted to forecasting proliferation.49

Hymans is equally critical of the popular notion that “the ‘domino theory’ of the twenty-first century may well be nuclear.”50 As he points out, the new domino theory, like its discredited Cold War predecessor, assumes an oversimplified view about why and how decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken.51 Leaders’ nuclear preferences, he maintains, “are not highly contingent on what other states decide,” and, therefore, “proliferation tomorrow will probably remain as rare as proliferation today, with no single instance of proliferation causing a cascade of nuclear weapons states” (p. 225). In addition, he argues, the domino thesis embraces “an exceedingly dark picture of world trends by lumping the truly dangerous leaders together with the merely self assertive ones,” and equating interest in nuclear technology with weapons intent (pp. 208209). Dire proliferation forecasts, both past and present, Hymans believes, flow from four myths regarding nuclear decisonmaking: (1) states want the bomb as a deterrent; (2) states seek the bomb as a “ticket to international status”; (3) states go for the bomb because of the interests of domestic groups; and (4) the international regime protects the world from a flood of new nuclear weapons states (pp. 208216). Each of these assumptions is faulty, Hymans contends, because of its fundamental neglect of the decisive role played by individual leaders in nuclear matters.

As discussed earlier, Hymans argues that the need for a nuclear deterrent is entirely in the eye of the beholder—a leader with an oppositional nationalist NIC. By the same token, just because some leaders seek to achieve interna tional prestige through acquisition of the bomb, it does not mean that other leaders “necessarily view the bomb as the right ticket to punch”: witness the case of several decades of Argentine leaders, as well as the Indian Nehruvians (pp. 211212). The case of Egypt under Anwar al-Sadat, though not discussed by Hymans, also seems to at this category.

Hymans’s focus on the individual level of analysis leads him to discount bu reaucratic political explanations for nuclear postures, as well. Central to his argument is the assumption that decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken “without the considerable vetting that political scientists typically assume precedes most important states choices” (p. 13). As such, although he is prepared to credit nuclear energy bureaucracies as playing a supporting role in the ef forts by Australia, France, and India to go nuclear, he does not observe their influence to be a determining factor in root nuclear decisions by national lead ers. Moreover, contrary to a central premise of Solingen’s model of domestic political survival, Hymans ands little evidence in his case studies of leaders pursuing nuclear weapons to advance their political interests (p. 213). For ex ample, he argues, the 1998 nuclear tests in India were as risky domestically for Vajpayee as they were internationally (p. 214).

Most provocatively, Hymans invokes an individual-centric mode of analysis to challenge the necessity and utility of a strong international nonproliferation regime. As discussed in a preceding section, he finds no evidence that the NPT regime prevented any of the leaders who desired nuclear weapons from pursuing them.
No global nuclear expansion

Economist, 3/10/’12
(http://www.economist.com/node/21549936)

In any country independent regulation is harder when the industry being regulated exists largely by government fiat. Yet, as our special report this week explains, without governments private companies would simply not choose to build nuclear-power plants. This is in part because of the risks they face from local opposition and changes in government policy (seeing Germany's nuclear-power stations, which the government had until then seen as safe, shut down after Fukushima sent a chilling message to the industry). But it is mostly because reactors are very expensive indeed. Lower capital costs once claimed for modern post-Chernobyl designs have not materialised. The few new reactors being built in Europe are far over their already big budgets. And in America, home to the world's largest nuclear fleet, shale gas has slashed the costs of one of the alternatives; new nuclear plants are likely only in still-regulated electricity markets such as those of the south-east.

A technology for a more expensive world

For nuclear to play a greater role, either it must get cheaper or other ways of generating electricity must get more expensive. In theory, the second option looks promising: the damage done to the environment by fossil fuels is currently not paid for. Putting a price on carbon emissions that recognises the risk to the climate would drive up fossil-fuel costs. We have long argued for introducing a carbon tax (and getting rid of energy subsidies). But in practice carbon prices are unlikely to justify nuclear. Britain's proposed carbon floor price—the equivalent in 2020 of €30 ($42) a tonne in 2009 prices, roughly four times the current price in Europe's carbon market—is designed to make nuclear investment enticing enough for a couple of new plants to be built. Even so, it appears that other inducements will be needed. There is little sign, as yet, that a price high enough to matter can be set and sustained anywhere.

Whether it comes to benefit from carbon pricing or not, nuclear power would be more competitive if it were cheaper. Yet despite generous government research-and-development programmes stretching back decades, this does not look likely. Innovation tends to thrive where many designs can compete against each other, where newcomers can get into the game easily, where regulation is light. Some renewable-energy technologies meet these criteria, and are getting cheaper as a result. But there is no obvious way for nuclear power to do so. Proponents say small, mass-produced reactors would avoid some of the problems of today's behemoths. But for true innovation such reactors would need a large market in which to compete against each other. Such a market does not exist.
Nuclear innovation is still possible, but it will not happen apace: whales evolve slower than fruit flies. This does not mean nuclear power will suddenly go away. Reactors bought today may end up operating into the 22nd century, and decommissioning well-regulated reactors that have been paid for when they have years to run—as Germany did—makes little sense. Some countries with worries about the security of other energy supplies will keep building them, as may countries with an eye on either building, or having the wherewithal to build, nuclear weapons. And if the prices of fossil fuels rise and stay high, through scarcity or tax, nuclear may charm again. But the promise of a global transformation is gone.
US won’t exert nonproliferation leadership

Cleary 12

Richard Cleary, American Enterprise Institute Research Assistant, 8/13/12, Richard Cleary: Persuading Countries to Forgo Nuclear Fuel-Making, npolicy.org/article.php?aid=1192&tid=30
The cases above offer a common lesson: The U.S., though constrained or empowered by circumstance, can exert considerable sway in nonproliferation matters, but often elects not to apply the most powerful tools at its disposal for fear of jeopardizing other objectives. The persistent dilemma of how much to emphasize nonproliferation goals, and at what cost, has contributed to cases of nonproliferation failure. The inconsistent or incomplete application of U.S. power in nonproliferation cases is most harmful when it gives the impression to a nation that either sharing sensitive technology or developing it is, or will become, acceptable to Washington. U.S. reticence historically, with some exceptions, to prioritize nonproliferation—and in so doing reduce the chance of success in these cases—does not leave room for great optimism about future U.S. efforts at persuading countries to forgo nuclear fuel-making.
Nuclear energy cred fails—countries say no to US tech if it constrains them

Cleary 12

Richard Cleary, American Enterprise Institute Research Assistant, 8/13/12, Richard Cleary: Persuading Countries to Forgo Nuclear Fuel-Making, npolicy.org/article.php?aid=1192&tid=30
The examples above show the limitations of both demand and supply side efforts. Supply side diplomatic interventions, made before the transfer of technology, have been at times effective, particularly in precluding nuclear fuel-making in the short term and buying time for more lasting solutions. However, as the Pakistan and Brazil cases illustrated, supply side interventions are no substitute for demand side solutions: Countries face political choices regarding nuclear fuel-making. A nation set upon an independent fuel-making capacity, such as Pakistan or Brazil, is unlikely to give up efforts because of supply side controls. Multilateral fuel-making arrangements, as proposed repeatedly by the United States, have not materialized and therefore seem to have had little tangible influence.
They make prolif worse – irradation, spinoffs, co-option, reprocessing 

Green 10

(Jim, PhD in Science and Technology Studies and regular media commentator on nuclear-related issues, “NUCLEAR WEAPONS, NUCLEAR POWER & INTEGRAL FAST REACTORS” February 2010, http://foe.org.au/sites/default/files/IFR-FoEA-web-Feb2010.pdf)

In theory, there's lots to like about the IFR concept – e.g. destroying nuclear waste and fissile (weapons) material and producing electricity in the process. In practice, there's every likelihood they would be problematic. Nuclear engineer Dave Lochbaum from the Union of Concerned Scientists has summed up the dilemma: "The IFR looks good on paper. So good, in fact, that we should leave it on paper. For it only gets ugly in moving from blueprint to backyard." 

The main problem is that the claims made about the proliferation resistance of IFRs are overblown. George Stanford, who worked on an IFR R&D program in the US, notes that proliferators "could do [with IFRs] what they could do with any other reactor − operate it on a special cycle to produce good quality weapons material." It may be easy to use an IFR to produce weapons materials (e.g. inserting and irradiating uranium targets) or it may be difficult – but it is certainly possible.
IFR advocates assume that IFRs will be run on a normal operating cycle such that they would produce low-grade, highlycontaminated plutonium which would be contained within an intensely radioactive and intensely hot mixture that would greatly frustrate proliferators. But a proliferator would simply operate the reactor on a short irradiation cycle, producing weapon grade plutonium contained in a mixture which is not nearly so radioactive or hot. Likewise, IFR advocates claim that exceptionally heavilyshielded reprocessing facilities would be required to separate the plutonium because of the intense radioactivity and heat – but again they're making the implausible assumption that a proliferator would run the reactor on a normal operating cycle.

Advocates assume that IFRs will consume more fissile material than they produce – such reactors are called 'burners'. But IFRs are close relatives of the 'breeder' reactors that do the opposite. Some IFR advocates propose building an initial fleet of breeders to build up stockpiles of fissile material to fuel a second fleet of IFRs. 

Some IFR advocates propose initially deploying IFR technology in nuclear weapons states and weaponscapable states. But dozens and dozens of similar proposals have come and gone over the decades, rejected by the countries that would be excluded. There is a long history of 'peaceful' nuclear programs providing political cover and the technical means to further nuclear weapons programs. The direct use of power reactors has been the smaller part of the problem. The larger part of the problem has been real or feigned interested in nuclear power providing a rationale for the acquisition of proliferation sensitive nuclear facilities including enrichment plants, reprocessing plants and research reactors. 

For IFRs, the good news is that they would not operate in conjunction with enrichment plants or conventional reprocessing plants. But they do need to be kick started with a load of fissile material. Ideally that fissile material would come from existing civil or military stockpiles. But there are some less than ideal scenarios – e.g. the requirement for an initial load of fissile material providing a rationale for the ongoing operation of enrichment and reprocessing plants or the construction of new ones. Tom Blees' plan for an initial fleet of breeders is also of concern. Real or feigned interested in developing IFRs could also be used as a rationale for constructing prototype or test fast reactors, which could potentially be used to produce fissile material for weapons.
Separated plutonium stockpiles

In theory, there is much to like about the idea of conventional reprocessing with the use of separated plutonium as fuel (in breeders or mixed uranium/plutonium 'MOX' reactors). In theory, it has many of the same potential benefits as IFRs including drawing down fissile material stockpiles. In practice, reprocessing has increased rather than decreased proliferation risks. Very little plutonium has been used as reactor fuel in breeders or MOX reactors. But the separation of plutonium from spent fuel continues apace such that stockpiles of separated 'civil' plutonium − which can be used directly in weapons − are increasing by about five tonnes annually and amount to over 270 tonnes, enough for 27,000 nuclear weapons. 

IFR advocates demonstrate little or no understanding of the realpolitik responsible for, amongst other things, turning attractive theories into the problem of plutonium stockpiling and the failure to take the simplest steps to address the problem – namely, suspending or reducing the rate of reprocessing such that plutonium stockpiles are drawn down rather than continually increasing. 

If IFR technology is developed and deployed, it will be in an environment where crass commercial and political imperatives have demonstrably prevented even the simplest steps being taken to reduce weapons proliferation risks. 
No risk of nuclear terror
Mueller 10 (John, professor of political science at Ohio State, Calming Our Nuclear Jitters, Issues in Science and Technology, Winter, http://www.issues.org/26.2/mueller.html)

Politicians of all stripes preach to an anxious, appreciative, and very numerous choir when they, like President Obama, proclaim atomic terrorism to be “the most immediate and extreme threat to global security.” It is the problem that, according to Defense Secretary Robert Gates, currently keeps every senior leader awake at night. This is hardly a new anxiety. In 1946, atomic bomb maker J. Robert Oppenheimer ominously warned that if three or four men could smuggle in units for an atomic bomb, they could blow up New York. This was an early expression of a pattern of dramatic risk inflation that has persisted throughout the nuclear age. In fact, although expanding fires and fallout might increase the effective destructive radius, the blast of a Hiroshima-size device would “blow up” about 1% of the city’s area—a tragedy, of course, but not the same as one 100 times greater. In the early 1970s, nuclear physicist Theodore Taylor proclaimed the atomic terrorist problem to be “immediate,” explaining at length “how comparatively easy it would be to steal nuclear material and step by step make it into a bomb.” At the time he thought it was already too late to “prevent the making of a few bombs, here and there, now and then,” or “in another ten or fifteen years, it will be too late.” Three decades after Taylor, we continue to wait for terrorists to carry out their “easy” task. In contrast to these predictions, terrorist groups seem to have exhibited only limited desire and even less progress in going atomic. This may be because, after brief exploration of the possible routes, they, unlike generations of alarmists, have discovered that the tremendous effort required is scarcely likely to be successful. The most plausible route for terrorists, according to most experts, would be to manufacture an atomic device themselves from purloined fissile material (plutonium or, more likely, highly enriched uranium). This task, however, remains a daunting one, requiring that a considerable series of difficult hurdles be conquered and in sequence. Outright armed theft of fissile material is exceedingly unlikely not only because of the resistance of guards, but because chase would be immediate. A more promising approach would be to corrupt insiders to smuggle out the required substances. However, this requires the terrorists to pay off a host of greedy confederates, including brokers and money-transmitters, any one of whom could turn on them or, either out of guile or incompetence, furnish them with stuff that is useless. Insiders might also consider the possibility that once the heist was accomplished, the terrorists would, as analyst Brian Jenkins none too delicately puts it, “have every incentive to cover their trail, beginning with eliminating their confederates.” If terrorists were somehow successful at obtaining a sufficient mass of relevant material, they would then probably have to transport it a long distance over unfamiliar terrain and probably while being pursued by security forces. Crossing international borders would be facilitated by following established smuggling routes, but these are not as chaotic as they appear and are often under the watch of suspicious and careful criminal regulators. If border personnel became suspicious of the commodity being smuggled, some of them might find it in their interest to disrupt passage, perhaps to collect the bounteous reward money that would probably be offered by alarmed governments once the uranium theft had been discovered. Once outside the country with their precious booty, terrorists would need to set up a large and well-equipped machine shop to manufacture a bomb and then to populate it with a very select team of highly skilled scientists, technicians, machinists, and administrators. The group would have to be assembled and retained for the monumental task while no consequential suspicions were generated among friends, family, and police about their curious and sudden absence from normal pursuits back home. Members of the bomb-building team would also have to be utterly devoted to the cause, of course, and they would have to be willing to put their lives and certainly their careers at high risk, because after their bomb was discovered or exploded they would probably become the targets of an intense worldwide dragnet operation. Some observers have insisted that it would be easy for terrorists to assemble a crude bomb if they could get enough fissile material. But Christoph Wirz and Emmanuel Egger, two senior physicists in charge of nuclear issues at Switzerland‘s Spiez Laboratory, bluntly conclude that the task “could hardly be accomplished by a subnational group.” They point out that precise blueprints are required, not just sketches and general ideas, and that even with a good blueprint the terrorist group would most certainly be forced to redesign. They also stress that the work is difficult, dangerous, and extremely exacting, and that the technical requirements in several fields verge on the unfeasible. Stephen Younger, former director of nuclear weapons research at Los Alamos Laboratories, has made a similar argument, pointing out that uranium is “exceptionally difficult to machine” whereas “plutonium is one of the most complex metals ever discovered, a material whose basic properties are sensitive to exactly how it is processed.“ Stressing the “daunting problems associated with material purity, machining, and a host of other issues,” Younger concludes, “to think that a terrorist group, working in isolation with an unreliable supply of electricity and little access to tools and supplies” could fabricate a bomb “is farfetched at best.” Under the best circumstances, the process of making a bomb could take months or even a year or more, which would, of course, have to be carried out in utter secrecy. In addition, people in the area, including criminals, may observe with increasing curiosity and puzzlement the constant coming and going of technicians unlikely to be locals. If the effort to build a bomb was successful, the finished product, weighing a ton or more, would then have to be transported to and smuggled into the relevant target country where it would have to be received by collaborators who are at once totally dedicated and technically proficient at handling, maintaining, detonating, and perhaps assembling the weapon after it arrives. The financial costs of this extensive and extended operation could easily become monumental. There would be expensive equipment to buy, smuggle, and set up and people to pay or pay off. Some operatives might work for free out of utter dedication to the cause, but the vast conspiracy also requires the subversion of a considerable array of criminals and opportunists, each of whom has every incentive to push the price for cooperation as high as possible. Any criminals competent and capable enough to be effective allies are also likely to be both smart enough to see boundless opportunities for extortion and psychologically equipped by their profession to be willing to exploit them. Those who warn about the likelihood of a terrorist bomb contend that a terrorist group could, if with great difficulty, overcome each obstacle and that doing so in each case is “not impossible.” But although it may not be impossible to surmount each individual step, the likelihood that a group could surmount a series of them quickly becomes vanishingly small. Table 1 attempts to catalogue the barriers that must be overcome under the scenario considered most likely to be successful. In contemplating the task before them, would-be atomic terrorists would effectively be required to go though an exercise that looks much like this. If and when they do, they will undoubtedly conclude that their prospects are daunting and accordingly uninspiring or even terminally dispiriting. It is possible to calculate the chances for success. Adopting probability estimates that purposely and heavily bias the case in the terrorists’ favor—for example, assuming the terrorists have a 50% chance of overcoming each of the 20 obstacles—the chances that a concerted effort would be successful comes out to be less than one in a million. If one assumes, somewhat more realistically, that their chances at each barrier are one in three, the cumulative odds that they will be able to pull off the deed drop to one in well over three billion. Other routes would-be terrorists might take to acquire a bomb are even more problematic. They are unlikely to be given or sold a bomb by a generous like-minded nuclear state for delivery abroad because the risk would be high, even for a country led by extremists, that the bomb (and its source) would be discovered even before delivery or that it would be exploded in a manner and on a target the donor would not approve, including on the donor itself. Another concern would be that the terrorist group might be infiltrated by foreign intelligence. The terrorist group might also seek to steal or illicitly purchase a “loose nuke“ somewhere. However, it seems probable that none exist. All governments have an intense interest in controlling any weapons on their territory because of fears that they might become the primary target. Moreover, as technology has developed, finished bombs have been out-fitted with devices that trigger a non-nuclear explosion that destroys the bomb if it is tampered with. And there are other security techniques: Bombs can be kept disassembled with the component parts stored in separate high-security vaults, and a process can be set up in which two people and multiple codes are required not only to use the bomb but to store, maintain, and deploy it. As Younger points out, “only a few people in the world have the knowledge to cause an unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon.” There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were to utterly collapse; Pakistan is frequently cited in this context and sometimes North Korea as well. However, even under such conditions, nuclear weapons would probably remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloined bomb might be used in their own territory. They would still have locks and, in the case of Pakistan, the weapons would be disassembled. The al Qaeda factor The degree to which al Qaeda, the only terrorist group that seems to want to target the United States, has pursued or even has much interest in a nuclear weapon may have been exaggerated. The 9/11 Commission stated that “al Qaeda has tried to acquire or make nuclear weapons for at least ten years,” but the only substantial evidence it supplies comes from an episode that is supposed to have taken place about 1993 in Sudan, when al Qaeda members may have sought to purchase some uranium that turned out to be bogus. Information about this supposed venture apparently comes entirely from Jamal al Fadl, who defected from al Qaeda in 1996 after being caught stealing $110,000 from the organization. Others, including the man who allegedly purchased the uranium, assert that although there were various other scams taking place at the time that may have served as grist for Fadl, the uranium episode never happened. As a key indication of al Qaeda’s desire to obtain atomic weapons, many have focused on a set of conversations in Afghanistan in August 2001 that two Pakistani nuclear scientists reportedly had with Osama bin Laden and three other al Qaeda officials. Pakistani intelligence officers characterize the discussions as “academic” in nature. It seems that the discussion was wide-ranging and rudimentary and that the scientists provided no material or specific plans. Moreover, the scientists probably were incapable of providing truly helpful information because their expertise was not in bomb design but in the processing of fissile material, which is almost certainly beyond the capacities of a nonstate group. Kalid Sheikh Mohammed, the apparent planner of the 9/11 attacks, reportedly says that al Qaeda’s bomb efforts never went beyond searching the Internet. After the fall of the Taliban in 2001, technical experts from the CIA and the Department of Energy examined documents and other information that were uncovered by intelligence agencies and the media in Afghanistan. They uncovered no credible information that al Qaeda had obtained fissile material or acquired a nuclear weapon. Moreover, they found no evidence of any radioactive material suitable for weapons. They did uncover, however, a “nuclear-related” document discussing “openly available concepts about the nuclear fuel cycle and some weapons-related issues.” Just a day or two before al Qaeda was to flee from Afghanistan in 2001, bin Laden supposedly told a Pakistani journalist, “If the United States uses chemical or nuclear weapons against us, we might respond with chemical and nuclear weapons. We possess these weapons as a deterrent.” Given the military pressure that they were then under and taking into account the evidence of the primitive or more probably nonexistent nature of al Qaeda’s nuclear program, the reported assertions, although unsettling, appear at best to be a desperate bluff. Bin Laden has made statements about nuclear weapons a few other times. Some of these pronouncements can be seen to be threatening, but they are rather coy and indirect, indicating perhaps something of an interest, but not acknowledging a capability. And as terrorism specialist Louise Richardson observes, “Statements claiming a right to possess nuclear weapons have been misinterpreted as expressing a determination to use them. This in turn has fed the exaggeration of the threat we face.” Norwegian researcher Anne Stenersen concluded after an exhaustive study of available materials that, although “it is likely that al Qaeda central has considered the option of using non-conventional weapons,” there is “little evidence that such ideas ever developed into actual plans, or that they were given any kind of priority at the expense of more traditional types of terrorist attacks.” She also notes that information on an al Qaeda computer left behind in Afghanistan in 2001 indicates that only $2,000 to $4,000 was earmarked for weapons of mass destruction research and that the money was mainly for very crude work on chemical weapons. Today, the key portions of al Qaeda central may well total only a few hundred people, apparently assisting the Taliban’s distinctly separate, far larger, and very troublesome insurgency in Afghanistan. Beyond this tiny band, there are thousands of sympathizers and would-be jihadists spread around the globe. They mainly connect in Internet chat rooms, engage in radicalizing conversations, and variously dare each other to actually do something. Any “threat,” particularly to the West, appears, then, principally to derive from self-selected people, often isolated from each other, who fantasize about performing dire deeds. From time to time some of these people, or ones closer to al Qaeda central, actually manage to do some harm. And occasionally, they may even be able to pull off something large, such as 9/11. But in most cases, their capacities and schemes, or alleged schemes, seem to be far less dangerous than initial press reports vividly, even hysterically, suggest. Most important for present purposes, however, is that any notion that al Qaeda has the capacity to acquire nuclear weapons, even if it wanted to, looks farfetched in the extreme. It is also noteworthy that, although there have been plenty of terrorist attacks in the world since 2001, all have relied on conventional destructive methods. For the most part, terrorists seem to be heeding the advice found in a memo on an al Qaeda laptop seized in Pakistan in 2004: “Make use of that which is available … rather than waste valuable time becoming despondent over that which is not within your reach.” In fact, history consistently demonstrates that terrorists prefer weapons that they know and understand, not new, exotic ones. Glenn Carle, a 23-year CIA veteran and once its deputy intelligence officer for transnational threats, warns, “We must not take fright at the specter our leaders have exaggerated. In fact, we must see jihadists for the small, lethal, disjointed, and miserable opponents that they are.” al Qaeda, he says, has only a handful of individuals capable of planning, organizing, and leading a terrorist organization, and although the group has threatened attacks with nuclear weapons, “its capabilities are far inferior to its desires.” Policy alternatives The purpose here has not been to argue that policies designed to inconvenience the atomic terrorist are necessarily unneeded or unwise. Rather, in contrast with the many who insist that atomic terrorism under current conditions is rather likely— indeed, exceedingly likely—to come about, I have contended that it is hugely unlikely. However, it is important to consider not only the likelihood that an event will take place, but also its consequences. Therefore, one must be concerned about catastrophic events even if their probability is small, and efforts to reduce that likelihood even further may well be justified. At some point, however, probabilities become so low that, even for catastrophic events, it may make sense to ignore them or at least put them on the back burner; in short, the risk becomes acceptable. For example, the British could at any time attack the United States with their submarine-launched missiles and kill millions of Americans, far more than even the most monumentally gifted and lucky terrorist group. Yet the risk that this potential calamity might take place evokes little concern; essentially it is an acceptable risk. Meanwhile, Russia, with whom the United States has a rather strained relationship, could at any time do vastly more damage with its nuclear weapons, a fully imaginable calamity that is substantially ignored. In constructing what he calls “a case for fear,” Cass Sunstein, a scholar and current Obama administration official, has pointed out that if there is a yearly probability of 1 in 100,000 that terrorists could launch a nuclear or massive biological attack, the risk would cumulate to 1 in 10,000 over 10 years and to 1 in 5,000 over 20. These odds, he suggests, are “not the most comforting.” Comfort, of course, lies in the viscera of those to be comforted, and, as he suggests, many would probably have difficulty settling down with odds like that. But there must be some point at which the concerns even of these people would ease. Just perhaps it is at one of the levels suggested above: one in a million or one in three billion per attempt.

Competitiveness not key to heg
Brooks and Wohlforth, 8

[Stephen G. Brooks is Assistant Professor and William C. Wohlforth is Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College, “World out of Balance, International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy,” p. 32-35]

 American primacy is also rooted in the county's position as the world's leading technological power. The United States remains dominant globally in overall R&D investments, high-technology production, commercial innovation, and higher education (table 2.3). Despite the weight of this evidence, elite perceptions of U.S. power had shifted toward pessimism by the middle of the first decade of this century. As we noted in chapter 1, this was partly the result of an Iraq-induced doubt about the utility of material predominance, a doubt redolent of the post-Vietnam mood. In retrospect, many assessments of U.S. economic and technological prowess from the 1990s were overly optimistic; by the next decade important potential vulnerabilities were evident. In particular, chronically imbalanced domestic finances and accelerating public debt convinced some analysts that the United States once again confronted a competitiveness crisis.23 If concerns continue to mount, this will count as the fourth such crisis since 1945; the first three occurred during the 1950s (Sputnik), the 1970s (Vietnam and stagflation), and the 1980s (the Soviet threat and Japan's challenge). None of these crises, however, shifted the international system's structure: multipolarity did not return in the 1960s, 1970s, or early 1990s, and each scare over competitiveness ended with the American position of primacy retained or strengthened.24

Our review of the evidence of U.S. predominance is not meant to suggest that the United States lacks vulnerabilities or causes for concern. In fact, it confronts a number of significant vulnerabilities; of course, this is also true of the other major powers.25 The point is that adverse trends for the United States will not cause a polarity shift in the near future. If we take a long view of U.S. competitiveness and the prospects for relative declines in economic and technological dominance, one takeaway stands out: relative power shifts slowly. The United States has accounted for a quarter to a third of global output for over a century. No other economy will match its combination of wealth, size, technological capacity, and productivity in the foreseeable future (tables 2.2 and 2.3).

The depth, scale, and projected longevity of the U.S. lead in each critical dimension of power are noteworthy. But what truly distinguishes the current distribution of capabilities is American dominance in all of them simultaneously. The chief lesson of Kennedy's 500-year survey of leading powers is that nothing remotely similar ever occurred in the historical experience that informs modern international relations theory. The implication is both simple and underappreciated: the counterbalancing constraint is inoperative and will remain so until the distribution of capabilities changes fundamentally. The next section explains why.

Econ resilient

Economist, Economist Intelligence Unit – Global Forecasting Service, 11/16/’11
(http://gfs.eiu.com/Article.aspx?articleType=gef&articleId=668596451&secID=7) 

The US economy, by any standard, remains weak, and consumer and business sentiment are close to 2009 lows. That said, the economy has been surprisingly resilient in the face of so many shocks. US real GDP expanded by a relatively robust 2.5% in the third quarter of 2011, twice the rate of the previous quarter. Consumer spending rose by 2.4%, which is impressive given that real incomes dropped during the quarter (the savings rate fell, which helps to explain the anomaly.) Historically, US consumers have been willing to spend even in difficult times. Before the 2008-09 slump, personal spending rose in every quarter between 1992 and 2007. That resilience is again in evidence: retail sales in September were at a seven-month high, and sales at chain stores have been strong. Business investment has been even more buoyant: it expanded in the third quarter by an impressive 16.3% at an annual rate, and spending by companies in September on conventional capital goods (that is, excluding defence and aircraft) grew by the most since March. This has been made possible, in part, by strong corporate profits. According to data compiled by Bloomberg, earnings for US companies in the S&P 500 rose by 24% year on year in the third quarter. All of this has occurred despite a debilitating fiscal debate in Washington, a sovereign debt downgrade by a major ratings agency and exceptional volatility in capital markets. This reinforces our view that the US economy, although weak, is not in danger of falling into a recession (absent a shock from the euro zone). US growth will, however, continue to be held back by a weak labour market—the unemployment rate has been at or above 9% for 28 of the last 30 months—and by a moribund housing market.

Decline doesn’t cause war
Morris Miller, Professor of Administration @ the University of Ottawa, ‘2K
(Interdisciplinary Science Review, v 25 n4 2000 p ingenta connect)

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study under- taken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth – bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).
Warming

IFRs too costly and too long term to solve warming 

Cochran 9 

(Thomas, Senior Scientist, Nuclear Program, Natural Resources Defense Council, “Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee Hearing; To receive testimony on nuclear energy development; Testimony by Thomas Cochran, Senior Scientist, Nuclear Program, Natural Resources Defense Council” March 18, 2009, Congressional Documents and Publications) 

B. Spent Fuel Reprocessing. The federal government should not encourage or support commercial spent fuel reprocessing. Putting aside for the moment the serious proliferation and security concerns involved in any future global shift toward reprocessing, it's clear that combating climate change is an urgent task that requires near term investments yielding huge decarbonization dividends on a 5 to 20 year timescale. For thermal reactors, the closed fuel cycle (spent fuel reprocessing and recycling plutonium) is unlikely ever to be less costly than the once-through fuel cycle, even assuming significant carbon controls. But setting aside such near-term cost barriers, commercial viability for a closed fuel cycle employing fast reactors is an even longer-term proposition. So even fervent advocates of nuclear power need to put the reprocessing agenda aside for a few decades, and focus on swiftly deploying and improving the low-carbon energy solutions.

Think about it. In pursuit of closing the fuel cycle, the U.S. government could easily spend on the order of $ 150 billion over 15 years just to get to the starting line of large-scale commercialization. But all that spending will not yield one additional megawatt of low-carbon electricity beyond what could be obtained by sticking with the current once-through cycle, much less by investing that $150 billion in renewable and efficient energy technologies. Spent-fuel reprocessing, plutonium recycle, and fast reactor waste transmutation are currently uneconomical, higher-risk, 100-year answers to an urgent climate question that now requires low-risk 5 to 20 year solutions. For now, Congress and the new Administration should terminate funding for the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) and its associated efforts to close the nuclear fuel cycle and introduce fast burner reactors in the United States.

At any point along the way, Mr. Chairman, we can revisit this issue to assess whether there may be truly disruptive innovations in nuclear technology that would alter this negative assessment, and induce us to view closing the fuel cycle as a more costeffective pathway to decarbonization than the host of cheaper alternatives we have available to us today.

New nuclear subsidies distort the market and crowd out clean energy alternatives turns warming

Koplow, United Nations Environment Programme's Working Group on Economic Instruments, MBA – Harvard, and Vancko, project manager – nuclear/climate @ UCS, ‘11
(Doug and Ellen, “Nuclear Power: Still Not Viable without Subsidies,” Union of Concerned Scientists, February)

4.1.1.4. Credit Subsidies Quickly Mount in Pursuing a Nuclear Option 

The aggregate subsidies that federal credit guaran​tees provide to the nuclear industry are significant. However, exact estimates depend on assumptions regarding the amount of credit ultimately commit​ted, default and recovery rates versus industry pre​payments, and the cost of capital for a merchant plant absent government subsidies. 

Although there is not full agreement on these values, and some (such as the ultimate size of federal backing) are still in play, existing inputs do allow us to benchmark the subsidy cost for a num​ber of useful scenarios.33 Relevant cases include the existing authorizations and no more, authoriza​tions on the order of those sought by the NEI in congressional testimony, and funding sufficient for the United States to meet its share of the Pacala- Socolow nuclear power wedge.34 This last case assumes that a one-gigaton (Gt) per-year reduction in carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) by 2050 from nuclear would require 1,071 gigawatts electrical (GWe) of gross new nuclear capacity in order to obtain a net 700 GWe after reactor retirements (Squassoni 2009b: 22). We further assume that roughly 24 percent of that global nuclear capacity increase will occur within the United States, based on its share of global installed electricity capacity. 

The results, shown in Table 7, are striking. Current commitments will provide subsidies to recipient reactors of $23 billion to $34 billion over the 30-year life of guarantees, even if there is no default. If Congress increases the loan subsidies to meet industry targets of $93 billion, the expected taxpayer loss would exceed $20 billion, based on OMB loss estimates. However, even in the absence of any defaults, the intermediation value of these subsidies would be $3.8 billion to $5.7 billion per year, or a present value of $115 billion to $170 bil​lion over the duration of the Loan Guarantees.

A key justification for pursuing the nuclear power option is its supposed leverage in helping the United States address global warming concerns. In this context, it is useful to note that investment on the scale needed to meet the U.S. share of a global nuclear power climate-change-reduction wedge, as calculated by Pacala and Socolow, would require more than $1.2 trillion in loan guarantees—provid​ing recipient firms with subsidies of $50 billion to $75 billion per year, or a present value of roughly $1.5 trillion to $2.3 trillion, over the life of the guarantees. 

It is certainly possible that financial and con​struction markets would mature as so many new plants were built, reducing the subsidy required. However, it is equally possible that deployment or technical problems would trigger cost increases for all reactors (as has occurred in the past), that rising costs for all capital-intensive projects would exacer​bate competitive challenges for nuclear, or that the technical-improvement and cost-reduction paths of other low-carbon technologies would be faster than those of nuclear. Given the magnitude of subsidies associated with ever-larger credit guarantees to the nuclear sector, careful consideration needs to be given to alternative ways to address climate-change mitigation that may be more cost-efficient.
No nuclear exports—bureaucracy and foreign government competition

NEI, Nuclear Energy Institute, Winter ‘12
(“U.S. Nuclear Export Rules Hurt Global Competitiveness,” http://www.nei.org/resourcesandstats/publicationsandmedia/insight/insightwinter2012/us-nuclear-export-rules-hurt-global-competitiveness/)

Today, U.S. dominance of the global nuclear power market has eroded as suppliers from other countries compete aggressively against American exporters. U.S. suppliers confront competitors that benefit from various forms of state promotion and also must contend with a U.S. government that has not adapted to new commercial realities. The potential is tremendous—$500 billion to $740 billion in international orders over the next decade, representing tens of thousands of potential American jobs, according to the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

With America suffering a large trade deficit, nuclear goods and services represent a market worth aggressive action.

However, antiquated U.S. government approaches to nuclear exports are challenging U.S. competitiveness in the nuclear energy market. New federal support is needed if the United States wants to reclaim dominance in commercial nuclear goods and services—and create the jobs that go with them. 

“The U.S. used to be a monopoly supplier of nuclear materials and technology back in the ’50s and ’60s,” said Fred McGoldrick, former director of the Office of Nonproliferation and Export Policy at the State Department. “That position has eroded to the point where we’re a minor player compared to other countries.”

America continues to lead the world in technology innovation and know-how. So what are the issues? And where is the trade?

Effective coordination among the many government agencies involved in nuclear exports would provide a boost to U.S. suppliers.

 “Multiple U.S. agencies are engaged with countries abroad that are developing nuclear power, from early assistance to export controls to trade finance and more,” said Ted Jones, director for supplier international relations at NEI. The challenge is to create a framework that allows commercial nuclear trade to grow while ensuring against the proliferation of nuclear materials. 

 “To compete in such a situation, an ongoing dialogue between U.S. suppliers and government needs to be conducted and U.S. trade promotion must be coordinated at the highest levels,” Jones said.

Licensing U.S. Exports

Jurisdiction for commercial nuclear export controls is divided among the Departments of Energy and Commerce and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and has not been comprehensively updated to coordinate among the agencies or to reflect economic and technological changes over the decades. The State Department also is involved in international nuclear commerce. It negotiates and implements so-called “123 agreements” that allow for nuclear goods and services to be traded with a foreign country.

The federal agencies often have different, conflicting priorities, leading to a lack of clarity for exporters and longer processing times for export licenses.
“The U.S. nuclear export regime is the most complex and restrictive in the world and the least efficient,” said Jones. “Furthermore, it is poorly focused on items and technologies that pose little or no proliferation concern. By trying to protect too much, we risk diminishing the focus on sensitive technologies and handicapping U.S. exports.” 

A case in point is the Energy Department’s Part 810 regulations. While 123 agreements open trade between the United States and other countries, Part 810 regulates what the United States can trade with another country. For certain countries, it can take more than a year to obtain “specific authorizations” to export nuclear items. Because other supplier countries authorize exports to the same countries with fewer requirements and delays, the Part 810 rules translate into a significant competitive disadvantage for U.S. suppliers.

Today, 76 countries require a specific authorization, but DOE has proposed almost doubling that number—to include for the first time countries that have never demonstrated a special proliferation concern, that are already part of the global nuclear supply chain, and that plan new nuclear infrastructure. 

The proposed Part 810 rule would do nothing to reduce lengthy license processing times, said Jones. Other nuclear supplier countries impose strict guidelines on their licensing agencies for timely processing of applications. Equivalent licenses must be processed in fewer than nine months in France, fewer than 90 days in Japan and 15 days in South Korea.
One possible solution, said McGoldrick, would be to set similar deadlines for issuance of licenses. U.S. agencies “could have deadlines set forth in the new [Part 810] regulations, which would give the relevant government agencies specified times in which to act on a license. Time could be exceeded only under certain circumstances,” said McGoldrick.

Instituting Same Rules for Everyone

At stake is not just the nation’s manufacturing base, but thousands of jobs. In 2008, all exports supported more than 10 million jobs, according to “The Report to the President on the National Export Initiative.” One of the report’s recommendations was to expand opportunities for U.S. commercial nuclear exports.

Warming won’t cause extinction

Barrett, professor of natural resource economics – Columbia University, ‘7
(Scott, Why Cooperate? The Incentive to Supply Global Public Goods, introduction)

First, climate change does not threaten the survival of the human species.5 If unchecked, it will cause other species to become extinction (though biodiversity is being depleted now due to other reasons). It will alter critical ecosystems (though this is also happening now, and for reasons unrelated to climate change). It will reduce land area as the seas rise, and in the process displace human populations. “Catastrophic” climate change is possible, but not certain. Moreover, and unlike an asteroid collision, large changes (such as sea level rise of, say, ten meters) will likely take centuries to unfold, giving societies time to adjust. “Abrupt” climate change is also possible, and will occur more rapidly, perhaps over a decade or two. However, abrupt climate change (such as a weakening in the North Atlantic circulation), though potentially very serious, is unlikely to be ruinous. Human-induced climate change is an experiment of planetary proportions, and we cannot be sur of its consequences. Even in a worse case scenario, however, global climate change is not the equivalent of the Earth being hit by mega-asteroid. Indeed, if it were as damaging as this, and if we were sure that it would be this harmful, then our incentive to address this threat would be overwhelming. The challenge would still be more difficult than asteroid defense, but we would have done much more about it by now. 
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Status quo solves: Argonne and APS just won the Nobel Prize – and the experiments happened after their cards were written
Sagoff, media relations specialist at Argonne National Laboratory, 10/10/2012

(Jared, “Advanced Photon Source lights the way to 2012 Chemistry Nobel,” http://www.anl.gov/articles/advanced-photon-source-lights-way-2012-chemistry-nobel)

Thanks in part to research performed at the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Argonne National Laboratory, the 2012 Nobel Prize in Chemistry was awarded today to Americans Brian Kobilka and Robert Lefkowitz for their work on G-protein-coupled receptors.

G-protein-coupled receptors, or GPCRs, are a large family of proteins embedded in a cell’s membrane that sense molecules outside the cell and activate a cascade of different cellular processes in response. They constitute key components of how cells interact with their environments and are the target of nearly half of today’s pharmaceuticals.

These medicines work by connecting with many of the 800 or so human GPCRs. But to do this well, a drug needs to connect to the protein like a key opens a lock. Improving drugs requires knowing exactly how these proteins work and are structured, which is difficult because the long, slender protein chains are folded in an intricate pattern that threads in and out of the cell’s membrane.

In a study performed at Argonne in 2007, Kobilka, a professor at Stanford University, used intense X-rays produced by the laboratory’s Advanced Photon Source (APS) to make the first discovery of the structure of a human GPCR. This receptor, called the human β2 adrenoreceptor (β2AR), is responsible for a number of different biological responses, including facilitating breathing and dilating the arteries.

A second and potentially even more exciting breakthrough occurred just last year, when Kobilka used the APS to determine the structure of β2AR at the exact moment that the protein-receptor complex signals across the membrane. This study represented the first time that a GPCR had been caught “in the act” of carrying out its biological mission.

"It is especially gratifying that Dr. Kobilka and his fellow researchers used the Advanced Photon Source at the Department of Energy’s Argonne National Lab to reveal a high-resolution structure of a cell receptor in the act of signaling," said Secretary of Energy Steven Chu. "In the past decade, work done at Department of Energy Laboratories has been recognized with four Chemistry and three Physics Nobel Prizes. The foundation of this world-class science has been the result of long-term, stable federal government investments."

“By understanding more about the ways these cellular receptors function, we can open new frontiers in biology and develop more effective drug therapies for serious illnesses,” said Argonne director Eric D. Isaacs. “This Nobel Prize recognizes these scientists’ great research and highlights the National Laboratories’ vital contributions to scientific discovery.”

In order to obtain the structure of a GPCR, Kobilka and his colleagues turned to X-ray crystallography, a process that can locate each of the atoms within a larger molecule such as a GPCR. “The combination of intense X-rays and cutting-edge crystallography capabilities at the APS gave the researchers a world-class tool tailored especially for this kind of experiment,” said APS associate laboratory director Brian Stephenson. “There are very few places in the world where these breakthroughs could have been made.”

“Argonne leads the world when it comes to developing and providing access to new crystallographic instruments and techniques,” Kobilka said last year.

Some of the earliest studies of GPCR structures were performed at the European Synchrotron Radiation Facility in France, but Kobilka and his team subsequently moved their experiments to Argonne. “We had an X-ray beam that was stable enough, intense enough and could be focused to a small enough spot so that Kobilka could get a good view of the structure,” said University of Michigan crystallographer Janet Smith, who is scientific director of the beamline where Kobilka did his work at the APS.

No link – Argonne works on all different scientific topics

Sagoff, media relations specialist at Argonne National Laboratory, 10/10/2012

(Jared, “Advanced Photon Source lights the way to 2012 Chemistry Nobel,” http://www.anl.gov/articles/advanced-photon-source-lights-way-2012-chemistry-nobel)

Argonne National Laboratory seeks solutions to pressing national problems in science and technology. The nation's first national laboratory, Argonne conducts leading-edge basic and applied scientific research in virtually every scientific discipline. Argonne researchers work closely with researchers from hundreds of companies, universities, and federal, state and municipal agencies to help them solve their specific problems, advance America's scientific leadership and prepare the nation for a better future. With employees from more than 60 nations, Argonne is managed by UChicago Argonne, LLC for the U.S. Department of Energy's Office of Science.

Nuclear engineers aren’t key to APS – we have an Argonne organizational chart you can look at – they’re different departments of an organization with 3500 scientists – it’s no surprise that no aff card actually connects the two
Argonne Org Chart

Staff of nearly 3,500: http://www.anl.gov/about-argonne
Red arrows indicate NUCLEAR ENGINEERING and ADVANCED PHOTON SOURCE

No link
[image: image1.emf]
No impact – too far in the future and can’t predict risks 

Litton, 7

[Paul, Associate Professor of Law at University of Missouri, PhD (2003), University of Pennsylvania JD (1999), University of Pennsylvania Law School ‘ "Nanoethics"? What's New?’, The Hastings Center Report, Vol. 37, No. 1 (Jan. - Feb., 2007), pp. 22-25]

If the most radical futuristic visions prove possible, and if we allowed them to be realized, then new ethical issues might certainly arise. Societal transformation would be absolutely radical if each household had its own Drexlerian manufacturing kit, with self-replicating nanobots turning carbon and sunlight into whatever matter was needed, including food. Such abundance would render current theories of justice irrelevant, since they all assume a scarcity of resources. The very structure of our economy would be drastically transformed if virtually any good could be produced without labor.13

However, we should not spend resources developing the ethics for a Drexlerian world. Predictions about the underlying science and technology are simply too speculative. The history of futurism is fraught with fantastic mistakes by great minds. John von Neumann foresaw global warming, but predicted that by now, nuclear energy would "be free—just like the unmetered air."14 Many of the predictions made in 1975 by Asilomar conferees about recombinant DNA either have never been realized or took longer than expected, and very few of the scientists foresaw the technology's actual or positive ramifications.15

Predicting nanotechnology's long-term future is impossible because it requires foreseeing how it will affect society and how, in return, societal and economic forces will shape it. But just taking nanoscience in isolation, we do not know whether the radical control over nature implied by molecular manufacturing is possible. To break and make atomic bonds on the massive scale required for manufacturing consumer goods, we would need to harness enormous amounts of energy efficiently and cheaply. Nanotechnology, converging with photovoltaics, may make it possible, but it is too speculative.16 If we are discovering a new physics, then decisive claims about what is possible or impossible may be premature. But acknowledging that these futuristic visions have some plausibility does not warrant resources for a new discipline of nanoethics. Even if they are plausible, new, nano-tailored values will not be needed. And anyway, there are serious problems now and on a more probable horizon. 
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US credit got downgraded already – hurts investor confidence

Goldfarb 11 (Zach, Washington Post, 8/5/2011, www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/sandp-considering-first-downgrade-of-us-credit-rating/2011/08/05/gIQAqKeIxI_story.html)
Standard & Poor’s announced Friday night that it has downgraded the U.S. credit rating for the first time, dealing a symbolic blow to the world’s economic superpower in what was a sharply worded critique of the American political system. Lowering the nation’s rating to one notch below AAA, the credit rating company said “political brinkmanship” in the debate over the debt had made the U.S. government’s ability to manage its finances “less stable, less effective and less predictable.” It said the bipartisan agreement reached this week to find at least $2.1 trillion in budget savings “fell short” of what was necessary to tame the nation’s debt over time and predicted that leaders would not be likely to achieve more savings in the future.
Solvency

IFR Not Competitive

International consensus proves theyre not competitive and power generation will be small

PR Newswire 10

(“Report: Unsuccessful 'Fast Breeder' Is No Solution for Long-Term Reactor Waste Disposal Issues” February 17, 2010, PR Newswire, International Panel on Fissile Materials)

Hopes that the "fast breeder"- a plutonium-fueled nuclear reactor designed to produce more fuel than it consumed -- might serve as a major part of the long-term nuclear waste disposal solution are not merited by the dismal track record to date of such sodium-cooled reactors in France, India, Japan, the Soviet Union/Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States, according to a major new study from the International Panel on Fissile Materials (IPFM).
Titled "Fast Breeder Reactor Programs: History and Status," the IPFM report concludes: "The problems (with fast breeder reactors) ... make it hard to dispute Admiral Hyman Rickover's summation in 1956, based on his experience with a sodium-cooled reactor developed to power an early U.S. nuclear submarine, that such reactors are 'expensive to build, complex to operate, susceptible to prolonged shutdown as a result of even minor malfunctions, and difficult and time-consuming to repair.'"

Plagued by high costs, often multi-year downtime for repairs (including a 15-year reactor restart delay in Japan), multiple safety problems (among them often catastrophic sodium fires triggered simply by contact with oxygen), and unresolved proliferation risks, "fast breeder" reactors already have been the focus of more than $50 billion in development spending, including more than $10 billion each by the U.S., Japan and Russia. As the IPFM report notes: "Yet none of these efforts has produced a reactor that is anywhere near economically competitive with light-water reactors ... After six decades and the expenditure of the equivalent of tens of billions of dollars, the promise of breeder reactors remains largely unfulfilled and efforts to commercialize them have been steadily cut back in most countries."

The new IPFM report is a timely and important addition to the understanding about reactor technology. Today, with increased attention being paid both to so-called "Generation IV" reactors, some of which are based on the fast reactor technology, and a new Obama Administration panel focusing on reprocessing and other waste issues, interest in some quarters has shifted back to fast reactors as a possible means by which to bypass concerns about the long-term storage of nuclear waste.

Frank von Hippel, Ph.D., co-chair of the International Panel on Fissile Materials, and professor of Public and International Affairs, Woodrow Wilson School, Princeton University, said: "The breeder reactor dream is not dead but it has receded far into the future. In the 1970s, breeder advocates were predicting that the world would have thousands of breeder reactors operating by now. Today, they are predicting commercialization by approximately 2050. In the meantime, the world has to deal with the legacy of the dream; approximately 250 tons of separated weapon-usable plutonium and ongoing - although, in most cases struggling - reprocessing programs in France, India, Japan, Russia and the United Kingdom."

Mycle Schneider, Paris, international consultant on energy and nuclear policy, said: "France built with Superphenix, the only commercial-size plutonium fueled breeder reactor in nuclear history. After an endless series of very costly technical, legal and safety problems it was shut down in 1998 with one of the worst operating records in nuclear history."
Thomas B. Cochran, nuclear physicist and senior scientist in the Nuclear Program at the Natural Resources Defense Council, said: "Fast reactor development programs failed in the: 1) United States; 2) France; 3) United Kingdom; 4) Germany; 5) Japan; 6) Italy; 7) Soviet Union/Russia 8) U.S. Navy and 9) the Soviet Navy. The program in India is showing no signs of success and the program in China is only at a very early stage of development. Despite the fact that fast breeder development began in 1944, now some 65 year later, of the 438 operational nuclear power reactors worldwide, only one of these, the BN-600 in Russia, is a commercial-size fast reactor and it hardly qualifies as a successful breeder. The Soviet Union/Russia never closed the fuel cycle and has yet to fuel BN-600 with plutonium."

M.V. Ramana, Ph.D., visiting research scholar, Woodrow Wilson School and the Program in Science, Technology, and Environmental Policy, Princeton University, said: "Along with Russia, India is one of only two countries that are currently constructing commercial scale breeder reactors. Both the history of the program and the economic and safety features of the reactor suggest, however, that the program will not fulfill the promises with which it was begun and is being pursued. Breeder reactors have always underpinned the DAE's claims about generating large quantities of cheap electricity necessary for development. Today, more than five decades after those plans were announced, that promise is yet to be fulfilled. As elsewhere, breeder reactors are likely to be unsafe and costly, and their contribution to overall electricity generation will be modest at best."
Prefer our ev—recent trends show nuclear is crashing, but their authors always think that the Renaissance is around the corner

Maize, staff writer – POWER Magazine, 8/6/’12
(Kennedy, “A Bumpy Road for Nukes,” POWERnews)

Washington, D.C., 6 August 2012 — It’s been a rough road for nuclear advocates in the U.S. of late, although nothing seems to dent the Pollyanna armor of the nuclear crowd, always appearing to believe a revival is just over the horizon and headed into view. Here are a few fraught developments for the nuclear business that suggest the positive vision just might be a mirage. * GE CEO Jeff Immelt in a recent interview with the Financial Times revealed a surprising and somewhat uncharacteristic realism with regard to the company’s nuclear future and that of its partner in radioactivity, Hitachi. In London for the Summer Olympics, Immelt told a reporter for the FT, “It’s really a gas and wind world today. When I talk to the guys who run the oil companies, they say look, they’re finding more gas all the time. It’s just hard to justify nuclear, really hard. Gas is so cheap, and at some point, really, economics rule.” For the nuclear industry, economics has always been the fundamental enemy – not the green-tinged, hairy anti-nuke activists, but the folks with the green eye shades, sharp pencils and, today, even sharper spreadsheets. The nuclear execs long have pursued governments as their bulwark against markets, and that has often worked. Today, as Immelt notes, gas has made the market forces so overwhelming, at least in those places such as the U.S. where gas is astonishingly abundant, that even government likely can’t come to the rescue of nuclear power. Could that have something to do with the abject failure of the 2005 Energy Policy Act’s loan guarantee provisions, which have not worked for renewables any better than they have worked for nukes? Indeed, the threat of gas is at least as potentially toxic for many wind and solar projects as it is for nuclear and coal new build. * In Georgia, the Southern Company is facing what looks like growing problems with its Vogtle project, which aims for two new nuclear units using the unproven but promising Westinghouse AP1000 reactor design. With its federal loan in jeopardy (Southern says it can go ahead without taxpayer funds) and the project running behind schedule and over budget, the Atlanta-based utility now faces lawsuits brought by the reactor vendor and the construction contractor Shaw Group. The amount in dispute, some $29 million, is tiny compared to the multi-billion-dollar price tag for the project. But it may be revealing of ruptures in the deal. Robert Marritz, an energy lawyer and veteran industry observer, publisher of ElectricityPolicy.com, commented that “the very filing of a lawsuit at this stage of the first nuclear plant construction in decades is stunning, reflecting stresses in a relationship that should, one would think, be contained and resolved rather than boiling over into public view.” Indeed, the parties are also engaged in a larger, perhaps nastier, dispute involving $800 million that has not gotten much public exposure. And that’s real money. * Moving to California, the long-running saga of Edison International’s San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS, how’s that for an inept acronym?) continues, with little clarity in sight. The plant has been out of service since January as a result of unexpected and still unexplained tube wear in the plant’s steam generators. According to Bloomberg New Energy Finance, the outage is costing the utility about $1.5 million a day just in lost revenue. The cost to the state in jeopardized reliability hasn’t been calculated, although Edison has started up mothballed gas capacity to fill the supply gap. There is no firm date for restart at the nuclear plant. In the meantime, the California Public Utilities Commission is planning a formal investigation of the outage and Edison’s response, but recently decided to delay that until the utility files a legally-required report with the CPUC November 1. CPUC President Mike Peevey is a former executive with the Los Angeles-based utility.

Natural gas will wreck the industry

WSJ, 3/15/’12
(“Cheap Natural Gas Unplugs U.S. Nuclear-Power Revival”)

What killed the revival wasn't last year's nuclear accident in Japan, nor was it a soft economy that dented demand for electricity. Rather, a shale-gas boom flooded the U.S. market with cheap natural gas, offering utilities a cheaper, less risky alternative to nuclear technology.
"It's killed off new coal and now it's killing off new nuclear," says David Crane, chief executive of NRG Energy Inc., NRG +3.58% a power-generation company based in Princeton, N.J. "Gas has come along at just the right time to upset everything."
Across the country, utilities are turning to natural gas to generate electricity, with 258 plants expected to be built from 2011 through 2015, federal statistics indicate. Not only are gas-fired plants faster to build than reactors, they are much less expensive. The U.S. Energy Information Administration says it costs about $978 per kilowatt of capacity to build and fuel a big gas-fired power plant, compared with $5,339 per kilowatt for a nuclear plant.

Already, the inexpensive natural gas is putting downward pressure on electricity costs for consumers and businesses.

The EIA has forecast that the nation will add 222 gigawatts of generating capacity between 2010 and 2035—equivalent to one-fifth of the current U.S. capacity. The biggest chunk of that addition—58%—will be fired by natural gas, it said, followed by renewable sources, including hydropower, at 31%, then coal at 8% and nuclear power at 4%.

"What utility doesn't want cheap fuel?" says Steve Piper, associate director of energy fundamentals at SNL Financial, a research company. He predicts natural gas will remain the "default fuel" for as long as gas production remains high and prices stay low.

50 to 100 years just to implement - best models

MIT 10, interdisciplinary study by MIT professors, “The Future of Nuclear Fuel Cycles”, http://web.mit.edu/mitei/docs/spotlights/nuclear-fuel-cycle.pdf
To understand the implications of alternative fuel cycles for the United States, we created a dynamic model of the nuclear energy system through the year 2100 . Dynamic modeling is a method to follow in time the consequences of deployment of alternative fuel cycles for different sets of assumptions. Such comprehensive mathematical models of fuel cycles have only been developed in the last few years. Several alternative futures were examined. p Nuclear growth scenarios. Three nuclear growth scenarios were considered: 1% per year (low), 2.5% per year (medium), and 4% per year (high). Fuel cycle choices partly depend upon nuclear growth rates. At low growth rates continuation of today’s open fuel cycle is the preferred choice. At high growth rates there are incentives for improved utilization of the energy potential of mined uranium and for reduction of the long-term burden of SNF, but technical constraints exist and incentives may change depending upon the available technology and economics. p Fuel cycles. Three fuel cycles were modeled in detail: today’s once-through fuel cycle with LWRs, a partly-closed LWR fuel cycle with recycle of plutonium from LWR SNF back into LWRs and direct disposal of the recycle SNF, and a closed fuel cycle with LWRs and fast reactors. In the closed fuel cycle, LWR SNF is reprocessed and the transuranic elements including plutonium are used to start up fast reactors. The SNF uranium and transuranics from discharged fuel of fast reactors are recycled back to the fast reactors. p Fast reactors. Our analysis of closed fuel cycles included three classes of fast reactors with different goals. In the first scenario the goal was to destroy actinides; thus, the fast reactors had a conversion ratio of 0.75. In the second scenario the goal was a self-sustaining fuel cycle; thus, the fast reactors had a conversion ratio of 1.0. In the third scenario the goal was to rapidly expand the availability of fissile fuel for fast reactors; thus the fast reactors had a conversion ratio of 1.23 with the excess transuranics used to start added fast reactors. Results from the models under the stated assumptions indicate that: p The transition from a system dominated by one fuel cycle to another requires 50 to 100 years. p For medium and high growth scenarios, there were relatively small differences in the total transuranic (plutonium, americium, etc.) inventories between different fuel cycles in this century. – The primary differences were in the locations of those inventories. In a once-through fuel cycle the inventories were in repositories whereas in partly and fully closed fuel cycles the inventories were in reactors and SNF storage facilities. – For scenarios where the goal was burning of long-lived transuranics (conversion ratio of 0.75), only a small fraction of the transuranics will be burnt in this century. p There are relatively small differences between fuel cycles in the total uranium mined within this century for any given nuclear power growth rate. Mined uranium savings would be 25% at most. p For medium and high growth scenarios, fast reactors started on plutonium fuel require construction of many LWRs and deployment of large capacity reprocessing and fuel fabrication facilities throughout the century in order to supply the initial cores.
Loan Guarnatees Fail

The plan is insufficient to lower costs

Sokolski, executive director – Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, August ‘10
(Henry, “The High and Hidden Costs of Nuclear Power,” Hoover Institution Policy Review, No. 162)

To address these concerns, the U.S. nuclear industry has succeeded in getting Congress to implement a growing number of subsidies, including nuclear energy production tax credits and very large federal loan guarantees. Industry estimates indicate that proposed loan guarantees alone would save an American utility at least $13 billion over 30 years in the financing a modern nuclear reactor. Granting these and additional government incentives, though, may not be sufficient. First, in 2003, the Congressional Budget Office (cbo) estimated that the nuclear industry would probably be forced to default on nearly 50 percent of these loans. Second, most recently, Moody’s warned that barring a dramatic positive change in utility-industry balance sheets, the ratings firm would downgrade any power provider that invested in new nuclear reactor construction on the basis that these projects were “bet the farm” gambles. The threat of Moody’s to reduce credit ratings included utilities that might secure federal loan guarantees, which Moody’s described as too “conditional” to be relied on. Meanwhile, the president of America’s largest fleet of nuclear power plants, who now serves as the World Nuclear Association’s vice chairman, publicly cautioned that investing in new nuclear generating capacity would not make sense until both natural gas prices rise and stay above eight dollars per 1,000 cubic feet and carbon prices or taxes rise and stay above $25 a ton. Yet industry officials believe that neither condition, much less both, are likely to be met any time soon. Recent developments suggest their skepticism is warranted. After the latest international conference to control carbon emissions held in December 2009 in Copenhagen, carbon prices in the European carbon market hit a near all-time low. United States’ natural gas prices, meanwhile, driven by reduced demand and massive increases in supplies and newly discovered reserves, have also dropped precipitously. There is good reason to believe that they are unlikely to rise significantly any time soon.2

Even if loan guarantees work, they won’t create sufficient construction to solve their advantages

Glaser, assistant professor – Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs @ Princeton University, July ‘11
(Alexander, “After Fukushima: Preparing for a More Uncertain Future of Nuclear Power,” The Electricity Journal Vol. 24, Issue 6, p. 27-35)

Even with more modest expectations and objectives, however, the prospects for new nuclear power are not too favorable. In 2009, the U.S. National Academies published a major report on America's Energy Future.9 The report recommended that the United States “demonstrate whether evolutionary nuclear plants are commercially viable in the United States by constructing a suite of about five plants during the next decade.”10 The U.S. Loan-Guarantee program and other federal incentives were designed to facilitate just that.11

In the aftermath of Fukushima, however, it now seems unlikely that developers will continue to pursue a sufficiently large number of projects that would be needed to demonstrate that nuclear power plants can be built on time and on budget in the United States, even with federal assistance that has been increased from $18 billion to $54 billion under the Obama Administration. In fact, some are already moving away. For example, until 2008, Exelon considered new nuclear construction as part of its roadmap (“Exelon 2020”) to offset 15 million metric tons of greenhouse gas emissions per year by 2020. A 2010 re-assessment of that roadmap no longer includes a nuclear component, which shifted towards the back of the cost curve.12 Similarly, Princeton-based NRG announced in March 2011 that it would suspend most work on its proposed Texas nuclear power plant, pending possible new safety rules and elaborated further that “the tragic nuclear incident in Japan has introduced multiple uncertainties around new nuclear development in the United States which have had the effect of dramatically reducing the probability that [South Texas Projects] STP 3 and 4 can be successfully developed in a timely fashion.”13

Overall, the U.S. Loan Guarantee program might ultimately facilitate completion of two or maybe four new units by 2020.14 It would be remarkable if these few projects provided the insights (including robust “nth-of-a-kind” cost estimates) that the National Academies deemed essential for demonstrating new nuclear power in the United States.15 An inconclusive outcome would, of course, challenge the very rationale behind the loan guarantee program.

Prolif

2nc not inevitable
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Their evidence is a pipe dream—all trends prove to global nuclear death, despite government support

Hoium, energy investment expert and stock advisor @ Motley Fool, MBA – Carlson School of Management, 12/9/’11
(Travis, “3 Reasons to Avoid Nuclear Power,” http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2011/12/09/3-reasons-to-avoid-nuclear-power.aspx)

It's been nearly nine months since an earthquake and subsequent tsunami in Japan turned the fortunes of the nuclear world on its head. A nuclear renaissance in the U.S. came to a halt, Germany decided to nix its nuclear plants, and the industry hasn't been the same.
But there are three remaining reasons that I don't think nuclear is a place investors should be looking for value right now.

For safety's sake

Whether it's mechanical failure, human error, or a natural disaster, there are major risks associated with nuclear plants. Boosters may count these as one-time events, but they've happened more than once, and with Japan looking at billions of dollars to rebuild what was lost after the Fukushima Daiichi disaster, the risk should be a major factor in any investment.
The cost per watt of nuclear energy is lower than that of many other energy sources, but the costs are heading in the wrong direction. When NRG Energy (NYSE: NRG  ) nixed its planned nuclear expansion, rapidly rising cost estimates were a major factor. Estimates tripled in the planning stage, making the power that would be delivered less cost effective.

Nuclear also benefits from a variety of government subsidies including limited liability, without which nuclear would be nearly impossible to build. And NRG was counting on a government loan guarantee to complete its plant. Compared to other alternative energy sources like wind and solar, whose costs are falling, nuclear is headed in the wrong direction.
It's a dying business

A look at how financial markets view nuclear power may give even the most hardened supporters pause. Rating agencies have downgraded companies with nuclear assets, and nuclear stocks have plummeted this year.

Investors should also consider that in the past year, U.S. nuclear power generation was down 2.7% and worldwide capacity has fallen from 375.5 GW to 365.5 GW. It's true that nuclear is out of favor, and according to trends, renewable energy is picking up the slack.

Foolish bottom line

Despite backlash from commenters when I asked if nuclear was really safe, it turned out it hasn't been for investors since Japan's disaster. There hasn't been a bounce back, and shares of Cameco (NYSE: CCJ  ) , Uranium Energy (NYSE: UEC  ) , and Uranerz Energy (NYSE: URZ  ) have continued to slide.
Considering the trends away from nuclear in many locations worldwide, I don't see this business getting brighter any time soon. Disagree? Leave your thoughts in the comments section below.

TMI proves—post-meltdown environments destroy nuclear growth—claims of a nuclear renaissance are industry hype

Cooper, senior research fellow for economic analysis – Institute for Energy and the Environment @ Vermont Law School, PhD – Yale University, ‘11
(Mark, “NUCLEAR SAFETY AND NUCLEAR ECONOMICS: HISTORICALLY, ACCIDENTS DIM THE PROSPECTS FOR NUCLEAR REACTOR CONSTRUCTION; FUKUSHIMA WILL HAVE A MAJOR IMPACT,” December) 

Motivated by this safety concern in the pre-TMI period the NRC was convinced the danger of accidents would grow dramatically as the number and size of the reactors in operation grew and their locations moved closer to population centers. They sought to reduce the risk by increasing required safety measures. The growth of standards and guides was dramatic, from three in 1970 to 143 by 1978, which had a corresponding impact on the cost of reactors.39 Writing in 1981, Komanoff concluded that the poor safety performance of the industry would combine with an across-the board review of safety after TMI that would maintain safety driven cost escalation.40 Tomain argues that the increase in fines after TMI reflected a determination by the NRC that it had to make sure that its safety regulation had teeth.41 

Thus, the story of the nuclear industry in the 1980s was equal parts cost escalation and reactor cancellations and the underlying theme was a need for greater attention to safety. This is a likely outcome in the contemporary, post-Fukushima environment, except that the “nuclear renaissance” had not generated many actual orders for new reactors, so there was no need to cancel orders and have abandonment proceedings. Even before Fukushima, the “nuclear renaissance” had already proven to be more of a rapidly deflating bubble than a renaissance. Fukushima will make it even more difficult to inflate.
THE “NUCLEAR RENAISSANCE” HAD FIZZLED BEFORE FUKUSHIMA BECAUSE OF HIGH COSTS 

Fukushima will add risk and cost to make nuclear power even less attractive. 

The increase in risk associated with the post-accident reviews and the history of cost escalation, before and after accidents will make investors and governments look less favorably on nuclear power. This inclination is compounded by the fact that the cost of new nuclear reactors was highly uncertain before Fukushima (as shown in Exhibit 5). Since the first estimates were put forward by nuclear "Enthusiasts" in an effort to create the impression of a “nuclear renaissance,” cost estimates have increased dramatically and the numbers that were originally hyped to kick off the “renaissance” proved to be far too low. Although the Enthusiasts have since raised their cost projections somewhat, Wall Street analysts still use construction cost projections that are at least 50 percent higher.
Fukushima will magnify the economic problems that the “nuclear renaissance” faced, which are the very problems that that have plagued nuclear power throughout its history. Nuclear power has always suffered from high cost and continuous cost escalation, high risk and uncertainty. With long lead-times and large sunk costs, nuclear is a very risky investment in an environment filled with ambiguities and competitive alternatives. Thus, new reactors are the antithesis of prudent investment.42 That is the reason that the “nuclear renaissance” never materialized. Hype and speculation of dozens of projects quickly gave way to a handful that became increasingly dependent on massive public subsidies to move forward. Before Fukushima, the Energy Information Administration, which had been one of the early Enthusiasts, had already conceded that only four reactors would be built over the next two decades.43 After Fukushima, even that number is in doubt.

No Nonpro Leadership—Short Extn

Prefer our evidence—history proves

Cleary 12

Richard Cleary, American Enterprise Institute Research Assistant, 8/13/12, Richard Cleary: Persuading Countries to Forgo Nuclear Fuel-Making, npolicy.org/article.php?aid=1192&tid=30
In recent years, there has been a resurgence of proposals designed to limit the spread of nuclear fuel-making facilities, with the understanding that ostensibly peaceful technology can allow for the production of the fissile material required for a nuclear weapon. With U.S. proposals ranging from the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) to a revamped, “Gold Standard” bilateral nuclear cooperation agreement, a wider array of tools has been put at the disposal of American policy makers. Prominent members of the international community have become agitated about the prospect of the proliferation of fuel-making technology as well, with numerous proposals of fuel assurances put forward by such disparate figures as Vladimir Putin and Mohamed ElBaradei. But renewed enthusiasm for nonproliferation begs questions about how novel the instruments proposed are, and, moreover, how effective they are likely to be, particularly for the country historically at the head of nonproliferation efforts, the United States. A review of this historical record suggests that optimism about the U.S. ability to dissuade countries from this path is misplaced.

This essay considers supply side proposals of fuel assurance, multilateral fuel-making, as well as specific interventions on both the supply and demand sides, consulting particular cases in Iran (1974-1978), West Germany-Brazil (1975-1977), South Korea (1974-1976) and Pakistan (1972-1980) to draw lessons about the effectiveness of U.S. practices under differing circumstances. The record these cases give is mixed, due to two principal causes. The first is the failure of the U.S. to consistently prioritize nonproliferation efforts given Washington’s global and competing interests, interests that tend to be embraced by different factions in the federal government apparatus but whose ultimate arbiter is the president (along with his close advisors). The second is the tendency of decisions about nuclear fuel-making by the state in question to be influenced more by fundamental trends or factors than diplomatic maneuvering from Washington; diplomacy is most effective when it has the political, economic and military backing to implicate these issues. The most important factor in U.S. efforts has tended to be the bilateral relationship between Washington and the country at hand. Decision-makers who consider their country’s relationship with the U.S. to be strategically vital—and believe that fuel-making would threaten this relationship—are most likely to forgo enrichment and reprocessing (ENR) technology. This calculus can be informed by a range of dynamics, some beyond U.S. control, such as security concerns, issues of prestige, and commercial and industrial interests. Domestic politics and public opinion, both in the United States and in the country considering fuel-making, can be influential.

One of the fundamental tensions of American nonproliferation efforts lies with the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the international legal framework of reference in nonproliferation matters. The prevailing interpretation of the NPT centers on what has been referred to as the “fundamental bargain”: in exchange for nuclear-weapons states’ movement toward disarmament and their sharing of technology and expertise for peaceful nuclear energy, nonnuclear weapons states will not pursue the bomb.1

One portion of the NPT, in particular, has borne on U.S. efforts to persuade countries not to pursue nuclear fuel-making technology: Article IV. Here, the NPT enshrines the “inalienable right…to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes,” and pledges signatories to “undertake to facilitate…the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.”2 Traditionally, the U.S. has elected for an ambiguous middle ground, not denying an Article IV “inalienable” right to fuel-making, but not acknowledging it either.3 While U.S. interpretations of the NPT have not, as a practical matter, stemmed its attempts to convince countries to eschew nuclear fuel-making technology, the NPT’s bargain has shaped certain stances, particularly supply side proposals such as fuel assurances.

The application of U.S. national power, on both the supply and demand sides of nuclear fuel-making, can play a role in convincing countries of the benefits of their relationship with Washington and the costs to be incurred if this relationship were fractured. The adroit use of “sticks” and “carrots” can withhold or provide incentives for cooperation, convincing countries considering ENR that the risks of doing so outweigh the benefits. The case studies examined here suggest that if the United States is to give the impression that a bilateral relationship rests in the balance, Washington may have to undertake risks of its own, perhaps compromising other policy objects for the sake of nonproliferation. When the circumstances have called for Washington to put nonproliferation goals above others, policy makers have often failed to do so.
Obama won’t push nonproliferation leverage 
Lewis 12

Jeffrey Lewis, director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation, 8/1/12, It's Not as Easy as 1-2-3, www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/08/01/it_s_not_as_easy_as_1_2_3?page=full
That's why others in the nonproliferation community have argued that the United States should use its desirability as a partner in nuclear cooperation as leverage. States are unlikely to forgo ENR programs simply because the United States or others offer cheap alternatives. A little muscle is called for - and circumstances have offered leverage: With more than a dozen new agreements to be negotiated, the Obama administration has an opportunity to write into many agreements a new, stronger nonproliferation standard.

So far, however, the administration has been reluctant to put the squeeze on potential partners. Many Obama officials took the view outlined by Poneman in his article - that asking states to renounce ENR could make the situation worse. (It is important to note that I am not aware of Poneman's view inside the interagency deliberations.) So the administration has largely avoided pressuring states to renounce enrichment and reprocessing capabilities. Despite early talk of the "gold standard," this January the administration announced it would take what officials described as a case-by-case approach. In bureaucratic terms, this amounts to having no standard at all. It is hard to imagine a less restrictive policy. I suppose the administration could announce it would not even try. As it is, they will try - but not very hard.

Makes nonproliferation ineffective

Cleary 12

Richard Cleary, American Enterprise Institute Research Assistant, 8/13/12, Richard Cleary: Persuading Countries to Forgo Nuclear Fuel-Making, npolicy.org/article.php?aid=1192&tid=30
In recent years, a new nonproliferation instrument has appeared: a restructured 123 nuclear cooperation agreement, developed in the course of negotiations with the United Arab Emirates (UAE) and signed in 2009. This agreement, unlike previous bilateral nuclear cooperation agreements, offers a model for demand side nonproliferation, with the UAE vowing to forgo all enrichment and reprocessing technology on its own soil. It goes far beyond, for example, the “veto” on reprocessing of U.S.-origin spent fuel broached in the negotiations with the Shah. This “Gold Standard” agreement, much hailed at first, particularly in contrast to Iran’s enrichment activities, has begun to lose its luster as, once again, competing priorities marginalize nonproliferation. In January 2012, the Obama Administration announced that a “case by case” approach would be taken to the application of the Gold Standard. Countries such as Vietnam, where the U.S. holds out hope for a grander partnership aimed at countering China, may not be held to the UAE’s standard.100 Today, as in the 1970s with the Symington and Glenn Amendments, Congress seems most concerned about the prospect of proliferation of ENR technology.

The UAE case is a striking reminder of the lasting challenge facing American nonproliferation efforts. As a global power with ranging interests, governed by a political system where dissenting factions in Congress, the White House, and bureaucratic organs can influence policy in a number of ways, and operating in an international system with its own constraints on U.S. power, the United States has struggled to marshal its strength toward persuading countries to forgo nuclear fuel-making. While there is no guarantee that the decisive and steadfast application of sticks and carrots in the cases above would have changed the outcomes—it may have brought unintended consequences of its own—a commitment to doing so would have improved the chance of persuading countries to eschew fuel-making.

Prolif Turn

The framing issue is that their authors are caught up in the blueprints whereas ours simulate reality

Green 9 

(Jim, PhD in Science and Technology Studies and regular media commentator on nuclear-related issues, “Nuclear Weapons and 'Fourth Generation' Reactors” July 2009, http://www.foe.org.au/anti-nuclear/issues/nfc/power-weapons/g4nw)

IFR advocates propose using them to draw down global stockpiles of fissile material, whether derived from nuclear research, power or WMD programs. However, IFRs have no need for outside sources of fissile material beyond their initial fuel load. Whether they are used to irradiate outside sources of fissile material to any significant extent would depend on a confluence of commercial, political and military interests. History shows that non-proliferation objectives receive low priority. Conventional reprocessing with the use of separated plutonium as fuel (in breeders or MOX reactors) has the same potential to drawn down fissile material stockpiles, but has increased rather than decreased proliferation risks. Very little plutonium has been used as reactor fuel in breeders or MOX reactors. But the separation of plutonium from spent fuel continues and stockpiles of separated 'civil' plutonium − which can be used directly in weapons − are increasing by about five tonnes annually and amount to over 270 tonnes, enough for 27,000 nuclear weapons.

IFR advocates demonstrate little or no understanding of the realpolitik imposed by the commercial, political and military interests responsible for, amongst other things, unnecessarily creating this problem of 270+ tonnes of separated civil plutonium and failing to take the simplest steps to address the problem - namely, suspending reprocessing or reducing the rate of reprocessing such that plutonium stockpiles are drawn down rather than continually increasing.

The proposed use of IFRs to irradiate fissile materials produced elsewhere faces the familiar problem that countries with the greatest interest in WMD production will be the least likely to forfeit fissile material stockpiles and vice versa. Whatever benefits arise from the potential consumption of outside sources of fissile material must be weighed against the problem that IFRs could themselves be used to produce fissile material for weapons. WMD proliferators won't use IFRs to draw down stockpiles of their own fissile material let alone anyone else's − they are more likely to use them to produce plutonium for nuclear weapons.

Some IFR proponents propose initially deploying IFR technology in nuclear weapons states and weapons-capable states, but every other proposal for selective deployment of dual-use nuclear technology has been rejected by countries that would be excluded.

Err neg – pro IFR authors mislead by inflating safety claims 

Barton 9

(Charles, Science Historian, MA from Memphis, The IFR information drought http://nucleargreen.blogspot.com/2009/05/ifr-information-drought.html)

Thus literature on the IFR safety misleads by claiming inherent safety for the reactor rather than for its core. While the IFR safety features are impressive, other safety issues appear to have been under researched. issues of LFTR safety are frankly and vigorously discussed on Energy from Thorium, However, I do not even find acknowledgement that IFR safety issues exist in recent discussions in Internet discussions of the IFR. Despite this lamentable lack of safety awareness on the part of IFR advocates, the evidence is that the IFR is still the apple of the Department of Energy's eye. Despite the $20 + billion the United States has wasted on Liquid Sodium reactors so far, the DoE wants to waste even more, rather than give the LFTR a fair hearing. My forecast is that the development of the IFR and its fuel cycle will eventually cost far more that the development of the LFTR will, and that the LFTR will prove far cheaper to build, more flexible to operate and will produce far cheaper electricity, than the IFR will. But the DoE has a long history of ignoring the virtues of MSRs while overlooking the vices of LMFBRs. There is no accounting for tastes in reactors. That the IFR appears to have less Internet support than the LFTR should not reflect on its merits. That so much less information is available on the IFR than on the LFTR does reflect on the attitude of the supporters of of the IFR. That there is not significant public discussions on IFRs that can be accessed by the public through the internet does seem to betray a lack of safety concern, a lack of a IFR safety culture. That there are identified safety issues in IFR research reports that are not also mentioned in public discussions of IFR safety, raises serious questions about the safety of the IFR enterprise.
Prefer top insiders 

Green 9 

(Jim, PhD in Science and Technology Studies and regular media commentator on nuclear-related issues, “Nuclear Weapons and 'Fourth Generation' Reactors” July 2009, http://www.foe.org.au/anti-nuclear/issues/nfc/power-weapons/g4nw)

In short, IFRs could produce lots of greenhouse-friendly energy and while they're at it they can 'eat' nuclear waste and convert fissile materials, which might otherwise find their way into nuclear weapons, into useful energy. Too good to be true? Sadly, yes. Nuclear engineer Dave Lochbaum from the Union of Concerned Scientists writes: "The IFR looks good on paper. So good, in fact, that we should leave it on paper. For it only gets ugly in moving from blueprint to backyard."
Complete IFR systems don't exist. Fast neutron reactors exist but experience is limited and they have had a troubled history. The pyroprocessing and waste transmutation technologies intended to operate as part of IFR systems are some distance from being mature. But even if the technologies were fully developed and successfully integrated, IFRs would still fail a crucial test − they can too easily be used to produce fissile materials for nuclear weapons.

IFRs and nuclear weapons

George Stanford, who worked on an IFR R&D program in the US, notes that proliferators "could do [with IFRs] what they could do with any other reactor − operate it on a special cycle to produce good quality weapons material."

As with conventional reactors, IFRs can be used to produce weapon grade plutonium in the fuel (using a shorter-than-usual irradiation time) or by irradiating a uranium or depleted uranium 'blanket' or targets. Conventional PUREX reprocessing can be used to separate the plutonium. Another option is to separate reactor grade plutonium from IFR fuel and to use that in weapons instead of weapon grade plutonium.

The debate isn't helped by the muddle-headed inaccuracies of some IFR advocates, including some who should know better. For example, Prof. Barry Brook from Adelaide University says: "IFRs cannot produce weapons-grade plutonium. The integral fast reactor is a systems design with a sodium-cooled reactor with metal fuels and pyroprocessing on-site. To produce weapons-grade plutonium you would have to build an IFR+HSHVHSORF (highly specialised, highly visible, heavily shielded off-site reprocessing facility). You would also need to run your IFR on a short cycle." Or to paraphrase: IFRs can't produce weapon grade plutonium, IFRs can produce weapon grade plutonium. Go figure.

Presumably Brook's point is that IFR-produced plutonium cannot be separated on-site from irradiated materials (fuel/blanket/targets); it would need to be separated from irradiated materials at a separate reprocessing plant. If so, it is a banal point which also applies to conventional reactors, and it remains the case that IFRs can certainly produce weapon grade plutonium.
Brooks' HSHVHSORFs are conventional PUREX plants − technology which is well within the reach of most or all nation states. Existing reprocessing plants would suffice for low-burn-up IFR-irradiated materials while more elaborate shielding might be required to safely process materials irradiated for a longer period. IFR advocate Tom Blees notes that: "IFRs are certainly not the panacea that removes all threat of proliferation, and extracting plutonium from it would require the same sort of techniques as extracting it from spent fuel from light water reactors."

New nuclear subsidies send an international signal that boosts the global industry—causes latent prolif and drives up long-term reactor costs

Koplow, United Nations Environment Programme's Working Group on Economic Instruments, MBA – Harvard, and Vancko, project manager – nuclear/climate @ UCS, ‘11
(Doug and Ellen, “Nuclear Power: Still Not Viable without Subsidies,” Union of Concerned Scientists, February)

The spread of nuclear materials throughout the world is a major security concern—the link between nuclear power development and nuclear weapons proliferation is widely recognized—and a growing civilian nuclear sector makes the situation even worse.94 The International Security Advisory Board of the U.S. Department of State agrees, not​ing that, “The rise in nuclear power worldwide, and particularly within Third World nations, inevitably increases the risks of proliferation” (ISAB 2008: 1). This risk is much greater if the chosen path for civilian nuclear involves enrich​ment or reprocessing capabilities, something that “represent[s] quite dangerous paths to proliferation that are not effectively addressed by current inter​national law or treaties,” according to the board (ISAB 2008: 3). 

Subsidies to nuclear reactor technology exac​erbate proliferation concerns both by boosting the “latent proliferation” risk and by increasing oppor​tunities for illicit diversion.95 Latent proliferation exists if a company does not actually build any weapons but establishes the capabilities to build them. Under a latent proliferation scenario, “a nation’s nuclear power facilities give it the capabil​ity to quickly make nuclear weapons” (Gronlund et al. 2007). Nuclear proliferation expert Henry Sokolski notes that, “A large reactor program brings any nation quite a ways down the road to acquiring an option to build bombs” (Grossman 2008). If the diversion or theft of materials from the civilian sector cannot be detected quickly or at all, the latent proliferation concern from nuclear power expansion can become an active one. 

Proliferation conduits involve far more than just physical infrastructure. The increased number of people trained in closely related fields and the ability of a country to mask purchases of suspect materials through civilian activities are just as important. 

Given this power-to-weapons linkage, it is appropriate to assign associated incremental costs to nuclear power that too often are ignored or dismissed as an abstract military issue. Analytic approaches such as “activity-based costing” (ABC) can be helpful in evaluating the large expansions in nuclear reactors planned worldwide. ABC recognizes that “general” administrative or oversight costs are in reality often linked to specific activities and program objectives. For example, if a harbor is fine for all ships desiring to use it other than oil tankers, and $100 million is invested in deepening channels so that oil tankers may be accommodated, this entire amount would be assigned to oil trans​port—not averaged across all users. If not for the large tanker, no harbor modifications would have been needed. This approach is commonly used in many industries in order to understand the econom​ics of particular investments or lines of business. 

It is clear that higher costs to nuclear power may result from increased monitoring require​ments, greater military expenditures, or, theoreti​cally, the damages from an attack (or credible threat thereof ). While many of these costs are difficult to quantify, Sokolski notes it may be possible to quantify “the probability of failing to detect a mili​tary diversion” from a civilian program, as well as the costs of “improving the odds of detecting such diversions in a timely fashion” (Sokolski 2009). 

From a policy planning perspective, the fact that civilian expansion is a major conduit to latent or real proliferation is enough to justify integrating its associated costs into the price of nuclear power. The civilian sector need not be the only source of proliferation to justify taking this approach. Structurally, the approach is simi​lar to integrating carbon fees, designed to reduce the risks of global warming, into the cost of coal. Many energy costing scenarios now routinely model heat-trapping-emissions fees into the level​ized costs of fossil energy, especially when com​paring power options. Comparisons between the costs of nuclear and a coal plant that implements carbon capture and sequestration are starting to become more routine. 

In contrast, the costs of nuclear proliferation have never been integrated into the levelized costs of nuclear energy. It may turn out that the costs are small, or that additional work is needed to quantify them. Regardless, they are an important component of the decision to subsidize massive expansion in the civilian sector and therefore need to be included in cost analyses. 

However, moving from recognition of the link​age to actually quantifying the proliferation costs of nuclear power expansion is not easy. There are plausible arguments that the incremental prolifera​tion risks of conventional reactors within the United States are fairly small, but if this country pursues subsidized reactor construction, many other nations may follow suit. The “low-incremental-risk” argu​ments work only in countries with a pre-existing base of fuel-cycle facilities, nuclear weapons, and strong oversight of both civilian and military sec​tors. Such arguments cannot be made for the promotion of reprocessing; for the construction of subsidized reactors or fuel-cycle facilities in coun​tries lacking in governance, technical capabilities, or the rule of law; or for the export of technology that may enhance latent proliferation risks even from low-incremental-risk countries. 

Large subsidies are clearly a main factor driving the renewed utility interest in nuclear power, both in the United States and Europe. Subsidies prob​ably underlie much of the Asian investment as well, though transparency of government operations in Asia is not nearly as advanced as in some western nations. Along with the expected surge in reactors is a renewed interest in expanding enrichment capabil​ities and constructing new reprocessing plants. All three areas are capital-intensive production systems. Once they are built, operators are under immense pressure to utilize them heavily, perhaps resulting in questionable decisions regarding the exportation of resulting products or technologies.
And it overwhelms the nuclear inspection regime – makes prolif more likely 
Makhijani 1

(Arjun, “Revival of Pyroprocessing Technology for Nuclear Fuel in Bush Administration Energy Plan Poses Serious Proliferation Dangers,” May 17th, IEER, pg online @ http://www.ieer.org/comments/energy/pyro-prl.html)

Lack of nuclear materials that could be used to make even crude nuclear bombs is generally considered to be the main obstacle to nuclear proliferation.  Pyroprocessing would lower the proliferation bar considerably, according to IEER.  One of the drawbacks of pyroprocessing plants for proliferation derives is that they are far more compact than existing reprocessing plants, which are huge and discharge large amounts of liquid waste.  Pyroprocessing could greatly aggravate the problems of inspection of nuclear facilities and create disputes over the sharing of civilian nuclear technology.  "Many countries will want this technology, if the United States promotes it as proliferation-resistant, and that could become a fertile source of international political disputes and inspection nightmares," said Dr. Makhijani.   

Terror

No extinction
Mueller 99 John, Prof. Pol. Sci. @ Ohio State and Karl Mueller, June, (Foreign Affairs, l/n)

Nuclear weapons clearly deserve the “weapons of mass destruction” designation because they can indeed destroy masses of people in a single blow. Even so, it is worth noting that any nuclear weapons acquired by terrorist groups or rogue states, at least initially, are likely to be small. Contrary to exaggerated Indian and Pakistani claims, for example, independent analyses of their May 1998 nuclear tests have concluded that the yields were Hiroshima-sized or smaller. Such bombs can cause horrible though not apocalyptic damage. Some 70,000 people died in Hiroshima and 40,000 in Nagasaki. People three miles away from the blast sites received only superficial wounds even when fully exposed, and those inside bomb shelters at Nagasaki were uninjured even though they were close to ground zero. Some buildings of steel and concrete survived, even when they were close to the blast centers, and most municipal services were restored within days. A Hiroshima-sized bomb exploded in a more fire-resistant modern city would likely be considerably less devastating. Used against well-prepared, dug-in, and dispersed troops, a small bomb might actually cause only limited damage. If a single such bomb or even a few of them were to fall into dangerous hands, therefore, it would be terrible, though it would hardly threaten the end of civilization.
AT: Competitiveness
We’re too far ahead
Zakaria, 8

[FAREED ZAKARIA is Editor of Newsweek International, “ The Future of American Power How America Can Survive the Rise of the Rest,” May/June 2008, Foreign Affairs]

In trying to understand how the United States will fare in the new world, the first thing to do is simply look around: the future is already here. Over the last 20 years, globalization has been gaining breadth and depth. More countries are making goods, communications technology has been leveling the playing field, capital has been free to move across the world -- and the United States has benefited massively from these trends. Its economy has received hundreds of billions of dollars in investment, and its companies have entered new countries and industries with great success. Despite two decades of a very expensive dollar, U.S. exports have held ground, and the World Economic Forum currently ranks the United States as the world's most competitive economy. GDP growth, the bottom line, has averaged just over three percent in the United States for 25 years, significantly higher than in Europe or Japan. Productivity growth, the elixir of modern economics, has been over 2.5 percent for a decade now, a full percentage point higher than the European average. This superior growth trajectory might be petering out, and perhaps U.S. growth will be more typical for an advanced industrialized country for the next few years. But the general point -- that the United States is a highly dynamic economy at the cutting edge, despite its enormous size -- holds.
Consider the industries of the future. Nanotechnology (applied science dealing with the control of matter at the atomic or molecular scale) is likely to lead to fundamental breakthroughs over the next 50 years, and the United States dominates the field. It has more dedicated "nanocenters" than the next three nations (Germany, Britain, and China) combined and has issued more patents for nanotechnology than the rest of the world combined, highlighting its unusual strength in turning abstract theory into practical products. Biotechnology (a broad category that describes the use of biological systems to create medical, agricultural, and industrial products) is also dominated by the United States. Biotech revenues in the United States approached $50 billion in 2005, five times as large as the amount in Europe and representing 76 percent of global biotech revenues 

Manufacturing has, of course, been leaving the country, shifting to the developing world and turning the United States into a service economy. This scares many Americans, who wonder what their country will make if everything is "made in China." But Asian manufacturing must be viewed in the context of a global economy. The Atlantic Monthly's James Fallows spent a year in China watching its manufacturing juggernaut up close, and he provides a persuasive explanation of how outsourcing has strengthened U.S. competitiveness. What it comes down to is that the real money is in designing and distributing products -- which the United States dominates -- rather than manufacturing them. A vivid example of this is the iPod: it is manufactured mostly outside the United States, but most of the added value is captured by Apple, in California.

Many experts and scholars, and even a few politicians, worry about certain statistics that bode ill for the United States. The U.S. savings rate is zero; the current account deficit, the trade deficit, and the budget deficit are high; the median income is flat; and commitments for entitlements are unsustainable. These are all valid concerns that will have to be addressed. But it is important to keep in mind that many frequently cited statistics offer only an approximate or an antiquated measure of an economy. Many of them were developed in the late nineteenth century to describe industrial economies with limited cross-border activity, not modern economies in today's interconnected global market. 
Econ Resilient 

That swamps any possible nuclear jobs

Boyd, Director of the Safe Energy Program, Physicians for Social Responsibility, 2010
(Michelle, “The Real Story: Nuclear Reactors Are Sub-Prime Energy,” http://nukefree.org/news/safeenergyprogramnuclearreactorsaresubprimeenergy)

Nuclear Power is Not a Jobs Program
Some have claimed that building 45 new nuclear reactors by 2030 would create 700,000 new jobs in the U.S. That wildly exceeds the industry's own figures. According to sworn testimony by UniStar Nuclear executives before the Maryland Public Service Commission, a 1,600 MW reactor (the largest size being proposed in the US) would create a maximum of 4,000 short-lived construction jobs and 360 permanent jobs. For 45 new reactors, that would mean 180,000 temporary jobs and 16,200 permanent jobs - four times fewer jobs than claimed.

Warming

IFRs don’t Solve

Plan takes too long to solve warming --- delays in construction make it worse 

Clarke 10

(Renfrey – widely published climate activist, “Why James Hansen is wrong on nuclear power” April 8, 2010, http://links.org.au/node/1607) 

Through the use of IFRs, proponents like Hansen maintain, huge quantities of energy could be created without major emissions of greenhouse gases. Meanwhile, the costs and dangers of uranium mining and enrichment would be avoided. With plutonium and highly radioactive wastes never leaving the reactor sites, security would be easier to manage. From being a massive obstacle, end-product waste storage would become quite feasible.

Unfortunately, IFRs do not offer a solution to global warming. The catch, above all, is in the time lines. There is simply no way that IFRs can be designed, brought to practical operating status and built in massive numbers during the few years – barely a decade, if something like today’s natural world is to survive – that the greenhouse emissions budget allows us.
Developing workable IFRs would not be straightforward or quick, even if massive resources were assigned to the task. Since the 1950s nuclear engineers have acquired considerable experience of fast-neutron reactors. Mostly, this experience has been with so-called “fast breeder” reactors, designed to maximise plutonium output for bomb making and reactor fuel, rather than with “burner” reactors like IFRs. But the message is the same for both types: fast-neutron reactors are particularly complex, have a high rate of accidents and breakdowns, and are fiendishly difficult and time consuming to service and repair.
Needing to maintain high neutron energy levels, fast reactors cannot use water as a coolant, since this would slow the neutrons down. The coolant of choice is molten sodium metal. Sodium is highly reactive, burning readily in air and exploding on contact with water. If leaks are not to result in sodium-air fires, the reactor vessel and coolant pipes must be surrounded with inert argon gas, adding to complexity and costs. 
The sodium that passes through the reactor core becomes highly radioactive. This means that an extra coolant loop must be incorporated, isolating the reactor coolant from the steam-generating equipment so that an explosion cannot disperse radioactive sodium; again, the additional complexity raises capital costs. For various repair and maintenance procedures, the sodium must be drained and the pipes flushed. This has to be done with regard for the radioactivity, while taking care to prevent fires. Even minor malfunctions can result in months of down time.
Sodium fires
Between 1980 and 1997, Russia’s BN-600 fast reactor experienced 27 leaks, 14 of which resulted in sodium fires. Japan’s Monju reactor suffered a major sodium-air fire in 1995, and was still out of action at the end of 2009. The only attempt so far at a commercial-scale fast reactor, the French Superphénix plant, was shut down after a decade in 1996; it had a lifetime capacity factor – that is, actual as compared to designed output – of just 7 per cent.
The development of IFRs, if it goes ahead, will be expensive, difficult and prolonged. Wikipedia predicts a commercialisation date for fourth-generation nuclear plants of 2030. But we cannot wait that long before drastically curtailing greenhouse emissions.
With both third- and fourth-generation nuclear plants outside the time bracket, what is left for environmentalists who hanker after nuclear power? The only option for them is the one embraced by the French and Chinese governments, and now, it seems, by the Obama administration in the US: an accelerated roll-out of second-generation nuclear plants, built to standardised designs following rushed or non-existent consultation with the plants’ future neighbours.
There are no guarantees, however, that major savings of carbon emissions would result. The power-generating operations of nuclear plants emit virtually no greenhouse gases, but other parts of the nuclear cycle – uranium mining, milling and enrichment, and the construction of power plants – are fossil fuel-intensive. Estimates of the all-up carbon footprints of today’s nuclear plants are controversial, but whatever the actual emissions might be, they are considered certain to increase dramatically over time. High-grade deposits of uranium are few, and likely to be quickly exhausted. “If nuclear energy were to be expanded to contribute (say) half of the world’s electricity”, researchers Mark Diesendorf and Peter Christoff calculated in 2006, “high-grade (uranium) reserves would last less than a decade”.
China outweighs and won’t be influenced by the plan

Harvey, environment reporter – the Guardian, 11/9/’11
(Fiona, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/nov/09/fossil-fuel-infrastructure-climate-change)

Birol also warned that China – the world's biggest emitter – would have to take on a much greater role in combating climate change. For years, Chinese officials have argued that the country's emissions per capita were much lower than those of developed countries, it was not required to take such stringent action on emissions. But the IEA's analysis found that within about four years, China's per capita emissions were likely to exceed those of the EU.
In addition, by 2035 at the latest, China's cumulative emissions since 1900 are likely to exceed those of the EU, which will further weaken Beijing's argument that developed countries should take on more of the burden of emissions reduction as they carry more of the responsibility for past emissions.

In a recent interview with the Guardian recently, China's top climate change official, Xie Zhenhua, called on developing countries to take a greater part in the talks, while insisting that developed countries must sign up to a continuation of the Kyoto protocol – something only the European Union is willing to do. His words were greeted cautiously by other participants in the talks.

Continuing its gloomy outlook, the IEA report said: "There are few signs that the urgently needed change in direction in global energy trends is under way. Although the recovery in the world economy since 2009 has been uneven, and future economic prospects remain uncertain, global primary energy demand rebounded by a remarkable 5% in 2010, pushing CO2 emissions to a new high. Subsidies that encourage wasteful consumption of fossil fuels jumped to over $400bn (£250.7bn)."

Meanwhile, an "unacceptably high" number of people – about 1.3bn – still lack access to electricity. If people are to be lifted out of poverty, this must be solved – but providing people with renewable forms of energy generation is still expensive.

Charlie Kronick of Greenpeace said: "The decisions being made by politicians today risk passing a monumental carbon debt to the next generation, one for which they will pay a very heavy price. What's seriously lacking is a global plan and the political leverage to enact it. Governments have a chance to begin to turn this around when they meet in Durban later this month for the next round of global climate talks."

One close observer of the climate talks said the $400bn subsidies devoted to fossil fuels, uncovered by the IEA, were "staggering", and the way in which these subsidies distort the market presented a massive problem in encouraging the move to renewables. He added that Birol's comments, though urgent and timely, were unlikely to galvanise China and the US – the world's two biggest emittters – into action on the international stage.
"The US can't move (owing to Republican opposition) and there's no upside for China domestically in doing so. At least China is moving up the learning curve with its deployment of renewables, but it's doing so in parallel to the hugely damaging coal-fired assets that it is unlikely to ever want (to turn off in order to) to meet climate targets in years to come."

Tech strategy takes too long

Carnegie Science, Carnegie Institute of Science – Washington, DC, 2/16/’12
(http://carnegiescience.edu/news/only_lowest_co2_emitting_technologies_can_avoid_hot_endofcentury)

Washington, D.C.— Could replacing coal-fired electricity plants with generators fueled by natural gas bring global warming to a halt in this century? What about rapid construction of massive numbers of solar or wind farms, hydroelectric dams, or nuclear reactors—or the invention of new technology for capturing the carbon dioxide produced by fossil-fueled power plants and storing it permanently underground? Nathan Myhrvold of Intellectual Ventures teamed up with Carnegie Institution’s Ken Caldeira to calculate the expected climate effects of replacing the world’s supply of electricity from coal plants with any of eight cleaner options. The work was published online by Environmental Research Letters on February 16. When published, it will be available at http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/7/1/014019.

In each case, Myhrvold and Caldeira found that to achieve substantial benefit this century, we would need to engage in a rapid transition to the lowest emitting energy technologies such as solar, wind, or nuclear power – as well as conserve energy where possible. The researchers found that it takes much longer to curtail the warming of the Earth than one might expect. And in the case of natural gas—increasingly the power industry’s fuel of choice, because gas reserves have been growing and prices have been falling—the study finds that warming would continue even if over the next 40 years every coal-fired power plant in the world were replaced with a gas-fueled plant.

“There is no quick fix to global warming,” Caldeira said. “Shifting from one energy system to another is hard work and a slow process. Plus, it takes several decades for the climate system to fully respond to reductions in emissions. If we expect to see substantial benefits in the second half of this century, we had better get started now.”

Researchers have previously conducted studies projecting the long-term climate effects of rolling out a single new energy technology. But this work from Myhrvold and Caldeira is the first to examine all the major candidate technologies for replacing coal power—including conservation—and to examine wide ranges of possible assumptions about both the emissions each technology generates and also the scope and duration of the build-out.

“It takes a lot of energy to make new power plants—and it generally takes more energy to make those that use cleaner technology--like nuclear, solar, and wind--than it does to make dirty ones that burn coal and gas,” Myhrvold added. “You have to use the energy system of today to build the new-and-improved energy system of tomorrow, and unfortunately that means creating more emission in the near-term than we would otherwise. So we incur a kind of ‘emissions debt’ in making the transition to a better system, and it can take decades to pay that off. Meanwhile, the temperature keeps rising.”

The study used widely accepted models relating emissions to temperature. The two researchers also drew on a rich literature of studies, called life-cycle analyses, that total up all the greenhouse gases produced during the construction and operation of, say, a natural gas plant or a hydroelectric dam or a solar photovoltaic farm. It also examined the potential that technological improvements, such as advances in carbon capture and storage or in solar panel efficiency, could have on outcomes.

“It was surprising to us just how long it takes for the benefit of a switch from coal to something better to show up in the climate in the form of a slowdown in global warming,” Caldeira said.

“If countries were to start right away and build really fast, so that they installed a trillion watts of gas-fired electricity generation steadily over the next 40 years,” Myhrvold said, “that would still add about half a degree Fahrenheit to the average surface temperature of the Earth in 2112—that’s within a tenth of a degree of the warming that coal-fired plants would produce by that year.”

The researchers found that coal- or gas-fired plants equipped with carbon capture and storage may also have good potential eventually, but that substantial advances in technology are still required for it to be able to substantially reduce the amount of climate change.

2nc no exports

Multiple barriers overwhelm the aff

NEI, National Export Initiative, September ‘10
(“REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT ON THE NATIONAL EXPORT INITIATIVE: The Export Promotion Cabinet’s Plan for Doubling U.S. Exports in Five Years”)

Expand opportunities for the U.S. nuclear energy industry. Nuclear energy is also an integral part of a clean energy economy. While nuclear power already provides approximately 20 percent of U.S. electricity, wider deployment of civil nuclear reactors in the United States and around the world could provide the massive amount of electricity needed to power the global economy, while substantially reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The U.S. nuclear industry can expand its manufacturing base significantly as it takes advantage of the growing global demand for nuclear power. But the nuclear sector also faces substantial obstacles, including difficulties in obtaining new plant financing, workforce gaps, the lack of a global nuclear liability regime, supply chain constraints, licensing and regulatory-related delays, uncertainty with respect to disposal of spent fuel, and formidable state-owned competition.74

No licensing standards, insufficient government support, and bureaucracy

ITA, U.S. Department of Commerce International Trade Administration, February ‘11
(“The Commercial Outlook for U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors,” http://trade.gov/mas/ian/build/groups/public/@tg_ian/@nuclear/documents/webcontent/tg_ian_003185.pdf)

Just like exporters of traditional large reactors, U.S. SMR vendors would face intense foreign competition, primarily by state-owned or state-aligned enterprises. Foreign nuclear companies have enjoyed significant government support, ranging from direct government ownership and management to favorable financing, industrial coordination, and support for manufacturers. Some U.S. suppliers also regard the lack of international licensing standards as an obstacle to expanding their business. They say that obtaining regulatory approval in one market does not provide any “leg up” in obtaining approval in another market, which means that the process has to be repeated for each country that the supplier wants to sell to. However, it is difficult to see how international licensing standards could be developed or enforced given the unique national circumstances that factor into a regulator’s licensing decisionmaking. The discretion of these national regulators cannot be compromised. More generally, U.S. suppliers also say that the lack of regulatory infrastructure in many countries interested in SMR technology is a problem for ensuring the safe and secure deployment of the technology. This challenge also applies to larger, traditional reactors. Nuclear liability is a significant concern for SMR and large reactor designers. Currently, no global nuclear liability regime exists. This situation not only complicates commercial arrangements, but also means that, in the unlikely event of a nuclear incident, claims for damages would be the subject of protracted and complicated litigation in the courts of many countries against multiple potential defendants with no guarantee of recovery. The IAEA-sponsored Convention on Supplementary Compensation for Nuclear Damage (CSC) is the only international instrument that provides the basis for establishing a global regime, including countries with and without nuclear power facilities. U.S. nuclear suppliers have stated that the implementation of CSC is a necessity for pursuing a major nuclear export program.
Process is too complicated

ITA, U.S. Department of Commerce International Trade Administration, February ‘11
(“The Commercial Outlook for U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors,” http://trade.gov/mas/ian/build/groups/public/@tg_ian/@nuclear/documents/webcontent/tg_ian_003185.pdf)

Generally, SMR vendors say that additional 123 agreements (see terminology note) are needed with new markets overseas to legally permit U.S. companies to engage in trade of major nuclear reactor components and fuel with those markets. Once the 123 agreements are in force, U.S. companies may still need to obtain authorizations and licenses from the Departments of Commerce, Energy, and State, as well as from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Many companies say that the process is challenging to navigate. The Department of Commerce, through its Civil Nuclear Trade Initiative, published the “Civil Nuclear Exporters Guide” in 2009 to help U.S. companies with this process.8

2nc no extinction

Experts agree
Hsu 10 (Jeremy, Live Science Staff, July 19, pg. http://www.livescience.com/culture/can-humans-survive-extinction-doomsday-100719.html)

His views deviate sharply from those of most experts, who don't view climate change as the end for humans. Even the worst-case scenarios discussed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change don't foresee human extinction.  "The scenarios that the mainstream climate community are advancing are not end-of-humanity, catastrophic scenarios," said Roger Pielke Jr., a climate policy analyst at the University of Colorado at Boulder.  Humans have the technological tools to begin tackling climate change, if not quite enough yet to solve the problem, Pielke said. He added that doom-mongering did little to encourage people to take action.  "My view of politics is that the long-term, high-risk scenarios are really difficult to use to motivate short-term, incremental action," Pielke explained. "The rhetoric of fear and alarm that some people tend toward is counterproductive."  Searching for solutions  One technological solution to climate change already exists through carbon capture and storage, according to Wallace Broecker, a geochemist and renowned climate scientist at Columbia University's Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory in New York City.  But Broecker remained skeptical that governments or industry would commit the resources needed to slow the rise of carbon dioxide (CO2) levels, and predicted that more drastic geoengineering might become necessary to stabilize the planet.  "The rise in CO2 isn't going to kill many people, and it's not going to kill humanity," Broecker said. "But it's going to change the entire wild ecology of the planet, melt a lot of ice, acidify the ocean, change the availability of water and change crop yields, so we're essentially doing an experiment whose result remains uncertain." 
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1. Science Diplomacy High - state department projects
Pellerin, 9
[Cheryl,  February 14, 2009, “Foreign Policy's "Smart Power" Gives Science Diplomacy a New Role,” NewsBlaze, http://newsblaze.com/story/20090214180016tsop.nb/topstory.html]

Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton has called for a change in the State Department's approach to carrying out its foreign policy duties. This reformation will strengthen the role of science cooperation in international relations.
"American leadership has been wanting but is still wanted," she told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee during her confirmation hearing January 13. "We must use what has been called smart power, the full range of tools at our disposal - diplomatic, economic, military, political, legal and cultural - picking the right tool or combination of tools for each situation. With smart power, diplomacy will be the vanguard of foreign policy."

Smart power is a balance of hard military power with the soft power of diplomacy, development, cultural exchanges, education and science. One of the most promising of the smart power tools is science diplomacy, the practice of supporting and promoting scientific exchanges, cooperation and research between the United States and other nations ? sometimes nations that have no other diplomatic relations with the United States.

Through its Bureau of Oceans, Environment and Science (OES), the State Department engages governments, private-sector businesses, universities, nongovernmental and international organizations and individuals from every region in the world to promote scientific cooperation and education.

"We have recently concluded S&T [science and technology] agreements with Algeria, Morocco, Libya and Jordan," Jeff Miotke, OES deputy assistant secretary for science, space and health, told the House Committee on Science and Technology in April 2008. An agreement with Saudi Arabia was finalized and signed in December 2008.

"We've raised our S&T relationship with Pakistan to a higher level," he added. "With Pakistan and Egypt, we have the only two government-to-government S&T funds still in existence."

STRENGTHENING RELATIONSHIPS

In July 2008, the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), an international nonprofit scientific organization based in Washington, announced the establishment of the Center for Science Diplomacy.

The center works with the science and foreign policy communities to communicate the value of science diplomacy and identify collaborative projects that could help strengthen civil society relationships among nations, especially when official relations are strained or do not exist.

"I view our activities as twofold," Vaughan Turekian, center director and AAAS chief international officer, told America.gov. "One is operational and the other is inspirational."

Operational activities include assembling delegations and working with international collaborators to visit other countries, and developing activities with countries bilaterally.

The center works with the Jerusalem-based, nonprofit and nonpolitical Israeli-Palestinian Science Organization, for example, to support its mission of fostering cooperation between Israelis and Palestinians and promoting dialogue and interaction among scholars and scientists in those communities.

"The inspirational piece, which is critically important," Turekian said, "is to bring together experts from the different communities to think about opportunities for the types of engagement that might initiate connections or establish connections over the long term."

BUILDING BRIDGES

In November 2008, the Association of American Universities organized a tour of Iran for the presidents of six leading U.S. universities as part of an effort to identify ways to enhance science and education links between the United States and Iran.

On January 22, Iranian and U.S. scientists and senior academics met at AAAS in Washington in the latest of a series of exchange visits that comes at a time when U.S. policy toward Iran is undergoing a comprehensive review.

Another example of science diplomacy is the Iraqi Virtual Science Library, launched in 2006 to help rebuild the educational and scientific infrastructure in Iraq.

The library is a digital portal that gives 80 percent of Iraqi universities and research institutes access to millions of articles from more than 17,000 scientific and engineering journals, plus technical content and educational resources, through an Internet platform developed with Sun Microsystems. (See "U.S. Officials Launch Iraqi Virtual Science Library ( http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2006/May/20060504125222lcnirellep0.8066828.html ).")

A group of AAAS scientists began the project, which is now an interagency collaboration funded by the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, the State Department, the Civilian Research and Development Foundation, donations from publishing companies and professional societies, universities and private companies. 

2. Alt-Cause - Funding barriers
Redden, 8
[Elizabeth, writer, July 16, 2008, “ Science Knows No Borders. But Funders Do.,” Inside Higher Ed., http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2008/07/16/science]

 James A. Calvin, the interim vice president for research at Texas A&M University, referenced, by way of example, three different summits that brought together Chinese and U.S. scientists, each conference a site of vigorous discussion and debate.

And then what?

“Everyone’s excited, but then after three conferences we’re still at the same phase,” Calvin told the U.S. House of Representatives’ Subcommittee on Research and Science Education during a hearing Tuesday on the role of non-governmental organizations and universities in international science and technology cooperation 

 What scientists have, Calvin explained, are “the international conferences to make the introductions. What they don’t have is the mechanism to take the next step.” When pressed by the committee chairman, Rep. Brian Baird (D-Wash.), to offer an example of what such a mechanism would look like, Calvin suggested that, in this context, a granting entity jointly funded by the Chinese and U.S. governments could promote scholarly collaboration (he cautioned, however, that he wouldn’t want to dilute existing research funds available through the National Science Foundation).

Calvin's suggestion got to the heart of two of the challenges to international scholarly cooperation highlighted during Tuesday’s hearing: the difficulty of coordinating research when partners have different governmental agencies to ask of and answer to, and, at least in the U.S. government’s case, the legal limitations on funding foreign collaborators. (“Although we do agree with the view that U.S. taxpayer funds should be used primarily to support American science, there are instances, such as in international science development activities, where we believe this limitation can impede the ability of the programs to achieve their goals,” said Alan I. Leshner, chief executive officer of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, which publishes Science.) Among the other barriers brought up were continuing challenges with visas, although, as Representative Baird pointed out, witnesses at a February subcommittee hearing reported progress on that front. 

overview
Pakistan collapse causes nuclear war and turns nuclear terrorism
Morgan 09 Stephen John, Former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639) 
A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. What is at stake in “the half-forgotten war” in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America’s capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan! 

Iranian nuclearization goes nuclear and escalates globally

Edelman ‘11
(Eric S, distinguished fellow – Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, “The Dangers of a Nuclear Iran,” Foreign Affairs, January/February)

The reports of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States and the Commission on the Prevention Of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, as well as other analyses, have highlighted the risk that a nuclear-armed Iran could trigger additional nuclear proliferation in the Middle East, even if Israel does not declare its own nuclear arsenal. Notably, Algeria, Bahrain, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia,Turkey, and the United Arab Emirates— all signatories to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (npt)—have recently announced or initiated nuclear energy programs. Although some of these states have legitimate economic rationales for pursuing nuclear power and although the low-enriched fuel used for power reactors cannot be used in nuclear weapons, these moves have been widely interpreted as hedges against a nuclear-armed Iran. The npt does not bar states from developing the sensitive technology required to produce nuclear fuel on their own, that is, the capability to enrich natural uranium and separate plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. Yet enrichment and reprocessing can also be used to accumulate weapons-grade enriched uranium and plutonium—the very loophole that Iran has apparently exploited in pursuing a nuclear weapons capability. Developing nuclear weapons remains a slow, expensive, and di⁄cult process, even for states with considerable economic resources, and especially if other nations try to constrain aspiring nuclear states’ access to critical materials and technology. Without external support, it is unlikely that any of these aspirants could develop a nuclear weapons capability within a decade. There is, however, at least one state that could receive significant outside support: Saudi Arabia. And if it did, proliferation could accelerate throughout the region. Iran and Saudi Arabia have long been geopolitical and ideological rivals. Riyadh would face tremendous pressure to respond in some form to a nuclear-armed Iran, not only to deter Iranian coercion and subversion but also to preserve its sense that Saudi Arabia is the leading nation in the Muslim world. The Saudi government is already pursuing a nuclear power capability, which could be the first step along a slow road to nuclear weapons development. And concerns persist that it might be able to accelerate its progress by exploiting its close ties to Pakistan. During the 1980s, in response to the use of missiles during the Iran-Iraq War and their growing proliferation throughout the region, Saudi Arabia acquired several dozen css-2 intermediate-range ballistic missiles from China. The Pakistani government reportedly brokered the deal, and it may have also oªered to sell Saudi Arabia nuclear warheads for the css-2s, which are not accurate enough to deliver conventional warheads eªectively. There are still rumors that Riyadh and Islamabad have had discussions involving nuclear weapons, nuclear technology, or security guarantees. This “Islamabad option” could develop in one of several diªerent ways. Pakistan could sell operational nuclear weapons and delivery systems to Saudi Arabia, or it could provide the Saudis with the infrastructure, material, and technical support they need to produce nuclear weapons themselves within a matter of years, as opposed to a decade or longer. Not only has Pakistan provided such support in the past, but it is currently building two more heavy-water reactors for plutonium production and a second chemical reprocessing facility to extract plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. In other words, it might accumulate more fissile material than it needs to maintain even a substantially expanded arsenal of its own. Alternatively, Pakistan might oªer an extended deterrent guarantee to Saudi Arabia and deploy nuclear weapons, delivery systems, and troops on Saudi territory, a practice that the United States has employed for decades with its allies. This arrangement could be particularly appealing to both Saudi Arabia and Pakistan. It would allow the Saudis to argue that they are not violating the npt since they would not be acquiring their own nuclear weapons. And an extended deterrent from Pakistan might be preferable to one from the United States because stationing foreign Muslim forces on Saudi territory would not trigger the kind of popular opposition that would accompany the deployment of U.S. troops. Pakistan, for its part, would gain financial benefits and international clout by deploying nuclear weapons in Saudi Arabia, as well as strategic depth against its chief rival, India. The Islamabad option raises a host of difficult issues, perhaps the most worrisome being how India would respond. Would it target Pakistan’s weapons in Saudi Arabia with its own conventional or nuclear weapons? How would this expanded nuclear competition influence stability during a crisis in either the Middle East or South Asia? Regardless of India’s reaction, any decision by the Saudi government to seek out nuclear weapons, by whatever means, would be highly destabilizing. It would increase the incentives of other nations in the Middle East to pursue nuclear weapons of their own. And it could increase their ability to do so by eroding the remaining barriers to nuclear proliferation: each additional state that acquires nuclear weapons weakens the nonproliferation regime, even if its particular method of acquisition only circumvents, rather than violates, the NPT. n-player competitionWere Saudi Arabia to acquire nuclear weapons, the Middle East would count three nuclear-armed states, and perhaps more before long. It is unclear how such an n-player competition would unfold because most analyses of nuclear deterrence are based on the U.S.- Soviet rivalry during the Cold War. It seems likely, however, that the interaction among three or more nuclear-armed powers would be more prone to miscalculation and escalation than a bipolar competition. During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union only needed to concern themselves with an attack from the other. Multipolar systems are generally considered to be less stable than bipolar systems because coalitions can shift quickly, upsetting the balance of power and creating incentives for an attack. More important, emerging nuclear powers in the Middle East might not take the costly steps necessary to preserve regional stability and avoid a nuclear exchange. For nuclear-armed states, the bedrock of deterrence is the knowledge that each side has a secure second-strike capability, so that no state can launch an attack with the expectation that it can wipe out its opponents’ forces and avoid a devastating retaliation. However, emerging nuclear powers might not invest in expensive but survivable capabilities such as hardened missile silos or submarinebased nuclear forces. Given this likely vulnerability, the close proximity of states in the Middle East, and the very short flight times of ballistic missiles in the region, any new nuclear powers might be compelled to “launch on warning” of an attack or even, during a crisis, to use their nuclear forces preemptively. Their governments might also delegate launch authority to lower-level commanders, heightening the possibility of miscalculation and escalation. Moreover, if early warning systems were not integrated into robust command-and-control systems, the risk of an unauthorized or accidental launch would increase further still. And without sophisticated early warning systems, a nuclear attack might be unattributable or attributed incorrectly. That is, assuming that the leadership of a targeted state survived a first strike, it might not be able to accurately determine which nation was responsible. And this uncertainty, when combined with the pressure to respond quickly,would create a significant risk that it would retaliate against the wrong party, potentially triggering a regional nuclear war.
Peace process key to avoid nuclear war
Nawash ‘9 

(Kamal, Immigration lawyer and legal director of the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee, “Israel/Palestine Conflict May Lead to Nuclear War,” 2009)

Surprise, surprise, once again the Palestinian/Israeli conflict spirals out of control. However, this particular battle has produced circumstantial evidence that the conflict has become more dangerous than ever before. Unless a permanent solution is found soon, the violence may increase in severity until the conflict ends tragically. In the latest fighting, Israel has bombed the HAMAS controlled city of Gaza for the stated reason of neutralizing HAMAS and stopping them from firing rockets into Southern Israel. As of the date of this article, approximately 800 Palestinians and 10 Israelis have been killed. HAMAS' stated reasons for firing the rockets is to end the siege of Gaza by Israel which HAMAS alleges is preventing the free movement of people and goods and causing a humanitarian crisis. Israel denies the existence of a humanitarian crisis and refuses to end the siege of Gaza unless HAMAS recognizes Israel or is out power. In general, what makes the Palestinian/Israeli conflict so dangerous is that half the world, (three billion people (Jews, Christians & Muslims)) are emotionally, historically and religiously attached to the land known as Israel/Palestine. This fact was demonstrated in the last few days as demonstrations erupted in more than 95 countries around the world. Moreover, due to the affordability of satellite TV, in even the most underdeveloped countries, billions of interested people are exposed to 24 hour graphic coverage of this latest battle in Gaza. Western News stations like BBC and CNN no longer have a monopoly on reporting news. Many Middle Eastern TV stations have surpassed the reach of BBC, CNN and other western media. As to graphic images, dozens of news stations like Aljazeera have been broadcasting live and prerecorded graphic images of Palestinian babies blown up into pieces by the Israeli military. One particular gruesome scene that was played over and over again was that of a three year old little girl with her heart protruding out of her body after a bomb fell on her house. Another station, Al Alam, repeated the scene of four dead babies who were placed next to each other in the same refrigerator of a morgue because of the large number of dead in Gaza. The graphic and often emotional coverage of this latest battle is inspiring the fury of the masses which in turn are putting enormous pressure on their governments to join the fight on the side of the Palestinians. This conflict is much more dangerous than most people realize. For example, Egypt is receiving so much negative media coverage for not opening its border with Gaza that People throughout the Arab and Muslim world started calling for the overthrow of the Egyptian government and demonstrators attacked Egyptian embassies in several countries. The pressure on Egypt is so intense and ruthless that a shaken Egyptian president was forced to hold two press conferences to explain his government's position and to distance Egypt from Israel. Similarly, the friendly nation of Jordan came under so much pressure for not breaking diplomatic relations with Israel that King Abdullah held a publicity stunt in which he was seen donating blood for the people of Gaza and for the first time in recent memory he referred to Israel as the Enemy. Even the Saudi government was not immune from attacks and calls for  the overthrow of the Saudi government. Media outlets repeated scenes of demonstrators burning the effigy of the King of Saudi Arabia with the Israeli flag wrapped around him for hundreds of millions of people to see. Saudi Arabia is perceived as a secret ally of Israel in the desire to destroy HAMAS and  the refusal of the Saudi government to allow demonstrations against Israel only reinforced this belief. Whatever the truth, the Saudi government was so shaken by the attacks against it and the constant portrayal of the Saudi King rapped in the Israeli flag that the official Saudi media began publicizing Saudi efforts to raise money for the people of Gaza. The conflict between Israel and the Palestinians is becoming extremely dangerous and can only be described as a ticking NUCLEAR BOMB. Currently, only Israel has nuclear weapons in the Middle East. But Iran may also go nuclear and if that happens the Arabs will try to do the same. Without a doubt, there is no conflict on earth that has the same global impact as the Palestinian/Israeli conflict. Because of the potential for global instability, the entire world must do all it can to bring peace between the Palestinians and Israelis. The question is can this conflict be solved after many wars failed to end the conflict? The answer is YES but time is running out. 

Russian relations key to avert multiple scenarios for nuclear war. 
Allison 11
[Graham, Director @ Belfer Center for Science and Int’l Affairs @ Harvard’s Kennedy School, Former Assistant Secretary of Defense, Robert D. Blackwill, Senior Fellow – Council on Foreign Relations, “10 Reasons Why Russia Still Matters”, Politico -- October 31 -- http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=161EF282-72F9-4D48-8B9C-C5B3396CA0E6]
That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation’s interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia’s cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran’s drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions.

Trade war turns aff
Lee 5 

(Don, Reporter – LA Times, “No Easy Answers on China Trade”, Los Angeles Times, 6-4, Lexis)

If protectionist measures such as Schumer's take hold, analysts said, the outcome could prove as damaging to the U.S. economy as to China's. One big reason: So many things made in China and shipped to the U.S. originate from multinational corporations that have either established their own factories or contracted out to manufacturers in China that produce largely for the American market. The U.S. imported $197 billion of goods from China last year. At the current 30% pace of increase, those imports could reach $254 billion this year. A levy of 27.5% on those products would lead to $70 billion in total tariffs. Of that amount, 70% would be borne by American companies such as Dell Inc., Hewlett-Packard Co., Wal-Mart Stores Inc., Nike Inc. and Liz Claiborne Inc., according to estimates by economist Andy Xie of Morgan Stanley. He said that would deal a big blow to their earnings, jolting stock markets. Companies also may be forced to pass along some of those costs to their customers, which could result in them losing ground to other importers. "For trade-oriented economies," Xie said, "bilateral protectionism decreases competitiveness and simply won't work over time."

ur

AT Romney is same
Presidents follow their agendas—their examples are the exception, not the rule—we have studies. 
Bernstein 12 

Jonathan, writer for the Washington Monthly and a political scientist, “Campaign Promises,” Jan/Feb 2012, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/magazine/january_february_2012/features/campaign_promises034471.php

I suspect that many Americans would be quite skeptical of the idea that elected officials, presidents included, try to keep the promises they made on the campaign trail. The presumption is that politicians are liars who say what voters want to hear to get elected and then behave very differently once in office. The press is especially prone to discount the more extreme positions candidates take in primaries on the expectation that they will “move to the center” in the general election. Certainly everyone can recall specific examples of broken promises, from Barack Obama not closing Gitmo to George W. Bush and “nation building” to, well, you may remember this from the Republican National Convention in 1988: And I’m the one who will not raise taxes. My opponent, my opponent now says, my opponent now says, he’ll raise them as a last resort, or a third resort. But when a politician talks like that, you know that’s one resort he’ll be checking into. My opponent won’t rule out raising taxes. But I will. And the Congress will push me to raise taxes, and I’ll say no, and they’ll push, and I’ll say no, and they’ll push again, and I’ll say, to them, “Read my lips: no new taxes.” Political scientists, however, have been studying this question for some time, and what they’ve found is that out-and-out high-profile broken pledges like George H. W. Bush’s are the exception, not the rule. That’s what two book-length studies from the 1980s found. Michael Krukones in Promises and Performance: Presidential Campaigns as Policy Predictors (1984) established that about 75 percent of the promises made by presidents from Woodrow Wilson through Jimmy Carter were kept. In Presidents and Promises: From Campaign Pledge to Presidential Performance (1985), Jeff Fishel looked at campaigns from John F. Kennedy through Ronald Reagan. What he found was that presidents invariably attempt to carry out their promises; the main reason some pledges are not redeemed is congressional opposition, not presidential flip-flopping. Similarly, Gerald Pomper studied party platforms, and discovered that the promises parties made were consistent with their postelection agendas. More recent and smaller-scale papers have confirmed the main point: presidents’ agendas are clearly telegraphed in their campaigns. Richard Fenno’s studies of how members of Congress think about representation are relevant here, even though his research is based on the other side of Pennsylvania Avenue. Fenno, in a series of books beginning with Home Style in 1978, has followed members as they work their districts, and has transcribed what the world looks like through politicians’ eyes. What he has found is that representatives and senators see every election as a cycle that begins in the campaign, when they make promises to their constituents. Then, if they win, they interpret how those promises will constrain them once they’re in office. Once in Washington, Fenno’s politicians act with two things in mind: how their actions match the promises they’ve made in the previous campaign; and how they will be able to explain those actions when they return to their district. Representation “works,” then, because politicians are constantly aware that what they do in Washington will have to be explained to their constituents, and that it will have to be explained in terms of their original promises. Of course, there’s more to it than that; at the presidential level, one of the key ways that campaigns constrain presidents is that the same people who draft the candidate’s proposals usually wind up working on those same issue areas in the White House or the relevant departments and agencies, and they tend to be highly committed to the ideas they authored. And don’t sell short the possibility that candidates themselves are personally committed to the programs they advocate—either because those issues sparked their interest in politics to begin with (and that’s why they were advocating them on the campaign trail), or because it’s just a natural human inclination to start believing your own rhetoric.

AT No trade war
Victory causes China currency manipulation bills to pass in the house—that’s Hon—that still labels China and causes a trade war, collapses the CCP, dollar dump, and global economic collapse

Yong ‘10

(Wang, Professor, School of International Studies, and Director of the Center for International Political Economy, at Peking University, “Avoiding a US-China Currency War: The Need for Rational Calculation”, 4-11, http://www.globalasia.org/Global_Asia_Forum/Avoiding_a_US-China_Currency_War.html?PHPSESSID=bca9831415838b4e550935c256837bf7)

While the US could experience limited economic gains if any form of sanctions is enacted [link Krugman], the Chinese economy will suffer serious damage. First of all, a surcharge tariff of 20 percent or more on Chinese imports to the US will drive a large proportion of Chinese exports out of the US market, and will significantly reduce external demand. Second, many workers in China’s coastal export processing zones will lose their jobs, resulting in a slowdown of economic growth and social unrest. Finally, as more speculative capital enters China with a bet on RMB appreciation, the problem of an asset bubble in the Chinese economy will worsen and could spiral out of control. Moreover, a Chinese-US trade and currency war would threaten the entire East Asian economy. Goods marked as “Made in China” actually involve a collective division of labor across the region. In the past 15 years, East Asian economies including Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore have moved their assembly lines to Mainland China to take advantage of its cheap labor costs, and they continue to target their exports at the US market. As a result, these economies have greatly reduced their trade surplus with the US, while China is perceived as having the largest trade surplus. A trade and currency war between the US and Asia would therefore trigger significant knock-on effects for the region. As China leads the world out of the recession, the Chinese economy has replaced the US economy as the greatest engine of global economic growth. Consequently, a Chinese-US economic war could undermine the faltering global recovery. For example, panic-induced capital holders could dump dollars and buy euros, resulting in a substantial appreciation of the euro. This is definitely not in Europe’s current interests. Among other consequences, it would exacerbate the impact of the Greek debt crisis on the EU economy. The political perspective: China-US strategic cooperation could be damaged When President Barack Obama took office in early 2009, he sought to strengthen US-China cooperation on issues related to North Korea, Afghanistan and Iran; on global governance reforms such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the Group of 20 (G-20) nations; and on climate change and anti-terrorism policies. Despite quarrels over US arms sales to Taiwan and Obama’s meeting with the Dalai Lama, strategic cooperation between the two countries has remained strong. Faced with continuing global challenges, the US needs China's continued cooperation. If unilateral action by the US (i.e., citing China as a “currency manipulator”) triggers a trade and currency war, the bilateral relationship will be severely damaged. Meetings of the G-20 and the multilateral climate change convention, for example, could face immediate barriers because of mishandling by the US of the exchange rate issue. 

Collapse of the PRC causes extinction
Yee, Associate Professor of Government @ Hong Kong Baptist University, and Storey, Asian-Pacific Center for Security Studies, ‘2
(Herbert and Ian, China Threat: Perception, Myths, and Reality, p. 5)

The fourth factor contributing to the perception of a china threat is the fear of political and economic collapse in the PRC, resulting in territorial fragmentation, civil war and waves of refugees pouring into neighbouring countries. Naturally, any or all of these scenarios would have a profoundly negative impact on regional stability. Today the Chinese leadership faces a raft of internal problems, including the increasing political demands of its citizens, a growing population, a shortage of natural resources and a deterioration in the natural environment caused by rapid industrialisation and pollution. These problems are putting a strain on the central government’s ability to govern effectively. Political disintegration or a Chinese civil war might result in millions of Chinese refugees seeking asylum in neighbounng countries. Such an unprecedented exodus of refugees from a collapsed PRC would no doubt put a severe strain on the limited resources of China’s neighbours. A fragmented china could also result in another nightmare scenario — nuclear weapons falling into the hands of irresponsible local provincial leaders or warlords.12 From this perspective, a disintegrating China would also pose a threat to its neighbours and the world.
uniqueness
Obama retains narrow lead
Levy, 10/26

(Polling Editor-Huffington Post, “Obama Holds Slim Lead In Ohio Polls” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/10/26/ohio-polls-obama_n_2025563.html)

President Barack Obama, who continues to run neck-and-neck with challenger Mitt Romney in national polls, got some good news Friday in the crucial battleground state of Ohio, where three new polls showed him with a slim lead. Obama led Romney 50 percent to 46 percent among Ohio likely voters, according to a CNN/ORC poll conducted Oct. 23 through Oct. 25. That's close to where the candidates stood at the beginning of the month. Among independent voters, Obama led 49 percent to Romney's 44 percent. The CNN poll surveyed 741 likely voters, with a 3.5 percent margin of error. Two other polls in the state, from the American Research Group and Purple Strategies, also showed Obama edging Romney, in each case by two percentage points. A poll released Wednesday by Rasmussen showed the candidates tied. HuffPost Pollster's estimate gives Obama the lead in Ohio by more than two percentage points. With the margin so close, both campaigns remain focused on winning the state. Obama and Romney each held Ohio rallies this week and plan to return over the weekend.
Obama leading—Romney econ campaign won’t work in Ohio
LoGiurato, 10/24

(Columnist-Business Insider, “A Crucial Disparity That's Pushing Obama To A Potentially Devastating Win In Ohio,” http://www.businessinsider.com/ohio-poll-obama-romney-time-economy-jobs-2012-10

President Barack Obama has a significant 5-point lead over Republican Mitt Romney in a new Time magazine poll of Ohio, the crucial battleground state that has enormous implications on Election Night. What's pushing Obama to the lead is a key disparity in voters' opinion of the state's economy vs. the nation's economy. Overall, 51 percent of voters think Ohio's economy is on the right track, compared with just 43 percent that say it is off on the wrong track. The numbers are similar with self-identified Independents in the poll — by a 51-45 split, they say it's on the right track. Of the group that says Ohio's economy is going in the right direction, 65 percent are voting for Obama. Ohio's views of its own economy are markedly different than how the state's voters perceives the national economy. Only 41 percent think it's on the right track, compared with 54 percent that say it's off on the wrong track. 

Link debate
Empirically—coal supporters fight tooth and nail against nuclear energy expansion
Adams, 10/8

(Experience working in nuclear industry for two decades, former submarine engineer officer & host and producer of The Atomic Show Podcast,  “Pertaining to Fossil Fuel Industry Fighting Nuclear Using Propaganda,” http://deregulatetheatom.com/2012/10/pertaining-to-fossil-fuel-industry-fighting-nuclear-using-propaganda/

I agree that the Energy Reorganization Act was a coup de grace of antinuclear activism brought to all of us by a coalition of coal, oil, natural gas and their paid assistants that work under the cover of “Environmentalism”, but I do not believe that the fossil fuel industry has been resting on that foundation. (Did you know that Nader is an Arab-American whose first big break as a “consumer advocate” was to write a book that virtually stopped production of one of the first commercially successful small, fuel efficient cars ever designed in Detroit. Think about that for a moment.) Nuclear will always be a threat to the wealth and power of the fossil fuel industry. That is not because it will stop humans from beneficially using the wonderful properties of hydrocarbons, but because the false notion that energy fuel is scarce will disappear. BTUs will once again become cheap and disposable, people will be able to do more work, and the air and water will become cleaner. However, people will fight less and less over those BTUs, no one will even consider investing $45-$65 billion in Alaskan LNG projects, no one will get excited about drilling for oil in the Arctic (and even Antarctic), deep sea oil and gas will remain in place, and even tight shale gas will probably be thought of as something that our distant descendants might think about extracting if they really need some methane. Just think about how that situation will change the world power structure and you will recognize that there are people who can be our strong allies. We will need them because the people who will be the “losers” in that scenario hold a lot of chips now, and are gathering even more every single day. Their hand, however, is roughly equal to a couple of pairs of 7s and 8s while ours is more like a royal flush. We just have to hang in there so they cannot buy the pot. Rod Adams: One more thing – do you really think that the EPA is working against the interests of the most power parts of the fossil fuel industry? Do you think it is an accident that a highly efficient coal plant cannot quite meet the CO2 per kilowatt hour limit while a natural gas plant can – as long as the rules are written so that the methane released in the extraction and transmission process is ignored? David Owen: This is more like it. Thank you gentlemen and scholars. Robert Hargraves: I’m simply amazed at the current commercial, “… invested nearly 100 billion dollars in clean coal…” — an outright lie. John Kutsch: the biggest push back from Fossil fuel has been from Coal. The liquid fuels folks dont have any threat from THM SR and we have not heard from nat Gas , but they are too cheap to care right now anyways. The final thought is that you wont be using MSR for electricity you will use it for process heat – that gets some naysayers off our backs

Coal voters can swing Ohio
Suddes, 10/13

(Poli Sci Prof-Ohio University, “Obama can take no Ohioan's vote for granted,” http://www.cleveland.com/opinion/index.ssf/2012/10/obama_can_take_no_ohioans_vote.html)
Every Ohio vote really will matter this year, if you're a Democrat named Barack Obama. The same applies to his Republican challenger, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney, but for this: A Republican should carry Ohio. A Democrat shouldn't. John C. Fremont was the first presidential nominee of the then-new Republican Party, in 1856. He carried Ohio. So have most Republicans. Richard M. Nixon said that, of America's big states, Ohio and California were the only ones he carried all five times he ran nationally. Obama, in 2008, was just the second Democrat since World War II to attract 50 percent or more of Ohio's vote. (The other: Lyndon B. Johnson in 1964.) This year, Obama probably can't duplicate his 2008 Ohio margin (262,000 votes). But that doesn't mean he can't carry Ohio. Harry Truman won Ohio by 7,100 votes in 1948; Jimmy Carter won by about 11,000 votes in 1976. (Bill Clinton's best Ohio showing, in 1996, drew 47 percent of the state's vote.) So Obama's 2012 Ohio strategy appears simple and stark: Pry every Democratic voter out of his or her La-Z-Boy. Thus, Obama campaign lawyers have flash-mobbed federal courthouses, alleging that Republicans are trying to keep Ohio Democrats from voting. That's called strategic litigation. The fact that judges have sided with Democrats doesn't make it otherwise. Among Obama's other likely Ohio pivots: • Turnout in Franklin and Hamilton counties. Hamilton backed Obama by a 30,000-vote margin in 2008, the first time a Democrat had carried Hamilton since LBJ. Obama carried Franklin by 116,000 votes. His margins in those counties made up more than half his Ohio margin (262,000 votes). • Turnout in blue-collar neighborhoods in the Cleveland-Akron-Youngstown triangle and in Toledo. Automakers put food on many Northeast Ohio tables. Those voters may reward Obama for rescuing General Motors and Chrysler. (Republican President George W. Bush launched the rescue in 2008.) If Ohioans do signal gratitude for the rescue, that'll be another reason for Romney to rue the day he wrote that it would have been better for GM and Chrysler to go bankrupt. • Student turnout in college towns, such as Bowling Green and Kent; among Cleveland State students; and near Ohio State's Oval. Obama has been on Ohio campuses so much he should be an honorary Bowling Green Falcon, CSU Viking, Kent State Golden Flash or Ohio State Buckeye. Trouble is, as contented college-town elected officials know, campus turnout is erratic. • In a super-close Ohio race like Carter's in 1976, southeast Ohio coal counties can help nudge someone across the finish line. The top coal counties are Belmont (St. Clairsville), Harrison (Cadiz), Perry (New Lexington), Tuscarawas (New Philadelphia) and Jefferson (Steubenville). All five backed Carter. Three backed Obama: Belmont by 880 votes, Tuscarawas by 1,044 and Jefferson by just 76. And beginning in 1948, the presidential winner in Tuscarawas (except in 1968, when the county backed Hubert H. Humphrey) was also the statewide winner. It was laughable last summer, at Belmont County's Century mine, for zillionaire Romney to imply he had a clue about Ohio coal miners' lives. But that event was no shot in the dark. In southeast Ohio, a few votes here, a few votes there, and a Democrat could lose a tight statewide race. So, when the polls close and attention turns to election central in Columbus (the secretary of state's office), Obama and Romney aides surely will keep one eye on Ohio's coal-county election boards.

AT Post-election
They specifically happen over energy policy

Hornick ‘8

Ed, staff writer, CNN, GOP lawmakers want special session on energy crisis, http://edition.cnn.com/2008/POLITICS/07/31/congress.session/, AM

Top congressional Republicans Thursday called for a special session of Congress to deal with the oil crisis plaguing the country. President Bush called on Congress Wednesday to allow offshore oil drilling, saying the need to lower crude and gas prices made it urgent. Lawmakers are debating legislation to allow drilling for oil along the U.S. coastline, particularly in Florida and California. The Senate, which is set to begin summer recess after this week, has been gridlocked for days on various energy bills. Congressional Republicans said they want an open debate and accuse Democrats of trying to limit amendments to avoid a vote on offshore drilling -- an assertion the Democrats deny.

AT rig

No rig
Shen 10/22

Think progress.com, “Why Romney Isn’t Rigging Voting Machines,” http://thinkprogress.org/election/2012/10/22/1059171/why-romney-isnt-rigging-the-voting-machines/, AM

The rigged machines myth is not only distracting, but harms the effort to get out the vote. Conservative groups have been promoting vote suppression tactics for a reason: votes count. In Ohio, for instance, despite the Republican Party’s best efforts to restrict early voting hours, voter turnout is on pace to surpass 2008, with Obama leading among people who have already voted. Spreading the myth that the system is so corrupt that these votes don’t matter tells voters they may as well sit out the election.
