Plan

Text: The United States federal government should offer purchase power agreements to companies that generate electricity from Small Modular Reactors.

Solvency

Federal purchase agreements are key to create a market for SMRs and spur private investment
Rosner and Goldberg, 2011 (Robert, senator of the Helmholtz Association for the Research Field Structure of Matter and is currently the William E. Wrather Distinguished Service Professor at the University of Chicago; Stephen, Senior Advisor to the American Academy of Arts & Sciences; “Small Modular Reactors – Key to Future Nuclear Power Generation in the U.S.”, Energy Policy Institute at Chicago (EPIC), The University of Chicago, Contributor: Joseph S. Hezir, Pricipal, EOP Foundation, Inc., Technical Paper, Revision 1, November, https://epic.sites.uchicago.edu/sites/epic.uchicago.edu/files/uploads/EPICSMRWhitePaperFinalcopy.pdf)

6.2 GOVERNMENT SPONSORSHIP OF MARKET TRANSFORMATION INCENTIVES Similar to other important energy technologies, such as energy storage and renewables, “market pull” activities coupled with the traditional “technology push” activities would significantly increase the likelihood of timely and successful commercialization. Market transformation incentives serve two important objectives. They facilitate demand for the off-take of SMR plants, thus reducing market risk and helping to attract private investment without high risk premiums. In addition, if such market transformation opportunities could be targeted to higher price electricity markets or higher value electricity applications, they would significantly reduce the cost of any companion production incentives. There are three special market opportunities that may provide the additional market pull needed to successfully commercialize SMRs: the federal government, international applications, and the need for replacement of existing coal generation plants. 6.2.1 Purchase Power Agreements with Federal Agency Facilities Federal facilities could be the initial customer for the output of the LEAD or FOAK SMR plants. The federal government is the largest single consumer of electricity in the U.S., but its use of electricity is widely dispersed geographically and highly fragmented institutionally (i.e., many suppliers and customers). Current federal electricity procurement policies do not encourage aggregation of demand, nor do they allow for agencies to enter into long-term contracts that are “bankable” by suppliers. President Obama has sought to place federal agencies in the vanguard of efforts to adopt clean energy technologies and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Executive Order 13514, issued on October 5, 2009, calls for reductions in greenhouse gases by all federal agencies, with DOE establishing a target of a 28% reduction by 2020, including greenhouse gases associated with purchased electricity. SMRs provide one potential option to meet the President’s Executive Order. One or more federal agency facilities that can be cost effectively connected to an SMR plant could agree to contract to purchase the bulk of the power output from a privately developed and financed LEAD plant. 46 A LEAD plant, even without the benefits of learning, could offer electricity to federal facilities at prices competitive with the unsubsidized significant cost of other clean energy technologies. Table 4 shows that the LCOE estimates for the LEAD and FOAK-1plants are in the range of the unsubsidized national LCOE estimates for other clean electricity generation technologies (based on the current state of maturity of the other technologies). All of these technologies should experience additional learning improvements over time. However, as presented earlier in the learning model analysis, the study team anticipates significantly greater learning improvements in SMR technology that would improve the competitive position of SMRs over time. Additional competitive market opportunities can be identified on a region-specific, technology-specific basis. For example, the Southeast U.S. has limited wind resources. While the region has abundant biomass resources, the estimated unsubsidized cost of biomass electricity is in the range of $90-130 per MWh (9-13¢/kWh), making LEAD and FOAK plants very competitive (prior to consideration of subsidies). 47 Competitive pricing is an important, but not the sole, element to successful SMR deployment. A bankable contractual arrangement also is required, and this provides an important opportunity for federal facilities to enter into the necessary purchase power arrangements. However, to provide a “bankable” arrangement to enable the SMR project sponsor to obtain private sector financing, the federal agency purchase agreement may need to provide a guaranteed payment for aggregate output, regardless of actual generation output. 48 Another challenge is to establish a mechanism to aggregate demand among federal electricity consumers if no single federal facility customer has a large enough demand for the output of an SMR module. The study team believes that highlevel federal leadership, such as that exemplified in E.O. 13514, can surmount these challenges and provide critical initial markets for SMR plants.

SMRs are critical to reduced risk premiums – key to investment in commercial nuclear power
Rosner and Goldberg, 2011 (Robert, senator of the Helmholtz Association for the Research Field Structure of Matter and is currently the William E. Wrather Distinguished Service Professor at the University of Chicago; Stephen, Senior Advisor to the American Academy of Arts & Sciences; “Small Modular Reactors – Key to Future Nuclear Power Generation in the U.S.”, Energy Policy Institute at Chicago (EPIC), The University of Chicago, Contributor: Joseph S. Hezir, Pricipal, EOP Foundation, Inc., Technical Paper, Revision 1, November, https://epic.sites.uchicago.edu/sites/epic.uchicago.edu/files/uploads/EPICSMRWhitePaperFinalcopy.pdf)

According to a recent study issued by the Texas Institute, the historical record of commercial nuclear power plant construction by U.S. investor-owned utilities showed an almost 70% probability that the utility would experience a rating downgrade of uncertain magnitude. 19,20 It should be noted that this study was based upon the corporate finance structures that were in place in the 1980s and 1990s. These structures are not representative of today’s financing vehicles that are based on limited recourse arrangements. The study team developed a conceptual model to examine the impacts of size risk on WACC (described in Appendix F). The study team compared the WACC for conventional investments versus large nuclear investments, based on the size risk, implicit to the financial strength, as measured by Moody’s. The model indicates that investments in large nuclear projects (approximately $6-7 billion) exhibit significantly higher WACC as compared with conventional energy investments (approximately $2-3 billion). 21 According to a Congressional Budget Office (CBO) report, Moody’s recently reported that it was considering taking a more negative view of bond issuers who were seeking to finance the construction of new nuclear plants. A primary concern cited by Moody’s was whether the proposed plants were economically viable, especially given uncertainties about the effects of energy efficiency programs and national clean electricity standards on the demand for new nuclear generating capacity, the availability of capital in such projects, and the effect of such investment on the sponsoring utilities’ balance sheets. 22 Furthermore, CBO discussed the market risk associated with GW-scale plants: Market risk is the component of risk that investors cannot protect themselves against by diversifying their portfolios. Investors require compensation for market risk because investments exposed to such risk are more likely to have low returns when the economy as a whole is weak and resources are more highly valued…In the case of nuclear construction guarantees provided to investor-owned utilities or merchant power providers, for example, plant construction may be more likely to be slowed or canceled when the demand for electricity is depressed by a weak economy. 23,24 SMRs could potentially mitigate such a risk in several ways. First, SMRs have lower precompletion risk due to shorter construction schedules (24-36 months as compared with 48 months). Second, because of their smaller size, SMRs have lower market risk because there is significantly less power than needs to be sold as compared with GW-level plants. Finally, the modular nature of SMRs affords the flexibility to build capacity on an as-needed basis. In the case of unsubsidized financing, particularly relevant to merchant markets, utility decision makers that have significant aversion to risk of future natural gas spikes (i.e., gas prices rising to about $7/Mcf or one standard deviation above the recent average behavior of natural gas prices) would possibly view alternatives to gas-fired generation as attractive options, particularly if the investment requirements are comparable – SMRs could potentially “fit the bill.”
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Unbalanced dependence on natural gas will compromise energy security and economic growth – increased development of nuclear energy is key 
Whitman ’12 – former EPA administrator and New Jersey governor, co-chair of the Clean and Safe Energy Coalition which promotes the inclusion of nuclear power as part of a clean energy portfolio (Christine Todd, “It's dangerous to depend on natural gas”, May 9,  http://tech.fortune.cnn.com/2012/05/09/christine-whitman-nuclear-energy/, CMR)

FORTUNE -- The United States needs an "all of the above" energy strategy that focuses on low-carbon electricity sources that will lower energy costs, reduce dependency on foreign fuel sources and promote clean electricity. This is a prudent strategy to help drive American manufacturing and transportation networks of the future. Most importantly, this approach can put the country on a sustainable path toward long-term economic growth.¶ While today's rock-bottom natural gas prices are attractive, an unbalanced dependence on natural gas in the electricity sector would put Americans at risk, both economically and in terms of longer term energy security.¶ While many look at energy prices from today's lens, successful energy policy requires a long view that promotes fuel diversity but doesn't pick technology winners; it preserves our air, land and water and is affordable for consumers.¶ We need only look at the volatile history of natural gas prices. Consider the shift from the low, stable prices of the 1990s to the record-high rates and wild supply fluctuations of the mid-2000s.¶ We should take advantage of our domestic energy resources, recognizing that today's natural gas market is still vulnerable. The present oversupply of natural gas opens opportunities for exports into foreign markets at prices two-to-three times higher. If demand from other countries increases as they meet growing energy demand, it will cause our prices to align with higher world prices.¶ During my tenure as governor of a state that relies heavily on nuclear energy, I can attest to the cost effectiveness of nuclear fuel and the protection it offers against price spikes in natural gas or future environmental controls such as a cost on carbon. Nuclear energy doesn't emit any greenhouse gases or controlled pollutants while producing power and it is affordable, predictable and efficient. Moreover, a nuclear power plant with a footprint of one square mile generates the same amount of energy as 20 square miles of solar panels or 2,400 wind turbines spread out across 235 square miles.¶ Uranium fuel is abundant and costs an average of 2.14 cents per kilowatt-hour, compared to 4.86 cents per kilowatt-hour for natural gas. A nuclear plant typically generates electricity at 90 percent capacity—an electric sector best and twice that of combined cycle natural gas plants at 40 to 45 percent capacity.¶ Clean energy production costs, which include fuel, operations and maintenance, run nearly equal for nuclear and natural gas. A new nuclear plant with state or federal support can generate power at $84-$91 per megawatt-hour with zero carbon emissions. Natural gas plants produce power at today's gas prices for $56-$71 per megawatt-hour, but still emit greenhouse gases at about half the rate of coal plants. Assuming a carbon price of $30 per ton, natural gas power generation costs rise to about $74-$89 per megawatt-hour.¶ At Fortune's Brainstorm Green conference, I noted a March 2012 Gallup poll that found 57% of Americans support nuclear energy.¶ This support reflects the momentum behind nuclear energy's expansion, including recent U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission approval of four reactors in Georgia and South Carolina.¶ New large-scale electricity is needed today in the fast-growing Southeast electric grid because of business expansion and population growth. These new reactors will serve the needs of 3 million homes while creating thousands of high-paying jobs. On average, a nuclear facility creates up to 3,500 construction jobs and 400 to 700 operation positions.¶ According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, nuclear energy accounted for 54% of green jobs in the utility sector in 2010, supplying the most green goods-and-services jobs—35,800—in private sector electricity generation. For example, 90% of the components for the Westinghouse reactors being built in Georgia and South Carolina will be manufactured domestically.¶ As the dash to gas accelerates across America, I am encouraged by the support from government and industry leaders for nuclear energy as part of a diverse electricity supply. Secretary of Energy Steven Chu recently restated the administration's support for nuclear energy to be developed alongside renewable energy sources and natural gas. Kevin Marsh, president and CEO of Columbia, S.C.-based SCANA, which is developing two advanced designed Westinghouse reactors, said a balanced energy portfolio is best. "You don't want to be all gas, all nuclear or all coal."¶ Fuel diversity is one of the great strengths of the United States' electric supply system, and we must be mindful of that lesson. In the coming years, we will need hundreds of new power plants from a variety of fuel sources along with significant investment in the smart grid that will move that power to homes, businesses and an evolving electrified transportation system. Nuclear energy is the only large-scale, carbon-free electricity source, and it must be among these energy choices if we are to secure a safe and sustainable portfolio of energy resources.
SMRs are key to a stable electric supply---power plants are shutting down and renewables aren’t reliable
McNelis 12—director of the Center for Sustainable Energy, Environment and Economic Development in the Institute for the Environment at UNC-Chapel Hill. (David, 6/24/12, Safe Power from Small Reactors http://www.newsobserver.com/2011/06/24/1295895/safer-power-from-smaller-reactors.html

CHAPEL HILL -- Efforts to promote energy efficiency, encourage sustainable lifestyle changes and exploit renewable energy sources are laudable, but they will not be sufficient to meet the projected growth in demand for electricity. The United States and the world need to increase the use of nuclear power, particularly for energy security and to limit climate-changing emissions. Nothing that has happened in Japan has made nuclear power any less essential.¶ The Fukushima nuclear power plant accident was caused by a major earthquake and tsunami of the sort that are not likely to occur here, but we can learn from the cascade of events that led to reactor meltdowns and hydrogen explosions there. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission is studying the accident, and its findings could lead to a number of changes, especially better protection against a loss of power from extreme events like hurricanes, earthquakes and floods. Lessons learned from Japan's crisis would improve nuclear safety, as other changes did following the Three Mile Island accident in 1979.¶ Change could also come from a different direction:¶ development of a new generation of small modular reactors similar in size to those that have successfully powered U.S. submarines and aircraft carriers for decades.¶ No bigger than a double-wide trailer and built in a factory for a fraction of the cost of a large nuclear plant, the small modular reactor (SMR) is an environmentally friendly and cost-effective way to help meet growing demand for electricity.¶ SMRs have the potential to replace older coal plants and to provide a hedge against volatility in natural gas prices. And while solar and wind are attractive energy sources, both produce power only intermittently and require back-up power in the event the weather is not cooperating.¶ Established nuclear-energy companies engaged in the development of SMRs include Westinghouse, General Electric, General Atomics and Charlotte-based Babcock & Wilcox. But the field also includes some smaller start-ups such as NuScale Power in Oregon, Hyperion Power Generation in New Mexico and TerraPower, based on the outskirts of Seattle and established with support from Bill Gates.¶ Ground has been broken for construction of large nuclear plants in Georgia and South Carolina, but many other projects have been delayed due to the downturn in the economy, a surge in natural gas production and the high cost of building large new power plants. So the SMR may be emblematic of nuclear power's future.¶ President Barack Obama has allocated $500 million to be spent on research and development of SMRs over the next five years. Energy Secretary Steven Chu says he expects an SMR to be operating in this country by the end of this decade. In Congress, Republicans and Democrats alike support SMR development.¶ In contrast to a conventional nuclear plant, SMRs could be added one at a time in a cluster of modules, as the need for electricity rises. The cluster's costs would be paid for over time, softening the financial impact. The modules could be factory assembled and be delivered by rail to an existing nuclear plant site. In such a configuration, one SMR could be taken out of service for maintenance or repair without affecting operation of the other units.¶ Most SMRs would be situated beneath the ground to provide better security. Typically they would operate for many years - possibly decades - without refueling and produce far less waste than conventional reactors.¶ Significantly, almost all of the SMR development is being done with private financing. Companies are using their own resources to develop the small reactors, without government support from mandates or subsidies of the sort that renewable energy sources now require. An SMR designed by Babcock & Wilcox would generate 125 megawatts, using conventional light-water reactor technology. The Tennessee Valley Authority is considering deploying six of the Babcock & Wilcox modules at its Clinch River site near the Oak Ridge National Laboratory.¶ Another SMR on the drawing board would be an advanced, sodium-cooled "fast" reactor producing just 25 megawatts - enough electricity to power a rural community or a military installation. Hyperion Power Generation has formed a partnership with the Savannah River National Laboratory to build a sodium-cooled reactor as part of a clean energy park near Aiken, S.C.¶ Looking ahead, SMRs could be an important element in a balanced mix of clean energy sources in North Carolina and nationally. It's likely that a large number of older fossil-fuel power plants will have to be shut down within the next few years. These plants are relatively inefficient, and it would not be cost-effective to equip them with the sort of state-of-the-art environmental controls that will be needed to meet air quality standards.¶ That capacity must be replaced, and additional electricity generation will be needed to meet forecasts for rising demand. SMRs are a safe and affordable source of energy that should be considered for use in the United States.
Unchecked natural gas development risks methane release  
Tollefson ’12 (Jeff, former Knight fellow in science journalism at MIT, “Air sampling reveals high emissions from gas field”, Feb 7, http://www.nature.com/news/air-sampling-reveals-high-emissions-from-gas-field-1.9982, CMR)

Natural-gas operations in areas such as Wyoming’s Jonah Field could release far more methane into the atmosphere than previously thought.¶ When US government scientists began sampling the air from a tower north of Denver, Colorado, they expected urban smog — but not strong whiffs of what looked like natural gas. They eventually linked the mysterious pollution to a nearby natural-gas field, and their investigation has now produced the first hard evidence that the cleanest-burning fossil fuel might not be much better than coal when it comes to climate change.¶ Led by researchers at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the University of Colorado, Boulder, the study estimates that natural-gas producers in an area known as the Denver-Julesburg Basin are losing about 4% of their gas to the atmosphere — not including additional losses in the pipeline and distribution system. This is more than double the official inventory, but roughly in line with estimates made in 2011 that have been challenged by industry. And because methane is some 25 times more efficient than carbon dioxide at trapping heat in the atmosphere, releases of that magnitude could effectively offset the environmental edge that natural gas is said to enjoy over other fossil fuels.¶ “If we want natural gas to be the cleanest fossil fuel source, methane emissions have to be reduced,” says Gabrielle Pétron, an atmospheric scientist at NOAA and at the University of Colorado in Boulder, and first author on the study, currently in press at the Journal of Geophysical Research. Emissions will vary depending on the site, but Pétron sees no reason to think that this particular basin is unique. “I think we seriously need to look at natural-gas operations on the national scale.”¶ The results come as a natural-gas boom hits the United States, driven by a technology known as hydraulic fracturing, or ‘fracking’, that can crack open hard shale formations and release the natural gas trapped inside. Environmentalists are worried about effects such as water pollution, but the US government is enthusiastic about fracking. In his State of the Union address last week, US President Barack Obama touted natural gas as the key to boosting domestic energy production.¶ Lack of data¶ Natural gas emits about half as much carbon dioxide as coal per unit of energy when burned, but separate teams at Cornell University in Ithaca, New York, and at the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) concluded last year that methane emissions from shale gas are much larger than previously thought. The industry and some academics branded those findings as exaggerated, but the debate has been marked by a scarcity of hard data.¶ “A big part of it is just raw gas that is leaking from the infrastructure.”¶ “It’s great to get some actual numbers from the field,” says Robert Howarth, a Cornell researcher whose team raised concerns about methane emissions from shale-gas drilling in a pair of papers, one published in April last year and another last month (R. W. Howarth et al. Clim. Change Lett. 106, 679–690; 2011; R. W. Howarth et al. Clim. Change in the press). “I’m not looking for vindication here, but [the NOAA] numbers are coming in very close to ours, maybe a little higher,” he says.¶ Natural gas might still have an advantage over coal when burned to create electricity, because gas-fired power plants tend to be newer and far more efficient than older facilities that provide the bulk of the country’s coal-fired generation. But only 30% of US gas is used to produce electricity, Howarth says, with much of the rest being used for heating, for which there is no such advantage.¶ On the scent¶ The first clues appeared in 2007, when NOAA researchers noticed occasional plumes of pollutants including methane, butane and propane in air samples taken from a 300-metre-high atmospheric monitoring tower north of Denver. The NOAA researchers worked out the general direction that the pollution was coming from by monitoring winds, and in 2008, the team took advantage of new equipment and drove around the region, sampling the air in real time. Their readings led them to the Denver-Julesburg Basin, where more than 20,000 oil and gas wells have been drilled during the past four decades.¶ Most of the wells in the basin are drilled into ‘tight sand’ formations that require the same fracking technology being used in shale formations. This process involves injecting a slurry of water, chemicals and sand into wells at high pressure to fracture the rock and create veins that can carry trapped gas to the well. Afterwards, companies need to pump out the fracking fluids, releasing bubbles of dissolved gas as well as burps of early gas production. Companies typically vent these early gases into the atmosphere for up to a month or more until the well hits its full stride, at which point it is hooked up to a pipeline.¶ The team analysed the ratios of various pollutants in the air samples and then tied that chemical fingerprint back to emissions from gas-storage tanks built to hold liquid petroleum gases before shipment. In doing so, they were able to work out the local emissions that would be necessary to explain the concentrations that they were seeing in the atmosphere (see ‘A losing battle’). Some of the emissions come from the storage tanks, says Pétron, “but a big part of it is just raw gas that is leaking from the infrastructure”. Their range of 2.3–7.7% loss, with a best guess of 4%, is slightly higher than Cornell’s estimate of 2.2–3.8% for shale-gas drilling and production. It is also higher than calculations by the EPA, which revised its methodology last year and roughly doubled the official US inventory of emissions from the natural-gas industry over the past decade. Howarth says the EPA methodology translates to a 2.8% loss.¶ The Cornell group had estimated that 1.9% of the gas produced over the lifetime of a typical shale-gas well escapes through fracking and well completion alone. NOAA’s study doesn’t differentiate between gas from fracking and leaks from any other point in the production process, but Pétron says that fracking clearly contributes to some of the gas her team measured.¶ Capturing and storing gases that are being vented during the fracking process is feasible, but industry says that these measures are too costly to adopt. An EPA rule that is due out as early as April would promote such changes by regulating emissions from the gas fields.
Nuclear war  
Robertston ‘9 J.E. Robertson 3/9/2009 (Department of Oceanography, Southampton Oceanography Centre, University of Southampton, Global Climate Destabilization is Major Security & Economic Threat, http://www.casavaria.com/hotspring/2009/03/227/global-climate-destabilization-is-major-security-economic-threat/, CMR

The new administration in Washington, DC, has taken notice: climate change is not about a mild 1º increase in temperature on any given day; it is about a sweeping destabilization of global climate patterns, which could undermine the entire layout of civilization across the world. Building the infrastructure necessary for implementing and sustaining a green energy economy is a security priority in this new environment. Key to understanding the gravity of climate destabilization are the wide array of catastrophic irreversible impacts that could amplify damage. One such area of concern is what are known as methane hydrates. Real Climate explains that: There is an enormous amount of methane (CH4) on earth frozen into a type of ice called methane hydrate. Hydrates can form with almost any gas and consist of a ‘cage’ of water molecules surrounding the gas. (The term ‘clathrate’ more generally describes solids consisting of gases are trapped within any kind of cage while hydrate is the specific term for when the cage is made of water molecules). There are CO2 hydrates on Mars, while on Earth most of the hydrates are filled with methane. Most of these are in sediments of the ocean, but some are associated with permafrost soils. Methane hydrates can be destabilized by warming ocean temperatures. When they are destabilized, they release trapped methane into the oceans, and eventually into the atmosphere. Methane has 8 times the greenhouse effect as carbon dioxide, meaning a massive release would significantly accelerate climate change related to global warming. In the 1990s, the administration of Pres. Bill Clinton devoted $50 million over five years to researching how to extract fuel for energy generation from methane hydrates and carbon dioxide hydrates. But today’s concern is more focused on the potential harm from allowing any of the methane trapped in methane hydrates to escape into the atmosphere, whether from burning or melt-induced release. With evidence mounting that warming is happening far faster than any models predicted, concerns are also mounting that the release of massive amounts of hydrate-trapped methane into the atmosphere could have a radical effect on raising temperatures and destabilizing the Earth’s climate patterns, causing rapid acceleration of ice-melt in Greenland and Antarctica, leading to sea-level rises of up to 20 meters. More than half the world’s population lives within the flood-zone for such a sea-level rise. But long before those billions of climate refugees would collapse the supply capacity of the remaining infrastructure of global society, disruptions to rain patterns could cause the failure of the African and/or Asian monsoons, depriving literally billions of clean water, irrigation and/or food supply. A clean, renewable economic system that does not put added stress on global climate stability is now a moral, economic and security imperative. It is a matter of not just border security for wealth countries who may seek to limit the ease with which refugees from the most heavily affected impoverished countries can immigrate, but for the political stability of nations around the world. Resource scarcity or resource collapse are the two most severe drivers of political instability or major cross-border conflict. Many countries saddled with chronic water or food scarcity are in a constant state of emergency, on the verge of devoving into civil war or cross-border conflicts, as desperate people struggle to meet their basic vital needs, wherever they can find the resources they require. The Earth’s climate has made human civilization possible by providing an environment hospitable to our preferred way of doing things. Agriculture has been possible only since human beings recognized how to harness reliable climate systems in order to optimize the productivity of cultivated land. Without the Nile flood plane or the Sahel monsoon, agriculture in affected countries becomes impossible and the human food supply collapses. 3.6 billion people live in areas dependent on the Asian monsoons for the necessary quantity of rainfall to supply river systems and make agriculture possible. The collapse of the Asian monsoon could lead to chronic deprivation for most or all of these people. The wholesale destabilization of the world’s most populous nations would be an economic, political and security crisis far beyond anything experienced in human history, especially considering that four nuclear-armed states are among those dependent on the monsoons. 
AND, Reliance on natural gas is unsustainable – diverse energy portfolio key to prevent economic collapse 
Rago 6/8/12 (Joseph, “Tom Fanning: The Natural Gas Skeptic”, Interview of Tom Fanning who is President of Southern Company, bachelor’s and master’s degrees in industrial management from Georgia Institute of Technology, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303448404577410473497091202.html, CMR)

For Mr. Fanning, this is common sense. He likens it to diversifying an investment portfolio: "You don't pick one stock." He may be right that "all of the above" is a sensible approach, but it isn't common—either in politics or in the electric industry. Mr. Fanning has emerged as one of the most trenchant (in fact, one of the only) critics of the transformative switch to gas from coal. Mr. Fanning explains, "It just doubles down your risk into one segment that looks promising today but nobody can sit here and tell me that it's going to be safe forever, safe in terms of economics and reliability."¶ In that sense, Southern's "genetic conservatism"—Mr. Fanning's term—may also be Exhibit A for the growing left-right coalition that wants to "make business boring again" in the too-big-to-fail era. They favor a return to something like the postwar business model that prevailed until the deregulation wave of the 1980s—safer but less competitive, more stable but also less entrepreneurial.¶ Boring is the wrong word for someone as effusive and iconoclastic as Mr. Fanning, but he does belong to a corporate culture that rejects barbarians-at-the-gate capitalism. He likes to invoke "Beta," the financial measure of the volatility of an asset in relation to the overall market. "Last year," he says proudly, "among the S&P 500, we had the second-lowest Beta. The only company that beat us was . . . Hormel. They make Spam! Southern may not be exciting, but we're dependable and we work like crazy to be dependable."¶ To those who favor a business world with less risk and fewer vampire squids, Mr. Fanning is your guy.¶ ***¶ Mr. Fanning sat down with the Journal editorial board recently amid "an historic shift" in the electric industry. King Coal is in twilight. For decades it was the engine of the U.S. power system, delivering nearly 60% of net generation by the 1980s. Southern illustrates the new reality; the share of its generation mix from coal has plunged to 35% in 2012 from 70% only five years ago. Meanwhile, gas has climbed to 47% from 16%.¶ One major reason, both at Southern and industry-wide, is the Environmental Protection Agency, which has been regulating against carbon like crazy. The EPA has effectively banned new coal and other rules are grinding down the existing fleet.¶ Enlarge Image¶ winterrago¶ winterrago¶ Terry Shoffner¶ Mr. Fanning views the EPA's campaign as a special kind of recklessness. "It's terribly unwise in my view to create a regulatory regime that bans one of the nation's most plentiful resources. We own 28% of the world's coal reserves—we have a blessing of wealth. It should be brought to bear here in America. If not, due to regulatory policy, it will be burned for the benefit of the citizens of China or India or elsewhere." He's right: Exports have nearly doubled since 2007.¶ On the other hand, markets are demolishing coal more effectively than government. Since 1990, power companies have selected coal for merely 6% of new generation. Gas was the fuel for 77%, even as coal has been far more competitive than it is today.¶ Now gas enjoys a huge price advantage, driven by the hydraulic-fracturing techno-revolution and the vast shale reserves of the greater Midwest. When gas is trading at $6 per million British thermal units, it is 50% cheaper than coal over the life of a power plant. Today, gas is trading near $2.¶ Mr. Fanning isn't so sure. "When you think about the kind of time horizon that a business like ours is in, where you put capital-intensive assets in the ground with a 30- or 40-year economic life, you need to think long term," he says. So here's the skeptic's case.¶ "Nationwide, I think we're going to be consuming over 50% more gas going forward than we currently do," Mr. Fanning notes, "or at least there's a good potential for that." Demand for gas is growing not merely for baseload electricity but in manufacturing, chemicals, transportation, other industries. Consumption is also lagging below trend given the weak economy.¶ Even with many more wells and increased production, Mr. Fanning thinks gas prices will return to their historic oscillations and eventually spike. "Gas has traditionally been way more volatile certainly than coal and nuclear," he says. "So you're buying a more volatile product. You're creating a higher-Beta energy policy."¶ As coal recedes, Mr. Fanning warns that customers may be forced to rely on sources that are less productive and more expensive because there's nothing to pick up the slack. "If conventional coal is not going to get done, and there's only a few people who can do nuclear—this ain't a job for beginners—you're left with gas and, heaven forbid, renewables?" He cautions: "Now I'm as excited about renewables as anybody. But they're a niche play."¶ Other risks to ultracheap gas are political. Fracking could slow if government decides to "move beyond gas" with bad regulations, and a carbon tax or cap and trade could return. Natural-gas exports will also grow as the U.S. builds more terminals and producers see business opportunities in Europe and Asia. "You're going to see a harmonization of world-wide gas prices," much like the global commodity markets for oil. "Right now essentially the U.S. has a dividend coming to the economy in terms of cheap energy," says Mr. Fanning, who doesn't think it can last.¶ "Believe me," he continues. "I think gas will be the dominant resource going forward. But I am not willing to subject my customers to the risk of betting it all on gas."¶ For most of the 20th century, the consensus was that utilities like Southern were natural monopolies. The physics of electricity are simple and begat industrial organization: Because power can't be stored except in small quantities, supply and demand must be in balance at every instant. The thinking was that only one central authority could effectively manage the grid and coordinate the large-scale deployment of capital.¶ The same reasoning used to apply to the rest of the economy: Markets could only function if they were structured as cartels and competition suppressed. Thus the oligopolies in railroads, radio and television licenses, phone lines, air travel. Thus the separation of investment and commercial banking under the 1933 Glass-Steagall Act.¶ Deregulation—the insight that competition could generate new efficiencies—did not come to the electricity markets until the 1980s and '90s. Though it now sells some power in the wholesale markets, Southern defeated bids (including from the likes of Enron) to restructure markets in Georgia and Alabama, and Mr. Fanning says that "by any yardstick my customers are better off" as a result.¶ As he sees it, the kind of "managed competition" that prevails elsewhere gives energy companies the incentive to increase prices at the margin. They can thereby increase their profitability as revenue rises but fixed costs don't. The people who favor competition, he says, "are making a self-serving economic argument. They don't face market pressure to do what's best for consumers."¶ The vertically integrated, regulated utility, Mr. Fanning adds, "should be the dominant solution" because it ensures corporate cultures "are set up in terms of their ability to succeed in both the long and short run." He calls such companies "birds of prey," with Southern as "a classic bird of prey. We don't chase fads. And yet, we are able to produce yearly results year after year after year."¶ "Moving prey" are companies that prioritize the next quarter's bottom line at the expense of long-range viability. "And of course road kill," he jokes, "are companies that can't do either."¶ Mr. Fanning thinks U.S. business has a "moving prey" problem. "The Beta of the United States economy is higher than it has ever has been," he says. Not enough people understand "how growing systematic risk hurts the ability of the United States to generate economic growth that is regular, predictable and sustainable."¶ The problem, in a word, Mr. Fanning continues, is "chasing that last increment of return without regard for risk. We all know from our schooling that value is a function of risk and return. Risk is as important as return. And I think so often given the herd mentality we see in the markets, people forget that."¶ Mr. Fanning has a business philosophy that used to be considered old-fashioned, until recently. It could avoid destruction a la 2008. But it would most definitely thwart creative destruction as well. 
Collapse of the US economy causes great power nuclear war 
Khalilzad ’11 Zalmay was the United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush and the director of policy planning at the Defense Department from 1990 to 1992, “ The Economy and National Security”, 2-8-11, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/print/259024, CMR

Today, economic and fiscal trends pose the most severe long-term threat to the United States’ position as global leader. While the United States suffers from fiscal imbalances and low economic growth, the economies of rival powers are developing rapidly. The continuation of these two trends could lead to a shift from American primacy toward a multi-polar global system, leading in turn to increased geopolitical rivalry and even war among the great powers. The current recession is the result of a deep financial crisis, not a mere fluctuation in the business cycle. Recovery is likely to be protracted. The crisis was preceded by the buildup over two decades of enormous amounts of debt throughout the U.S. economy — ultimately totaling almost 350 percent of GDP — and the development of credit-fueled asset bubbles, particularly in the housing sector. When the bubbles burst, huge amounts of wealth were destroyed, and unemployment rose to over 10 percent. The decline of tax revenues and massive countercyclical spending put the U.S. government on an unsustainable fiscal path. Publicly held national debt rose from 38 to over 60 percent of GDP in three years. Without faster economic growth and actions to reduce deficits, publicly held national debt is projected to reach dangerous proportions. If interest rates were to rise significantly, annual interest payments — which already are larger than the defense budget — would crowd out other spending or require substantial tax increases that would undercut economic growth. Even worse, if unanticipated events trigger what economists call a “sudden stop” in credit markets for U.S. debt, the United States would be unable to roll over its outstanding obligations, precipitating a sovereign-debt crisis that would almost certainly compel a radical retrenchment of the United States internationally. Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments. We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars. American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions.
AND, sustainable growth key to prevent extinction 
Goklany ‘7 – PhD, science and tech policy analyst for the US Dept of the Interior
Indur M, M.S. and Ph.D are from Michigan State University, “the improving state of the world”, page number below in [brackets], CMR

Thanks to the cycle of progress, humanity, though more populous and still imperfect, has never been in better condition. The next few decades will see a world that will almost certainly be more populated than it is today. If the cycle of progress is unable to advance this additional burden or is slowed significantly for whatever reason, our children will inherit a world where hunger, poverty, and infectious and parasitic diseases claim ever greater numbers, as well as where humanity's quest for food, clothing, and shelter diverts even larger shares of land and water away from the rest of nature. Alternatively, the cycle of progress could continue to move farther and faster giving us a world where the population has stabilized; where hunger and malnutrition have been virtually banished; where malaria, tuberculosis, AIDS, and other infectious and parasitic diseases are distant memories; and where humanity meets its needs while ceding land and water back to the rest of nature. And although there will no doubt be some environmental degradation and the climate might be somewhat warmer, they need not be catastrophi-cally so. Almost everyone could have access to adequate sanitation and clean water. The air and water could be cleaner even if "code red" days were to still occur occasionally in Mexico City, Beijing, and New Delhi. And even in sub-Saharan Africa infant mortality could be as low as it is today in the United States and life expectancies as high. Perhaps the most hopeful sign that the further improvements in the human condition are possible and that the second vision of the world is within grasp is that although today's developing countries lag the developed countries in virtually every indicator of human and environmental well-being, the former are ahead of where the latter used to be at equivalent levels of economic and social develop-ment. This is indeed the case for every critical indicator examined here, such as infant mortality, life expectancy, literacy, and access to safe water. Profiting further from the experience of today's devel-oped world, developing countries have also started addressing their pollution problems at much earlier levels of economic development. But if the past two centuries' progress in human welfare is to be more than a fleeting memory in the long history of mankind and if the level of human well-being that currently exists in today's richer nations is to permeate to other parts of the globe, we will need continued technological progress. But technology, by itself, is insufficient for technological progress. We also need economic growth because it catalyzes the creation, diffusion, and utilization of technology. We also need to pay atten-tion to other components of the cycle: free trade in ideas, knowledge, goods, and human and fiscal capital; education; and public health. But most important, we need to ensure that the cycle does not run out of power. Fueling the cycle of progress is not inevitable. Rarely have the conditions responsible for technological change and economic growth come together at any place for too long. The life span of virtually every empire, civilization, or political and economic system can be measured in terms of a few centuries and sometimes even decades. In fact, long-lasting entities such as the ancient Egyptian civilization or the Roman or Byzantine empires are characterized more by their stability (before their eventual demise) than by long-term gains in the average person's lot. To ensure that the cycle of progress keeps moving forward, the institutions underlying that cycle need to be nurtured and, in many places, strengthened. These institutions that power technological progress include free markets; secure property rights to both tangible and intellectual products; fair, equitable, and relatively transparent rules to govern those markets and enforce contracts; institutions for accumulating and converting knowledge into useful and beneficial products; and honest and predictable bureaucracies and governments. These insti-tutions also underpin a strong civil society. However, building and strengthening these institutions may not be enough if society is hostile to change and if richer societies—in their quest for zero risk— reject imperfect ("second best") solutions. The quest for perfection in an imperfect world should lead to progress, not paralysis. In fact, the history of the progress in human well-being during the past two centuries is one in which higher-risk technologies are progressively replaced by technologies that, while not risk-free, carry lower risks, If through a misapplication of the precautionary principle, humanity had waited for the perfect energy source, it would still be living in the dark, shivering from the cold, starving from hunger, and lucky to live beyond 40. Jared Diamond's retelling of the extinction of the Norse civilization in Greenland provides us with a powerful parable of the perils of shunning technological change.90As the Medieval Warming Period gave way to the Little Ice Age, the Vikings stuck to their time-honored ways. Survival wasn't made easier by the fact that they apparently had a taboo against eating fish.91 Even though they were isolated from their traditional trading partners and despite having the successful example of the Inuits to learn from, they did not adopt the latter's fishing and hunting techniques for reasons that cannot be fathomed (perhaps that was because of inflexible social institutions—or a Viking version of the precautionary principle). We saw shades of a similar dynamic play out, fortunately not to its bitter end, when, in 2002, Zambia refused food aid because it contained GM corn from the United States.92 Whatever the reason, because the Vikings were not open to technological change, they failed to adapt—and perished. As Diamond observes, "A society's fate lies in its own hands and depends substantially on its own choices."931 contend that one of society's critical choices is its attitude toward and openness to tech-nological change. Of course, it is possible that with sufficient economic growth and technological change, the general pattern that we see today with respect to human well-being, namely, matters improving with income, will be less obvious in the future. Consider, for example, the curve depicting access to safe water versus per capita income (illustrated in figure 6.13). Conceivably, with constant technological change, the knee in the curve would shift further toward the left as more cost-effective technologies are developed. At the same time, further economic growth could push virtually all countries to the eight of the knee. Because of the combination of these two trends, a few decades from now virtually everyone should have access to t<afe water. Similarly, a few decades from now one may no longer be able to determine a strong dependence of life expectancy on the level of economic development. Accordingly, some people might conclude that economic growth, having served its purpose as the midwife for technological change, had become superfluous. Others might conclude that further technological change itself is unnecessary. Shades of these arguments are already evident in the opposition to GM foods and the use of DDT. Notably, most of the opposition lo these technologies comes from people who are quite comfortably off, that is, they come from societies where incomes are beyond the knee of the well-being versus income curves, and they see little or no utility in enhancing the quantity and quality of food, or in cost-effective vector control. Although I have shown that these arguments are invalid today because of the large numbers worldwide who would—and, indeed, do—benefit from such technologies, is it possible that, after the evident problems of today are more or less solved, these arguments would carry much greater weight? Could we then eschew further economic growth and technological change? We dare not do so. First, as noted, there are no perfect solutions. Every solution contains within it the germs of another problem. Thus, horse-drawn transportation—the polluter of the city a century ag0w—was replaced by the internal combustion engine. But today it is that engine that pollutes the city. Tomorrow's solutions will no doubt have their own problems. But that's progress—continually replacing bigger problems with smaller ones, and the problems that are left over will always be harder to solve. Second, even if humanity rests on its laurels, the rest of nature will go on automatically probing its defenses and launching new offenses. Inevitably, humankind will be exposed to new and more virulent forms of old diseases. And to cope with those too, we will need to muster all our resources and ingenuity. ^ . In a celebrated article half-a-century ago, the eminent mathematician, John von Neumann, asked whether humankind can survive technology.95 We now know the answer: We cannot survive without it—certainly not if we want to maintain the quality of our lives or the environment, considering the numbers that exist today or will exist in the future. But technology is not enough; we also need economic development. Although there are no guarantees, acting together, they—more than anything else—offer the best hope for technological progress, without which we cannot expand current limits to growth.
Natural gas fluctuations are the key internal link – empirically proven 
Meyer ‘3 – Director of Government Relations, Union of Concerned Scientists (Alden, “RENEWABLE ENERGY AND ELECTRICITY: DIVERSITY, STABILITY, SECURITY, AND ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP”, March 5, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/clean_energy/meyer-testimony-3-5-03.pdf, CMR)

Renewable energy technologies diversify our energy resource portfolio, reducing exposure to¶ energy supply interruptions and price volatility, which can affect the entire economy. Indeed,¶ Stephen Brown, director of energy economics at the Dallas Federal Reserve Bank, notes that “nine¶ of the 10 last recessions have been preceded by sharply higher energy prices.” Two years ago,¶ soaring natural gas prices was one key factor in the California energy crisis that caused rolling¶ blackouts and cost energy consumers billions of dollars. There are now significant indications that the natural gas price volatility experienced during 2001 was not an isolated event. Just last week,¶ as the composite price of March natural gas on the New York Mercantile Exchange jumped 65¶ percent in one day, the Wall Street Journal reported industry observers as saying that “the U.S. is¶ entering a prolonged period of higher natural-gas prices, and the days of $3 natural gas, which¶ lasted from the mid-1980s until about 2000, may be gone.”
Balanced energy portfolio is key to the electric grid 
Hart ’12 (Kathleen, “Duke CEO warns against 'all gas, all the time' for electric generation”, April 11, http://www.snl.com/Interactivex/article.aspx?CdId=A-14623524-13105, CMR)

Warning against the use of "all gas, all the time" for electricity generation, Duke Energy Corp. Chairman, President and CEO Jim Rogers said a balance of natural gas, coal, nuclear power, renewables and energy efficiency will be crucial to maintaining the affordability and reliability of the U.S. electric grid.¶ "Our greatest challenge as an industry is to avoid all gas, all the time, because it's very cheap today," Rogers said at an April 11 Energy for Tomorrow conference sponsored by The New York Times. "I think this is the first time in my career that our gas units are dispatching after nuclear and before all our coal plants. … That's based on price, because gas prices are so low."¶ Rogers noted that "tremendous inventories" of coal are building up in the PJM Interconnection LLC and Midwest ISO markets as natural gas is being burned on a regular basis for power generation. When asked what will happen to all this coal, Rogers responded, "I guess we'll be exporting it to China, maybe one answer."¶ The challenge for the United States is to keep nuclear and coal in the electricity generation mix, Rogers said. He predicted that "between now and 2030, you'll see electricity generated from gas be equal to coal in megawatt-hours. You're going to see that transition occur over the next 20 years."¶ Because natural gas is so cheap today, selling in the $2/MMBtu range, regulators, particularly in regulated states, will likely push for "all gas, all the time," rather than putting an emphasis on new nuclear plants or wind, solar power and other renewables, Rogers said. "When gas is that cheap, there's no need for renewables. You just build a gas unit."¶ Rogers noted that U.S. electric utility companies are in the position of having "to remake our entire generation fleet over the next 40 years. We have a blank sheet of paper, and so the question is, 'What do we build?'" He argued in favor of maintaining a balanced mix of generation sources. "The 'Holy Grail' for our industry is all of the above. We've got to have all of them. … It would be a mistake for our country [to build] nothing but gas over the next two decades, as we have in the last two. Almost 90% of what we've built in the last two decades has been gas."¶ Rogers predicted that at some point, the United States is going to address the carbon dioxide emissions that are widely believed to be causing global warming. "My preference has always been for cap-and-trade for a number of reasons, including the equity of such a system," he said. However, even though Congress has not yet passed legislation aimed at cutting CO2 emissions from power plants and other sources of greenhouse gases, Rogers said he assumes that ultimately there will be a price on carbon. "We know, over time, people in this country will recognize this is an issue and address the issue. Will it get done in the next session of Congress? Not clear. I'm not sure it gets done in the next presidential term."
Extinction 
Rifkin, 2 (Alan, The founder and president of the Foundation on Economic Trends, Fellow at the Wharton School’s Executive Education Program (Jeremy, The Hydrogen Economy: The Creation of the World-Wide Energy Web and the Redistribution of Power on Earth, p.163-164) CMR

It is understandable that we would be unmindful of the critical role that oil plays in feeding our families, because the process of growing food is so removed in time and place from our urban lives. The same holds true for the electricity that we have come to rely on to maintain our daily routines. The electrical grid is the central nervous system that coordinates a densely populated urban existence. Without electrical power, urban life would cease to exist, the information age would become a faded memory, and industrial production would grind to a halt. The fastest way to ensure the collapse of the modern era would be to pull the plug and turn off the flow of electricity. Light,  heat, and power would all stop. Civilization as we know it would come to an end. It is hard to imagine what life would be like without electricity, although it has only been utilized as a source of energy for less than a century. Most of our great-grandparents were born into a world with electricity. Today, we take electricity for granted. That is because, food, it is abundantly available. We rarely think about where it comes from or how it gets to us. It is a kind of stealth force, tucked away inside wires overhead, buried in the ground, or hidden inside our walls. Colorless and odorless, it is an invisible but indispensable' presence in our lives.

New Adv 2
Japanese nuclear power is at a cross-roads – improved safety standards is vital to ensure Fukushima doesn’t derail future development – key to emissions cuts and energy independence
Armitage & Nye August 2k12 (Richard L. Armitage is president of Armitage International and a trustee of CSIS, former U.S. deputy secretary of state 2001-2005, Joseph S. Nye is dean emeritus of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and a trustee of CSIS, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance anchoring stability in asia”, http://csis.org/files/publication/120810_Armitage_USJapanAlliance_Web.pdf, CMR)

Nuclear Energy¶ The tragedies of March 11, 2011, are fresh in our minds, and we extend our deepest condolences¶ to all victims and those afflicted by the earthquake, tsunami, and subsequent nuclear meltdown.¶ Understandably, the Fukushima nuclear disaster dealt a major setback to nuclear power. The¶ setback reverberated not only throughout Japan, but also around the world. While some countries¶ like Great Britain and China are cautiously resuming nuclear expansion plans, others, like Germany,¶ have decided to phase out nuclear power entirely.¶ Japan is conducting thorough examinations of its nuclear reactors and reforming its nuclear¶ safety regulations. Despite strong public opposition to nuclear power, Prime Minister Yoshihiko¶ Noda’s government has begun a partial restart of two nuclear reactors. Further restarts depend on safety checks and local approval. The cautious resumption of nuclear generation under such conditions¶ is the right and responsible step in our view.¶ Japan has made tremendous progress in boosting energy efficiency and is a world leader in energy¶ research and development. While the people of Japan have demonstrated remarkable national¶ unity in reducing energy consumption and setting the world’s highest standards for energy efficiency,¶ a lack of nuclear energy in the near term will have serious repercussions for Japan. Without¶ a restart of nuclear power plants, Japan will not be able to make meaningful progress toward her¶ goal of cutting carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions by 25 percent by 2020. Nuclear power is and will¶ remain the only substantial source of emissions-free, base load electricity generation. Environment¶ Ministry data reportedly shows that without a nuclear restart, Japan’s emissions can fall at most by¶ 11 percent by 2020; but with a restart, emissions reductions could approach 20 percent.1 A permanent¶ shutdown would boost Japan’s consumption of imported oil, natural gas, and coal. Moreover,¶ postponing a decision on national energy policy has the potential to drive vital, energy-dependent¶ industries out of Japan and may threaten national productivity.¶ A permanent shutdown will also stymie responsible international nuclear development, as¶ developing countries will continue to build nuclear reactors. China, which suspended reactor approvals¶ for over a year following Fukushima (but did not suspend progress on ongoing projects),¶ is restarting domestic construction of new projects and could eventually emerge as a significant¶ international vendor. As China plans to join Russia, South Korea, and France in the major leagues¶ of global development in civilian nuclear power, Japan cannot afford to fall behind if the world is¶ to benefit from efficient, reliable, and safe reactors and nuclear services.
Future of Japanese nuclear power is uncertain – failure to immediately create a coordinated energy strategy with the US will collapse the alliance, US-Japan economic growth, Japanese soft power, and energy security  
Cronin et al. ’12 (Dr. Patrick M. Cronin is a Senior Advisor and Senior Director of the Asia-Pacific Security Program at the Center for a New American Security, Paul S. Giarra is the President of Global Strategies & Transformation and a retired Navy Commander, Zachary M. Hosford is a Research Associate at the Center for a New American Security, Daniel Katz is a Researcher at the Center for a New American Security, “The China Challenge Military, Economic and Energy Choices Facing the U.S.-Japan Alliance”, April, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_TheChinaChallenge_Cronin_0.pdf, CMR)

The Nuclear Power Inflection Point¶ Alliance power also hinges on how – and to what¶ degree – the United States and Japan will use¶ nuclear power in their energy strategies. Japan¶ has one of the most highly advanced nuclear¶ power industries in the world. Simultaneously,¶ there are few countries that require large, stable¶ energy sources like Japan. Yet unlike the case of¶ China, whose nuclear power growth is continuing¶ unabated, the future of Japan’s nuclear power industry¶ is in doubt following the Fukushima disaster.¶ Despite the Fukushima disaster, nuclear power¶ provides a safe and reliable source of energy that¶ could help Japan to achieve the energy security¶ and economic growth it desires. Before March 11,¶ 2011, nuclear energy was intended to play an integral¶ role in Japan’s energy plan. The 2010 Energy¶ Basic Plan called for major expansion of the¶ domestic nuclear energy industry to help double¶ the energy self-sufficiency ratio by 2030 (from 18¶ percent to 40 percent).79 However, the Fukushima¶ incident has caused the Japanese public to question¶ the merits of nuclear power. To test the¶ safety of its reactors and attempt to reassure the¶ Japanese public, Japan has currently ceased operations¶ at all but one of the country’s 54 nuclear¶ reactors, and all 54 are scheduled to be offline for¶ maintenance and safety upgrades by May 2012. In¶ addition, Japan announced that it would abandon¶ its plan to build 14 new nuclear plants by 2030,¶ which would have increased nuclear power’s share¶ of energy production in Japan from 30 percent¶ to 50 percent.80 This change has prompted the¶ Japanese government to revise its Energy Basic¶ Plan, the details of which will be released in summer¶ 2012.¶ The costs of reversing the nuclear power trend¶ in Japan will be significant. Following the¶ Fukushima accident, the Tokyo Electric Power¶ Company estimated that its additional costs for¶ fossil fuel purchases to replace power lost from¶ Fukushima would be $10.64 billion.81 More¶ importantly, however, taking all of its nuclear¶ plants offline will cause a 10 percent power¶ shortage in Japan and a 20 percent increase in¶ electricity costs.82 These consequences translate¶ to a 1.2 percent annual loss of GDP, equating¶ to approximately $94 billion in annual losses.83¶ Because 40 percent of Japan’s electricity is used by¶ the industrial sector, cost increases of this nature¶ would be “extraordinarily harmful not only for¶ industry but also for consumers who will see the¶ costs passed down to them.”84¶ The reduction of nuclear power generation in¶ Japan introduces a high degree of uncertainty¶ into projections of future demand for fossil fuel¶ in Japan. Some of Japan’s older reactors could¶ be decommissioned, and planned nuclear plants¶ could be delayed or canceled; this would reduce¶ the country’s nuclear power generation and¶ increase demand for LNG.85 However, further¶ increases in energy efficiency could save electricity,¶ and Japan could make strides in expanding¶ the use of alternative sources of energy for power¶ generation, which would decrease the demand¶ for LNG.86 Without firm guidance on domestic¶ nuclear power, government and industry analysts¶ are having particular difficulty assessing the¶ potential vulnerability of the domestic energy¶ system, although it appears to be insufficiently¶ distributed.87 In addition, there is the risk of¶ increases in prices of fossil fuels, particularly oil¶ and gas, as a result of the high demand of neighbors¶ such as China and the potential for price¶ spikes reminiscent of those during the 1970s.¶ Diverging strategies in the United States and¶ Japan regarding the future of their respective¶ nuclear power industries could create national¶ economic and political tumult that, in turn, could¶ become a fissure in the alliance. Nuclear energy¶ is a critical form of power production for both¶ countries, and by reducing emphasis on it, they¶ will be introducing a volatility into their energy¶ strategies that could have unintended geopolitical¶ effects. The alliance partners cannot afford to¶ delay decisions on the role of nuclear power in¶ their respective futures. Similarly, to focus solely¶ on the safety problems associated with nuclear¶ power ignores the benefits of the technology. The¶ United States and Japan must find a way to offset¶ both the volatility and the negative environmental¶ impact of fossil fuels. Given the length of time¶ necessary to construct nuclear power stations¶ and the negative consequences of relying on fossil¶ fuels in the immediate term, a decision on the role¶ of nuclear power within the alliance should be¶ made soon.¶ Access to abundant and affordable energy sources¶ will be critical not only for the continued geopolitical¶ power of Japan and the United States but¶ also for the recovery of both countries’ economies.¶ The era of cheap oil seems to be over. Even¶ if the world enters an age of cheap natural gas, the¶ volatility and environmental impacts of fossil fuels¶ will continue to present significant economic and¶ security challenges. Renewable energy sources hold¶ great promise but are not yet cost effective. At the¶ same time, nuclear power remains in the balance¶ as the United States and Japan question its role, yet¶ plans by other regional players (including China,¶ Vietnam and others) to create robust nuclear¶ energy sectors continue unabated.¶ It is possible, however, that Japan’s robust nuclear¶ power industry – one of the most advanced in¶ the world – will survive a potential dearth of¶ domestic demand. Japanese companies that build¶ nuclear reactors are pursuing projects overseas¶ and with demand increasing around the world,¶ Japanese industry stands to benefit. In fact, the¶ Diet approved bilateral nuclear cooperation with¶ Russia, South Korea, China and Vietnam in¶ December 2011, with the possibility of including¶ India in the future. Given progress in the¶ international market, it might not be realistic¶ for Japan to stop all nuclear production, but it is¶ unclear whether external demand can keep the¶ Japanese companies profitable without a robust¶ home market.¶ The use of nuclear power in Japan strengthens¶ the nation domestically and internationally by¶ insulating it against volatility (including supply¶ shortages, price spikes and SLOC protection¶ issues), as well as the harmful impacts of carbon¶ emissions and the resulting damage to Japan’s¶ image as a global leader in reducing the impact¶ of greenhouse gases. Some analysts believe that¶ Japan is destined to be closer energy partners¶ with China than with the United States, but¶ the possibility of competition between the two¶ neighbors could spell trouble for both allies.¶ Although energy security represents only one¶ aspect of Japan’s power – and therefore must be¶ weighed against the other power dynamics in the¶ U.S.-Japan alliance – it is a critical aspect in the¶ perception of power for both countries.
Strong alliance key to Asian stability and checking North Korean conflict 
Armitage & Nye August 2k12 (Richard L. Armitage is president of Armitage International and a trustee of CSIS, former U.S. deputy secretary of state 2001-2005, Joseph S. Nye is dean emeritus of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and a trustee of CSIS, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance anchoring stability in asia”, http://csis.org/files/publication/120810_Armitage_USJapanAlliance_Web.pdf, CMR)

Introduction¶ This report on the U.S.-Japan alliance comes at a time of drift in the relationship. As leaders in¶ both the United States and Japan face a myriad of other challenges, the health and welfare of one¶ of the world’s most important alliances is endangered. Although the arduous efforts of Assistant¶ Secretary of State Kurt Campbell and his colleagues in both governments have largely kept the¶ alliance stable, today’s challenges and opportunities in the region and beyond demand more.¶ Together, we face the re-rise of China and its attendant uncertainties, North Korea with its nuclear¶ capabilities and hostile intentions, and the promise of Asia’s dynamism. Elsewhere, there are the¶ many challenges of a globalized world and an increasingly complex security environment. A¶ stronger and more equal alliance is required to adequately address these and other great issues of¶ the day.¶ For such an alliance to exist, the United States and Japan will need to come to it from the perspective,¶ and as the embodiment, of tier-one nations. In our view, tier-one nations have significant¶ economic weight, capable military forces, global vision, and demonstrated leadership on international¶ concerns. Although there are areas in which the United States can better support the alliance,¶ we have no doubt of the United States’ continuing tier-one status. For Japan, however, there¶ is a decision to be made. Does Japan desire to continue to be a tier-one nation, or is she content to¶ drift into tier-two status? If tier-two status is good enough for the Japanese people and their government,¶ this report will not be of interest. Our assessment of, and recommendations for, the alliance¶ depend on Japan being a full partner on the world stage where she has much to contribute.¶ In posing this question, we are cognizant of the problems confounding Japan’s influence and¶ role in the world today. Japan has a dramatically aging population and declining birth rate. Her¶ debt-to-GDP ratio is over 200 percent. The Japanese people have been served by six different¶ prime ministers in six years. And, there is a growing sense of pessimism and inward focus among¶ many young Japanese. But, Japan is not destined to see her importance wane. Japan is fully capable¶ of remaining a tier-one nation. It is only a question of her disposition.¶ As many challenges as Japan faces, there exist many underappreciated and underutilized¶ dimensions of Japan’s national power and influence. Japan is the world’s third-largest economy,¶ with a consumer sector twice the size of China’s. Japan continues to have tremendous economic¶ potential that could be unleashed by reform and competition. More openness to free trade and immigration¶ and greater participation by women in the workforce would add significantly to Japan’s¶ gross domestic product (GDP) growth. Japan’s soft power is also considerable. She rates among the¶ top three countries in international respect and first in the world in terms of “national brand.”¶ Japan’s Self-Defense Forces (JSDF)—now the most trusted institution in Japan—are poised to play¶ a larger role in enhancing Japanese security and reputation if anachronistic constraints can be¶ eased.¶ Japan is not an insignificant country positioned in a quiet part of the world. The United States¶ and others rely on Japan as the maritime lynchpin to a stable, strategic equilibrium in the Asia-¶ Pacific region; the second-largest contributor to the United Nations (UN), International Monetary¶ Fund (IMF), and other leading multinational institutions; and the host of U.S. forces that keep¶ sea-lanes open for the world’s most dynamic hemisphere.¶ The United States needs a strong Japan no less than Japan needs a strong United States. And,¶ it is from this perspective that we address the alliance and its stewardship. For Japan to remain¶ standing shoulder-to-shoulder with the United States, she will need to move forward with us.¶ Japan has been a leader in Asia in the past and can continue to be in the future.¶ The following report presents a consensus view of the members of a bipartisan study group on¶ the U.S.-Japan alliance. The report specifically addresses energy, economics and global trade, relations¶ with neighbors, and security-related issues. Within these areas, the study group offers policy recommendations¶ for Japan and the United States, which span near- and long-term time frames. These¶ recommendations are intended to bolster the alliance as a force for peace, stability, and prosperity in¶ the Asia-Pacific region and beyond.
Asian conflict causes extinction 
Landay 2k (Jonathan S. Landay, “Top administration officials warn stakes for U.S. are high in Asian conflicts”, Knight Ridder, 3-10-2k, lexis, CMR)

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. “Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile,” said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. “We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster.” In an effort to cool the region’s tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia’s capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. 
North Korean conflict causes extinction 
Hayes, 10 (Peter & Michael Hamel-Green, Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, a member of the Pacific Council on International Policy, the Western partner of the Council on Foreign Relations; and the US Committee of the Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia” Nautilus, Special Report, 10-001: January 5th, 2010, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf, CMR)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average.  A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. North Korea is currently believed to have sufficient plutonium stocks to produce up to 12 nuclear weapons.6 If and when it is successful in implementing a uranium enrichment program - having announced publicly that it is experimenting with enrichment technology on September 4, 20097 in a communication with the UN Security Council - it would likely acquire the capacity to produce over 100 such weapons. Although some may dismiss Korean Peninsula proliferation risks on the assumption that the North Korean regime will implode as a result of its own economic problems, food problems, and treatment of its own populace, there is little to suggest that this is imminent. If this were to happen, there would be the risk of nuclear weapons falling into hands of non-state actors in the disorder and chaos that would ensue. Even without the outbreak of nuclear hostilities on the Korean Peninsula in either the near or longer term, North Korea has every financial incentive under current economic sanctions and the needs of its military command economy to export its nuclear and missile technologies to other states. Indeed, it has already been doing this for some time. The Proliferation Security Initiative may conceivably prove effective in intercepting ship-borne nuclear exports, but it is by no means clear how air-transported materials could similarly be intercepted. 

US leadership on safe reactor designs key to the alliance and Japanese energy security 
Kurata 9/7/12 (Philip, “U.S., Japan Must Work as Allies in Energy Issues, Analysts Say”, http://iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/article/2012/09/20120905135508.html#axzz28fhsRLZn, CMR) 

Washington — The United States and Japan, close security allies for the past 50 years, have a common interest in developing alternative energy technologies and protecting shipping lanes between the Middle East and East Asia, according to two former senior U.S. defense officials.¶ Former Assistant Secretaries of Defense for International Security Affairs Richard Armitage and Joseph Nye have released a report, The U.S.-Japan Alliance: Anchoring Stability in Asia, that says the trauma caused by the nuclear disaster in Fukushima, Japan, in March 2011 must not cause Japan to turn its back on nuclear power permanently.¶ The Armitage-Nye report, released August 15, says the U.S.-Japan alliance has been the lynchpin of peace and stability in East Asia for the past half century, but today it is in need of reinvigoration to deal with changing circumstances. Increased cooperation in the energy sector between the two allies would result in greater energy security for Japan and bring benefits in trade to both, according to the report.¶ “Permanent nuclear shutdown would hinder responsible global development of nuclear power,” said Robert McNally, who wrote the bulk of the segment in the report devoted to energy issues. “China plans to join Russia, South Korea and France as vendors of nuclear power plants. Japan can’t afford to fall behind. These plants will be built around the world, and the world will benefit from Japan’s efficient, reliable and safe nuclear services.”¶ McNally said that nuclear energy is critical to Japan’s efforts to reduce its reliance on oil while strengthening its economy and meeting its goal of reducing carbon dioxide emissions by 25 percent by 2020. Before the Fukushima disaster, Japan was the world’s third-largest producer of electricity from nuclear power. Since then, Japan has increased its consumption of fuel by 64 percent while the government has issued a white paper that states, “Japan’s dependency on nuclear energy will be reduced as much as possible in the medium-range and long-range future.”¶ “Together, Tokyo and Washington must take on the broad lessons of Fukushima and resume world leadership in promoting safe reactor designs and sound regulatory practices,” McNally said.

SMR’s are key – overcomes local opposition and provides safe, reliable energy 
Obe ’11 (MITSURU OBE, “Japan Considers Turning to Micro Nuclear Plants”, Aug 12, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904006104576501793167664736.html, CMR)

TOKYO—The Japanese government's minister in charge of national strategy said a new generation of smaller nuclear reactors might be the answer for a country traumatized by the March Fukushima Daiichi crisis, at a time when much of the nation is looking toward a nuclear-free future.¶ National Policy Minister Koichiro Gemba—who is responsible for helping craft energy policy—said that despite the bitterness following the accident at the nuclear-power plant, Japan should consider the use of what are known as microreactors, as a way to help bridge the electricity shortages that plagues the industrial sector.¶ "The development of microreactors isn't incompatible with the goal of achieving a more distributed power supply," Mr. Gemba said in a recent interview with The Wall Street Journal.¶ His push for smaller reactors comes as Japan grapples with the realities of Prime Minister Naoto Kan's antinuclear push. Mr. Kan scrapped the previous strategy that called for a near doubling in nuclear power to more than 50% of Japan's total electricity generation by 2030. But while a shift away from nuclear power has gained popular support, Japan has little in the way of domestic deposits of coal, natural gas or oil to meet its power needs, and alternative-energy solutions appear inadequate. Mr. Kan also is expected to resign in coming weeks, making his goal uncertain.¶ Japanese officials have continued to explore nuclear-power options despite opposition to them. A consultative body to Banri Kaieda, the minister who oversees Japan's nuclear-power industry, last month said that abandoning technology under development for smaller nuclear reactors and other alternatives would be a waste.¶ Keiji Miyazaki, professor emeritus of Osaka University, said smaller reactors have cost disadvantages but are worth considering as part of the future energy mix. Microreactors are expensive to operate because the systems to power a reactor cost about the same no matter the size of the unit. This means that unit costs will be much higher than for the reactors typically used in Japan.¶ Microreactors are next-generation reactors that generate less heat and are capable of cooling themselves without the use of an external power supply, a key vulnerability in the Fukushima disaster, as the units overheated due to a lack of circulating water. All three Japanese reactor makers—Hitachi Ltd., Mitsubishi Heavy Industries Ltd., 7011.TO 0.00% and Toshiba Corp. 6502.TO +0.75% —are pursuing them, Toshiba 6502.TO +0.75% in particular. The concept, however, is still in the development phase. Toshiba has said it is looking to market such reactors later this decade.¶ Mr. Gemba said he believes Japan should look to "distributed power generation" where electricity is generated by an interconnected network of small and medium-size producers. The concept is an antithesis to the current Japanese system, which is based on constructing large nuclear plants in remote rural areas to produce electricity for large cities.¶ The 47-year-old Mr. Gemba—who was born in Fukushima prefecture and represents a district near the stricken plant—said he has based his recommendation on the wave of local complaints that have emerged since the March disaster. He said it is directed more at energy policies set by the central government with little regard for local concerns, rather than at promoting nuclear power. He continues to call for less reliance on nuclear energy.¶ Since March 11, at least five reactors have been kept from restarting even after their regular maintenance checks were completed, as local communities refused to allow their reopening.¶ "The newer the reactors are safer," Mr. Gemba said. "The safety of nuclear plants would be improved by replacing older reactors with newer ones.¶ The three reactors that suffered partial meltdowns at the Fukushima Daiichi are more than 30 years old, with technology developed before the lessons of incidents such as the 1979 Three Mile Island accident. Before the March disaster, the Japanese government saw large-scale reactors as the way to meet an anticipated surge in reactor-replacement demand around 2030.¶ 

SMR’s correct the risks of Japanese designs – ensures adoption  
Thomas White International ’11 (a research-driven investment manager and independent research provider based in Chicago and Bangalore, India, Our analysts in the U.S. and Asia use proprietary, time-tested methods, “The Green Report”, April 13, http://www.thomaswhite.com/explore-the-world/green-report/2011/nuclear-power-post-fukushima-and-small-modular-reactors.aspx, CMR)

Nonetheless, despite the current negative publicity over nuclear power, there is an underlying optimism that defines the attitude of companies supporting SMRs. After all, without nuclear power the earth will be emitting two billion more tons of carbon dioxide a year. Despite the risks involved in nuclear power there are few alternative sources of power that are as clean as nuclear power. Consequently, venture capital firms supporting SMRs view the current opposition to nuclear power as temporary. CMEA Ventures, a venture capital firm, is optimistic about its plans to raise $200 million for NuScale, a firm engaged in developing SMRs.¶ Furthermore, the Japanese accident could actually present SMRs with a potential advantage. In the case of Fukushima, it was the failure of the cooling systems, a combination of pumps and valves that actually led to the eventual overheating of the reactor. In contrast, SMRs do not require external pumps or extensive cooling systems to cool the reactor. In certain SMRs, cooling happens immediately and naturally once the system is idled, making a Fukushima-style accident with SMRs improbable. Moreover, even in case of a nuclear disaster, the damage is likely to be localized as the reactor of an SMR is buried several feet deep below the ground.¶ Still many countries, after watching the Japanese struggle in Fukushima, have curtailed their nuclear ambitions. Germany was the most prominent among them. Even China has said it would review its policy of operating large nuclear reactors. Other European countries, such as Denmark, Greece and Austria, have been stubbornly anti-nuclear too. But for every country that opposes nuclear power two seem to support it. France and Finland have not spoken against the industry and seem to acknowledge the usefulness of nuclear power.¶ Despite the recent scare in Japan, Argentina’s plan to install a 25-megawatt SMR prototype in 2014 is on schedule. Rosatom Corp, a Russian nuclear company, has said it will sell nearly three SMR equipped barges in 2011. If these reactors operate safely over the next couple of years without causing major problems, then the market for SMRs could expand gradually. And perhaps the future of nuclear power would have a reversal of fortune once more.

US nuclear leadership is key to safe Japanese nuclear development and revitalizing the alliance 
Armitage & Nye August 2k12 (Richard L. Armitage is president of Armitage International and a trustee of CSIS, former U.S. deputy secretary of state 2001-2005, Joseph S. Nye is dean emeritus of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and a trustee of CSIS, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance anchoring stability in asia”, http://csis.org/files/publication/120810_Armitage_USJapanAlliance_Web.pdf, CMR)

For its part, the United States needs to remove uncertainty surrounding disposal of spent nuclear¶ waste and implement clear permitting processes. While we are fully cognizant of the need to¶ learn from Fukushima and implement corrective safeguards, nuclear power still holds tremendous¶ potential in the areas of energy security, economic growth, and environmental benefits. Japan and¶ the United States have common political and commercial interests in promoting safe and reliable¶ civilian nuclear power domestically and internationally. Tokyo and Washington must revitalize¶ their alliance in this area, taking on board lessons from Fukushima, and resume a leadership role¶ in promoting safe reactor designs and sound regulatory practices globally. The 3-11 tragedy should¶ not become the basis for a greater economic and environmental decline. Safe, clean, responsibly¶ developed and utilized nuclear power constitutes an essential element in Japan’s comprehensive¶ security. In this regard, U.S.-Japan cooperation on nuclear research and development is essential.

Japanese energy security key to prevent competition and war with China – specifically, the East China Sea 
Cronin et al. ’12 (Dr. Patrick M. Cronin is a Senior Advisor and Senior Director of the Asia-Pacific Security Program at the Center for a New American Security, Paul S. Giarra is the President of Global Strategies & Transformation and a retired Navy Commander, Zachary M. Hosford is a Research Associate at the Center for a New American Security, Daniel Katz is a Researcher at the Center for a New American Security, “The China Challenge Military, Economic and Energy Choices Facing the U.S.-Japan Alliance”, April, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_TheChinaChallenge_Cronin_0.pdf, CMR)

China’s Rising Energy Demands¶ As the United States and Japan seek to enhance¶ their energy security, the allies will need to grapple¶ with China’s growing energy needs. Longstanding¶ concern in Tokyo over the stability of energy supplies,¶ especially oil, has intensified as China has¶ switched from being an exporter to being a largescale¶ importer. In many cases (with the possible¶ exception of Japan and Russia), competition over¶ securing access to energy sources has rendered¶ East Asian countries unable to cooperate to secure¶ their mutual interests.¶ China’s economic growth requires – and is made¶ possible by – access to stable energy supplies.¶ In the midst of its upsurge in energy demand,¶ China recently overtook Japan as the world’s¶ largest importer of coal, and its consumption¶ is anticipated to grow each year for the next 15¶ years.71 In that same period – assuming relatively¶ steady growth rates – China is likely to become¶ the world’s largest importer of oil, surpassing the¶ United States.72 China’s oil import dependence is¶ projected to increase from 54 percent in 2010 to 84¶ percent in 2035, and its natural gas import dependence¶ is projected to increase from 9 percent in¶ 2009 to 42 percent in 2035.73 After a brief pause in¶ the wake of the Fukushima accident, China is also¶ pushing forward with an aggressive expansion of¶ civilian nuclear power production.74¶ China’s demand for energy – particularly fossil¶ fuels – is likely to lead to intense competition with¶ other countries. Consequences of this competition¶ will not only manifest themselves in steadily¶ higher energy prices and acute price spikes but also¶ through tensions with neighbors over territorial¶ rights to oil and gas fields, as well as the maritime¶ routes necessary to transport those resources.¶ The East China Sea is the site of intense hydrocarbon¶ prospecting by both Chinese and Japanese¶ companies. It is also a potential flashpoint. In¶ September 2005, a Japanese P-3C surveillance¶ aircraft identified five People’s Liberation Army¶ Navy vessels – including a guided destroyer –¶ sailing around the contested Chunxiao Gas Field¶ in the East China Sea.75 Given China’s reactions¶ to seismic surveys conducted by other countries¶ – including the cutting of cables on Vietnamese¶ ships – it is reasonable to conclude that China may¶ react in similar ways to Japan.76 Predictably, in¶ early February 2012, China turned back a Japanese¶ survey ship exploring disputed waters.¶ Military tensions over energy supplies are not limited¶ to prospecting conflicts. The transport of oil,¶ gas and other energy supplies requires securing sea¶ lines of communication (SLOCs). More than half of¶ China’s imported oil originates in the Middle East,¶ and over 85 percent of its total imported oil transits¶ strategic maritime routes, including the Straits of¶ Hormuz and Malacca.77 Chinese ships defending¶ resource-rich areas pose security risks and increase¶ the likelihood of inadvertent contact and potential¶ instances of limited conflict between China and¶ Japan. This is particularly worrisome as China¶ rapidly expands its maritime capability, with large¶ increases in the number of vessels in its inventory¶ and its experiences in conducting operations away¶ from the Chinese coast.78¶ Although Japan and China share many of the same¶ maritime transportation routes, it will be difficult¶ for Japan to put aside past confrontation with¶ China and cooperate over SLOCs. This will open¶ the possibility for further tension between the two¶ economic giants. Japan could reduce its vulnerability¶ by seeking to tie itself to American fossil¶ fuel exports and establish supply routes across the¶ Pacific Ocean all the way to the Gulf of Mexico.¶ One way for Japan to create a closer energy relationship¶ with the United States would be to become¶ part of a trade agreement with NAFTA. How Japan¶ chooses to proceed will affect U.S.-Japan calculations¶ for energy security and, therefore, the overall¶ trajectory of the alliance.
East-China Sea conflict draws in great powers 
Auslin ’12 (Michael, resident scholar in Asian and security studies at the American Enterprise Institute, “Don’t Forget About the East China Sea”, May 3, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_ESCS_bulletin2.pdf, CMR)

The East China Sea may be the most strategic location¶ in all of Asia. While the media and policymakers have¶ paid considerable attention to the geopolitical significance of the¶ South China Sea, the East China Sea deserves equal attention.¶ Like the South China Sea, it is rife with contested territorial¶ claims, larger military buildups among the principal players of¶ the region and a geopolitical significance that impinges even¶ more directly on long-standing U.S. security commitments. It is a nexus of competition between Asia’s two great powers, China and¶ Japan, and it is an area in which the United States plans to retain¶ sufficient military presence to shape the maritime environment.¶ Disruption of free navigation there would affect the economies of¶ the three major countries in the region – China, Japan and South¶ Korea – and could drag in Russia, which increasingly exports¶ its natural resources through the East China Sea. Conflict in¶ the East China Sea could trigger a tripwire effect, requiring the United States to increase the number of military forces that are forward stationed in Asia.
China-Japan conflict goes nuclear 
Moore ‘6 (Scott Moore, Undergraduate Research Assistant, East Asia Nonproliferation Program, CNS, 10-18-2006, “Nuclear Conflict in the 21st Century: Reviewing the Chinese Nuclear Threat,” NTI, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_80.html, CMR)

The depth of Chinese nationalist sentiment towards Taiwan has a parallel, though not an exact one, in anti-Japanese feeling. Like the Taiwan issue, these feelings run both deep and broad in Chinese society. The memory of Japan's invasion during the Second World War is particularly poignant; one 1996 survey reported that the word "Japan" made 81.3% of Chinese youth think most easily of the "war of resistance against Japanese aggression."[44] The strength of anti-Japanese sentiment suggests that the Chinese government may take an aggressive stance on major increases in Japan's military capability in general, and the acquisition of nuclear weapons in particular.  Anti-Japanese nationalism has been described as "the stomach-burning passion of Chinese patriots."[45] In April 2005, large protests erupted in many Chinese cities after United Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan urged a plan intended to give Japan a permanent seat on the Security Council.[46] An online petition that allegedly garnered 42 million signatures in opposition to a permanent Security Council seat for Japan[47] suggests the popular resonance of these protests. Additional protests were organized in a grassroots, popular campaign largely conducted via the Internet, a feat accomplished because of the strength of anti-Japanese sentiment.[48] This phenomenon is particularly notable because much of this online protest occurred without direction by the government; an example is Japanpig.com, which simply features a sword piercing the Japanese flag.[49]  This hyper-nationalism is at odds with official policy, most particularly with regards to the Diaoyu/Senkaku, a group of islands claimed by both China and Japan in the East China Sea. One internal Chinese government poll suggested that 82% of mainland citizens opposed the government's policy towards Japan and favored a more aggressive one.[50] The gap between popular opinion and elite policy suggests that under current circumstances a hyper-nationalist nexus is unlikely to form between elite and popular interests. However, if Japan pursues a policy of nuclearization, these circumstances may change. It also bodes ill for the cause of moderation in the case of conflict.  Some already regard Japan as a "de facto nuclear weapons state" because it possesses stockpiles of plutonium, the necessary technological base to produce nuclear weapons, and because it possesses advanced space launch technology that could easily be applied to intercontinental ballistic missiles.[51] Furthermore, although Japan has a strong political tradition renouncing nuclear weapons, there are some signs this may be changing. In April 2002, Ichiro Ozawa, the leader of Japan's opposition Liberal Party, warned that "if China gets too inflated, the Japanese people will become hysterical," and claimed it would be easy for Japan to produce nuclear weapons.[52]  Although the Chinese Foreign Ministry response to Ozawa's statements was muted,[53] there appears to be some perception that Japan is embarked on a long-term path of aggression towards China. In an article published in the Shanghai Journal of Social Studies, one analyst claimed that "all-out strategic precautions against China have become one of the main contents of Japan's strategy towards China."[54] If such a policy were seen to threaten China with Japanese nuclear weapons capabilities, hyper-nationalist elite and popular interests may converge to advocate an aggressive response.  Despite the depth of anti-Japanese sentiment, there is no direct link between a nuclearized Japan and a nuclear conflict with China. Thus the threat of a nuclear-armed Japan is more one of instability. Given the resonance of anti-Japanese feeling, there may be significant potential for a hyper-nationalist nexus to form against Japan than against the United States, including the threatened use of nuclear weapons. Acquisition of nuclear weapons by Japan would probably at a minimum induce Chinese decision makers to reconsider the NFU policy, particularly if Japan also acquired a ballistic missile capability.  Any such situation would also involve the United States. The Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security obligates the United States to "act to meet the common danger" in the event of an attack on Japanese territory.[55] Chinese analysts, moreover, emphasize strong U.S.-Japan ties,[56] suggesting that were a conflict to develop, all parties expect the involvement of the United States. The implications of any such conflict are enormous, involving as it would three of the world's most powerful militaries, all of which, in this scenario, would have a mature or putative nuclear weapons capability. The specter of this kind of confrontation is worth considering as one contemplates the future of Sino-American relations in the nuclear context.  Conclusions: Sino-American Nuclear Futures  The Sino-American relationship is likely to be increasingly important as the twenty first century progresses. Its nuclear dimension is of tremendous gravity not only in the context of this broader importance, but in its own right as a reflection of changes in Chinese domestic power relationships, and how China sees itself in the world at large. The danger of hyper-nationalist influence on nuclear posture, while subject to many uncertainties and constraints, is real enough. The American reaction to Chinese nuclear force modernization has tended to emphasize developments in weapons systems themselves, or sensationalized accounts of headline grabbers such as General Zhu. However, the prospects for an actual nuclear confrontation under all but very extraordinary circumstances are low. More attention should be paid to how such circumstances may develop.  This brief has presented an overview of influences on Chinese security and foreign policymaking, and suggested that hyper-nationalism may pose a severe nuclear threat in the event of a Sino-American conflict over Taiwan or in the event of Japanese nuclearization. It is important to remember that in this sense we are dealing in possibility, not probability. The grave nature of nuclear weapons, however, is such that even possibility is worthy of great attention. The real potential for a catastrophic situation involving hyper-nationalism and nuclear weapons depends on the actual strength of moderate elements within influential sectors of Chinese society. Though there are many indications to suggest that in a crisis hyper-nationalist right wing perspectives would gain an upper hand, this depends heavily on circumstances. 

