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Plutonium Diversion
No link—plan doesn’t completely remove the ban on reprocessing, just for proliferation-resistant reprocessing, means it can’t lead to diversion
[bookmark: _Toc333353847]Yim 05
(Man-Sung Yim, Department of Nuclear Energy at NC State, “Nuclear Non-Proliferation and the Future Expansion of Nuclear Power”, 10-12-2005, http://www.cistp.gatech.edu/programs/sam-nunn-security-program/Yim_nuclear_nonproliferation_and_future_expansion_of_NP_Final_to_INTA_10_12_05.pdf)
These observations imply that the latest technologies provide enhancement in proliferation resistance but cannot prevent a determined proliferator from acquiring fissile materials. The next question deserving deliberations is, “Is the proliferation resistance of new technological developments robust enough to reduce existing safeguards and security requirements with confidence?” One of the key desirable qualities for effective safeguards is timely and accurate warning, i.e., the ability to detect diversions with accuracy and sufficiently early before the diverter has acquired substantial quantities 104 . Do these new technologies allow this timely and accurate warning? In principle, the nuclear-battery reactor eliminates the need for “in-country” fuel handling and storage operation, except for fresh and spent-fuel handling during the actual installation and replacement of the entire reactor unit. As long as the installation and replacement of reactor unit and any necessary fuel handling is conducted under strict international control, the system features an excellent safeguardability. The UREX process when it is combined with smaller material balance zone facilitating near real-time material accounting can significantly enhance safeguards effectiveness. Pyroprocessing can be employed on-site with a nuclear reactor, thus largely eliminating the need for spent fuel transportation. But since it is hard to accurately measure and keep track of the fissile materials in the process, the system may not enhance safeguardability. The IMF design involves the existence of pure plutonium stream which implies that safeguardability is not much different from existing systems (i.e., PUREX reprocessing). The thorium-based fuel may reduce the need for on-site dry storage of spent fuel but is not expected to enhance safeguardability. The Prismatic-HTGR features a higher level of remote fuel handling which improves safeguards capability. Also the fact that nearly the entire core must be diverted to obtain roughly a critical mass of plutonium with the prismatic HTGR helps safeguards effort. Use of a pebblebed HTGR involves continuous refueling with low detectability for spent fuel pebbles with the small pebble size. Thus, monitoring the diversion attempt seems difficult. However, since proliferation requires a large number of pebbles to be diverted, the diversion attempt will require a very high rate of new fuel supply. This would provide a warning signal. In particular, if this diversion takes place early in a cycle to have the right plutonium content, an early warning signal could be available. Some of these new technologies are likely to allow the reduction in existing safeguards and security requirements. By providing enhanced deterrence and better opportunity for the international community to intervene, new technological developments would make any diversion attempts more difficult to pursue, both technically and politically 105 . Thus, proliferation resistance slows down the process of latent proliferation 106 . Technology does affect a potential proliferator’s balance of incentives and disincentives 107

No impact—states would just fabricate their own fuel—stealing or using reactor plutonium is impractical
[bookmark: _Toc333353853]Mark and Stanford ‘6
(Gerald E. Marsh is a physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory, who has worked and published widely in the areas of science, nuclear power, and foreign affairs. He was a consultant to the Department of Defense on strategic nuclear technology and policy in the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton administrations, and served with the U.S. START delegation in Geneva. He is a Fellow of the American Physical Society. His most recent book is: “The Phantom Defense: America’s Pursuit of the Star Wars Illusion” (Praeger Press). George S. Stanford is a physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory. B.Sc. with Honours, Acadia University; M.A.,Wesleyan University; Ph.D. in experimental nuclear physics, Yale University. He is a member, American Nuclear Society, and a past member of the American Physical Society. He has served on the National Council of the Federation of American Scientists. Co-author: Born Secret: The H-Bomb, the Progressive Case, and National Security (Pergamon, 1981), and Nuclear Shadowboxing: Contemporary Threats from Cold-War Weaponry (Fidlar Doubleday, 2004). His technical publications have pertained mainly to experiments in nuclear physics, reactor physics, and fast-reactor safety, “Bombs, Reprocessing, and Reactor Grade Plutonium”, Forum on Physics & Society  of The American Physical Society April 2006 Vol. 35, No. 2, http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/2006/april/article2.html)
Probably all sides of this debate will agree that only a modern design could even conceptually use reactor grade plutonium without a severe degradation in yield. “Conceptually,” because such a scheme has never been tested in the United States—nor elsewhere, to our knowledge. While modern designs may deal with the problem of pre-initiation, the heat problem is not totally eliminated and would still be of concern. The development of modern, efficient fission weapons required an extensive testing program, and any nation making such an effort will not waste its time and money on reactor-grade plutonium. It is far simpler to produce weapons-grade plutonium, as other nations, such as India, have done. The discussion above is restricted to the problems of pre-initiation and heat generation. There are other problems with bomb design and construction that are outside the scope of this article.


Even if they get plutonium, terrorists couldn’t create the mechanisms necessary
[bookmark: _Toc333353857]Mark and Stanford ‘6 
[Gerald E. Marsh is a physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory, who has worked and published widely in the areas of science, nuclear power, and foreign affairs. He was a consultant to the Department of Defense on strategic nuclear technology and policy in the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton administrations, and served with the U.S. START delegation in Geneva. He is a Fellow of the American Physical Society. His most recent book is: “The Phantom Defense: America’s Pursuit of the Star Wars Illusion” (Praeger Press). George S. Stanford is a physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory. B.Sc. with Honours, Acadia University; M.A.,Wesleyan University; Ph.D. in experimental nuclear physics, Yale University. He is a member, American Nuclear Society, and a past member of the American Physical Society. He has served on the National Council of the Federation of American Scientists. Co-author: Born Secret: The H-Bomb, the Progressive Case, and National Security (Pergamon, 1981), and Nuclear Shadowboxing: Contemporary Threats from Cold-War Weaponry (Fidlar Doubleday, 2004). His technical publications have pertained mainly to experiments in nuclear physics, reactor physics, and fast-reactor safety, “Bombs, Reprocessing, and Reactor Grade Plutonium”, Forum on Physics & Society of The American Physical Society April 2006 Vol. 35, No. 2, http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/2006/april/article2.html] 
The possibility of getting a yield does not mean a terrorist group could readily do so—they would have great difficulty even with weapons-grade plutonium. They would face two major hurdles: the heat generated by the material, and the difficulty of fabricating the high-explosive assembly. As Mark noted in his article, heat is generated in the assumed type of device at a rate of about 100 watts—versus 8 watts in a modern fission weapon. This corresponds, he estimated, to an equilibrium temperature of 190oC, well above what the high explosive can withstand. He then did some hand-waving, using the high thermal conductivity of aluminum, to argue that a “thermal bridge with a total cross-section at the surface of the core of only about one cm2 could halve the temperature increase induced by reactor grade plutonium.” Since high-explosive breakdown, as he notes, becomes significant beginning at 100 oC, more than one cm2 would obviously be needed. We intentionally use the term “hand-waving” because incorporating aluminum fins in the high explosive without interfering with the implosion process is non-trivial—well beyond the capabilities of a terrorist group. Even making an implosive assembly with no thermal intrusions is no simple task. After all, a significant part of the Manhattan Project was devoted to designing and fabricating the high-explosive lens assembly. Terrorist “explosive experts” can use semtex and other explosives to make bombs, but that does not mean they would have anywhere near the expertise to duplicate the Manhattan Project’s result in their proverbial basement, let alone incorporate non-perturbing thermal bridges. Melting reactor-grade plutonium to make cores, casting the high explosive in the required shape, and dealing with the heat generated in an assembled explosive device—all are simply beyond any reasonable estimate of what a terrorist group could do.

Terrorists can’t reprocess, and no state would transfer it
[bookmark: _Toc333353863]Rizer 11
(Arthur Rizer, prosecutor with the United States Department of Justice, Criminal 
Division. Mr. Rizer is also an Adjunct Professor of Law at Georgetown University’s Law 
Center, “The National Security Threat of Energy Dependence: A Call for a Nuclear Renaissance”, Harvard National Security Journal, Vol. 2, 2011)
The primary concern with nuclear proliferation is the scenario in which a terrorist organization acquires nuclear material. 254 However, it is widely agreed that enriching uranium or reprocessing plutonium is outside the capabilities of even the most sophisticated terrorist organization. 255 Thus, Michael Levi, in his book On Nuclear Terrorism, argues that the answer is not preventing nuclear material from being made, but from preventing terrorists from acquiring it, through better security and surveillance. 256 Indeed, according to Levi, no nuclear capable nation “would ever want to allow terrorists access to a bomb or to the materials needed to make one. A more contentious debate exists over what Pakistan and North Korea might do with their arsenals, but many believe that they would not part with them either.” 257 Therefore, through protection, control, and accounting of nuclear material, the possibility of terrorists gaining nuclear material from a peaceful power reactor could be minimized. 258


2AC

T—Energy Production
Counter-interpretation—nuclear power is the entirety of the nuclear fuel cycle, including not everything immediately related to electricity generation
MIT ’11 
(“The Future of Nuclear Power”, Chapter 4 – Fuel Cycles, 2011, http://web.mit.edu/nuclearpower/pdf/nuclearpower-ch4-9.pdf)
The description of a possible global growth scenario for nuclear power with 1000 or so GWe deployed worldwide must begin with some specification of the nuclear fuel cycles that will be in operation. The nuclear fuel cycle refers to all activities that occur in the production of nuclear energy. It is important to emphasize that producing nuclear energy requires more than a nuclear reactor steam supply system and the associated turbine-generator equipment required to produce electricity from the heat created by nuclear fission. The process includes ore mining, enrichment, fuel fabrication, waste management and disposal, and finally decontamination and decommissioning of facilities. All steps in the process must be specified, because each involves different technical, economic, safety, and environmental consequences. A vast number of different fuel cycles appear in the literature, and many have been utilized to one degree or another. We review the operating characteristics of a number of these fuel cycles, summarized in Appendix 4. In this report, our concern is not with the description of the technical details of each fuel cycle. Rather, we stress the importance of aligning the different fuel cycle options with the global growth scenario criteria that we have specified in the last section: cost, safety, nonproliferation, and waste. This is by no means an easy task, because objective quantitative measures are not obvious, there are great uncertainties, and it is difficult to harmonize technical and institutional features. Moreover, different fuel cycles will meet the four different objectives differently, and therefore the selection of one over the other will inevitably be a matter of judgment. All too often, advocates of a particular reactor type or fuel cycle are selective in emphasizing criteria that have led them to propose a particular candidate. We believe that detailed and thorough analysis is needed to properly evaluate the many fuel cycle alternatives. We do not believe that a new technical configuration exists that meets all the criteria we have set forth, e.g. there is not a technical ‘silver bullet’ that will satisfy each of the criteria. Accordingly, the choice of the best technical path requires a judgment balancing the characteristics of a particular fuel cycle against how well it meets the criteria we have adopted. Our analysis separates fuel cycles into two classes: “open” and “closed.” In the open or once-through fuel cycle, the spent fuel discharged from the reactor is treated as waste. See Figure 4.1. In the closed fuel cycle today, the spent fuel discharged from the reactor is reprocessed, and the products are partitioned into uranium (U) and plutonium (Pu) suitable for fabrication into oxide fuel or mixed oxide fuel (MOX) for recycle back into a reactor. See Figure 4.2. The rest of the spent fuel is treated as high-level waste (HLW). In the future, closed fuel cycles could include use of a dedicated reactor that would be used to transmute selected isotopes that have been separated from spent fuel. See Figure 4.3. The dedicated reactor also may be used as a breeder to produce new fissile fuel by neutron absorption at a rate that exceeds the consumption of fissile fuel by the neutron chain reaction.2 In such fuel cycles the waste stream will contain less actinides,3 which will significantly reduce the long-term radioactivity of the nuclear waste.4





Courts

Judicial implementation would kill DOE credibility—DOE implementation key
Meazell ’12 – associate professor of environmental law at Wake Forest University
(Emily Hammond Meazell, was previously associate professor of law at Florida State, Oklahoma, and Georgia, Presidential Control, Expertise, and the Deference Dilemma, 61 DUKE L.J. 1763 2012)
1. Expertise. Since the dawn of the modern administrative state, expertise has played an important role as an anchor of regulatory legitimacy that has shaped the relationship between courts and agencies. As a theory of agency behavior, expertise is viewed as providing a shield from political influence, as well as reflecting a preoccupation with administrators as technocrats. 32 When Professor James Landis famously described administrators as implementing “the great judge[’s]” vision of “man’s destiny upon this earth,” 33 he spoke for a great number who believed that administrators could reach good outcomes by applying their expertise to given sets of facts. 34 Indeed, facts—especially those grounded in science—dictated outcomes for these technocrats, who could do their work free from political influences. 35 The importance of expertise, moreover, is a part of the narrative explaining legislative delegations to administrative agencies. Just as courts are generalists, so too is Congress. Delegation to experts is a pragmatic way to get the work of regulating done by those who can bring special expertise to bear on any number of complex issues. Relying on agency expertise is also politically expedient because it permits legislators to avoid making unpopular decisions and to transfer that cost instead to agencies. 36 Naturally, expertise also figures into judicial review as a reason for deference to agencies. This ground for deference was historically extremely strong. In an early ratemaking case, for example, the Supreme Court remarked that “the product of expert judgment . . . carries a presumption of validity.” 37 That superdeferential approach has not entirely survived the advent of hardlook review; 38 nevertheless, expertise remains a common justification for judicial deference. This trend makes some sense: even if regulators are captured by rent-seeking regulated entities, as a matter of comparative institutional expertise, courts cannot come close to duplicating the scientific and factfinding capabilities of agencies. 39 Agencies can conduct their own science, after all; courts are relegated to reviewing a record post hoc. Accordingly, expressions of deference on the basis of expertise persist in the case law. 40 And ultimately, a prevailing reason that courts insist that they may not substitute their judgment for that of agencies is because of the agencies’ expertise. 41 But although courts will not substitute their judgment for that of agencies, the impact of hard-look review—and the reasoned-decisionmaking requirement generally—is to create a feedback loop that provides important information to stakeholders and Congress. This occurs in two ways: First, it gives agencies an incentive to provide full descriptions of their work during the rulemaking or adjudicatory process, thus enabling stakeholders and Congress to serve oversight functions using that information. 42 Second, courts undertaking hardlook review provide accessible descriptions of scientific and technical matters; their opinions function as translations for the many consumers of administrative law, thereby furthering access to information and enabling oversight. 43 Either way, an agency’s expertise serves an important role by helping to legitimize its activities.

DOE credibility is key to international leadership and visibility of the plan
APS ‘1
(American Physical Society, the world's second largest organization of physicists, behind the Deutsche Physikalische Gesellschaft. The Society publishes more than a dozen science journals, including the world renowned Physical Review. The New Director of Science and technology was a fellow here Revitalizing Science
In the Department of Energy, 2001, http://74.125.47.132/search?q=cache:iR9g9ftwuwoJ:www.aps.org/policy/tools/coalitions/esc/upload/Grassroots_2001_ESC_WhitePaperRevitalizingScienceDOE.pdf)
Most DOE scientific user facilities – large and small, all built at great expense, are operating well below  their designed capacity. Many cannot meet the most urgent user demands, including those of the biological  community. Still others, such as those supporting high-energy physics, are underutilized because of  declining support for the individual investigators that use the facilities. This ineffective facility utilization  shrinks the return on investment and discourages our brightest young students and researchers from  pursuing careers in science. Because each increment of operating funds is highly leveraged, a modest percentage increase in operating  funds and support for individual investigators in certain disciplines will lead to substantial gains in  scientific productivity. More effective utilization of our national facilities is sound, cost-effective science  policy that ensures higher returns on investment. Failure to fully utilize DOE facilities also threatens the national enterprise in the life sciences. For  example, the Office of Science funds, operates, maintains, upgrades and supports the Nation’s four  synchrotron user facilities and most of the neutron facilities that enable life scientists to investigate biological  structure. Over the past five years, the number of protein structures determined using DOE’s synchrotron  facilities has increased more than seven-fold while the number of biological users of these facilities has grown  from 100 users in 1990 to 2,400 -- 40% of all users, today. DOE support for these facilities has not kept pace  with inflation. In some areas, including basic structural biology, health effects, and nuclear medicine, the core  budget has been drastically reduced “making it difficult to do meaningful science” (Federation of American  Societies for Experimental Biology, Federal Funding for Biomedical & Related Life Science Research FY 2002). Even for the important DOE human genome program -- budget reductions have occurred in each of the  last two fiscal years. “This disturbing trend will have significant and lasting ramifications for the progress of our  nation’s science,” notes the Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology (FASEB). The Federation  urges a 15 percent increase in the DOE Office of Science for FY 2002 and a doubling of the Office of Science  budget over the next five years. New and Creative Ideas and Innovation “If the United States does not invest significantly more in public research and development, it will be eclipsed by  others. Recent failures in this regard may return to haunt us. The decision not to invest in a large nuclear accelerator,  the Superconducting Super Collider, already means that the most significant breakthroughs in theoretical physics at  least over the next decade will occur in Europe and not in the United States. The reduction of U.S. research and  development in basic electronics engineering has ensured that the next generation of chip processors for manufacturing  technology will come from an international consortium (U.S.-German-Dutch) rather than from the United States alone.” -- U.S. Commission on National Security/21 st Century, “Road Map for National Security, Imperative for Change,”  2001 One of the most significant casualties of declining federal investment in the physical sciences and  engineering is the loss of U.S. intellectual leadership in essential fields because U.S. researchers account for  fewer advances. While it is hard to measure increases or decreases in national “brainpower” by field, one  possible measuring tool is the number of articles submitted to and published in peer reviewed scientific  publications. While the U.S. has historically led the world in this area, U.S. scientific and technical  publications appear to be on a downward trajectory while increasing in many other countries (Council on  Competitiveness, U.S. Competitiveness 2001). For instance, submissions to Physical Review and Physical  Review Letters from Western European researchers and those from other parts of the world combined have  significantly outpaced submissions by U.S. authors in recent years (figure 7). In some areas, choices have been made which have significantly weakened our scientific position with  regard to other countries. For example, the U.S. once led the world in fusion research; that is no longer so.  Similarly, our scientific position relative to other countries in High Energy Physics and Nuclear Fission  Research has declined DOE’s scientific facilities at national laboratories and universities are essential tools for U.S. researchers  in a variety of fields. Since its inception as the Atomic Energy Commission, DOE has supported the work of  74 Nobel Prize winners. The DOE invests in cutting-edge research at universities and national laboratories  in such diverse fields as fusion research, high energy and nuclear physics, advanced scientific computing,  nanotechnology, and molecular biology. Scientific Facilities DOE’s large-scale and specialized scientific user facilities at both the national laboratories and  universities are unique and essential to the scientific programs of all other federal agencies, including the  National Institutes of Health, the National Science Foundation, and the Department of Defense. Each year over 15,000 scientists – many whose research is sponsored by the National Science Foundation  and the National Institutes of Health -- conduct cutting-edge experiments using these facilities: large particle  accelerators, experimental detectors, nuclear reactors, high-precision instruments, synchrotrons, massively  parallel computers, high-capacity computer networks, and high-resolution microscopes. DOE's investment in  these national tools sustains U.S. world leadership across most science and engineering disciplines. Research Capabilities and Support of Core Academic Disciplines The Office of Science directs DOE’s research effort in physics, materials science, chemical science,  engineering, biosciences, geosciences, life/medical science, energy and environmental sciences,  mathematics and computer science. It also maintains critical national scientific capabilities not maintained  by other federal agencies. DOE is the primary source of federal support for a variety of scientific areas such  as ceramics, corrosion, fission engineering, combustion, catalysis, photovoltaics, superconductivity,  radiation effects, plasma science, nuclear imaging, carbon cycle research, and advanced computer science.  Many of these areas are specially oriented and critical to advancing DOE's national security and energy  and environment missions. Education and Training Roughly 23 percent of DOE science funds are awarded to universities. DOE supports more than 5,000  graduate students and postdoctoral fellows. Half of the scientists who use DOE user facilities, over 7000, are  faculty and students from universities whose research and education depends critically upon the continued  and effective operation of these facilities. DOE also reaches out to K-12 children and their teachers to help improve children's scientific and  mathematical knowledge and understanding of global energy and environmental challenges. Funding for DOE Science has Lagged Significantly Below other Science Agencies Despite the unique role played by the U.S. Department of Energy in our nation’s scientific  infrastructure, the accumulated needs have far outpaced available funding. Furthermore, DOE support has  lagged seriously when compared with other federal agencies (Figure 9). Therefore, overall funding for  physical sciences and engineering in the U.S. is not in balance with funding for other areas of science, and  this imbalance has now reached a critical level. An Initiative to Revitalize DOE Science The DOE role in science must be revitalized and strengthened if the nation is to continue to receive the  essential benefits of science and engineering research. DOE must step up to its important responsibility as  the largest single U.S. investor in research in the physical sciences, third largest investor in engineering, and  the third largest investor in basic research. The growing interdependence between the physical sciences  and engineering, the life and biomedical sciences and other key areas of science, requires that investments  in the Office of Science keep pace with the investment commitments of NIH and NSF.

DOE Leadership is key to joint leadership and cooperation with Russia
DOE 7
(Department Of Energy, Deputy Secretary of Energy, Clay Sell, Speech at the Carnegie Moscow Center, March 14, 2007, http://www.energy.gov/news/4876.htm)
Thank you Rose for that kind introduction.  And a special thank you to the Carnegie Moscow Center for putting together this morning’s event. Non-governmental organizations like the Moscow Center do unique work that plays a very important role in civil society.  The Carnegie Institute has been instrumental in bringing together the thought and opinion leaders of Russia in support of democracy and freedom.  You and others took a leading role in the transformation of political discourse here over the past 15 years.  And it will be you who help keep the political and opinion leaders accountable by convening experts, fostering debate, and performing crucial research that addresses some of our world’s most important public policy challenges.  I commend you for it and I thank you for having me. One individual who personified the important role that reformers can make, even against staggering odds, was the former Russian Admiral Nikolai Yurasov.  I recall meeting the Admiral about five or six years ago back in the U.S.  He was a great and early advocate for nuclear nonproliferation and he helped to strengthen the U.S. – Russian partnership in this area. His work began opening the door to a number of opportunities for the Department of Energy.  I think fondly of him and express my condolences to his family. The strategic rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union was the most important foreign policy dynamic in the second half of the 20th century, without question.  It defined our relationship and separated the world into groups…aligned with…aligned against…or not aligned at all. But that time is over.  In the 21st century, our relationship must not be defined by a rekindling of our strategic rivalry of old, but instead by a new strategic partnership.  A partnership defined by our joint leadership on the world’s greatest challenges.  And right now, there is no greater challenge than energy. Perhaps some would say that is an overstatement.  I don’t think so.  And I would like to tell you why. Energy necessarily underpins almost every other major challenge we face. The development and success of national economies – a matter critically important to addressing the poverty and despair that breeds terrorism – will depend, in large part, on whether or not nations have secure and affordable supplies of energy. And ensuring that this continued development is achieved in a clean and environmentally sensitive way, and in a way that allows us to effectively address the challenge of global climate change, will depend on the decision we make about how to source and consume our energy. And each nation’s sense of national security will depend in large part on having stable and diverse supplies of energy.  Energy security cannot be separated from national security. And when one looks at the great potential that nuclear power can play in addressing these issues, we can add in a further issue:  energy security cannot be separated from our nonproliferation and counterterrorism policies related to fissile material. These issues matter.  How Russia leads on these issues matter.  And perhaps there is no area in which Russia and the United States together can have a greater impact than on energy. In some of these areas, like nonproliferation policy, the United States and Russia have a rich track record of cooperation on which to build…I would like to talk about that today. On broader matters of energy policy, our partnership is still emerging.  Frankly we, in the United States, see areas of great concern about what is happening here, but we also see areas of great opportunity.  I will talk about that as well.  


That solves miscalc and nuke war
Gottemoeller 8 
(Rose Gottemoeller was appointed Director of carnegie  moscow center in January  2006. formerly, Gottemoeller  was a senior associate at the  carnegie endowment, where  she held a joint appointment  with the Russian and eurasian  Program and the Global Policy Program. a specialist on  defense and nuclear issues in  Russia and the other former  soviet states, Gottemoeller’s  research at the endowment  focused on issues of nuclear  security and stability, nonproliferation, and arms control, the Carnegie Endowment  for International Peace is a  private, nonprofit organization dedicated to advancing  cooperation between nations and promoting active international engagement by  the United States, “Russia-US Security Relations after Georgia” available at http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/russia_us_security_relations_after_georgia.pdf) 
No holds barred, no rules—the United States and Russia may be heading to a confrontation more unpredictable and dangerous  than any we have seen since the Cuban missile  crisis. A confrontation today would be different—the two countries are in constant and intense communication, unlike the situation in  1962—but if those exchanges provoke mutual  anger and recrimination, they have the potential to spark a dangerous crisis. This effect is especially dangerous because  both countries are in presidential transitions.  Russia, whose government is riven by corruption, internal competition, and disorder, is  attempting an unprecedented tandem leadership arrangement. The United States is in  the midst of its quadrennial election season,  with both political parties competing to show  that their man is more skilled and tough on  national security issues than his opponent.  The unpredictability of these two transitions stokes the potential for misunderstanding and  descent into crisis. We must avoid such a crisis, because we have never succeeded in escaping the nuclear existential threat that we each pose to the  other. We never even came close to transforming the U.S.–Russian relationship into one  that is closer to that which the United States  has with the United Kingdom or France.  What if Russia had refused to confirm or deny  that no nuclear weapons were on the bombers  it flew to Venezuela? Our nuclear weapons are  still faced off to launch on warning of an attack, and in a no-holds-barred confrontation  between us, we could come close to nuclear  catastrophe before we knew it.  What next? Is it possible to outrun confrontation and return to a pragmatic working relationship in pursuit of mutual interests? Clearly the answer should be “yes,” if  the Russian Federation completely withdraws  its troops from Georgian territory according  to the Sarkozy–Medvedev plan. But, following Russia’s recognition of the independence  of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, that process  may take months and perhaps years. Some  Russian commentators have been arguing that  a relevant time frame to consider is how long  Cyprus has been the site of an unresolved territorial dispute between Turkey and Greece:  nearly thirty years.  In the meantime, the United States and  Russia have about six months of intense political transition to get through, until the new  U.S. president settles into place. This begs for  a short-term modus vivendi that would enable  the two countries to avoid a potential crisis  and establish an agenda to confront some of  the severe problems that have emerged in their  relationship. Ultimately, the United States and  Russia should want to re-create a book of rules  that both will embrace, corresponding to international law and in fact strengthening it. Seize the Superstructure The first step in this process, and the best way  to begin it, is to grab onto the existing superstructure of the U.S.–Russia relationship. This  is the system of established and well-understood treaties, agreements, and arrangements  that has been built up over time. Beginning  in the 1950s, many efforts have been made  to insert predictability and mutual confidence  into the relationship in the form of both bilateral and multilateral arrangements. For the  next six months, both governments need to  take advantage of this established and well understood system. Derided in recent years as  a Cold War relic not worthy of the friendship  the two countries had developed, it could  now be a lifeline. 


Two impacts—
1) Expertise and avoiding the Courts are key to private industry support of reprocessing
Berry and Tolley ’10 – professors of energy policy and economics
[Professors R. Stephen Berry and George S. Tolley, “Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing Future Prospects and Viability”, University of Chicago Humanities, 11-29-2010, http://humanities.uchicago.edu/orgs/institute/bigproblems/Team7-1210.pdf]
The American combination of fragmented power, little reliance on bureaucratic expertise, an independent judiciary, and opposing interest groups greatly undermines the ability of the U.S. government to credibly commit to the nuclear power industry. In France, despite substantial anti-nuclear interest groups, the impermeability of the institutional setup—no division of power, weak judiciary, and reliance on bureaucratic expertise—effectively prevents activists from influencing policy outcomes. 64 The French exploration into commercial nuclear energy and subsequent promotion of nuclear energy was the result of “a perceived shortage of enriched uranium, a need for weapons-grade materials, and the desire for energy independence from foreign states.” 65 In contrast to the U.S., the political environment in regards to nuclear energy in France has remained stable over the course of the last fifty years. In 1955, three government organizations banded together to promote nuclear power; namely: Electricité de France (EDF—the state—owned utility empowered by the Ministère de l’Industrie et des Finances), the Commissariat à l’Energie Atomique (CEA—with a promotional mission parallel to America’s AEC), and Production d’Electricité d’Origine Nucléaire (PEON—an advisory group to the CEA comprised of CEA, EDF, state, and industry representatives). 66 The nuclear industry maintains a high degree of central planning and state integration. 67 This political environment has provided the means for credible government commitment to the industry. Though there has been strong anti-nuclear rhetoric domestically in France the well insulated governmental setup towards nuclear energy has prevented these groups access to any policy-making forum. Further, these groups are afforded less influential power toward the industry due to a weaker judiciary than is present in the U.S. 68 Therefore, the uncertainty surrounding the commitment of the government toward the nuclear industry in France is far less than in the U.S. The French political structure “can carry out a long-term policy while ignoring the fluctuations of public opinion.” 69  This lack of “uncertainty” is important when we consider the effect that it has on transaction costs for the utilities attempting to employ nuclear facilities and investors realizing a return on their outlays.  The U.S. political structure has led to an increase in transaction costs for its domestic nuclear industry, while the French structure is able to mitigate similar types of increases. As a result of the political structure, transaction costs for the nuclear industry are higher in the U.S. than they are in France. In opening the policy forum to anti-nuclear interest groups, the U.S. nuclear industry experienced procedural delays and increased compliance costs for nuclear facilities.  From 1954 to 1979, the average lead times, including the time from order through commercial operation, increased from 2 to 6 years in France and from 3 to nearly 13 years in the United States. 70 Further, French programs typically presented greater stability in lead times as well as fewer delays than in the United States. 71 The nuclear industry in the U.S has seen an increase in uncertainty for their transaction costs in order to protect their large sunk costs. This has resulted in an increased perception of risk on the part of investors and subsequently increased the cost of capital for the technology: “lengthening the regulatory process increases the capital costs of the plant by pushing the revenue received from operation further into the future and by adding to the total interest payments on construction loans.” 72 This political institutional framework provides an understanding of the challenges which confront nuclear reprocessing in the U.S.

2) DOE is the vehicle for international reprocessing cooperation
Peters ’12 – deputy laboratory director for programs at Argonne National Lab
(Mark T. Peters, American Nuclear Society, “Recycling Used Nuclear Fuel: Balancing Energy and Waste Management Policies”, Testimony to the U.S. House of Representatives, 6-6-2012)
In the United States, the primary organization with responsibility for the research and development of used fuel recycling technologies is the Department of Energy’s Office of Nuclear Energy (DOE-NE), through its Fuel Cycle Research and Development program. This program supports research to develop and evaluate separations and treatment processes for used nuclear fuel that will enable the transition from the current open fuel cycle practiced in the United States to a sustainable, environmentally acceptable, and economic closed fuel cycle. Ongoing projects related to reprocessing and waste management include: • Using advanced modeling and simulation coupled with experiments to optimize the design and operation of separations equipment. • Exploring an innovative one-step extraction process for americium and curium, radionuclides that are major contributors to nuclear waste toxicity, to reduce the cost of aqueous-based used-fuel treatment. • Further developing pyrochemical processes for used fuel treatment. These processes enable the use of compact equipment and facilities, treatment of used fuel shortly after discharge from a reactor, and reduction of secondary waste generation. • Developing highly durable and leach-resistant waste forms of metal, glass, and ceramic composition for safe, long-term disposal. However, it must be noted that the United States increasingly relies on collaborative arrangements with foreign research institutions and universities to conduct research in these areas. For example, Argonne, Idaho, and other U.S. national laboratories are working with the Korea Atomic Energy Research Institute, in a series of joint studies sponsored by the United States and Republic of Korea, to study disposition options for used nuclear fuel, including pyroprocessing, in order to develop economic, sustainable long-term solutions, consistent with non-proliferation objectives, for nuclear energy production and waste management. The state of U.S nuclear research facilities is declining compared to steady investments being made in countries such as France, Russia, Japan, and Republic of Korea. More importantly, those governments, as part of their national energy policies, have committed to the development and deployment of advanced fast reactor technologies, which are an important element of an integrated energy and waste management policy.


Links to the net benefit—undermining agency policy delegitimizes the Court’s credibility
Metzger ‘5 – associate professor at Columbia Law School
(Gillian Metzger, “The Story of Vermont Yankee: A Cautionary Tale of Judicial Review and Nuclear Waste”, " (2005). Columbia Public Law & Legal Theory Working Papers. Paper 0592. http://lsr.nellco.org/columbia_pllt/0592)
Strong words, but the Court saved its harshest language for its assessment of the D.C. Circuit’s decision in the Consumers Power proceeding. According to the Court, the appellate court’s decision reversing the grant of Consumers Power’s construction permit “borders on the Kafkaesque”: Nuclear energy may some day be a cheap, safe source of power or it may not. But Congress has made a choice to at least try nuclear energy. . . . The fundamental policy questions appropriately resolved in Congress and in the state legislatures are not subject to reexamination in the federal courts. 118 The Court could not have made plainer its view that the D. C. Circuit had overstepped its proper role and illegitimately used its judicial review function to advance its judges’ own policy preferences. This harsh tone prompted a protest by senior D.C. Circuit Judge Fahy, who had sat on the Aeschliman panel. In a memo to the other circuit judges, which he also sent to Chief Justice Burger, Judge Fahy remarked that while he expected reversal, he “was surprised . . . by the severity” and “the unseemly character of the criticism heaped upon us”—criticism he argued was unfair and rested on the Court’s failure to recognize that the D.C. Circuit had not stopped construction of the Consumers Power reactors. 119
India Add-On

Plan solves U.S.-India cooperation
Jha 12
[Saurav Jha, writes and researches on global energy and security issues and is a regular contributor to publications such as World Politics Review, The Diplomat, Le Monde Diplomatique and Nuclear Engineering International and has written for Deccan Herald, The Telegraph and Hindustan Times, “Indo-US Civil Nuclear Cooperation: Four years after ‘The Deal’”, Albright Stonebridge Group, 7-26-2012, http://www.albrightstonebridge.com/Jha_civ_nuke/]
On the other hand, the US-led NSG decision in 2011 to restrict enrichment and reprocessing (ENR) technologies from non-signatories of the NPT was seen by the Indian nuclear establishment as something that denied it the ‘full’ civil nuclear cooperation promised as part of the deal. Cooperation on ENR continues to be the Holy Grail for India.

India coop key to Central Asian stability
 
Gupta 5, Visiting Professor in the Department of Strategy and International Security at the U.S. Air War College, (Amit, “ THE U.S.-INDIA RELATIONSHIP: STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP OR COMPLEMENTARY INTERESTS?” February, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub596.pdf)  

The other area where Indian military capability could be harnessed to facilitate American interests is in Central Asia. Indian interests there are driven by three factors: the need for energy resources and the potential of the Central Asian market; the attempt to counterbalance Chinese and Pakistani presence in the region; and the concern about radical Islam spreading from the region into India (especially Kashmir).65 India viewed with concern the rise of the Taliban in Afghanistan and the subsequent destabilization of the region caused by that fundamentalist regime. It provided support to the Northern Alliance and, with the Taliban’s ouster, has sought to develop a presence in Central Asia. India has increased its cooperation with the Central Asian states, particularly Tajikistan, where it has reportedly established an air base.66 Such a base would not only permit military action against anti-government forces in Central Asia, but also serve to counter Pakistan’s efforts to establish “defense in depth” in the region. Like India, the Central Asian states are concerned about the growth of radical Islam and the threat it poses to their regimes that, because they are post-Soviet in orientation, tend to be secular. It has also actively engaged the Karzai government and established a major diplomatic presence in Afghan cities and has reached an agreement to train the Afghan national army.67 Like most regional countries, India would like to prevent the reemergence of radical Islamic groups in Central Asia and therefore would be willing to help build the indigenous security capabilities of these countries. For a United States strapped for manpower, Indian security assistance especially would be welcome since it would further Washington’s own goal of checking radical Islam in the region―thereby freeing U.S. troops for action in other theaters in the war against terror. In terms of energy and economics, India would like to play a growing role in Central Asia both to check the role of China and Pakistan but also to satisfy its own developmental needs. By 2010, Indian demand for natural gas may be as high as 77 billion cubic meters, and a steady supply of gas from the resource rich Central Asian countries would satisfy this demand.68 India, with Russia and Iran, is engaged, therefore, in the development of a NorthSouth corridor (one that passes from Mumbai to Tehran and from there to St. Petersburg) that would, among other things, open the Central Asian economies to the outside world.69 India’s stakes in Central Asia are, therefore, expanding, and we are seeing a series of complementary U.S. interests emerge. For both countries, checking the rise of radical Islam in the region is important. The opening of the Central Asian economies, in which India is participating, will reduce these countries’ crippling dependence on the other former Soviet states, particularly Russia. And if India is able to help bring Iran back into the international community of nations, it will create a safer energy corridor than the one currently proposed to run through Afghanistan and Pakistan. As mentioned earlier, a growth in security cooperation between the United States and India would rest on the removal of constraints on Indian military and technological development, as well as an appreciation of India’s emerging power potential. This, however, is likely to be a long-term process and one marked with several speed bumps as the American war against terror and the global policies of nonproliferation work to limit what can be achieved in IndoU.S. relations. Given these limitations, it is important that India, in the short-to-medium term, look for other avenues for successfully engaging the United States. Two such avenues are that both the United States and India share democratic values, and the other is to look at nonmilitary approaches to engagement. Both these avenues intersect in the growth of India’s soft power. 

Central Asia war would trigger WWIII with Russia

F. William Engdhal, Global Research Associate, 10/11/08, “The Caucasus —Washington Risks nuclear war by miscalculation” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=9790

So far, each step in the Caucasus drama has put the conflict on a yet higher plane of danger. The next step will no longer be just about the Caucasus, or even Europe. In 1914 it was the "Guns of August" that initiated the Great War. This time the Guns of August 2008 could be the detonator of World War III and a nuclear holocaust of unspeakable horror. Nuclear Primacy: the larger strategic danger Most in the West are unaware how dangerous the conflict over two tiny provinces in a remote part of Eurasia has become. What is left out of most all media coverage is the strategic military security context of the Caucasus dispute. Since the end of the Cold War in the beginning of the 1990’s NATO and most directly Washington have systematically pursued what military strategists call Nuclear Primacy. Put simply, if one of two opposing nuclear powers is able to first develop an operational anti-missile defense, even primitive, that can dramatically weaken a potential counter-strike by the opposing side’s nuclear arsenal, the side with missile defense has "won" the nuclear war. As mad as this sounds, it has been explicit Pentagon policy through the last three Presidents from father Bush in 1990, to Clinton and most aggressively, George W. Bush. This is the issue where Russia has drawn a deep line in the sand, understandably so. The forceful US effort to push Georgia as well as Ukraine into NATO would present Russia with the spectre of NATO literally coming to its doorstep, a military threat that is aggressive in the extreme, and untenable for Russian national security. This is what gives the seemingly obscure fight over two provinces the size of Luxemburg the potential to become the 1914 Sarajevo trigger to a new nuclear war by miscalculation. The trigger for such a war is not Georgia’s right to annex South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Rather, it is US insistence on pushing NATO and its missile defense right up to Russia’s door. 


Russia Add-On

Plan is necessary for Russian relations—Russian firms are interested in U.S. firms for reprocessing
Rojansky ’10 
(Matthew Rojansky, “As New START Debate Rages, Quiet Nuclear Progress With Russia”, U.S. News and World Report, 12-9-2010, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2010/12/09/as-new-start-debate-rages-quiet-nuclear-progress-with-russia)
Beyond benefiting relations, cooperation on peaceful nuclear energy makes financial sense. The United States and Russia have invested substantially in civilian nuclear research and development, and both share basic interests in capitalizing on the global "nuclear energy renaissance" by developing proliferation-resistant reactor technologies, increasing environmental safety, and making nuclear energy more economically competitive. And when it comes to civil nuclear power, Russia brings a lot to the table. For instance, the United States does not operate so-called "fast breeder" reactors and reprocessing facilities that don't produce nuclear waste that can be used for weapons, but Russia does. And, while the United States hasn't built a single new nuclear power plant since 1973, Russia opened its first fast breeder reactor that very year and plans to bring 26 new nuclear facilities online before 2030. And the Kremlin has already allocated some $3.6 billion for research on fast breeders and other projects under a program dedicated to the next generation of nuclear technology. With U.S. support, Russia has developed a sophisticated infrastructure to securely store spent nuclear fuel—and Moscow even offered to store and reprocess spent fuel from the United States, while no American state has been willing to do the same. Russian companies already supply roughly half of the uranium consumed in U.S. and European power plants and will need to supply more in the future as the United States is only able to produce a fifth—at most—of its nuclear fuel stock domestically. Fortunately, Russia's nuclear industry is interested in expanding its uranium enrichment and reprocessing activity in the U.S. market and potentially cooperating with American firms, including GE and Westinghouse, on bids for contracts in other countries. Closer U.S.-Russia cooperation on nuclear power means better nuclear security. As a major player in civil nuclear markets worldwide, Russia has a unique window into potential risks and opportunities to insist on measures that protect sensitive sites and technologies. Russia, with U.S. support, also has the chance to compete more effectively with China's nuclear industry, which is less scrupulous in its nonproliferation commitments. The importance of partnering with Russia was made clear during Secretary Clinton's recent trip to Central Asia. Belarus, the former Soviet republic, agreed to give up its stock of highly enriched uranium by 2012 in return for U.S. help in developing a new nuclear power reactor. But Russia has had its eye on this potentially lucrative project, and has the right experience to work effectively with Belarus's Soviet-era infrastructure. Washington should cooperate—instead of compete—with Moscow to build an environmentally safe, proliferation-proof reactor in Belarus. A quarter century after the Chernobyl disaster, this would be a powerful symbol that both sides can move beyond the Cold War legacy.

Relations key to solve extinction- accesses every impact
TAYLOR ‘8 - Atlantic correspondent living in Moscow 
(Jeffrey, Medvedev Spoils the Party, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama/2)
Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation.  Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust.  Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government.  The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.”  Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity.  No country can confront these problems alone.  For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm.

Japan Add-On

Plan solves Japan coop
[bookmark: _Toc333353798]Nakano ’12 – fellow in the CSIS Energy and National Security Program
(Jane Nakano, research interests include energy security and climate change in Asia, nuclear energy, shale gas, rare earth metals, and energy and technology, “Civilian Nuclear Energy Cooperation between the United States and Japan”, The Stimson Center, February 2012, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/New_Nuclear_Agenda_FINAL_3_15_12.pdf)
However, bilateral R&D cooperation, particularly those strongly related to the fuel cycle development, has hardly been free from turbulence arising from the military sphere.  In fact, the pace of bilateral R&D cooperation has been highly influenced by global security developments and policy responses to them. India’s atomic weapons tests in the mid 1970s heightened the international sensitivity towards the fuel cycle development.  India developed its nuclear bomb from a heavy water moderated reactor from Canada under the guise of peaceful uses. Japan came under diplomatic pressure from the United States, under the Carter administration, which announced the US decision to abandon reprocessing and encouraged others to follow suit.  This development coincided with Japanese efforts to begin the “hot operation”21 at its Tokai reprocessing project. The Carter administration urged Japan to reconsider the undertaking. Pursuant to the 1955 Agreement, 22 Japan’s reprocessing project required US consent as Japan was importing 100 percent of its enriched uranium from the United States. After several rounds of negotiation, Japan and the United States agreed in 1977 on the continuation of the Tokai project with certain restrictions.  Under this agreement, Japan could process up to 99 tons of spent fuel at the Tokai facility, but had to store the extracted plutonium for an initial period of two years, instead of converting it to reactor fuel. 23 As means of hedging against the fluidity in US reprocessing policy, the Japanese government in the late 1970s considered acquiring a heavy water reactor from Canada.  This development reflected Japanese apprehension over Japan’s continued heavy reliance on the United States for a range of nuclear technologies and business.  Diversifying the portfolio of commercial nuclear power plants (NPPs) to include designs that would not require enriched uranium from the United States would free Japan from legal obligations that arise from the use of US-origin fissile materials. 24 The Japanese anxiety, however, subsided under the Reagan administration, which announced in 1981 that it would “lift the indefinite ban which previous administrations placed on commercial reprocessing activities in the United States,” and a year later approved a set of policies that essentially condoned reprocessing activities by Japan. 25 Following this development, Japan became more comfortable with continued partnership with the United States. Japanese and US companies continued licensing production. Japan’s reprocessing initiatives went unhindered under the Clinton administration.  Although President Clinton announced that the United States “does not itself engage in plutonium reprocessing for either nuclear power or nuclear explosive purposes,” and discouraged the civil use of plutonium around the world, he also stated the US intent to “maintain its existing commitments regarding the use of plutonium in civil nuclear programs in Western Europe and Japan.” 26 During the George W. Bush administration, the bilateral cooperation on a range of fuel cycle technologies flourished under the GNEP, essentially aimed to develop reprocessing technology that is more proliferation resistant, while also limiting the countries with reprocessing capability.  GNEP/IFNEC has its domestic foundation in DOE’s Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative (AFCI). Launched in 2003, the AFCI aimed to develop and demonstrate spent fuel reprocessing/recycling technology after the Clinton administration largely had halted research in this area. The political climate surrounding reprocessing changed yet again with the inauguration of the Obama administration in 2008.  President Obama is not supportive of rapidly commercializing advanced reprocessing technology and the Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative (AFCI), which serves as domestic foundation of GNEP/IFNEC. 27 Although AFCI kept funding levels similar to that under the Bush administration, the program has been refocused on fundamental R&D.28

Solves Japan’s economy
Armitage and Nye 12
(Richard L. Armitage and Joseph S. Nye, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance anchoring stability in Asia”, Report of the CSIS Japan Chair, Center for Strategic and International Studies, August 2012, http://csis.org/files/publication/120810_Armitage_USJapanAlliance_Web.pdf)
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. 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.

Prevents China-Japan conflict
Envall ’10 – postdoctoral fellow in international relations at ANU
(David Envall, working on the MacArthur Foundation Asian Security Initiative, “Implications for Asia in Japan’s economic decline”, East Asia Forum, 8-11-2010, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/08/11/implications-for-asia-in-japans-economic-decline/)
Economic weakness together with export dependency could also influence Japan to mismanage its current hedging strategy in dealing with China and the US. Japanese leaders describe its current approach as pursuing a more autonomous foreign policy, but the rise of China has provoked Japan to respond to the resulting geostrategic pressures in Asia. This ‘return to Asia’ policy might resolve some of Japan’s problems associated with its dark history, but there is no guarantee that any such policy would be more repentant than chauvinistic. How might these problems of economic capacity and political image be addressed? Japan has received abundant economic and diplomatic advice during the post- war era. However, owing to the difficulty of the necessary reforms, and the limited role played by outsiders, the utility of such advice seems minimal. The more immediate challenge is to manage the wider security consequences of the decline, meaning that solutions should focus on strengthening the region’s security architecture. The first option would be to strengthen Asia’s multilateral institutions. This might take the form of further developments to regional bodies such as the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) or sub-regional bodies such as the Six Party Talks. Or it could develop from former Prime Minister Hatoyama’s vision of an East Asia Community. Policymakers would be aiming to establish institutions that could facilitate major power security dialogue, further enmesh Japan into the region, and ensure a continued US presence. Yet region-wide institutions have many problems. Their talk-shop style, emphasis on ‘non-core’ security issues and faith in socialising states echo E. H. Carr’s descriptions of the League of Nations in The Twenty Years’ Crisis Furthermore, underlying these institutions in recent years has been a rising competitiveness between the region’s two major powers, China and the US, and so they seem an unlikely venue for resolving core security challenges. Another option, described by one analyst as ‘multilateralising the deterrence guarantees under such circumstances? Would China see it as a hardening of Western containment postures directed against it? And would America’s partners and allies be willing and able to increase their own defence burdens? Unfortunately, continued economic stagnation in Japan will present policymakers with many such dilemmas. If Japan were to ‘lose’ another decade, however, the US-Japan alliance, America’s Asian grand strategy and the Asian security order would all be severely tested. Whatever its specifics, any policy should address the region’s core security concerns, and the most practical path seems to be to extend or multilateralise the region’s bilateral security architecture in case there is further misfortune.

Nuclear war
Hayward ’12 
(John, “Meanwhile China Prepares for War with Japan”, Human Events, 9-19-2012, http://www.humanevents.com/2012/09/19/meawhile-china-prepares-for-war-with-japan/)
I’m sure this didn’t come up when President Obama did the Letterman show last night, and I’m positive it wasn’t mentioned at the fundraiser Jay-Z and Beyonce hosted for Obama, but while the world’s attention has been focused on the flaming wreckage of Obama’s foreign policy in the Middle East, China and Japan have been moving to the brink of war. On Tuesday, the Washington Free Beacon reported that General Xu Caihou, chairman of the Central Military Commission and one of China’s top military leaders, issued a public statement last Friday warning his forces to be “prepared for any possible military combat.” Intelligence officials say that such a statement from a top general is unusual. Chinese warships are on the move. Huge street protests – far larger than the Muslim demonstrations against that YouTube video – have boiled through Chinese cities, with protesters urging the government to “Fight to the Death” and “Kill all Japanese,” with nuclear weapons if necessary. There has been vandalism of Japanese property, leading hundreds of Japanese stores and industrial facilities – Panasonic and Canon among them – to close down across China, with many workers evacuated back to Japan. Angry mobs have surrounded the Japanese embassy in Beijing, thus far without violence, aside from a few bottles thrown at the walls … and a bit of damage to the car containing U.S. Ambassador Gary Locke, who had to drive through the mob on his way to the nearby American embassy in Beijing. Protests were still breaking out as recently as yesterday, which happens to have been a grim anniversary in relations between China and Japan, as Sept. 18 was the date Japanese forces destroyed a Manchurian railroad and blamed it on Chinese dissidents in 1931, laying the groundwork for their invasion of China. The Obama administration shouldn’t waste time with lame “spontaneous protests took us by surprise” excuses like they did in Libya, because in China, not much of anything is “spontaneous,” including street protests. The Chinese “press,” which Obama campaign operatives and officials have suddenly become fond of citing as a credible news source (Joe Biden just did it again on Tuesday) is the voice of the regime. “Mob actions” are puppet shows in which the Communist government has mock arguments with its own id, to make itself look restrained and reasonable compared to what “the people really want.” In this case, there is a dangerous implication that Beijing’s restraint might slip.


Elections

Plan solves U.S.-China reprocessing cooperation
Lyons et al ‘9
(Blythe J. Lyons, John R. Lyman, Mihaela Carstei, and General Richard L. Lawson (USAF), “United States-China Cooperation On Nuclear Power: An Opportunity for Fostering Sustainable Energy Security”, Atlantic Council, 3-4/3-6 2009, http://www.acus.org/files/publication_pdfs/65/AtlanticCouncil-USChinaNuclearPower.pdf)
Cooperation on the development of advanced fuel cycle technologies, already underway in U.S.-China working groups, will provide significant opportunities to share rather than duplicate knowledge and funding. Generation IV (Gen IV) international collaboration on R&D is necessary and beneficial for all participants to share costs, facilities and experience. Specific fuel cycle R&D opportunities proposed by the State Nuclear Power Technology corporation (SNPTC) include the following: Advanced fuel, such as mixed oxide (MOX) fuel, and metal fuel; Transmutation technology, such as fast reactor and accelerator driven systems; Reprocessing technologies, such as MOX spent fuel reprocessing, dry processing, on-site recycle; and, Repository design technology. 14 . The Generation IV International Forum (GIF) will provide a good framework to deal with intellectual property issues. If prototype or demonstration plants were to be built under the aegis of the GIF, it could also provide experience in dealing with legal and regulatory issues. Issues such as design ownership, who would build the facility, cost sharing would have to be addressed. As countries have vested interests in certain types of technologies, resolution of such issues may be difficult. • • • 15 . The Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP): The U.S., which led the way in establishing the international collaborative effort to develop proliferation-resistant technologies and institutions, should take advantage of its leadership position to nurture and expand GNEP’s international activities. As in GIF, there are advantages to sharing technical expertise and pooling financial resources. GNEP is already in place and the Obama Administration can take advantage of the years of effort it took to set up the framework for international collaboration while adapting GNEP goals to current realities and domestic nuclear development policies. Consistency in U.S. nuclear energy policies, especially in relation to international efforts, is crucial to foster global acceptance of a safe, secure and sustainable nuclear power. The Chinese participants signaled their desire to improve both government-to-government cooperation and commercial sector ties. It appears that the U.S. government is equally interested in working with China to tackle the overarching challenges of developing a safe and secure commercial nuclear fuel cycle. By supporting and participating in this Dialogue, U.S. industry and government participants have demonstrated their commitment to dealing with the challenges to realize the burgeoning nuclear trade between the two countries.

Solves U.S.-China relations
Gardner and Rascoe 11
(Timothy Gardner and Ayesha Rascoe, “Clean energy seen as ‘bright spot’ in U.S.-China relations”, Reuters, 1-19-2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/01/19/us-usa-china-energy-idUSTRE70H5WB20110119)
Cooperation on clean energy could be a high point in U.S.-China relations leading to benefits for both countries, government and business officials said ahead of a summit between Chinese President Hu Jintao and President Barack Obama. Disputes between the world's two largest economies and energy consumers over China's wind power subsidies and its slowdown in exports of rare earths minerals, used in everything from wind turbines to cell phones, have dominated headlines in recent months. The countries are also having wider arguments. The United States says China's currency, the yuan, is undervalued and Washington is pushing Beijing for help in persuading North Korea to abandon nuclear weapons. But with rising concerns about oil prices, now above $90 a barrel, energy security, and global warming, officials said the world's biggest developed country and the biggest developing country have much to learn from each other. Progress can be made on sharing technologies on efficiency, cleaner coal, and development of renewables like wind and solar power, they said. As China tries to transform its economy from the manufacturing of cheap goods into one developing and distributing sophisticated technologies, such as clean energy, spats over intellectual property rights have already troubled trade relations between the two countries. But pressure on both countries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reel in fossil fuel demand may push them to overcome these differences. Still, China's Minister of Science and Technology Wan Gang said at a forum on U.S-China clean energy cooperation hosted by the Brookings Institution that common interests between the two countries make clean energy an issue ripe for nurturing close ties. "I'm sure that this is one of the best points of convergence and cooperation between our two countries, and will be one of the bright spots in our future cooperation," Wan said on Tuesday.

Bashing is just election year rhetoric
Economist ‘7-14 [Economist The China-bashing syndrome: Both parties are cranking up their rhetoric against the world’s second-largest economy, Jul 14th 2012, http://www.economist.com/node/21558581]
The obvious response to all this is to shrug. Candidates may rage about China on the campaign trail, but when in office they become more temperate. Four years ago Mr Obama promised to do just as Mr Romney now demands, and label China a currency manipulator. Twice a year since then he has passed up the opportunity to do so. In part, that is because China’s currency has been appreciating in recent years, and its global trade surplus shrinking. But mainly it is because picking a fight with an all-important trading partner, and the biggest foreign holder of American public debt, does not seem a bright idea when you are the one who will be blamed for the economic consequences. If even a former community organiser shies away from a showdown with China, the assumption runs, then a pin-striped man of finance certainly will. There are plenty of ways out of the hole Mr Romney has dug for himself. He could say that as a result of the pressure he has brought to bear, China has made such great strides that the penalties he envisaged are no longer warranted. Or he could keep his pledge, and brand it a manipulator, while making sure that the bureaucratic procedure that would then follow did not lead to any actual retribution. So far, there does not seem to be much sense of alarm emanating from Beijing. Even as Mr Romney was cranking up his rhetoric earlier this year, the man who is expected to become China’s next president, Xi Jinping, visited Washington and described ties between his country and America as “an unstoppable river that keeps surging ahead”.

Obama bashing China now—means no uniqueness for their China scenario and it’s empirically denied

Romney will win now—resiliency and momentum
KTVQ 9-19. ["It's not all over for Romney" KTVQ News Coverage -- www.ktvq.com/news/it-s-not-all-over-for-romney/]
On Monday night, Romney was hit with what we might call a "pre-gaffe" when a private statement that he made months ago suddenly hit the Web. The video shows Romney apparently dismissing the 47% of Americans who he says don't pay federal income taxes as freeloaders. For someone who is often portrayed as cynical and uncaring, this is not good news. What will we see next? Leaked footage of Romney stealing candy from a baby?¶ There's cause for Republicans to panic. Some commentators are starting to ask, "Did Romney just lose the election?" When I first saw the "47%" video, I wrote that it had to damage Romney's already poor likeability ratings and maybe even cost him the White House. But, after a couple of days of reflection, I think there's still reason for Republicans to have hope. Not least because the polls point to a closer election than the headlines do. But I'll come to that in a moment.¶ First, it's helpful to put the "47%" speech into historical perspective, which suggests that "gaffes never matter." Every campaign has a moment when the candidate says something they shouldn't have, and it isn't necessarily the end of the road.¶ In April 2008, in the middle of his primary race against Hillary Clinton, Barack Obama gave a speech in which he said that poverty caused "bitter" people to "cling to guns or religion or antipathy to people who aren't like them." His opponents went wild, but this kind of "cat out of the bag" statement tends to matter far more to fervent activists than it does to ordinary voters. After all, Obama won the primary and the general election.¶ Four years later, it's only Republican activists who still say they are "proud to be clinging to my guns and religion" -- as if the statement has any contemporary relevance. In 2016, Democratic activists will probably be driving around with faded bumper stickers that read, "47 Percent -- And Proud!" The rest of us will have long forgotten what that means.¶ Over time, sober analysis might slowly turn in Romney's favor, too. Consider how Obama's words were taken out of context. He was really making a case for why liberals had to renew their efforts to improve people's finances, "to get people persuaded that we can make progress when there's not evidence of that in their daily lives."¶ Likewise, Romney was actually arguing that there was no point pitching his low tax policy to the 47% of Americans who already don't pay income taxes because ... they don't pay taxes.¶ What he meant by "I don't have to worry about them," was that he didn't need to court their vote. He wasn't saying that if he saw them begging in the street he'd drive his limo straight on by.¶ In fact, the "47%" speech reads a lot better on the page than it sounds on the video. Part of Romney's problem isn't the content of his ideas, but the ubiquitous context of wealth and power. His host was a one-percenter with a taste for extravagant parties, and Romney delivered his line as if sharing the inner workings of a Ponzi scheme.¶ Despite Romney's personality problem, he isn't doing nearly as badly in the polls as the punditry suggests. In fact, the day after the 47% video leaked, Gallup released a poll that showed the president only 1 percentage point ahead of the Republican challenger. Ironically, the pollster also reported that he has surprising support among people with low incomes. This would seem to prove that Obama's convention bounce was only temporary and that he remains vulnerable.¶ More importantly, the public hasn't punished Romney for a serious gaffe he made over Egypt. Critics accused him of jumping the gun when he lambasted a statement released by the U.S. Embassy in Cairo condemning a film considered offensive to Islam -- protests against which later resulted in the death of four Americans in Libya. If they're prepared to forgive him for that snafu, perhaps they'll ignore this one, too.¶ Take a look at the electoral map and you'll see that Obama has momentum in the swing states. But not much. According to RealClearPolitics' average of polls, he's ahead 4.2 percentage points in Ohio, 3 points in Virginia, 2.7 points in Wisconsin, and 1.4 points in Florida. That puts Romney well within striking distance and that's even before he's had a chance to land some punches in the debates.

Can’t predict the election—Black Swans
PBS ’12 
(“Black swan events”, 9-7-2012, http://www.pbs.org/wnet/need-to-know/video/video-black-swan-events/14768/)
Finally, it was more than 130 years ago that cartoonist Thomas Nast popularized the symbols that have defined the two parties ever since: the Democratic donkey and the Republican elephant. But this year, and in fact back across many election years, the most significant animal may be…a swan. Specifically, a black swan. As coined by author Nassim Taleb in his books, “Fooled by Randomness” and then “The Black Swan,” it refers to a highly unlikely, unanticipated event that, when it happens produces hugely consequential results. Like the global financial meltdown just weeks before the 2008 presidential election. That “black swan” had a huge political impact as well. Remember: within two days of each other in September 2008, Lehmann Brothers collapsed; and AIG was saved from extinction by an $85 billion bailout. As a result, the stock market lost hundreds and hundreds of points. With that, every assumption of the 2008 campaign, every premise that had governed two years of that campaign, was rendered “inoperative.” Many Republicans still believe that, but for that meltdown, McCain might have won–or at least, made it a lot closer. But it’s hardly the only example. Again and again, random, sometimes shocking events have reshaped campaigns at every level. Most dramatic was the assassination of Robert Kennedy in 1968, moments after he declared victory in the California primary. We’ll never know if he would have won the nomination or election–but he was clearly in contention; his death made the nomination of Hubert Humphrey inevitable. Sudden death has reshaped other campaigns: most recently, in 2002, when Minnesota Senator Paul Wellstone was killed in a plane crash 11 days before Election Day. Former Vice President Walter Mondale replaced him on the ticket, and lost to Norm Coleman; giving the Republicans a crucial Senate seat. But it’s not just death that arrives on the Black Swan. Go back to 1960, when Richard Nixon was actively competing for the black vote against John Kennedy. In late October, Martin Luther King, Jr was arrested in Georgia on a highly questionable parole violation, and locked up in a rural jail; fears for his safety rose. On successive days, John Kennedy called King’s wife, and Robert Kennedy called a local judge to ask about bail. When King was released, his father–an influential black minister who had endorsed Nixon–reportedly because he feared a Catholic in the White House–switched his support to JFK. When you look at how close the vote was in key states with large black populations–one per cent in New Jersey, two per cent in Michigan, a virtual tie in Illinois–it’s not too much to say that those phone calls elected John Kennedy. What Black Swans might show up this fall? A European economic collapse? A bad stumble on the campaign trail? Something much more grim? That’s the whole point about black swans…you can’t predict them. But you’ll know ‘em when you see ‘em.”


Energy not key to the election
Cleantech Finance ’12 
(“VP announcement reinforces stark differences on energy issues for November”, 8-14-2012, http://www.cleantechfinance.net/tag/election/)
But this also raises another question. Just how important is energy policy to the voting public? Energy and environmental issues repeatedly rank low when it comes to issues that matter to the general electorate. In fact, a recent study by research organization Public Agenda found that more than half of Americans cannot name one type of renewable energy and nearly 40 percent can’t identify a fossil fuel. Many incorrectly believe that the US gets most of its oil from the Middle East. An Associated Press-NORC Center for Public Affairs Research poll found that less than 20 percent of Americans know important details about policies that could save them a lot of money, including energy efficiency rebates, tax credits, and other incentives.


Voters are already decided—plan irrelevant
Lazarick ’12 – former State House bureau chief of the Baltimore Examiner
(Len, has also taught Asian history at Montgomery College, Md., and state and local government at Howard Community College, “Commentary: Most minds now made up on presidential race; 13 keys to White House predicts winner”, Maryland Reporter, 9-9-2012, http://marylandreporter.com/2012/09/09/commentary-most-minds-now-made-up-on-presidential-race-13-keys-to-white-house-predicts-winner/)
With the party conventions over, it is safe to predict that all the fuss and blather have changed the minds of very few people. Same goes for all the political coverage of the conventions, including the stuff I produced in Charlotte and the stories I ran on my MarylandReporter.com website about Tampa. In-depth polling and analysis indicates that most people have already made up their minds about which presidential candidates they will vote for – or at least whom they will vote against. Perhaps 10% of the electorate is in play and truly undecided. Those people who call themselves “independent” in fact consistently side with one party over the other. 

Public won’t pin the plan on Obama
Mendelson ’10 
(Nina A., Disclosing “Political” Oversight of Agency Decision Making, 108 Mich. L. Rev. 1127 (2010).)
Even if presidential supervision of agency decisions is well known to the voting population, holding a President accountable for particular agency decisions is hard enough, given the infrequency of elections, the number of issues typically on the agenda at the time of a presidential election, presidencies that only last two terms, and presidential candidates who are vague about how the administrative state would run. 175 It is all the more difficult if the public does not know what influence the President may have had or may end up having on particular agency decisions. “To the extent that presidential supervision of agencies remains hidden from public scrutiny, the President will have greater freedom to [assist] parochial interests.” 176


Voters won’t turn out in Nevada now
NewsMax ’12 
(“Obama, Romney Neck and Neck in Vice-is-nice Nevada”, 7-29-2012, www.newsmax.com/Politics/ItsTheEconomy-Nevada/.../id/446880)
"It's very important that it's someone in touch with the common person, who knows what it's like to worry about making your house payment, about having health insurance for your child," Wells said. "Romney is not the common man." Taylor said relatively few of his members are likely to back Romney, but wondered if some might lack the enthusiasm to turn out for Obama. "Working people, since the 2008 election, don't see the Democrats as really delivering for them," he said. "The Republicans work hard to deliver for their constituency. I wish the Democrats could do the same for theirs."

Plan is massively supported by Nevada voters
Whaley ’12
(Sean Whaley, “Gov. Sandoval Says Nevada Does Not Want Nuclear Waste, But New Poll Shows Support For Research Facility”, Nevada News Bureau, 3-12-2012, http://www.nevadanewsbureau.com/2012/03/12/gov-sandoval-says-nevada-does-not-want-nuclear-waste-but-new-poll-shows-support-for-research-facility/)
Sandoval’s letter comes just as a new poll commissioned by Nevadans 4 Carbon Free Energy shows support for Yucca Mountain as a research park for the study of reprocessing nuclear spent fuel. The poll of 500 likely Nevada voters, taken in late February by Public Opinion Strategies, showed 62 percent in support of the research park versus 34 percent who said Yucca Mountain should be closed entirely. The question posed was whether respondents would prefer to: “Open Yucca Mountain for the study and potential reprocessing of nuclear waste into usable energy because of the jobs and money such a project would bring to the state . . .” Or: “Close Yucca Mountain altogether to help protect Nevada’s environment.” “UNR, UNLV, and many national labs around the country are conducting research on how to utilize innovative technologies now available to reprocess spent fuel, so bringing them all together to develop the best technology for commercial reprocessing makes sense,” said Gene Humphrey, the head of Nevadans 4 Carbon Free Energy (NV4CFE), a non-profit organization that supports building the research park. “Since several national laboratories are already doing work at the Nevada Test Site, it seems like the logical location to continue the legacy of nuclear exploration. But this project could generate a new form of clean energy, establish new export industries and create thousands of jobs for Nevadans.”

Nevada is a tipping-point state—multiple metrics of analysis
Marfice ’12
(Christina, “Forecast: Nevada and Oregon ‘Tipping Points’ in Presidential Race”, Boise Weekly, 6-8-2012, http://www.boiseweekly.com/CityDesk/archives/2012/06/08/forecast-nevada-and-oregon-tipping-points-in-presidential-race)
The FiveThirtyEight model, named for the nation’s 538 Electoral College votes, points to Oregon and Nevada as so-called “tipping point states,” based on the mathematical probability that either or both may ultimately provide the deciding vote in the race for the White House. Nevada is ranked fourth in the nation in one of the forecast’s surveys, with an 8 percent likelihood that it may provide a decisive electoral vote. Oregon is ranked eighth with a 3 percent likelihood. In an every-last-vote-counts study, FiveThirtyEight also has a unique analysis that indicates that there is an 11 percent likelihood that an individual voter in Nevada might determine the Electoral College winner. An Oregon voter has an approximately 2 percent likelihood that he or she will determine the next president. The Times reports that Oregon, while infrequently polled but historically competitive, may provide one of the nation’s tightest face-offs. The model gives Obama a 6.5 percent lead in Oregon and still considers the state to be a likely Obama winner come November. In Nevada, polls are even closer, with Obama currently holding only a 3 percent lead over Romney. With nearly five months remaining before the election, The Times reports that Nevada could become a tossup state before votes are cast.





Renewables Trade-Off

Warming doesn't cause extinction
Lomborg ‘8 (Director of the Copenhagen Consensus Center and adjunct professor at the Copenhagen Business School, Bjorn, “Warming warnings get overheated”, The Guardian, 8/15, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/15/carbonemissions.climatechange

These alarmist predictions are becoming quite bizarre, and could be dismissed as sociological oddities, if it weren’t for the fact that they get such big play in the media. Oliver Tickell, for instance, writes that a global warming causing a 4C temperature increase by the end of the century would be a “catastrophe” and the beginning of the “extinction” of the human race. This is simply silly. His evidence? That 4C would mean that all the ice on the planet would melt, bringing the long-term sea level rise to 70-80m, flooding everything we hold dear, seeing billions of people die. Clearly, Tickell has maxed out the campaigners’ scare potential (because there is no more ice to melt, this is the scariest he could ever conjure). But he is wrong. Let us just remember that the UN climate panel, the IPCC, expects a temperature rise by the end of the century between 1.8 and 6.0C. Within this range, the IPCC predicts that, by the end of the century, sea levels will rise 18-59 centimetres – Tickell [he] is simply exaggerating by a factor of up to 400. Tickell will undoubtedly claim that he was talking about what could happen many, many millennia from now. But this is disingenuous. First, the 4C temperature rise is predicted on a century scale – this is what we talk about and can plan for. Second, although sea-level rise will continue for many centuries to come, the models unanimously show that Greenland’s ice shelf will be reduced, but Antarctic ice will increase even more (because of increased precipitation in Antarctica) for the next three centuries. What will happen beyond that clearly depends much more on emissions in future centuries. Given that CO2 stays in the atmosphere about a century, what happens with the temperature, say, six centuries from now mainly depends on emissions five centuries from now (where it seems unlikely non-carbon emitting technology such as solar panels will not have become economically competitive). Third, Tickell tells us how the 80m sea-level rise would wipe out all the world’s coastal infrastructure and much of the world’s farmland – “undoubtedly” causing billions to die. But to cause billions to die, it would require the surge to occur within a single human lifespan. This sort of scare tactic is insidiously wrong and misleading, mimicking a firebrand preacher who claims the earth is coming to an end and we need to repent. While it is probably true that the sun will burn up the earth in 4-5bn years’ time, it does give a slightly different perspective on the need for immediate repenting. Tickell’s claim that 4C will be the beginning of our extinction is again many times beyond wrong and misleading, and, of course, made with no data to back it up 

Solar industry down now—
A. Lack of strong government support
Skirboll 6/19/12 (Aaron, Freelance Journalist, “America Could Have Dropped Big Oil Decades Ago: What Happened?”) 
However a quick glance to the past throws harsh light on the fact that we've been at this precipice before. In 1978, the White House Council on Environmental Quality issued this glowing statement: "Our conclusion is that with a strong national commitment to accelerated solar development and use, it should be possible to derive a quarter of U.S. energy from solar by the year 2000. For the year 2020 and beyond, it is now possible to speak hopefully, and unblushingly, of the United States becoming a solar society." The key words here being "strong national commitment," because just as timber, coal, oil, gas, and nuclear received enormously strong federal support, solar needs the same kind of government backing, which as of yet, the sector has not seen. The statement should instead read, We could become a solar society, if only we wanted to become a solar society.

B. Commerce Department’s tariff on Chinese parts
Benedetti 6/4/12 (Georgina, Senior Industry Analyst, “US Tariffs on Chinese Solar Panels Could Slow Industry”) http://www.eetimes.com/electronics-news/4374479/U-S--tariffs-solar
In reaction to this situation, seven U.S. manufacturers of crystalline silicon solar cells, led by SolarWorld, formed the Coalition for American Solar Manufacturing, with the aim to hold China accountable to U.S. and international trade laws by filing antidumping and countervailing duty trade remedy petitions. As a result, on May 24, the Commerce Department slapped stiff tariffs on imports of Chinese solar panels, imposing tariffs of 31 percent to 250 percent on Chinese solar-product imports. However, import duties on Chinese solar panels can have negative effects on the solar industry in the United States. Since the enactment of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, the U.S. government has invested in providing tax incentives and loan guarantees with the aim to promote solar energy system installations and reduce its installation and generation cost. Government incentives and renewable energy standards have been important drivers for solar energy deployment and cost reduction. However, lower solar module prices from Chinese manufacturers have also helped reduce the price of solar energy, making solar more affordable for U.S. customers and more competitive with other forms of electricity generation. Average selling module prices have decreased 28.1 percent in 2011 (with respect to 2010) in the United States. The Commerce Department's decision, coupled with the recent expiration of the Section 1603 cash grant (in lieu of the Investment Tax Credit, is projected to increase solar electricity prices in the United States, affect demand for solar panels (which may exacerbate the current oversupply of polysilicon in the industry), hurt U.S. jobs, diminish the competitiveness of solar energy relative to conventional and non-solar renewable sources of energy, and may also lead China to take retaliatory measures against U.S. solar panels manufacturers. These projections are supported by the Coalition for Affordable Solar Energy led by Sun Edison, which predicts that a 50 percent tariff would eliminate 14,000 jobs in the United States. The solar market has grown more than 100 percent during 2011. It is difficult at this point to forecast the precise effects the new tariffs will have on solar panel demand and prices, but Frost & Sullivan expects a deceleration in the industry’s growth in 2012. 
Utilities are increasing reliance on nuclear power now—uprating
Plumer ‘12
(Brad Plumer, “How to expand nuclear power without attracting (too much) attention”, Washington Post, 7-18-2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/wp/2012/07/18/how-to-increase-nuclear-power-without-attracting-attention/)
Since the 1970s, construction on new nuclear reactors in the United States has largely ground to a halt, thanks to public protests, regulatory obstacles and tight financing. Yet over that same period, U.S. utilities have managed to increase the amount of electricity they get from nuclear power. By quite a lot, in fact. How is that possible? Through a process known as “uprating.” According to a new analysis by the U.S. Energy Information Administration, the operators of 98 of the country’s 104 commercial nuclear reactors have asked regulators for permission to boost capacity from their existing plants. All in all, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has approved more than 6,500 megawatts worth of uprates since 1977. That’s the equivalent of building six entirely new nuclear reactors—and during a period when fresh plants were impossible to build.


Wind industry screwed now—installations will fall off
Anderson 6/25/12 (Jared, Energy at AOL Online, “Wind Sector considers Life Without the PTC”) 
The US wind power industry has lived and died by production tax credits over the years, and with the prospect of expiration finally looming at the end of this year, industry players are working hard to build a future without it. Federal Appeals Court Ruling Puts Climate Change into Election Debate US installations are set to fall off a cliff in 2013 with Navigant Consulting estimating additional incremental capacity between 1 and 4 GW, down dramatically from >9 GW in 2012.



Zero link—reprocessing has marginal effect on cost of nuclear power
Lee 10
[Nathan R. Lee, WISE Intern and B.S.E. in Materials Science & Engineering from UPenn, Sustainability Of U.S. Nuclear Energy: Waste Management And The Question Of Reprocessing American Nuclear Society, 2010, http://www.wise-intern.org/journal/2010/NathanLeeWISE2010.pdf]
Finally, it is important to note that the economic ramifications of changing the fuel cycle are quite small compared to other parts of the nuclear energy industry. Capital, operations, and maintenance account for 80-90% of total generation costs, dwarfing the significance of fuel cycle economics. Although fuel cycle costs are not immaterial, they should not be the principal driving factor in a policy decision. 48

Nuclear and renewables don’t compete—they’re complimentary
Scandurra and Romano ‘11
(Giuseppe and Antonio Angelo, Department of Statistical Mathematics and Economics at the University of Napoli, “The investments in renewable energy sources: do low carbon economies better invest in green technologies?”, Munich Personal RePEc Archive, 2011, http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/34216/2/MPRA_paper_34216.pdf)
[bookmark: _GoBack]If it can have some statistical significance, the estimates in the low carbon economies are generally higher, in absolute value, than in the high carbon sample, except the autoregressive parameters. In fact, the influence of investments in renewable energy source is stronger in the high carbon countries than to the other countries (low carbon). The former try to invest mostly in renewable sources in order to reduce their footprint and respect the international agreement that they ratified. Significant is the inverse relationship between renewable investments and share of nuclear consumption. Probably, the continuous base load electricity ensured by nuclear power plants and the absence of greenhouse gas emission allow these countries to invest in additional renewable energy in a complementary way, in order to reach an optimal energy mix and to ensure the subsidies for investment in renewable energy.

