1ar – certainty key

Certainty key to private investment
Siu 11, Brian energy policy analyst with NRDC's air and energy program [Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, Small Nuclear Reactors and Alternate Fuels, June 7th, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112shrg68432/html/CHRG-112shrg68432.htm]
Current regulations limit the Department of Defense from entering into fuel procurement contracts that exceed a five year period. But there has been growing interest in extending the contracting window. This is because many emerging technologies pose high risk due to initial technology costs and lack of commercial experience. In the past, long term fixed price contracts have been viewed as a way to mitigate those risks by establishing a known and stable revenue stream. It is believed that this certainty will help attract private capital for the project.

It’s key to price estimates
Trembath, 11 [2/4/11, Nuclear Power and the Future of Post-Partisan Energy Policy, Alex Trembath is a policy associate in the Energy and Climate Program at Breakthrough. He is the lead or co-author of several Breakthrough publications, including the 2012 report "Beyond Boom and Bust: Putting Clean Tech on a Path to Subsidy Independence" and "Where the Shale Gas Revolution Came From." Alex is a graduate of University of California at Berkeley, http://leadenergy.org/2011/02/the-nuclear-option-in-a-post-partisan-approach-on-energy/] 
If there is one field of the energy sector for which certainty of political will and government policy is essential, it is nuclear power. High up front costs for the private industry, extreme regulatory oversight and public wariness necessitate a committed government partner for private firms investing in nuclear technology. In a new report on the potential for a “nuclear renaissance,” Third Way references the failed cap-and-trade bill, delaying tactics in the House vis-a-vis EPA regulations on CO₂, and the recent election results to emphasize the difficult current political environment for advancing new nuclear policy. The report, “The Future of Nuclear Energy,” makes the case for political certainty: “It is difficult for energy producers and users to estimate the relative price for nuclear-generated energy compared to fossil fuel alternatives (e.g. natural gas)–an essential consideration in making the major capital investment decision necessary for new energy production that will be in place for decades.” Are our politicians willing to match the level of certainty that the nuclear industry demands? Lacking a suitable price on carbon that may have been achieved by a cap-and-trade bill removes one primary policy instrument for making nuclear power more cost-competitive with fossil fuels. The impetus on Congress, therefore, will be to shift from demand-side “pull” energy policies (that increase demand for clean tech by raising the price of dirty energy) to supply-side “push” policies, or industrial and innovation policies. Fortunately, there are signals from political and thought leaders that a package of policies may emerge to incentivize alternative energy sources that include nuclear power. One place to start is the recently deceased American Power Act, addressed above, authored originally by Senators Kerry, Graham and Lieberman. Before its final and disappointing incarnation, the bill included provisions to increase loan guarantees for nuclear power plant construction in addition to other tax incentives. Loan guarantees are probably the most important method of government involvement in new plant construction, given the high capital costs of development. One wonders what the fate of the bill, or a less ambitious set of its provisions, would have been had Republican Senator Graham not abdicated and removed any hope of Republican co-sponsorship. But that was last year. The changing of the guard in Congress makes this a whole different game, and the once feasible support for nuclear technology on either side of the aisle must be reevaluated. A New York Times piece in the aftermath of the elections forecast a difficult road ahead for nuclear energy policy, but did note Republican support for programs like a waste disposal site and loan guarantees. Republican support for nuclear energy has roots in the most significant recent energy legislation, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, which passed provisions for nuclear power with wide bipartisan support. Reaching out to Republicans on policies they have supported in the past should be a goal of Democrats who wish to form a foundational debate on moving the policy forward. There are also signals that key Republicans, notably Lindsey Graham and Richard Lugar, would throw their support behind a clean energy standard that includes nuclear and CCS. Republicans in Congress will find intellectual support from a group that AEL’s Teryn Norris coined “innovation hawks,” among them Steven Hayward, David Brooks and George Will. Will has been particularly outspoken in support of nuclear energy, writing in 2010 that “it is a travesty that the nation that first harnessed nuclear energy has neglected it so long because fads about supposed ‘green energy’ and superstitions about nuclear power’s dangers.” The extreme reluctance of Republicans to cooperate with Democrats over the last two years is only the first step, as any legislation will have to overcome Democrats’ traditional opposition to nuclear energy. However, here again there is reason for optimism. Barbara Boxer and John Kerry bucked their party’s long-time aversion to nuclear in a precursor bill to APA, and Kerry continued working on the issue during 2010. Jeff Bingaman, in a speech earlier this week, reversed his position on the issue by calling for the inclusion of nuclear energy provisions in a clean energy standard. The Huffington Post reports that “the White House reached out to his committee [Senate Energy] to help develop the clean energy plan through legislation.” This development in itself potentially mitigates two of the largest obstacle standing in the way of progress on comprehensive energy legislation: lack of a bill, and lack of high profile sponsors. Democrats can also direct Section 48C of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 towards nuclear technology, which provides a tax credit for companies that engage in clean tech manufacturing. Democrats should not give up on their policy goals simply because they no longer enjoy broad majorities in both Houses, and Republicans should not spend all their time holding symbolic repeal votes on the Obama Administration’s accomplishments. The lame-duck votes in December on “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” the tax cut deal and START indicate that at least a few Republicans are willing to work together with Democrats in a divided Congress, and that is precisely what nuclear energy needs moving forward. It will require an agressive push from the White House, and a concerted effort from both parties’ leadership, but the road for forging bipartisan legislation is not an impassable one. The politician with perhaps the single greatest leverage over the future of nuclear energy is President Obama, and his rhetoric matches the challenge posed by our aging and poisonous energy infrastructure. “This is our generation’s Sputnik moment,” announced Obama recently. Echoing the calls of presidents past, the President used his State of the Union podium to signal a newly invigorated industrialism in the United States. He advocated broadly for renewed investment in infrastructure, education, and technological innovation. And he did so in a room with many more members of the opposition party than at any point during the first half of his term. The eagerness of the President to combine left and right agendas can hopefully match the hyper-partisan bitterness that dominates our political culture, and nuclear power maybe one sector of our economy to benefit from his political leadership.

Certainty key post Fukushima
Whitefield, 11 [5/4/11, STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ED WHITFIELD  CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER, “The Role of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in America’s Energy Future, http://republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/Media/file/Hearings/Energy/050411/Whitfield.pdf
While the NRC may not be the direct cause of this uncertainty – the Obama Administration’s policy is - the NRC’s actions will contribute to the uncertainty one way or another. Beyond  open adjudicatory issues, the NRC has recently taken administrative action to close down its  review of Yucca Mountain, which will deprive the public of the first independent government  assessment of the merits of Yucca Mountain’s construction. That doesn’t bode well for a nuclear renaissance. On the front end of nuclear power development, I’m very interested to hear about whether the  NRC can develop and provide more regulatory certainty in its licensing and re-licensing  programs. As in other energy sectors, regulatory certainty, such as keeping to decision  schedules, is essential for ensuring the investments necessary to develop nuclear energy.  Additionally, I think it is worth reviewing the Commission’s organizational structure, and  whether an agency rightly focused on safety is suitably structured to also facilitate the  advancement of new nuclear generation.  And connected with regulatory certainty, are clear and well developed safety engineering  evaluations. As mentioned, the safety record of NRC is unparalleled. But recent events in Japan  have raised questions in the public’s mind about how well the NRC does its job. We need to be  confident the NRC is up to the task. I believe the agency is, but scrutiny is helpful to maintain  the public trust.  We do not want to overreact to events based on poor and faulty information or other political  agendas. Nuclear power is critical to this nation. We should recognize its importance for a  growing economy and not lose sight of the tremendous value a reliable, affordable power supply  will mean for the future health and wealth of the United States.

Key to private investment
Jamal, 12 [March, Renewables and Nuclear: Different Signals from Germany and Britain, Carbon Clear Blog Carbon management consultants, emission reductions, carbon footprints and carbon offsets. Expert advice for a low-carbon future. http://carbonclear.blogspot.com/2012/03/renewable-energy-will-britain-surrender.html] 
On 11 March, one year on from the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear reactor meltdown in Japan, Germany has reaffirmed its decision to abandon nuclear power. The Germans shut down their eight oldest reactors shortly after the Japanese earthquake, tsunami and reactor core breach, and pledged to shut the remaining reactors by 2022. In the short term, this has meant an increase in greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuel power stations in Germany and neighboring countries. Over the longer term, however, Germany's leaders want to replace the country's nuclear output with renewables. Critics doubt the nation's electric grid can transport power from new renewable energy generators to power-hungry factories hundreds of miles away, but the initiative has the support of 76% of the public and Chancellor Angela Merkel has pledged to redouble her government's efforts. The very next day, the Guardian newspaper reported that the British government wants to reduce the relative priority given to renewables over nuclear. The Guardian reports that the UK has proposed to the European commission that explicit renewable energy targets for 2030 be dropped in favour of targets for "low carbon power". This label would allow countries to choose whether they wish to reach climate change - related power targets with renewables, nuclear power, carbon capture and storage or a combination of the three. While this change doesn't necessarily mean the British government would back away from its support of renewables, it leaves the door open for such a move. In fact, this policy pressure would not make sense otherwise. Just the possibility could have a chilling effect on investment in renewables in the UK. Most renewable energy technologies are characterized by high capital costs and low operational costs. The cost of renewables-based electricity can be cost-competitive or even superior to that from fossil fuels, but only when those up-front costs and long-term savings are averaged over many years. Without certainty that government will maintain its support for years or decades, investors are less likely to provide the millions, or even billions of pounds required to bring renewables to market on a large scale. Nuclear power generates significantly lower carbon emissions than fossil fuel fired power stations and - despite Fukushima - it is a proven technology with a global track record. However, it is by no means certain that the government will be able to overcome long-term opposition to nuclear power and nuclear waste in time to ensure that nuclear can play a significant role in Britain's lower-carbon future. 

EXT LT
Military use of nuclear power flips public opinion—it reverses the NIMBY effect
Scott B. Clifton ‘07
Communities are actually fighting to keep bases open- they boost the economy by creating millions of civilian jobs

SMRs solve air quality
Whitman 12, Christine, former administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency and former New Jersey governor “Industry has power to change,” July 29th, http://www.columbiatribune.com/news/2012/jul/29/industry-has-power-to-change/
SMRs can help states more easily increase their use of reliable energy options that do not produce greenhouse gases or air pollution, reducing their carbon footprint and improving air quality. In Missouri, which uses nuclear energy to meet 10 percent of its electricity needs, increasing the use of carbon-free energy would result in cleaner air.

That’s key
SERDP 8, “Fugitive Dust,” February 19th-21st, http://www.serdp.org/Featured-Initiatives/Range-Sustainment/Fugitive-Dust
DoD faces tremendous pressure to continue training and testing while managing community relations and air quality compliance issues. DoD conducts military training and testing activities on approximately 30 million acres of land. These lands may be far removed from other human inhabitants or may be located in close proximity to populated areas. Development pressure continues in close proximity to many DoD installations, raising the potential risk of exposing more and more people to the environmental effects of military activities. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) regulate dust or particulate matter. It is expected that dust emissions from military installations can be subject to additional attention and restrictions to bring nonattainment areas into compliance. DoD installations also may be subject to restrictions associated with the Regional Haze Rule as it applies to visibility degradation.

Conditions 2AC
Interp –must be textually and functionally compeititve
They don’t meet their own interp
They don’t have a solvency adv about SMR procurement by the DOD
Condition counterplans are bad for debate
1)Plan focus good—shifts focus of debate from merits of the plan to the condition on which plan could be passed
2)Infinitely regressive—infinite number of conditions the negative can use, we can’t find offense against every possible one. Kills cost benefit analysis and rational decision making
3)Kills 2ac offense—when negative competition depends upon an external process they can fiat in, it artificially generates competition and definitionally renders it unpredictable.
4)Justifies perm do the counterplan  - textual competition good
a. Objectivity—functions are arbitrary and debatable—you can argue what may or may not be a function of the plan
b. Forces counterplan predictability—have to run internally competitive counterplans which allows the aff to predict possible arguments and come up with the best responses to create clash
c. functional competition is bad it Stops Unique Topic Knowledge - they force the debate around external conditions which are the same each year - they stop us from learning about energyproduction.
AT: 2AC Strategic Thinking
Stealing our aff isn’t strategic thinking; it’s unfair debate by taking our best offense. The 1NC should also have strategic thinking generated by reading aff and topic specific counterplans that solves all of their education claims. 
AT: Best Policy Option
Cross apply consult education is bad which means any political education we garner from the cp is unrealistic since consult isn’t an actual policy option that a politician would ever encounter.
AT: Real World
There would never be an ultimatum where the plan would only be passed under a certain condition; politicians bargain and create solutions. Topic education outweighs because we have a limited time to debate energy whereas many conditions counterplans are the same each year.

AT: 2AC Offense
We don’t get additional offense because we don’t have the ability to predict and prep answers to an infinite number of conditions counterplans and net benefits they could read. Our best offense is the 9 minutes of the 1AC, taking that away skews the debate towards the neg since we can’t utilize our 1AC to answer the counterplan. 
AT: Breadth o/w Depth
Depth outweighs; conditions make the debate too broad since there’s an infinite number of conditions the neg could place on the plan. Conditions counterplans are infinitely regressive to the point where expanding our debate decreases education and clash  because we can’t be prepared to debate every condition. 
Electricity prices
The global econ dies if heg collapses- that subsumes your impact
Prato, ’09 (M.V., Captain of the United States Marine Corps, “The Need for American Hegemony”, Command and Staff College, 2/20/2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, LH) 
The world is safer and more prosperous because of U.S.  hegemony.  The free world enjoys unprecedented economic prosperity while starvation and poverty continue to decline.   Furthermore, the “amicus populi romani,” still call upon the U.S. during times of distress.  They require U.S. hegemony for their own self-interests as well as to foster good relations with the world’s superpower. 40   Therefore, the U.S. must exercise benevolent global hegemony, unilaterally if necessary, to ensure its security and maintain global peace and prosperity.  What are the alternatives?  A Chinese or Russian hegemony would be unlikely to benefit the rest of the world.  A multilateral coalition of nations proved to be ineffective and unsustainable.  American isolationism would leave the world vulnerable to tyranny.  Ultimately, the future of the world depends on American willingness to guarantee the freedom of others.  To quote Ronald Reagan: “We maintain our strength in order to deter and defend against aggression — to preserve freedom and peace. 
EXT Sandy
Craft is from yesterday—it’s the most expensive storm, it hit the most densely populated areas in the country and known out electricity for more homes and businesses than any other storm in history 
Electricity prices are increasing rapidly now
Fahey 7-11-12 [Jonathan, Huffington Post, “Electricity Prices Rise Despite Cheaper Costs For Utility Companies,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/07/11/electric-prices-rise-despite-cheap-production_n_1665946.html]
A plunge in the price of natural gas has made it cheaper for utilities to produce electricity. But the savings aren't translating to lower rates for customers. Instead, U.S. electricity prices are going up. Electricity prices are forecast to rise slightly this summer. But any increase is noteworthy because natural gas, which is used to produce nearly a third of the country's power, is 43 percent cheaper than a year ago. A long-term downward trend in power prices could be starting to reverse, analysts say. "It's caused us to scratch our heads," says Tyler Hodge, an analyst at the Energy Department who studies electricity prices. The recent heat wave that gripped much of the country increased demand for power as families cranked up their air conditioners. And that may boost some June utility bills. But the nationwide rise in electricity prices is attributable to other factors, analysts say: _ In many states, retail electricity rates are set by regulators every few years. As a result, lower power costs haven't yet made their way to customers. _ Utilities often lock in their costs for natural gas and other fuels years in advance. That helps protect customers when fuel prices spike, but it prevents customers from reaping the benefits of a price drop. _ The cost of actually delivering electricity, which accounts for 40 percent of a customer's bill on average, has been rising fast. That has eaten up any potential savings from the production of electricity. Utilities are building transmission lines, installing new equipment and fixing up power plants after what analysts say has been years of under-investment. This may reverse what has been a gradual decline in retail electricity prices. Adjusted for inflation, the average retail electricity price has been drifting mostly lower since 1984, when it was 16.7 cents per kilowatt-hour. "The ratepayer is going to have to foot the bill," says David Wright, vice chairman of the South Carolina Public Service Commission and president of the National Association of Regulatory Commissioners. The average U.S. residential electricity price is expected to be 12.4 cents per kilowatt hour for the June-to-August period, up 2.4 percent from the same time last year. For the full year, electricity prices are expected to rise 2 percent.

DOD SMRS solve—that’s the solvency debate, we create competitive energy OR we don’t’ displace natural gas in which case we don’t link but we still solve the heg adv
No Link - Their 1NC Freebairn evidence is about a Missouri SMR and how that model is not cost effective doesn’t assume DOD technology 
SMR solve the impact better-DOD acting as a first mover develops only the most cost-effective tech- that’s Andres and Breetz

Double Bind– if SMRs increase energy prices than there would be NO domestic spill over- we still get the heg advantage OR they don’t cause high energy prices and they don’t trigger the DA
Their link is about PRIVATE PPA for SOLAR energy – Also says they’re coming now thumps the DA
Wesoff 10, 5/12/2010 (Eric, Anatomy of a Power Purchase Agreement, Greentech Solar, p. http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/anatomy-of-a-power-purchase-agreement/)
You don't negotiate the terms of a mortgage when you buy a house -- it's a pretty standard document. And you sign with the bank, not the realtor, not the builder and usually not the seller.
But if you want to enter a power purchase agreement (PPA) to finance a solar system on a commercial or residential roof, there is no standard document and there is no standard entry point -- you can get the PPA through a variety of integrators or through a PPA firm.  Doug Payne, the Executive Director of SolarTech, and his organization are driven to improve this situation, as well as to accelerate the entire solar installation process.  He led a panel today at an Agrion event that explored the anatomy of a power purchase agreement.
A standard Doug Payne/SolarTech theme is that is all comes down to dollars per kilowatt-hour.  
Payne said, "From a macro standpoint, 2006 to 2008 was just grab your seat belt and hold on -- it was all early-adopter opportunities.  You have to toss out 2008 because of the credit crisis.  There is no doubt that things have improved in the last six to eight months."
PPAs are relatively new in solar power, but not in the power generation space as a whole.  Typically, the agreements have been drawn up for immense amounts of power and have taken years to negotiate.  Solar PPAs are for smaller amounts of energy and need to close fast. SolarTech is trying to speed that process by offering a standardized PPA document, which is available at their website.
A case study covered at this panel is the recently announced, Santa Clara County-led Regional Renewable Power Purchase Initiative, a partnership which includes nine Bay Area cities and will purchase 14.4 megawatts of renewable power.  According to Ben Foster, Vice President of Operations at solar consultancy Optony, this project has moved ahead faster than most government projects.  It's a good example of public sector / private sector cooperation and is a hopeful sign.
*****Georgia’s card starts****
Two of the major challenges to adoption of renewable energy include the barrier of high upfront costs. Power purchase agreements go a long way toward solving this problem, but they have their own set of flaws and advantages. Today's panel explored the state of PPAs. Marc Roper, the VP of Sales at PPA firm Tioga Energy, was the panelist most deeply entrenched in the PPA industry. Tioga works on PPAs for distributed generation in the several hundred kilowatts to multiple megawatts range. Roper said, "It's hard to be an innovator as a PPA provider -- we have to minimize technology risk. We are going to be at the tail end of the adoption curve." He added that new solar technology like "tracking, exotic materials, new types of electronics [like microinverters] -- we are a little less likely to adopt those." Most of those technologies will have to get to market through other means than PPAs. 
****Georgia’s Card ends***
It's the independent engineers doing the due diligence for the financiers that determine "bankability," according to Roper.  What this means is that smaller VC-backed companies are going to have a hard time breaking into the PPA product path.
As a recap, Roper said, "The PPA industry was put on ice in 2008 to 2009, but investors have come back to the market" mostly through tax grants from the Obama Administration's American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA).   "The PPA will continue to dominate medium- and large-scale systems, said Roper, adding: "PPA rate of return is in the 8 percent to 12 percent range" and "we're looking forward to the day when the PPA is a standard form."
"With the recent involvement of utilities, we think the PPA market is going to grow," said Roper, concluding, "We are in very early days in the solar industry and the solar financing industry. A lot of things need to be tried and some need to fail.  We [PPA providers] are the most conservative element of an industry on the leading edge."   
Other solar PPA firms include SunEdison, Recurrent Energy, Solar Power Partners and in residential -- Solar City and SunRun.
Payne added, "There has never been a solar industry in the U.S. There are no wrong answers. We're building it as we go. The key is to get a many things right as fast as we can, or learn quickly and adjust."
EXT Hargreaves
Nat gas prices were up by 70% since the last three months—proves that nat gas is inherently volatile

ONLY smr solves that alt cause
McNelis ’11 (David N. Mcnelis, David N. McNelis is director of the Center for Sustainable Energy, Environment and Economic Development in the Institute for the Environment at UNC-Chapel Hill, “Safer power from smaller reactors”, http://www.newsobserver.com/2011/06/24/1295895/safer-power-from-smaller-reactors.html, June 24, 2011, LEQ)
CHAPEL HILL -- Efforts to promote energy efficiency, encourage sustainable lifestyle changes and exploit renewable energy sources are laudable, but they will not be sufficient to meet the projected growth in demand for electricity. The United States and the world need to increase the use of nuclear power, particularly for energy security and to limit climate-changing emissions. Nothing that has happened in Japan has made nuclear power any less essential. The Fukushima nuclear power plant accident was caused by a major earthquake and tsunami of the sort that are not likely to occur here, but we can learn from the cascade of events that led to reactor meltdowns and hydrogen explosions there. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission is studying the accident, and its findings could lead to a number of changes, especially better protection against a loss of power from extreme events like hurricanes, earthquakes and floods. Lessons learned from Japan's crisis would improve nuclear safety, as other changes did following the Three Mile Island accident in 1979. Change could also come from a different direction: development of a new generation of small modular reactors similar in size to those that have successfully powered U.S. submarines and aircraft carriers for decades. No bigger than a double-wide trailer and built in a factory for a fraction of the cost of a large nuclear plant, the small modular reactor (SMR) is an environmentally friendly and cost-effective way to help meet growing demand for electricity. SMRs have the potential to replace older coal plants and to provide a hedge against volatility in natural gas prices. And while solar and wind are attractive energy sources, both produce power only intermittently and require back-up power in the event the weather is not cooperating. Established nuclear-energy companies engaged in the development of SMRs include Westinghouse, General Electric, General Atomics and Charlotte-based Babcock & Wilcox. But the field also includes some smaller start-ups such as NuScale Power in Oregon, Hyperion Power Generation in New Mexico and TerraPower, based on the outskirts of Seattle and established with support from Bill Gates. Ground has been broken for construction of large nuclear plants in Georgia and South Carolina, but many other projects have been delayed due to the downturn in the economy, a surge in natural gas production and the high cost of building large new power plants. So the SMR may be emblematic of nuclear power's future. President Barack Obama has allocated $500 million to be spent on research and development of SMRs over the next five years. Energy Secretary Steven Chu says he expects an SMR to be operating in this country by the end of this decade. In Congress, Republicans and Democrats alike support SMR development. In contrast to a conventional nuclear plant, SMRs could be added one at a time in a cluster of modules, as the need for electricity rises. The cluster's costs would be paid for over time, softening the financial impact. The modules could be factory assembled and be delivered by rail to an existing nuclear plant site. In such a configuration, one SMR could be taken out of service for maintenance or repair without affecting operation of the other units. Most SMRs would be situated beneath the ground to provide better security. Typically they would operate for many years - possibly decades - without refueling and produce far less waste than conventional reactors. Significantly, almost all of the SMR development is being done with private financing. Companies are using their own resources to develop the small reactors, without government support from mandates or subsidies of the sort that renewable energy sources now require. An SMR designed by Babcock & Wilcox would generate 125 megawatts, using conventional light-water reactor technology. The Tennessee Valley Authority is considering deploying six of the Babcock & Wilcox modules at its Clinch River site near the Oak Ridge National Laboratory. Another SMR on the drawing board would be an advanced, sodium-cooled "fast" reactor producing just 25 megawatts - enough electricity to power a rural community or a military installation. Hyperion Power Generation has formed a partnership with the Savannah River National Laboratory to build a sodium-cooled reactor as part of a clean energy park near Aiken, S.C. Looking ahead, SMRs could be an important element in a balanced mix of clean energy sources in North Carolina and nationally. It's likely that a large number of older fossil-fuel power plants will have to be shut down within the next few years. These plants are relatively inefficient, and it would not be cost-effective to equip them with the sort of state-of-the-art environmental controls that will be needed to meet air quality standards. That capacity must be replaced, and additional electricity generation will be needed to meet forecasts for rising demand. SMRs are a safe and affordable source of energy that should be considered for use in the United States.
Ext Farley
[bookmark: _GoBack]SMRs lower electricity costs by 10-20%--none of their evidence is specific enough SMRs make power twice as efficient as any other source of energy 
Farley, 10 (
SMRs are super cheap
Skutnik 11, Steve, Assistant Professor of Nuclear Engineering at the University of Tennessee “Are Small Modular Reactors A Nuclear Economics Game-Changer?” June 28th, http://theenergycollective.com/skutnik/60188/excellent-op-ed-small-modular-reactors-and-then-some, 
SMRs have the potential to change the economics of the game by several means. First, many proposed SMR designs are engineered to be mass-produced and pre-fabricated in factories, rather than built on-site. This could tremendously push down prices while also shortening construction times, thus ameliorating what is currently one of nuclear's biggest weaknesses at the moment. Meanwhile, the "small" in SMRs also may have potentially positive implications for both cost and safety: SMRs can be potentially built into the ground, using the surrounding earth as containment, due to their relatively small size. Given the lower total power and nuclear material within the reactor, it can be said to have a lower overall "radiological footprint," meaning simplified safety planning. Finally, the "right-size" power of SMR capacity may allow them to be sold in a greater number of markets - places both where a new full-sized reactor is too big for the needs of a community (for example, Fort Calhoun, north of Omaha, is the smallest reactor in the U.S. nuclear fleet, clocking in at only 500 MW; compare this to currently proposed new reactor designs, which begin in the neighborhood of 1000-1100 MW). Likewise, the smaller size means that for utilities only looking to incrementally expand capacity, small reactors may prove to be competitive with alternatives such as natural gas turbines. One point which I think nuclear advocates tend to allow themselves to be blindsided to at times is in the fact that above all else, it is economics which will ultimately determine the future of the nation's electricity portfolio. Factors like politics certainly come into play (particularly such issues as energy portfolio mandates, etc.), and likewise factors such as safety can never be understated. Nor should public acceptance ever be ignored, much as it has to the industry's peril in the past. However, those ultimately committing the funds to expand energy sources are the utilities, many of whom answer either directly to shareholders or to ratepayers. In this regard, they have an obligation in either sense to produce power as profitably or affordably as possible. Thus, the decision for utilities will always ultimately come down to economics, something that nuclear advocates cannot simply ignore. I don't necessarily doubt the assertions of fellow advocates such as Rod Adams, who assert that fossil fuels have a strong interest to defend in continuing to sell their products. (Although I will say that I also don't necessarily buy the idea that those who argue natural gas is currently more economical based on short-term factors are necessarily on the fossil fuel dole, either.) But the fact remains - for nuclear to succeed, it must be able to compete, head to head, dollar for dollar. Nuclear energy has tremendous advantages to offer, in that is clean, abundant, and easily the most energy-dense source we have available at our disposal. Yet at the end of the day, decisions over energy investments do not necessarily come down to these factors: they come down to economics, and often (regrettably) economic return over the short-term. This may be where SMRs ultimately change the game for nuclear, then - namely, by bringing the advantages of nuclear to bear in a more economically attractive package

Plan does not pick winners – competitive bidding process solves
Cory, Canavan, and Koenig, No Date (Karlynn Cory, Brendan Canavan, and Ronald Koenig of NREL, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, a national laboratory of the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, “Power Purchase Agreement Checklist for State and Local Governments”, No Date, LEQ)
This fact sheet provides information and guidance on the solar photovoltaic (PV) power purchase agreement (PPA), which is a financing mechanism that state and local government entities can use to acquire clean, renewable energy. We address the financial, logistical, and legal questions relevant to implementing a PPA, but we do not examine the technical details—those can be discussed later with the developer/con- tractor. This fact sheet is written to support decision makers in U.S. state and local governments who are aware of solar PPAs and may have a cursory knowledge of their structure but they still require further information before committing to a particular project. Overview of PPA Financing The PPA financing model is a “third-party” ownership model, which requires a separate, taxable entity (“system owner”) to procure, install, and operate the solar PV system on a consumer’s premises (i.e., the government agency). The government agency enters into a long-term contract (typically referred to as the PPA) to purchase 100% of the electricity generated by the system from the system owner. Figure 1 illustrates the financial and power flows among the consumer, system owner, and the utility. Renewable energy certificates (RECs), interconnection, and net metering are dis- cussed later. Basic terms for three example PPAs are included at the end of this fact sheet. The system owner is often a third-party investor (“tax inves- tor”) who provides investment capital to the project in return for tax benefits. The tax investor is usually a limited liability corporation (LLC) backed by one or more financial institu- tions. In addition to receiving revenues from electricity sales, they can also benefit from federal tax incentives. These tax incentives can account for approximately 50% of the project’s financial return (Bolinger 2009, Rahus 2008). Without the PPA structure, the government agency could not benefit from these federal incentives due to its tax-exempt status.1 The developer and the system owner often are distinct and separate legal entities. In this case, the developer structures the deal and is simply paid for its services. However, the developer will make the ownership structure transparent to the government agency and will be the only contact through- out the process. For this reason, this fact sheet will refer to “system owner” and developer as one in the same. While there are other mechanisms to finance solar PV systems, this publication focuses solely on PPA financing because of its important advantages:2 1. No/low up-front cost. 2. Ability for tax-exempt entity to enjoy lower electricity prices thanks to savings passed on from federal tax incentives. 3. A predictable cost of electricity over 15–25 years. 4. No need to deal with complex system design and permitting process. 5. No operating and maintenance responsibilities. High-Level Project Plan for Solar PV with PPA Financing Implementing power purchase agreements involves many facets of an organization: decision maker, energy manager, facilities manager, contracting officer, attorney, budget offi- cial, real estate manager, environmental and safety experts, and potentially others (Shah 2009). While it is understood that some employees may hold several of these roles, it is important that all skill sets are engaged early in the process. Execution of a PPA requires the following project coordina- tion efforts, although some may be concurrent:3 Step 1. Identify Potential Locations Identify approximate area available for PV installation including any potential shading. The areas may be either on rooftops or on the ground. A general guideline for solar installations is 5–10 watts (W) per square foot of usable rooftop or other space.4 In the planning stages, it is useful to create a CD that contains site plans and to use Google Earth software to capture photos of the proposed sites (Pechman 2008). In addition, it is helpful to identify current electricity costs. Estimating System Size (this page) discusses the online tools used to evaluate system performance for U.S. buildings. Step 2. Issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) to Competitively Select a Developer If the aggregated sites are 500 kW or more in electricity demand, then the request for proposal (RFP) process will likely be the best way to proceed. If the aggregate demand is significantly less, then it may not receive sufficient response rates from developers or it may receive responses with expensive electricity pricing. For smaller sites, government entities should either 1) seek to aggregate multiple sites into a single RFP or 2) contact developers directly to receive bids without a formal RFP process (if legally permissible within the jurisdiction). Links to sample RFP documents (and other useful docu- ments) can be found at the end of this fact sheet. The materi- als generated in Step 1 should be included in the RFP along with any language or requirements for the contract. In addition, the logistical information that bidders may require to create their proposals (described later) should be included. It is also worthwhile to create a process for site visits. 3 Adapted from a report by GreenTech Media (Guice 2008) and from conver- sations with Bob Westby, NREL technology manager for the Federal Energy Management Program (FEMP). 4 This range represents both lower efficiency thin-film and higher efficiency crystalline solar installations. The location of the array (rooftop or ground) can also affect the power density. Source: http://www.solarbuzz.com/Consumer/ FastFacts.htm Renewable industry associations can help identify Web sites that accept RFPs. Each bidder will respond with an initial proposal including a term sheet specifying estimated output, pricing terms, ownership of environmental attributes (i.e., RECs) and any perceived engineering issues. Step 3. Contract Development After a winning bid is selected, the contracts must be negoti- ated—this is a time-sensitive process. In addition to the PPA between the government agency and the system owner, there will be a lease or easement specifying terms for access to the property (both for construction and maintenance). REC sales may be included in the PPA or as an annex to it (see Page 6 for details on RECs). Insurance and potential municipal law issues that may be pertinent to contract development are on Page 8. Step 4. Permitting and Rebate Processing The system owner (developer) will usually be responsible for filing permits and rebates in a timely manner. However, the government agency should note filing deadlines for state-level incentives because there may be limited windows or auction processes. The Database of State Incentives for Renewables and Efficiency (http://www.dsireusa.org/) is a useful resource to help understand the process for your state. Step 5. Project Design, Procurement, Construction, and Commissioning The developer will complete a detailed design based on the term sheet and more precise measurements; it will then procure, install, and commission the solar PV equipment. The commissioning step certifies interconnection with the utility and permits system startup. Once again, this needs to be done within the timing determined by the state incentives. Failure to meet the deadlines may result in forfeiture of benefits, which will likely change the electricity price to the government agency in the contract. The PPA should firmly establish realistic developer responsibilities along with a process for determining monetary damages for failure to perform. 


