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Takes out solvency- nuclear labs are a pre-req
LANL, 8
(Los Alamos National Laboratory, "Advanced Nuclear Energy," 6-15-8, www.lanl.gov/news/factsheets/pdf/AdvancedNuclear.pdf, accessed 9-16-12, mss)

Nuclear energy is an important source of power, supplying 20 percent of the nation’s electricity. More than 100 nuclear power plants are operating in the U.S., and countries around the world are implementing nuclear power as a carbon-free alternative to fossil fuels. We can maximize the climate and energy security benefits provided by responsible global nuclear energy expansion by developing options to increase the energy extracted from nuclear fuel, improve waste management, and strengthen nuclear nonproliferation controls. To develop viable technical solutions, these interdependent challenges must be addressed through tightly integrated multidisciplinary research and development efforts. Los Alamos National Laboratory is playing a key role in developing these solutions with its core strengths in - nuclear fuels development, testing, and characterization - advanced structural and cladding materials science - high-accuracy nuclear data measurements - nuclear nonproliferation - modeling, simulation, and high-performance computing - actinide chemistry - repository science - reactor design - licensing support. With these combined strengths, we can improve fuel performance, reduce the long-lived content of radioactive waste, develop new tailored waste forms, understand and predict repository performance, and address the safeguards challenges associated with the future global nuclear fuel cycle. Advanced Nuclear Fuels Nuclear waste can be greatly reduced if spent uranium fuel is recycled and reprocessed into a new type of “TRU” fuel (named for the TRansUranic elements it would contain) that could be consumed in advanced burner reactors. This process would extract more energy from the fuel and result in less waste needing storage in high-level repositories. It also eases long-term storage requirements because the waste is mostly a short-lived fission product. To implement this advanced method, we must understand how new TRU fuels will react in a fastneutron reactor. This will require an integration of new materials fabrication, materials testing under new reactor conditions, and modeling and simulation. Unique Facilities for Fabrication and Testing Fabrication and testing of new nuclear materials require unique facilities like those at Los Alamos. Los Alamos is using the resources in its Plutonium Facility and Materials Science Laboratory to develop advanced ceramic fuels. The new fuels can be tested at the Materials Test Station (MTS)—a new facility planned for construction at the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) and expected to open in 2012. The MTS will be powered by LANSCE’s 800-million-electronvolt proton beam, and will be the only experimental facility in the U.S. capable of providing the neutron intensity approaching that expected within new fast-neutron reactors. LANSCE and the Lab’s Lujan Center also make possible highly accurate measurement of key nuclear data. A new level of accuracy for neutron cross section measurements will be possible with a time projection chamber designed to allow the first-ever 3D visualization of nuclear fission events; these data will improve the design and cost of new reactors. And “hot cells” at the Laboratory’s Chemistry and Metallurgy Research facility allow safe and remote research into the development of new fuels and cladding and structural materials. Researchers are currently using this facility to analyze an irradiated fuel duct retrieved from a decommissioned fast reactor, providing valuable data for the future design of fast reactors. Modeling and Simulation Designing the nuclear fuel cycle of the future will also require advanced modeling and simulation. Los Alamos has decades of reactor modeling experience and can simulate the entire nuclear energy process from the detailed physics in the reactor’s core to the operation of an entire nuclear power plant and the flow and transport of nuclear materials throughout the nuclear fuel cycle. Los Alamos’ Monte Carlo N-Particle (MCNP) code, with over 1,100 users in 250 institutions, is the gold standard for predicting nuclear reactions. Fission, the process that creates nuclear power, relies on the behavior of neutrons in nuclear fuels. Since MCNP provides accurate predictions of the movement of neutrons during nuclear reactions, it is a critical tool in the design of advanced fuels and reactors. Los Alamos scientists are now combining MCNP with other computer codes to create one overarching code that can accurately predict the flow of energy in a fast reactor and track other reactor behaviors in addition to neutron movement. Los Alamos also has reactor modeling experience dating back to the 1970’s with the pioneering TRAC code—the first computer code capable of realistic reactor safety analysis. TRAC safety evaluations extended the lives of 18 nuclear reactors for more than 20 years. With TRAC, Los Alamos can perform multi-dimensional modeling and simulation of advanced fast-neutron reactors, from microscale investigation of the fuel cladding materials to macroscale modeling of an entire facility.
Key to nuclear power- actinide science- human capital is key
LANL, 7 
(Los Alamos National Laboratory, "Preferred Alternative," 12-18-7, www.lanl.gov/news/factsheets/complex_trans.shtml, accessed 9-16-12, mss)

The preferred alternative selection confirms that Los Alamos is first and foremost a science R&D Laboratory. The Laboratory is the nation's choice for materials-centric national security science that relies on effective integration of experiments with exceptional theory, modeling, and high-performance computing. Interdisciplinary excellence in theory, modeling, and simulation with experimental science and nuclear science continue to provide the Laboratory with innovative and responsive solutions to broad national security challenges through the agile, rapid application of key science and technology strengths. For example, for a community, simulation of flu pandemics could help contain a deadly influenza outbreak. Weapons design & engineering Los Alamos National Laboratory provides the fundamental science-based understanding of nuclear weapon physics and engineering performance. It is this basic understanding that is the basis for confidence in the nation's nuclear deterrent without the need for further nuclear testing. Los Alamos's design and engineering of both nuclear and nonnuclear weapons components are enabled through small-scale experiments, nonnuclear hydrotests, and subcritical experiments, relying on the full spectrum of scientific excellence across all disciplines, with a focus on materials, high-explosives chemistry, and shock physics. Plutonium research, development, & manufacturing Los Alamos has a long and successful history in actinide science and limited plutonium manufacturing that support a credible, sustainable nuclear deterrent. The Laboratory's expertise in the production, handling, and processing of nuclear and nonnuclear materials makes it the best, most logical site for future limited plutonium manufacturing. Radiation-monitoring systems in Russia and key borders The Laboratory is the world leader in actinide science—the exploration of the elements from thorium to lawrencium, with particular emphasis on uranium and plutonium, a set of elements on the frontier of scientific inquiry. Los Alamos's scientists publish more than 300 studies a year with a focus on the actinide elements. In 2007, the Laboratory delivered the first war reserve W88 pit in nearly 20 years with small-scale plutonium experiments, legacy test data, groundbreaking materials science, extensive statistical analysis, adapted computer weapons codes, and a refined manufacturing process that results in increased efficiencies and lower costs. LANL's Seaborg Institute for Actinide Science investigates the science that underpins energy security, nuclear power generation, and the production, purification, characterization, analysis, and eventual disposal of actinide elements. The Laboratory also supports actinide research in physics, chemistry, metallurgy, theory, modeling, and experimental technique development. New facilities, such as the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement building, now under construction, along with materials consolidation, means that the nation's special nuclear materials inventory can be protected to meet the security challenges of the 21st century. Additionally, leading-edge new technologies alongside the latest in best practices and procedures will further enhance the Laboratory's already rigorous approach to worker safety, health, and security. Research-driven supercomputing Computer modeling and simulation, supported by experimental data and utilizing some of the world's most powerful supercomputers, are central to understanding weapons performance in the absence of nuclear testing. The Laboratory has a suite of supercomputing assets, led by "Roadrunner," slated to be the first computer in the world to operate at sustained petaflop speeds. Phase 3 of Roadrunner is a unique hybrid petascale system, a very large cluster of nodes linked together at high speeds. Each computer node in this cluster consists of two AMD Opteron™ dual-core processors plus four Cell™ processors used as computational accelerators. The Cell processors used in Roadrunner are a special IBM-developed variant of the Cell processor used in the Sony PlayStation 3®. The Laboratory's supercomputing assets also enable research of broader scientific questions related to complex systems like Earth's weather, disease pandemics, and the security of the U.S. electricity grid. Los Alamos will continue to be at the forefront of high-performance computing, exploring advanced architectures, operating systems, and applications.  Broader national security missions The Laboratory's capabilities in the areas of weapons design, plutonium research, and research supercomputing as outlined above also support a broader set of national security challenges. As the preferred site, the Laboratory would continue its ability to respond quickly to emerging threats, and support a broad spectrum of mission objectives in stockpile stewardship, nuclear energy research, nuclear forensics, nuclear safeguards, and counterterrorism. Large-scale modeling and simulations with broad experimental science capability allow LANL to address challenges such as biothreats, climate change, and infrastructure security. At the same time, world-class nuclear facilities enable waste minimization and environmental cleanup.  Emerging national security challenges also require the Laboratory to advance its scientific user-facility infrastructure and to attract and retain the best talent. Currently in development is a set of research facilities called MaRIE, or Material-Radiation Interaction in Extremes. The purpose of MaRIE is to provide tools that would allow the Laboratory to address the critical materials-related scientific questions relevant to a broad spectrum of current and future missions.


CP
Solvency
Other Shit is a Prerequ
D – Framing issue – there are external policy recommendations that’s necessary to solve to make SMRs commercially deployable – we’ll insert this evidence from ITA
•  Strengthen U.S. government efforts to bring the Convention on Supplementary Compensation for Nuclear Damage into force. 
•  Consider additional 123 agreements for markets  that might be appropriate for SMRs. 
•  Continue to provide support to countries in their efforts to develop the regulatory infrastructure needed to ensure the safe and secure build- ing and operation of nuclear reactors. 
•  Explicitly include civil nuclear projects in future clean-energy programs, such as the Advanced Energy Manufacturing Tax Credit Program, and ensure that the terms of such credits are appli- cable to nuclear projects (including allowing for longer lead times).  
•  Set aside a portion of future nuclear loan guarantee funds to support the rebuilding of U.S. nuclear manufacturing capacity.  
•  Support NRC’s consideration of adjustments  to annual assessments, EPZs, and reactor staffing and security requirements, contingent on U.S. vendors’ demonstration and the NRC’s evaluation that such adjustments will not compromise the safe and secure operation of nuclear reactors. 
U.S. SMR companies should consider the follow- ing actions:  
• Provide a list of priority markets to the U.S. gov- ernment for additional 123 agreements.  
• Report specific trade barriers and policy chal- lenges, both domestic and international, to the Department of Commerce. 
• Schedule preapplication reviews for SMR designs with the NRC and provide requested information in a timely manner. 
• Ensure that emergency plans include detailed explanations of the technical reasons SMR designs merit NRC adjustment to some requirements, while still meeting safety and security objectives. 
• Participate in U.S. government–sponsored nuclear efforts, including multilateral forums such as the International Framework for Nuclear Energy Cooperation; bilateral dialogues with key markets; trade policy and promotion activities, including trade missions and the U.S. Industry Promotion Program at the IAEA general confer- ence; and industry advisory committees, such as the Civil Nuclear Trade Advisory Committee.
Ext Structural Flaws
No market for nuclear energy and other factors mean no adoption- can’t solve
Lordan ’12 (Rebecca Lordan, Energy Policy Institute at Chicago, “Bite-Size Nuclear Reactors: More Than We Can Chew?”, http://chicagopolicyreview.org/2012/04/16/bite-size-nuclear-reactors-more-than-we-can-chew/, April 16, 2012, LEQ)

In their recent white paper “Small Modular Reactors—Key to Future Nuclear Power in the US,” Robert Rosner of the Energy Policy Institute at Chicago and Steven Goldberg of Argonne National Laboratory argue that America’s history with Small Modular Light Water Nuclear Reactors (SMRs), the growing demand for carbon-free energy sources, and a potential cost advantage make SMRs ready for prime time: the U.S. nuclear energy market. While each module generates only 300 megawatts or less of power – a typical nuclear reactor generates approximately one gigawatt (1000 megawatts) – deploying a system of SMRs could have a dramatic effect on the domestic energy portfolio. Light water SMRs are governed by the same physical principles as the aging fleet of traditional reactors. Atomic reactions generate heat that boils water into steam, which in turn drives electricity-generating steam turbines. However, the smaller size of SMRs allows these power plants to be placed underground, situated in more diverse geographical locations, and, potentially, manufactured in a standard, cost-effective way. There are two major design advantages of a smaller size. First, SMRs are less susceptible to potential attack. When they are placed underground, SMRs have an additional layer of protection that intruders must penetrate before gaining access to the site. Underground modules are also more difficult to target from the air. Second, because SMRs are submerged underwater, they are better protected from natural disasters — especially earthquakes — because the water can absorb seismic forces and shaking. The authors argue that SMRs would not suffer the catastrophic safety failures that occurred at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Plant in March of 2011. But can these SMRs compete economically with alternative green technologies and with low natural gas prices? Rosner and Goldberg assert that they can, but only under particular economic and regulatory conditions. SMR plants have two major cost advantages over alternative energies: they can be built one module at a time, thereby reducing up-front capital costs, and they can take advantage of existing nuclear infrastructure such as component and equipment facilities. Large-scale reactors are constructed on-site from scratch. As a result, each site requires expensive capital investments and is staffed by a novice local workforce that must learn by doing; costly delays are common due to small errors. In contrast, production of SMRs in a manufacturing facility would benefit from an experienced workforce and machine-controlled precision and could create economies of scale. Under these conditions, SMRs would not only be competitive with carbon-based energy, but would have lower unit-energy prices than other alternative energy options, such as wind, solar photovoltaic, solar thermal, and geothermal, which are less efficient and less reliable and suffer from high capital costs. However, alternative energies do not face the same regulatory challenges as nuclear power. In order to further decrease the costs of SMRs to a competitive level, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) would have to rule in favor of changing license requirements. One such change would be a reduction in the number of onsite staff required at nuclear facilities, which would decrease operating and infrastructure costs. Rosner and Goldberg also outline a variety of ways that the government should support the nascent SMR industry, including cost incentives and market transition strategies to help limit the uncertainty and risk that often deter private investors. The authors map out a five-step business plan beginning with a first-of-a-kind pilot plant and ending with fully developed facilities that have achieved economies of scale. But there is much to do before their plan is realized. While the paper mainly examines SMRs based on economic and manufacturing factors, the regulatory challenges that small reactors face are significant. Despite the country’s history with SMRs, this difficult regulatory environment and anti-nuclear sentiment after the events at Fukushima Dai’ichi will make deploying small modular reactors on the scale the authors imagine a challenge.

Manufacturing is another structural flaw – the capacity to manufacture SMRs is irrecoverable

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

There are also domestic policies that hinder U.S. SMR competitiveness, with some policies relevant to all nuclear suppliers and some specific to SMR deployment, both at home and abroad. One obstacle is diminished manufacturing capacity. U.S. nuclear competitiveness is hampered because U.S. manufacturing capacity has been eroded through the lack of new reactor construction during the past few decades. Some government resources to help manufacturers are not appropriate for nuclear suppliers, or the resources exclude the suppliers entirely. For example, only two U.S. nuclear manufacturers qualified for the advanced energy manufacturing tax credit. The timeline to be eligible for the credit requires a facility to be up and running four years from certification. Some U.S. firms say that the timeline is too short for many nuclear suppliers; just acquiring the high-precision machines necessary to retool and rebuild capacity can require a lead time of several years.
Not Cost Comp
Perception of natural gas will structurally dominate the SMR market 
McMahon ’12 (Jeff McMahon, Contributor for Forbes, “Small Modular Nuclear Reactors By 2022 -- But No Market For Them”, http://www.forbes.com/sites/jeffmcmahon/2012/05/23/small-modular-reactors-by-2022-but-no-market-for-them/, May 23, 2012, LEQ)

A small modular reactor design. The Department of Energy will spend $452 million—with a match from industry—over the next five years to guide two small modular reactor designs through the nuclear regulatory process by 2022. But cheap natural gas could freeze even small nuclear plants out of the energy market well beyond that date. DOE accepted bids through Monday for companies to participate in the Small Modular Reactor program. A number of reactor manufacturers submitted bids, including NuScale Power and a collaboration that includes Westinghouse and General Dynamic. “This would allow SMR technology to overcome the hurdle of NRC certification – the ‘gold standard’ of the international nuclear industry, and would help in the proper development of the NRC’s regulatory framework to deal with SMRs,” according to Paul Genoa, Senior Director of Policy Development at the Nuclear Energy Institute. Genoa’s comments are recorded in a summary released today of a briefing given to Senate staff earlier this month on prospects for small modular reactors, which have been championed by the Obama Administration. DOE defines reactors as SMRs if they generate less than 300 megawatts of power, sometimes as little as 25 MW, compared to conventional reactors which may produce more than 1,000 MW. Small modular reactors can be constructed in factories and installed underground, which improves containment and security but may hinder emergency access. The same summary records doubt that SMRs can compete in a market increasingly dominated by cheap natural gas. Nuclear Consultant Philip Moor told Senate staff that SMRs can compete if natural gas costs $7 to $8 per million BTU—gas currently costs only $2 per MBTU—or if carbon taxes are implemented, a scenario political experts deem unlikely. “Like Mr. Moor, Mr. Genoa also sees the economic feasibility of SMRs as the final challenge. With inexpensive natural gas prices and no carbon tax, the economics don’t work in the favor of SMRs,” according to the summary. The SMRs most likely to succeed are designs that use the same fuels and water cooling systems as the large reactors in operation in the U.S. today, according to Gail Marcus, an independent consultant in nuclear technology and policy and a former deputy director of the Department of Energy Office of Nuclear Energy, simply because the NRC is accustomed to regulating those reactors. “Those SMR designs that use light water cooling have a major advantage in licensing and development [and] those new designs based on existing larger reactor designs, like Westinghouse’s scaled‐down 200 MW version of the AP‐1000 reactor, would have particular advantage.” This is bad news for some innovative reactor designs such as thorium reactors that rely on different, some say safer, fuels and cooling systems. Senate staff also heard criticism of the Administration’s hopes for SMRs from Edwin Lyman, Senior Scientist in the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists: The last panelist, Dr. Lyman, provided a more skeptical viewpoint on SMRs, characterizing public discussion on the topic as “irrational exuberance.” Lyman argued that, with a few exceptions, safety characteristics were not significantly better than full‐size reactors, and in general, safety tended to rely on the same sorts of features. Some safety benefits, he stated, also declined as reactor power approached the upper bound of the SMR category…. Lyman argued that the Fukushima disaster should lead to a “reset” in licensing. In his opinion, the incident exposed numerous weaknesses in how nuclear power is regulated, and in order to remedy these oversights, regulation should be revisited.

Reject evidence that doesn’t speak to long term cost estimates – the aff’s evidence is blind optimism while we’ve got we’ve got super qualified analysts
Gonzalez 11 (Low Natural Gas Prices Make Nuclear Power a Losing Investment”) http://oilprice.com/Alternative-Energy/Nuclear-Power/Low-Natural-Gas-Prices-Make-Nuclear-Power-A-Losing-Investment.html

Low natural gas prices have thwarted investment in nuclear generators in the US and federal loan guarantees will not help nuclear power reach parity, experts said. Even before the accident at the Fukushima nuclear plant in Japan, nuclear power was seen as a losing investment, with cost estimates continuing to rise while the price of other energy sources fell, said Peter Bradford, former member of the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission and adjunct professor at Vermont Law School. “Wall Street rating agencies were uniformly sceptical,” he said. Last year, utility Constellation Energy abandoned plans to add another nuclear generator to its Calvert Cliffs facility in Maryland. Exelon, which plans to merge with Constellation, withdrew plans for a nuclear expansion in Texas after reviewing its low-carbon options and finding nuclear to be more expensive than its other choices. “Industry spokespeople will use Fukushima to obscure the fact that new nuclear has been priced out of the market in the US for many years,” Bradford said. “Under these circumstances, adding additional exposure to American taxpayers in the form of nuclear loan guarantees now being proposed in Congress can’t be justified.” Likely influenced by the nuclear accident, a March survey by the Civil Society Institute found that 73% of US residents do not want loan guarantees for nuclear plants. “While I know the Senate is very much pro-nuclear, I’m not certain the kind of subsidies that nuclear power needs are going to last very long,” said S. David Freeman, former head of the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Sacramento Municipal Utility District. Nuclear more expensive than coal, gas – Jeffries The cost of building a nuclear plant varies from $4,500 per kW, as estimated by NRG for its cancelled project in Texas, to $6,350/kW estimated by Southern Company for its Vogtle project in Georgia, said Paul Fremont, managing director of equity research at investment banking group Jefferies. Nuclear represents the highest cost option to construct compared to traditional technologies such as coal, at an estimated cost of $2,000-$3,000/kW, and gas combined cycle units at $950/kW.
Natural gas means that nuclear can’t compete in the market – 
Technology Review 8/9/12 (“A Glut of Natural Gas Leaves Nuclear Power Stalled”) 

[bookmark: afteradbody]The nuclear renaissance is in danger of petering out before it has even begun, but not for the reasons most people once thought. Forget safety concerns, or the problem of where to store nuclear waste—the issue is simply cheap, abundant natural gas. General Electric CEO Jeffrey Immelt caused a stir last month when he told the Financial Timesthat it's "hard to justify nuclear" in light of low natural gas prices. Since GE sells all manner of power generation equipment, including components for nuclear plants, Immelt's comments hold a lot of weight. Cheap natural gas has become the fuel of choice with electric utilities, making building expensive new nuclear plants an increasingly tough sell. The United States is awash in natural gas largely thanks to horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing, or "fracking" technology, which allows drillers to extract gas from shale deposits once considered too difficult to reach. In 2008, gas prices were approaching $13 per million BTUs; prices have now dropped to around $3. When gas prices were climbing, there were about 30 nuclear plant projects in various stages of planning in the United States. Now the Nuclear Energy Institute estimates that, at most, five plants will be built by 2020, and those will only be built thanks to favorable financing terms and the ability to pay for construction from consumers' current utility bills. Two reactors now under construction in Georgia, for example, moved ahead with the aid of an $8.33 billion loan guarantee from the U.S. Department of Energy. What happens after those planned projects is hard to predict. "The question is whether we'll see any new nuclear," says Revis James, the director of generation research and development at the "The prospects are not good."

Large-scale reactors takes out solvency- this assumes their modularity and stacking arguments
Makhijani and Boyd ’10 (Arjun Makhijani and Michele Boyd, Arjun Makhijani is nuclear engineer who is President of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research,  Institute for Energy and Environmental Research and Physicians for Social Responsibility, Michele Boyd is former director of the Safe Energy Program at Physicians for ... Staff Scientist at the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research, “Small Modular Reactors No Solution for the Cost, Safety, and Waste Problems of Nuclear Power”, http://ieer.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/small-modular-reactors2010.pdf, September 2010, LEQ)

SMR proponents claim that small size will enable mass manufacture in a factory, enabling considerable savings relative to field construction and assembly that is typical of large reactors. In other words, modular reactors will be cheaper because they will be more like assembly line cars than hand-made Lamborghinis. In the case of reactors, however, several offsetting factors will tend to neutralize this advantage and make the costs per kilowatt of small reactors higher than large reactors. First, in contrast to cars or smart phones or similar widgets, the materials cost per kilowatt of a reactor goes up as the size goes down. This is because the surface area per kilowatt of capacity, which dominates materials cost, goes up as reactor size is decreased. Similarly, the cost per kilowatt of secondary containment, as well as independent systems for control, instrumentation, and emergency management, increases as size decreases. Cost per kilowatt also increases if each reactor has dedicated and independent systems for control, instrumentation, and emergency management. For these reasons, the nuclear industry has been building larger and larger reactors in an effort to try to achieve economies of scale and make nuclear power economically competitive. Proponents argue that because these nuclear projects would consist of several smaller reactor modules instead of one large reactor, the construction time will be shorter and therefore costs will be reduced. However, this argument fails to take into account the implications of installing many reactor modules in a phased manner at one site, which is the proposed approach at least for the United States. In this case, a large containment structure with a single control room would be built at the beginning of the project that could accommodate all the planned capacity at the site. The result would be that the first few units would be saddled with very high costs, while the later units would be less expensive. The realization of economies of scale would depend on the construction period of the entire project, possibly over an even longer time span than present large reactor projects. If the later-planned units are not built, for instance due to slower growth than anticipated, the earlier units would likely be more expensive than present reactors, just from the diseconomies of the containment, site preparation, instrumentation and control system expenditures. Alternatively, a containment structure and instrumentation and control could be built for each reactor. This would greatly increase unit costs and per kilowatt capital costs. Some designs (such as the PBMR) propose no secondary containment, but this would increase safety risks. These cost increases are unlikely to be offset even if the entire reactor is manufactured at a central facility and some economies are achieved by mass manufacturing compared to large reactors assembled on site. Furthermore, estimates of low prices must be regarded with skepticism due to the history of past cost escalations for nuclear reactors and the potential for cost increases due to requirements arising in the process of NRC certification. Some SMR designers are proposing that no prototype be built and that the necessary licensing tests be simulated. Whatever the process, it will have to be rigorous to ensure safety, especially given the history of some of proposed designs. The cost picture for sodium-cooled reactors is also rather grim. They have typically been much more expensive to build than light water reactors, which are currently estimated to cost between $6,000 and $10,000 per kilowatt in the US. The costs of the last three large breeder reactors have varied wildly. In 2008 dollars, the cost of the Japanese Monju reactor (the most recent) was $27,600 per kilowatt (electrical); French Superphénix (start up in 1985) was $6,300; and the Fast Flux Test Facility (startup in 1980) at Hanford was $13,800. 11 This gives an average cost per kilowatt in 2008 dollars of about $16,000, without taking into account the fact that cost escalation for nuclear reactors has been much faster than inflation. In other words, while there is no recent US experience with construction of sodium-cooled reactors, one can infer that (i) they are likely to be far more expensive than light water reactors, (ii) the financial risk of building them will be much greater than with light water reactors due to high variation in cost from one project to another and the high variation in capacity factors that might be expected. Even at the lower end of the capital costs, for Superphénix, the cost of power generation was extremely high—well over a dollar per kWh since it operated so little. Monju, despite being the most expensive has generated essentially no electricity since it was commissioned in 1994. There is no comparable experience with potassium-cooled reactors, but the chemical and physical properties of potassium are similar to sodium. 

Industry mindset bias. 
Ingersoll 9. [D.T., Senior Program Manager for the Nuclear Technology Programs Office at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, former Campaign Director for the Grid‐Appropriate Reactors program within the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership, "Deliberately small reactors and the second nuclear era" Progress in Nuclear Energy -- Volume 51, Issues 4-5 -- May/June -- www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0149197009000171]

A more ambiguous but equally real challenge is the wide-spread mindset for large central plants. This mindset is a result of a number of factors, dominated by the fixation on economy of scale and the resulting implication that smaller sized plants cannot be economically competitive. Overcoming this particular bias will require that the postulated favorable business case for SMRs be demonstrated, either in the U.S. or internationally. Another element that contributes to the large-plant mindset is the “economy of hassle” factor. The reasoning is that the decision by a utility to build a nuclear plant generates a large number of requirements and vulnerabilities that are independent of plant size. These include such things as Public Relations, Investor Relations, and extensive and protracted licensing activities. Minimizing these hassles therefore drives the owner to consider the largest size plant that can be justified.

EXT Tech Hurdles

Huge technical hurdles
Vujic et al ‘12 (Jasmina, University of California at Berkeley, Dragoljub, ENECENIT Center in Belgrade, Serbia, and Zorka, ENECONIT Center in Belgrade, Serbia, "Environmental impact and cost analysis of coal versus nuclear power: The U.S. case", Energy, Volume 45, Issue 1, September 2012, Pages 31-42)

SmallModularReactors (SMRs) came into the focus over the last several years, primarily due to large initial capital investment requirements for large nuclear power plants. In the recently published paper on SMRs [35], it was pointed out that SMRs could offer simpler, standardized, and safer modular design by being factory built, requiring smaller initial capital investment, and having shorter construction times. The SMRs could be small enough to be transportable, could be used in isolated locations without advanced infrastructure and without power grid, or could be clustered in a single site to provide a multi-module large capacity power plant. There are technical and institutional challenges to be addressed regarding broader deployment of SMRs: testing and validation of technological innovations in components, systems and engineering (especially testing and fabrication of fuel), fear of first-of-kind reactor designs, economy-of-scale, perceived risk factors for nuclear power plants, and regulatory and licensing issues. Other issues to be addressed are the cost of reactor decommissioning and spent nuclear fuel (SNF) management. [35]

The NRC is not distributing SMR licenses – zero solvency
Tucker 11 (William, energy writer for the American Spectator, "America’s Last Nuclear Hope," March 2011, http://0101.nccdn.net/1_5/28c/010/2c9/America-s-Last-Nuclear-Hope-Tucker-TAS.pdf-http://0101.nccdn.net/1_5/28c/010/2c9/America-s-Last-Nuclear-Hope-Tucker-TAS.pdf)

So why isn't there more coordination between the civilian and military efforts? In fact there is some. The first commercial reactor built at Shippingport, Pennsylvania, in 1957 was actually a submarine reactor "beached" by Admiral Rickover's Navy. Since then hundreds of nuclear technicians trained in the Navy have gone on to find jobs in the nuclear industry. One reason most new reactors are now being planned in the South is the large presence of Navy veterans. But beyond that, the Navy's long experience with nuclear does not seem to build anyone's confidence that the technology can be handled in the civilian field. Instead, the great impediment to all this is the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the gargantuan Washington bureaucracy that regularly wins awards as the "best place to work in the federal government" yet seems unable to deliver on its main purpose, which is to issue licenses for nuclear reactors. The NRC last issued a license for a nuclear reactor in 1976. No one knows if it will ever issue one again. One utility, Southern Electric, has received permission to begin site clearance at the Vogtle plants 3 and 4 in Georgia. But the Vogtle plants will be Westinghouse AP1000s, a model for which the NRC has not yet issued design approval, let alone permission to build particular projects. Four AP1000s are already well under construction in China, with the first scheduled to begin operation in 2013. Yet here the NRC is still trying to figure out how to protect the reactor from airplanes. Even though the containment structure is strong enough to withstand a direct hit from a commercial jet, the NRC asked Westinghouse to put up a concrete shield to protect adjacent buildings. Then after Westinghouse had completed the revision, the NRC decided the shield might fall down in an earthquake. Further revisions are still pending. When Hyperion first approached the NRC about design approval for its small modular reactor in 2006, the NRC essentially told it to go away -- it didn't have time for such small potatoes. Since then the NRC has relented and sat down for discussions with Hyperion last fall. Whether the approval process can be accelerated is still up for grabs, but at least there has been a response from the bureaucracy. OR COURSE, the NRC is only responding to the lamentations and lawsuits from environmentalists and nuclear opponents who have never reconciled themselves to the technology, even though nuclear's carbon-free electricity is the only reliable source of power that promises to reduce carbon emissions. If a new reactor project does ever make it out of the NRC, it will be contested in court for years, with environmental groups challenging the dotting of every i and crossing of every t in the decision-making. It will be a miracle if any proposal ever makes it through the process.
And they need to establish a new regulatory pathway- that’s extra topical- or no solvency- their author
Spencer and Loris ’11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, and Nicolas D. Loris is a Research Associate in the Roe Institute, “A Big Future for Small Nuclear Reactors?”, February 2, 2011, LEQ)
	
• Establish a new licensing pathway. The current licensing pathway relies on reactor customers to drive the regulatory process. But absent an efficient and predictable regulatory pathway, few customers will pursue these reactor technologies. The problem is that the legal, regulatory, and policy apparatus is built to support large light water reactors, effectively discriminating against other technologies. Establishing an alternative licensing pathway that takes the unique attributes of small reactors into consideration could help build the necessary regulatory support on which commercialization ultimately depends.14 • Resolve staffing, security, construction criteria, and fee-structure issues by December 31, 2011. The similarity of U.S. reactors has meant that the NRC could establish a common fee structure and many general regulatory guidelines for areas, such as staffing levels, security require- ments, and construction criteria. But these regulations are inappropriate for many SMR designs that often have smaller staff requirements, unique control room specifications, diverse security requirements, and that employ off-site construction techniques. Subjecting SMRs to regulations built for large light water reactors would add cost and result in less effective regulation. The NRC has acknowledged the need for this to be resolved and has committed to doing so, including developing the budget require- ments to achieve it. It has not committed to a specific timeline.15 Congress should demand that these issues be resolved by the end of 2011. 


Prolif
International tariffs take out this advantage – this evidence is comparative	
ITA’ 11 – International Trade Administration (U.S. Department of Commerce, February. Manufacturing and Services Competitiveness Report. “The Commercial Outlook for U.S. Small Modular Nuclear Reactors.” http://trade.gov/mas/ian/build/groups/public/@tg_ian/@nuclear/documents/webcontent/tg_ian_003185.pdf)

Some U.S. suppliers also note that the United States currently levies tariffs between 3.3 percent and 5.2 percent on key nuclear reactor components, but the tariffs are currently suspended in some cases (specifically for reactor pressure vessels and steam turbine generators that were ordered before July 31, 2006). Tariffs around the world, particularly in the European Union and South Korea, are higher on such components. Coupled with significant foreign government support, foreign suppliers can more easily enter the U.S. market, while U.S. manufacturers face a significant trade barrier in key foreign markets.

Prefer that model especially for the middle east
Cook 4-2-12 [Steven A., the Hasib J. Sabbagh Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Don't Fear a Nuclear Arms Race in the Middle East,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/04/02/don_t_fear_a_nuclear_arms_race?page=full]

Multiple nuclear powers on a hair trigger in the Middle East -- the most volatile region on earth, and one that is undergoing massive political change -- is a nightmare scenario for U.S. and other security planners, who have never before confronted a challenge of such magnitude. But thankfully, all the dire warnings about uncontrolled proliferation are -- if not exactly science fiction -- further from reality than Shavit and Obama indicate. There are very good reasons for the international community to meet the challenge that Iran represents, but Middle Eastern nuclear dominoes are not one of them. Theorists of international politics, when pondering the decision-making process of states confronted by nuclear-armed neighbors, have long raised the fears of asymmetric power relations and potential for nuclear blackmail to explain why these states would be forced to proliferate themselves. This logic was undoubtedly at work when Pakistan embarked on a nuclear program in 1972 to match India's nuclear development program. Yet for all its tribulations, the present-day Middle East is not the tinderbox that South Asia was in the middle of the 20th century. Pakistan's perception of the threat posed by India -- a state with which it has fought four wars since 1947 -- is far more acute than how either Egypt or Turkey perceive the Iranian challenge. And while Iran is closer to home for the Saudis, the security situation in the Persian Gulf is not as severe as the one along the 1,800-mile Indo-Pakistani border. Most important to understanding why the Middle East will not be a zone of unrestrained proliferation is the significant difference between desiring nukes and the actual capacity to acquire them. Of all three states that Shavit mentioned, the one on virtually everyone's list for possible nuclear proliferation in response to Iran is Turkey. But the Turkish Republic is already under a nuclear umbrella: Ankara safeguards roughly 90 of the United States' finest B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik airbase, near the city of Adana. These weapons are there because Turkey is a NATO member, and Washington's extended deterrence can be expected to at least partially mitigate Turkey's incentives for proliferation.

Water Wars

Past water conflicts prove middle east war doesn’t escalate
-countries care about self preservation
-the all conflicts don’t ascalate because they don’t want to escalate
Maloney and Takeyh, 7 

Russia won’t be expansive- means no central asia war
-the Russian empire is dead—no will or resources
Trenin ‘11 
Powers will cooperate - contains the impact - empirically proven
Collins and Wohlforth 4 (Kathleen, Professor of Political Science – Notre Dame and William, Professor of Government – Dartmouth, “Defying ‘Great Game’ Expectations”, Strategic Asia 2003-4: Fragility and Crisis, p. 312-313)

Conclusion The popular great game lens for analyzing Central Asia fails to capture the declared interests of the great powers as well as the best reading of their objective interests in security and economic growth. Perhaps more importantly, it fails to explain their actual behavior on the ground, as well the specific reactions of the Central Asian states themselves. Naturally, there are competitive elements in great power relations. Each country’s policymaking community has slightly different preferences for tackling the challenges presented in the region, and the more influence they have the more able they are to shape events in concordance with those preferences. But these clashing preferences concern the means to serve ends that all the great powers share. To be sure, policy-makers in each capital would prefer that their own national firms or their own government’s budget be the beneficiaries of any economic rents that emerge from the exploitation and transshipment of the region’s natural resources. But the scale of these rents is marginal even for Russia’s oil-fueled budget. And for taxable profits to be created, the projects must make sense economically—something that is determined more by markets and firms than governments. Does it matter? The great game is an arresting metaphor that serves to draw people’s attention to an oft-neglected region. The problem is the great-game lens can distort realities on the ground, and therefore bias analysis and policy. For when great powers are locked in a competitive fight, the issues at hand matter less than their implication for the relative power of contending states. Power itself becomes the issue—one that tends to be nonnegotiable. Viewing an essential positive-sum relationship through zero sum conceptual lenses will result in missed opportunities for cooperation that leaves all players—not least the people who live in the region—poorer and more insecure. While cautious realism must remain the watchword concerning an impoverished and potentially unstable region comprised of fragile and authoritarian states, our analysis yields at least conditional and relative optimism. Given the confluence of their chief strategic interests, the major powers are in a better position to serve as a stabilizing force than analogies to the Great Game or the Cold War would suggest. It is important to stress that the region’s response to the profoundly destabilizing shock of coordinated terror attacks was increased cooperation between local governments and China and Russia, and—multipolar rhetoric notwithstanding—between both of them and the United States. If this trend is nurtured and if the initial signals about potential SCO-CSTO-NATO cooperation are pursued, another destabilizing shock might generate more rather than less cooperation among the major powers. Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Kazakhstan [The Stans] are clearly on a trajectory that portends longer-term cooperation with each of the great powers. As military and economic security interests become more entwined, there are sound reasons to conclude that “great game” politics will not shape Central Asia’s future in the same competitive and destabilizing way as they have controlled its past. To the contrary, mutual interests in Central Asia may reinforce the broader positive developments in the great powers’ relations that have taken place since September 11, as well as reinforce regional and domestic stability in Central Asia.


Deterrence checks india war
-power balancing in the region solves
Tellis ‘02 (Ashley, Foreign Policy Research Institute, Orbis, Winter, p. 24-5)
No indo-pak war
Ganguly ‘8 [Sumit Ganguly is a professor of political science and holds the Rabindranath Tagore Chair at Indiana University, Bloomington. “Nuclear Stability in South Asia,” International Security, Vol. 33, No. 2 (Fall 2008), pp. 45–70]
 
As the outcomes of the 1999 and 2001–02 crises show, nuclear deterrence is robust in South Asia. Both crises were contained at levels considerably short of full-scale war. That said, as Paul Kapur has argued, Pakistan’s acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability may well have emboldened its leadership, secure in the belief that India had no good options to respond. India, in turn, has been grappling with an effort to forge a new military doctrine and strategy to enable it to respond to Pakistani needling while containing the possibilities of conflict escalation, especially to the nuclear level.78 Whether Indian military planners can fashion such a calibrated strategy to cope with Pakistani probes remains an open question. This article’s analysis of the 1999 and 2001–02 crises does suggest, however, that nuclear deterrence in South Asia is far from parlous, contrary to what the critics have suggested. Three specific forms of evidence can be adduced to argue the case for the strength of nuclear deterrence. First, there is a serious problem of conflation in the arguments of both Hoyt and Kapur. Undeniably, Pakistan’s willingness to provoke India has increased commensurate with its steady acquisition of a nuclear arsenal. This period from the late 1980s to the late 1990s, however, also coincided with two parallel developments that equipped Pakistan with the motives, opportunities, and means to meddle in India’s internal affairs—particularly in Jammu and Kashmir. The most important change that occurred was the end of the conflict with the Soviet Union, which freed up military resources for use in a new jihad in Kashmir. This jihad, in turn, was made possible by the emergence of an indigenous uprising within the state as a result of Indian political malfeasance.79 Once the jihadis were organized, trained, armed, and unleashed, it is far from clear whether Pakistan could control the behavior and actions of every resulting jihadist organization.80 Consequently, although the number of attacks on India did multiply during the 1990s, it is difficult to establish a firm causal connection between the growth of Pakistani boldness and its gradual acquisition of a full-fledged nuclear weapons capability. Second, India did respond with considerable force once its military planners realized the full scope and extent of the intrusions across the Line of Control. Despite the vigor of this response, India did exhibit restraint. For example, Indian pilots were under strict instructions not to cross the Line of Control in pursuit of their bombing objectives.81 They adhered to these guidelines even though they left them more vulnerable to Pakistani ground ªre.82 The Indian military exercised such restraint to avoid provoking Pakistani fears of a wider attack into Pakistan-controlled Kashmir and then into Pakistan itself. Indian restraint was also evident at another level. During the last war in Kashmir in 1965, within a week of its onset, the Indian Army horizontally escalated with an attack into Pakistani Punjab. In fact, in the Punjab, Indian forces successfully breached the international border and reached the outskirts of the regional capital, Lahore. The Indian military resorted to this strategy under conditions that were not especially propitious for the country. Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, India’s first prime minister, had died in late 1964. His successor, Lal Bahadur Shastri, was a relatively unknown politician of uncertain stature and standing, and the Indian military was still recovering from the trauma of the 1962 border war with the People’s Republic of China.83 Finally, because of its role in the Cold War, the Pakistani military was armed with more sophisticated, U.S.-supplied weaponry, including the F-86 Sabre and the F-104 Starfighter aircraft. India, on the other hand, had few supersonic aircraft in its inventory, barring a small number of Soviet-supplied MiG-21s and the indigenously built HF-24.84 Furthermore, the Indian military remained concerned that China might open a second front along the Himalayan border. Such concerns were not entirely chimerical, because a Sino-Pakistani entente was under way. Despite these limitations, the Indian political leadership responded to Pakistani aggression with vigor and granted the Indian military the necessary authority to expand the scope of the war. In marked contrast to the politico-military context of 1965, in 1999 India had a self-confident (if belligerent) political leadership and a substantially more powerful military apparatus. Moreover, the country had overcome most of its Nehruvian inhibitions about the use of force to resolve disputes.85 Furthermore, unlike in 1965, India had at least two reserve strike corps in the Punjab in a state of military readiness and poised to attack across the border if given the political nod.86 Despite these significant differences and advantages, the Indian political leadership chose to scrupulously limit the scope of the conflict to the Kargil region. As K. Subrahmanyam, a prominent Indian defense analyst and political commentator, wrote in 1993:. The awareness on both sides of a nuclear capability that can enable either country to assemble nuclear weapons at short notice induces mutual caution. This caution is already evident on the part of India. In 1965, when Pakistan carried out its “Operation Gibraltar” and sent in infiltrators, India sent its army across the cease-fire line to destroy the assembly points of the infiltrators. That escalated into a full-scale war. In 1990, when Pakistan once again carried out a massive infiltration of terrorists trained in Pakistan, India tried to deal with the problem on Indian territory and did not send its army into Pakistan-occupied Kashmir.87


Water Wars are a myth- Water scarcity causes peace 
Wolf et al. ‘5 (State of the World 2005 Global Security Brief #5: Water Can Be a Pathway to Peace, Not War by A. T. Wolf - A. Kramer - A. Carius - G. ... on June 1, 2005 About the authors: Aaron T. Wolf is Associate Professor of Geography in the Department of Geosciences at Oregon State University and Director of the Transboundary Freshwater Dispute Database. Annika Kramer is Research Fellow and Alexander Carius is Director of Adelphi Research in Berlin. Geoffrey D. Dabelko is the Director of the Environmental Change and Security Project at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington, D.C. 

“Water wars are coming!” the newspaper headlines scream. It seems obvious—rivalries over water have been the source of disputes since humans settled down to cultivate food. Even our language reflects these ancient roots: “rivalry” comes from the Latin rivalis, or “one using the same river as another.” Countries or provinces bordering the same river (known as “riparians”) are often rivals for the water they share. As the number of international river basins (and impact of water scarcity) has grown so do the warnings that these countries will take up arms to ensure their access to water. In 1995, for example, World Bank Vice President Ismail Serageldin claimed that “the wars of the next century will be about water.”  These apocalyptic warnings fly in the face of history: no nations have gone to war specifically over water resources for thousands of years. International water disputes—even among fierce enemies—are resolved peacefully, even as conflicts erupt over other issues. In fact, instances of cooperation between riparian nations outnumbered conflicts by more than two to one between 1945 and 1999. Why? Because water is so important, nations cannot afford to fight over it. Instead, water fuels greater interdependence. By coming together to jointly manage their shared water resources, countries build trust and prevent conflict. Water can be a negotiating tool, too: it can offer a communication lifeline connecting countries in the midst of crisis. Despite the fiery rhetoric of politicians—aimed more often at their own constituencies than at the enemy—most actions taken over water are mild. Of all the events, 62 percent are verbal, and more than two-thirds of these were not official statements.  Simply put, water is a greater pathway to peace than conflict in the world’s international river basins. International cooperation around water has a long and successful history; some of the world’s most vociferous enemies have negotiated water agreements. The institutions they have created are resilient, even when relations are strained. The Mekong Committee, for example, established by the verbal battles conducted in the media. Riparians will endure such tough, protracted negotiations to ensure access to this essential resource and its economic and social benefits.  Southern African countries signed a number of river basin agreements while the region was embroiled in a series of wars in the 1970s and 1980s, including the “people’s war” in South Africa and civil wars in Mozambique and Angola. These complex negotiations produced rare moments of peaceful cooperation. Now that most of the wars and the apartheid era have ended, water management forms one of the foundations for cooperation in the region, producing one of the first protocols signed within the Southern African Development Community (SADC).  Today, more than ever, it is time to stop propagating threats of “water wars” and aggressively pursue a water peacemaking strategy. Why?  ► “Water wars” warnings force the military and other security groups to take over negotiations and push out development partners, like aid agencies and international financial institutions.   Water management offers an avenue for peaceful dialogue between nations, even when combatants are fighting over other issues.   Water management builds bridges between nations, some with little experience negotiating with each other, such as the countries of the former Soviet Union.  Water cooperation forges people-to-people or expert-to-expert connections, as demonstrated by the transboundary water and sanitation projects Friends of the Earth Middle East conducts in Israel, Jordan, and Palestine.   A water peacemaking strategy can create shared regional identities and institutionalize cooperation on issues larger than water, as exemplified by the formation of SADC in post-apartheid southern Africa.  Good governance—the lack of corruption—is the basic foundation for the success of any agreement. Obviously, money is also a big challenge. But good governance and money are not enough. Several policy initiatives could help peacemakers use water to build peace:     1. Identify and utilize more experienced facilitators who are perceived as truly neutral. The World Bank’s success facilitating the Nile Basin Initiative suggests they have skills worth replicating in other basins.     2. Be willing to support a long process that might not produce quick or easily measurable results. Sweden’s 20-year commitment to Africa’s Great Lakes region is a model to emulate. Typical project cycles—often governed by shifting government administrations or political trends—are not long enough.     3. Ensure that the riparians themselves drive the process. Riparian nations require funders and facilitators who do not dominate the process and claim all the glory. Strengthening less powerful riparians’ negotiating skills can help prevent disputes, as can strengthening the capacity of excluded, marginalized, or weaker groups to articulate their interests.     4. Strengthen water resource management. Capacity building—to generate and analyze data, develop sustainable water management plans, use conflict resolution techniques, or encourage stakeholder participation—should target water management institutions, local nongovernmental organizations, water users’ associations, and religious groups.     5. Balance the benefits of closed-door, high-level negotiations with the benefits of including all stakeholders—NGOs, farmers, indigenous groups—throughout the process. Preventing severe conflicts requires informing or explicitly consulting all relevant stakeholders before making management decisions. Without such extensive and regular public participation, stakeholders might reject projects out of hand.  Water management is, by definition, conflict management. For all the twenty-first century wizardry—dynamic modeling, remote sensing, geographic information systems, desalination, biotechnology, or demand management—and the new-found concern with globalization and privatization, the crux of water disputes is still little more than opening a diversion gate or garbage floating downstream. Obviously, there are no guarantees that the future will look like the past; water and conflict are undergoing slow but steady changes. An unprecedented number of people lack access to a safe, stable supply of water. Two to five million people die each year from water-related illness. Water use is shifting to less traditional sources such as deep fossil aquifers and wastewater reclamation. Conflict, too, is becoming less traditional, driven increasingly by internal or local pressures or, more subtly, by poverty and instability. These changes suggest that tomorrow’s water disputes may look very different from today’s.  No matter what the future holds, we do not need violent conflict to prove water is a matter of life and death. Water—being international, indispensable, and emotional—can serve as a cornerstone for confidence building and a potential entry point for peace. More research could help identify exactly how water best contributes to cooperation. With this, cooperative water resources management could be used more effectively to head off conflict and to support sustainable peace among nations. 
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