Topicality
NRC has explicit jurisdiction and is OUT SIDE federal CONTROL
Jose and Garza 7 Donald E, managing partner of the law firm Jose & Associates in Pennsylvania and Michael A, J.D. from Georgetown University Law Center and his B.A. from Harvard University, “The Complete Federal Preemption of Nuclear Safety Should Prevent Scientifically Irrational Jury Verdicts in Radiation Litigation”, Spring, http://www.temple.edu/law/tjstel/2007/spring/v26no1-Jose-and-Garza.pdf
At the very dawn of the nuclear age, Congress established a federal monopoly over nuclear power. 74 While that monopoly remains to this day for nuclear weapons, the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 relaxed it so public utilities could build and operate nuclear power plants to generate electricity. Still, utilities would not accept the attendant risk unless adequate insurance was available. 75 To address that concern, Congress provided for a system of financial responsibility in the Price-Anderson Act of 1957. 76 That system combined private insurance up to a certain level and then federal responsibility for any amounts over that level. 77 With the 1988 Amendments Act, Congress established a sole and exclusive federal cause of action, the Public Liability Action (“PLA”), for any property damage or personal injury from radiation exposure due to “source, special nuclear or byproduct material” (essentially the source of the fuel, the fuel itself or any byproducts produced by burning that fuel in a nuclear reactor). 78 The DOE production of nuclear weapons is covered by PriceAnderson since plutonium, the radioactive substance potentially contaminating the Cook plaintiffs’ lands, is a byproduct material. 79 According to Price-Anderson, any plutonium contamination on plaintiff’s lands would entitle them to one cause of action— the PLA. ¶ For fifty years, the federal government has regulated nuclear power extensively. 80 Indeed, the federal regulation of nuclear power is one of the most comprehensive frameworks of federal regulation ever established. 81 This federal framework precludes states from regulating the safety aspects of nuclear energy. 82¶ Congress first initiated its regulation of nuclear technology through the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 83 The Act was designed to transform “atomic power into a source of energy.” 84 Although nuclear technology was originally a government monopoly, within ten years of passing the Atomic Energy Act, Congress concluded “that the national interest would be best served if the Government encouraged the private sector to become involved in the development of atomic energy for peaceful purposes under a program of federal regulation and licensing.” 85 Thus, the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 86 ended the federal monopoly and permitted private sector involvement under a comprehensive system of federal licensing requirements and regulation.87 ¶ The federal government “erected a complex scheme to promote the civilian development of nuclear energy, while seeking to safeguard the public and the environment from the unpredictable risks of a new technology.” 88 The Atomic Energy Commission (the predecessor of the NRC) “was given exclusive jurisdiction to license the transfer, delivery, receipt, acquisition, possession and use of nuclear materials.” 89 “Upon these subjects, no role was left for the states.”90¶

Dartmouth ER Solvency Frontline (2NC)

Even if there is a way- there simple isn’t a will- the NRC is just horrible at its job- the aff cannot resolve this- in fact nothing can
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.
More evidence
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. 

Here is their Wheeler card- the DOE only AIDS the NRC
Wheeler 11 (Brian Wheeler - Associate Editor of Power Engineering)
(February 11, “Small Modular Reactors Are "Hot"” proquest. Power Engineering. Volume 115.  No. 2)
The distant timeframe is for numerous reasons. The plan is to build a SMR, start generating power and bring more online to form a larger nuclear plant, as needed. The SMRs are expected to be ready, as the DOE calls it, to "plug and play" when the reactor arrives on-site. Sounds simple? There are still obstacles that need to be defeated before the arrival of a commercial SMR. Licensing is the number one challenge at this point. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission established the Advanced Reactor Program in 2009 to focus on new licensing technologies. NRC is studying several pre-application reviews to identify possible technical issues, such as safety, security and emergency planning. The light water small reactors may be very similar to large designs, but they still must go through a separate licensing process. Vendors that engage the NRC early can resolve these technical issues. To address safety and security concerns, the small reactors will be built with post-9/11 safety concepts into the designs. NRC expects the first application submission by 2012. The funds for the research and development of the SMR could pose a problem as well. But the Obama administration has requested $38.9 million for the 2011 fiscal year budget for the development of SMRs. The DOE supports public and private partnerships to advance mature SMR designs and supports "research and development activities to advance the understanding and demonstration of innovative reactor technologies and concepts." Among other goals, in FY2011 the DOE plans to “solicit, select and award project(s) with industry partners for cost-sharing the U.S. NRC review of design certification document for up to two of the most promising light water SMR concept(s) for near-term licensing and deployment” and “develop recommendations, in collaboration with NRC and industry, for changes in NRC policy, regulations or guidance to license and enable SMRs for deployment in the U.S. And as the general public’s interest in energy continues to grow, so does the interest in SMRs, said Philip Moor, vice president of consulting and management firm High Bridge Associates. If approved, the funding towards the development of small reactors in the U.S. may play a part of the International Atomic Energy Agency’s estimate of between 49 to 97 SMRs built by 2030. Utilities may have more interest in SMRs once the NRC gains more expertise and the uncertainty of deploying these reactors in the U.S. can be addressed. And if the regulator approves any of the designs for licensing, the U.S. may see a stronger nuclear renaissance take place. As we have seen, some operators have scaled back or completely pulled out on plans to build new large reactors due to the cost. The ability to construct these reactors in factories could lead to lower costs and shorter construction times. Of course, the upfront capital to develop and engineer the facility is going to be needed. But after that, the reactors can be built in the controlled environment in repetition to lower cost, which could in return lead to more clean energy on the grid.
More evidence- its an NRC question- and alt cause- demonstration required
Jessica Lovering, Ted Nordhaus, and Michael Shellenberger are policy analyst, chairman, and president of the Breakthrough Institute, a public policy think tank and research organization, 9/7/2012 (http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/09/07/out_of_the_nuclear_closet?page=full)
Nuclear has enjoyed bipartisan support in Congress for more than 60 years, but the enthusiasm is running out. The Obama administration deserves credit for authorizing funding for two small modular reactors, which will be built at the Savannah River site in South Carolina. But a much more sweeping reform of U.S. nuclear energy policy is required. At present, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has little institutional knowledge of anything other than light-water reactors and virtually no capability to review or regulate alternative designs. This affects nuclear innovation in other countries as well, since the NRC remains, despite its many critics, the global gold standard for thorough regulation of nuclear energy. Most other countries follow the NRC's lead when it comes to establishing new technical and operational standards for the design, construction, and operation of nuclear plants. What's needed now is a new national commitment to the development, testing, demonstration, and early stage commercialization of a broad range of new nuclear technologies -- from much smaller light-water reactors to next generation ones -- in search of a few designs that can be mass produced and deployed at a significantly lower cost than current designs. This will require both greater public support for nuclear innovation and an entirely different regulatory framework to review and approve new commercial designs. In the meantime, developing countries will continue to build traditional, large nuclear power plants. But time is of the essence. With the lion's share of future carbon emissions coming from those emerging economic powerhouses, the need to develop smaller and cheaper designs that can scale faster is all the more important.

Its not a question of the DOE- we need an ENTIRE NEW FRAMEWORK and NRC expertise- obviously the aff does not create a new one- or they are extra topical
Spencer 11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies 2/15/11 “Is the President’s Small Reactor Push the Right Approach?” http://blog.heritage.org/2011/02/15/is-the-presidents-small-reactor-push-the-right-approach/)
Yet many of these companies insist that without such public support, they cannot move forward. Such conclusions are based on one or a combination of three things:

The underlying technology is economically dubious. This may well be the case, but is yet unknown. The only way to determine the economic viability of SMRs is to introduce them into the marketplace. Doing so should not, however, be a public policy decision and should instead be left up to the private sector. Companies want subsidies or preferential treatment to increase profits. This too may be accurate, but it should not be sufficient to stop private investment if the underlying economics are credible. And given the significant private investments already made absent specific federal SMR R&D programs, one can conclude that investors are confident in the economic potential of SMRs. Regulatory risk outweighs the potential financial benefit of greater investment. New nuclear designs cannot be introduced into the marketplace without a regulatory framework. The absence of such a framework makes SMR investment prohibitively risky without some way to offset that risk, which the federal R&D program would partially do. A lack of research and development or not having a specific Department of Energy (DOE) program dedicated to SMRs is not the problem. Establishing them is merely a symptom of the problem: the absence of a predictable, fair, and efficient regulatory framework to allow the introduction of SMRs into the marketplace. Establishing a Regulatory Framework The Obama budget essentially acknowledged the regulatory problem in his budget, which requests $67 million for DOE to work on licensing technical support for small light water reactors. While the intent is correct, the approach is wrong. The Administration is relying on the same bureaucratic, taxpayer-funded process that is stifling large reactor certification when it should use this opportunity to establish a new, more efficient licensing pathway. Instead of paying for DOE bureaucrats to get in the way of commercial progress, the Administration should commit to ensuring that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission is fully equipped and prepared to regulate new reactor designs. This should include high-temperature gas-cooled reactors and liquid-metal-cooled fast reactors as well as small light water designs. This would provide a strong regulatory foundation for each of the expected design certification applications. The DOE should have no role in the process. If a company wants to get its reactor design certified for commercial use in the U.S., it should be able to go straight to the NRC for that service. Such an approach would substantially decrease the risk associated with getting designs certified, which in turn would alleviate the need for public support. Then, instead of seeking taxpayer funds to offset regulatory risk, reactor designers could develop investors to support the certification process.
More evidence- their evidence says they need to build NRC Expertise
Spencer 11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies 2/15/11 “Is the President’s Small Reactor Push the Right Approach?” http://blog.heritage.org/2011/02/15/is-the-presidents-small-reactor-push-the-right-approach/)
Establishing a Regulatory Framework The Obama budget essentially acknowledged the regulatory problem in his budget, which requests $67 million for DOE to work on licensing technical support for small light water reactors. While the intent is correct, the approach is wrong. The Administration is relying on the same bureaucratic, taxpayer-funded process that is stifling large reactor certification when it should use this opportunity to establish a new, more efficient licensing pathway. Instead of paying for DOE bureaucrats to get in the way of commercial progress, the Administration should commit to ensuring that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission is fully equipped and prepared to regulate new reactor designs. This should include high-temperature gas-cooled reactors and liquid-metal-cooled fast reactors as well as small light water designs. This would provide a strong regulatory foundation for each of the expected design certification applications. The DOE should have no role in the process. If a company wants to get its reactor design certified for commercial use in the U.S., it should be able to go straight to the NRC for that service. Such an approach would substantially decrease the risk associated with getting designs certified, which in turn would alleviate the need for public support. Then, instead of seeking taxpayer funds to offset regulatory risk, reactor designers could develop investors to support the certification process. Build the Framework and They Will Come Nuclear energy is already clean, safe, and affordable. Introducing small reactors could make it transformational. But the federal government should not drive the process. It should be supported by the market. If the underlying technology is as strong as many of us believe it to be, the federal government needs only to provide a predictable, stable, efficient, and fair regulatory environment. The rest will happen on its own—or it won’t.

ER Economy 2NC

US econ will decline – most qualified experts and predictive data 
O'Sullivan 9/11 (Kate, CFO, "Economy Still Stuck, CFOs Say," http://www3.cfo.com/article/2012/9/business-outlook-survey_quantitative-easing-fed-health-care-reform-duke-university-given-imaging-eclipse)
Although finance chiefs are becoming more pessimistic about the U.S. economy, quantitative easing is not going to perk them up, according to the latest Duke University/CFO magazine Global Business Outlook Survey, now in its 66th consecutive quarter. In the global survey of more than 1,400 finance executives, U.S. CFOs rated their optimism levels at 52 out of 100, down from 56 last quarter. Their European peers are also less optimistic than they were three months ago, while optimism in Asia has improved slightly. When asked whether a 1% decrease in interest rates would spur them to initiate or expand investment, 91% of responding CFOs said they would not be likely to change their investment plans, even with such a dramatic — and unlikely — rate move. Eighty-four percent of CFOs would not initiate or expand investment plans even with a 2% rate decrease, indicating that whatever the Federal Reserve announces following its meetings this week, further quantitative easing does not appear to be a solution to the corporate sector’s sluggish spending and the overall tepid recovery. “I think the Fed has pretty much pulled all the levers that it can,” says Greg Bubp, CFO at Eclipse, a manufacturer of industrial heating products based in Rockford, Illinois. Global economic uncertainty is weighing heavily on CFOs as they construct their budgets and forecasts for the coming year. Thirty percent said slowing growth in Asia is having a negative impact on their business, while 50% said they are feeling a negative impact from the ongoing European debt crisis. For Ed Cordell, CFO, Americas, at Given Imaging, a medical-device maker, the uncertainty still swirling around health-care reform is a major concern, although at the moment the company is doing well. “We’re hitting our growth targets and it’s hard slugging. But we’re making it,” he says. With some 40% of the company’s sales outside the United States, however, slowing growth in Asia and potential budget cutbacks in Europe pose big questions, too. Finance executives also cited consumer demand, federal government policies, and price pressure as major concerns, along with the cost of health care and their ability to attract and retain qualified employees.

US econ down – manufacturing 
Gogoi 9/4 (Pallavi, AP, "Markets mostly down amid gloomy reports on U.S. economy," http://www.startribune.com/business/168555836.html?refer=y)
NEW YORK -- Stocks zigged and zagged after reports that the U.S. economy is weakening at a time when China and Europe are also slowing. The Dow Jones industrial average closed down 54.90 points at 13,035.94 on Tuesday. Heavy equipment maker Caterpillar was the weakest stock in the Dow average, slipping 3 percent, or $2.67, to $82.66. The Standard & Poor's 500 index fell 1.64 points to 1,404.94. The Nasdaq index bucked the losing trend, gaining 8.10 points at 3,075.06. A big reason was that the index's biggest stock, Apple, rose $9.73 to $674.97 after the company announced a news event next week at which it is expected to unveil the long-awaited iPhone 5. The market got off to a weak start after the Commerce Department reported that U.S. construction spending fell 0.9 percent in July from June, driven lower by a sharp drop in spending on home improvement projects. The decline, the worst in a year, followed three months of gains powered by increases in home and apartment construction. New home construction rose again in July, but spending on home renovation projects fell 5.5 percent. A separate report delivered more gloomy news on the economy: the third straight month of contraction in U.S. manufacturing. New orders, production and employment all fell in August. Factories have been a key source of jobs and growth since the recession ended in June 2009, but the sector has been weak in recent months. The Institute for Supply Management, a trade group of purchasing managers for manufacturers, said its index of manufacturing edged down to 49.6 from 49.7 in July. It was the lowest reading in three years. A reading below 50 indicates that manufacturing is contracting. "It's time to go back to school and sharpen up on stocks and pay attention to the numbers," said Kim Forrest, equity analyst at financial advisory firm Fort Pitt Capital Group. "The numbers show that there's a lot of weakness out there and investors have gotten lulled into complacency in the last month or so."


93 crises prove
Miller 2k (Morris, Economist, Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Administration – University of Ottawa, Former Executive Director and Senior Economist – World Bank, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?”, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Winter, p. 273)

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

More evidence
Deudney 91 (Daniel, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society – Princeton University, “Environment and Security: Muddled Thinking?”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, April)

Poverty wars.  In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil, then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups, class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replaced by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order.9 If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are war-prone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict.  Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguably based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modern era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.” The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930s increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem.


Prices too low because of supply glut
Anthony, 12 -- Seeking Alpha staff 
(Mark, "The Real Natural Gas Production Curtailment," Seeking Alpha, 9-16-12, seekingalpha.com/article/869681-the-real-natural-gas-production-curtailment, accessed 9-19-12, mss)

Investors in coal (KOL) and natural gas (UNG) sectors watch supply and demand in U.S. natural gas (or NG) closely. The over-supply of NG resulted in decade-low NG prices and suppressed coal prices as well, as some coal demand in the power sector switched to NG. People believe that as the current NG price is far below profitability, NG producers would slow down well drilling and curtail production. That happens in every sector: if producers cannot make profits, they must either cut productions or ultimately go out of business.
Prices key- best data proves
Anthony, 12 -- Seeking Alpha staff 
(Mark, "The Real Natural Gas Production Curtailment," Seeking Alpha, 9-16-12, seekingalpha.com/article/869681-the-real-natural-gas-production-curtailment, accessed 9-19-12, mss)


Looking at NG production numbers from EIA, you might get confused. There are the Gross Withdrawals, the Marketed Production and the Dry Production. Read the EIA terminology. I believe that monitoring the raw data of gross withdrawal from the wells is more accurate in telling the real trend of production decline. Let me plot out the data of both the gross withdrawals and the dry productions, as well as a percentage ratio of the two: The above is the chart of NG daily gross withdrawals. It shows a clear decline in 2012 due to reduced drilling. The above is the dry production, which people watch more closely. The decline in 2012 is much less clear. It looks more like a flat line. The percentages of dry productions divided by gross withdrawals, as shown above, tells the real story of the seeming flat dry production. As shown, the percentage changes seasonally. The percentages are lower in winter months, meaning you get less dry production for the same amount of gross withdrawal. But in the summer, especially in July and August, the percentages are higher. The seasonal change suggests it is probably related to temperature. I have an explanation. The gas comes from deep underground where the temperature is higher. For each 1km depth, the temperature goes up by 25°C. When the gas first comes out, the volume of the gas measures higher because the gas is hot. As it cools down to ground temperature after initial processing, the volume is lower. The first volume measured is the gross withdrawal number. The second measurement, after the processing, is the dry production. Assuming the average temperature is 26°C in the summer and 12°C in the winter, the volume of the gas would expand by 4.9% in the summer versus the winter. In 2011, the dry production percentage went from 79.2% to 83%, up 4.8%. That matches my estimate. Conclusion and Implication to Investors The conclusion is that the dry production number is probably biased by the fluctuation of the ground temperature, thus it is not a good indicator of the actual production decline. The number is bloated in the summer due to higher ground temperature. My suspicion is supported by the fact that NG turbines seem to run at less energy efficiency in the summer than in the winter. See column M in the data table in my previous article. The NG turbines work just fine, but there is 5% less gas in each cubic feet of volume as the temperature is higher in the summer versus the winter. The seasonal change, as I have shown, is as much as 5%. The 5% is NOT pocket change. At 480 BCF/week NG supply, a 5% bias in the data means the difference of 24 BCF in weekly storage injection. Investors would freak out when their projections were off by 2 BCF when the number is released by EIA on each Thursday. So we should watch the gross withdrawal numbers for a better sign of NG production decline. From January to June of 2012, the gross withdrawal dropped by 2.723%. Annualized, the drop rate was 6.4%. That is quite significant. Moreover, as seen in the chart, the gross withdrawal has gone from rapid growth from July to November of 2011, to steady decline from January to June of 2012. So there is real NG production being cut. The glut in NG storage dropped from 1000 BCF early in the year, to just 284 BCF above the 5-year average today. The glut is now only 1.18% of the annual NG dry production. It should be gone soon. Things are looking good for the investors in the coal and NG sectors. The current coal price is just around the threshold of profitability for coal producers. But the current NG price is way below cost for NG producers. As I emphasized repeatedly, investors should opt for coal producers, not NG producers. Coal is as important as NG for America's energy needs. Annual U.S. production of coal and NG contains roughly equal amounts of energy. However, the investment community gives more than $700B of market capital to the top 40 U.S. NG producers that are responsible for only 38% of U.S. NG production. Meanwhile, eight U.S. coal producers that are responsible for more than 2/3 of U.S. coal production are given only $16.44B of market capital. Investors have lopsided on NG vs. coal by a ratio of 75 to 1. This is one of the biggest investment mis-allocations in history. The eight US coal producers are: Peabody Energy (BTU), Alpha Natural Resources (ANR), Arch Coal (ACI), Cloud Peak Energy (CLD), James River Coal (JRCC), Walter Energy (WLT), Alliance Resources Operating Partners (ARLP) and Patriot Coal(PCXCQ.OB). I continue to urge people to invest in these great values in coal.
It will never be profitable- best data set proves
Anthony, 12 -- Seeking Alpha staff 
(Mark, "The Real Natural Gas Production Decline," Seeking Alpha, 9-18-12, seekingalpha.com/article/873141-the-real-natural-gas-production-decline, accessed 9-19-12, mss)

Let's crunch more numbers. SWN has the best Fayetteville assets in the industry combined with the lowest costs in gas drilling. If they can not make a profit there, no one can. Let me continue to assume SWN drill just enough wells to maintain flat production. It makes the calculation much easier. To maintain 1.95 BCF/day, SWN needs to drill 1.56 wells a day. For a 90 day quarter that's 140 wells needed. SWN drilled only 131 wells in Q2! That is not even enough to maintain flat production! Their production did increase in Q2 from Q1 because they drilled 146 wells in Q1, which comes to full quarter production in Q2. But in the long term, they must drill 140 wells a quarter to maintain production. SWN spent $635M on Fayetteville in Q2 and drilled 131 new wells. Not all money is spent on drilling, but it's all related to Fayette play. To keep drilling 140 wells per quarter, a rough estimate is SWN needs to spend proportionally more, at $678M per quarter. The expected NG production is 1.95 BCF/day times 90 days = 175.5 BCF. Not all the NG production belongs to SWN. Part of it belongs to operating partners and royalty owners. SWN owns roughly 70% of the production, or 123 BCF. This is the NG production SWN obtains, after spending $678M. So the break even NG price is $678M/123BCF = $5.51/mmBtu. But this is only part of the cost. We have not calculated the costs of exploration, finding and acquiring the assets, all the fees and taxes. When everything is counted, I think $8/mmBtu is the break even price. Implications for Energy Investors Many people criticized the NG industry for over-hyping of shale gas and over-estimating production and profitability potential. I showed easy methods to calculate the true decline of shale gas wells and the true EUR per well, based on actual SWN production data. You should be alarmed by these results. I continue to believe that NG prices are going a lot higher, and that coal prices are going a lot higher. However the coal sector stands to benefit most. Current coal prices are very close to the profitability threshold. More importantly, the sector is at such a huge discount, that the cyclic movement of this sector can bring huge profits soon. In contrast, the NG industry is in a looming disaster, as NG prices are far below what it takes for shale gas to be truly profitable. The shale gas hype will be proven to be one of the biggest mistakes in the history of energy investment. It is absurd that investors put 75 times more money in the NG sector, versus the coal sector. Such an extremely lopsided misplacement of investment does not happen very often. It happens because most people only read headline news and they all thought natural gas is cheap and abundant, and that coal is dead. This presents a huge opportunity for people willing to spend time to learn the facts so as to know better than the public. Once again, my advice is to get out of the NG sector and into coal.
Proliferation

History proves nuclear acquisition will be slow and doesn’t increase likelihood or magnitude of war
Bennett 05 (Drake, Boston Globe, “Give nukes a chance”, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/ideas/articles/2005/03/20/give_nukes_a_chance?pg=full)

KENNETH N. WALTZ, adjunct professor of political science at Columbia University, doesn't like the phrase ''nuclear proliferation.'' ''The term proliferation' is a great misnomer,'' he said in a recent interview. ''It refers to things that spread like wildfire. But we've had nuclear military capabilities extant in the world for 50 years and now, even counting North Korea, we only have nine nuclear countries.'' Strictly speaking, then, Waltz is as against the proliferation of nuclear weapons as the next sane human being. After all, he argues, ''most countries don't need them.'' But the eventual acquisition of nuclear weapons by those few countries that see fit to pursue them, that he's for. As he sees it, nuclear weapons prevent wars.  ''The only thing a country can do with nuclear weapons is use them for a deterrent,'' Waltz told me. ''And that makes for internal stability, that makes for peace, and that makes for cautious behavior.'' Especially in a unipolar world, argues Waltz, the possession of nuclear deterrents by smaller nations can check the disruptive ambitions of a reckless superpower. As a result, in words Waltz wrote 10 years ago and has been reiterating ever since, ''The gradual spread of nuclear weapons is more to be welcomed than feared.''

More evidence - prolif doesn’t cause war
Waltz 03 [Kenneth, Emeritus Professor of IR at Berkeley, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons, p. 27-9]

[bookmark: _Toc171308564]An opponent who attacks what is unambiguously mine risks suffering great distress if I have second-strike forces. This statement has important implications for both the deterrer and the deterred. Where territorial claims are shadowy and disputed, deterrent writs do not run. As Steven J. Rosen has said, "It is difficult to imagine Israel committing national suicide to hold on to Abu Rudeis or Hebron or Mount Hermon." 27 Establishing the credibility of a deterrent force requires moderation of territorial claims on the part of the would-be deterrer. For modest states, weapons whose very existence works strongly against their use are just what is wanted. In a nuclear world, conservative would-be attackers will be prudent, but will would-be attackers be conservative? A new Hitler is not unimaginable. Would the presence of nuclear weapons have moderated Hitler's behavior? Hitler did not start World War II in order to destroy the Third Reich. Indeed, he was dismayed by British and French declarations of war on Poland's behalf. After all, the western democracies had not come to the aid of a geographically defensible and militarily strong Czechoslovakia. Why then should they have declared war on behalf of an indefensible Poland and against a Germany made stronger by the incorporation of Czechoslovakia's armor? From the occupation of the Rhineland in 1936 to the invasion of Poland in 1939, Hitler's calculations were realistically made. In those years, Hitler would have been deterred from acting in ways that immediately threatened massive death and widespread destruction in Germany. And, even if Hitler had not been deterred, would his generals have obeyed his commands? In a nuclear world, to act in blatantly offensive ways is madness. Under the circumstances, how many generals would obey the commands of a madman? One man alone does not make war. To believe that nuclear deterrence would have worked against Germany in 1939 is easy. It is also easy to believe that in 1945, given the ability to do so, Hitler and some few around him would have fired nuclear warheads at the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union as their armies advanced, whatever the consequences for Germany. Two considerations work against this possibility: the first applies in any world; the second in a nuclear world. First, when defeat is seen to be inevitable, a ruler's authority may vanish. Early in 1945, Hitler apparently ordered the initiation of gas warfare, but his generals did not respond. 28 Second, no country will press a nuclear nation to the point of decisive defeat. In the desperation of defeat, desperate measures may be taken, and the last thing anyone wants to do is to make a nuclear nation desperate. The unconditional surrender of a nuclear nation cannot be demanded. Nuclear weapons affect the deterrer as well as the deterred.




   Ext - Small Arsenals
New proliferators will have small arsenals – 5 reasons. 
Seng ‘98 [Jordan, PhD Candidate in Pol. Sci. – U. Chicago, Dissertation, “STRATEGY FOR PANDORA'S CHILDREN: STABLE NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AMONG MINOR STATES”, p.56-57]
Kenneth Waltz argues that leaders in all new nuclear states will build only small arsenals. His claim rests primarily on the assumption that all new nuclear states will believe they only need to threaten adversaries with the destruction of one or two cities to ensure stable deterrence, and that they subsequently will be reluctant to dedicate massive resources to building large nuclear arsenals.' My claim is less broad, and it concerns only stares in the developing world. I argue that conditions in the developing world are such that whether leaders think they need to be able to destroy only one city or believe they should have the capability to achieve complete societal destruction of an adversary, they very likely will judge that only very small nuclear arsenals are needed for the job. Moreover, because conditions are such that arsenal buildups will exact high economic, political and security costs on developing states, it is very unlikely they will build more weapons than they believe they need. What follows is an examination of the specific conditions on which these claims are based. There are five main reasons to expect small arsenals among nuclear states in the developing world. They include 1) the limited number of targets developing states will have to worry about, 2) fears concerning 'regional suicide' through nuclear fallout, 3) economic constraints related to nuclear production and military budgets, 4) the specific manner in which developing states reap political rewards and prestige from nuclear weapons development, and 5) the requirements of keeping nuclear arsenals opaque. These factors can carry a cumulative weight in developing state proliferators, which is to say that their cumulative effect may serve to constrain arsenal buildup when the individual effect of any one of them may not be sufficient. They also reinforce each other in important ways, meaning that if policymakers recognize the existence of one or some of the conditions they are likely to recognize most or all of them, and thus their cumulative weight is likely CO be felt. Not all the factors discussed here will apply to all proliferators and potential proliferators in the developing world; however, it is not necessary that they do. It is simply necessary that enough of the factors apply, or that one of them applies strongly enough, to generate the essential constraining effects. This is very likely to be the case in all developing world situations.
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   Ext - Slow
That solves your offense
Waltz ‘81  [Kenneth, a member of the faculty at Columbia University, one of the most prominent scholars of international relations (IR) alive today,co-founder of neorealism, or structural realism, in international relations theory, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Better,” Adelphi Papers, Number 171 (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies]
What can one say? Four things primarily. First, Possession of nuclear weapons may slow arms races down, rather than speed them up, a possibility considered later. Second, for less developed countries to build nuclear arsenals requires a long lead time. Nuclear power and nuclear weapons programmes, like population policies, require administrative and technical teams able to formulate and sustain programmes of considerable cost that pay off only in the long run. The more unstable a government, the shorter becomes the attention span of its leaders. They have to deal with today's problems and hope for the best tomorrow. In countries where political control is most difficult to maintain, governments are least likely to initiate nuclear-weapons programmes. In such states, soldiers help to maintain leaders in power or try to overthrow them. For those purposes nuclear weapons are not useful. Soldiers who have political clout, or want it, are less interested in nuclear weapons than they are in more immediately useful instruments of political control. They are not scientists and technicians. They like to command troops and squadrons. Their vested interests are in the military's traditional trappings. Third, although highly unstable states are unlikely to initiate nuclear projects, such projects, begun in stable times, may continue through periods of political turmoil and succeed in producing nuclear weapons. A nuclear state may be unstable or may become so. But what is hard to comprehend is why, in an internal struggle for power, any of the contenders should start using nuclear weapons. Who would they aim at? How would they use them as instruments for maintaining or gaining control? I see little more reason to fear that one faction or another in some less developed country will fire atomic weapons in a struggle for political power than that they will be used in a crisis of succession in the Soviet Union or China. One or another nuclear state will experience uncertainty of succession, fierce struggles for power, and instability of regime. Those who fear the worst have not shown with any plausibility how those expected events may lead to the use of nuclear weapons. Fourth, the possibility of one side in a civil war firing a nuclear warhead at its opponent's stronghold nevertheless remains. Such an act would produce a national tragedy. not an international one. This question then arises: Once the weapon is fired, what happens next? The domestic use of nuclear weapons is, of all the uses imaginable, least likely to lead to escalation and to threaten the stability of the central balance. The United States and the Soviet Union, and other countries as well, would have the strongest reasons to issue warnings and to assert control.   

Empirically proven
Potter & Mukhatzhanova ‘8 [William C. and Gaukhar, * Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Professor of Nonproliferation Studies and Director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies and ** Research Associate at the James Martin Center, “Divining Nuclear Intentions: a review essay.” International Security, Vol. 33, No. 1 (Summer 2008), pp. 139–169, Google scholar] CMR  
Today it is hard to find an analyst or commentator on nuclear proliferation who is not pessimistic about the future. It is nearly as difficult to and one who predicts the future without reference to metaphors such as proliferation chains, cascades, dominoes, waves, avalanches, and tipping points.42 The lead author of this essay also has been guilty of the same tendency, and initially named an ongoing research project on forecasting proliferation he directs “21st Century Nuclear Proliferation Chains and Trigger Events.” As both a thors proceeded with research on the project, however, and particularly after reading the books by Hymans and Solingen, we became convinced that the metaphor is inappropriate and misleading, as it implies a process of nuclear decisionmaking and a pace of nuclear weapons spread that are unlikely to transpire. The current alarm about life in a nuclear-armed crowd has many historical antecedents and can be found in classified National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) as well as in scholarly analyses. The 1957 NIE, for example, identified a list of ten leading nuclear weapons candidates, including Canada, Japan, and Sweden.43 Sweden, it predicted, was “likely to produce its first weapons in about 1961,” while it was estimated that Japan would “probably seek to de- velop weapons production programs within the next decade.”44 In one of the most famous forecasts, President John Kennedy in 1963 expressed a nightmarish vision of a future world with afteen, twenty, or twenty-ave nuclear weap- ons powers.45 A number of the earliest scholarly projections of proliferation also tended to exaggerate the pace of nuclear weapons spread. A ourry of studies between 1958 and 1962, for example, focused on the “Nth Country Problem” and identified as many as twelve candidates capable of going nuclear in the near future.46 Canada, West Germany, Italy, Japan, Sweden, and Switzerland were among the states most frequently picked as near-term proliferators. The “peaceful nuclear explosion” by India in 1974 was seen by many ana- lysts of the time as a body blow to the young NPT that would set in motion a new wave of proliferation. Although the anticipated domino effect did not transpire, the Indian test did precipitate a marked increase in scholarship on proliferation, including an innovative study developed around the concept— now in vogue—of proliferation chains. Rarely cited by today’s experts, the 1976 monograph on Trends in Nuclear Proliferation, 1975–1995, by Lewis Dunn and Herman Kahn, set forth fifteen scenarios for nuclear weapons spread, each based on the assumption that one state’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would prompt several other states to follow suit, which in turn would trigger a succession of additional nuclearization decisions.47 Although lacking any single theoretical underpinning and accepting of the notion that proliferation de- cisions are likely to be attributed to security needs, the Dunn-Kahn model rejected the exclusive focus by realists on security drivers and sought to probe beneath the rhetoric to identify the possible presence of other pressures and constraints. To their credit, Dunn and Kahn got many things right and advanced the study of proliferation. Their forecasts, however, were almost without exception wildly off the mark. Why, one may inquire, were their pessimistic projections about nuclear weapons spread—and those of their past and subsequent counterparts in the intelligence community—so often divorced from reality? Although Hymans and Solingen appear not to have been familiar with the re- search by Dunn and Kahn on proliferation trends at the time of their books’ publications, their national leadership and domestic political survival models offer considerable insight into that dimension of the proliferation puzzle.48 

More evidence- slow and stable
Barnett ‘9 [5/14/09, Thomas Barnett, B.A. in International Relations and Russian Literature, University of Wisconsin, 1984, A.M. in Soviet Union Program, Harvard University, 1986, Ph.D. in Political Science, Harvard University, Esquire Magazine, “Seven Reasons Why Obama's Nuke-Free Utopia Won't Work”
http://www.esquire.com/the-side/war-room/obama-nuclear-proliferation-051409]
1. The "increasing speed" of proliferation is a myth. As far as a world filled with nuclear powers is concerned, we're just reaching double digits (as in, ten!) with North Korea and Iran. Meanwhile, roughly three-dozen additional states have achieved nuclear power while eschewing weaponization. Ah, but we are told that when "irrational" regimes reach for the Bomb, like Tehran's mullahs or Pyongyang's whacked-out Kims, we enter into a new, far more threatening era. And yet history remains clear on this subject: When nuclear monopolies are ended and existing rivalries are nuclearized, stability tends to break out —  time and again. 

No chain reaction
Gavin ’10 [Francis J., Tom Slick Professor of International Affairs and Director of the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law, Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, University of Texas at Austin, “Same As It Ever Was: Nuclear Alarmism, Proliferation, and the Cold War.” International Security, Vol. 34, No. 3 (Winter 2009/10), pp. 7–37, Google Scholar] CMR  
In his analysis of more than sixty years of failed efforts to accurately predict nuclear proliferation, analyst Moeed Yusuf concludes that “the pace of proliferation has been much slower than anticipated by most.” The majority of countries suspected of trying to obtain a nuclear weapons capability “never even came close to crossing the threshold. In fact, most did not even initiate a weapons program.” If all the countries that were considered prime suspects over the past sixty years had developed nuclear weapons, “the world would have at least 19 nuclear powers today.”44 As Potter and Mukhatzhanova argue, government and academic experts frequently “exaggerated the scope and pace of nuclear weapons proliferation.”45 Nor is there compelling evidence that a nuclear proliferation chain reaction will ever occur. Rather, the pool of potential proliferators has been shrinking. Proliferation pressures were far greater during the Cold War. In the 1960s, at least twenty-one countries either had or were considering nuclear weapons re- search programs. Today only nine countries are known to have nuclear weap- ons. Belarus, Brazil, Kazakhstan, Libya, South Africa, Sweden, and Ukraine have dismantled their weapons programs. Even rogue states that are/were a great concern to U.S. policymakers—Iran, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea— began their nuclear weapons programs before the Cold War had ended.46 As far as is known, no nation has started a new nuclear weapons program since the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991.47 Ironically, by focusing on the threat of rogue states, policymakers may have underestimated the potentially far more destabilizing effect of proliferation in “respectable” states such as Germany, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. 

Non unique- Prolif decreasing
Riecke 2k (Henning, Post-Doctoral Fellow –  Weatherhead Center for International Affairs, Assistant Professor International Relations – Schiller International University, Preventing the Use of Weapons of Mass Destruction, p. 46)
Nuclear weapons proliferation has slowed down. Some possible candidates for proliferation have been either forced to destroy their program, like Iraq, or have dropped the nuclear option. This is a sign, that the non-use of nuclear weapons, the ‘nuclear taboo’ is gaining ground. This finding is in contradiction to the signal sketched out above, that the use of atomic weapons in certain cases has a legitimate character. The high costs in each case, however, might weigh heavier than the idea of appropriateness. Chemical and biological weapons programs are still pursued by a small number of states that remain unimpressed by the NATO campaign. They show no sign of entering the relevant non-proliferation regimes (or, as in the case of Iran, they do with obvious qualification).
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   AT: Proximity
Proximity doesn’t cause war   
Waltz 2k [Kenneth, Prof. Emeritus of Pol. Sci – UC Berkeley, “Interview: Is Kenneth Waltz Still M.A.D. about Nukes?” Winter/Spring, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00f.html, SM] 
Stability in the subcontinent now exists; it had not existed since World War II and the partition of India and Pakistan. Now with nuclear weapons on both sides, India and Pakistan can no longer fight even a conventional war over Kashmir, as former General Beg and former General Sardarji both admitted. But we still fear instability such as the intractable dispute over the Kashmir. Yet the bitterness between the United States and the Soviet Union was deep enough during the Cold War, and deterrence worked. Why would India and Pakistan be different? Does India and Pakistan’s common border increase the risk? Probably not in a modern world where there are airplanes and missiles that can reach anywhere. What difference does it make that you’ve got a common border as long as it’s perfectly easy for the two countries in an adversarial relationship to reach each other? Geographic proximity may shrink warning time, but nuclear deterrence does not depend on being able to react with split–second timing. What’s the hurry? If you have received a damaging blow from another country and you’re going to retaliate, what difference does it make if you retaliate now, ten minutes from now, or tomorrow? A country still has that same fear of the retaliation, and it’s that fear of retaliation that deters. Proximity also does not mean vulnerability. Every country has enough space to move its weapons around; in order for me to believe that your force is vulnerable and consider a preemptive attack, I have to convince myself that I know exactly how many deliverable nuclear weapons you have. So if I think you have twelve weapons, I’ve got to know you don’t have a couple more. I’ve got to be sure that’s the number. And if I persuade myself that you have twelve and no more, I have to know where they are, and I have to be sure that you do not move them by the time I decide to attack. It’s estimated by Herbert York, former director of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories, that a country making a relatively crude nuclear warhead would be able to make one weighing less than a ton–small enough to place in a van and move around.


