2NC Overview

Plan takes YEARS to get out of the NRC- at the quickest 42 months- that’s 4 years
Spencer ‘8 (Jack Spencer, Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Time to Fast-track New Nuclear Reactors”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2008/09/time-to-fast-track-new-nuclear-reactors, September 15, 2008)

Nuclear technology can help to meet America's growing demand for reliable, clean, affordable electricity. This has led many politicians, including presidential candidate John McCain, to conclude that the nation needs to start building new nuclear plants now. The electric power industry has already begun plans to start building new reactors. While approximately 20 applications have been filed or are in preparation to build over 30 new reactors, no permits have been issued and no new plants have begun construction. A primary reason is that the regulatory process remains arduous and unknown. To overcome this, Congress should authorize a fast-track permitting process for a limited number of reactor projects. A Slow, Arduous Process The Department of Energy instituted the Nuclear Power 2010 program in 2002 as an effort to address the regulatory and institutional barriers to new reactors' near-term deployment. As its name implies, the original time frame called for new reactor deployment by 2010. Unfortunately, the program has not succeeded in this regard. Most believe that the earliest that a new plant will come on line is the latter half of the next decade. The problem is not technical or economic-new reactors are being built around the globe, and plans for more are being announced every month. The problem is political. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), after so many years with no applications for new reactors, does not have a proven process for efficiently licensing new reactors. The NRC estimates that it needs a minimum of 42 months to issue the design, site, and construction/operation licenses required for reactor construction to begin. This includes-in addition to the safety assessments that are NRC's primary responsibility-about two years for environmental reviews, a year for design reviews, and a year for public hearings. And even this time frame is contingent on complete applications and minimal opposition from outside interests. This has led for calls to streamline the process.

[bookmark: _GoBack]NRC is incapable of solving the aff- they cannot build expertise or its extra-topical- overwhelms solvency
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)

These systemic problems generally fall into three categories: 1. Licensing. The Nuclear Regulatory Commis- sion (NRC) is ill prepared to build the regulatory framework for new reactor technologies, and no reactor can be offered commercially without an NRC license. In a September 2009 interview, former NRC chairman Dale E. Klein said that small nuclear reactors pose a dilemma for the NRC because the commission is uneasy with new and unproven technologies and feels more comfortable with large light water reactors, which have been in operation for years and has a long safety record.11 The result is that enthusiasm for building non-light-water SMRs is generally squashed at the NRC as potential customers realize that there is little chance that the NRC will permit the project within a time- frame that would promote near-term invest- ment. So, regardless of which attributes an SMR might bring to the market, the regulatory risk is such that real progress on commercialization is difficult to attain. This then leaves large light water reactors, and to a lesser extent, small ones, as the least risky option, which pushes potential customers toward that technology, which then undermines long-term progress, competition, and innovation. 
More evidence- NRC does not have requisite experience
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)

• Build expertise at the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The NRC is built to regulate large light water reactors. It simply does not have the regulatory capability and resources to efficiently regulate other technologies, and building that expertise takes time. Helping the NRC to develop that expertise now would help bring new technologies into the marketplace more smoothly. Congress should direct and resource the NRC to develop additional broad expertise for liquid metal-cooled, fast reactors and high- temperature, gas-cooled reactors. With its exist- ing expertise in light water technology, this additional expertise would position the NRC to effectively regulate an emerging SMR industry. 

This also jacks solvency- means SMR’s licensing takes decades
O’ Connor ’11 (Dan O’Connor is a Policy Fellow in AEL’s New Energy Leaders Project and will be a regular contributor to the website, American Energy League, “Small Modular Reactors: Miracle, Mirage, or Between?”, http://leadenergy.org/2011/01/small-modular-reactors-miracle-mirage-or-medium/, January 4, 2011, LEQ)

Judging only by this promising activity, it is tempting to dub the SMR a miracle. But the majority of these diverse designs have yet to be demonstrated. In fact, the demonstration stage of the South African project, Pebble Bed Modular Reactor (a HTR), stalled and faded in 2010 after losing government funding due to lack of customer interest. The importance of demonstration, especially in the highly-regulated US industry, cannot be overstated. But even in the stages before the crucial demonstration step, skepticism over the SMR’s promises abounds. The ASME EnComm noted regulatory, financial, operational, and logistical challenges. Treading the uncharted waters of Lego-like power plant construction will not be easy. In a traditional plant, one reactor provides heat for one or a few steam turbines. In an SMR-based plant, each module drives one turbine with its own controls and operators. As such, few of the costs associated with these systems scale down with reactor capacity. The turbines do not come in a complimentary plug-and-play form either – they would have to be built on site. And while decentralization enables partial operation and online refueling, it also introduces the challenge of module co-operation, the need for numerous highly-trained operator personnel, and brand new reviews by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). This goes without mentioning the urgent and increased need for a more dynamic national approach to waste storage. Licensing questions remain too. The one-time approval of a module before its mass production, bypassing a regulatory damper for each unit, is a highly-desirable advantage of SMR design. But if a utility would like to increase its capacity over two decades by incrementally adding more modules, will it face the choice between building licensed, though dated, technology or waiting again for a license to build with state of the art modules? Furthermore, as addressed in my past article, “Putting the Cart Before the Horse with Nuclear R&D” and its comments, the waiting time even for a traditional design license is considerable. With each new SMR innovation, from an individualized control room to coolant choice, the licensing duration increases by as much as a decade, pushing the vital demonstration step further away. Additional costs associated with these regulatory complications and non-scalable systems could combine to nullify the SMR’s affordability argument.
And NRC shortage of workforce kills solvency
Weaver 7 (Lynn, President Emirtus of Florida Intsitute of Technology, “Fund NRC Nuclear Power Licensing”)

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has alerted several utilities that license reviews would be delayed at least a year. With all the concern in Congress over global warming, one might think that an increase in the number of nuclear power plants in the United States is inevitable, both to satisfy energy demands and to counter greenhouse-gas emissions. But that, of course, would be wrong. There are about 100 nuclear plants in the United States and they account for about 75 percent of our country's emission-free electricity. Utilities are preparing to build another 33 plants, including two in Florida. These would be the first reactors to be built in this country in many years, and federal and state energy officials agree that it won't be possible to reduce U.S. greenhouse emissions without them. But it now appears that electric utilities might not be able to obtain licenses anytime soon to build new nuclear plants. The reason for the licensing delay is simple-and-straightforward: a critical shortage of manpower at the Nuclear Regulatory Commission - which is expected to become acute within a year. The NRC knows that it needs to expand its workforce, because it's facing a flood of regulatory reviews for new nuclear plants and existing plants that are seeking a renewal of their operating licenses. But it doesn't have the money.

The aff gets put behind 30 other pending applications
Shaw ‘12 (Jazz, “NRC approves First New Nuke Plants in Over 30 Years”, 2/10/12) 

This is only a drop in the bucket, sadly, in terms of expanding the nation’s fission reactor capability. 29 other applications have been shelved for years and may never be brought up again. As the article notes, it’s somewhat ironic that a chief factor in stopping the process is the glut of cheap natural gas we have, which is easing the sense of urgency for getting new nuke plants on line. Plus, these plants cost a lot of money to build before they begin delivering any returns on a very large investment. But Vogtle should serve as in interesting test case so we can find out precisely how viable nuclear power will be as part of the “all of the above” energy plan we need.
Turn- the plan only bogs down the NRC further
Luby 11(Abby, Freelance Journalist who has covered the Indian Point Nuclear Power Plant”) http://www.opednews.com/articles/The-End-of-the-NRC-Rubber-by-Abby-Luby-110715-812.html)

Entergy is also battling the state of Vermont who ruled last year to close their Vermont Yankee plant by 2012. Entergy, seeking to block the state decision, has filed a complaint against Vermont in US District Court, although the NRC approved the relicensing for the plant in March, 2011 for an additional 20 years.   Vermont Yankee is not the only nuclear plant whose relicensing application has dragged on for years.   The relicensing process for Entergy's Pilgrim Station reactor in Plymouth, Massachusetts, whose current license expires in June of 2012, has also gotten bogged down under a swelling list of contentions  For utility companies, applying for a new license is an arduous process requiring thousands of documents for the NRC and specially formed review boards. The boards conduct public hearings -- a practice supposed to demonstrate transparency but which rarely amounts to more than a masked dog and pony show. The real, laborious reviews take place inside the NRC's administrative law process within its licensing body, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB ). But these are tightly controlled and severely restricted in scope to one item: the safe management of the reactor's aging components. The reviews typically and glaringly omit such considerations as terrorism, health effects -- think cancer clusters near nuke plants -- safety procedures, evacuations.
Perception of failed NRC means no solvency
Gilinsky ‘8 (Previous NRC commissioner, 8 (Victor,  independent consultant--primarily on matters related to nuclear energy. He was a two-term commissioner of the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission from 1975-1984, and before that Head of the Rand Corporation Physical Sciences Department. He holds an Engineering Physics degree from Cornell University and a Ph.D. in Physics from the California Institute of Technology, which granted him its Distinguished Alumni Award. “Pro-industry priorities derail NRC's public-safety mission”, Bulletin of the atomic scientists, 30 May, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/roundtables/the-future-of-the-nuclear-regulatory-commission?order=asc#rt2324
Andy Kadak has a gentle way of putting it: "It's true that the [NRC] has had lapses in enforcement of its rules by giving the benefit of the doubt to utilities." I'd say it has effectively become a wholly owned subsidiary of the Nuclear Energy Institute, the industry's lobbying arm. This isn't only wrong; it's shortsighted on the industry's part. An NRC that lacks public respect is a drag on nuclear expansion. When problems are close to home, everyone wants tough safety regulation and full disclosure. Even Oklahoma Republican Sen. James Inhofe, ranking member on the Environment and Public Works Committee, and otherwise a fervent defender of everything nuclear, came down on the NRC when he discovered it had kept secret a leak from a nuclear processing plant in nearby Tennessee. In a July 2007 letter to NRC Chairman Dale Klein, he put it pretty well: "I know that you share my belief that nuclear energy must play an increasing role in our nation's growing demand for energy. This will not happen unless and until the public and this committee have confidence that the commission will ensure public health and safety, and protect the environment."



2NC Nuclear Freeze 
And the NRC has frozen ALL licenses due to the waste confidence act passed in June- no licenses are going to be given out
PowerEngineering 9/7 (Power Engineering, Online Energy Magazine, “The Nuclear License Freeze”, http://www.power-eng.com/index.html, September 7, 2012)

With temperatures reaching 115 degrees and eclipsing 100 degrees for almost a month straight in Tulsa, Okla., a long cold front sounds nice to me. Utilities in the region surely are hoping for some reprieve, too. For those utilities seeking license renewals to extend the operating life of their nuclear power plants, and those wanting to build and operate new plants, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s order, or ‘freeze’, as it is being referred to, on Aug. 7 may not be the news they wanted to hear. In response to the June ruling from the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit that it was vacating and remanding the NRC’s waste confidence rule, the five-person commission issued an order stating the regulators would not issue final reactor licenses or 20-year license renewals for existing plants until the agency addresses a recent court ruling on waste confidence. Waste confidence, according to the NRC, is a generic finding that spent nuclear fuel can be safely stored at reactor sites for decades in either spent fuel pools or dry casks, and that a repository will be available for final disposal of the spent fuel. The NRC order, though, also said current licensing reviews and proceedings “should continue to move forward.” “We believe it is appropriate to halt nuclear licensing decisions and stop creating an inter-generational debt of nuclear waste that will burden our children and grandchildren for centuries to come,” said Stephen Smith, executive director of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy. Here’s the kicker. One thing that has been misunderstood is the fact that the ‘freeze’ does not mean staffers of the U.S. NRC will begin packing up their belongings and shutting down shop. In total, the order could impact licensing reviews for as many as 21 new reactors and 12 license renewals for existing reactors. The NRC will continue to review these renewal and COL applications. The order does not affect licenses already issued or renewed, such as the COLs for Plant Vogtle in Georgia and the V.C. Summer station in South Carolina. “Although there may be some delay in issuing some renewed licenses, NRC regulations provide that plant operation can continue beyond the original license term and until there is a decision on the renewal application, so long as it has been filed in a timely manner,” said Ellen Ginsberg, NEI’s vice president and general counsel. That statement sums it up. Some delay in relicensing. But is this decision really going to generate a long delay? Probably not. “The earliest potential final licensing decisions were the Levy County COL and the Indian Point license renewal, but both of those still have a hearing to go through in any case,” said NRC spokesperson David McIntyre in an email. “Those hearings aren't expected to be finished until sometime next year.” As far as issuing new COLs, it does not seem apparent that new plants are moving along quickly anyway. Are those looking to build new nuclear generation really going to be impacted by this? Doesn’t seem likely. The Nuclear Energy Institute, the lobbyist group for the nuclear industry, has also made that clear. Pending applications for new plants are for projects where construction is unlikely to begin before the end of the decade, according to NEI. Yes, another eight years. For those seeking their 20-year license renewals, the plants can continue operating past the original license expiration date until the NRC makes a ruling on said application. On Sept. 6, the NRC announced it is developing an environmental impact statement and a revised waste confidence decision and rule. The EIS and rule are expected to be completed within 24 months. “Resolving this issue successfully is a Commission priority,” said NRC Chairman Allison M. Macfarlane. “Waste confidence plays a core role in many major licensing actions, such as new reactors and license renewals.”
AT: DOD Circumvents NRC
DOD put itself under NRC licensing jurisdiction in the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review- we quote the DOD- even on bases- anything else is a lie
Rogers ’10 (Will Rogers, “DOE and DOD to Explore Nuclear Power on Military Bases Question”, http://www.cnas.org/blogs/naturalsecurity/2010/07/doe-and-dod-explore-nuclear-power-military-bases-question.html, July 29, 2010)

Yesterday, Deputy Secretary of Energy Dan Poneman and Deputy Secretary of Defense Bill Lynn signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to facilitate cooperation between the Department of Energy and the Department of Defense that will “enhance national energy security, and demonstrate Federal Government leadership in transitioning America to a low carbon economy.” The 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) really set the tone for a DOE-DOD partnership by indicating that DOD wanted to “partner with academia, other U.S. agencies, and international partners to research, develop, test, and evaluate new sustainable energy technologies,” and it is encouraging to see progress being made on that front. The MOU specifically acknowledges that the Department of Defense could speed the development and implementation of alternative energy and conservation technologies by using “military installations as a test bed to demonstrate and create a market for innovative energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies coming out of DOE laboratories, among other sources.“ The MOU also charges a senior-level Executive Committee made up of DOE and DOD representative with the responsibility to oversee the interagency partnership. The MOU includes a list of specific activities (though it is by no means exhaustive) that the Departments will pursue under their partnership – I encourage you to give it a read. Particularly interesting though is the last listed activity (bullet point “H”) which wades into the issue of nuclear power on military bases. Quoting from the MOU in full, DOE and DOD will: Collaborate on issues regarding nuclear power, except naval nuclear propulsion, including developing a business, licensing and regulatory strategy as appropriate, and evaluating the integration of energy technologies with other industrial applications that support DOD objectives for energy security and GHG reduction. Collaboration will include NRC review and licensing of nuclear power plants that are deployed for DOD purposes, and are located on or adjacent to DOD U.S. installations. In an op-ed to Roll Call, Christine and I recommended that the Department of Energy lead a blue ribbon commission charged with conducting a thorough and transparent assessment of integrating nuclear reactors on military bases. The commission, we advocated, would have to include relevant representatives from DOD, academics, regulators, nuclear scientists, proliferation and waste safety experts, state officials, and the governmental and nongovernmental policy communities. And while it’s unclear to what extent the senior-level Executive Committee will examine the issue of siting nuclear reactors on bases, it’s worth repeating that siting nuclear reactors on base is a sensitive issue, one worth approaching cautiously and including all relevant stakeholders from across government –including the federal, state and local level – public utilities commissions, academe, the scientific community and the private sector. Look for Christine’s reaction to the MOU later this morning or early afternoon.


Real Estate bubble devastates Chinese econ
Yang 10/3 (Jia Lynn Yang, Associated Press, “As China's Economy Slows, Real Estate Bubble Looms (Beijing)”, http://www.northjersey.com/news/international/172550731_As_China_s_Economy_Slows__Real_Estate_Bubble_Looms__Beijing_.html?page=all, October 3, 2012)


BEIJING — Sitting on the floor of his apartment surrounded by the toys of his 1-year-old son, Guo Hui tallied the homes he and his wife had acquired over the years. There was this place, in a compound a half-hour from downtown Beijing. There was a second apartment to the north, a third place near the site of the 2008 Olympics, and a fourth home, close to the Forbidden City, that was given to him by his parents. Guo gestured to the wall behind his couch. His neighbor? He owns six apartments in this compound alone. Guo's friends, too, all own at least two homes each. "There is definitely a bubble," said Guo, whose homes have tripled in value in roughly a decade. As home prices have skyrocketed, many Chinese households have gone all in on real estate by pouring years of savings into buying as many homes as they can. But as the country's economy slows to its worst pace in years, China's dependence on real estate for growth - it's a bigger driver than even exports now - has put the government in a tough position. Allow prices to continue rising and help the economy in the near-term, and the real estate bubble gets worse. Cool things off, and the entire economy slackens too much. The nightmare scenario, though, is a bubble that bursts. A major drop in prices would ripple through the Chinese economy and potentially the rest of the world. Real estate investment constituted 13 percent of the country's gross domestic product last year. The sector feeds steel, concrete and dozens of other industries. A downturn would also be devastating to the wealth of Chinese households. Urban housing stock made up 41 percent of Chinese household wealth in 2011, compared with 26 percent in the United States, according to Nicholas Lardy, a senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics. Lower home values could drive Chinese consumers to rein in their spending, making it tougher for U.S. and foreign firms to sell their products here. The Chinese government has acknowledged that real estate prices have gotten too high, adding some rules in the past few years to limit how many homes people can buy and requiring people to put more money down. This helped bring prices down starting last year, although they edged back up this summer. These policies, though, have had a limited effect. Chinese home buyers have been accumulating houses for years, mainly because they have few options for safely stashing their savings. The stock market has lost money in recent years. People are wary of putting money into savings accounts, because low interest rates are not even keeping up with inflation. The obsession with real estate is also embedded in the culture. People are expected to own homes before they get married, and there is a deep faith that real estate is a foolproof investment. Since private homeownership has existed here only since the 1990s, no one has ever seen firsthand what happens when housing prices start dropping. "Just like in the U.S., that's what the speculators thought in Vegas and Florida, that there's only one way to go but up," Lardy said. "Expectations could change very dramatically." Unlike U.S. home buyers, who took advantage of zero-down-payment loans in the mid-2000s, Chinese home buyers usually put down at least 20 percent or 30 percent, if they aren't buying their homes outright with cash. This means it would take a far bigger drop in real estate prices to cause people to default on their loans and therefore destabilize the banking sector. Still, the amount of household debt as a percentage of disposable income has risen sharply in recent years, from 31.3 percent in 2008 to 53.6 percent last year, according to Lardy. He added that the current figure is high next to countries with comparable per-capita GDP. Those who play down concerns about a bubble say there is real demand for housing in China's cities that justifies the high prices. But the astronomical cost - homes in cities cost on average $1,378 per square meter - has left many unable to afford a house, whereas others accumulate more than they need. "It's like the way other people collect watches," said Anne Stevenson-Yang, co-founder of the research firm J Capital. People have bought so many homes for investment that they often leave them sitting empty. On a recent evening, driving around the outer edges of Beijing, it was easy to spot residential high-rise buildings along the highway that did not have a single window with a light on. In an area called Daxing, one hour south of the city's center, two security guards stood in front of a gate leading into a massive compound of 545 Italian-style, million-dollar mansions, almost all of them empty. The compound, Weilai deVille, boasted a clock tower, a grocery store and a giant fountain past the entrance gates. But just after dinnertime, there was little sign of life. The houses, row after row of them, were darkened, silent hulks. Some areas of the compound were so empty that the street lamps were turned off to save electricity. There are 3.8 million vacant houses in Beijing, according to a report in June by the Beijing Municipal Public Security Bureau, though officials later tried toargue that the number was probably too high. "What gets to me is the incredible waste of it all," Stevenson-Yang said. After years of nonstop growth, the market has started to wobble. Home prices in China's top 10 cities have dropped 1.5 percent since last year, according to the China Real Estate Index System. Some owners are trying to offload their properties. Zao Yaohua, a Beijing real estate agent handling some home sales at Weilai, said there is an owner selling his home there for about $645,000. "He needs the money urgently," Zao said. Guo, the prolific homeowner in Beijing, said he will sell at least one of his apartments when he moves his family to the United States in the next few years. They're going there so his son can get an American education. And he has his next real estate investment lined up. His wife's brother has a home in Houston, and Guo has already bought a share of it.

China heg decline – multiple warrants
Pei 8-29 Minxin, professor of government at Claremont McKenna College and a nonresident senior fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States. “Everything You Think You Know About China Is Wrong”Are we obsessing about its rise when we should be worried about its fall? FOREIGN POLICY

For the last 40 years, Americans have lagged in recognizing the declining fortunes of their foreign rivals. In the 1970s they thought the Soviet Union was 10 feet tall -- ascendant even though corruption and inefficiency were destroying the vital organs of a decaying communist regime. In the late 1980s, they feared that Japan was going to economically overtake the United States, yet the crony capitalism, speculative madness, and political corruption evident throughout the 1980s led to the collapse of the Japanese economy in 1991. Could the same malady have struck Americans when it comes to China? The latest news from Beijing is indicative of Chinese weakness: a persistent slowdown of economic growth, a glut of unsold goods, rising bad bank loans, a bursting real estate bubble, and a vicious power struggle at the top, coupled with unending political scandals. Many factors that have powered China's rise, such as the demographic dividend, disregard for the environment, supercheap labor, and virtually unlimited access to external markets, are either receding or disappearing. Yet China's declining fortunes have not registered with U.S. elites, let alone the American public. President Barack Obama's much-hyped "pivot to Asia," announced last November, is premised on the continuing rise of China; the Pentagon has said that by 2020 roughly 60 percent of the Navy's fleet will be stationed in the Asia-Pacific region. Washington is also considering deploying sea-borne anti-missile systems in East Asia, a move reflecting U.S. worries about China's growing missile capabilities.
Fukushima killed Chinese nuclear industry
Tu 12—Senior Associate, Energy and Climate Program, Carnegie (Kevin, 3/11/12, China’s Nuclear Crossroads, carnegieendowment.org/2012/03/11/china-s-nuclear-crossroads)
The magnitude 9.0 earthquake and subsequent tsunami that hit the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear power plant this time last year, leading to the most devastating nuclear accident since Chernobyl, has had consequences far beyond Japan’s shores. China – where the world’s most ambitious nuclear construction plan is still unfolding – promptly suspended approval of new nuclear power plants pending changes of safety standards. As a result, China’s 2020 nuclear target is widely expected to fall to 60 to 70 gigawatts (GW). While China’s nuclear advocacy groups are still actively lobbying the government to set the 2020 nuclear target as high as 80 GW, the country needs to resolve a number of fundamental deficiencies in China’s nuclear safety before further increasing its nuclear capacity. 
No US-Sino war
Rosecrance et al 10 (Richard, Political Science Professor @ Cal and Senior Fellow @ Harvard’s Belfer Center and Former Director @ Burkle Center of IR @ UCLA, and Jia Qingguo, PhD Cornell, Professor and Associate Dean of School of International Studies @ Peking University, “Delicately Poised: Are China and the US Heading for Conflict?” Global Asia 4.4, http://www.globalasia.org/l.php?c=e251)

Will China and the US Go to War?  If one accepts the previous analysis, the answer is “no,” or at least not likely. Why?  First, despite its revolutionary past, China has gradually accepted the US-led world order and become a status quo power. It has joined most of the important inter-governmental international organizations. It has subscribed to most of the important international laws and regimes. It has not only accepted the current world order, it has become a strong supporter and defender of it. China has repeatedly argued that the authority of the United Nations and international law should be respected in the handling of international security crises. China has become an ardent advocate of multilateralism in managing international problems. And China has repeatedly defended the principle of free trade in the global effort to fight the current economic crisis, despite efforts by some countries, including the US, to resort to protectionism. To be sure, there are some aspects of the US world order that China does not like and wants to reform. However, it wishes to improve that world order rather than to destroy it.  Second, China has clearly rejected the option of territorial expansion. It argues that territorial expansion is both immoral and counterproductive: immoral because it is imperialistic and counterproductive because it does not advance one’s interests. China’s behavior shows that instead of trying to expand its territories, it has been trying to settle its border disputes through negotiation. Through persistent efforts, China has concluded quite a number of border agreements in recent years. As a result, most of its land borders are now clearly drawn and marked under agreements with its neighbors. In addition, China is engaging in negotiations to resolve its remaining border disputes and making arrangements for peaceful settlement of disputed islands and territorial waters. Finally, even on the question of Taiwan, which China believes is an indisputable part of its territory, it has adopted a policy of peaceful reunification. A country that handles territorial issues in such a manner is by no means expansionist.  Third, China has relied on trade and investment for national welfare and prestige, instead of military conquest. And like the US, Japan and Germany, China has been very successful in this regard. In fact, so successful that it really sees no other option than to continue on this path to prosperity.  Finally, after years of reforms, China increasingly finds itself sharing certain basic values with the US, such as a commitment to the free market, rule of law, human rights and democracy. Of course, there are still significant differences in terms of how China understands and practices these values. However, at a conceptual level, Beijing agrees that these are good values that it should strive to realize in practice.  A Different World  It is also important to note that certain changes in international relations since the end of World War II have made the peaceful rise of a great power more likely. To begin with, the emergence of nuclear weapons has drastically reduced the usefulness of war as a way to settle great power rivalry. By now, all great powers either have nuclear weapons or are under a nuclear umbrella. If the objective of great power rivalry is to enhance one’s interests or prestige, the sheer destructiveness of nuclear weapons means that these goals can no longer be achieved through military confrontation. Under these circumstances, countries have to find other ways to accommodate each other — something that China and the US have been doing and are likely to continue to do.  Also, globalization has made it easier for great powers to increase their national welfare and prestige through international trade and investment rather than territorial expansion. In conducting its foreign relations, the US relied more on trade and investment than territorial expansion during its rise, while Japan and Germany relied almost exclusively on international trade and investment. China, too, has found that its interests are best served by adopting the same approach.  Finally, the development of relative pacifism in the industrialized world, and indeed throughout the world since World War II, has discouraged any country from engaging in territorial expansion. There is less and less popular support for using force to address even legitimate concerns on the part of nation states. Against this background, efforts to engage in territorial expansion are likely to rally international resistance and condemnation.  Given all this, is the rise of China likely to lead to territorial expansion and war with the US? The answer is no. 
Recent confidence building measures have decrease likelihood of nuclear use and conflict
Botez 11 (Radu, Writer @ Open Security, a think tank specializing in contemporary conflicts, “ India-Pakistan talks slowly move forward,” June 29, http://www.opendemocracy.net/opensecurity/security_briefings/290611)

At the end of last week, foreign secretaries Nirupama Rao of India and Salman Bashir of Pakistan met in Islamabad to discuss security issues and prepare the upcoming meeting of the countries' foreign ministers in India in July. The meeting was the first at foreign secretary level since July 2009. In February, India and Pakistan announced they would resume peace talks that India had broken off following the Mumbai attacks in late 2008. Discussions revolved around the issues of terrorism and the territorial dispute over Kashmir, a divided region claimed by both states in its entirety. India has blamed Pakistan-based terrorist group Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) for the Mumbai attacks, supported by elements from ISI, Pakistan's main intelligence agency, according to one of the planners, recently on trial in a Chicago court. It has repeatedly asked Pakistan to act against militants on its territory and bring to trial those involved in plotting the attacks. The surroundings of Osama bin Laden's killing were seen by many in New Delhi as a confirmation of Pakistan providing shelter to terrorists. However, after talks between the states' home secretaries earlier this year, Pakistan agreed to allow Indian investigators to visit Islamabad. Rao and Bashir also said they would look into confidence building measures (CBMs) with regard to their nuclear and conventional weapons capability. On Tuesday, Pakistani defence minister Chaudhry Ahmad Mukhtar said that India had a greater capacity to sustain a war. In May, Pakistan tested a new short-range ballistic missile that could lead to the nuclear threshold being crossed early in the event of a conflict analysts say. According to observers, both parties were cautious in addressing sensitive issues and talks have not led to any major breakthrough. The openSecurity verdict: With the recent meeting, India and Pakistan have once again indicated their intentions to improve relations. The most prominent episode of demonstrating goodwill took place when Pakistani prime minister Yusuf Raza Gilani visited India earlier this year to attend the cricket world cup semi-final between the two countries' teams, joined by his Indian counter-part Manmohan Singh. Both leaders engaged in so-called 'cricket diplomacy', spending several hours together on and off the field. As welcome as this may be, it will not help to resolve issues both countries have gone to war over several times in the past. 

Deterrence prevents India/Pakistan conflict.
Tepperman ‘9 ( 9/7/2009 (John - journalist based in New York Cuty, Why obama should learn to love the bomb, Newsweek, p.lexis)

The record since then shows the same pattern repeating: nuclear-armed enemies slide toward war, then pull back, always for the same reasons. The best recent example is India and Pakistan, which fought three bloody wars after independence before acquiring their own nukes in 1998. Getting their hands on weapons of mass destruction didn't do anything to lessen their animosity. But it did dramatically mellow their behavior. Since acquiring atomic weapons, the two sides have never fought another war, despite severe provocations (like Pakistani-based terrorist attacks on India in 2001 and 2008). They have skirmished once. But during that flare-up, in Kashmir in 1999, both countries were careful to keep the fighting limited and to avoid threatening the other's vital interests. Sumit Ganguly, an Indiana University professor and co-author of the forthcoming India, Pakistan, and the Bomb, has found that on both sides, officials' thinking was strikingly similar to that of the Russians and Americans in 1962. The prospect of war brought Delhi and Islamabad face to face with a nuclear holocaust, and leaders on each side did what they had to do to avoid it.

No India/Pakistan war –

A) Deterrence 
Tellis 2 (Ashley, Foreign Policy Research Institute, Orbis, Winter, p. 24-5)

In the final analysis, this situation is made objectively "meta-stable" by the fact that neither India,[nor] Pakistan, nor China has the strategic capabilities to execute those successful damage-limiting first strikes that might justify initiating nuclear attacks either "out of the blue" or during a crisis. Even China, which of the three comes closest to possessing such capabilities (against India under truly hypothetical scenarios), would find it difficult to conclude that the capacity for "splendid first strikes" lay within reach. Moreover, even if it could arrive at such a determination, the political justification for these actions would be substantially lacking given the nature of its current political disputes with India. On balance, therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that a high degree of deterrence stability, at least with respect to wars of unlimited aims, exists within the greater South Asian region.

B) Economics
Tellis 2 (Ashley, Foreign Policy Research Institute, Orbis, Winter, p. 19)

[bookmark: bfnfn22][bookmark: bfnfn23]In any event, the saving grace that mutes the potential for exacerbated competition between both countries remains their relatively strong economic constraints. At the Pakistani end, these constraints are structural: Islamabad simply has no discretionary resources to fritter away on an open-ended arms race, and it could not acquire resources for this purpose without fundamentally transforming the nature of the Pakistani state itself—which transformation, if it occurs successfully, would actually mitigate many of the corrosive forces that currently drive Islamabad’s security competition with India. 21 At the Indian end, these constraints may be more self-imposed. New Delhi commands a large pool of national resources that could be siphoned off and reallocated to security instruments, but the current weaknesses of the central government’s public finances and its reform program, coupled with its desire to complete the technological modernization programs that have been underway for many decades, prevents it from enlarging the budgetary allocations for strategic acquisitions at will. 22 With these constraints on both sides, future nuclearization in India and Pakistan is more likely to resemble an "arms crawl" than a genuine Richardson-type "arms race." The strategic capabilities on both sides will increase incrementally but slowly—and in India will have further to go because of its inferior capabilities compared to China’s. This slowness may be the best outcome from the viewpoint both of the two South Asian competitors and the United States.

C) No first use
Enders 2 (David, Daily News Editor for the Michigan Daily, Citing Ashutosh Varshney, PhD, Professor of Political Science at UMich, “Experts say nuclear war still unlikely,”
http://media.www.michigandaily.com/media/storage/paper851/news/2002/01/30/News/Experts.Say.Nuclear.Wa
r.Still.Unlikely-1404620.shtml)

University political science Prof. Ashutosh Varshney becomes animated when asked about the likelihood of nuclear war between India and Pakistan."Odds are close to zero," Varshney said forcefully, standing up to pace a little bit in his office. "The assumption that India and Pakistan cannot manage their nuclear arsenals as well as the U.S.S.R. and U.S. or Russia and China concedes less to the intellect of leaders in both India and Pakistan than would be warranted."The world"s two youngest nuclear powers first tested weapons in 1998, sparking fear of subcontinental nuclear war a fear Varshney finds ridiculous. "The decision makers are aware of what nuclear weapons are, even if the masses are not," he said. "Watching the evening news, CNN, I think they have vastly overstated the threat of nuclear war," political science Prof. Paul Huth said. Varshney added that there are numerous factors working against the possibility of nuclear war. "India is committed to a no-first-strike policy," Varshney said. "It is virtually impossible for Pakistan to go for a first strike, because the retaliation would be gravely dangerous."


