CP
Plan key to Russia

- Haynes ‘6 (Mark Haynes, Vice President of Energy Development for General Atomics, JULY 20, 2006   U. HEARING  BEFORE THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES)

2. Joint Development Project with Russia: For the past several years, DOE's NNSA and several key Russian nuclear institutes and laboratories have been working to develop the Gas Turbine Modular Helium Reactor (GT–MHR) for the purpose of destroying surplus Russian weapons plutonium. The goal of this unique, 50 / 50 cost-shared program with Russia is to construct one or more GT–MHR modules to replace the existing plutonium production reactor at Seversk. The GT–MHR reactor(s) will burn Russian surplus weapons plutonium and produce electric power and heat for that city.      This program is successful for several reasons: First, there is a strong feeling of mutual respect and shared goals between U.S. and Russian personnel. Second, the Russians are genuinely interested in the HTGR as a potential commercial reactor because of its efficiency, safety, security and versatility, and particularly because of its ability to support efficient hydrogen production. This interest has been expressed at the highest levels of the Russian government. Third, because of the Russian interest in the technology, they are sharing half of the costs and hence, have a high degree of incentive. Finally, the business model mandates delivery and approval of work products before payment is made.        A valuable opportunity for U.S. non-proliferation efforts and international nuclear cooperation exists as the Russian non-proliferation program proceeds simultaneously with other gas reactor efforts in the U.S.: the Next Generation Reactor Project at the Idaho National Lab and the High Temperature Test and Teaching Reactor (HT3R) at the University of Texas Permian Basin. A parallel and collaborative development path in the U.S. and Russia for this reactor provides early implementation of technology that contributes to non-proliferation, global energy security and revitalization of the U.S. nuclear power industry.      Almost needless to say, we are extremely pleased to see the recent news that the President wants to move forward with a civilian nuclear energy agreement with Russia. Our own experience with our Russian counterparts has been very productive and we believe has served to strengthen the ties between our nations and lessen nuclear proliferation concerns. There is every reason to suppose that other similar arrangements could expand these positive impacts and serve to mutually benefit our industrial bases. 

DA
Too late to solve warming and natural alt causes

Rahn 11 (Richard W. Rahn, 1/25/2011 (senior fellow at the Cato Institute, The Washington Times, “Obama's regulatory reform test,” Lexis)

The Obama Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has ruled that carbon dioxide is a pollutant and, as a result, has been holding up the permitting of new power and manufacturing plants. If this continues, it will cause a significant drop in U.S. economic growth and job creation, yet it will have no measurable benefit. China, India and many other countries are rapidly increasing CO2 emissions, overwhelming whatever actions the United States may take. Even if all new CO2 emissions were stopped globally, it would be decades before there would be even a minor effect on global temperatures. Now, new research is indicating that sunspot activity is much more important than CO2 when it comes to influencing the earth's temperature. The EPA ban is nothing more than national economic suicide. Let us see if Mr. Obama has the courage to tell the EPA to stop.

it could replace coal within a couple of decades”

Warming doesn't cause extinction- their authors are hacks

Lomborg ‘8 (Director of the Copenhagen Consensus Center and adjunct professor at the Copenhagen Business School, Bjorn, “Warming warnings get overheated”, The Guardian, 8/15, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/15/carbonemissions.climatechange
These alarmist predictions are becoming quite bizarre, and could be dismissed as sociological oddities, if it weren’t for the fact that they get such big play in the media. Oliver Tickell, for instance, writes that a global warming causing a 4C temperature increase by the end of the century would be a “catastrophe” and the beginning of the “extinction” of the human race. This is simply silly. His evidence? That 4C would mean that all the ice on the planet would melt, bringing the long-term sea level rise to 70-80m, flooding everything we hold dear, seeing billions of people die. Clearly, Tickell has maxed out the campaigners’ scare potential (because there is no more ice to melt, this is the scariest he could ever conjure). But he is wrong. Let us just remember that the UN climate panel, the IPCC, expects a temperature rise by the end of the century between 1.8 and 6.0C. Within this range, the IPCC predicts that, by the end of the century, sea levels will rise 18-59 centimetres – Tickell [he] is simply exaggerating by a factor of up to 400. Tickell will undoubtedly claim that he was talking about what could happen many, many millennia from now. But this is disingenuous. First, the 4C temperature rise is predicted on a century scale – this is what we talk about and can plan for. Second, although sea-level rise will continue for many centuries to come, the models unanimously show that Greenland’s ice shelf will be reduced, but Antarctic ice will increase even more (because of increased precipitation in Antarctica) for the next three centuries. What will happen beyond that clearly depends much more on emissions in future centuries. Given that CO2 stays in the atmosphere about a century, what happens with the temperature, say, six centuries from now mainly depends on emissions five centuries from now (where it seems unlikely non-carbon emitting technology such as solar panels will not have become economically competitive). Third, Tickell tells us how the 80m sea-level rise would wipe out all the world’s coastal infrastructure and much of the world’s farmland – “undoubtedly” causing billions to die. But to cause billions to die, it would require the surge to occur within a single human lifespan. This sort of scare tactic is insidiously wrong and misleading, mimicking a firebrand preacher who claims the earth is coming to an end and we need to repent. While it is probably true that the sun will burn up the earth in 4-5bn years’ time, it does give a slightly different perspective on the need for immediate repenting. Tickell’s claim that 4C will be the beginning of our extinction is again many times beyond wrong and misleading, and, of course, made with no data to back it up. Let us just take a look at the realistic impact of such a 4C temperature rise. For the Copenhagen Consensus, one of the lead economists of the IPCC, Professor Gary Yohe, did a survey of all the problems and all the benefits accruing from a temperature rise over this century of about approximately 4C. And yes, there will, of course, also be benefits: as temperatures rise, more people will die from heat, but fewer from cold; agricultural yields will decline in the tropics, but increase in the temperate zones, etc. The model evaluates the impacts on agriculture, forestry, energy, water, unmanaged ecosystems, coastal zones, heat and cold deaths and disease. The bottom line is that benefits from global warming right now outweigh the costs (the benefit is about 0.25% of global GDP). Global warming will continue to be a net benefit until about 2070, when the damages will begin to outweigh the benefits, reaching a total damage cost equivalent to about 3.5% of GDP by 2300. This is simply not the end of humanity. If anything, global warming is a net benefit now; and even in three centuries, it will not be a challenge to our civilisation. Further, the IPCC expects the average person on earth to be 1,700% richer by the end of this century. 

Sequestration coming – causes massive defense cuts

Rector 9/17, Gene, staff writer at the warner robins patriot [“White House releases 'shocking' sequestration report” 9/17, http://warnerrobinspatriot.com/bookmark/20175089-White-House-releases-shocking-sequestration-report]
As a result, the Pentagon is facing a reduction of $54.7 billion beginning in fiscal year 2013, according to the White House report, creating a 9.4 percent reduction in discretionary accounts for each of the service branches. The Air Force cuts would include $5.2 billion in operations and maintenance; $2.7 billion in research, development, test and evaluation; $2 billion in aircraft procurement and $167 million in military construction. Although the White House has exempted military personnel accounts, civilian personnel would be especially hard hit with cuts of eight percent virtually across the board. The report also outlined a $3.3 billion cut in the defense health account. The White House said the Defense Department would be able to shift funds to protect critical warfighting and readiness accounts, but the department would see a declines for non-deployed units, delays in investment, cutbacks in equipment repairs, declines in military research and development and reductions in base services for military families. House Armed Services Committee Chairman Rep. Howard “Buck” McKeon, R-Calif., took strong exception to that analysis, saying the report paid lip service to the dire national security implications. “The report reveals a shocking lack of planning that brought sequester to the table in the first place,” McKeon is quoted in a statement released by his office. He pointed out that President Obama has already ordered a $487 billion cut in defense spending over the next ten years totally independent of sequestration. “Now, with just over three months until a second half-trillion dollars in cuts are imposed, (there is) no proposal from the president to avert them and no predictability on how OMB will apply the cuts,” the HASC chairman noted. “The commander in chief appears to be willing to leave the military without either resources or strategy.”

Massive cuts now even if no sequestration

Rector 9/17, Gene, staff writer at the warner robins patriot [“White House releases 'shocking' sequestration report” 9/17, http://warnerrobinspatriot.com/bookmark/20175089-White-House-releases-shocking-sequestration-report]
“The report reveals a shocking lack of planning that brought sequester to the table in the first place,” McKeon is quoted in a statement released by his office. He pointed out that President Obama has already ordered a $487 billion cut in defense spending over the next ten years totally independent of sequestration.
Our china and other advantages prove HTGR tech is inevitable globally, just a question of US leadership

Haynes ’12 (Mark Haynes President, Concordia Power On Behalf Of The NGNP Industry Alliance Testimony On “Helium: Supply Shortages Impacting our Economy, National Defense and Manufacturing” July 20, 2012 

Opportunity for U.S. Leadership in HTGR Technology Deployment Currently, Japan, China, Russia and Korea have existing HTGR programs – including operating test reactors in Japan and China. Of these, China’s is by far the most aggressive with a small test reactor currently in operation for 10 years and a commercial scale demonstration in the early stages of construction. The willingness and ability of the Chinese to move forward with any exports of their specific HTGR technology variant are unclear. There is a strong potential for the U.S. to become the dominant world player in HTGR technology. The U.S. advantage in this technology stems from a long-term R&D program at the Department, a well-developed industry base including potential major industrial end-users, and what is likely the most successful HTGR fuel development and testing program in history and as noted, a U.S. fuel vendor is poised to move forward to provide for commercial scale fuel development. Further, solid groundwork has been laid for licensing the technology at the NRC. In addition, the U.S. is host to at least three major international graphite companies whose historic legacy and current work in the field would allow a quick scale up into large-scale production. Summary Post‐Fukushima, the HTGR brings a new level of intrinsic safety that enables its co‐location with other industries and communities. It can dramatically reduce CO2 emissions from petrochemical production, petroleum refining and extraction of bitumen from oil sands and shale. It is economical today in Europe, Asia and the Middle East where natural gas price is tied to oil parity. The Alliance concludes that even U.S. gas prices are likely to emerge in a range that will make this technology competitive for process heat and power in the 2020+ time‐frame as utilities, transportation and natural gas compete to arbitrage the current U.S. price advantage. Further, if one envisions oil in the $130+ per barrel range in the 2020+ time‐frame, it provides an economic approach to production of synthetic fuels from indigenous carbon sources with virtually no carbon footprint. It is the game changing technology that can address the overarching global energy policy goals of energy and feedstock security, economic growth/GDP (jobs) and carbon footprint (climate). Based on the current trajectory, if funding were sufficient in the coming years, this technology could be deployed initially in the mid 2025 time frame. As with LWR SMRs, there are several compelling reasons for the federal government to support the development of HTGRs. However, by the nature of the HTGR potential markets, the reasons are somewhat different: 1. Growth in the Economy and Jobs – The Alliance’s market analysis indicates that within the first 25 years of application in the U.S. and the Alberta oil sands industry, nearly a trillion dollars in gross domestic product could be generated. Further, the modular HTGR is particularly well suited for small to medium and developing countries, with its scalable modular deployment and superior safety characteristics that do not rely on intervention of any systems or people to safely avoid major events during operation. Altogether, this translates into profitable growth in new market sectors for the nuclear energy system and equipment suppliers, owner/operators and energy end-user industries with many thousands of highly-skilled, high-paying jobs. This growth is good for industry and good for the U.S., North America and other countries that choose to participate and engage this technology. China is already underway with the deployment of their version of a modular HTGR design that may compete globally. 2. Energy Price Stability – The HTGR energy pricing is expected to be stable over an operational plant life of more than 60 years by virtue of the fact that <20% of the energy cost is tied directly to the fuel raw material. By supplanting natural gas and other fossil fuels for producing heat, the modular HTGR provides insulation from energy price variability. 3. Alternative Uses for Indigenous Carbon Resources & Improving Energy Security – HTGR technology provides an attractive path to take advantage of indigenous carbon (coal, pet coke, municipal solid waste, etc.) by gasifying the carbon with co-production of hydrogen, all using the modular HTGR technology, and ending-up with chemical feedstock or transportation fuels. As an example, if you matched-up about thirty-one 50,000 barrels-per-day carbon conversion plants with the annual coal production output of Kentucky, you could convert that coal to transportation fuels equivalent to about one fourth of the U.S. import demand today with minimal CO2 emissions. This improves both energy security and independence. 4. Minimizes Carbon Emissions – Environmental factors range from incremental advantages associated with fuel utilization, waste management, land use and cooling water requirements. Unique within nuclear, the modular HTGR is the only carbon reducing game-changing technology on the foreseeable horizon for supplanting fossil fuels in the production of high temperature process heat. The end-user community that is driving the Alliance envisions a path that would eliminate as much as 80% of its carbon footprint with this technology. Substantially lower carbon footprints cannot be achieved without bold technology advances. 5. Minimizes Water Usage – The high thermal efficiency of modular HTGR technology can make use of dry cooling as an economic alternative in those areas where water is limited. 6. Exports - HTGRs may have a special potential in terms of export. Many of our U.S. industrial process heat users are also major U.S. based international companies. If those companies adopt HTGRs for their U.S. based facilities, they may then readily adopt them for one or more of their overseas facilities. Or alternatively, after HTGRs are licensed in the U.S., they may choose to adopt the reactors at one or more of their non-U.S. facilities first. Either way, this export pathway seems unique to HTGRs. 

