T Financial Incentives/Demonstration- 2AC
2. Funding for demonstration is a financial incentive- heres our counter interp and caselist

REPP ‘99 (copyright © 1999 by Renewable Energy Policy Project “Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy” EPP's Mission REPP's goal is to accelerate the use of renewable energy by providing credible information, insightful policy analysis, and innovative strategies amid changing energy markets and mounting environmental needs by researching, publishing, and disseminating information, creating policy tools, and hosting highly active, on-line, renewable energy discussion groups. What REPP Does REPP supports the advancement of renewable energy technology through policy research. REPP seeks to define growth strategies for renewables that respond to competitive energy markets and environmental needs. Since its inception in 1995, REPP has investigated the relationship among policy, markets and public demand in accelerating the deployment of renewable energy, which include biomass, hydropower, geothermal, photovoltaic, solar thermal, wind and renewable hydrogen. The organization offers a platform from which experts in the field can examine issues of medium-to long-term importance to policy makers, green energy entrepreneurs, and environmental advocates. REPP Funders Energy Foundation, Oak Foundation, SURDNA Foundation, Turner Foundation, Bancker-Willimas Foundation, Joyce-Mertz-Gilmore Foundation, United States Department of Energy, National Renewable Energy Lab, and United States Environmental Protection Agency. A Sustainable Energy Industry Cluster for Mesa Del Sol 5. Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy17

This section discusses financial incentives for renewable energy development, which are currently offered by the federal government, 36 states (not including New Mexico), some utilities, and several private or quasi-private entities. Incentives include loans, cash payments and tax relief. Often, the same incentive can aid both suppliers and consumers of renewable energy technologies-for example, tax incentives for installing a renewable energy project either for personal use, or for electricity to be sold to other end-users. In the following section, we include some incentive programs that could benefit clean energy development in Mesa del Sol, as well as approaches taken elsewhere that New Mexico might adapt. This section does not address non-financial measures that governments may take, such as net metering. Financial incentives for suppliers of renewable energy Because financing for suppliers is usually justified by local economic benefits, these incentives tend to come from states, rather than the federal government. Most state financing programs exist in traditional regulated electricity markets. However, as states restructure their electric systems, many may levy a "system benefits charge (SBC)" or wires fee on each kilowatt-hour of electricity distributed. Among other purposes, these funds can be used for public interest programs at risk in a market-oriented system, including those for sustainable energy development. Manufacturing: Eight states offer incentives for in-state renewable energy manufacturing. Incentives include grants, overseas marketing assistance, corporate tax exemptions, property tax exemptions, and tax credits for investors in manufacturing facilities. For example, Virginia's PV Manufacturer Grant Program offers $4.5 million annually until 2001 to companies locating and operating PV manufacturing plants in the state. The program pays firms based on their PV production, at a rate between 75 cents/watt (for in-state manufacture from raw materials to final product) and 20 cents/watt (for in-state assembly only). Firms may receive the benefits for up to five years. The incentive program attracted a $1.5 million facility owned by Atlantis Energie of Switzerland, and a $25 million Solarex (now BP Solarex) facility employing up to 100 workers. The U.S. Small Business Administration's 7(a)(12) Energy and Conservation Loan program offers loans for small businesses engaged in the design, engineering, manufacturing, distribution, marketing, installing, or servicing of energy devices or techniques that conserve U.S. energy resources. Terms for working capital are 7 years; for equipment 10 years; and for buildings 25 years. The interest rate usually cannot exceed 2.75 percent over the prime lending rate, although loans under $50,000 may have higher rates. The SBA will guarantee up to 80 percent of a loan less than $100,000, and 75 percent of a loan more than $100,000. SBA's share of a loan cannot exceed $750,000 to any business. Installation, Operation, and Research: Thirty-six states, the federal government, and private entities such as utilities offer financial incentives for renewable energy technology installation and/or operation. Incentives are targeted both at the supplier of the renewable energy technology, as well as the consumer. For suppliers, incentives include low-interest loans, revolving loan programs dedicated to renewable energy or energy efficiency, grants, assistance in research and demonstration projects, leasing and lease-purchase options; tax deductions, tax credits, property tax exemptions, and excise tax exemptions. For example:

3. It’s energy production

Holbrook et al. ‘9 (Mark Holbrook, Advisory Engineer, Jim Kinsey, Director of Regulatory Affairs, Greg Gibbs, Project Director, “NGNP Licensing Plan”, Idaho National Laboratory  Document ID: PLN-3202 Revision ID: 0 Effective Date: 06/26/09 Plan Project No. 29980

The Next Generation Nuclear Plant (NGNP) will be a licensed commercial HTGR plant capable of producing the electricity and high temperature process heat for the industrial markets discussed above. The NGNP Project will design, construct, and operate the HTGR plant and associated technologies to establish the technological basis for commercialization of this new generation of advanced nuclear plants. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will license the NGNP for operation, which is consistent with the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 that assigns the responsibility for licensing new Department of Energy (DOE) reactors to the NRC if they are used to generate power for an electric utility system or operated in any manner to demonstrate the suitability for subsequent use by the commercial power industry. NRC licensing of the NGNP will demonstrate the efficacy of licensing future gas-cooled reactors for commercial industrial applications. 1.1 Purpose This document describes the NGNP Project’s licensing plan, including expected near-term activities for implementing a strategy that will support licensing of the NGNP and benefit future commercial applicants. This plan focuses on the most significant policy issues for resolution during this near-term phase of interactions with the NRC and outlines a licensing path for the NGNP that will lead to approval of a Combined License (COL) application by the NRC. In the near-term, the plan focuses on critical licensing activities that will proceed in parallel with the DOE’s establishment of the public-private partnership, which is ultimately responsible for the facility license. The approach described in this plan establishes a regulatory framework and project licensing structure that will result in the successful licensing, construction, and operation of the NGNP Project facility. This structure is also intended to directly support future replication and deployment of multiple HTGRs. 

Plan is not research- it is a section 103 commercial license
Burns et al. ‘7 (NGNP and Hydrogen Production Preconceptual Design Report NGNP-20-RPT-005 Special Study 20.6 – Licensing and Permitting Study , 1/29/2007 Edward Burns Energy & the Environment, Consultant Charles Kling Company: Westinghouse Electric Company Stewart Long Westinghouse Electric Company Carl Mazzola Shaw Group Stanley E. Ritterbusch Westinghouse Electric Company Valentina Shkolnik Westinghouse Electric Company 

However, the above Section 50.22 of NRC regulations indicates that a utilization facility, such as the NGNP, that uses more than 50% of its output for sale or commercial distribution would be licensed not as a research facility (with minimal regulation) but as a commercial facility under Section 103. Moreover, since the NGNP is to provide a substantial basis for follow-on NGNP commercial plants and since it is judged that a Subsection 103 commercial facility application would provide a more-applicable precedent for the NGNP commercial plant than would a Subsection 104 research and development facility application, it is appropriate to apply for a Subsection 103 commercial facility license for the NGNP. In addition, applying for a Subsection 103 license does not preclude application of the “license by test” concept to individual components or systems on a case-by-case basis (further discussed in Section 20.6.4). 

Funding key

Congressional funding is key to signal commitment and INL leadership
Samizdat ‘8 (Simpson scores huge increases for INL in House bill Like it? 2comments 0 Posted June 18, 2008 Idaho Samizdat is a blog about the political and economic aspects of nuclear energy and nonproliferation issues. It covers the nuclear energy industry globally. Additionally, the blog has regional coverage on uranium mining in the western U.S. Link to original post Dan Yurman publishes a blog on nuclear energy titled 'Idaho Samizdat' http://djysrv.blogspot.com. It covers the nuclear energy industry globally including new reactor investments, economics, politics, and technologies. He is a frequent contributor to the ANS Nuclear Cafe http://ansnuclearcafe.org and to Fuel Cycle Week http://fuelcycleweek.com Simpson reports substantial increases in nuclear R&D funding and for cleanup

Idaho's representative on the House Appropriations Committee has good news for the site's nuclear energy and cleanup programs. Idaho Congressman Mike Simpson (right). a member of the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development, announced substantial increases in funding for the Idaho National Laboratory and the Idaho Cleanup Project as part of legislation funding the Department of Energy in FY 2009. “The funding increases in this bill represent a complete endorsement by Congress of the significant contributions INL’s workforce and leadership are making to our energy and national security,” said Simpson. Nuclear rocks The real meat and potatoes of the funding measure is in nuclear energy. Simpson said, “This bill provides a substantial boost to the Next Generation Nuclear Plant and the development of advanced gas reactor technology. It also places a significant investment in upgrades to extend the life of the Advanced Test Reactor. Nuclear energy research and development at INL are well served in this bill.” Admiral John Grossenbacher, INL’s Laboratory Director quoted in a statement released by Simpson's office, said. "I want to thank Congressman Mike Simpson, the other members of the House Appropriations Committee and their staff for this vote of confidence in the direction of the INL and some of its major programs. The budget increases for the Next Generation Nuclear Plant (NGNP) and the INL infrastructure account will help the INL play a leadership role in our nation's energy future.”
Only more funding can solve- new HTGR reactors crucial 

Anderson ’12 (February 06, 2012 Zark Anderson, Science and Technology expert and author, “Next Generation Reactor in Need of Funding” Temperature requirements of potential applications compared with LWR and HTGR operating temperatures. Image Credit: Department of Energy

Most commercial reactors in the U.S. are of the Light Water Reactor (LWR) configuration. They use ordinary water as the primary coolant and moderator inside the reactor. But as the diagram above illustrates, LWRs don't have the high temperatures needed for some game-changing applications. High Temperature Reactors (HTRs) could allow the U.S. to exploit its vast coal reserves to produce portable energy, so desperately needed for the existing transportation infrastructure. The vast natural gas reserves could likewise be exploited to enable the hydrogen economy. NGNP Project 2011 Status and Path Forward explains the Department of Energy has determined the High Temperature Gas Reactor (HTGR) is the best path forward for very high temperature reactors and under the the Next Generation Nuclear Plant (NGNP) have been developing technologies and strategies. One thing is certain - much increased investment is necessary to ready the metals and ceramics capable of withstanding the heat and nuclear bombardment for 60 years. To date, the U.S. government has invested $500M in the NGNP project. The preliminary design calls for ceramic fuel, a graphite-based core, and helium coolant. Mmm. See Earth's helium reserves will run out in 25 years. Helium was originally produced by the radioactive decay of rocks and the only way to artificially create it is through radioactive decay of tritium. But back to the HTGR. Its outlet temperature will be 950 degrees C, (1740 degrees Fahrenheit). Note in the graphic on the left, that helium circulates inside the reactor's pressure vessel. The Next Generation Reactor Plant project runs out of funding early this year. Congress and the Department of Energy need to agree on the importance and priority of the next generation reactor.

SMR CP

SMRS bad- safety and licensing
Lyman ’11 (On the Nuclear Power 2021 Act and the Nuclear Energy Research Initiative Improvement Act of 2011 by Edwin Lyman Testimony on S. 512, "The Nuclear Power 2021 Act," and S. 1067, "The Nuclear Energy Research Initiative Improvement Act of 2011," before the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S. Senate, 7 June 2011 

The distributed deployment of small reactors would also put great strains on existing licensing and inspection resources. Nuclear reactors are qualitatively different from other types of generating facilities, not least because they require a much more extensive safety and security inspection regime. Similarly, deployment of individual small reactors at widely distributed and remote sites around the world would strain the resources of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and its ability to adequately safeguard reactors to guard against proliferation, since IAEA inspectors would need to visit many more locations per installed megawatt around the world. Maintaining robust oversight over vast networks of SMRs around the world would be difficult, if feasible at all.
OUR htgr’s solve accidents and are economic
Mahoney ’12 (Steam Cycle HTGR to Provide Sustainable Energy Source for Process Heat Users Social Media Tools More Sharing ServicesShare Print Email Save Sponsored by FLSmidth 04/01/2012 By John Mahoney, NGNP Industry Alliance Limited

The NGNP Industry Alliance recently selected the Areva steam cycle high temperature gas-cooled reactor (SC-HTGR) for development as a future industrial heat source. The SC-HTGR will provide high temperature steam for a variety of applications such as chemical processing, refineries, heavy oil recovery, tar sands and oil shale recovery and upgrading, and synthetic fuel production, with the potential for major environmental and economic benefits. Such industrial applications are inherently energy intensive, accounting for a substantial fraction of North America's energy economy. Today, this energy is supplied almost entirely from fossil fuels. Conventional nuclear reactors do not reach the temperatures required, and renewables such as hydropower, wind, and photovoltaics are not viable large scale heat sources. This reliance on fossil fuels brings significant challenges due to energy price volatility, potential supply disruptions, and environmental concerns. The unique capabilities of the modular SC-HTGR make it an ideal alternative to fossil fuels for many industrial applications as well as for electricity generation in the small reactor market. The ceramic core and inert coolant allow the reactor to operate at much higher temperatures than conventional nuclear reactors. The modular nature of the design allows plant configurations to be easily tailored to meet the needs of specific customers. The reactor's inherent safety characteristics support collocation in close proximity with energy users. The nominally 625 MWt module size maximizes economic performance while maintaining passive safety benefits. The reactor core structure is graphite which is stable at extremely high temperatures and which cannot melt. Coated fuel particles are at the heart of the reactor design each having multiple ceramic coatings that retain the fission products up to extremely high temperatures, well beyond temperatures reached during normal operation and accident scenarios. The primary coolant is helium which is inert and single phase under all possible conditions. These features allow the SC-HTGR to operate at high temperature (750°C core outlet) and produce steam at 550°C (1050°F). The modular SC-HTGR steam supply system will be tailored to the needs of specific customers, allowing a good match with the energy needs of each facility. It also provides increased operational flexibility and reliability. Since most industrial facilities are also large electricity users, systems can be configured for cogeneration using excess steam. Perhaps the most important benefit of the SC-HTGR is the HTGR's well-known safety features. In the event of a loss of cooling, the SC-HTGR will naturally shut down. In an accident, temperatures are controlled by completely passive means. This requires no electrical power, and it does not require any component to change state or position. The passive safety characteristics of the SC-HTGR are particularly important for process heat applications, since the HTGR heat source would be collocated near the energy user. The safety features of the SC-HTGR go beyond simply maintaining public safety. They also minimize investment risk by avoiding damage that would prevent restarting the plant following an accident. Potential risks for both the SC-HTGR steam supply system and the collocated process heat user are managed successfully. The SC-HTGR provides an attractive alternative for industrial heat users facing major challenges today and in the future. Increasing environmental challenges are being raised on the use of fossil fuels including anticipated constraints on CO2 emissions. The SC-HTGR provides an emissions-free alternative to fossil fuels, avoiding these penalties now and in years to come. Fossil fuel price volatility is another major challenge. Oil and gas price fluctuations in recent decades illustrate the difficulty of forecasting long-term energy prices. The effects of increasing demand and finite supply are completely overshadowed by near-term volatility. Substituting nuclear heat in place of fossil fuels gives users stable competitive energy prices for decades to come. Security of energy supply is a major concern for individual energy users as well as the U.S. economy. Reliance on imported energy increases our vulnerability to supply disruptions due to external events beyond our control. Displacing fossil fuels with domestically produced nuclear heat will reduce vulnerability to supply disruptions from foreign suppliers. SC-HTGR technology provides a viable alternative for current energy intensive industries such as chemicals, refining, etc. It will support future industries like coal-to-liquids and synthetic fuel production as advanced processes come into use. And development of the SC-HTGR will pave the way for development of more advanced very high temperature reactors to support needs in other industries including steel making, and high efficiency hydrogen production. The technology will also enable the production of synthetic chemical feedstocks to further reduce demand on limited fossil resources. By addressing these challenges, the SC-HTGR allows industries to remain in North America rather than moving offshore in pursuit of lower energy prices. It is a game changing technology for industry since it will allow placement of new plants in geographic locations where industrial development had been limited by the lack of natural gas infrastructure and pipelines. This improves the future U.S. outlook and improves the balance of trade while providing an opportunity for thousands of domestic jobs, in engineering, construction trades and the operation of SC-HTGR steam supply systems for end user process industries. Providing a viable alternative to fossil fuels brings substantial environmental and economic benefits, preserving major segments of the U.S. industrial sector and providing sustainability for key industries that make modern lifestyle possible.
SC HTGR’s key to energy costs and solve dependence 
Mahoney ’12 (Steam Cycle HTGR to Provide Sustainable Energy Source for Process Heat Users Social Media Tools More Sharing ServicesShare Print Email Save Sponsored by FLSmidth 04/01/2012 By John Mahoney, NGNP Industry Alliance Limited

The NGNP Industry Alliance recently selected the Areva steam cycle high temperature gas-cooled reactor (SC-HTGR) for development as a future industrial heat source. The SC-HTGR will provide high temperature steam for a variety of applications such as chemical processing, refineries, heavy oil recovery, tar sands and oil shale recovery and upgrading, and synthetic fuel production, with the potential for major environmental and economic benefits. Such industrial applications are inherently energy intensive, accounting for a substantial fraction of North America's energy economy. Today, this energy is supplied almost entirely from fossil fuels. Conventional nuclear reactors do not reach the temperatures required, and renewables such as hydropower, wind, and photovoltaics are not viable large scale heat sources. This reliance on fossil fuels brings significant challenges due to energy price volatility, potential supply disruptions, and environmental concerns. The unique capabilities of the modular SC-HTGR make it an ideal alternative to fossil fuels for many industrial applications as well as for electricity generation in the small reactor market. The ceramic core and inert coolant allow the reactor to operate at much higher temperatures than conventional nuclear reactors. The modular nature of the design allows plant configurations to be easily tailored to meet the needs of specific customers. The reactor's inherent safety characteristics support collocation in close proximity with energy users. The nominally 625 MWt module size maximizes economic performance while maintaining passive safety benefits. The reactor core structure is graphite which is stable at extremely high temperatures and which cannot melt. Coated fuel particles are at the heart of the reactor design each having multiple ceramic coatings that retain the fission products up to extremely high temperatures, well beyond temperatures reached during normal operation and accident scenarios. The primary coolant is helium which is inert and single phase under all possible conditions. These features allow the SC-HTGR to operate at high temperature (750°C core outlet) and produce steam at 550°C (1050°F). The modular SC-HTGR steam supply system will be tailored to the needs of specific customers, allowing a good match with the energy needs of each facility. It also provides increased operational flexibility and reliability. Since most industrial facilities are also large electricity users, systems can be configured for cogeneration using excess steam. Perhaps the most important benefit of the SC-HTGR is the HTGR's well-known safety features. In the event of a loss of cooling, the SC-HTGR will naturally shut down. In an accident, temperatures are controlled by completely passive means. This requires no electrical power, and it does not require any component to change state or position. The passive safety characteristics of the SC-HTGR are particularly important for process heat applications, since the HTGR heat source would be collocated near the energy user. The safety features of the SC-HTGR go beyond simply maintaining public safety. They also minimize investment risk by avoiding damage that would prevent restarting the plant following an accident. Potential risks for both the SC-HTGR steam supply system and the collocated process heat user are managed successfully. The SC-HTGR provides an attractive alternative for industrial heat users facing major challenges today and in the future. Increasing environmental challenges are being raised on the use of fossil fuels including anticipated constraints on CO2 emissions. The SC-HTGR provides an emissions-free alternative to fossil fuels, avoiding these penalties now and in years to come. Fossil fuel price volatility is another major challenge. Oil and gas price fluctuations in recent decades illustrate the difficulty of forecasting long-term energy prices. The effects of increasing demand and finite supply are completely overshadowed by near-term volatility. Substituting nuclear heat in place of fossil fuels gives users stable competitive energy prices for decades to come. Security of energy supply is a major concern for individual energy users as well as the U.S. economy. Reliance on imported energy increases our vulnerability to supply disruptions due to external events beyond our control. Displacing fossil fuels with domestically produced nuclear heat will reduce vulnerability to supply disruptions from foreign suppliers. SC-HTGR technology provides a viable alternative for current energy intensive industries such as chemicals, refining, etc. It will support future industries like coal-to-liquids and synthetic fuel production as advanced processes come into use. And development of the SC-HTGR will pave the way for development of more advanced very high temperature reactors to support needs in other industries including steel making, and high efficiency hydrogen production. The technology will also enable the production of synthetic chemical feedstocks to further reduce demand on limited fossil resources. By addressing these challenges, the SC-HTGR allows industries to remain in North America rather than moving offshore in pursuit of lower energy prices. It is a game changing technology for industry since it will allow placement of new plants in geographic locations where industrial development had been limited by the lack of natural gas infrastructure and pipelines. This improves the future U.S. outlook and improves the balance of trade while providing an opportunity for thousands of domestic jobs, in engineering, construction trades and the operation of SC-HTGR steam supply systems for end user process industries. Providing a viable alternative to fossil fuels brings substantial environmental and economic benefits, preserving major segments of the U.S. industrial sector and providing sustainability for key industries that make modern lifestyle possible.

Energy costs cause nuke war
Toradze ‘9 (February 10, 2009 at 16:52:27  Why we need nuclear power.  by John Toradze , John Toradze is the pen name of a scientist who ran an office in Tbilisi, Georgia for 5 years and traveled widely in Russia the former USSR nations and nearby. I have authored chapters for books published by the West Point terrorism center on (more...))

Seventh, in the midst of an economic meltdown that I think is going to be one for the ages, we must be very careful about our cost structure.  Energy cost is fundamental to any economy. China is currently the lowest cost energy producer, and China is building out everything it can that is low cost. That is why they are building coal, hydroelectric, and nuclear power plants. If our energy production cost is 2-5 times China's, we can't compete with China. That means we won't have jobs and China will. The last great meltdown was followed by global war that rewrote the world. That conflict killed around 50 million people in the world, very few of them Americans. by ignoring economics, we waltz toward war.  Last, with global warming, we have two choices. We can be driven from our homes and migrate to wherever we are able to live as the globe heats up. But it won't just be us. It will be our forests and wildlife that will be slaughtered. If we have enough energy, we can mitigate that, we can care for our environment by moving water around. Nuclear power can provide us with whatever we need to do that. Nothing else except orbiting solar satellites can, and those aren't even on the table.  

Dependence causes multiple war scenarios
GLASER 2011 (Professor of Political Science and International Relations Elliot School of International Affairs The George Washington University, “ Reframing Energy Security: How Oil Dependence Influences U.S. National Security,” August 2011, http://depts.washington.edu/polsadvc/Blog%20Links/Glaser_-_EnergySecurity-AUGUST-2011.docx, )
Oil dependence could reduce a state’s security if its access to oil is vulnerable to disruption and if oil is necessary for operating the state’s military forces. Vulnerable energy supplies can leave a state open to coercion—recognizing that it is more likely to lose a war, the state has a weaker bargaining position and is more likely to make concessions.
 Closely related, if war occurs the state is more likely to lose. Conflict that is influenced by this mechanism is not fundamentally over the oil;
 rather, when states already have incentives for conflict, the oil vulnerability influences their assessment of military capabilities and in turn the path to war. Recognizing this type of danger during the Cold War, U.S. planning to protect its sea lanes of communication with the Persian Gulf was motivated partly by the importance of insuring the steady flow of oil that was necessary to enable the United States to fight a long war against the Soviet Union in Europe. During the Second World War, Japan’s vulnerability to a U.S. oil embargo played an important role in destroying Japan’s ability to fight.
 This type of threat to the U.S. military capabilities is not a serious danger today because the United States does not face a major power capable of severely interrupting its access to key supplies of oil. In contrast, China does face this type of danger because its oil imports are vulnerable to disruption by the U.S. Navy. Protecting access to oil threatens other states—an access-driven security dilemma The vulnerability of a state’s access to oil supplies could reduce its security via a second, more complicated mechanism—if the state’s efforts to protect its access to oil threaten another state’s security, then this reduced security could in turn reduce the state’s own security. The danger would follow standard security-dilemma logic, but with the defense of oil supply lines replacing the standard focus on protection of territory. In the most extreme case, a state could try to solve its import vulnerability through territorial expansion. In less extreme cases, the state could deal with its vulnerability by building up military forces required to protect its access to oil, which has the unintended consequence of decreasing its adversary’s military capability and signaling that the state’s motives are malign, which decreases the adversary’s security, which leads the adversary to build up its own military forces.
 Just as protecting a distant ally can require a state to adopt an offensive capability, protecting access to oil can require offensive power-projection capabilities. Thus, a state’s need to protect its access to oil could create a security dilemma that would not otherwise exist. Conflict fueled by this security dilemma need not be over oil or access to oil; by damaging political relations the security dilemma could prevent the states from resolving political disputes and avoiding the escalation of crises. Here again, the United States does not currently face this type of danger; this is largely because the military status quo currently favors the United States, which relieves it from having to take provocative actions. In contrast, China’s efforts to protect its access to oil could be more provocative and generate military competition with the United States. Oil makes territory increasingly valuable In this type of case, a state places greater value on owning territory because the territory contains energy resources that are increasingly valuable. The greater value of territory can increase competition between states, because the benefits of success grow relative to the costs of competition, for example, the costs of arming. For similar reasons, the greater value of territory increases the probability that crises over territory will lead to war instead of negotiated compromises, as states are more willing to run the risks of fighting.
 This type of conflict is the classic resource war, which is the path by which oil is most commonly envisioned leading to conflict.
 We can also hypothesize that the probability of conflict is greater when territorial boundaries are contested and the political status quo is ambiguous. Because the norm of state sovereignty is now widely held, states are less likely to launch expansionist wars to take other states’ territory. However, when boundaries are not settled, states are more likely to compete to acquire territory they value and will compete harder when they value it more.
 In addition, unsettled boundaries increase the possibilities for boundedly rational bargaining failures that could lead to war. There are two basic paths via which a state could become involved in this type of oil conflict. The more obvious is for the state to be a claimant in the dispute and become directly involved in a territorial conflict. The second is likely more important for the United States—an alliance commitment could draw the state into a resource conflict that initially began between its ally and another state.
 The state would not have energy interests of its own at stake, but intervenes to protect its ally. Along this path, energy plays an important but less direct role in damaging the state’s security, because although energy interests fuel the initial conflict, they do not motivate the state’s intervention.
 A later section explores the possibility of conflict between China and Japan in the East China Sea, with the United States drawn in to protect Japan and consequently involved in a war with China. When a state’s economy depends heavily on oil, severe supply disruptions might do sufficiently large economic damage that the state would use military force to protect its prosperity. A state this suffers this vulnerability risks not only suffering the damage that could be inflicted by a supply disruption, which might be the by-product of unrelated domestic or international events, but also risks being coerced by an adversary. Consequently, states will want to be confident that their ability to import oil will be uninterrupted and will pursue policies to ensure secure access. 

HTGR’s key to solve water shortages

Nisan ‘7 (Utilisation of waste heat from GT‑MHR and PBMR reactors for nuclear desalination  Saied Dardoura, Simon Nisana*, Francoise Charbitb "CEA, Cadarache, F‑13108, Saint Paul‑lez‑Durance, France Tel. +33 (4) 42 25 4628; Fax: +33 (4) 42 25 3635; email: simon.nisan@cea.fr bUniversité Paul Cezanne, LPPE, F‑13090 Aix‑en‑Provence, France  1. Utilisation of waste heat from GT–MHR and PBMR reactors for nuclear desalination. Dardour, Saied; Nisan, Simon; Charbit, Françoise. Desalination vol. 205 issue 1-3 February 5, 2007. p. 254-268

The gas turbine‑modular helium cooled reactor (GT‑MHR) is currently being developed by an international consortium; the pebble bed modular reactor (PBMR) is to be constructed in South Africa. In both these reactors, circulating helium that has to be compressed in two successive stages cools the reactor core. For thermodynamic reasons, these compression stages require pre‑cooling of the helium to about 26°C through the use of pre‑cooler and intercooler helium‑water heat exchangers. Considerable thermal power (300 MWth) is thus dissipated in the pre​cooler and the intercooler. This thermal power is then evacuated to the heat sink. Depending upon the specific designs, the temperature ranges of the water in these exchangers could be between 80 and 130°C. This is an ideal range for desalination in a multiple‑effect distillation (MED) plant, which can be coupled between a mixer (of the flows from the pre‑cooler and the intercooler) and the switch‑ cooling unit, evacuating the heat to the heat sink (sea or river). It is thus interesting to evaluate the desalination costs of such a system, utilising virtually free heat. The usual code for desalination cost evaluation is the DEEP software, developed by the International Atomic Energy Agency. Actual versions of DEEP do not have models for GT‑MHR and the PBMR providing heat for desalination. This paper describes the successive steps that led CEA to the development of these models from basic thermo​dynamic considerations and their integration in the new, CEA version of the DEEP code. The models are then applied to a realistic case study based on the TUINDESAL project [1]. It is shown that the desalination cost of a GT‑MHR + MED system is 34% lower than that of a gas turbine, combined cycle plant + MED system, for a fossil fuel price of about 21 $!bbl and a discount rate of 8%. Under the same conditions, this cost is 2% lower for the PBMR + MED systems1. Introduction  Water is indispensable for the very existence of [hu]mankind and for human development. Water is not only a natural resource, but is also a component of prosperity: water being the most impor​tant consumer article in the world, its worldwide availability should be guaranteed to all. However, it is now generally recognised that in the decades to come, many regions of the planet will face water scarcity or water stress. In this context, desalination is considered as a complementary, economically attractive and sustainable solution to meet ever‑increasing water demands. Desalination by nuclear reactors is particularly attractive in view of the low costs and its environmentally friendly characteristics, as has been discussed previously [1]. Two of the most com​monly used desalination processes are multiple​effect distillation (MED) and reverse osmosis (RO). MED uses mainly thermal energy and some electricity to drive the auxiliary systems. RO uses only electrical (or mechanical) energy. In both cases, part of the useful energy is diverted to produce desalted water. If the desalting capa​city is high, this energy loss could be very significant. An alternative, providing virtually free heat to be used with the MED process, is based on the utilisation of gas‑cooled, high temperature reactors. Thus, for example, in the two such reactors currently being developed the gas turbine‑modular helium cooled reactor (GT‑MHR) and the pebble bed modular reactor (PBMR) circulating helium, which has to be compressed in two successive stages, cools the reactor core. For thermodynamic reasons, these compression stages require pre‑cooling of the helium to about 26°C through the use of the pre‑cooler and intercooler helium‑water heat exchangers. Considerable ther​mal power (300 MWth) is thus dissipated in the pre‑cooler and the intercooler. This thermal power is then evacuated to the heat sink. Depending upon the specific designs, the tem​perature ranges of the water in these exchangers  could be between 80 and 130°C. This is an ideal range for desalination for a MED plant, which can be coupled between a mixer (of the flows from the pre‑cooler and the intercooler) and the switch‑ cooling unit, evacuating the heat to the heat sink, (sea or river). This paper describes the successive stages that led to the development of physical and mathe​matical models enabling the calculation of desali​nation costs of the GT‑MHR and the PBMR providing free heat (Fig. 1).  2. Modelling approach  It is obvious that the performances of an integrated nuclear desalination system are mainly dependent on those of the nuclear reactor, pro​viding the required desalination energy. An inte​grated system is an optimal combination of an energy source and an appropriate desalination process, producing both electricity and water and constituting a component of an overall strategy for alleviating water shortages at a given site. The basis of any modelling of the coupled system is thus to correlate the thermodynamic perfor​mances of the reactor (power produced, turbine efficiency, waste heat produced and evacuated, output temperature of the cooling water, etc.) to the characteristics of the site (essentially, the temperature of the heat sink) and the charac​teristics of the MED plant. This is realised in three main steps: • modelling of principal reactor components, relevant to the integrated system; • characteristics of the intermediate circuit, required for safety reasons, and linking the reactor to the desalination process; • characteristics of the desalination process itself.  Because the two gas‑cooled HTRs (GT‑MHR and PBMR) are actually under development, we have endeavoured to use, where possible, simple and general thermodynamic principles, such as   

Water shortages mass death and extinction

Nisan ‘7 ( The report was prepared by S. Nisan (France). The IAEA officer responsible for this publication was B.M. Misra of the Division of Nuclear Power. STATUS OF NUCLEAR DESALINATION IN IAEA MEMBER STATES IAEA, VIENNA, 2007 IAEA-TECDOC-1524 ISBN 92–0–112806–1 ISSN 1011–4289 © IAEA, 2007 Printed by the IAEA in Austria January 2007 (Gender Modified)

 Water is indispensable for the very existence of [hu]mankind and for human development. Water is not only a natural resource, it is a component of prosperity: water being the most important consumption article in the world, its worldwide availability should be guaranteed to all. The total quantity of water available on earth is about 1000 million km3 and covers nearly 70% of the globe, whereas the total world water consumption does not exceed 2100 km3 /year. At first sight this would seem rather reassuring. However, 97.5% of the available water is highly saline or brackish. Of the remaining 2.5%, nearly 70% is in the form of ice (Antarctica, Greenland, etc.). Yet another large fraction is locked in the soil humidity and deep underground aquifers. Consequently the effective amount of water, directly accessible to human beings is only 0.007% (or, about 70 000 km3 ). Even this fraction is very unevenly distributed over the planet. Moreover, rapidly increasing populations, rising standards of living, continued development of tourism, progressive industrialization and expansion of irrigation agriculture have already led to acute water shortages and stresses in many regions of the world as shown in red in Figure 1. In Figure 1 countries which will face “economic water shortages” (i.e. inadequacy of supply and demand) are shown and regions with diagonal lines are the ones which will import more than 10% of their cereal consumption in 2025. It should be recalled that to produce 1 ton of cereals one requires 1000 m3 of water [1]. The import of cereals is thus indirectly the import of water. Water resources are not only rare but they are extremely fragile. Because of unprecedented human activities, in addition to reasons given above, they are now rapidly dwindling. Thus, for example, in 1960 the available water resources in Africa were about 15 000 m3 /capita/year. In 2025, they would be only 2000 m3 /capita/year (Figure 2). If nothing is done and business as usual continues, according to GEO-2000, an assessment by UN’s Environmental Program, nearly two thirds of the world population would be without adequate water supplies by 2025. Already several countries in Southern Europe, Middle East, North Africa, South Asia and South America are facing severe water shortages. As a result “today 1.1 billion persons do not have access to drinking water; 2.5 billion persons live in unsatisfactory hygienic conditions; five million persons (a majority of which are children) die each year of diseases (mostly preventable) related to water related shortage and hygiene” 1 . This is equivalent to a large Airbus, full of children, crashing every hour. Water related problems are numerous. They are so diversified that there is no single solution to meet the water demands in a given country. All alternate solutions of water supply, notably water recycling, more efficient use of water, modernisation of water distribution networks to avoid leakages and the desalination of brackish or seawater, are thus required to meet the ever increasing water demands. It has been generally recognised in most international circles, dealing with water related problems, that seawater desalination could be an attractive, non-conventional water resource to meet the rising water demands. This is because: • It so happens that a large fraction of the populations of water stressed countries resides near the sea coasts. • Seawater reserves are practically unlimited. • Desalination, which was once a technology for the rich, is gradually becoming an affordable process for all. Desalination costs are still high but there is a very high potential in some desalination processes for further research and innovation, leading to considerable cost reductions. It is for this reason that several IAEA Member States have undertaken R&D in desalination technologies with the aim of producing large amounts of desalted water at the lowest possible cost. Nuclear desalination is defined to be the production of potable water from seawater in a facility in which a nuclear reactor is used as the source of energy for the desalination process. Electrical and/or thermal energy may be used in the desalination process. The facility may be dedicated solely to the production of potable water, or may be used for the generation of electricity and production of potable water, in which case only a portion of the total energy output of the reactor is used for water production Nuclear power is a proven technology, which has provided more than 16% of world electricity supply in over 30 countries. More than ten thousand reactor-years of operating experience have been accumulated over the past 5 decades. In recent years, the option of combining nuclear power with seawater desalination has been explored to tackle water shortage problem. Over 175 reactor-years of operating experience on nuclear desalination have been accumulated worldwide. Several demonstration programs of nuclear desalination are also in progress to confirm its technical and economical viability under country-specific conditions, with technical co-ordination or support of IAEA. In this context, nuclear desalination now appears to be the only technically feasible, economically viable and sustainable solution to meet the future water demands, requiring large scale seawater desalination: • Nuclear desalination is economically competitive, as compared to desalination by the fossil energy sources (Section 4), • Nuclear reactors provide heat in a large range of temperatures, which allows easy adaptation for any desalination process. • Some nuclear reactors furnish waste heat (normally evacuated to the heat sink) at ideal temperatures for desalination. • Desalination is an energy intensive process. Over the long term, desalination with fossil energy sources would not be compatible with sustainable development: fossil fuels reserves are finite and must be conserved for other essential uses whereas demands for desalted water would continue to increase. Furthermore, the combustion of fossil fuels would produce large amounts of greenhouse gases and toxic emissions. Basing the estimations to only the Mediterranean region, it can be shown that around 2020, there will be additional need of water production of about 10 million m3 /day. If nuclear instead of fossil fuelled option is chosen, then one could avoid about: - 200 000 000 t/year of CO2, - 200 000 t/year of SO2, - 60 000 t/year of NOx, and - 16 000 t/year of other hydrocarbons. The figures extrapolated to the world desalination capacities would lead to more than double the amounts given above [2]. 

HTGR’s are key solve terrorism and arms control
Pomper ‘7 (U.S., Russia Recast Plutonium-Disposition Pact Arms Control Today » December 2007 » U.S., Russia Recast Plutonium-Disposition Pact Miles A. Pomper Mr. Pomper is a Senior Research Associate in the Washington D.C. office of CNS. His work focuses on nuclear energy, nuclear nonproliferation, nuclear security, and nuclear arms control. Before joining CNS he served as Editor-in-Chief of Arms Control Today from 2003-2009. Previously, he was the lead foreign policy reporter for CQ Weekly and Legi-Slate News Service, where he covered the full range of national security issues before Congress, and a Foreign Service Officer with the U.S. Information Agency. His career has also included the publication of book chapters, analytical articles, and reports for publications, such as Foreign Service Journal, Survival, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, World Politics Review, Nuclear Engineering International, and the Centre for International Governance Innovation. He holds a master's degree in international affairs from Columbia University and a master's degree in journalism from Northwestern University. 
The United States, on the other hand, has emphasized the arms control benefits of reducing plutonium stockpiles and the proliferation dangers from plutonium, including the threat of theft by terrorists. Since the 1990s, Washington has veered between two disposition methods: the conversion of some of excess weapons-grade plutonium into mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel for use in dedicated reactors or immobilization of the weapons-grade plutonium with high-level radioactive waste. However, the Bush administration has recently warmed to the idea of using plutonium as a source of energy, making the reprocessing of spent fuel to extract plutonium a centerpiece of its Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP). In a joint statement announced Nov. 19, Secretary of Energy Samuel Bodman and Russian Federal Atomic Energy Agency Director Sergei Kiriyenko generally endorsed the Russian approach. Under the plan, the United States will cooperate with Russia to convert the Russian weapons-grade plutonium into MOX fuel, made of plutonium and depleted uranium. Starting in 2012, Russia would irradiate this fuel, eventually employing at least two reactors, a BN-600 fast reactor currently operating at the Beloyarsk nuclear power plant and a more advanced BN-800 fast reactor under construction at the same site. The statement said the two countries also intend to continue working together on development of an advanced gas-cooled, high-temperature reactor, another potential means to dispose of Russia’s plutonium. That reactor is initially intended to burn weapons-grade plutonium at Seversk where the United States is also supporting an effort to replace two plutonium-production reactors that are used to generate electricity. Such reactors are viewed as more proliferation resistant because their fuels have a high burn-up rate and their spent fuel is difficult to reprocess. Under the plan, Russia agreed to dispose of the surplus weapons-grade plutonium “without creating new stocks of separated weapon[s]-grade plutonium.” Moscow will operate the fast reactors in a “burner” mode rather than a breeder mode, by removing the breeding blanket of depleted uranium around the reactor core. Officials from the National Nuclear Security Administration, a semi-autonomous part of the Department of Energy, said that under such a scheme the reactors will still produce plutonium as part of the reaction but consume far more plutonium fuel, thereby reducing the stockpile. Together the reactors would run through about 1.5 tons of plutonium per year. 
Arms control prevents extinction
Rybachenkov ’12 (A RUSSIAN PERSPECTIVE ON THE FUTURE OF ARMS CONTROL AND MUTUAL DETERRENCE1 Vladimir Rybachenkov2 1 Text of presentation at the Fourth Annual Nuclear Deterrence Summit, Arlington, VA, USA, February 14-17, 2012. 2 Senior Research Scientist, Center for Arms Control, Energy & Environment Studies 

Though the Military doctrine of Russia and the US Nuclear Posture Review (both documents adopted in 2010) stipulate that the use of nuclear weapons would only be considered in extreme circumstance when the very existence of the state is under a threat, there is still a risk of an unauthorized or accidental launch. Moreover, in the era of globalization nuclear deterrence is inevitably conducive to further nuclear proliferation. A question emerges at this point: what should be done to move our countries away from relations framed by a model of mutually assured destruction which continues to prevail in the US – Russian dialogue? The logical answer would be to proceed gradually with further reductions of nuclear arms levels on the basis of the minimal sufficiency principle, to enhance strategic stability in the context of equal security for all and to exclude the possibility of first nuclear strike or missile launch due to a technical failure or shortage of time for the political leaders to make a decision. The New START Treaty, which reduced nuclear arsenals of Russia and the USA by 30% in comparison with the 2003 Moscow Treaty, made an important contribution to building predictability and confidence between our countries. A stage was set to further reductions eventually going down to the level of 1000 deployed warheads but evidently this would require involvement of other nuclear states. 

Action against terrorism is key to prevent nuclear war
Bin ‘9 (5-22-09 About the Authors  Prof. Li Bin is a leading Chinese expert on arms control and is currently the director of Arms  Control Program at the Institute of International Studies, Tsinghua University.  He received his  Bachelor and Master Degrees in Physics from Peking University before joining China Academy  of Engineering Physics (CAEP) to pursue a doctorate in the technical aspects of arms control. He  served as a part-time assistant on arms control for the Committee of Science, Technology and  Industry for National Defense (COSTIND).Upon graduation Dr. Li entered the Institute of  Applied Physics and Computational Mathematics (IAPCM) as a research fellow and joined the  COSTIND technical group supporting Chinese negotiation team on Comprehensive Test Ban  Treaty (CTBT).  He attended the final round of CTBT negotiations as a technical advisor to the  Chinese negotiating team.      Nie Hongyi is an officer in the People’s Liberation Army with an MA from China’s National  Defense University and a Ph.D. in International Studies from Tsinghua University, which he  completed in 2009 under Prof. Li Bin. )

The nuclear taboo is a kind of international norm and this type of norm is supported by the  promotion of the norm through international social exchange. But at present the increased threat  of nuclear terrorism has lowered people’s confidence that nuclear weapons will not be used.   China and the United States have a broad common interest in combating nuclear terrorism. Using  technical and institutional measures to break the foundation of nuclear terrorism and lessen the  possibility of a nuclear terrorist attack can not only weaken the danger of nuclear terrorism itself  but also strengthen people’s confidence in the nuclear taboo, and in this way preserve an  international environment beneficial to both China and the United States. In this way even if  there is crisis in China-U.S. relations caused by conflict, the nuclear taboo can also help both  countries reduce suspicions about the nuclear weapons problem, avoid miscalculation and  thereby reduce the danger of a nuclear war. 

Korea
No link—Obama won’t push for no-ENR pledges

Lugar 12

Richard G. Lugar, former member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and coauthor of the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, 2/21/12, Obama's Nuclear Misstep, nationalinterest.org/commentary/obamas-nuclear-mistake-6548

However, the United States and the United Arab Emirates took an important joint step forward when they concluded a nuclear pact that, for the first time, contained a commitment from the receiving country that it would neither enrich nor reprocess on its territory. This 123 agreement became known as "the Gold Standard."

My hope was that this agreement, done entirely outside of the requirements of existing law and in a bipartisan manner across the Bush and Obama administrations, would form a new basis for U.S. nuclear trade and internationalize the sound decision made by the UAE and the United States. Such a model could become a bulwark against further countries engaging in enrichment and reprocessing. Thus, it also could have meant fewer places for potential proliferators to gain access to such technology and materials.

Instead of making it a requirement for all new agreements, however, the administration announced in a recent letter to me that it has opted for a "case-by-case" approach with regard to the Gold Standard in new 123 agreements. I fear this means there will be few cases in which we shall see its return.

Your authors assume measures supported by nonprolif cred advocates—not what Obama would do

Grossman 12

Elaine Grossman, Global Security Newswire, 1/12/12, U.S. Nuclear Trade Talks with Vietnam, Jordan Moving Forward, www.nti.org/gsn/article/us-nuclear-trade-talks-vietnam-jordan-moving-forward/

Nonproliferation proponents have argued that the United States should advocate in nuclear trade negotiations with nations such as Vietnam, Jordan and potentially Saudi Arabia that any agreement contain a pledge not to enrich uranium or reprocess plutonium on their territory. 

These activities are useful for civil energy programs but could also open the door to the clandestine development of nuclear weapons, if a nation opts to move in that direction. 

The United Arab Emirates volunteered in its 2009 atomic trade pact with Washington to renounce a right to enrich or reprocess, but the Obama administration has been reluctant to necessarily demand this type of “no-ENR” pledge from every other cooperative-agreement partner with whom it negotiates. 

Won’t push the gold standard & countries will brush off when we do

HORNER  12  editor of Arms Control Today  [Daniel Horner, Officials Spell Out Nuclear Trade Policy, Arms Control Today » March 2012 » Officials Spell Out Nuclear Trade Policy, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2012_03/Officials_Spell_Out_Nuclear_Trade_Policy]

The Obama administration will not adopt a policy of insisting that countries renounce uranium enrichment and spent fuel reprocessing as a condition for concluding agreements for nuclear cooperation with the United States, two senior administration officials said in a Jan. 10 letter to Capitol Hill. The letter, which indicates the results of a long-running internal policy review, has sparked criticism across the political spectrum. Since at least the fall of 2010, there has been debate within the administration over whether the United States should press its potential nuclear partners to give up enrichment and reprocessing. (See ACT, October 2010.) The model for that approach is the May 2009 U.S. nuclear cooperation agreement with the United Arab Emirates (UAE). That pact contains a UAE commitment not to pursue enrichment and reprocessing; if the UAE broke that commitment, the United States would have grounds for terminating the agreement. The UAE had previously adopted a national policy renouncing enrichment and reprocessing in favor of reliance on international fuel supplies, but the agreement “transform[ed] the UAE policy into a legally binding obligation,” according to President Barack Obama’s message conveying the agreement to Congress. (See ACT, June 2009.) In the statement, Obama said the pact “has the potential to serve as a model for other countries in the region that wish to pursue responsible nuclear energy development.” A Department of State spokesman in 2010 referred to the UAE agreement as the “gold standard.” In the Jan. 10 letter, which first was reported by Global Security Newswire, Deputy Secretary of Energy Daniel Poneman and Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Ellen Tauscher say they will “pursue 123 agreement negotiations on the basis of a case-by-case review.” Section 123 of the U.S. Atomic Energy Act requires the United States to have a nuclear cooperation agreement with any country with which it conducts nuclear trade. Referring to a January meeting with Vietnam about a potential 123 agreement, Poneman and Tauscher said U.S. negotiators would “lay out a spectrum of options for addressing enrichment and reprocessing.” In a Feb. 14 letter to Poneman and Tauscher, Rep. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-Fla.), the chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, sharply questioned this approach. “Given that it is unlikely that many countries will freely impose binding restrictions on themselves when given a choice, any request by the U.S. that they do so would be interpreted by all as little more than a pro forma exercise,” she wrote.

US won’t give in and Korea has given up

NTI 12 [“U.S. Reluctant to Permit South Korean Fuel Reprocessing, Envoy Says”, NTI, 3-8-2012, http://www.nti.org/gsn/article/south-korea-not-expecting-us-permit-fuel-reprocessing-envoy-says/]
The United States remains reluctant to permit South Korea to recycle used atomic fuel due to "deep-rooted" fears the reprocessing technology might be turned to military use, an unidentified South Korean diplomat told the Yonhap News Agency on Thursday (see GSN, Dec. 12, 2011). Resistance on the part of U.S. officials to allowing Seoul to use pyroprocessing technology is the result of persistent "distrust" over South Korea's secret nuclear weapons program in the early 1970s, said the source who is taking part in bilateral negotiations on the matter. Faced with strong opposition from Washington, the South abandoned the weapons effort and joined the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty in 1975. Seoul and Washington are negotiating a bilateral civilian atomic cooperation accord to take the place of an existing deal due to expire in 2014. The two allies have conducted five sessions of official talks for the updated agreement. "In spite of our repeated willingness for nonproliferation during the talks, U.S. negotiators remain reluctant to recognize our technology due to the deep-rooted mistrust over the short-lived nuclear program under the Park Jung-hee government," the South Korean diplomat said. South Korea has decided to cease lobbying for pyroprocessing rights and to instead seek treaty provisions regarding sales of atomic energy reactors, the envoy said. "Little progress was made on the issue of whether the revised accord would include the pyroprocessing technology," he said.
Aff avoids the link and solves the impacts

Haynes ‘6 (Mark Haynes, Vice President of Energy Development for General Atomics, JULY 20, 2006 U.S. NONPROLIFERATION STRATEGY:   HEARING  BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES)

THE INTERSECTION OF HTGRS AND NON–PROLIFERATION  We believe there are four ways in which HTGRs are relevant to non-proliferation:  1. Superior non-proliferation characteristics: The presence of significant quantities of fissile material in all reactor cores (HTGR or otherwise) and in spent nuclear fuel makes these sources susceptible to use for proliferation purposes. Enrichment of nuclear fuels to establish core criticality has the same, perhaps higher susceptibility. The highly visible signatures and difficult and expensive recovery and refinement processes necessary for proliferant materials extraction from reactor cores, enrichment processes and spent nuclear fuels provide the most important means of verifying non-proliferation compliance.    HTGRs have superior characteristics because their robust ceramic-coated fuel form increases processing and extraction difficulty and because the core of HTGRs is inherently more diffuse in terms of concentration of nuclear materials. Consequently, significant quantities of HTGR fuel would be more difficult to pilfer and more difficult to use for nefarious purposes. In addition, because the HTGR is designed to be built entirely underground, it will have arguably superior security and non-proliferation benefits compared to large, above-ground installations.  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.  3. The Importance of Rebuilding a U.S. owned Nuclear Technology and Supply Industry: The U.S. nuclear technology and supply industry, once the clear world leader, has suffered a steep decline in the past 30 years and has been substantially eclipsed by the industries of other countries who maintain and nourish their commitments to nuclear growth. In most cases, these foreign nuclear capabilities are either owned outright or substantially supported by their respective governments.  The loss of U.S.-owned capability and technology is almost certainly very damaging to U.S. non-proliferation interests, especially in the context of growing world interest in expanded nuclear power capabilities. When the U.S. government goes to the international negotiating table, it should have a menu of ''carrots'' in addition to ''sticks'' to encourage favorable outcomes. Lack of a diverse U.S. owned industry and the relative scarcity of attractive products will no doubt drive some negotiating parties to develop their nuclear relationships with other nations that have stronger nuclear industries and valuable products. A strong U.S. nuclear technology and supply industry working around the world provides added value by strengthening foreign relationships and helping establish a more favorable balance of trade.    If true Generation IV reactors are the way the world will ultimately go, then the U.S industry needs to be positioned to compete in this arena. As I mentioned before, HTGRs are the most near term, most flexible and likely the most economic of the next generation (''Generation IV'') reactors. There seems to be little doubt that importers of nuclear capability will seek out the most cost-effective and safest reactors available. Therefore, exporters must offer efficient and safe systems that are as proliferation resistant and secure as possible. HTGRs look very good in all these measures and should be regarded as a prime competitive opportunity by our country.  4. Nuclear Waste Management: The proper and secure management of spent nuclear fuel has important non-proliferation implications particularly because of its plutonium content. In fact, the President's Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) is, in large measure, directed at addressing the long-term proliferation implications of nuclear waste through recycling and the burning of the plutonium and other waste products in fast-spectrum Advanced Burner Reactors. Because of the nuclear characteristics of the core and their extremely robust ceramic coated fuel, HTGRs have excellent and unique characteristics in terms of their ability to burn almost any kind of fissionable material, including plutonium and the other most long-lived and toxic components of nuclear waste. Further, once waste products are substantially or completely burned in an HTGR, the ceramic fuel cladding serves as a built in and very long-lived waste package. So, our belief is that HTGRs can and should play an important role in the GNEP because in addition to their ability to economically produce electric power, hydrogen and high quality process heat, they might also provide another waste management option in addition to the proposed Advanced Burner Reactor. SUMMARY  Improved technology, including the GT–MHR, is of course not a one-stop solution to the complex array of proliferation issues that exist today and will continue to persist for an indefinite period. But many nations around the world including China, India, Russia, Canada, France, South Africa, South Korea, Lithuania, and Estonia, are moving quickly in the direction of substantially increasing their nuclear energy generating capacity.  There seems to be little doubt that nuclear power will grow substantially worldwide whether or not the U.S. participates. As this growth happens, it is vitally important that the technology choices are the right ones. Reactor concepts that provide the most proliferation resistant power system and fuel cycle will make substantial contributions to inhibiting proliferation and assuring non-proliferation compliance on the part of user nations. Rebuilding a U.S. industry that can provide such systems to other nations is one of the best ways to discourage proliferation and assure compliance with non-proliferation protocols.  We believe that the U.S. government should implement a development plan with U.S. industry to address a variety of safe and economically attractive nuclear technology options. In the face of a steep increase of worldwide nuclear generating capacity, to do  otherwise would be penny wise and pound-foolish. Such a plan would help assure that the U.S. was the major ''player'' in world non-proliferation negotiations and would increase our ability to respond to future uncertainties. 

Biofuels

Biofuel funding is on the chopping block – plan trades off

Bowen 7/15 – Colorado Green Energy Examiner (Robert, “Biofuels are on chopping block in Congress as oil industry attacks E-15,” http://www.examiner.com/article/biofuels-are-on-chopping-block-congress-as-oil-industry-attacks-e-15)

A major element of both the Bush and Obama programs to reduce dependence on foreign oil is under a full frontal attack in Congress, and at the gas pump. The biofuels program is targeted by Republicans in Congress who want to virtually eliminate all federal programs supporting the industry. They are being pushed by oil companies, livestock interests, and some environmental groups to put the program to death. At the same time, the American Petroleum Institute put out a “warning” to Kansas drivers to not use E15 now being sold at a Zarco 66 station in Lawrence, Kansas. In the first day of sales, E-15 amounted to 16% of gas sold at that station. And as part of big oil’s triple play, Senators McCain (R-AZ) and Inhofe (R-OK) are pushing legislation to prohibit the Navy or any branch of the military from even using biofuels at all. On the funding front, House Republicans say the plans to choke off funding for biofuels and biomass projects reflect the basic fiscal reality that cuts have to come from somewhere. “I think the bottom line is that we had more money when the ’08 farm bill was written than we have today,” said Rep. Glenn Thompson (R-PA), the chairman of the House Agriculture subcommittee on Conservation, Energy and Forestry.
No impact to the environment- their impacts are all hype

Ridder 2008 – PhD, School of Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Tasmania (Ben, Biodiversity And Conservation, 17.4, “Questioning the ecosystem services argument for biodiversity conservation”) *ES = environmental services

The low resilience assumption

Advocates of the conservation of biodiversity tend not to acknowledge the distinction between resilient and sensitive ES. This ‘low resilience assumption’ gives rise to, and is reinforced by the almost ubiquitous claim within the conservation literature that ES depend on biodiversity. An extreme example of this claim is made by the Ehrlichs in Extinction. They state that “all [ecosystem services] will be threatened if the rate of extinctions continues to increase” then observe that attempts to artificially replicate natural processes “are no more than partially successful in most cases. Nature nearly always does it better. When society sacrifices natural services for some other gain… it must pay the costs of substitution” (Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1982, pp. 95–96). This assertion—that the only alternative to protecting every species is a world in which all ES have been substituted by artificial alternatives—is an extreme example of the ‘low resilience assumption’. Paul Ehrlich revisits this flawed logic in 1997 i nhis response (with four co-authors) to doubts expressed by Mark Sagoff regarding economic arguments for species conservation (Ehrlich et al. 1997, p. 101). The claim that ES depend on biodiversity is also notably present in the controversial Issues in Ecology paper on biodiversity and ecosystem functioning (Naeem et al. 1999) that sparked the debate mentioned in the introduction. This appears to reflect a general tendency among authors in this field (e.g., Hector et al. 2001; Lawler et al. 2002; Lyons et al. 2005). Although such authors may not actually articulate the low resilience assumption, presenting such claims in the absence of any clarification indicates its influence. That the low resilience assumption is largely false is apparent in the number of examples of species extinctions that have not brought about catastrophic ecosystem collapse and decline in ES, and in the generally limited ecosystem influence of species on the cusp of extinction. These issues have been raised by numerous authors, although given the absence of systematic attempts to verify propositions of this sort, the evidence assembled is usually anecdotal and we are forced to trust that an unbiased account of the situation has been presented. Fortunately a number of highly respected people have discussed this topic, not least being the prominent conservation biologist David Ehrenfeld. In 1978 he described the ‘conservation dilemma’, which “arises on the increasingly frequent occasions when we encounter a threatened part of Nature but can find no rational reason for keeping it” (Ehrenfeld 1981, p. 177). He continued with the following observation: Have there been permanent and significant ‘resource’ effects of the extinction, in the wild, of John Bartram’s great discovery, the beautiful tree Franklinia alatamaha, which had almost vanished from the earth when Bartram first set eyes upon it? Or a thousand species of tiny beetles that we never knew existed before or after their probable extermination? Can we even be certain than the eastern forests of the United States suffer the loss of their passenger pigeons and chestnuts in some tangible way that affects their vitality or permanence, their value to us? (p. 192) Later, at the first conference on biodiversity, Ehrenfeld (1988) reflected that most species “do not seem to have any conventional value at all” and that the rarest species are “the ones least likely to be missed… by no stretch of the imagination can we make them out to be vital cogs in the ecological mach ine” (p. 215). The appearance of comments within the environmental literature that are consistent with Ehrenfeld’s—and from authors whose academic standing is also worthy of respect—is uncommon but not unheard of (e.g., Tudge 1989; Ghilarov 1996; Sagoff 1997; Slobodkin 2001; Western 2001). The low resilience assumption is also undermined by the overwhelming tendency for the protection of specific endangered species to be justified by moral or aesthetic arguments, or a basic appeal to the necessity of conserving biodiversity, rather than by emphasising the actual ES these species provide or might be able to provide humanity. Often the only services that can be promoted in this regard relate to the ‘scientific’ or ‘cultural’ value of conserving a particular species, and the tourism revenue that might be associated with its continued existence. The preservation of such services is of an entirely different order compared with the collapse of human civilization predicted by the more pessimistic environmental authors. The popularity of the low resilience assumption is in part explained by the increased rhetorical force of arguments that highlight connections between the conservation of biodiversity, human survival and economic profit. However, it needs to be acknowledged by those who employ this approach that a number of negative implications are associated with any use of economic arguments to justify the conservation of biodiversity.
The environment is resilient and indestructible

Easterbrook ‘95 (Distinguished Fellow, Fullbright Foundation (Gregg, A Moment on Earth pg 25) 
IN THE AFTERMATH OF EVENTS SUCH AS LOVE CANAL OR THE Exxon Valdez oil spill, every reference to the environment is prefaced with the adjective "fragile." "Fragile environment" has become a welded phrase of the modern lexicon, like "aging hippie" or "fugitive financier." But the notion of a fragile environment is profoundly wrong. Individual animals, plants, and people are distressingly fragile. The environment that contains them is close to indestructible. The living environment of Earth has survived ice ages; bombardments of cosmic radiation more deadly than atomic fallout; solar radiation more powerful than the worst-case projection for ozone depletion; thousand-year periods of intense volcanism releasing global air pollution far worse than that made by any factory; reversals of the planet's magnetic poles; the rearrangement of continents; transformation of plains into mountain ranges and of seas into plains; fluctuations of ocean currents and the jet stream; 300-foot vacillations in sea levels; shortening and lengthening of the seasons caused by shifts in the planetary axis; collisions of asteroids and comets bearing far more force than man's nuclear arsenals; and the years without summer that followed these impacts. Yet hearts beat on, and petals unfold still. Were the environment fragile it would have expired many eons before the advent of the industrial affronts of the dreaming ape. Human assaults on the environment, though mischievous, are pinpricks compared to forces of the magnitude nature is accustomed to resisting. 

Helium
Helium shortages no longer exist

DOT Med News ’9 ( Becky Jacoby, February 11, 2009 Industry Sector Report: Liquid Helium Services (Keep Cool & Cool Down), http://www.dotmed.com/news/story/7746/

Last year DOTmed Business News reported that helium was in short supply and because of the intense demand, the price of this expensive substance skyrocketed. However, as time passed and economies and governments turned, the trend has reversed. So, what is the good news? The helium shortage has passed. Unfortunately, there is still bad news. The price continues to balloon and the U.S. does not have the power to direct the market. Is the trend reversal due to an increase in production? Not necessarily. Actually, the school of thought is that the government's formerly stockpiled helium for use in wartime blimps was finally released, causing a sudden flood of product in the marketplace. Regardless, the price is still high even though there is a ready supply. "The inflated price we're seeing now actually has to do with the shortage from the past. The price should have been much higher last year," says Dave Baldwin, owner of Genesis Magnet Services. "Instead they were only increased a part of the way, but that smaller increase will remain for a longer time."

New increases in helium supply solve

Cyro Gas International ‘8 (March, 2008 "Helium on the Rise,” An Air Products Special Report, http://www.airproducts.com/PressRoom/PDF/Helium_on_the_Rise_Insert_CGI.pdf

Helium price increases in recent years have initially resulted from new benchmark costs for crude helium established by the BLM, and then by tightness in supply to meet demand growth. Helium pricing pressure can also be linked to US market pricing catching up with Asia and Europe and general increased costs in the system relating to feedstock, production and distribution. (For more on the BLM, see “The US Government’s Role in Providing Helium to Worldwide Markets,” CryoGas International, October, 2007.) The global helium market will continue to be tight for at least three to four years, as the industry awaits the development of significant new sources of supply in Qatar, Algeria and Russia. It is expected that projects will be executed globally in the 2008 to 2009 timeframe to bring existing plants to full capacity.
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Romney will be a foreign policy moderate

Shobert 12 Benjamin A Shobert is the managing director of Rubicon Strategy Group, a consulting firm specialized in strategy analysis for companies looking to enter emerging economies Aug 17, 2012 Romney's China hand encounters rough seas http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/NH17Ad01.html

The struggles of Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romney to define a coherent China policy continued last week. The nomination of Robert Zoellick, former World Bank Group president, to head Romney's national-security transition team has drawn the ire of prominent neo-conservatives who take issue with a variety of Zoellick's foreign-policy positions, not least of which is his "pro-China" orientation.  The problems Romney has encountered speak to the distrust many hardline conservatives have toward his candidacy: Should they take his many changes of heart as sincere, or as political necessities? If the latter, can they trust him to govern in ways consistent with their values, or should they expect him to reverse course? These misgivings explain why many from the neo-conservative wing of the party are quick to react when Romney     appears ready to tack to the moderate middle, as his nomination of Zoellick suggested.  Thus far, Romney's public statements about China are noticeably different from those of past Republican candidates. His emphasis on China has led many pundits to proclaim that a Romney-led administration would "get tough" on Beijing. He has famously declared his intentions to identify China as a currency manipulator on "Day 1" of his presidency. All of these are interesting comments from the otherwise conventional, pro-business Republican, and markedly different from those of past Republican nominees whose emphasis on free trade and access to China was an all but explicit part of their platforms.  It is widely accepted that if elected, Romney's position toward China would tack to these traditional Republican stances, an opinion reinforced by Zoellick's nomination. In nominating Zoellick, it appeared Romney was signaling to the world an acknowledgement that his administration would come back to center on foreign-policy matters.

Romney wins- polls, momentum, swing states
Stoddard 10-18

A.B., associate editor of The Hill. “Obama spinning toward a loss” 

President Obama is losing. So says the latest Gallup poll, and so do those swelling numbers in key states like Wisconsin, Florida, Virginia and Ohio. Democrats say wait, he won the second debate. They are holding their breath, hoping polls next week will show that this week's debate brought the herky-jerk of the campaign back full swing, with Obama back to his September lead in the swing states and poised to win. But with two weeks to go, a sudden surge in voter support for a president as unpopular as this one, in an economy this weak, is simply hard to believe. Conservatives like Karl Rove note that this late in October, no candidate with support higher than 50 percent (see Mitt Romney: Gallup) has ever gone on to lose. Perhaps Obama lost the presidency weeks ago, on Oct. 3, when he sleepwalked and scribbled through the first debate and helped make Romney a new candidate overnight. It was Obama's night to finish Romney off; behind in the polls, even Romney likely woke up that morning thinking it was over. But Obama underestimated the task, the challenger and the electorate — all in 90 minutes. So a win this week was critical but perhaps not decisive. There is no obvious reason for Obama's performance to reverse the course of the campaign and blunt Romney now. And though there is one final debate next week, a back-and-forth on national security and foreign policy isn't likely to make the sale for anyone who still cannot make up his or her mind. Romney is arguing Obama has still failed to articulate a reason, plan or purpose for a second term. He is correct. But Obama has indeed, late in the game, come up with a more forceful defense of his first term, and an argument about the economy growing from the middle out instead of the top down. In addition, Democrats finally did their research and came up with some embarrassing changes in policy positions by Romney to debut at the debates and are cutting new flip-flop ads around the clock. Stunned by the loss of female support the Romney debate surge has cost him, Obama is focusing intently on shoring up the votes of suburban women and giving them binders full of reasons not to buy what Romney is selling. Romney too is running new ads about his abortion flexibility, his support for contraception and the job losses among women in the last four years. He has been fortunate that Obama's campaign and the Twitterverse have ignored his giddy prediction of Tuesday night that "We're going to have to have employers in the new economy, in the economy I'm going to bring to play, that are going to be so anxious to get good workers they're going to be anxious to hire women." A clunker, one could argue, even worse than his comment about the "binder full of women" he compiled to locate qualified women for his Cabinet as governor of Massachusetts. Indeed, though President Obama was deemed the debate winner by numerous snap polls this week, the polls show just how firm Romney's support has grown. In every poll he beat Obama by a wide margin on who is stronger on the economy. Obama can expect, even if he wins another debate on Oct. 22, that this will remain a tight race or that Romney will begin to break away at the end. Obama's September surge resulted from an increase in Democratic enthusiasm, which is waning. As Romney has hardened his support among Republicans, he is also winning over new voters, leaving Obama with the task of exciting his base of Latinos, women, African-Americans and young voters. Without enough of them he loses. With less than three weeks to go it's hard to see where he finds that excitement.

Romney wins- voter suppression
Santangelo 12
Charles A., Huffington Post 9/11

“2012 Election Shaping Up as Replay of 2000/2004 Voter Suppression Controversies”

former assistant professor of information technology policy, served as a White House aide and in press and constituency-building roles during six presidential campaigns. He is the author of Turning Point. An author, educator, and IT policy professional who has served as a senior U.S. government official at NASA, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) and the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, specializing in writing policy on budget, technology and other issues. He was Regional Director of the Global Technology Network at USAID and Director of Constituency Outreach for the White House Communications Office for the NATO Summit. worked on a half-dozen presidential campaigns in varying roles from press and speech writing to issues development and constituency relations. He holds an MBA from Georgetown, an MPA from the Columbia University
This presidential election, citizens will confront an array of voting challenges that harken back to the debacles of 2000 in Florida and 2004 in Ohio. Instead of increasing access to voting and providing safeguards to ensure every person has their vote counted, we are well on the way to repeating history. The rule of law and our democracy are at stake with voting laws literally changing every day and new challenges in key battleground states mounting. Recent concerns with voter identification and suppression in Florida, Ohio, Pennsylvania and other states suggest a potential replay of the previous presidential voting irregularities that once again could alter the course of our nation. Voter identification laws have been passed in 33 states, almost exclusively by Republican-led state legislatures. The application of these laws will vary widely as the 13,000 voting districts in the nation are overseen by state secretaries of state and county election supervisors of varying political affiliation. In Florida, voter registration has declined significantly in the past year as a result of a state law imposing fines of up to $1,000 for failing to report the names of newly registered voters within 48 hours of collection, even on a holiday weekend when local election boards are closed. A federal judge has recently said he plans to block the harsh penalties from taking effect. In addition, in a flashback to 2000 when more than a thousand eligible voters in Florida were wrongly purged from the voter rolls before the election, this year's purge lists were so inaccurate that some local election officials simply refused to enforce them. As former Senator Bob Graham (D-FL) recently wrote, the haunting specter of that election is still with us. In response to the new requirement that voters have government-issued identification, the Pennsylvania Department of State announced that 758,000 residents may be at risk of not having the required identification. In fact, the Pennsylvania Majority Leader announced his motives for Voter ID: to deliver Pennsylvania for Governor Romney. The new law was passed despite the state's acknowledgement that it knows of no instances of in-person voter fraud in Pennsylvania. For that matter, there is scant evidence of such voting fraud across the nation. The Pennsylvania law has been upheld by the courts, though its impact on the election in that state is unpredictable. The Brennan Center for Justice offers some solutions to these voting barriers. In Ohio, the early voting period was decreased from two weeks to eight days, though a federal judge has ruled that voting must be allowed statewide during the last three days before Election Day. Working in Cincinnati in 2004, I witnessed that presidential campaign become a déjà vu of the 2000 campaign -- with defeat literally snatched from the jaws of victory for the Democratic presidential candidate. Senator Kerry was leading by five percent in Ohio, according to Election Day exit polls, and then lost by two percent. Many explanations for this statistically improbable turnaround have been offered, including manipulation of newly installed technologies required by the 2002 Help America Vote Act (HAVA). Many state secretaries of state throughout the nation continue to play a political role in presidential campaigns. This role, combined with their vital official function as chief elections officer, often represents a conflict of interest in the impartial distribution of voting machines to election districts. Members of county boards of election, often politically affiliated, work closely with them in determining allocations. For example, the number of voting machines in Democratic-leaning districts was reduced in key Ohio counties from 2000 to 2004, despite a sharp rise in registered voters. In Franklin County, for example, which includes Columbus, 65 of its 146 Democratic-leaning wards had fewer voting machines than in 2000, while 45 of the Republican-leaning wards had more. This decrease in machines within the county's Democratic wards occurred despite a 25 percent increase in registered voters there. One result was the appearance of voting lines lasting up to nine hours in these wards, leading voters to abandon the polls on a cold, rainy Election Day. Following the 2004 election in Ohio, two former election workers in Cleveland pleaded no contest to rigging a recount of the election and Congressman John Conyers (D-MI) held investigative forums that resulted in the report, "What Went Wrong in Ohio," which chronicled voluminous instances of voter suppression and voting machine irregularities. The vulnerability of the voting machines themselves continues to threaten the integrity of the 2012 presidential vote. According to the producers of the documentary, Electoral Dysfunction 11 states still do not require a paper trail for their voting machines, leading to a significant risk of vote manipulation.

Jobs report thumps

Satran 10-19
Richard Satran Political and economist analyst, , CNBC writer, previously worked for Independent, Thomson Reuters, and Fidelity Investments Education BA, Journalism and History at University of Wisconsin-Madison Richard, writer for US News, “How the Last Word of the Election Goes to the Market”

The first Friday in November looms as the biggest day remaining before the presidential election. With jobs and the economy the most important factors in deciding votes, the monthly employment report due out November 2 could eclipse the presidential debates and campaign appearances to come. Its result will key the final points the candidates make as campaigning winds to a close. The numbers alone are important, but the reaction of Wall Street also matters. It marks a very big "public vote," just two trading days before the voting booths open. Despite all the bashing of banks and traders, history shows that a healthy Wall Street helps a sitting President enormously. Weaker jobs data seen as likely. Economists say they expect October's employment report to yield unimpressive data after a strong report in September from the Bureau of Labor Statistics lifted stocks and sent anti-Obama conspiracy theorists, led by former General Electric chief Jack Welch, into overdrive saying the administration must have "cooked the books." Economists scoff at the idea. Still, many say September's figures may have raised expectations too high for the upcoming report, and could even lead to a reversal in September's gains. Moody's Analytics has predicted the jobless rate will push back above 8 percent the months to come. The recent decline in the unemployment rate to 7.8 percent was seen as a coup for Obama, who came to office in the midst of a severe recession that drove unemployment to double digits for the first time since the early 1980s. But few economists see a recovery to prerecession levels (as low as 3.8 percent in 2000) anytime soon. "Whatever you think about the election or crazy conspiracy theories, you have to look at the September data as an outlier and expect that things will return to the normal, slower growth and higher unemployment rate we've been seeing," says Dan Veru, chief investment officer at Palisade Capital Management in Fort Lee, N.J. If that happens, the November report could be a late-inning setback for Obama's re-election hopes. Still, a mild market reaction would surely soften the blow. So far, Wall Street's recovery has helped Obama in a big way. The S&P 500 has risen an impressive 70 percent since the day he took office. That's the third-largest percentage return of any four-year presidential term over the last century. (The S&P stood at 850 on Jan. 20, 2009, when he took office, and hit 1457 as of Thursday's close.) Why jobs matter so much. Nothing seems to matter to investors quite as much as jobs—and that's based on more than just television sound bites and debate points in this year's presidential campaign. The Employment Situation, as the report is officially known, is the most significant monthly economic indicator in part because it is the first major data point investors see. It's also a bread-and-butter concern. Obviously, nothing hits home harder than a job loss, and its impact ripples through retail sales, home purchases, and overall confidence. Also critical for markets: Jobs have been the main focus of the Federal Reserve in setting monetary policy, which in turn holds sway over interest rates. The Fed's other job, fighting inflation, has not been a factor in recent years of near-zero increases. The link between jobs data and stock prices is decades old—and its impact can be swift. JPMorgan Asset Management's Michael Cembalist in a recent report cited 13 times when the market has risen by 2 percent or more on the day the employment data was released. A Fed study in 2008 concluded that the jobs data was "the most heavily watched" economic figure. Adding to the drama behind jobs data. The data will be picked apart even more this time. Mitt Romney "has been telling people to watch the 'participation rate' [as an indicator of] the 'real rate of unemployment, which is much higher," says Veru. The Romney argument is that the unemployment figure is artificially low because so many people have dropped out of the employment-seeking total. To be sure, if all of the dropouts figured into the data, the unemployment rate would be higher, economists say. From the other side, Obama has been talking about the steady growth of private-sector job creation. That figure has climbed by an average of 150,000 jobs for 24 straight months—a good performance for any period of job growth, and arguably strong today given historic and enduring lows in consumer confidence following the crisis of 2008. The job market exodus, Obama backers argue, reflects natural causes like the rising rate of retirement of aging baby boomers. When the data is released November 2, the unemployment rate will be the "snapshot" most Americans carry into the voting booth. Polls taken after last month's drop below 8 percent showed Obama getting a lift. "Wall Street will look at all of the components, especially job creation—not just the unemployment rate," says Veru. "Unfortunately, Main Street looks only at the rate."

Their Levine ev concludes aff

Levine ‘9-7 (LEVINE 9/7/12 (Gregg; Contributing Editor and Former Managing Editor – Firedoglake and Contributing Writer for Truthout, “Obama Drops Nuclear from Energy Segment of Convention Speech,” http://capitoilette.com/2012/09/07/obama-drops-nuclear-from-energy-segment-of-convention-speech/)

President Obama no longer promises to “safely harness nuclear power”–that likely would have sounded like a cruel joke in a world now contaminated by the ongoing Fukushima disaster–but beyond that, he does not promise anything about nuclear power at all. There was no platitude, no carefully crafted signal to the industry that has subsidized much of Obama’s political career, no mention of nuclear power whatsoever. That is not to say that the entire 2012 Democratic National Convention was a nuclear-free zone. A few hours before the president took the stage at the Time Warner Cable Arena, James Rogers, co-chair of the Charlotte host committee, and oh, by the way, CEO of Duke Energy, stepped to the lectern and endorsed Obama’s “all of the above” energy “strategy” (they keep using that word; I do not think it means what they think it means): We need to work even harder toward a future of affordable, reliable and cleaner energy. That means we need to invest heavily in new zero-emission power sources, like new nuclear, wind and solar projects, as well as new technologies, like electric vehicles. Well, if you are looking for a future of affordable, reliable and cleaner energy, you need look no further than nu–wait, what? If you are looking for those three features in an energy future, it is hard to imagine a worse option than the unsustainably expensive, chronically unreliable and dangerously dirty nuclear power plant. And, as has been discussed here many times, nuclear is not a zero-emission source, either. The massive carbon footprint of the nuclear fuel lifecycle rivals coal, and that doesn’t even consider the radioactive isotopes that facilities emit, even when they are not encountering one of their many “unusual events.” But the CEO of the Charlotte-based energy giant probably has his eyes on a different prize. Rogers, who has been dogged by questions about a power grab after Duke’s merger with Progress Energy and his lackluster performance as fundraiser-in-chief for the DNC, sits atop a company that operates seven US nuclear power plants, and is partners in a plan to build two new AP1000 reactors in Cherokee County, South Carolina. That last project, which is under active review by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, awaiting a combined construction and operating license, is one of a small handful of proposed new nuclear facilities currently scrambling for financing. The South Carolina plant, along with a pair of reactors in Georgia, two slated for a different site in South Carolina, and possibly one more in Tennessee, represent what industry lobbyists like to call the “nuclear renaissance.” But completion of any of the above is nowhere close to guaranteed, and even if some of these reactors are eventually built, none will be able to generate even one kilowatt of commercial power until years after President Obama completes his sought-after second term. Which, if you really care about America’s energy future, is, of course, all for the better. As even James Rogers noted in his speech (and he gets props for this): [W]e cannot lose sight of energy efficiency. Because the cleanest, most efficient power plant is the one we never have to build. That Duke’s CEO thought to highlight efficiency is interesting. That President Obama, with his well-documented ties to the nuclear industry, chose not to even mention nuclear power is important. In the wake of Fukushima, where hundreds of thousands of Japanese have been displaced, where tens of thousands are showing elevated radiation exposure, and where thousands of children have thyroid abnormalities, no one can be cavalier about promising a safe harnessing of the atom. And in a world where radioisotopes from the breached reactors continue to turn up in fish and farm products, not only across Japan, but across the northern hemisphere, no one can pretend this is someone else’s problem. Obama and his campaign advisors know all this and more. They know that most industrialized democracies have chosen to shift away from nuclear since the start of the Japanese crisis. They know that populations that have been polled on the matter want to see nuclear power phased out. And they know that in a time of deficit hysteria, nuclear power plants are an economic sinkhole. And so, on a night when the president was promised one of the largest audiences of his entire campaign, he and his team decided that 2012 was not a year to throw a bone to Obama’s nuclear backers. Obama, a consummate politician, made the decision that for his second shot at casting for the future, nuclear power is political deadweight. 

Their Card Ends

This is not to say that the Obama administration has thoroughly abandoned nuclear as part of its energy plan, or even its kitchen-sink rhetoric. There is no shortage of well-researched analysis detailing where the president’s deeds have failed to match his words, and it will take more than a significant omission in one speech to turn around the federal government’s policy of protecting and propping up the nuclear industry.
Other issues far outweigh energy

Farnam ‘12 (Washington Post politics and business reporter (T.W. "Energy issue gets jolt of ads," Washington Post, 6-29-12, l/n, accessed 8-27-12, mss)

Energy issues don't spark much excitement among voters, ranking below health care, education and the federal budget deficit - not to mention jobs and the economy. And yet those same voters are being flooded this year with campaign ads about energy policy. Particularly in presidential swing states, the airwaves are laden with messages boosting oil drilling and natural gas and hammering President Obama for his support of green energy. The Cleveland area alone has seen $2.7 million worth of energy-related ads. The disconnect between what voters say they care about and what they're seeing on TV lies in the money behind the ads, much of it coming from oil and gas interests. Those funders get the double benefit of attacking Obama at the same time they are promoting their industry. Democrats also have spent millions on the subject, defending the president's record and linking Republican candidate Mitt Romney to Big Oil. Overall, more than $41 million, about one in four of the dollars spent on broadcast advertising in the presidential campaign, has gone to ads mentioning energy, more than a host of other subjects and just as much as health care, according to ad-tracking firm Kantar Media/Cmag. Much to gain or lose In a campaign focused heavily on jobs and the economy, all of this focus on energy seems a bit off topic. But the stakes are high for energy producers and environmentalists, who are squared off over how much the government should regulate the industry. And attention has been heightened by a recent boom in production using new technologies such as fracking and horizontal drilling, as well as a spike in gas prices this spring just as the general-election campaign got underway. When asked whether energy is important, more than half of voters say yes, according to recent polls. But asked to rank their top issues, fewer than 1 percent mention energy.
Plan gets balanced and bundled into the annual energy bill
HAC ’12 (US House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations, Washington, April 25 “Fiscal Year 2013 Energy and Water Appropriations Bill Approved by Appropriations Committee” http://appropriations.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=292584

The House Appropriations Committee today approved the fiscal year 2013 Energy and Water and Related Agencies Appropriations bill. The legislation provides the annual funding for the various agencies and programs under the Department of Energy (DoE) and other related agencies, and totals $32.1 billion – a cut of $965 million below the President’s budget request. “This bill makes targeted investments to encourage near-term job creation, improve public safety and regional commerce, strengthen national defense programs within the Department of Energy, and help reduce escalating energy costs that are putting pressure on family budgets around the country. Funding for important programs was balanced by cutting spending in other areas – putting tasks that are better suited for the private sector in the hands of entrepreneurs, while focusing tax dollars where they are best and most appropriately used,” Rogers said. Energy and Water Subcommittee Chairman Rodney Frelinghuysen also commented on the bill: “This legislation prioritizes investments in our nuclear security enterprise, programs to address gasoline prices, and opportunities to advance American competitiveness and get people back to work here at home,” Frelinghuysen said.

Latest polls prove the plan is overwhelmingly popular and nobody can oppose
Global Newswire ‘9-19 (http://www.globenewswire.com/newsroom/news.html?d=10005668 Date: September 19, 2012 15:45 ET Americans' Support for Nuclear Energy Solidifies, New National Survey Shows

WASHINGTON, Sept. 19, 2012 (GLOBE NEWSWIRE) -- Americans continue to strongly support nuclear energy as an important technology to meet the nation's future electricity demands, according to a new national survey. In the telephone survey of 1,000 U.S. adults, 65 percent of respondents said they favor the use of nuclear energy as one of the ways to provide electricity in the United States, with 29 percent opposed. Those strongly favoring nuclear energy outnumber those strongly opposed by a two-to-one ratio, 29 percent versus 14 percent, according to the survey conducted Sept. 14-16 by Bisconti Research Inc. with GfK Roper. The survey has a margin of error of plus or minus three percentage points. Seventy-one percent of Americans favored the use of nuclear energy in a survey by Bisconti Research/GfK Roper in February 2011, one month before the Fukushima Daiichi accident. Six months after the accident that occurred in March 2011, 62 percent of respondents favored the use of nuclear energy, with 35 percent opposed. "In the surveys conducted this year and the latter part of 2011 we see not only significant and steady support for nuclear energy overall but confidence that nuclear power plants are being operated safely," said Ann Bisconti, president of Bisconti Research. "Confidence in the safe operation of the plants and recognition of their benefits is the linchpin to public support." The new survey shows that 76 percent of respondents agree that nuclear energy facilities operating in the United States are "safe and secure," while only 19 percent think they are not. Eighty percent of Americans (vs. 16 percent) believe "we should learn the lessons from the Japanese accident and continue to develop advanced nuclear energy plants to meet America's growing electricity demand." The strong majority support for nuclear energy extends across a number of metrics: 81 percent of those surveyed favor the renewal of operating licenses of facilities that continue to meet federal safety standards. 74 percent believe electric utilities should prepare now so they will be ready to build new nuclear power plants in the next decade if needed. 69 percent would find a new reactor acceptable at the site of the nearest operating nuclear power plant. Nuclear energy facilities operating in 31 states supply electricity to one of every five U.S. homes and businesses. Seventy-eight percent of Americans associate nuclear energy "a lot or a little" with reliable electricity, 72 percent with clean air, 69 percent with energy independence and 73 percent with affordable electricity. The solidified support for nuclear energy shown by the survey echoes the bipartisan support that nuclear energy receives in Congress and general policy alignment for nuclear energy in the presidential campaigns. "The guiding principles established by President Obama and Governor Romney on nuclear energy are quite similar and supportive in contrast with their differences on other energy issues," said Alex Flint, NEI senior vice president for governmental affairs.
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