1AC- Plan
The Plan:

The United States federal government should substantially increase its high-temperature gas-cooled reactor energy production funding in the United States. 

1AC- Inh
Huge laundry list of nuclear incentives and construction now

Johnson ’12 (US Campaign Trail: is nuclear in the equation? By John Johnson on Apr 25, 2012, nuclear energy expert and analyst, Nuclear Energy Insider, Nuclear Business Intelligence http://analysis.nuclearenergyinsider.com/new-build/us-campaign-trail-nuclear-equation
Just the same, the Obama Administration is considered a nuclear supporter, having made several moves to help jumpstart America’s nuclear energy industry. Obama plugged nuclear power during his first State Of The Union speech several years ago, and has generally been upbeat about the energy source’s future in the U.S. The Campaign Obama, a Democrat, will face Mitt Romney in the November election. Romney is expected to be named the official Republican nominee in August. While Romney has not taken a stance on nuclear energy during his campaign, the Obama administration has made significant investments in the sector, including a $450m budget request in March intended to advance the development of American-made small modular reactors (SMRs). Congress still needs to approve the authorization for funding. The SMRs are expected to be ready for commercial use within 10 years, and are intended for small electric grids and for locations that cannot support large reactors, offering utilities the flexibility to scale production as demand changes. “The Obama Administration and the Energy Department are committed to an all-of-the-above energy strategy that develops every source of American energy, including nuclear power, and strengthens our competitive edge in the global clean energy race,” U.S. Energy Secretary Steven Chu said when the program was announced. “Through the funding for small modular nuclear reactors, the Energy Department and private industry are working to position America as the leader in advanced nuclear energy technology and manufacturing.” John Keeley, manager of media relations for the Nuclear Energy Institute, said that the Obama administration has done what it can to support the deployment on new build-outs in the United States to build out nuclear, as well as supporting research and development efforts, such as those in the small reactor space. Research support In addition, the U.S. has invested $170 million in research grants at more than 70 universities, supporting research and development into a full spectrum of technologies, from advanced reactor concepts to enhanced safety design. “The President was explicit in his State Of The Union speech about the virtues of nuclear as a technology and its role in clean air generation,” said Keeley. “And he has been supportive of developing more nuclear plants in this country. Those initiatives have to be identified as significant evidence of support for the nuclear sector.” There are currently 104 nuclear power reactors operating in the U.S. in 31 states, operated by 30 different utilities. There are four new nuclear reactors being built in the U.S., including two in George at total expected cost of $14bn. In another sign of the U.S support for the industry, the federal government provided utility company Southern with an $8.3bn loan guarantee for the Vogtle Units 3 and 4, the first new nuclear plants to be built in the U.S. in the last 30 years. They are expected to be operational in 2016 and 2017. The U.S. Energy Department has also supported the Vogtle project and the development of the next generation of nuclear reactors by providing more than $200m through a cost-share agreement to support the licensing reviews for the Westinghouse AP1000 reactor design certification. In addition to the Vogtle plants, SCANA, a subsidiary of South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. plans to add two reactors to its nuclear power plant near Jenkinsville, S.C., by 2016 and 2019. 

Surprise SMR funding just happened

Hashem 3-20-13 [Heba, Nuclear Energy Insider, “NuScale competes for second SMR funding,” http://analysis.nuclearenergyinsider.com/small-modular-reactors/nuscale-competes-second-smr-funding]

Taking the industry by complete surprise, the DOE’s second SMR Funding Opportunity Announcement (FOA) was unexpectedly announced last week, inviting proposals by 1 July. The winning SMR designer would be awarded a maximum of $226m over five years, provided the applicant commits to a 50% cost match. ¶ “The DOE said they would announce the selected awardees in the middle of September. We are working very hard on our proposal, and have established our proposal team. It’s very important to recognize that the second round of the FOA is different from the first round in the criteria that the DOE said would be the basis of their evaluation,” Mike McGough, Chief Commercial Officer at NuScale explains. ¶ According to the DOE’s Office of Nuclear Energy, for the second FOA, applications are being sought for SMR designs with features that can improve nuclear safety, operability and security, and that can achieve a U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) design certification for deployment by 2025. ¶ “We believe that our design, technology and approach are very well-suited to respond to the DOE’s criteria. We’ve had a project number in place with the NRC since April 2008, and at that time, there were no SMR vendors other than NuScale. We’ve been very active with the NRC in engaging and preparing for our design certification, and believe we have a very strong programme that positions us well to demonstrate the ability to license our plant on the schedule required by the DOE,” states McGough.

Massive SMR funding now

TCS 3-12-13 [Taxpayers for Common Sense, “Energy Department Announces Second Round of Small Modular Reactor Funding,” http://www.taxpayer.net/library/article/energy-department-announces-second-round-of-small-modular-reactor-funding]

The Department of Energy (DOE) announced yesterday a second funding opportunity for its Small Modular Reactor (SMR) Program. The new funding opportunity aims to provide up to $226 million in taxpayer subsidies to the nuclear power industry; as part of the $452 million committed in March 2012. Funding for the new round of applications is subject to Congressional appropriations. Similar to the first funding opportunity announcement, taxpayers are being asked to provide up to 50% of project costs to commercialize SMR designs.¶ The second funding opportunity announcement states DOE intends to support the commercialization of one additional SMR design by 2025 however potentially as late as 2027—three to five years after the first round proposes to reach commercial operations. Moreover, DOE states only new applicants will be accepted. According to DOE, “Prime/lead applicants currently in negotiations for or in receipt of government financial assistance for similar SMR design/licensing FOAs are not eligible.” Potential applicants must submit a Letter of Intent to DOE before April 5, 2013 and full applications before July 1, 2013. No date was provided for when applicant(s) will be selected.¶ The Department of Energy has already provided nearly $100 million for these so-called mini reactors while their commercial viability remains in question. If DOE believes there is a ‘need and market’ for SMRs, the mature and profitable nuclear industry should bear the full risk and cost of making SMRs a reality. In these tight budget times, federal taxpayers cannot afford to provide any additional subsidies to the nuclear power industry.

Global expansion of nuclear is inevitable- best new projections 

McDonald and Rogner ‘12 (-By Alan McDonald and Holger Rogner, Nuclear power experts, projects specialized on projecting growth patterns, IAEA Department of Nuclear Energy 25 September 2012

In his address to the IAEA's 56th General Conference, IAEA Director General Yukiya Amano said, "When I became Director General three years ago, the talk was of a nuclear renaissance." The March 2011 Fukushima Daiichi nuclear accident raised "fundamental questions about the future of nuclear energy throughout the world," he said, yet, "eighteen months after the accident, it is clear that nuclear energy will remain an important option for many countries." The Director General referred to the IAEA's latest projections for nuclear power generating capacity that "show a steady rise in the number of nuclear power plants in the world in the next 20 years." He noted that developing countries continue to show keen interest in nuclear power. The IAEA's annually updated high and low projections for the world's nuclear power generating capacity, were released with analysis from the IAEA's energy planning experts during the IAEA's 56th General Conference held in Vienna from 17-21 September 2012. Continuing growth in nuclear power following the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear accident is expected, however at a rate lower than estimated a year ago. Both the high and low projections predict growth in nuclear power capacity by 2030, by 25 per cent in the low projection and by 100 per cent, i.e. a doubling in generation capacity, in the high projection. No Reversal The projections made in 2011 after the accident indicated that it would slow the growth of nuclear power, but not reverse it. The 2012 updates, taking into account developments through April 2012, reinforce this conclusion, but with a greater slowdown in growth. In the 2012 updated low projection, the world's installed nuclear power capacity grows from 370 gigawatts today to 456 GW(e) in 2030, diminishing by 9 per cent from the level projected last year. In the updated high projection, it grows to 740 GW(e) in 2030, which is an increase that is about 1 per cent less than estimated in 2011. Relative to projections made before the accident, the low projection has been reduced by 16 per cent and a more moderate eight percent in the high projection. (A gigawatt, or GW(e), equals one billion watts of electrical power). The low projection shows a 10-year delay in the pre-Fukushima anticipated growth, with the capacity that was projected for 2020 before the accident now being projected for 2030. Centres of Growth Most of the growth will occur in regions that already have operating nuclear power plants. Projected growth is strongest in the Far East, which includes China and the Republic of Korea. From 80 GW(e) at the end of 2011, capacity grows to 153 GW(e) in 2030 in the low projection and to 274 GW(e) in the high. Western Europe shows the biggest difference between the low and high projections. In the low projection, Western Europe's nuclear power capacity drops from 115 GW(e) at the end of 2011 to 70 GW(e) in 2030. In the high projection, nuclear power grows to 126 GW(e). In North America, the low case projects a small decline, from 114 GW(e) at the end of 2011 to 111 GW(e) in 2030. The high projection projects an increase to 148 GW(e). Other regions with substantial nuclear power programmes are Eastern Europe, which includes Russia, and the Middle East and South Asia, which includes India and Pakistan. Nuclear power expands in both regions in both the low and high projections - to levels 2-4 GW(e) below those projected before the accident. Assumptions The low projection assumes current trends continue with few changes in policies affecting nuclear power. It does not assume that all national targets for nuclear power will be achieved. It is a "conservative but plausible" projection. The high projection assumes that the current financial and economic crises will be overcome relatively soon and past rates of economic growth and electricity demand will resume, notably in the Far East. It assumes stringent global policies to mitigate climate change. The low and high projections are developed by experts from around the world who are assembled by the IAEA each spring. They consider all the operating reactors, possible license renewals, planned shutdowns and plausible construction projects foreseen for the next several decades. They build the projections project-by-project by assessing the plausibility of each in light of, first, the low projection's assumptions and, second, the high projection's assumptions. The projections are made at a regional, rather than national, level. The new low scenario is compatible with a potential decline of the share of nuclear power in Japan's electricity mix.
HTGR funding has been eliminated – No reactor will be built 

Linscott ‘11-13-12 (Economical Production of Hydrogen is Gassed, Energy Independence Jeopordized November 13, 2012 -  Brad Linscott, forty years of engineering and managerial experience, author of fifteen technical reports on large wind turbines published by the DOE and NASA. As deputy branch chief at NASA, he directed engineering efforts during the design of the photovoltaic electric power system for the International Space Station. Brad holds a MS in mechanical engineering from Case Western Reserve University, a BSME from Trine University and a BA from Baldwin Wallace University.

Hydrogen is the logical, clean burning, fuel that will be used to replace gasoline for automobile and truck transportation. Development of an economical method to produce gaseous hydrogen is a key element needed to acquire energy independence. Development of the hydrogen economy, and real progress for energy independence, is being delayed in favor of renewable energy sources. The Obama Administration has put the Next Generation Nuclear Plant project on the back burner. The administration strongly favors funding wind, solar and biofuels. Funding to support high temperature generation nuclear plant development has been virtually eliminated when compared to the funding for renewables. As a result, efforts to build the nuclear hydrogen production demonstration plant have been stopped. The plant was initially planned to operate by 2021. Currently the DOE has no firm schedule for final design, DOE/Industry participation, construction, testing or operation. Condensed History During the first half of George W. Bush Administration, the Department of Energy invested in early program planning and limited R&D efforts for very high-temperature reactor concepts. This effort led to the beginning of the Next Generation Nuclear Plant (NGNP) project. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 formally authorized the NGNP project and divided the project into a Phase I and Phase II activity, Ref. 1. The first phase included validating and selecting the appropriate reactor technology, support for R&D efforts, concept design and safety analyses. Phase I activities also included establishing a 50/50 cost share partnership between the DOE and private industry. The DOE plan for Phase II was to complete, with industry participation and funding support, a final design for the high temperature nuclear reactor and to construct a plant to demonstrate economical production of hydrogen. In addition the Phase 2 plan was to obtain, from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), a license for construction, testing and operating the new plant. The “DOE Nuclear Hydrogen Initiative” was presented to the AICH Annual Meeting on November 5, 2007. The presentation is contained in the Ref. 2 document. Ref. 2 identifies the need for nuclear hydrogen production and discusses the operation of the high temperature electrolysis laboratory at the Idaho National Laboratory. The DOE submitted a report to Congress entitled “Next Generation Nuclear Plant” in April 2010, ref. 3. The report discusses two major types of high temperature gas reactors designs, the pebble bed and the prismatic design. It is reported that test reactors for the pebble bed and prismatic design are presently operating in China and Japan. Ref. 3 addresses the plan to have the Nuclear Energy Advisory Committee launch a programmatic review of the NGNP project in September 2010. Benefits of the NGNP (Ref. 1) Zero greenhouse gas emissions and enhances energy security Reduces the need to burn fossil fuels to generate steam, electricity and heat for industrial production. Provides a stable price for gaseous hydrogen fuel, independent of fossil fuel availability and price fluctuations. Reduces the need for natural gas and allows increased availability for home heating. Key Accomplishments (Ref. 1) The DOE requested the the Nuclear Energy Advisory Committee (NEAC) to review the Phase I Project activities, on August 20, 2010, and to advise them as to whether the Project was ready to proceed to its second phase. The NEAC completed their review and responded to the DOE on June 30, 2011. The NEAC key findings are summarized below. Review of the R&D activities, found no technological barriers to impede the continuance of the project at this time. The Phase I plan was to develop two reactor core designs, the pebble-bed and the prismatic core design. During mid 2010, the design team for the pebble-bed design was disbanded. As a result the conceptual design for the prismatic core was found to be substantially more complete. Initial planning for the NGNP was to locate the demonstration plant adjacent to the Idaho National Laboratory (INL). INL discussions with potential industrial partners indicated that the demonstration plant, more appropriately, should be located adjacent to an industrial plant. The industrial plant could then more efficiently utilize the particular product (hydrogen, steam heat, electricity, etc.) of the plant. The NEAC stated that is essential that an alternate site be identified to finalize the NGNP design details and address key licensing questions associated with the plant design and location. As of June 2011, there was no 50/50 cost share partnership, as planned for, in place to carry the project forward. Nuclear Energy Advisory Committee Recommendations to the DOE (Ref. 1) Accelerate the formation of a public-private partnership. Additional government options should be offered to partnership members that would be similar to those available for renewable energy sources. Renewable incentive options include loan guarantees, tax credits, licensing delay insurance, etc. Continue to engage the NRC for necessary licensing activities to ensure that the regulatory framework for this new reactor technology is ready to support commercialization. Expedite the NGNP deployment efforts. The effort should include: Select a single reactor core design. Select a partnership. Focusing on the R&D needed to support the selected design to accelerate the initial deployment effort. The NGNP demonstration plant should be sited at an appropriate location defined by the industrial partnership. DOE Response to Congress, October 2011 (Ref. 4) “Given current fiscal constraints, competing priorities, projected cost of the prototype and inability to reach agreement with industry on cost share, the Department will not proceed with the Phase 2 design activities at this time.” NGNP Project Funding and Activity for FY 2013 (Ref. 5) Funding for the NGNP is allocated under the heading, ” Advanced Reactor Concepts.” Funding for the project has been in steady decline, by a factor of 4.4, from FY 2011 to FY 2013. The requested funding for the project, in FY 2013, is $21.2 million. The reduction in requested funding reflects decreased scope thereby enabling increased funding for other near-term reactor issues. The DOE activity for FY 2013 calls for continuing R&D on very high temperature fuels, graphite and key issues requiring resolution in establishing a licensing framework. Author Summary and Recommendations A robust effort to develop the capability to economically produce gaseous hydrogen was initiated during the last Bush Administration. The NGNP project has been reduced to a minor R&D activity with no plan to develop, with private investors, a demonstration plant for hydrogen production. Hydrogen is a viable, clean burning, fuel capable of replacing gasoline and diesel fuel. Using hydrogen as a fuel will provide the energy independence that we have been working toward, and paying for, since 1957. High temperature reactors are capable of converting water into its elements of hydrogen and oxygen more economically and environmentally cleaner then the conventional electrolysis process including the process of converting fossil fuels into hydrogen. It is interesting to compare the FY 2013 DOE request for funding the NGNP project, for $21.2 million, with other DOE renwable programs. FY 2013 Biomass and Biorefinery Systems $270 million Solar Energy Technologies Program $310 million Wind Energy Program $95 million The DOE million dollar expenditures, presented above, are very modest compared to the tens of billions of our tax dollars that are being spent to subsidize these three renewables. The subsidies include government guaranteed loans. Currently some of the loans are in default. Tax incentives, lost revenue to the Department of Treasury, are being provided to investors as incentives to purchase and build solar and wind farms. Our tax dollars are given, as an outright gift, to investors as an incentive to purchase and install wind and solar farms, and to build and operate biorefinery plants. Many wind turbines and solar electric assemblies are being purchased abroad (with our tax money) for installation in the U.S. The renewable programs are not driving our energy needs toward energy independence. Continuation of our current policy will result in our continued dependence on fossil fuels for transportation. As solar and wind replace gas and coal fired electric power plants, the consumer cost of electricity will increase substantially. For each year that the development of economical gaseous hydrogen production is stopped, we will witness another year of buying oil from the middle east. If you agree that we need to change our energy policy in favor of supporting the NGNP project, please contact your representatives in Washington.
1AC- HTGR Leadership

HTGR leadership is key- China is winning the race now but more funding will ensure US leadership

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

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

More funding is vital to HTGR leadership- otherwise China will win the race

Yurman ‘9 (February 27, 2009 NGNP gets 2009 funding Omnibus appropriation includes $180M Dan Yurman Idaho Falls, ID, United States   consultant to firms in the global nuclear energy industry in the area of social media and marketing communications. My blog is about nuclear energy and nonproliferation topics at Idaho Samizdat. It has over 200,000 readers a year from more than 70 countries and has been cited in the NYT, FT, and WSJ. My personal Twitter feed @djysrv as of July 2012 has 1,200 followers. Some blog posts are mirrored on Google Plus. Since 2007 I have been a reporter for Fuel Cycle Week, a nuclear industry trade newsletter. I write about global markets for nuclear energy, uranium mining and enrichment, and related business developments. 

While this is all good news, it is still six months late, and it still has the NGNP project behind the curve when it comes to its schedule. INL R&D managers said in April 2008 that the pace of funding for NGNP will set back the schedule to break ground by 2016 to build a 300 MW prototype reactor at the INL.  There are various estimates of when this would take place, but some are as late as 2020 by which time the current team of NGNP scientists will have long since retired. To counter that outcome, the INL told its employees this week it was considering a “human capital” strategy that would contain incentives to stretch out retirement dates.  Good news for NGNP R&D  Despite funding delays, the news from Congress is good for the nuclear R&D program. The Post Register asked me to comment on the current funding. Here's what Post Register reporter Sven Berg wrote, which is an accurate report of what I said.  Dan Yurman, an Idaho Falls-based nuclear blogger, said the U.S. is far behind China and South Africa on nailing down a next-generation plant design. By the time the U.S. is ready to market a design, he said, China will be exporting its own.  To close the gap, the U.S. will have to forge partnerships with South Africa or China -- or both -- or commit full funding to the development of a commercial model of the next-generation plant. One hundred eighty-million dollars won't do the trick, he said.  "It's great money for (a research-and-development) program, but it's not going to build your prototype reactor," he said.  I've said for more than two years on this blog that the Department of Energy is missing the boat on time-to-market for this technology. China has launched a commercial project to build a pebble bed reactor and South Africa has fabricated fuel for one. The NRC published a licensing strategy for NGNP, but an application for design certification for a U.S. plant could be years away. 

The HTGR race is key- the impact is unsafe Chinese nuclear exports, Chinese aggression, and heg decline
Cullinane ‘11 (Staff at House Foreign Affairs Committee. Graduate student at the Institute of World Politics (Scott, America Falling Behind: The Strategic Dimensions of Chinese Commercial Nuclear Energy, 9/28/11)

Due to a confluence of events the United States has recently focused more attention on nuclear weapons policy than it has in previous years; however, the proliferation of commercial nuclear technology and its implications for America’s strategic position have been largely ignored. While the Unites States is currently a participant in the international commercial nuclear energy trade, America’s own domestic construction of nuclear power plants has atrophied severely and the US risks losing its competitive edge in the nuclear energy arena. Simultaneously, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) has made great strides in closing the nuclear energy development gap with America. Through a combination of importing technology, research from within China itself, and a disciplined policy approach the PRC is increasingly able to leverage the export of commercial nuclear power as part of its national strategy. Disturbingly, China does not share America’s commitment to stability, transparency, and responsibility when exporting nuclear technology. This is a growing strategic weakness and risk for the United States. To remain competitive and to be in a position to offset the PRC when required the American government should encourage the domestic use of nuclear power and spur the forces of technological innovation. America: dominant no longer History has recorded well American wartime nuclear developments which culminated in the July 1945 Trinity Test, but what happened near Arco, Idaho six years later has been overlooked. In 1951, scientists for the first time produced usable electricity from an experimental nuclear reactor. Once this barrier was conquered the atom was harnessed to generate electricity and permitted America to move into the field of commercial nuclear power. In the next five years alone the United States signed over 20 nuclear cooperation agreements with various countries. Not only did the US build dozens of power plants domestically during the 1960s and 1970s, the US Export-Import Bank also distributed $7.1 billion dollars in loans and guarantees for the international sale of 49 reactors. American built and designed reactors were exported around the world during those years. Even today, more than 60% of the world’s 440 operating reactors are based on technology developed in the United States. The growth of the US civilian nuclear power sector stagnated after the Three Mile Island incident in 1979 – the most serious accident in American civilian nuclear power history. Three Mile Island shook America’s confidence in nuclear power and provided the anti-nuclear lobby ample fuel to oppose the further construction of any nuclear power plants. In the following decade, 42 planned domestic nuclear power plants were cancelled, and in the 30 years since the Three Mile Island incident the American nuclear power industry has survived only through foreign sales and merging operations with companies in Asia and Europe. Westinghouse sold its nuclear division to Toshiba and General Electric joined with Hitachi. Even the highest levels of the American government came to cast nuclear power aside. President Bill Clinton bragged in his 1993 State of the Union Address that “we are eliminating programs that are no longer needed, such as nuclear power research and development.”  America’s slow pace of reactor construction over the past three decades has stymied innovation and caused the nuclear sector and its industrial base to shrivel. While some aspects of America’s nuclear infrastructure still operate effectively, many critical areas have atrophied. For example, one capability that America has entirely lost is the means to cast ultra heavy forgings in the range of 350,000 – 600,000 pounds, which impacts the construction of containment vessels, turbine rotors, and steam generators. In contrast, Japan, China, and Russia all possess an ultra heavy forging capacity and South Korea and India plan to build forges in this range. Likewise, the dominance America enjoyed in uranium enrichment until the 1970s is gone. The current standard centrifuge method for uranium enrichment was not invented in America and today 40% of the enriched uranium US power plants use is processed overseas and imported. Another measure of how much the US nuclear industry has shrunk is evident in the number of companies certified to handle nuclear material. In the 1980s the United States had 400 nuclear suppliers and 900 holders of N-stamp certificates (N-stamps are the international nuclear rating certificates issued by the American Society of Mechanical Engineers). By 2008 that number had reduced itself to 80 suppliers and 200 N-stamp holders.  A recent Government Accountability Office report, which examined data from between 1994 and 2009, found the US to have a declining share of the global commercial nuclear trade. However, during that same period over 60 reactors were built worldwide. Nuclear power plants are being built in the world increasingly by non-American companies.  The American nuclear industry entered the 1960s in a strong position, yet over the past 30 years other countries have closed the development gap with America. The implications of this change go beyond economics or prestige to include national security. These changes would be less threatening if friendly allies were the ones moving forward with developing a nuclear export industry; however, the quick advancement of the PRC in nuclear energy changes the strategic calculus for America.  The shifting strategic landscape While America’s nuclear industry has languished, current changes in the world’s strategic layout no longer allow America the option of maintaining the status quo without being surpassed. The drive for research, development, and scientific progress that grew out of the Cold War propelled America forward, but those priorities have long since been downgraded by the US government. The economic development of formerly impoverished countries means that the US cannot assume continued dominance by default. The rapidly industrializing PRC is seeking its own place among the major powers of the world and is vying for hegemony in Asia; nuclear power is an example of their larger efforts to marshal their scientific and economic forces as instruments of national power. The rise of China is a phrase that connotes images of a backwards country getting rich off of exporting cheap goods at great social and environmental costs. Yet, this understanding of the PRC has lead many in the United States to underestimate China’s capabilities. The Communist Party of China (CPC) has undertaken a comprehensive long-term strategy to transition from a weak state that lags behind the West to a country that is a peer-competitor to the United States. Nuclear technology provides a clear example of this.  In 1978, General Secretary Deng Xiaoping began to move China out of the destructive Mao era with his policies of 'reform and opening.' As part of these changes during the 1980s, the CPC began a concerted and ongoing effort to modernize the PRC and acquire advanced technology including nuclear technology from abroad. This effort was named Program 863 and included both legal methods and espionage. By doing this, the PRC has managed to rapidly catch up to the West on some fronts. In order to eventually surpass the West in scientific development the PRC launched the follow-on Program 973 to build the foundations of basic scientific research within China to meet the nation’s major strategic needs. These steps have brought China to the cusp of the next stage of technological development, a stage known as “indigenous innovation.” In 2006 the PRC published their science and technology plan out to 2020 and defined indigenous innovation as enhancing original innovation, integrated innovation, and re-innovation based on assimilation and absorption of imported technology in order improve national innovation capability. The Chinese seek to internalize and understand technological developments from around the world so that they can copy the equipment and use it as a point to build off in their own research. This is a step beyond merely copying and reverse engineering a piece of technology. The PRC sees this process of absorbing foreign technology coupled with indigenous innovation as a way of leapfrogging forward in development to gain the upper hand over the West. The PRC’s official statement on energy policy lists nuclear power as one of their target fields. When viewed within this context, the full range of implications from China’s development of nuclear technology becomes evident. The PRC is now competing with the United States in the areas of innovation and high-technology, two fields that have driven American power since World War Two. China’s economic appeal is no longer merely the fact that it has cheap labor, but is expanding its economic power in a purposeful way that directly challenges America’s position in the world. The CPC uses the market to their advantage to attract nuclear technology and intellectual capital to China. The PRC has incentivized the process and encouraged new domestic nuclear power plant construction with the goal of having 20 nuclear power plants operational by 2020. The Chinese Ministry of Electrical Power has described PRC policy to reach this goal as encouraging joint investment between State Owned Corporations and foreign companies. 13 reactors are already operating in China, 25 more are under construction and even more reactors are in the planning stages.  In line with this economic policy, China has bought nuclear reactors from Westinghouse and Areva and is cooperating with a Russian company to build nuclear power plants in Taiwan. By stipulating that Chinese companies and personnel be involved in the construction process, China is building up its own domestic capabilities and expects to become self-sufficient. China’s State Nuclear Power Technology Corporation has partnered with Westinghouse to build a new and larger reactor based on the existing Westinghouse AP 1000 reactor. This will give the PRC a reactor design of its own to then export. If the CPC is able to combine their control over raw materials, growing technical know-how, and manufacturing base, China will not only be a powerful economy, but be able to leverage this power to service its foreign policy goals as well. Even though the PRC is still working to master third generation technology, their scientists are already working on what they think will be the nuclear reactor of the future. China is developing Fourth Generation Fast Neutron Reactors and wants to have one operational by 2030. Additionally, a Chinese nuclear development company has announced its intentions to build the “world’s first high-temperature, gas-cooled reactor” in Shandong province which offers to possibility of a reactor that is nearly meltdown proof. A design, which if proved successful, could potentially redefine the commercial nuclear energy trade.  The risk to America The international trade of nuclear material is hazardous in that every sale and transfer increases the chances for an accident or for willful misuse of the material. Nuclear commerce must be kept safe in order for the benefits of nuclear power generation to be realized. Yet, China has a record of sharing dangerous weapons and nuclear material with unfit countries. It is a risk for America to allow China to become a nuclear exporting country with a competitive technical and scientific edge. In order to limit Chinese influence and the relative attractiveness of what they can offer, America must ensure its continuing and substantive lead in reactor technology. The PRC’s record of exporting risky items is well documented. It is known that during the 1980s the Chinese shared nuclear weapon designs with Pakistan and continues to proliferate WMD-related material. According to the Office of the Director of National Intelligence to Congress, China sells technologies and components in the Middle East and South Asia that are dual use and could support WMD and missile programs. Jane’s Intelligence Review reported in 2006 that China,  Despite a 1997 promise to Washington to halt its nuclear technology sales to Iran, such assistance is likely to continue. In 2005, Iranian resistance groups accused China of selling Iran beryllium, which is useful for making nuclear triggers and maraging steel (twice as hard as stainless steel), which is critical for fabricating centrifuges needed to reprocess uranium into bomb-grade material.  China sells dangerous materials in order to secure its geopolitical objectives, regardless if those actions harm world stability. There is little reason to believe China will treat the sale of nuclear reactors any differently. Even if the PRC provides public assurances that it will behave differently in the future, the CPC has not been truthful for decades about its nuclear material and weapons sales and hence lacks credibility. For example, in 1983 Chinese Vice Premier Li Peng said that China does not encourage or support nuclear proliferation. In fact, it was that same year that China contracted with Algeria, then a non-NPT [Non-Proliferation Treaty] state, to construct a large, unsafeguarded plutonium production reactor. In 1991 a Chinese Embassy official wrote in a letter to the The Washington Post that 'China has struck no nuclear deal with Iran.' In reality, China had provided Iran with a research reactor capable of producing plutonium and a calutron, a technology that can be used to enrich uranium to weapons-grade. It has been reported that even after United Nation sanctions were put on Iran, Chinese companies were discovered selling “high-quality carbon fiber” and “pressure gauges” to Iran for use in improving their centrifuges. In 2004 the PRC joined the Nuclear Suppliers Groups (NSG), gaining international recognition of their growing power in the nuclear field. In spite of this opportunity for China to demonstrate its responsibility with nuclear energy, it has not fulfilled it NSG obligations.  The PRC has kept the terms of its nuclear reactor sale to Pakistan secret and used a questionable legal technicality to justify forgoing obtaining a NSG waiver for the deal. Additionally, China chose to forgo incorporating new safety measures into the reactors in order to avoid possible complications A further consequence of China exporting reactors is that these countries may wish to control the fuel cycle which provides the uranium to power their new reactors. The spread of fuel cycle technology comes with two risks: enrichment and reprocessing. Uranium can be enriched to between 3% and 5% for reactor use, but the process can be modified to produce 90% enriched uranium which is weapons-grade. Even if a country only produces low enriched uranium they could easily begin enriching at a higher level if they so choose. Every new country that nuclear technology or information is spread to exponentially increases the risk of material being stolen, given to a third party or being used as the launching point for a weapons program. China’s history of proliferation and willingness to engage economically with very unsavory governments seems likely to increase the risks involving nuclear material.  Strategy and policy In the context of US – PRC relations, nuclear energy is more than a matter of generating electrical power; it is a critical issue of national and global security. The direct consequences of China’s proliferation of commercial nuclear technology are accompanied by even larger issues which require new responses from the United States. China’s ability to connect and integrate economic and energy policy with their grand strategy is as impressive as it is menacing. The PRC leadership has established a coherent policy of economic diplomacy to leverage their economic and technological advancements in a way currently unmatched by the US government.  The US in contrast has not matched its strategy with actions. The US National Security Strategy (NSS), released in 2010, recognizes that economic competitiveness is the “wellspring of American power.” The strategy cites American’s enduring need for a “strong, innovative, and growing” economy, yet these words are hard to reconcile with the current state of the US nuclear and related industries. The NSS goes further and explicitly spells out that: The United States has a window of opportunity to lead in the development of clean energy technology… If [the United States does] not develop the policies that encourage the private sector to seize the opportunity, the Unites States will fall behind and increasingly become an importer of these new energy technologies. Yet, this recognition from the highest levels of the US government has not done enough to substantially alter the situation or effect the bureaucratic operations of government. A Government Accountability Office report released after the NSS was written found that the US government still lacked a well defined strategy to support and promote US nuclear exports, and the domestic nuclear industry is being stifled by an "outdated and unclear… authorization process" from the Department of Energy. It appears that over the past two decades the US government has grown to accept America’s economic soft power as a permanent condition and hence has not felt compelled to promote or actively defend America’s position. The PRC is now showing that America’s economic strength can be mitigated and co-opted. To adequately counter Chinese activities the US will have to make greater efforts to clearly identify the situation and ensure that policy conforms to strategy in order for the US to advance its position. Prudent actions for US government include: • Build a permanent storage facility, either at Yucca Mountain or elsewhere, to dispose of nuclear waste material. The lack of a permanent storage area is a limiting factor on any expansion of domestic nuclear power plants.  • Streamline the licensing and authorization process for new reactors. Some recent progress has been made in this area, but more can be done to improve efficiencies.  • Continue to build on the incentives for the construction of nuclear power plants that were put in place by the Energy Policy Act of 2005. • Re-write US export controls to guard against PRC industrial espionage, improve US counterintelligence in places of nuclear research, and confront problems associated with deemed-export at US research institutions.  • Invest in nuclear energy research, specifically in safer more efficient reactors that reduce the upfront costs that often hamper nuclear power plant construction. Small reactors or modular construction represent two areas with good potential.  • Create a whole of government strategy for the construction and export of nuclar reactors and related equipment.  • These previous steps will allow the US to engage the PRC from a position of strength and begin a more serious dialogue that links economic cooperation on reactor construction to safer proliferation practices. America cannot stop the PRC from developing and exporting reactors, but the US can present more attractive, more technically sophisticated options and use diplomatic and economic pressure to influence China to act responsibly when exporting nuclear technology.  • Perhaps most importantly, consistent and strong leadership from the executive branch will be critical for implementing these policy changes and for framing the issue of nuclear commerce with regards to China in terms of security and international influence, not only in commercial terms.  The United States today still holds many advantages, both potential and actual, over the PRC. The innovative culture inherent in America is still pushing forward research. America has the means and tools at its disposal to remain competitive and successful in a world where China is a global power. The question is what America will decide it wants its place in the nuclear world to be. Nuclear energy commerce is important for US energy security with proliferation implications, but it is even more important because it is indicative of larger efforts on both sides of the Pacific to shape the 21st century. 

Chinese aggression leads to nuclear war

Walton ‘7 (C. Dale Walton, Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, 2007, Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century, p. 49)

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

Heg solves multiple nuclear wars
Khalilzad ‘11 (ZALMAY KHALILZAD FEBRUARY 8, 2011 4:00 A.M. The Economy and National Security   — Zalmay Khalilzad was the United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush and the director of policy planning at the Defense Department from 1990 to 1992. 

We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars.  American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions.  As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression.  

Unsafe Chinese nuclear exports lead to Asian nuclear competition and Pakistani arms build up

Sokolski ‘8 (China and Nuclear Proliferation:  Rethinking the Link      By    Henry Sokolski,  Executive Director  The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center  Testimony before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission  "China's Proliferation Practices, and the Development of its Cyber and Space Warfare  Capabilities,"  May 20, 2008    

On the other hand, Chinese front  companies recently funneled North Korean-purchased dual use nuclear goods to the  Syrian reactor project.  That is far harder to track and almost certain to go unsanctioned.   Should we reduce our efforts to monitor such transactions?  Hardly.  But if we want to  assure that we are doing all we can to reduce further Chinese-induced proliferation, we  will need to track additional trends.     Besides increasingly covert and indirect strategic technology transfers to Pakistan or Iran,  we now need also to worry about how Beijing might divide us from our closest Asian  security allies—Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea -- governments that have so far skipped  going nuclear or ballistic.  In addition, what choices China makes to expand its civilian  domestic and export nuclear programs will have a major impact on how much more  nuclear weapons-capable Pakistan, Iran, Saudi Arabia and other Middle Eastern states  become.  Finally, whether and how China decides to increase its own nuclear weapons  deployments will directly influence the weapons ambitions, not only of Beijing’s East  Asian neighbors, but of India, Pakistan, Russia, France, the U.K., and the U.S.    More and more, it will be these broader developments, rather than illicit Chinese transfers  alone, that we will need to watch and shape.  To address them, our government should  make several adjustments to current Policy in order to encourage China to (1) cap its  further production of nuclear weapons-usable fuels; (2) pursue nuclear export projects  only if they are unambiguously profitable, and (3) discourage any further state-backed  transfers of nuclear weapons or nuclear-capable missiles to any other states’ soil in  peacetime.  The analysis below makes clear why.      East Asia and the Pacific    In East Asia and the Pacific, China’s nuclear policy decisions could easily push the entire  region into a round of nuclear competitions.  Is China manipulating the Six-Party  negotiations to strain U.S.-Japanese and U.S.-South Korean relations?  Is China making  “progress” in disabling North Korean nuclear capabilities contingent upon Washington  having to downplay unresolved North Korean kidnappings of Japanese citizens,  Pyongyang’s drug dealing to Japan’s youth, and other profoundly provocative, illicit  North Korean activities in Japan?  Are we siding with China and against Japan’s private  counsel too much in glossing over the challenges of verifying North Korea’s nuclear  holdings and activities?  Are there other actions that China might take or is taking that  could prompt Japan to question Washington’s commitment to guaranteeing Japan’s  security?  What is Japan’s assessment of the threats posed by North Korea and China  nuclear weapons systems?  Do Tokyo’s assessments here explain in any way Japan’s  continued pursuit of its own uneconomical space-launch and nuclear fuel-making  programs?  How upsetting to Tokyo are Chinese naval operation in the Sea of Japan?    2  What do the Japanese privately make of Beijing’s continued bullying and military  hectoring of Taiwan—a territory that sits athwart Japan’s most vital sea lane of  communication with South East Asia and the Persian Gulf?       South Korea is another close U.S. security ally.  Like Taiwan, South Korea has  previously questioned the reliability of U.S. security assurances and has been caught  attempting to acquire nuclear weapons more than once.  South Korea is developing its  own space launch vehicle, which could be converted to deliver nucelar weapons and  Taiwan has developed long-range surface to surface cruise missile that can easily reach  targets in China.  South Korea has also again announced its desire to recycle spent  nuclear fuel for “civilian purposes” and has secured U.S. Department of Energy  assistance to launch a pyroreprocessing program.  Seoul has done so even though  producing plutonium-based commercial reactor fuels could bring South Korea to the  brink of acquiring bombs and is far more expensive than using fresh uranium fuel in  existing light water power reactors.  China surely is not eager to see either South Korea  or Taiwan go nuclear or ballistic.  On the other hand, China would hardly object if Seoul  freed itself of U.S. influence and troops.  Might Beijing prefer a South Korea  confederated with Pyongyang—even though this might result in a nuclear-armed Korean  confederation—over a Korea unified with U.S. troops still present?  In this case, wouldn’t  Chinese efforts to strengthen trade and diplomatic relations with Seoul make sense even  if or especially if they came at the expense of Seoul being able to maintain good relations  with Japan or the U.S.?  As for Taiwan, are there clear limits of how far China might go  to intimidate and isolate Taiwan from the U.S. and Japan?    In the next 10 to 15 years, the answers to these questions could induce Japan, South  Korea or Taiwan to go nuclear or ballistic.  If any of these states further hedges their bets  by edging toward nuclear weapons, this, in turn, would likely pressure Australia (a  country that had its own bomb program as late as 1969), Indonesia (a nation that has  repeatedly vowed to keep up with its neighbors on the nuclear front), and Vietnam (a  “civilian” nuclear power aspirant) to develop nuclear weapons options of their own.   Each might not get the bomb overtly, but, like Iran, bring themselves to the brink through  “peaceful” nuclear activities.    Of course, how far China expands and modernize its own nuclear weapons arsenal will  also weigh heavily on how much nuclear hedging its neighbors choose to pursue.  Will  China continue to modernize its nuclear weapons systems incrementally and maintain the  current number of systems it now deploys?  Or will it, instead, ramp up its efforts on  either or both fronts so as to prompt its non-nuclear neighbors and Russia, the U.S., India,  Pakistan, France and the U.K to react with nuclear hedge actions of their own?  These  questions are hardly far fetched:  Just last week, President Hu tried to reassure Japan that  China did not wish to start an arms race in the region.  Implicit to his announcement was  the threat that China might yet feel compelled to do so.            3    South Asia and the Middle East    No country has lent as much nuclear-capable missile and nuclear weapons-related  assistance collectively to Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and Iran as China.  Just last year, China  also extended offers of civilian nuclear cooperation with Egypt and India.  Recently,  there were reports that Chinese front companies were helping to forward nuclear goods to  Syria.  Dual-use Chinese nuclear technical assistance and space launch vehicle assistance  (vice transfers of entire missile systems, nuclear weapons fuel, or complete bomb  designs) are likely to continue to several of these states in ways that will be challenging  for the U.S. to detect or sanction.    Here, Pakistan leads the list.  Last year, the military-dominated government under  Musharraf announced it would respond to India’s expansion of its nuclear program with a  20-fold expansion of Pakistan’s own fledging nuclear power program.  The key to this  expansion will be Pakistan’s imports of Chinese-designed pressurized heavy water  reactors—systems that could be easily adapted to produce nuclear weapons-usable  plutonium.  As for the expansion of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons production efforts, China  has already helped with Pakistan’s production of plutonium and weapons-grade uranium  as well as lending Islamabad long-range missile assistance.    Two years ago, China also offered to help India expand its “peaceful” nuclear energy  program—a program that Pakistani military officials fear might only bolster India’s  military nuclear weapons production capabilities.  How well Beijing balances its nuclear  offers to Pakistan and India will play a major role in determining when and if a major  nuclear competition is again set off between New Delhi and Islamabad.  On the one hand,  China’s bilateral trade with India is quite large (on par with U.S.-Indian trade) and  Beijing would like to expand its trade relations with New Delhi.  This would suggest that  it is hardly in China’s interest to antagonize India or to encourage New Delhi to compete  with China militarily.  On the other hand, China has long had a special security  relationship with Islamabad and Riyadh.    

Asian nuclear competition leads to nuclear wars in Asia

Cimbala ‘10 (Prof. of Political Science @ Penn State, (Stephen, Nuclear Weapons and Cooperative Security in the 21st Century, p. 117-8)

A five-sided nuclear competition in the Pacific would be linked, in geopolitical deterrence and proliferation space, to the existing nuclear deterrents in India and Pakistan, and to the emerging nuclear weapons status of Iran.  An arc of nuclear instability from Tehran to Tokyo could place U.S. proliferation strategies into the ash heap of history and call for more drastic military options, not excluding preemptive war, defenses, and counter-deterrent special operations.  In addition, an eight-sided nuclear arms race in Asia would increase the likelihood of accidental or inadvertent nuclear war.  It would do so because: (1) some of these states already have histories of protracted conflict; (2) states may have politically unreliable or immature command and control systems, especially during a crisis involving a decision for nuclear first strike or retaliation; unreliable or immature systems might permit a technical malfunction that caused an unintended launch, or a deliberate but unauthorized launch by rogue commanders; (3) faulty intelligence and warning systems might cause one side to misinterpret the other’s defensive moves to forestall attack as offensive preparations for attack, thus triggering a mistaken preemption.
Pakistan build-up causes escalation and conflict

Auner ’11 (More Pakistani Nukes: Why Do We Worry?  posted by Eric Auner on January 31, 2011 at 4:52 pm 

Karen DeYoung reports on the expansion of the Pakistani nuclear weapons arsenal in this morning’s Washington Post :Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal now totals more than 100 deployed weapons, a doubling of its stockpile over the past several years in one of the world’s most unstable regions, according to estimates by nongovernment analysts.      The Pakistanis have significantly accelerated production of uranium and plutonium for bombs and developed new weapons to deliver them. After years of approximate weapons parity, experts said, Pakistan has now edged ahead of India, its nuclear-armed rival.  The article is well worth reading, but it blurs the line between two different, and largely distinct, issues relating to the Pakistani nuclear arsenal.  The strategic problem – The purpose of the Pakistani nuclear arsenal is, ultimately, to deter an attack from India, its richer, more populous rival.  Experts disagree about the likelihood of a nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan.  On the one hand, neither side keeps their weapons on high alert like the U.S. and the Soviet Union did during the Cold War, and there hasn’t been large-scale fighting between the two countries in many years.  On the other hand, the close proximity of the two countries raises the chances and costs of miscalculations and misperceptions, and there is a risk of another Mumbai-style terrorist attack that could inflame tensions.  With fissile material cutoff treaty negotiations stalled in the Conference on Disarmament due to Pakistani objections, and India continuing to ponder its “Cold Start” offensive military doctrine, the numerical balance between the Indian and Pakistani nuclear arsenals is a real concern for both sides.  Revelations about the expansion of the Pakistani arsenal could lead India to build (or test) more of its own weapons, which is not in the interests of the United States.  The stewardship problem – Pakistan is commonly cited as a potential source for a terrorist nuclear weapon.  For instance, when the New York Times reported on the assassination of Salman Taseer — the governor of Punjab province in Pakistan — earlier this month, the story included a section on the killing’s nuclear terrorism implications:      No one is saying how Mr. Qadri [Taseer's killer], who smiled at the cheers he received from exultant supporters, got through [Pakistan's personnel] vetting process. But one American official said, “it’s one more reason to give pause” when thinking about what could happen if a like-minded guard or scientist decided to make his point by seizing nuclear materials.      It is a subject American officials never talk about in public. But they do in private, as the WikiLeaks cables that emerged from the American embassy in Pakistan made clear. “Our major concern,” Anne W. Patterson, then the American ambassador, wrote to Washington on Feb. 4, 2009, “is not having an Islamic militant steal an entire weapon but rather the chance someone working in GOP [Government of Pakistan] facilities could gradually smuggle enough material out to eventually make a weapon.”  Fears about the theft of Pakistani nuclear weapons or materials can be overstated, and an Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses report last year gave some reasons for cautious optimism about Pakistan’s nuclear security procedures.  Nevertheless, Pakistan is very untransparent about its nuclear arsenal, and there is no mechanism for cooperation between Pakistan and the United States to improve Pakistani nuclear security. 

This will cause India Pakistan nuclear war- deterrence won’t check

Yusuf ’11 [Moeed Yusuf is South Asia adviser at the U.S. Institute of Peace, where he manages the institute’s Pakistan program. Previously, he was a research fellow at the Mossavar-Rahmani Center at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government and a fellow at the Frederick S. Pardee Center at Boston University, “Banking on an Outsider: Implications for Escalation Control in South Asia”, June 2011, Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2011_06/Yusuf]

India also has walked away from the last two crises with lessons on U.S. involvement in South Asian crises. The U.S. role in encouraging restraint after India is struck by a terrorist attack has given Pakistan an upper hand in the crises. Although New Delhi could not have completely overlooked Pakistan’s importance, Indian opinion makers did expect greater tangible support from the United States, especially during the Mumbai crisis. That was not forthcoming. The lesson, as drawn in New Delhi, was that no amount of warmth with Washington would prompt it to “gang up” against Pakistan during a crisis. Washington’s postcrisis utility is also limited, especially because Pakistan is likely to remain important to the United States for its own reasons for the foreseeable future. All this has led to a shift in the sentiment in New Delhi. As a result of this shift, Indian restraint no longer can be taken for granted. In fact, many believe that an Indian retaliation to the next terrorist attack is all but inevitable.[15] This could take the form of the swift, surgical air strikes that seemed to have been contemplated during the Mumbai crisis. India even could put its Pakistan-specific “Cold Start” doctrine, which aims to conduct limited operations on Pakistani territory, to the test.[16] In terms of third-party presence, this implies an alteration in the contracted-out arrangement. Rather than being amenable to U.S. intervention to support its stance at the very onset of a crisis, New Delhi would aim to undertake limited use of force before Washington could step in. Only when it had completed its initial offensive would it look toward Washington to pacify Pakistan. This would make the U.S. task of ensuring escalation control much more challenging. Let us play the scenario out. Assume that the next crisis is triggered by another Mumbai-type attack on Indian soil. The attack actually may have come from a Pakistan-based group, or Indian decision-makers may simply rush to conclude so either on the basis of past occurrences or due to faulty intelligence. Let us assume that, in the wake of the attack, India has decided to conduct a limited strike against militant targets in Pakistan. De-escalation now would require the United States to shift its focus to persuading Pakistan to show restraint. There have been suggestions that if the United States could not prevent India from striking, it might be able to convince it to strike relatively low-profile targets in Pakistan such that the strikes would not trigger a Pakistani response.[17] Although theoretically attractive from a deterrence point of view—it would satisfy India’s reputational concerns without causing uncontrolled escalation—such a view ignores the psyche of Pakistan’s military planners as well as the importance of public sentiment in today’s Pakistan. The author’s conversations with members of Pakistan’s strategic enclave suggest conclusively that even a minor Indian strike would elicit a response in kind. The Pakistani intelligence chief recently acknowledged during a hearing before the Pakistani parliament that the military already had identified and even rehearsed strikes that Islamabad could make on targets in India in response to any Indian surgical strikes.[18] The need to keep denying India the confidence that it could aggress militarily at any level remains the cornerstone of Pakistan’s deterrence calculus. As soon as Pakistan reacts to an Indian strike, the deterrence equation will be back to square one from India’s perspective. The Indian effort to prove that its military option has not been foreclosed by the Pakistani nuclear deterrent and that it could compel Pakistan to act against anti-India militants present on its soil would stand neutralized. In fact, the credibility of the deterrent would have taken a greater hit than in the previous crises as Pakistan would have demonstrated that it had the upper hand even in a “one-shot” confrontation. As a result, Indian threats of a surgical strike in the next crisis ring hollow unless decision-makers in New Delhi are willing to escalate the crisis further. Indeed, India may well feel the need to set the record straight by exercising direct brinkmanship, upping the ante and threatening to escalate further. From here on, the South Asian powers would be in uncharted territory. Neither India nor Pakistan would want uncontrolled escalation, but they would face the classic brinkmanship challenge: on whose terms will the conflict end? For India, an extra shot would have to be fired, so to speak, for it to walk away satisfied. Pakistan, on the other hand, would want to exit immediately after it has responded to India’s initial aggression. The United States would find itself in a serious dilemma. By the time an Indian response and Pakistani counteraction has taken place, the U.S. interlocutors may have lost control over the pace of escalation. The U.S. message of restraint against the temptation to escalate further is much less likely to be heeded by India at this point. This is especially true because, as in the Mumbai crisis, it is difficult to imagine the United States being able to offer an attractive enough reward to India to back off. The United States also would not be able to punish Pakistan tangibly and instantly to India’s satisfaction, not least because doing so would undermine the Pakistani-U.S. relationship, fuel further anti-American sentiment in the country, destabilize it to an even greater extent internally, and strengthen the ultraright nationalists. On the other hand, although global opinion is on India’s side already, the option of the United States supporting India outright would be extremely risky. It would embolden India to consider overwhelming punishment, and in Pakistan, it would be seen as a “gang up”; the present sentiment in Pakistan indicates that such a move would quickly be viewed as an Indian-U.S. effort to disarm Pakistan of its nuclear weapons.[19] It likely would cause panic and might lead Pakistan to act even more provocatively to raise the stakes and prompt the United States to seek immediate de-escalation.[20] In any case, if the crisis fails to wind down after each side has fired one shot, escalation dynamics may generate a momentum of their own. In the South Asian context, this not only implies belligerence and propensity for risk taking among Indian and Pakistani decision-makers, but also brings in the risk of miscalculations and inadvertent use. India and Pakistan use delivery systems that can be employed for conventional as well as nuclear weapons; in the absence of advanced early-warning capabilities, this has a destabilizing effect. Any incoming aircraft or missile could be perceived as an attempt at pre-emption. Moreover, the vulnerability of Pakistan’s nuclear decision-making chain of command—the entire hierarchy is housed within a 50-mile stretch in the twin cities of Islamabad and Rawalpindi and therefore could potentially be neutralized in a pre-emptive strike—may prompt the Pakistanis to consider dispersal of the high command or to delegate launch authority in advance. Pakistan’s lack of geographical depth provides an additional incentive for this latter step. Delegation in advance also becomes likely if either side introduces tactical nuclear weapons for battlefield use. Pakistan recently signaled its intent to do so by conducting a flight test of the Nasr, a nuclear-capable ballistic missile with a range of 60 kilometers.[21] Pakistan’s move is reportedly a response to the Indian Cold Start doctrine. Next, although both countries claim robust command and control structures, very few details are available, especially for the Indian program. In an escalated crisis, if either side contemplated mating warheads with delivery vehicles and then deploying them, the other likely would follow suit. Each side would have to transport its arsenal, disperse it, and make ground preparations for deployment, a process that easily could be misconstrued by the adversary as an imminent attack. The likelihood of this misperception (and others) is enhanced greatly by the acute trust deficit between the two sides; traditionally, each party has been inclined to expect the worst from the other.[22] 

Best new studies prove Indo-pak war would cause extinction

Starr ’11 (Consequences of a Single Failure of Nuclear Deterrence by Steven Starr February 07, 2011      * Associate member of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation     * Senior Scientist for PSR 

Only a single failure of nuclear deterrence is required to start a nuclear war, and the consequences of such a failure would be profound.  Peer-reviewed studies predict that less than 1% of the nuclear weapons now deployed in the arsenals of the Nuclear Weapon States, if detonated in urban areas, would immediately kill tens of millions of people, and cause long-term, catastrophic disruptions of the global climate and massive destruction of Earth’s protective ozone layer. The result would be a global nuclear famine that could kill up to one billion people.  A full-scale war, fought with the strategic nuclear arsenals of the United States and Russia, would so utterly devastate Earth’s environment that most humans and other complex forms of life would not survive.  Yet no Nuclear Weapon State has ever evaluated the environmental, ecological or agricultural consequences of the detonation of its nuclear arsenals in conflict. Military and political leaders in these nations thus remain dangerously unaware of the existential danger which their weapons present to the entire human race. Consequently, nuclear weapons remain as the cornerstone of the military arsenals in the Nuclear Weapon States, where nuclear deterrence guides political and military strategy.     Those who actively support nuclear deterrence are trained to believe that deterrence cannot fail, so long as their doctrines are observed, and their weapons systems are maintained and continuously modernized. They insist that their nuclear forces will remain forever under their complete control, immune from cyberwarfare, sabotage, terrorism, human or technical error. They deny that the short 12-to-30 minute flight times of nuclear missiles would not leave a President enough time to make rational decisions following a tactical, electronic warning of nuclear attack.  The U.S. and Russia continue to keep a total of 2000 strategic nuclear weapons at launch-ready status – ready to launch with only a few minutes warning.   Yet both nations are remarkably unable to acknowledge that this high-alert status in any way increases the probability that these weapons will someday be used in conflict.  How can strategic nuclear arsenals truly be “safe” from accidental or unauthorized use, when they can be launched literally at a moment’s notice?  A cocked and loaded weapon is infinitely easier to fire than one which is unloaded and stored in a locked safe.  The mere existence of immense nuclear arsenals, in whatever status they are maintained, makes possible their eventual use in a nuclear war.  Our best scientists now tell us that such a war would mean the end of human history.  We need to ask our leaders:  Exactly what political or national goals could possibly justify risking a nuclear war that would likely cause the extinction of the human race?  However, in order to pose this question, we must first make the fact known that existing nuclear arsenals – through their capacity to utterly devastate the Earth’s environment and ecosystems – threaten continued human existence.  Otherwise, military and political leaders will continue to cling to their nuclear arsenals and will remain both unwilling and unable to discuss the real consequences of failure of deterrence.  We can and must end the silence, and awaken the peoples of all nations to the realization that “nuclear war” means “global nuclear suicide”.  A Single Failure of Nuclear Deterrence could lead to:  * A nuclear war between India and Pakistan;     * 50 Hiroshima-size (15 kiloton) weapons detonated in the mega-cities of both India and Pakistan (there are now 130-190 operational nuclear weapons which exist in the combined arsenals of these nations);     * The deaths of 20 to 50 million people as a result of the prompt effects of these nuclear detonations (blast, fire and radioactive fallout);     * Massive firestorms covering many hundreds of square miles/kilometers (created by nuclear detonations that produce temperatures hotter than those believed to exist at the center of the sun), that would engulf these cities and produce 6 to 7 million tons of thick, black smoke;     * About 5 million tons of smoke that would quickly rise above cloud level into the stratosphere, where strong winds would carry it around the Earth in 10 days;     * A stratospheric smoke layer surrounding the Earth, which would remain in place for 10 years;     * The dense smoke would heat the upper atmosphere, destroy Earth’s protective ozone layer, and block 7-10% of warming sunlight from reaching Earth’s surface;     * 25% to 40% of the protective ozone layer would be destroyed at the mid-latitudes, and 50-70% would be destroyed at northern and southern high latitudes;     * Ozone destruction would cause the average UV Index to increase to 16-22 in the U.S, Europe, Eurasia and China, with even higher readings towards the poles (readings of 11 or higher are classified as “extreme” by the U.S. EPA). It would take 7-8 minutes for a fair skinned person to receive a painful sunburn at mid-day;     * Loss of warming sunlight would quickly produce average surface temperatures in the Northern Hemisphere colder than any experienced in the last 1000 years;     * Hemispheric drops in temperature would be about twice as large and last ten times longer then those which followed the largest volcanic eruption in the last 500 years,  Mt. Tambora in 1816. The following year, 1817, was called “The Year Without Summer”, which saw famine in Europe from massive crop failures;     * Growing seasons in the Northern Hemisphere would be significantly shortened.  It would be too cold to grow wheat in most of Canada for at least several years;     * World grain stocks, which already are at historically low levels, would be completely depleted; grain exporting nations would likely cease exports in order to meet their own food needs;     * The one billion already hungry people, who currently depend upon grain imports, would likely starve to death in the years following this nuclear war;     * The total explosive power in these 100 Hiroshima-size weapons is less than 1% of the total explosive power contained in the currently operational and deployed U.S. and Russian nuclear forces. 
1AC- Russia

US-Russian tensions are high now- only advanced nuclear power cooperation can resolve other tensions and resilient broader cooperation

Weitz ’12 (Richard Weitz is a senior fellow at the Hudson Institute and a World Politics Review senior editor. His weekly WPR column, Global Insights, appears every Tuesday. World Politics Review Senior Editor, “Global Insights: U.S.-Russia Arms Control Prospects Under Putin”, World Politics Review, 3-6-2012, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/11681/global-insights-u-s-russia-arms-control-prospects-under-putin)

This weekend’s election in Russia has unsurprisingly returned Vladimir Putin to the country’s presidency. In contrast to the preordained outcome of the Russian voting, the winner of this November’s U.S. presidential election is not yet known. But whoever occupies the White House in 2013 will need to consider the bilateral arms control relationship with Russia in coming years. And although the implementation of the New START agreement is going well, there are sharp differences in Washington and Moscow over where to go next. Moscow’s main concerns focus on U.S. missile defense and U.S. superiority in conventional forces. Both conditions work against Russia’s willingness to cut its offensive nuclear forces even further, which is the U.S. priority, especially with regard to the issue of Russian tactical nuclear weapons. In his recent Moscow News article on Russian foreign policy, Putin railed against what he called the U.S. quest for “absolute security.” In his words, the problem is that “absolute invulnerability for one country would in theory require absolute vulnerability for all others.” Instead, Putin again insisted on the right of all states to equal security, as well as Russia’s right to maintain the capacity to attack the United States with nuclear weapons if necessary. Putin argued that faced with U.S. plans for deploying a European-based missile defense system, Russia had two options: a symmetrical response of creating its own system or an asymmetrical strategy of strengthening Russia’s offensive strategic weapons to ensure that they are capable of overcoming any NATO system and thereby preserving mutual deterrence. The first choice being too costly and technically challenging, he said Russia would follow the second course. In Moscow’s view, the problem of equal security also applies to the imbalance in conventional forces in Europe. The United States recently followed Russia’s lead in ending implementation of the original Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty. Russian officials have also given up on the idea of ratifying the Adapted CFE Treaty, since NATO insists that Russia withdraw its military forces from Georgia as part of its Istanbul Commitments. Given these complications, Russians are uninterested in various U.S. proposals for a “grand bargain” that would seek to address the CFE and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe simultaneously. Russian policymakers have also expressed a new complaint in the form of their open doubt over the United States’ ability to ratify the kinds of binding legal agreements that Moscow demands. They note the difficulties that the Obama administration had in securing U.S. Senate ratification of New START, which required a White House commitment to modernize the U.S. nuclear arsenal, even if that is now falling victim to budgetary pressures. Russians insist that they want another legally binding agreement to constrain U.S. missile defenses. The Obama administration has been offering a politically binding agreement on missile defense, but has refused to accept legally binding constraints on how the missile defense program might develop. Although U.S. officials stress that they will not try to negate Russia’s nuclear deterrent, whose massive size and great sophistication would make such an effort impossible in any case, Congress would never accept a legally binding agreement that commits the United States to deliberately constrain its ability to protect Americans and their allies from foreign missile attacks. At best, the administration is willing to offer nonbinding political guarantees that they will not seek to negate Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent. Russian officials refuse to accept mere political declarations on such important issues. They claim the United States earlier violated such agreements when it enlarged NATO after the Cold War and moved NATO forces into former Soviet-bloc states. In contrast, they note that even when the United States withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2001, the predictable and legal manner in which the withdrawal was carried out reassured Putin and others in Moscow who opposed the U.S. decision. Russians also point out that political agreements lend themselves to different interpretations depending on who is viewing the issue. Although they do not seem to worry about another Obama presidency, they claim to fear that some future U.S. administration will try to expand U.S. missile defenses to be able to intercept Russian strategic missiles. These differences highlight the uncertain climate surrounding the nuclear arms control agenda, which is compounded by Russian concerns about U.S. space, cyber and other weapons. But progress could be possible in several other areas. First, Russians are eager to help counter nuclear terrorism through the mechanisms of the Nuclear Security Summit forums and the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. Both countries want to revive the civilian use of nuclear power under safe and secure conditions, making sure that those countries now considering starting nuclear energy programs receive training and guidance on how to avoid accidents and protect the nuclear material at their facilities. Second, Russian-U.S. collaboration on regional proliferation challenges is important, since both countries are veto-wielding members of the U.N. Security Council. Russian officials are unlikely to accept any more U.N. sanctions on Iran given their different assessment of Iranian motives, unless incontrovertible evidence that Tehran is seeking a nuclear weapon emerges. But cooperation is possible regarding North Korea, where Russia and the United States share the goal of stabilizing the Korean Peninsula. Third, the Carnegie Endowment and other institutions have been developing a number of potential informal confidence and transparency-building measures that the two sides could pursue. These would help to lead toward a new strategic arms control treaty in a few years if the bilateral relationship improves, but could serve a valuable stabilizing function even without one. These measures include renewed efforts to expand the application of restrictions in the Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty and other bilateral arms control agreements to other countries, as well as measures to increase transparency regarding the capacity of each sides’ nuclear weapons-production complexes to construct new nuclear forces in any attempt to rapidly break out of a strategic arms control agreement. Finally, Russians are eager to work on civilian nuclear energy cooperation with the United States. The two sides’ recently ratified 123 agreement allows Russian and U.S. firms to cooperate to produce new types of civilian power reactors that would be less prone to proliferation than existing models. Such collaboration could prove very useful in helping develop new commercial stakeholders in both countries that have an interest in maintaining good Russian-U.S. relations. The economic relationship between Russia and the United States remains relatively undeveloped, since Americans buy Russia’s main exports -- oil, gas and weapons -- elsewhere, while various impediments hobble mutual investments. At present, the constituencies favoring strong bilateral ties in both countries are small, consisting mainly of arms control advocates and foreign policy experts. As a result, the Russian-U.S. agenda is still dominated by Cold War-type issues, including nuclear arms control, which position the two parties in an adversarial relationship. Only by moving away from this orientation can both sides begin to overcome the mutual confidence gap that exacerbates many of their other differences. Though Putin’s return to the presidency could augur a hard line on a number of issues where the U.S. and Russian positions diverge, his pragmatism and opportunism could lead to progress in the areas where the two sides’ interests overlap. 
HTGR’s are key to Russian co-op- key to solve prolif, nuclear reductions, nuclear industry, and broader relations

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)

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. 

Nuclear cooperation creates resiliency and motivation to maintain relations

Einhorn et al ‘8 (Robert, Rose Gottemoeller, Fred McGoldrick, Daniel Poneman, Jon Wolfsthal, “The U.S.-Russia Civil Nuclear Agreement A Framework for Cooperation”, Center for Strategic and International Studies, May 2008, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/080522-einhorn-u.s.-russia-web.pdf)

Russian officials and industry representatives also expect, rightly or wrongly, that a 123 Agreement may improve U.S.-Russia bilateral relations generally. Although that relationship has become strained in recent years on a variety of fronts, groups within Russia—including the nuclear industry—are eager to maintain and expand cooperative ties in areas where interests converge, including the future expansion of nuclear energy. As leaders in nuclear energy technology with a strong incentive to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons, Russia and the United States have a common stake in expanding the use of nuclear power in a way that minimizes the risk of proliferation. With the current U.S. administration looking to revive the U.S. nuclear industry and explore approaches to the fuel cycle similar to those long advanced in Russia, the outlook on civil nuclear energy in both countries has never been closer. Cooperation in this area can provide policymakers on both sides an incentive to maintain positive relations, especially in trying times. Also, beyond the technical benefits of a 123 Agreement, there is a sense in Russian technical and political circles than the implementation of a 123 Agreement would be a useful step in putting the U.S.-Russia security relationship on a more stable footing. Many in Russia have complained that past security and technical assistance has had too much of a donor (U.S.)–recipient (Russia) quality, which has hampered cooperation in some areas. Changing this dynamic could lead to Russia taking greater responsibility for internal nuclear security efforts, including possibly expanding existing efforts to additional civil facilities and into new areas of work related to counterterrorism.
Russian relations are critical to prevent major power conflict in every global hotspot

Nixon Center ‘3 (“Advancing American Interests and the U.S.-Russian Relationship: INTERIM REPORT,” SEPTEMBER 2K3 HTTP://WWW.NIXONCENTER.ORG/PUBLICATIONS/MONOGRAPHS/FR.HTM)

The proper starting point in thinking about American national interests and Russia—or any other country—is the candid question: why does Russia matter?  How can Russia affect vital American interests and how much should the United States care about Russia?  Where does it rank in the hierarchy of American national interests?  As the Report of the Commission on American National Interests (2000) concluded, Russia ranks among the few countries whose actions powerfully affect American vital interests.  Why? § First, Russia is a very large country linking several strategically important regions.  By virtue of its size and location, Russia is a key player in Europe as well as the Middle East and Central, South and East Asia.  Accordingly, Moscow can substantially contribute to, or detract from, U.S. efforts to deal with such urgent challenges as North Korea and Iran, as well as important longer term problems like Iraq and Afghanistan.  In addition, Russia shares the world’s longest land border with China, an emerging great power that can have a major impact on both U.S. and Russian interests.  The bottom line is that notwithstanding its significant loss of power after the end of the Cold War, Moscow’s geopolitical weight still exceeds that of London or Paris.  § Second, as a result of its Soviet legacy, Russia has relationships with and information about countries that remain comparatively inaccessible to the American government, in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere.  Russian intelligence and/or leverage in these areas could significantly aid the United States in its efforts to deal with current, emerging and still unforeseen strategic challenges, including in the war on terrorism.  § Third, today and for the foreseeable future Russia’s nuclear arsenal will be capable of inflicting vast damage on the United States.  Fortunately, the likelihood of such scenarios has declined dramatically since the Cold War.  But today and as far as any eye can see the U.S. will have an enduring vital interest in these weapons not being used against America or our allies.  § Fourth, reliable Russian stewardship and control of the largest arsenal of nuclear warheads and stockpile of nuclear materials from which nuclear weapons could be made is essential in combating the threat of “loose nukes.”  The United States has a vital interest in effective Russian programs to prevent weapons being stolen by criminals, sold to terrorists and used to kill Americans.  § Fifth, Russian stockpiles, technologies and knowledge for creating biological and chemical weapons make cooperation with Moscow very important to U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation of these weapons.  Working with Russia may similarly help to prevent states hostile to the United States from obtaining sophisticated conventional weapons systems, such as missiles and submarines.  § Sixth, as the world’s largest producer and exporter of hydrocarbons (oil and gas), Russia offers America an opportunity to diversify and increase supplies of non-OPEC, non-Mid-Eastern energy.  § Seventh, as a veto-wielding permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, Russia can substantially ease, or complicate, American attempts to work through the UN and other international institutions to advance other vital and extremely important U.S. interests.  In a world in which many are already concerned about the use of U.S. power, this can have a real impact on America’s success at providing global leadership.  More broadly, a close U.S.-Russian relationship can limit other states’ behavior by effectively eliminating Moscow as a potential source of political support.  

HTGR’s are key to solve terrorism and weapons reductions

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. 

Nuclear coop is key to weapons reductions

Bunn ‘7 (Arms Control Today » April 2007 » Troubled Disposition: Next Steps in Dealing With Excess Plutonium Troubled Disposition: Next Steps in Dealing With Excess Plutonium (April 2012) Matthew Bunn Matthew Bunn is a senior research associate in the Managing the Atom project at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government. Previously, he served in the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy where, among other responsibilities, he staffed the interagency working group on plutonium disposition. He was the study director for the two-volume National Academy of Sciences study Management and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium, published in 1994 and 1995.

The United States and Russia still possess massive stockpiles of plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU) built up over decades of Cold War arms racing. Today, the United States has a stockpile of about 92 metric tons of plutonium separated from spent fuel. The United States has declared that 45 tons of that material is excess to its military needs, leaving 47 tons in reserve, enough to support a stockpile of some 10,000 warheads. Russia is thought to have a stockpile of some 145 tons of separated weapons-grade plutonium, although the uncertainty in that estimate is about 25 tons, along with some 40 tons of civilian separated plutonium, which also is weapons usable. Russia has declared that “up to” 50 tons of its weapons-grade plutonium is excess to its military needs, but the only plutonium it has definitely committed to get rid of is the 34 tons covered by the PMDA. This represents one-quarter of Russia 's estimated stock of weapons-grade plutonium and one-fifth of its total stock of separated plutonium, leaving enough remaining for tens of thousands of nuclear weapons. The U.S. and Russian stockpiles of HEU are even larger.[1] Why Disposition? Because these huge stockpiles could readily be turned back into nuclear weapons, eliminating them would mark a key step toward deeper and less-reversible nuclear arms reductions. Such reductions, in turn, could strengthen international political support for measures to repair the global nonproliferation regime.

Weapons reductions solve nuclear war

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. 

Russian nuclear coop is key to solve terror

Rousseau ’12 (Dr. Richard Rousseau is Associate Professor and Chairman of the Department of Political Science and International Relations at Khazar University in Baku, Azerbaijan and a contributor to Global Brief, World Affairs in the 21st Century and The Jamestown Foundation Russia's Nuclear Industry is a Disaster Waiting to Happen By Diplomatic Courier | Thu, 14 June 2012 22:49 | 3 By. Dr. Richard Rousseau Source: Diplomatic Courier "Copyright 2006-2012 The Diplomatic Courier™. All rights reserved. This material may not be published, broadcast, rewritten or redistributed without permission." 

The accumulation of radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel is proportional to the generation of electrical energy. In 2011 there were over 20,000 tons of spent nuclear fuel stored in Russian nuclear power plants and chemical storage sites. Only a tiny fraction of it is processed at special plants. Russia’s stock of spent nuclear fuel accumulates in the highly populated European part of Russia and the total of stored quantities contains nearly 175 tons of plutonium, a substance particularly dangerous because of its harmful effect on the environment. In fact, the current situation in Russia in terms of radioactive waste is critical. The territory of the Russian Federation is home to nearly half the total amount of atomic waste in the world. Nearly 99 percent of nuclear waste is concentrated in companies run by Rosatom (Nuclear Energy State Corporation), a state-owned company; this waste contains all high-level and a large portion of intermediate-level waste. All current radioactive waste repositories are almost full to capacity. The remaining storage capacity for solid and liquid radioactive waste will help ensure the operation of civilian nuclear reactors only for another five to eight years. One thing is for sure in Russia: the high amount of spent fuel stored on nuclear plants’ platforms reduces nuclear safety. Unfortunately, however, Russia has no laws on how to handle radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. Also, the unmonitored use of fissile materials continues to be a potential threat. The nuclear energy market is not declining—quite the opposite, it is rapidly growing. This is despite the fact that, for instance, the cost of building a new unit at the Finnish Olkiluoto nuclear plant is $3.9 billion, an amount three, five, even seven times greater than the investment needed to build a power plant that runs on fossil fuels, such as open-cycle gas turbine plants which can be built three or four times faster than a conventional nuclear plant. But are these data taken into account in Russia in light of the fact that the construction of nuclear units has become more and more expensive? The safety of nuclear reactors is primarily provided through the increased number of sophisticated security systems and physical barriers that limit or contain potential radiation leaks. These systems consist of a combination of natural and artificial barriers that work in tandem and complement each other in assuring the required long-term isolation of the waste by preventing or limiting the movement of radioactive substances from the infrastructure of the repository to the biosphere. However, in essence this has made nuclear plants increasingly more complex systems, which in turn drives up their construction and operation costs, while it is still impossible to achieve a 100 percent safety level. Theories and actual experience on nuclear energy have taught us that there is no absolute guarantee and that some risks will always remain. Many Russian and foreign specialists are adamantly opposed to extending the designed working life of old nuclear units, such as nuclear units 3 and 4 of the Novovoronezh nuclear plant (Voronezh Oblast, central Russia) and units 1 and 2 of the Kolski nuclear plants (Murmansk region). The Leningrad and Smolensk nuclear plants, located in St. Petersburg and Kursk, respectively and which operate eleven nuclear units, are also too old to be given a new lease on life. These nuclear plants do not meet modern safety requirements—based on the principle of Russian matryoshka doll—which provides for a system of superimposed barriers to prevent the release of radioactive substances into the atmosphere. Considering that management of nuclear power plants operating on Russian territory follows the rules and safety standards that were applied when first put into service—in some cases a few decades ago—none of these nuclear plants can at present fully meet modern safety requirements. Also, Russia’s dismal record in coping with nuclear accidents means that another Chernobyl-like accident is not a far-fetched scenario. Massive means and interventions are always necessary in tackling an accident at a nuclear plant. For instance, expenses incurred by countries affected by the Chernobyl disaster to minimize the environmental and social consequences exceeded over $700 billion over a 25-year period, and will be counted into the billions of dollars on an annual basis for many more years. Ukraine is still underwriting about 5 percent of its national budget to deal with the effects of the Chernobyl’s disaster; Belarus close to 10 percent and Russia from 0.5 to 1 percent. The decommissioning of nuclear plants after exhausting their resources will put an enormous strain on Russian state budget. Largely for this reason, Rosatom is making every effort to prolong their operational life, knowing quite well that there will be economic shockwaves in the industry should nuclear units be closed; this would be a great lost to employees of the nuclear industry. Of all known sources of energy, nuclear energy entails the highest destructive potential. In the age of terrorism, nuclear power plants are possible prime and high-profile targets for terrorist and transnational criminal groups. The nuclear threat poses a very specific problem for the world, whether it is the acquisition of plutonium and highly enriched uranium, acts of sabotage or attempted sabotage at a nuclear facility, or the intensive use of radioactive materials for the fabrication of “dirty” bombs. In January 2007, Oleg Khinsagov, a resident of Vladikavkaz in North Ossetia, a Russian region that borders Georgia, tried to sell a small amount (3.5 once) of nuclear-bomb grade uranium that he carried in a plastic bag in his jacket pocket. The Russian had crossed the Russian-Georgian border to meet a middleman in Tbilisi who would have paid him $1 million and delivered the material to a Muslim man from “a serious organization,” the Georgian authorities said. This case underscores concerns about the poor reliability of Russia’s security agencies in monitoring and controlling nuclear material located on its own territory. The destruction of a nuclear power plant has the potential to cause much more harm to a country than any other energy facilities. For instance, the detrimental impact of a plane crash, a tsunami, or a missile attack on a nuclear waste repository is no less terrifying than an accident at a nuclear power plant. There is a strong correlation between risks of a nuclear accident and a society’s socio-political stability and economic development. All it takes for nuclear energy to be deemed unacceptable by society is the occurrence of one or several large accidents. Only a few instances of mismanagement need to be recorded and reported for the public to gain the impression that nuclear power plants are an unreliable and dangerous source of energy. The human factor is an essential variable in ensuring safety at nuclear sites. As highly advanced and cutting-edge technology systems are, they are limited in their reliability, as it is always humans who ultimately have to run them. As long as the human factor is paramount in operating nuclear power plants, the nuclear industry will never be totally mistake free. For instance, in February 2011, five out of 32 operating reactors on Russian territory had to be shut down for emergency repairs and at least a dozen leaks of contaminated material were recorded. Nuclear power generation is in great need of new scientific ideas and technological innovations. One of today’s major concerns in the nuclear field is the loss of knowledge, expertise, and especially technology and engineering skill to handle radioactive material and deal with other radiation applications. Nuclear power remains the electricity production technology with the lowest production costs. Nuclear renaissance is a worldwide trend: there are now over 60 new nuclear power plants under construction, all based upon different technologies. However, countries benefiting from the nuclear energy produced today must take steps to ensure that the wastes are dealt with responsibly and without unduly burdening future generations. While nuclear energy represents one of the various forms of energy supply, states must continue their research with a view to developing other forms of energy, particularly from renewable sources. The post-Cold War world has an elusive international structure. Powerful global corporations, as well as international terrorist organizations, can frustrate a search for clarity and efficiency in fighting illicit activities in finance, economy, the organized crime, or smuggling of nuclear material. In Russia, the main culprit is Rosatom. This relic of the Soviet system still operates largely without independent oversight, especially since June 23, 2010, when President Dmitry Medvedev signed a decree that stated that Rostekhnadzor (the Federal Service for Ecological, Technological and Nuclear Supervision) would be henceforth under the direct control of the government. Rosatom reports to no one in justifying how hundreds of millions of dollars are spent. In 2002, a Russian scientist, well aware of covert activities by Russian authorities, declared to the Boston Globe that Rosatom is a “super-Mafia.” Secrecy is omnipotent within the governmental organization. A product of the Stalinist era and an embodiment of Cold War-style secrecy, Rosatom is a web of Soviet-era reactors, laboratories and secret "closed cities" where nuclear energy is designed, built, and mass-produced. In 2005, the head of Rosatom, Evgeny Adamov, was arrested in Switzerland after the U.S. State Department complained about the disappearance of $9 million it had earmarked for Russian nuclear security measures. After being convicted in Moscow in 2008, he managed to have the ruling overturned. Since the signature of the START I treaty in 1991, the U.S. government has spent billions of taxpayer dollars to upgrade nuclear security in Russia. In January 2002, however, a report issued by Russia's Accounting Chamber brought to light the disappearance of $270 million in U.S. assistance earmarked for cleaning up and building safe storage for the country's radioactive waste. In this same report, it was revealed that tens of millions of dollars had also been diverted to “research projects” that remain a mystery to this day. Russia, in many respects, is a “failed nuclear post-Soviet state.” The likelihood of terrorists getting their hands on nuclear bomb-making material on the Russian black market is extremely high.
Terrorism causes nuclear war
Hellman ‘8 (Martin E. Hellman* * Martin E. Hellman is a member of the National Academy of Engineering and Professor Emeritus at Stanford University. His current project applies risk analysis to nuclear deterrence

Nuclear proliferation and the specter of nuclear terrorism are creating additional possibilities for triggering a nuclear war. If an American (or Russian) city were devastated by an act of nuclear terrorism, the public outcry for immediate, decisive action would be even stronger than Kennedy had to deal with when the Cuban missiles first became known to the American public. While the action would likely not be directed against Russia, it might be threatening to Russia (e.g., on its borders) or one of its allies and precipitate a crisis that resulted in a full-scale nuclear war. Terrorists with an apocalyptic mindset might even attempt to catalyze a full-scale nuclear war by disguising their act to look like an attack by the U.S. or Russia. 
US-Russia cooperation is key to leadership against nuclear terrorism
Habiger et al. ’12 (US and Russia work together against threat of nuclear terrorism Innovative Elbe Group urges coordination to warn against nuclear menace. The Elbe GroupMarch 20, 2012 13:45 The members of the Elbe Group: General Eugene Habiger USAF (ret), former Commander in Chief of Strategic Command; General of the Army (ret) Anatoliy S. Kulikov, former Minister of Interior Affairs; LTG Franklin Hagenbeck USA (ret), former Superintendent US Military Academy; General of the Army (ret) Valentin V. Korabelnikov, former Head of General Staff Main Intelligence Directorate, Russian Federation; LTG Michael Maples USA (ret), former Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency; General Colonel (ret) Anatoliy E. Safonov, former First Deputy Director of FSB and former Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs; Mr. Robert Dannenberg, former Chief of Operations for Counterterrorism, CIA; General Colonel (ret) Vladimir N. Verkhovtsev, former Head of 12th GUMO Nuclear Directorate; Mr. Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, former Director of Intelligence and Counterintelligence at DOE; Colonel (ret) Vladimir Y. Goltsov, former Ministry of Interior and MinAtom; Brigadier General Kevin Ryan USA (ret), former Defense Attache to Moscow. http://www.globalpost.com/dispatches/globalpost-blogs/commentary/us-and-russia-work-together-against-threat-nuclear-terrorism

Russia and the US have done much to raise awareness of the threat including forming a Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. But identifying the next steps that countries can take against this new threat has been difficult. Ideas and trust are lacking. This is why in October 2010 a small group of senior, retired general officers from US and Russian military and intelligence agencies formed the Elbe Group. The purpose of the Elbe Group, named after the river where American and Russian forces met at the end of World War II, is to establish an open and continuous channel of communication on sensitive issues. The group is unique in that it brings together former leaders and members of the CIA and FSB, DIA and GRU (the military intelligence services), and the military and internal security forces. The first major issue tackled by the group has been preventing nuclear terrorism — a threat that combines the Cold War peril of nuclear holocaust and the 21st century danger of international terrorism. In May 2011, the Elbe Group participated in creating a first-of-its-kind US-Russia Joint Threat Assessment on Nuclear Terrorism. The unclassified report, published by Harvard Kennedy School’s Belfer Center and the Russian Academy of Science’s Institute for US and Canadian Studies, details the growth of the threat that terrorist groups could obtain nuclear materials. The report is important because it is so far the only joint assessment of the threat from nuclear terrorism compiled by experts from the two leading nuclear powers. It represents a consensus among intelligence officers, scientists, and military leaders about how terrorists could obtain nuclear materials and use them. As the report concludes, “If current approaches toward eliminating the threat are not replaced with a sense of urgency and resolve, the question will become not if, but when, and on what scale the first act of nuclear terrorism occurs.” In the opinion of the Elbe Group, the nuclear security summit in Seoul provides an important opportunity to reaffirm US and Russian leadership against the deadly menace of nuclear terrorism. We believe that, as the two leading nuclear powers in the world, Russia and the United States have a special responsibility to do everything in their power to deny weapons-useable nuclear materials to terrorists. Specifically, the governments of our countries should jointly take the following steps in cooperation with other responsible nations: • We encourage our governments to develop an assessment of the threat from nuclear terrorism to provide a basis for a common understanding of the threat and its component parts. • Our governments should establish a “domain” for combating nuclear terrorism — recognizing that nuclear terrorism, like nuclear security, should be understood as a cross-cutting issue requiring clearly responsible leaders in the government. Government efforts to prevent nuclear terrorism would benefit from clarification of the architectures for addressing this domain. • We suggest that the US and Russia increase coordination between special services in the interest of providing better warning about terrorist threats, with priority given to preventing nuclear terrorism. • The catastrophe at Fukushima, which was the result of an accident, could happen again as the result of intentional actions by terrorists. US and Russian relevant government agencies should lead international preparation for interdiction and consequence management of such acts. • US and Russian governments should continue to allocate resources to sustain and strengthen efforts to combat all forms of terrorism, in particular nuclear terrorism. There are, of course, issues over which the members of the Elbe Group disagree but all agree that preventing nuclear terrorism is a priority for joint action by our two countries. By vigorously and diligently confronting common threats, the US and Russia can build the mutual trust that will lead to cooperation and agreement on other sensitive issues.

Perception of leadership against nuclear terrorism is key to the nuclear taboo- prevents 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. 

1AC- Solvency

Only federal funding can solve effective HTGR deployment

Christopher ‘6 (Full Committee Hearing-Next Generation Nuclear Plant Project SD-366 Energy Committee Hearing Room 02:30 PM Mr. Tom Christopher Areva, Inc. Statement of Thomas A. Christopher Chief Executive Officer AREVA, Inc. Before the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources June 12, 2006 Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am Tom Christopher, Chief Executive Officer of AREVA, Inc. 

NGNP and Industry Involvement Nuclear programs such as NGNP require significant investment in research and development, first-of-a-kind engineering and manufacturing infrastructure. These costs of developing new technology can be prohibitive for individual commercial entities working alone. That is why international cooperation to develop new technology is needed. But a government-industry partnership is also vital to addressing the goals of a major advance in nuclear technology. For the HTR, a demonstration reactor is necessary in order to overcome the technical, infrastructure and licensing hurdles of this first-of-a-kind power technology in the U.S. As a demonstrator for this key technology, the NGNP at Idaho National Laboratory will greatly accelerate the commercial deployment of this technology by reducing risks in these areas. AREVA has participated whenever possible with the NGNP program throughout the last four years. We’ve contributed to the Generation IV Roadmap and provided direct input to the NGNP Independent Technology Review Group in 2003 and 2004. Our efforts have been aimed at helping guide the NGNP to become a commercially deployable nuclear technology for the future. This type of technology development and demonstration complements AREVA’s core missions and capabilities. We invest in both near- and long-term nuclear technology development and bring these technologies to market. We are also involved in the support of other Generation IV concepts. As mentioned earlier, AREVA has been developing ANTARES as a practical and flexible future provider of process heat and electricity. During the past three years, AREVA and its affiliates have invested more than $70 million in research, development and engineering to advance the ANTARES design concept. However, achieving the vision of an HTR demonstrator such as NGNP will require resources that are beyond what can be provided by any one company. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 contains provisions supporting cost-sharing and industry participation. AREVA believes that the best way for achieving real progress towards NGNP realization is for the Department of Energy to have frank discussions with industrial partners who have a vested interest in HTR technology development. AREVA would be interested in leading an industrial consortium to achieve NGNP goals if such a strategy were selected. AREVA will invest in technology design and development that is forecast to have future marketability. NGNP could match this criterion. Industry needs to be involved at the early stage of licensing and design strategy for the NGNP. This is when the highest leverage exists to ensure that a cost-effective and marketable technology is defined. We should, therefore, have industrial involvement now and not wait until 2011. There are markets for this technology now, especially in hydrogen and process heat production. Given the long time needed to bring any nuclear technology to market, we must start now and make steady visible progress in order to create market confidence. NGNP could benefit from a government-industry partnership today. AREVA is ready to lead the formation and execution of such a partnership. NGNP and DOE Leadership A key element of a successful NGNP program is a demonstration plant that has a measured risk profile. The selected technology goals for this plant should be the result of a realistic assessment of its future usefulness in an industrial setting, with features that support ongoing research and development. Whereas there may be a temptation to incorporate some “stretch goals,” we must remain mindful that such goals carry potentially significant technical challenges and cost burdens that could result in early project termination. The recent Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee report on NGNP identified some of these kinds of measured risks that should be considered for the NGNP demonstration plant. Regarding specific needs for the NGNP, we believe DOE should define the technology concept that they will support for the NGNP. This selection process needs to address market-based requirements. Then industry needs to be a partner in providing a reference design that meets customer requirements. This reference design should be the means to focus all research and development. Industrial involvement is also needed in developing licensing strategy and assessing design tradeoffs throughout the project. The NGNP should be defined to focus the effort where the benefit is the highest. This will minimize risk for the NGNP and the first commercial versions of this new technology. In conclusion, we believe that high temperature reactor technology can be a part of the mix of energy technologies we should be working on now to achieve energy independence. HTR technology offers the potential to replace fossil fuel heat delivery in a broad range of applications, offsetting oil and gas imports. We look forward to working with DOE to make the NGNP program a successful partnership—and to support America’s goal of energy independence. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having this opportunity to join you today. I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have at this time.

HTGR demonstration is key- the design works and is uniquely effective

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)

For the past several years, there has been a worldwide effort directed toward the development of a next generation of nuclear reactor technology. These so called ''Generation IV'' reactors are meant to substantially improve the existing generation of reactors in several areas. The Gen IV ''vision'' is to develop and deploy reactors that are safer, more efficient, more proliferation resistant, more economical, more secure and produce less waste. High Temperature Gas Cooled Reactors (HTGRs) are generally agreed to be the nearest term Gen IV reactors that squarely meet each of these Gen IV objectives. Indeed, in last year's Energy Policy Act, Congress authorized the Department of Energy to build a HTGR at the Idaho National Laboratory to demonstrate this reactor technology and its ability to produce hydrogen and/or electric power.   HTGRs have progressed beyond paper studies and paper designs to the construction and operation of test and evaluation devices. There are two test units currently in operation in Japan and China and in addition, there is an extensive base of historic HTGR experience in the U.S. and Germany. The past and present experience in these reactors has made clear their advantages. The state of the reactor core design has advanced to the point where no large development program is required for deployment and the costs and risks are well understood.   
Fed key – shows skin in the game and signals confidence

Gale et al. ‘9 (FINANCING THE NUCLEAR RENAISSANCE: THE BENEFITS AND POTENTIAL PITFALLS OF FEDERAL & STATE GOVERNMENT SUBSIDIES AND THE FUTURE OF NUCLEAR POWER IN CALIFORNIA Sony Ben-Moshe, Jason J. Crowell, Kelley M. Gale,* Breton A. Peace, Brett P. Rosenblatt, and Kelly D. Thomason** * Kelley Michael Gale is the Finance Department Chair of Latham & Watkins‘ San Diego office and serves as global Co-Chair for the firm‘s Climate Change and Cleantech Practice Groups. He has thirty years of experience representing private and public sector clients in the development, regulation, and financing of alternative energy projects and capital intensive infrastructure projects. ** The co-authors are attorneys in the Project Finance Practice Group in the San Diego office of Latham & Watkins LLP. The views expressed in this article are those of the authors and do not reflect the views of Latham & Watkins LLP or its clients. 498 ENERGY LAW JOURNAL [Vol. 30:497 2009

Similar to this political risk, investors in new domestic nuclear reactors will likely face substantial regulatory and permitting risks, such as the risk of litigation by residents or environmentalists desiring to thwart any large scale development of new reactors in the United States and the risk that a largely untested regulatory approval process may not operate as anticipated, and those challenges can result in significant delays in construction of a nuclear power project. Although they are different in kind, the substance of sovereign and other risks facing large overseas infrastructure projects is similar in the sense that worst case scenarios of delay or inability to make commercial use of the projects and the magnitude of the potential losses are roughly equivalent. As a risk mitigation measure in the case of financings for natural gas liquefaction facilities and other large overseas infrastructure projects, the Export-Import Bank of the United States may approve loan guarantees and offer credit enhancements and/or direct loans to support the sale of United States exports to emerging markets throughout the world. Its loan guarantees to support the construction of large overseas infrastructure projects increase the comfort of private institutional investors because these investors believe there is a substantially lower risk that an overseas political regime will change the rules in a manner adverse to creditors if the United States government is one of those creditors.34 In a similar fashion, regulatory risk insurance and loan guarantees provided by the federal government should encourage private financing of domestic nuclear power projects because the government providing the guarantees also controls many of the risk factors which could give rise to regulatory delays in commencing commercial operation of a new nuclear project. Further, in the nuclear power industry, the federal government is reviewing development applications and reactor designs, and is equipped with a team of experts in nuclear technologies, so that if the federal government has skin in the game, so to speak, private lenders may take additional comfort that the government has performed a certain level of due diligence on a particular project and determined that there are no major flaws from its vantage point. Section II.D.3 below discusses the risks covered by federally provided regulatory risk insurance and the ways in which it can be adapted to best encourage private sector financing for nuclear energy. 

Only federal action solves
Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID,  11-25-9)

Today, the DOE wants to do more research and they haven’t even committed to building a small test reactor. So we were further along 44 years ago than we are today. At least back then, we actually had an operating fast reactor. Forty four years ago, we had a “can do” attitude. Today, we’ve completely lost it. We have a “do more research” attitude. Today we have no operating fast reactor of any kind and DOE has no plans to change that. How is it that we need more research today, yet 44 years ago, we had sufficient research to design, build and operate a sodium cooled fast reactor? Did we lose all that knowledge? Did we not learn anything of value over the 30 years of operation? Compare what is not happening in the US to what is happening in Russia today. They have been operating their BN-600 sodium-cooled fast breeder reactor without incident for the past 30 years. This is a commercial reactor, not a test reactor. And now they are building commercial fast reactors for the Chinese. So we are currently 30 years behind the Russians and even today, the DOE would rather to fund more research rather than deciding to actually build something. We are out of time. If the government orders DOE to have a 300 MWe IFR plant built and operating in <8 years and they make it a priority, then DOE will get it done. Short of that, nothing will happen. It’s like JFK and putting a man on the moon. Without setting high expectations, nothing gets done. It’s clear that Congress has got to request it and set high goals (just like the Chinese do) because left alone, DOE will simply research fast reactors until the cows come home and nothing will get built. If Congress requests nothing, then that’s what we will get: nothing. 
Only federal funding solve for international leadership and cooperation
Spurgeon ‘6 (Dennis Spurgeon, Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy, December 6, 2006, “The U.S. GNEP Approach”, )
The GNEP vision has been well received by the international nuclear community,  particularly among the leading fuel cycle states.  Sustaining and building on that  enthusiasm depends upon the U.S. ability to get back in the commercial nuclear business  and assume an active role . Participating fully in that business is essential in order to shape  the rules that apply to it. The nuclear capability of the U.S. has atrophied over the past 30  years since the last nuclear plant construction permit was issued.  Each year less and less  of the nuclear material in international commerce is of U.S. origin and therefore subject  to U.S. consent over its transfer and use.  Much of the international interest in GNEP is predicated on the assumption and belief  that the United States will follow its words with concrete actions. Prospective partners  await congressional action on the GNEP budget and will in part gauge the responsiveness  of their actions by it.  Funding for GNEP is absolutely essential; how we spend those  funds and how we leverage them to achieve the greatest effect is an equally important  issue. GNEP must be more than an R&D program. No matter how successful our  laboratories and universities may be in solving the remaining fuel cycle technology  issues, GNEP must build facilities that have true commercial value in order to succeed. Nuclear Technology: Government and Industry Role  Required Technology and Facilities  There are three facilities required to implement and thus affirm our commitment to  GNEP: (1) a nuclear fuel recycling center to separate the components of spent fuel  required by GNEP; (2) an advanced recycling reactor to burn the actinide based fuel to  transform the actinides in a way that makes them easier to store as waste and produces  electricity; and (3) an advanced fuel cycle research facility to serve as an R&D center of  excellence for developing transmutation fuels and improving fuel cycle technology.  The pursuit of these three facilities constitutes a pathway with two complementary  components. The first component, the nuclear fuel recycling center and the advanced  recycling reactor, would be led by industry with technology support from laboratories,  international partners, and universities. The second component, research and  development led by the national laboratories, would include the advanced fuel cycle  research facility funded by the Department and located at a government site. The two  components would work closely together to move GNEP forward by integrating the  national laboratories’ capabilities with the needs of industry.  Sodium-cooled fast reactors suitable for adaptation as advanced recycling reactors  already exist at demonstration scale and there are proven separations processes. But there  is a great deal of new technology that is needed to fully implement GNEP, and much of  that technology can and must be developed at our national laboratories and universities in  cooperation with similar international institutions. However, to effectively bring GNEP  into the commercial application we need to engage industry now. Through submittal of  Expressions of Interest, industry has indicated not only its support for GNEP, but a  potential willingness to invest very substantial sums of private money to build and  operate GNEP fuel cycle facilities.  At this early point, it should be recognized that potential industry participants have  expressed interest, but certainly have made no commitments or fully explained what  strings they might wish to attach to their participation. Nonetheless, a GNEP goal is to  develop and implement fuel cycle facilities in a way that will not require a large amount  of government construction and operating funding to sustain it. However, GNEP will also  require a significant federal investment in supporting R&D and incentives to ensure that  the long-term goals are sustainable.  
HTGR’s are completely meltdown safe 

Haynes ‘6 (Mark Haynes, Vice President of Energy Development for General Atomics, JULY 20, 2006   U.S. NONPROLIFERATION STRATEGY: POLICIES AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITIES  HEARING  BEFORE THE  SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS  OF THE  COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  ONE HUNDRED NINTH CONGRESS  SECOND SESSION, Serial No. 109–198)

One primary type of HTGR is the Gas Turbine Modular Helium Reactor or GT–MHR. Without getting into unnecessary technical detail, suffice it to say that the GT–MHR, like other HTGRs such as the Pebble Bed reactor, is cooled with helium instead of water, is moderated by graphite, contains no metal in the core and uses extremely robust ceramic-coated fuel particles. These and other design features lead to a reactor design that is:  Melt-down Proof Safe—Even with the complete loss of all coolant and emergency circulation, the reactor core cannot get hot enough to melt the fuel. Further, because HTGR reactor cores are relatively diffuse and have a large heat sink capability, reactor operators have days to understand and react problems, not minutes or seconds.  Nearly 50% More Thermally Efficient Than Existing Reactors—In addition to improving the economics of the reactor, this particular characteristic leads directly to decreased cost of electricity, substantially decreased production of high level waste and less waste heat being dumped to the environment.  Very Flexible to Site—Because of their increased efficiency, HTGRs do not necessarily need to be located near a substantial body of water for cooling purposes. Hence, they can likely be deployed in arid areas of the world that are in need of nuclear energy. 
HTGR’s are uniquely cost competitive- studies prove

INL ’11 (Next Generation Nuclear Plant Project Evaluation of Siting an HTGR Co-Generation Plant on an Operating Commercial Nuclear Power Plant Site October 2011 Idaho National Laboratory Next Generation Nuclear Plant Project Idaho Falls, Idaho 83415 http://www.inl.gov Prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy Office of Nuclear Energy Under DOE Idaho Operations Office Contract DE-AC07-05ID14517 This report was prepared by Idaho National Laboratory as part of the Next Generation Nuclear Plant Project with the cooperation of Entergy Louisiana, LLC, the owner of the Waterford site, and significant support from Entergy Nuclear, Inc., which suggested use of the Waterford site for this evaluation and supported its completion by directing INL personnel to required information, answering questions on specific characteristics of the site and reviewing drafts of this report. INL wants to thank Entergy Louisiana, LLC for making the Waterford site available for this evaluation and Entergy Nuclear, Inc. for the support in completing it. Idaho National Laboratory also wants to thank The Dow Chemical Company for their support of this evaluation. 

It should also be noted that the HTGR technology can be applied in an electricity only application, similar to that of the electricity generating plants on the Waterford site. In this regard, the high temperature operation of the HTGR can achieve higher net generation efficiencies (40 to 50%, depending on the power conversion system deployed) than current light water reactor technologies (~33%). The modularity of the HTGR nuclear heat supply system also provides flexibility in sizing the plant and in the scheduling of build out of the plant to correspond with demand growth or retirement of other generation. The benefits of applying the HTGR technology include the elimination of greenhouse gas emissions that result from the use of natural gas and waste gas in the current energy supplies used by industrial facilities, long term security of the energy supply, and long term stability in the price of the energy. Based on scoping economic analyses, the HTGR cogeneration plant energy price would be equivalent to a natural gas price in the range of ~$6/MMBtu (2011$) based on mature (n th -of-a-kind) HTGR plant cost estimates and projected prices of electricity and steam generated using natural gas combined cycle plants. 

AT: Russia China

Won’t spill over to TNWS

Sokov ‘2 (Dr. Nikolai SOKOV, Senior Research Associate CNS NIS Nonprolif Program, 02 [May, pg. online, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_10b.html]

In Russia, regardless of progress on the START front, TNWs also acquired greater significance because of the deterioration of Russia’s conventional forces and its growing reliance on nuclear arms as a "poor man’s" counter to the "revolution in military affairs" and the technological breakthrough by the United States in costly, advanced conventional arms. Indeed, while chemical weapons are often said to be a "poor man’s nuclear weapon," for Russia, nuclear weapons are a poor man’s substitute for advanced conventional arms. Regrettably, but understandably, in Russia nuclear weapons in general and TNWs in particular enjoy a renaissance.
China won't invade the Russian Far East. 

Harding, ‘9 [Luke, Writer for the Observer, "Russia fears embrace of giant eastern neighbour," 8/2, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/aug/02/china-russia-relationship]
Most experts believe China's own strategic goals do not include Russia's far east, or primitive territorial expansion. Instead Beijing's priorities lie elsewhere. They include development, reunification with Taiwan and internal stability, which experts suggest is more of a priority than ever following last month's ethnic riots against Han Chinese in Xinjiang. According to Dr Bobo Lo, a lecturer on Chinese-Russian relations at the Centre for European Reform, Beijing's real challenge to Moscow is rather different. He argues that the rise of China will lead to the "steady marginalisation of Russia from regional and global decision-making". The Chinese do not want to invade Russia militarily because, he points out, they would lose.
Shared interests solve

Weitz ‘11 (Richard, Director, Center for Political-Military Analysis Senior Fellow Hudson Institute, PhD in pol sci from Harvard, China-Russia relations and the United States: At a turning point?, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110414/163523421.html, 2011)
Since the end of the Cold War, the improved political and economic relationship between Beijing and Moscow has affected a range of international security issues. China and Russia have expanded their bilateral economic and security cooperation. In addition, they have pursued distinct, yet parallel, policies regarding many global and regional issues. Yet, Chinese and Russian approaches to a range of significant subjects are still largely uncoordinated and at times in conflict. Economic exchanges between China and Russia remain minimal compared to those found between most friendly countries, let alone allies. Although stronger Chinese-Russian ties could present greater challenges to other countries (e.g., the establishment of a Moscow-Beijing condominium over Central Asia), several factors make it unlikely that the two countries will form such a bloc. The relationship between the Chinese and Russian governments is perhaps the best it has ever been. The leaders of both countries engage in numerous high-level exchanges, make many mutually supportive statements, and manifest other displays of Russian-Chinese cooperation in what both governments refer to as their developing strategic partnership. The current benign situation is due less to common values and shared interests than to the fact that Chinese and Russian security concerns are predominately directed elsewhere. Although both countries have experienced a geopolitical resurgence during the past two decades, Chinese and Russian security concerns are not directed at each other but rather focus on different areas and issues, with the notable exceptions of maintaining stability in Central Asia and constraining North Korea’s nuclear activities. Most Chinese policy makers worry about the rise of separatist movements and Islamist terrorism in western China and about a potential military clash with the United States in the Asia-Pacific region, especially regarding Taiwan and the contested maritime regions of the South China and East China Seas. In contrast, most Russian analysts see terrorism in the North Caucasus, maintaining influence in Europe, and managing security relations with Washington as the main security challenges to their country. Neither Chinese nor Russian military experts perceive a near-term military threat from the other’s country. The Russian government has even provided sophisticated navy, air, and air defense platforms to the Chinese military, confident that the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) would only employ these systems, if at all, against other countries. In addition, China and Russia have resolved their longstanding border disputes as well as contained their rivalries in Central Asia, the Korean Peninsula, and other regions. Since the Soviet Union’s disintegration in the early 1990s, China and Russia have resolved important sources of their Cold War-era tensions. Through protracted negotiations, the two governments have largely solved their boundary disputes, which had erupted in armed border clashes in the late 1960s and early 1970s. The stoking of anti-Chinese sentiment by politicians in the Russian Far East impeded the ability of Russia’s first President, Boris Yeltsin, to make substantial progress during the 1990s in demarcating the Russia-China border. These politicians sought to rally local support by accusing Moscow of planning to surrender territory to Beijing. By the mid-2000s, Yeltsin’s successor, Vladimir Putin, managed to centralize sufficient political power in the Kremlin to ignore these local sentiments. Furthermore, Russia and China have demilitarized their lengthy shared frontier through a series of arms control and disarmament measures. 
India

Export market’s already hugely competitive

Jeffrey Hays 12, founder of Facts & Details, freelance journalist and teacher in Japan, “nuclear business and reactor production in japan”, April, http://factsanddetails.com/japan.php?itemid=2307&catid=23&subcatid=152
The New York Times reported: Makers of nuclear reactors from other countries, including Areva of France, General Electric of the United States, Russia’s state-owned Rostacom and several government-backed Chinese conglomerates like China National Nuclear, are pursuing new contracts. According to the Yomiuri Shimbun: French rival Areva SA promotes its reactors for their hardiness, saying they would not be destroyed even if a jumbo jet smashed into them. South Korea has also developed safer and economically efficient nuclear reactors in a project supported by both the public and private sectors. It succeeded in winning a contract from the United Arab Emirates. In Finland, South Korea is competing with Japan to win orders.

Over nuclear expansion inev

Westenhaus 9/30/12 

Brian, editor of the popular energy technology site New Energy and Fuel, “Confidence in Nuclear Power is on the Rise Again,” http://oilprice.com/Alternative-Energy/Nuclear-Power/Confidence-in-Nuclear-Power-is-on-the-Rise-Again.html, AM

The U.S. is not alone.  New nuclear plants are coming in Asia and even in Europe.  Nuclear generating capacity is projected to grow 38% in the next eight years.  These kinds of numbers wake up the uranium commodities speculators – even while the market is in the doldrums.

India nuclear industry collapsing

MV Ramana, Daily Mercury, 10/16/12, India’s nuclear power failures warn against uranium exports, www.dailymercury.com.au/news/indias-nuclear-power-failures-warn-against-uranium/1584030/

First, despite all the hoopla about India's nuclear ambitions, nuclear energy is unlikely to contribute more than a few percent of the country's electricity capacity in the next several decades, if ever. India's Department of Atomic Energy (DAE) has always promised much and delivered little. In the early 1970s, for example, DAE projected that by 2000 there would be 43,000 MW of installed nuclear capacity. In 2000, that capacity was actually 2720 MW. Today, nuclear power constitutes barely 2% of the total electricity generation capacity. There is at least one good technical reason why future targets are unlikely to be met: India is pursuing an unreliable technology. The DAE's plans involve constructing hundreds of fast breeder reactors. Fast breeder reactors are so-called because they are based on energetic (fast) neutrons and because they produce (breed) more fissile material than they consume. In the early decades of nuclear power, many countries pursued breeder programs. But practically all of them have given up on breeder reactors as unsafe and uneconomical. Relying on a technology shown to be unreliable makes it likely that nuclear power will never become a major source of electricity in India.

Regulatory barriers block India exports

IDSA, Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi, Nov 2010, IDSA Task Force Report: Development of Nuclear Energy Sector in India, http://bit.ly/RpF1TY

The existing 1962 enactment, as it should be, is state-centric though there was an amendment incorporated in 1987 to allow public sector participation. It vests general authority of managing and developing atomic energy within India with the Central Government.22 The Central Government has all the powers and continues to have the complete authority to produce, develop, use and dispose of atomic energy either by itself or through any authority or corporation established by it. This law primarily outlines a regulatory framework for the mining24, acquisition25, manufacturing, identification and disposal of uranium and other related radioactive sources that are needed for the generation of atomic energy. The law points out that when any such radioactive source is found, the same will automatically vest with the Central Government and that the Government has all the powers such as to “prohibit the manufacture, possession, use, transfer by sale or otherwise, export and import and in an emergency, transport and disposal of any radioactive substance”.26 The law also refers to compensation, reward, and punishment for those who find or do the mining of these radioactive materials without informing the Central Government. With India ending its ‘nuclear isolation’ all these basic regulatory requirements also need change. Till this point of time India was outside the purview of the nuclear trade regime. The change in the US perception towards India, particularly concerning nuclear energy, has been attributed to various factors. The economic factor emerges as the primary reason as this deal would have given a lease of life to the fledging US nuclear industry.27 The other factor is India’s emerging influence in global affairs with its faster growth rate. Yet another factor, a more convincing one at that, seems to be the one wherein it has been argued that by ending India’s nuclear isolation it could be indirectly (and through various bilateral arrangements) tied down to the global non-proliferation regime.28 Whatever be the raison d’etre of the 2005 Statement followed by the 2007 Cooperation Agreement emphasising primarily on energy security, one cannot be oblivious to the fact that both these instruments had a broader global agenda relating to a host of issues. A specific and clearer legal articulation of these obligations would have facilitated delinking some of the global policy agenda pursued in connection with certain stated interests. For this reason, the 1962 enactment requires a thorough revision and amendment, as suggested above, with a view to transform India’s existing nuclear energy policy into a more definitive binding legal commitment. There are some indications that India has been attempting to bring in some change in its atomic energy-related legal framework. For example, the Civil Liability for Nuclear Damage Bill, 2010 is on the anvil. There are number of legal issues that need consideration. The next section will deal with that.

Security K- 2AC

No impact – threat construction isn’t sufficient to cause wars

Kaufman ‘9 (Prof Poli Sci and IR – U Delaware, ‘9 (Stuart J, “Narratives and Symbols in Violent Mobilization: The Palestinian-Israeli Case,” Security Studies 18:3, 400 – 434) 

Even when hostile narratives, group fears, and opportunity are strongly present, war occurs only if these factors are harnessed. Ethnic narratives and fears must combine to create significant ethnic hostility among mass publics. Politicians must also seize the opportunity to manipulate that hostility, evoking hostile narratives and symbols to gain or hold power by riding a wave of chauvinist mobilization. Such mobilization is often spurred by prominent events (for example, episodes of violence) that increase feelings of hostility and make chauvinist appeals seem timely. If the other group also mobilizes and if each side's felt security needs threaten the security of the other side, the result is a security dilemma spiral of rising fear, hostility, and mutual threat that results in violence. A virtue of this symbolist theory is that symbolist logic explains why ethnic peace is more common than ethnonationalist war. Even if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity exist, severe violence usually can still be avoided if ethnic elites skillfully define group needs in moderate ways and collaborate across group lines to prevent violence: this is consociationalism.17 War is likely only if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity spur hostile attitudes, chauvinist mobilization, and a security dilemma.

Maximizing life is key- all lives have value

Schwartz ‘2 (L Schwartz, medical ethicist, 2002, Medical ethics: a case based approach, www.fleshandbones.com/readingroom/pdf/399.pdf
Supporters of the sanctity of life ethic dismiss considerations about quality and quantity because, they assert: • all life is worth living under any condition because of  the inherent value of life. The upshot of the theory is that quality of life, although desirable, is irrelevant to assessing the value of a life because all life is inherently valuable. Many supporters of the sanctity of life criterion say this is true only of human life, but there are religious groups who claim sanctity extends to all life. Either way, the sanctity of life principle states that all human life is worthy of preservation and hence eliminates the justifiability of abortion, euthanasia and rational suicide and, at extremes, withdrawal of futile treatment: The sanctity of life ethic holds that every human life is intrinsically good, that no life is more valuable than another, that lives not fully developed (embryonic and fetal stages) and lives with no great potential (the suffering lives of the terminally ill or the pathetic lives of the severely handicapped) are still sacred. The condition of a life does not reduce its value or justify its termination.6 So, whereas to determine the value of a life on its quality asserts that there is a relevant difference between the type of life and the fact of life, this distinction is rejected by sanctity arguments as irrelevant. The sanctity criterion tends to be associated with religious beliefs. The Judeo-Christian rationale is usually that lives are inherently valuable because they are gifts from God and not ours to end as we wish. In a sense, our lives are on loan to us and, as such, must be treated with respect. In Islam, the suffering associated with reduced quality of life is also considered a divine endowment and therefore ought to The value of life: who decides and how? 115 be borne without assistance, as the suffering is said to lead to enlightenment and divine reward. However, religious arguments are not required to defend sanctity beliefs. It is enough simply to say that all human lives are deserving of equal respect not because of what they have to offer or have offered or potentially will offer, but because they exist. The notion of inalienable human rights attributes force to the value of human life with the assertion that it needs no justification. This is the primary merit of the sanctity of life ethic – that a life requires no justification – but justification is required for the premature termination of that life. In this sense, the principle acts as a forceful bulwark against devaluing human life. Article 3 of the United Nations Declaration of Human rights asserts simply that: Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.7 No argument is made to justify this claim because no argument is necessary. However, it will be necessary to justify any violation of this right. 

Securitization is crucial to politicization and breaks down antagonism- their theory is wrong and their alt is worse

Trombetta ‘8 (Maria Julia Trombetta, (Delft University of Technology, postdoctoral researcher at the department of Economics of Infrastructures) 3/19/08 http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Trombetta-the_securitization_of_the_environment_and_the_transformation_of_security.pdf

On the one hand, an approach that considers the discursive formation of security issues  provides a new perspective to analyse the environmental security discourse and its transformative  potential. First, it allows for an investigation of the political process behind the selection of threats,  exploring why some of them are considered more relevant and urgent than others. The focus shifts  from the threats to the collectivities, identities and interests that deserve to be protected and the  means to be employed. Second, securitization suggests that the awareness of environmental issues  can have a relevant role in defining and transforming political communities, their interests and  identities, since the process creates new ideas about who deserve to be protected and by whom.  Finally, as Behnke points out, securitization can open the space for a “genuinely political”  constitutive and formative struggle through which political structures are contested and reestablished.(Behnke 2000: 91) Securitization allows for the breaking and transforming of rules that  are no longer acceptable, including the practices associated with an antagonistic logic of security.   On the other hand, securitization is problematic because of the set of practices it is supposed  to bring about. For the CopS security “carries with it a history and a set of connotations that it  cannot escape.”(Wæver 1995: 47) While securitizing an issue is a political choice, the practices it  brings about are not. Accordingly, transforming an issue into a security issue is not always an  improvement. In the case of the environment, the warning seems clear: “When considering  securitizing moves such as ‘environmental security’...one has to weigh the always problematic side  effects of applying a mind-set of security against the possible advantages of focus, attention, and  mobilization.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 29) The School shares the normative suggestion that  “[a] society whose security is premised upon a logic of war should be re-shaped, re-ordered, simply  changed.”(Aradau 2001: introduction) For the CopS this does not mean to transform the practices  and logic of security, because, as it will be shown below, for the School, this is impossible. The  CopS suggests avoiding the transformation of  issues into security issues. It is necessary “to turn  threats into challenges; to move developments from the sphere of existential fear to one where they  could be handled by ordinary means, as politics, economy, culture, and so on.”(Wæver 1995: 55,  quoting Jahn). This transformation, for the CopS, is “desecuritization”, and the School has  introduced a distinction between politicization - “meaning the issue is part of public policy, requiring government decision  and resources allocation  s”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 23) - and securitization - “meaning the issue is presented as  an   existential threat, requiring emergency measures and justifying actions outside the normal bounds  of political procedure.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 23) The slogan is: “less security, more  politics!”(Wæver 1995: 56)   Nevertheless, there are two major problems behind this suggestion. First, if securitization is  normatively problematic, desecuritization can be even more problematic. It can lead to a  depoliticization and marginalisation of urgent and serious issues, while leaving unchallenged the  practices associated with security. In the case of the environment, many appeals to security are  aimed at both soliciting action and transforming what counts as security and the way of providing it.  Second, within the School’s framework, desecuritization cannot be possible. Securitization  in fact can be inescapable, the unwanted result of discussing whether or not the environment is a  security issue. As Huysmans has noticed, the performative, constitutive approach suggested by the  speech act theory implies that even talking and researching about security can contribute to the  securitization of an issue, even if that (and the practices associated with it) is not the desired result.  “The normative dilemma thus consists of how to write or speak about security when the security  knowledge risks the production of what one tries to avoid, what one criticizes: that is, the  securitization of migration, drugs and so forth.”(Huysmans 2002: 43) When the understanding of  security is the problematic one described by the CopS, research itself can become a danger.  This  captures a paradox that characterizes the debate about environmental security. As Jon Barnett has  showed in The Meaning of Environmental Security (2001) the securitization of the environment can  have perverse effects and several attempts to transform environmental problems into security issues  have resulted in a spreading of the national security paradigm and the enemy logic, even if the  intentions behind them were different. Barnett has argued that “environmental security is not about  the environment, it is about security; as a concept, it is at its most meaningless and malign”(2001:  83) in this way, he seems to accept the ineluctability of the security mindset or logic evoked by  securitization.  However, his suggestion of promoting a “human centered” understanding of  security, in which environmental security is not about (national) security but about people and their  needs, within the securitization logic, cannot escape the trap he has described.  Why, in fact, should  the sort of his claim be different from that of similar ones?   2. The fixity of Security practices    These dilemmas, however, are based on the idea that security practices are inescapable and  unchangeable and the theory of securitization, as elaborated by the CopS, has contributed to suggest  so. The CopS has achieved the result of making a specific, negative understanding of security –  which has characterised the dominant  Realist discourse within IR - appear as “natural” and  unchangeable since all the attempts to transform it appear to reinforce its logic. To challenge this  perverse mechanism it is necessary to unpack securitization further. First, it will be shown that  securitization is not analytically accurate, the environment representing a relevant case. Second, the  assumptions behind this problematic fixity will be explored.   The CopS explores the specificity of the environmental sector in Security: A Framework for  Analysis (Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998) (Security hereafter), the theoretical book where the CopS  illustrates the theory of securitization and analyses the dynamics of securitization within five  relevant sectors. For each sector the School identifies the actors or objects (referent objects) that are  threatened, specifies the relevant threats and the agents that promote or facilitate securitization.11[11]   The environmental sector is rather different from the others and the transformative intent that is  associated with the appeal to environmental security is more evident.12[12] Amongst the peculiarities  of the environmental sector described by the School, three deserve a specific analysis for their  implications: First, the presence of two agendas - a scientific and a political one; second, the  multiplicity of actors; third, the politicization/securitization relationship. They will be analysed in  turn  “One of the most striking features of the environmental sector,” it is argued in Security, “is  the existence of two different agendas: a scientific agenda and a political agenda.”(Buzan, Wæver  and Wilde 1998: 71) The scientific one refers mainly to natural science and non-governmental  activities. The “scientific agenda is about the authoritative assessment of threat,”(Buzan, Wæver  and Wilde 1998: 72) and Buzan, Wæver and de Wilde admit that “the extent to which scientific  argument structures environmental security debates strikes us as exceptional.”(Buzan, Wæver and  Wilde 1998: 72) Quoting Rosenau, they suggest that “the demand for scientific proof is a broader  emerging characteristic in the international system.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 72) This                                                    11[11]    So for instance in the military sector the referent object is usually the state and the threats are mainly military ones,  while in the societal sector the referent objects are collective identities “that can function independent of the state, such  as nations and religions.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 22-3)  12[12]   This is the case even if the School adopts a conservative strategy that appears from the choice of the referent object  (or what is threatened). In the first works  of the School, the referent object within the environmental sector was the  biosphere: “Environmental security concerns the maintenance of the local and the planetary biosphere as the essential  support system on which all other human enterprises depend.” (Buzan 1991: 19) In Security the School narrows down  this perspective and identifies the level of civilization (with all the contradictions that contribute to environmental  problems) as the main referent object. This move favours a conservative perspective which considers the securitization  of the environment as  a way to preserve the status quo and the security strategies on which it is based. Despite this, the  description of the environmental sector captures the specificity of the sector and reveals the tensions within the overall  framework.  questions the “self referentiality” of the speech act security. Are some threats more “real” than  others thanks to scientific proof? Can considerations developed to characterize reflective behaviours  be applied to natural systems? Even if dealing with these issues is beyond the scope of this article, it  is necessary to note that the appeal to an external discourse has serious implications. First, it   questions the possibility and opportunity of desecuritization. Is it possible and what does it mean to  “desecuritize” an issue which is on the scientific agenda? If scientific research outlines the  dangerousness of an environmental problem, how is it possible to provide security? Second, it  suggests that security and the practices associated with it can vary from one sector to another and  thus from one context to another.   The second peculiarity of the environmental sector is the presence of many actors. This   contrasts with Wæver’s suggestion that “security is articulated only from a specific place, in an  institutional voice, by elites.”(Wæver 1995: 57) The multiplicity of actors is largely justified by the  School with the relative novelty of the securitization of the environment. “The discourses, power  struggles, and securitizing moves in the other sectors are reflected by and have sedimented over  time in concrete types of organizations - notably states...nations (identity configurations), and the  UN system,”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 71) however, this is not the case with the  environment: “It is as yet undetermined what kinds of political structures environmental concerns  will generate.”(Buzan, Wæver and Wilde 1998: 71). In this way a tension appears since the attempts  to securitize the environment are described as having a transforming potential, requiring and calling  for new institutions. Within the environmental sector securitization moves seem to have a  transformative intent that contrasts with the conservative one, that characterizes other sectors.  The third peculiarity is that many securitizing moves result in politicization. This is  problematic for the School, which argues that “transcending a security problem by politicising it  cannot happen through thematization in security terms, only away from such terms.”(Wæver 1995:  56) For the School, once the enemy logic has been inscribed in a context, it is very difficult to  return to an open debate. Nevertheless the various politicizations of environmental issues that  followed the appeal to security – those the CopS dismissed as failed securitizations - seem to  reinforce the argument, suggested by Edkins, that there is a tendency to politicize issues through  their securitization. (Edkins 1999: 11) This represents another signal that securitization, within the  environmental sector, can take a different form, and that the problematic aspects of evoking security  are not so evident.   Securitization theory, for the CopS, is meant to be descriptive, however the environmental  sector suggests that some of its aspects prevent it from providing an adequate instrument for  analysis. To understand why this occurs, it is necessary to explore in more detail the  conceptualization of security by Wæver, who has introduced securitization within the School and is  the strongest opponent of any attempt to securitize the environment. 

Alternative fails—and causes violence

Tara McCormack, ’10, is Lecturer in International Politics at the University of Leicester and has a PhD in International Relations from the University of Westminster. 2010, (Critique, Security and Power: The political limits to emancipatory approaches, page 137-138)

In chapter 7 I engaged with the human security framework and some of the problematic implications of ‘emancipatory’ security policy frameworks. In this chapter I argued that the shift away from the pluralist security framework and the elevation of cosmopolitan and emancipatory goals has served to enforce international power inequalities rather than lessen them. Weak or unstable states are subjected to greater international scrutiny and international institutions and other states have greater freedom to intervene, but the citizens of these states have no way of controlling or influencing these international institutions or powerful states. This shift away from the pluralist security framework has not challenged the status quo, which may help to explain why major international institutions and states can easily adopt a more cosmopolitan rhetoric in their security policies. As we have seen, the shift away from the pluralist security framework has entailed a shift towards a more openly hierarchical international system, in which states are differentiated according to, for example, their ability to provide human security for their citizens or their supposed democratic commitments. In this shift, the old pluralist international norms of (formal) international sovereign equality, non-intervention and ‘blindness’ to the content of a state are overturned. Instead, international institutions and states have more freedom to intervene in weak or unstable states in order to ‘protect’ and emancipate individuals globally. Critical and emancipatory security theorists argue that the goal of the emancipation of the individual means that security must be reconceptualised away from the state. As the domestic sphere is understood to be the sphere of insecurity and disorder, the international sphere represents greater emancipatory possibilities, as Tickner argues, ‘if security is to start with the individual, its ties to state sovereignty must be severed’ (1995: 189). For critical and emancipatory theorists there must be a shift towards a ‘cosmopolitan’ legal framework, for example Mary Kaldor (2001: 10), Martin Shaw (2003: 104) and Andrew Linklater (2005). For critical theorists, one of the fundamental problems with Realism is that it is unrealistic. Because it prioritises order and the existing status quo, Realism attempts to impose a particular security framework onto a complex world, ignoring the myriad threats to people emerging from their own governments and societies. Moreover, traditional international theory serves to obscure power relations and omits a study of why the system is as it is: [O]mitting myriad strands of power amounts to exaggerating the simplicity of the entire political system. Today’s conventional portrait of international politics thus too often ends up looking like a Superman comic strip, whereas it probably should resemble a Jackson Pollock. (Enloe, 2002 [1996]: 189) Yet as I have argued, contemporary critical security theorists seem to show a marked lack of engagement with their problematic (whether the international security context, or the Yugoslav break-up and wars). Without concrete engagement and analysis, however, the critical project is undermined and critical theory becomes nothing more than a request that people behave in a nicer way to each other. Furthermore, whilst contemporary critical security theorists argue that they present a more realistic image of the world, through exposing power relations, for example, their lack of concrete analysis of the problematic considered renders them actually unable to engage with existing power structures and the way in which power is being exercised in the contemporary international system. For critical and emancipatory theorists the central place of the values of the theorist mean that it cannot fulfil its promise to critically engage with contemporary power relations and emancipatory possibilities. Values must be joined with engagement with the material circumstances of the time.

2AC- Immigration
Immigration won’t pass AND gun and budget fights thump

Altman ‘3-20-13 (Four Hurdles That Could Block Immigration Reform By Alex Altman, March 20, 2013, Time Magazine, Follow @TIMEPolitics, Read more: http://swampland.time.com/2013/03/20/four-hurdles-that-could-block-immigration-reform/#ixzz2OZC8dLtn 

The next few months offer the best chance in a generation for the two parties to solve a problem that has bedeviled Congress like few others. Both sides agree the U.S. immigration system is broken. Both would seem to gain from a deal that clears a pathway out of legal oblivion for the nation’s 11 million illegal immigrants. Support is building for a landmark pact. But while negotiations are progressing in both the House and Senate, an agreement is a long way off. As the talks grow more detailed, obstacles to a deal may begin to emerge: Problem #1: The Gang of Eight The first snag lurks in the Senate, where the so-called Gang of Eight has huddled privately since the election in hopes of hammering out a bill. Members have crafted a set of measures that would create a pathway to citizenship for the nation’s estimated 11 million undocumented immigrants within about 13 years while requiring them to register with federal authorities, pay back taxes and fines, learn English and undergo background checks. The deal, both sides agree, would also beef up border security and determine how the future flow of immigrants will be regulated to match the needs of the economy. (MORE: Rand Paul Embraces Immigration Reform) The Gang’s closed conclaves have been marked by Vatican-style secrecy, often a sign of progress in a town where silence is rare. The Gang’s members – Republicans Marco Rubio, Lindsey Graham, John McCain and Jeff Flake, and Democrats Chuck Schumer, Dick Durbin, Bob Menendez and Michael Bennet – have, by all accounts, developed a rapport. “You can tell by the tone of their voices,” says an elected Democrat briefed on the progress of the private talks. But the broad themes are the easy part. The full bill will stretch to hundreds of pages, each peppered with detailed provisions that could spike it. Members bring clashing political imperatives and ideologies to the talks. Rubio, for example, is trying to repair the GOP’s tattered image with Hispanic voters without sparking a backlash among the movement conservatives he’d need in a presidential bid. Graham, who faces a probable primary challenge in 2014, has a habit of basking in the bipartisan spotlight before bolting when negotiations intensify. The measure of the Gang of Eight’s success isn’t whether they are aligned at the start of their talks. It’s whether they are all aligned at the end. Problem #2: The Lobbyists A few years ago, an impasse between the leaders of the Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO helped scupper an immigration-reform bill backed by President George W. Bush. At that time, business and labor could not agree on how many visas to grant low skilled workers who make the construction, agriculture and hotel and restaurant industries hum. The Chamber wanted cheap labor, but didn’t want workers to stay; unions were concerned about protecting citizens’ jobs. Soon after, reform collapsed. This time the two groups have nurtured an unlikely alliance. “There has been a sea change,” says a labor source close to the discussions. Nudged by Graham and Schumer, the two lobbies released a set of shared principles, including one stating that Americans should get “first crack” at available jobs and that businesses should have the flexibility to hire to meet the demands of the market. But history could repeat itself again. The two sides call for a new federal agency charged with setting visa levels, but they have yet to agree on who’s eligible or how the new bureau will work. The issue of future flow has been a stubborn sticking point before. And it is as easy to imagine conservatives balking at efforts to create a new government agency as it is to foresee unions drawing a line at a small number of foreign workers. (MORE: Committee to Save the GOP Says Pass Comprehensive Immigration Reform, Become Inclusive to Gays or Keep Losing) Problem #3: House Republicans Even if Senate negotiators can come up with a package to get 60 votes in the upper chamber, “the question continues to be, how does it get through the House?” says Frank Sharry, an expert on immigration reform. As in the Senate, a bipartisan cluster of eight representatives from across the ideological spectrum have been secretly meeting for months. Congressman Luis Gutierrez, an Illinois Democrat who has long been a leader on immigration reform, is full of praise for the new tack taken by his Republican counterparts. But, he acknowledges, “You still have to put those votes on the board, and that’s going to be a real, real test in the House of Representatives.” For their part, Republicans say the party’s old dogma, which held that illegal immigrants should self-deport and then go to the back of the line, is not viable policy. Even many immigration hard-liners say they want to help shape comprehensive reform. “It’s time for us to belly up to the bar,” says Ted Poe, the Texas Republican who chairs the House immigration reform caucus. But for conservatives, amnesty remains a dirty word. “A bill that’s basically amnesty, that says you’re here and you’re going to be a citizen — those two things are not going to come out of this conservative House,” says Poe. Even citizenship is charged enough that Republican Senator Rand Paul, who gave a speech March 19 backing a path to legalization for undocumented immigrants, avoided using the term. Many House Republicans, including several in the Judiciary Committee through which a bill must pass, have a long history of antipathy to amnesty, and only a grassroots rebellion to fear as next year’s primaries approach. Then there is the reality that even if Republicans were to be widely supportive of amnesty, very few of those new citizens are likely to abandon the Democratic Party anytime soon. “Republicans face a choice: do they ditch their principles and go all out in a failing attempt to outpander Democrats?” asks Rosemary Jenks, director of government relations at NumbersUSA, which advocates for lower immigration levels. “It’s becoming very clear to Republicans in Congress that this is not going to get them the Hispanic vote.” (MORE: The Plight of the “Illegal” Nanny) Problem #4: The Democrats Little discussed but also looming is the possibility that Democrats drag their feet on reform. Liberals will balk if the path to citizenship is too long or too onerous, or if enforcement provisions are too rigid. Many conservatives also suspect that Democratic power brokers, despite their daily hammering of Republicans to get moving on immigration reform, would privately prefer to keep the issue as a cudgel than actually pass a law. Barack Obama “wants to make a bill come out of the Senate that is so far out there that it would never pass, so that he can blame us for not being compassionate and use the issue to take back the House in 2014,” says a House Republican. Even some liberals see this as a plausible scenario. “There’s always a lingering doubt in my mind,” admits one House Democrat. Obama knows that putting his fingerprints on the deal is an easy way to kill it; when a draft of his proposal leaked in the press, he called Republican negotiators individually to apologize. But if negotiations in Congress bog down, he may not be so hands off. By all accounts, negotiators are making genuine progress toward a landmark deal that builds on a foundation laid during its last fumbled attempts. But lawmakers still have to thread a bill through a thicket of obstacles in a bitterly divided Congress. Sources close to the negotiations say they expect both chambers to introduce legislation in early April, giving Congress several months to haggle out a pact before members scatter for their summer recess. It sounds like plenty of time, but it’s not. Immigration will have to jockey for attention this spring with gun control, budgets and a potential grand bargain on tax and entitlement reform. Meanwhile, the human cost of the political stalemate is high. Each day, 1,400 undocumented immigrants are deported.

PC not key, winners win

Hirsch ‘2-7-13 (“There’s No Such Thing as Political Capital”, Michael Hirsh February 7, 2013, former foreign editor and chief diplomatic correspondent for Newsweek. He is currently a senior editor in the magazine's Washington bureau. He is a lecturer and has appeared numerous times as a commentator on Fox News, CNN, MSNBC, National Public Radio,. Hirsh was co-winner of the Overseas Press Club award for best magazine reporting from abroad in 2001 for "prescience in identifying the al Qaeda threat half a year before September 11 and for Newsweek's coverage of the war on terror, which also won a National Magazine Award. 

As a result, momentum has appeared to build around some kind of a plan to curtail sales of the most dangerous weapons and ammunition and the way people are permitted to buy them. It’s impossible to say now whether such a bill will pass and, if it does, whether it will make anything more than cosmetic changes to gun laws. But one thing is clear: The political tectonics have shifted dramatically in very little time. Whole new possibilities exist now that didn’t a few weeks ago. Meanwhile, the Republican members of the Senate’s so-called Gang of Eight are pushing hard for a new spirit of compromise on immigration reform, a sharp change after an election year in which the GOP standard-bearer declared he would make life so miserable for the 11 million illegal immigrants in the U.S. that they would “self-deport.” But this turnaround has very little to do with Obama’s personal influence—his political mandate, as it were. It has almost entirely to do with just two numbers: 71 and 27. That’s 71 percent for Obama, 27 percent for Mitt Romney, the breakdown of the Hispanic vote in the 2012 presidential election. Obama drove home his advantage by giving a speech on immigration reform on Jan. 29 at a Hispanic-dominated high school in Nevada, a swing state he won by a surprising 8 percentage points in November. But the movement on immigration has mainly come out of the Republican Party’s recent introspection, and the realization by its more thoughtful members, such as Sen. Marco Rubio of Florida and Gov. Bobby Jindal of Louisiana, that without such a shift the party may be facing demographic death in a country where the 2010 census showed, for the first time, that white births have fallen into the minority. It’s got nothing to do with Obama’s political capital or, indeed, Obama at all. The point is not that “political capital” is a meaningless term. Often it is a synonym for “mandate” or “momentum” in the aftermath of a decisive election—and just about every politician ever elected has tried to claim more of a mandate than he actually has. Certainly, Obama can say that because he was elected and Romney wasn’t, he has a better claim on the country’s mood and direction. Many pundits still defend political capital as a useful metaphor at least. “It’s an unquantifiable but meaningful concept,” says Norman Ornstein of the American Enterprise Institute. “You can’t really look at a president and say he’s got 37 ounces of political capital. But the fact is, it’s a concept that matters, if you have popularity and some momentum on your side.” The real problem is that the idea of political capital—or mandates, or momentum—is so poorly defined that presidents and pundits often get it wrong. “Presidents usually over-estimate it,” says George Edwards, a presidential scholar at Texas A&M University. “The best kind of political capital—some sense of an electoral mandate to do something—is very rare. It almost never happens. In 1964, maybe. And to some degree in 1980.” For that reason, political capital is a concept that misleads far more than it enlightens. It is distortionary. It conveys the idea that we know more than we really do about the ever-elusive concept of political power, and it discounts the way unforeseen events can suddenly change everything. Instead, it suggests, erroneously, that a political figure has a concrete amount of political capital to invest, just as someone might have real investment capital—that a particular leader can bank his gains, and the size of his account determines what he can do at any given moment in history. Naturally, any president has practical and electoral limits. Does he have a majority in both chambers of Congress and a cohesive coalition behind him? Obama has neither at present. And unless a surge in the economy—at the moment, still stuck—or some other great victory gives him more momentum, it is inevitable that the closer Obama gets to the 2014 election, the less he will be able to get done. Going into the midterms, Republicans will increasingly avoid any concessions that make him (and the Democrats) stronger. But the abrupt emergence of the immigration and gun-control issues illustrates how suddenly shifts in mood can occur and how political interests can align in new ways just as suddenly. Indeed, the pseudo-concept of political capital masks a larger truth about Washington that is kindergarten simple: You just don’t know what you can do until you try. Or as Ornstein himself once wrote years ago, “Winning wins.” In theory, and in practice, depending on Obama’s handling of any particular issue, even in a polarized time, he could still deliver on a lot of his second-term goals, depending on his skill and the breaks. Unforeseen catalysts can appear, like Newtown. Epiphanies can dawn, such as when many Republican Party leaders suddenly woke up in panic to the huge disparity in the Hispanic vote. Some political scientists who study the elusive calculus of how to pass legislation and run successful presidencies say that political capital is, at best, an empty concept, and that almost nothing in the academic literature successfully quantifies or even defines it. “It can refer to a very abstract thing, like a president’s popularity, but there’s no mechanism there. That makes it kind of useless,” says Richard Bensel, a government professor at Cornell University. Even Ornstein concedes that the calculus is far more complex than the term suggests. Winning on one issue often changes the calculation for the next issue; there is never any known amount of capital. “The idea here is, if an issue comes up where the conventional wisdom is that president is not going to get what he wants, and [they]he gets it, then each time that happens, it changes the calculus of the other actors” Ornstein says. “If they think he’s going to win, they may change positions to get on the winning side. It’s a bandwagon effect.” 

No controversy spillover

LeLoup and Shull ‘99 [Lance, Steven, Political Scientists, “The President and the Congress,” p. 8]

Certainly there are trends and general swings in the relationship. But at the same time that Congress and the president may be cooperating on balancing the budget, they may be in a confrontational battle over health care or abortion. We will see many such examples from recent years. The move away from the once-dominant presidency-centered approach toward a balanced perspective is particularly important in terms of expectations concerning divided party control of the presidency and Congress and how it affects policy-making. 

Nuclear funding has unanimous support

Press Action ’12 (3/12/12 (“US Nuclear Industry Operates as if Fukushima Never Happened”) http://www.pressaction.com/news/weblog/full_article/nuclearsubsidies03122012/
Both Democrats and Republicans have had a long love affair with commercial nuclear power, and the relationship is showing no signs of losing steam. Since the 1950s, members of both parties have enthusiastically lavished electric utility companies with expensive gifts, ranging from subsidies to protection from liability for disasters to loan guarantees, all underwritten by U.S. taxpayers. The political calculus is simple: nuclear power enjoys unanimous support in Washington. Try to name one member of the U.S. Senate or House of Representatives who favors shutting down the nation’s 104 commercial nuclear reactors. Federal agencies, from the Atomic Energy Commission to the Department of Energy to the Nuclear Regulatory, have worked diligently through the years to promote nuclear power. At the state level, support for nuclear power also is extremely strong, although there are some politicians—albeit a tiny number—who have publicly called for the closure of certain nuclear plants. On the one-year anniversary of the start of the nuclear disaster at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant in Japan, one would assume a voice in official Washington would have emerged calling for an end to the nation’s experiment with nuclear power. In Germany, government officials made the decision to phase out nuclear power by 2022 in response to Fukushima. There’s no such sentiment among the ruling elite in the United States. Locating a member of Congress opposed to the continued operation of nuclear power plants is as hard as finding a lawmaker who favors breaking ties with Israel over its mistreatment of Palestinians for the last 60 years. In fact, it’s more than hard, it’s impossible. It’s very rare to find an issue where there is a noteworthy difference between Democrats and Republicans. When there are differences, they tend to be subtle, although party officials and the corporate media will attempt to sensationalize a slight difference to create an impression that the U.S. political system permits honest and real debate. 

Congress loves funding HTGR’s

Yurman ‘9 (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 congressional delegation on a nuclear roll Like it? Posted June 27, 2009 Simpson, Crapo, Risch in record level of pro-nuclear activates; even the state’s lone Democrat is on board Simpson reports substantial increases in nuclear R&D funding and for cleanup

Idaho Congressman Mike Simpson, (right) a member of the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development, on June 25 announced substantial increases in funding for the Idaho National Laboratory (INL) and the Idaho Cleanup Project (ICP) as part of legislation funding the Department of Energy in Fiscal Year 2010. The legislation was approved by the Subcommittee. “Thanks to the hard work and dedication of those who work at INL, substantial new resources are headed Idaho’s way to improve facilities, expand reactor development, continue fuel cycle research, and push the development of the Center for Advanced Energy Studies,” said Simpson. “The new funding in this bill can only be seen as a complete endorsement by Congress of the leadership role INL is playing in our nation’s nuclear renaissance.” Among its provisions, the Energy and Water Development Appropriations bill includes: A $54.03 million increase over the current fiscal year for Idaho National Laboratory facilities. Total Idaho Facilities Management funding is targeted at $194.03 million. The additional funding is available for a variety of uses including new buildings, renovation of existing buildings, equipment purchases, and the Advanced Test Reactor’s operation as a National Scientific User Facility. A $76 million increase over the current fiscal year for the Next Generation Nuclear Plant (NGNP) bringing total funding to $245 million. The NGNP is designed to produce both electricity and heat for industrial applications. INL is the Department of Energy’s lead laboratory on research and development of the NGNP. $10 million for INL’s Light Water Reactor Sustainability Program. The Program focuses on maintenance and life extension of our nation’s current fleet of nuclear reactors. A combined total of $19.34 million is provided for INL’s collaboration with NASA on the supply of energy sources for deep space missions. $1 million for equipment purchases at the Center for Advanced Energy Studies at INL. $475 million for cleanup activities at INL, which is level funding with the current fiscal year but a $69 million increase over President Obama’s requested amount. The Energy and Water Development bill is expected to be considered in full committee in two weeks and by the full House sometime in July. In Idaho Falls, Lane Allgood, Director of the Partnership for Science and Technology, a pro-nuclear business group, praised Simpson’s work in an email to members and said that it showed the community was behind his advocacy for nuclear energy and cleanup programs at the INL. Allgood reminded the group that the committee report still faces a vote in the full House and a conference committee with the Senate. The Obama administration is working to get the major appropriation bills passed in time for the start of the federal fiscal year which starts October 1st. Risch votes against energy bill, joins western caucus For a U.S. Senator brand new to the game in Washington, Idaho’s James Risch (right) has surprised some here in Idaho by jumping on the pro-nuclear cause with determined vigor. He signed on with a dozen or so other republican senators urging congress to expand the federal loan guarantee program for new nuclear power plants. He voted against the Energy Bill being reported out of the Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee because it didn’t support nuclear energy, and he hired a Ph.D. level nuclear engineer to be his legislative director. That’s not all. He joined with other western senators, including Idaho’s Sen. Mike Crapo, in a caucus to promote energy development including new nuclear power plants and recycling of spent nuclear fuel. He also issued a statement of support for the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility as did all other members of the Idaho delegation. With all the ferment in Washington over energy policy, it takes more than just a partisan position to vote against the juggernaut of measures that are rolling through Congress. Risch, who is the ranking republican on the Senate Energy Subcommittee, voted against the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee's energy bill saying it fails to reduce U.S. dependence on foreign oil or to further the development of new emission-free nuclear energy. The bill passed by a vote of 15 to 8. Explaining his vote, Risch said . . . "America's energy demands are growing and will only increase as the economy gets back on its feet. Nuclear and biomass are proven technologies that are ready now to address those needs and I am disappointed that we did so little to encourage the use of those technologies." The bill now goes to the full Senate. A floor vote is expected later this year. What’s even more interesting is over on the House side, Idaho’s lone Democrat in Congress, Walt Minnick, (left) voted against the Obama Administration’s energy initiatives saying they were unfair to western states and failed to promote nuclear energy. Idaho farmers are worried about increased fertilizer and power costs,” said Rep. Walt Minnick. “Idaho energy companies believe it lacks proper consideration for hydro power and nuclear technology. Idaho businesses are frustrated with giveaways that rig the system in favor of pollution-heavy industry in the Midwest and California.” Not another sagebrush rebellion but a coalition Meanwhile, the Salt Lake City Tribune reports that Risch has joined Utah colleague Bob Bennett, Wyoming Sen. John Barrasso to promote tax incentives for building energy infrastructure, open federal lands for oil shale development and promote recycling of spent nuclear fuel to encourage new nuclear power plants. While Hatch referred to the largely symbolic political effects of the sagebrush rebellion of the 1970s, the other Senators emphasized how they planned to work together to promote western energy interests. Idaho Senator Mike Crapo right) said the group is introducing the Clean, Affordable, Reliable Energy Act, known as the CARE Act, this week. The CARE Act promotes development of new alternative and renewable energy, while expanding domestic oil and gas operations. It seeks to streamline the leasing and permit process for new energy development across many sources, from oil to nuclear power generation. Nuclear-related provisions of the CARE Act include: Language denying federal agencies the ability to stop nuclear power applications for reasons of waste disposal The establishment of a new nuclear work group to coordinate new nuclear power efforts Risch gets a ‘nuke’ as his legislative director And if you are wondering where Idaho’s Sen. James Risch is getting his advice these days, look no further than Corey McDaniel who is his new legislative director. McDaniel most recently served as senior energy policy advisor to second-ranking Republican U.S. Senator Jon Kyl of Arizona. "It is very beneficial to have someone of Corey's expertise step into the legislative director position. His vast experience with energy issues, along with his knowledge of the Idaho National Laboratory and Capitol Hill will be invaluable," Risch said. McDaniel will support the Senator's legislative priorities, particularly those related to his committee assignments as the Ranking Member of the Energy Subcommittee on the Energy and Natural Resources Committee and on the Foreign Relations Committee.

Renewable announmcenet thumps the link
BusinessGreen 3-15-13 [“Obama administration green lights 1.1GW of new renewables projects,” http://www.businessgreen.com/bg/news/2254926/obama-administration-green-lights-11gw-of-new-renewables-projects]

The US Department of Interior (DOI) this week granted approval to three of the largest renewable energy projects in the country's history, firing the starting pistol on developments in the south east of the country that together will provide 1.1GW of new clean energy capacity. Officials authorised plans for the 750MW McCoy Solar Energy Project and the 150MW Desert Harvest Solar Farm in California, as well as the 200MW Searchlight Wind Energy Project in Nevada. The DOI said the projects would create more than 1,000 new jobs during contruction and deliver enough power to the grid to supply 340,000 homes. "These renewable energy projects reflect the Obama Administration's commitment to expand domestic energy production on our public lands and diversify our nation's energy portfolio," Secretary Salazar said. "In just over four years, we have advanced 37 wind, solar and geothermal projects on our public lands - or enough to power more than 3.8 million American homes. These projects are bolstering rural economies by generating good jobs and reliable power and strengthening our national energy security." The administration also stressed that further renewable energy projects were in the pipeline thanks to an initiative between the DOI and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) designed to speed up the planning process for large scale clean energy projects. The BLM said that it has now identified 23 active renewable energy proposals that are slated for review this year and next, including 14 solar facilities, six wind farms and three geothermal plants. "The President has called for America to continue taking bold steps on clean energy," said BLM Principal Deputy Director Neil Kornze. "Our Smart-from-the-Start analysis has helped us do just that, paving the way for responsible development of utility-scale renewable energy projects in the right way and in the right places."

Obama won’t push the plan- empirics prove

Pasternak ’10 (Nuclear energy lobby working hard to win support BY JUDY PASTERNAK Sunday, January 24th, 2010 ShareThis This story is being co-published with McClatchy Newspapers .

There’s no telling whether the industry’s expensive effort will succeed. Witness the fate of the full-court press a week after Obama’s inauguration. Sen. Robert Bennett, R-Utah, who received $56,000 in nuclear-interest donations from 1999 to 2008, pitched the addition of $50 billion in loan guarantees for the nuclear power industry to the economic stimulus bill. Sen. Byron Dorgan, D-N.D., allowed it; he chairs the energy appropriations subcommittee and has received $190,000 in industry contributions since 1999, nearly half of that in 2007-2008. Although nuclear power plants starting a multi-year licensing process are hardly “shovel-ready,” “You take the vehicles you can get,” Bennett said in an interview. The full Senate included the money, but critics protested and the House insisted on removing guarantees from the final version of the bill. Obama stayed out of the fight. “The President is a very smart guy,” Clyburn said. “The Energy Department hadn’t given out the (Bush-era loan guarantees of) $18.5 billion. Why tie up $50 billion?” Since then, Chu has announced talks with four finalists for those guarantees. “That 18.5 billion can only cover three or four, but no more,” he told the House energy appropriations subcommittee in June. He’d be back to ask for more, he added.

Soft power has no impact, and alt causes overwhelm
Afrasiabi, 7 (PhD and author on Iran (Kaveh, Asia Times, “The illusion of American 'smart power'” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/IK13Ak02.html)

Over the years, Nye has been anything but shy about claiming credit for his singular contributions to the theories of power, yet much of it is undeserved, as any competent sociologist probing the history of thoughts, running from Max Weber to Antonio Gramsci to Michel Foucault, regarding the subtleties and complexities of power, would readily attest. Nye's theory is an excellent theory that can never be refuted precisely because it cannot be pinned down, its core assumptions too nebulous to lend themselves to scientific parsimony. Aside from contradictory notions and simplistic truisms, eg, "strengthen America" by "bolstering its soft power", the report is distinguished by its unabashed glorification of the American military - that has "never been put in the service of building a colonial empire in the manner of European militaries". A little micro-focusing on post September 11, 2001, American interventionism, curiously absent in the whole report, would arguably lead to a diametrically different conclusion. Too much focus on power actually distracts from conscious policies. To be sure, the authors of the "smart power" report are not void of praise for European imperialism, particularly the 19th-century British imperialism that, they claim, contains precious lessons for the "smarter" America of the 21st century. Their point - about "legitimized British power in the eyes of others" - is clearly Eurocentric and blind to the perception of the colonized populations who eventually removed the chains one way or another. But that is a separate story. Tightly packed into the report is the incontrovertible fact that American standing in the world has suffered. Yet, any report focused on "how America wields power in the world" that omits a serious consideration of the multiple causes, such as the American quagmire in Iraq, cannot possibly be taken seriously. The trouble is, however, that both authors of the report are on record supporting the 2003 invasion, although in fairness to Nye, he did criticize it as the "right war at the wrong time", and targeted President George W Bush's failure to "neglect of allies and institutions" that have created a "a sense of illegitimacy". [3] The problem with Nye's approach, however, is the failure to recognize that the "pretextual" war against a sovereign nation in the Middle East, which bypassed the UN, could not possibly have the required legitimacy even if professor Nye and his arsenal of "soft power" pills were in order at the White House; in a word, contrary to Nye, it was the wrong war at the wrong time. Formerly of the US State Department, Francis Fukuyama has agreed that procuring legitimacy has to do with "justice". In other words, an unjust war cannot be called legitimate no matter what the verbal acrobatics by the likes of Nye and others, who pay lip service to the "de-legitimating" US Middle East policies, ie, neglecting the Middle East peace process, mentioned only in passing in the above-said report, without due consideration of the serious ramification of such neglects with respects to the threats facing the US today. While side-stepping the Iraq issue with the lame excuse of "broader" perspectives that need to "replace the narrow lens focused on Iraq", the report gives several other reasons for the waning influence of US, ie, reactions to American-led globalization, US's "angry" response to September 11, perception of incompetence, and the side-effects of Cold War success as a lone superpower. Here, the authors conflate the long-term causes of power decline with the negative fall outs of questionable policies, such as with respect to US unilateralism. Regarding the latter, Robert Jervis has correctly pointed at the structural causes of American unilateralism, chiefly the absence of external restraints to American power. In comparison, Nye and Armitage mention other nations resorting to the UN to "constrain" the US power, yet provide no analysis of why the US has fallen astray from "norm-based internationalism", the fact that it has to do with power dynamism and America's "totalizing" power grab at the global level, to borrow a term from the French philosophers Gilles Deleuze and Pierre-Felix Guattari. In light of their benign, tolerant attitude toward the exercise of American power, even under the Bush administration, which is said to have used "elements of smart power", Nye and Armitage never really get to the bottom of their own frank admission that today many nations "resent US's unbounded dominance". Instead of drawing from this insight the necessity of a multi-polar world order, the report on "smart power" is keen on maintaining America's "preeminence" in the world and the various ways to ensure it, simultaneously throwing ideas such as "shared leadership" and "accommodating rising powers". True to its contradictory nature, the report on the one hand admits that global politics is not a "zero-sum game" and, yet, in the same breath sends the message that "China can only become preeminent if the US continues to allow its own power of attraction to atrophy". Flawed, inadequate diagnosis of the problems behind America's waning influence go hand-in-hand with equally inadequate prescriptions for a new US foreign policy, no matter how useful the insights on increasing foreign aid, closing down Guantanamo detention center, focusing on public diplomacy, that is, the usual panoply of "neo-liberal" recipes for action, with the sole exception of omitting the word "interdependence" previously highlighted in Nye's own writings. These recommendations are not far-reaching enough, often tackling the symptoms rather than the real causes of problems, overall denoting a mindset that reflects policy continuity (with the past and the present) when discontinuity should have the upper hands signaling a real foreign policy reorientation away from the disastrous policies of the Bush presidency. Clearly, such a reorientation is impossible short of a paradigmatic shift away from the core assumptions of the American hegemonic model (which are only superficially questioned in this report). Devoid of such a radical shift, the report's "smart power" has nested in it the elements of a vicious policy circle, bound to reintroduce failed US policies under new guises. 

No aging crisis impact 
Hamilton, 1 – Institute director, citing Dr. Kinnear

[Dr. Clive, “Ageing Crisis A Myth,” 12-16-1, accessed 2-10-13, mss]

The paper shows that the expected costs of retirement incomes and health for the elderly have been exaggerated, and that popular solutions to the perceived problem of ageing, such as slashing public expenditure and increasing immigration, are misplaced. “Dr Kinnear’s detailed examination of population and health data shows that an ageing population will not create an unsustainable burden on a shrinking workforce,” Dr Hamilton said. “She has presented a very convincing argument to demonstrate that alarm over the ‘ageing crisis’ is not justified by the evidence.” Dr Kinnear found that the three main assumptions on which the ‘ageing crisis’ is based are largely flawed. The paper shows that: Older people are not a social and economic burden. The vast majority of older Australians enjoy healthy, active and independent lives, with 93 per cent living in private homes and only 7 per cent in residential care. Many make significant financial contributions to their families and participate in voluntary community activities. Concern about a future ‘dependency ratio’ imbalance forms the basis of the crisis rhetoric. But the dependency ratio is a misleading measure and falsely equates dependency with age. It ignores the significant contributions of older people as well as the dependency of many working age people. Cross-country comparisons reveal that the size of the aged population does not necessarily impose a disproportionate burden on taxpayers. Although there is a clear relationship between ageing and costs of pensions, analysis does not show a corresponding relationship between ageing and total social costs. The new paper challenges the belief that an older population will see health costs rise to unsustainable levels. Rising health costs are caused mainly by factors other than ageing such as the growth of medical technology, rising consumer demand and escalating prices.

Electricity Prices DA- 2AC

Prices high now and other alt causes are bigger

Bastasch ‘12 (Report: More than 200 coal-fired generators slated for shutdown Published: 11:29 PM 09/21/2012 By Michael Bastasch, daily caller staff writer, political analyst, 

Within the next three to five years, more than 200 coal-fired electric generating units will be shut down across 25 states due to EPA regulations and factors including cheap natural gas, according to a new report by the American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity (ACCCE). “This is further evidence that EPA is waging a war on coal, and a war on affordable electricity prices and jobs. EPA continues to ignore the damage that its new regulations are causing to the U.S. economy and to states that depend on coal for jobs and affordable electricity,” said Mike Duncan, president and CEO of ACCCE, in a statement. However, ACCCE notes that EPA policies may have played a role more than 4,800 megawatts of announced closures not included on in their report which would bring total shutdowns to 241 coal generator in 30 states — more than 36,000 MW of electric generation or 11 percent of the U.S. coal fleet. The most affected states include Ohio, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Virginia, and North Carolina, which will see a combined 103 coal-fired generators shut down. “Actually our utility rates are higher and the impact is such that it’s going to interfere with the quality of life that a lot of individuals have in my community,” said John McNeil, mayor of Red Springs, N.C., in an ACCCE video — one of the heavily affected states.

EPA thumps

Hansen, 13 [Keith, "Silence of the trains: EPA to shutter 200 coal-fired power plants," Brainer Dispatch, brainerddispatch.com/opinion/2013-01-30/silence-trains-epa-shutter-200-coal-fired-power-plants, accessed 3-29-13, mss]
Silence of the trains: EPA to shutter 200 coal-fired power plants A June 2012 report from the Institute for Energy Research states that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) will close more than 200 coal-fired power plants around the nation that will be a loss of 34 gigawatts (GW) of electricity now generated by those plants. Natural gas fired-plants will replace the coal-fired facilities according to the institute. Around the Brainerd lakes area one might have noticed that fewer Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) coal trains have been rolling through town. In last weekend’s Dispatch, reader Sarah Hayden commented: “It is a beautiful summer night in Brainerd, and I have the windows open while I peacefully slumber in the sweet breeze. BLAaaaaaaST. Now I, along with half of the city, have been jolted awake for the fourth time this night by a blaring train horn.“ Sarah’s comments were on the minds of thousands of residents living in close proximity to the BNSF line that has defined these communities for years. Sarah was advocating a “no horn zone” through the populated areas of Brainerd and Baxter when most folks are asleep. People who’ve been annoyed with the blaring horn at 3 or 4 a.m. will not need a “no horn zone.” It seems as though the EPA’s actions that will be shuttering coal-fired plants will silence those trains rolling through our towns. “Within the next three to five years, more than 200 coal-fired electric generating units will be shut down across 25 states due to EPA regulations and factors including cheap natural gas, according to a new report by the American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity (ACCCE). Why? Perhaps it was this statement made by then Sen. Barack Obama that has followed through to his administration’s policy at the EPA: “So if somebody wants to build a coal-fired plant they can. It’s just that it will bankrupt them....” That statement appeared in the San Francisco Chronicle, in January 2008. “This is further evidence that EPA is waging a war on coal, and a war on affordable electricity prices and jobs. EPA continues to ignore the damage that its new regulations are causing to the U.S. economy and to states that depend on coal for jobs and affordable electricity,” said Mike Duncan, president and CEO of ACCCE, in a statement.

Intermittency and land ensure only nuclear can solve stable electricity

Loudermilk ‘11 (Micah J. Loudermilk, Research Associate for the Energy & Environmental Security Policy program with the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, 5/31/11, Small Nuclear Reactors and US Energy Security: Concepts, Capabilities, and Costs, www.ensec.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=314:small-nuclear-reactors-and-us-energy-security-concepts-capabilities-and-costs&catid=116:content0411&Itemid=375

When discussing the energy security contributions offered by small nuclear reactors, it is not enough to simply compare them with existing nuclear technology, but also to examine how they measure up against other electricity generation alternatives—renewable energy technologies and fossil fuels. Coal, natural gas, and oil currently account for 45%, 23% and 1% respectively of US electricity generation sources. Hydroelectric power accounts for 7%, and other renewable power sources for 4%. These ratios are critical to remember because idealistic visions of providing for US energy security are not as useful as realistic ones balancing the role played by fossil fuels, nuclear power, and renewable energy sources. Limitations of renewables Renewable energy technologies have made great strides forward during the last decade. In an increasingly carbon emissions and greenhouse gas (GHG) aware global commons, the appeal of solar, wind, and other alternative energy sources is strong, and many countries are moving to increase their renewable electricity generation. However, despite massive expansion on this front, renewable sources struggle to keep pace with increasing demand, to say nothing of decreasing the amount of energy obtained from other sources. The continual problem with solar and wind power is that, lacking efficient energy storage mechanisms, it is difficult to contribute to baseload power demands. Due to the intermittent nature of their energy production, which often does not line up with peak demand usage, electricity grids can only handle a limited amount of renewable energy sources—a situation which Germany is now encountering. Simply put, nuclear power provides virtually carbon-free baseload power generation, and renewable options are unable to replicate this, especially not on the scale required by expanding global energy demands. Small nuclear reactors, however, like renewable sources, can provide enhanced, distributed, and localized power generation. As the US moves towards embracing smart grid technologies, power production at this level becomes a critical piece of the puzzle. Especially since renewable sources, due to sprawl, are of limited utility near crowded population centers, small reactors may in fact prove instrumental to enabling the smart grid to become a reality.

Nuclear solves every major internal link to econ
Zawatsky ‘8 (Jay Zawatsky, The National Interest, 04.09.2008, “Inside Track: Going Nuclear on Energy”)


The mainstream media and petty politicians would have Americans believe that we are faced with a set of mutually exclusive, insoluble problems: energy security, environmental security, giant budget deficits and ever-expanding trade deficits. But these challenges can't be separated-they are all related symptoms of the same basic problem, energy. And thankfully, we don't need an Alexander, great or otherwise, to meet the challenges posed by it. In fact, something of a silver bullet exists: nuclear energy. How is nuclear power the cure to all that ails us? Here's how: We import ten million barrels of oil every day. That costs us one billion dollars every day, adding $365 billion each year to our trade deficit. Nearly all of that imported petroleum goes into transportation fuels. Replacing all of the imported-oil horsepower with an equivalent amount of nuclear-generated power eliminates nearly 30 percent of the trade deficit. But how do you run cars on nuclear power? The answer can be found in two words: "hydrogen" and "hybrids." If America constructed 104 new nuclear plants, we would add enough base electrical capacity to power every car and truck on the road today, because electricity can convert water into hydrogen (H2O plus electricity equals H2 plus O2) to fuel both modified internal-combustion engines and fuel-cell electric engines. And by adding plugs to existing gas-electric hybrids, owners could refuel their cars at home. Why 104 new nuclear plants? Because we already have that many in operation. We simply build two thousand additional megawatts of capacity at each current location. Then we avoid the not-in-my-backyard problem. And there's no need to worry about safety: the days of Chernobyl-type facilities are long gone. That was an Edsel. A nuclear plant designed today is a Lexus. Why hydrogen? Because it is made from water. Not a carbon atom in sight, so no greenhouse gases. When hydrogen is combusted in a modified internal-combustion engine (yes, the technology is off the shelf) or used to power a fuel cell (without combustion), it produces no harmful by-products. Plug-in hybrids? That's a no-brainer. Adding plugs to basic gas-electric hybrids would allow commuters to "refuel" at home, overnight (when, conveniently, electric rates are lower). As most round-trip commutes are less than fifty miles, not a drop of gasoline would be burned the whole workweek, and not a wisp of greenhouse gasses would be emitted, assuaging European concerns about America's energy use. So that solves the trade deficit, the energy deficit and the environmental issue. But what about the budget deficit? Easy: We need to increase the capacity of the nuclear plants and secure them against terrorist attack. We need to build the electrolyzers and compressors to be placed at every service station in America, to convert water into compressed hydrogen to fuel cars and trucks. We need to increase the capacity of the power-transmission lines to deliver the larger supply of electricity to the service stations. We need to build the plug-in hybrids and the appliances for rapid recharging. All of this building and manufacturing adds wages and profits to the economy. The nuclear facilities are built here, with American labor and American equipment. The electric transmission lines are built here, with American labor and equipment. The electrolyzers and compressors and plug-in hybrids should be built here, with American labor and equipment. And these are high-wage positions in engineering, construction and manufacturing. The added wages and profits mean substantially higher income tax collections (without raising tax rates). On the expense side of the ledger, military spending, to maintain the forward posture of our forces to keep the oil flowing to our country, could be reduced substantially. Increased revenue and reduced spending. That’s the sweet sound of deficit reduction that you’re hearing. How much does this all cost? Less than you would think. Far from breaking the bank, it will actually enrich the treasury. The cost to build it all is $3 trillion over ten years. But, no worries: Establish a federal lending institution, along the lines of Freddie Mac or Fannie Mae, to create a secondary market for revenue-based loans originated by existing commercial lenders to the utilities and the hydrogen retailers. Money would flow into these loans from all around the world, because they would be backed by physical plant and equipment producing the world’s most important commodity, power. Money flowing into the United States would stabilize the free-falling dollar. Interest rates would go down. This would make us all richer to boot, as the stock market (in which most people have a substantial portion of their retirement savings), reacting to lower budget deficits, lower interest rates and energy security, would move higher in a sustainable way.
Alt cause- sequester; consumer spending

AP 3/26 (Americans Lose Confidence in Economic Recovery, Shop Less http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/united-states/americans-lose-confidence-in-economic-recovery-shop-less-369131.html)

Americans are less confident in the economy than they were last month as massive government spending cuts have stoked economic uncertainty. It’s just the latest swing in the way Americans feel about the economy. Their views have fluctuated between optimism and angst over the months as they’ve weighed an advancing stock market and housing recovery against new economic challenges. “From my standpoint, we’re still in a stalled recovery,” says Skip Tamke, a central New Jersey project manager for a computer storage company who lost a job last May that paid twice what he’s earning now. The Conference Board, a New York-based private research group, said Tuesday that its Consumer Confidence Index fell in March to 59.7 from a revised reading of 68 in February and the 68.7 that analysts polled by research firm FactSet expected. Confidence is still far off from the 90 reading that indicates a healthy economy. The index is closely watched by economists because it makes a monthly gauge of how Americans are feeling about their jobs, incomes, and other bread-and-butter issues. That’s important because consumer spending accounts for 70 percent of U.S. economic activity. Anxiety about $85 billion in across-the-board government spending cuts that took effect March 1 caused the decline in the index, the group said. The spending reductions, which were triggered after Congress and the White House failed to resolve a budget impasse, have “created uncertainty regarding the economic outlook,” Lynn Franco, the Conference Board’s director of economic indicators, said in a statement Congress and the Obama administration reached a deal on Jan. 1 to prevent income taxes from rising on most Americans. But they allowed a temporary cut in Social Security taxes to expire. For a worker earning $50,000 a year, take-home pay will shrink by about $1,000. That has a more direct impact on most Americans than the government spending reductions, noted Scott Brown, chief economist at investment firm Raymond James. The March drop in the confidence index “likely reflects the impact of higher gasoline prices as well as the higher payroll tax,” Brown said. Although the payroll tax increase kicked in three months ago, its effect may just now be sinking in for some people, he says. The Conference Board’s survey was conducted from March 1 through March 14. The sharp decline in the March index was caused mainly by a drop in expectations for the economy, though consumers also were more pessimistic regarding current economic conditions, the group said. The number of people anticipating more jobs in the months ahead fell to 12.3 percent from 16.1 percent, while those expecting their incomes to increase slipped to 13.7 percent from 15.8 percent. Consumers also are again pessimistic about the short-term outlook for the economy, the group said. The proportion of people expecting business conditions to improve over the next six months fell to 14.4 percent from 18 percent a month earlier, while those expecting conditions to worsen rose to 18.3 percent from 16.6 percent. Chris Christopher, director of consumer economics at IHS Global Insight, said he expects consumer confidence to recover as the “shock value” of the mandated spending cuts wanes. However, “smaller paychecks, depressed consumer mood, and rising (gasoline) prices are not very favorable for elevated levels of discretionary spending,” Christopher wrote in a research note.
Econ resilient, US isn’t key, and impact empirically denied

Lamy ’11(Pascal Lamy  is the Director-General of the World Trade Organization. Lamy is Honorary President of Paris-based think tank Notre Europe. Lamy graduated from the prestigious Sciences Po Paris, from HEC and ÉNA, graduating second in his year of those specializing in economics. “System Upgrade” BY PASCAL LAMY | APRIL 18, 2011)

The bigger test came with the 2008-2009 Great Recession, the first truly global recession since World War II. When the international economy went into free fall, trade went right along with it. Production and supply are today thoroughly global in nature, with most manufactured products made from parts and materials imported from many other countries. These global value chains have a multiplier effect on trade statistics, which explains why, as the global economy contracted by 2 percent in 2009, trade volume shrank by more than 12 percent. This multiplier effect works the other way around as well: Growth returned to 4.6 percent and trade volume grew by a record 14.5 percent over the course of 2010. Projections for trade in 2011 are also strong, with WTO economists predicting that trade volume will rise 6.5 percent during the current year. This sharp rebound in trade has proved two essential things: Markets stayed open despite ever-stronger pressures to close them, and trade is an indispensible tool for economic recovery, particularly for developing countries, which are more dependent on trade. Shortly after the crisis broke out, we in the WTO began to closely monitor the trade policy response of our member governments. Many were fearful that pressures to impose trade restrictions would prove too powerful for governments to resist. But this is not what happened. Instead, the system of rules and disciplines, agreed to over 60 years of negotiations, held firm. In a series of reports prepared for WTO members and the G-20, we found that governments acted with great restraint. At no time did the trade-restrictive measures imposed cover more than 2 percent of world imports. Moreover, the measures used -- anti-dumping duties, safeguards, and countervailing duties to offset export or production subsidies -- were those which, in the right circumstances, are permissible under WTO rules. I am not suggesting that every safeguard measure or countervailing duty imposed during those difficult days was in compliance with WTO rules, but responses to trade pressures were generally undertaken within an internationally agreed-upon framework. Countries by and large resisted overtly noncompliant measures, such as breaking legally binding tariff ceilings or imposing import bans or quotas. As markets stayed open, trade flows began to shift, and countries that shrugged off the impact of the crisis and continued to grow -- notably China, India, and Brazil -- became ever-more attractive markets for countries that were struggling, including those in Europe and North America. Trade has been a powerful engine for growth in the developing world, a fact reflected in the far greater trade-to-GDP ratios we see there. In 2010, developing countries' share of world trade expanded to a record 45 percent, and this trend looks set to continue. Decisions made in Brasilia, Beijing, and New Delhi to open their respective economies to trade have been instrumental in enabling these countries to lift hundreds of millions of people out of poverty.

Impact empirically denied- zero risk 

Barnett ‘9 (Thomas P.M. Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” 8/25/2009)

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: * No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); * The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); * Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); * No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); * A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and * No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that is likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.
1AR

Their ev is too old- China is doing HTGR’s

3-21-13 (Chinese HTGR fuel plant under construction 21 March 2013

Construction has started on a pilot production line for fuel elements for the Shidaowan HTR-PM project - a demonstration high-temperature gas-cooled reactor (HTGR) in China's Shandong province. A signing and groundbreaking ceremony was held at Northern Nuclear Fuel Element Co Ltd's facility in Baotou in Inner Mongolia on 16 March. The participants in the project - including China National Nuclear Corporation (CNNC), Tsinghua University, China Huaneng Group, China Nuclear Power Engineering Co and Nuclear Huaxing Construction Co - signed a cooperation agreement for the provision of technical services, construction engineering, installation and supervision for the HTGR fuel manufacturing line project. A groundbreaking ceremony was then held to mark the laying of the foundation stone for the fuel facility. Representatives of organizations involved in the project as well as local dignitaries took part. Graphite spheres In March 2011, a contract was signed with Germany's SGL Group for the supply of 500,000 machined graphite spheres for HTR-PM fuel by the end of 2013. A technical support agreement was signed by Zhang Zuoyi, dean of the Institute for Nuclear and New Energy Technology (INET) at Tsinghua University and Wen-Jun Ma, general manager of Northern Nuclear Fuel Element. Over the past 30 years, INET has conducted research on HTGR fuel element technology and developed a trial production line with an annual capacity of 100,000 spherical fuel elements. The new pilot production line, based on this production technology, will have an annual capacity of 300,000 fuel elements. The National Nuclear Security Administration issued a permit for its construction last month. It is expected to be commissioned in August 2015. The fuel produced by the pilot plant will be used by the demonstration high-temperature gas-cooled reactor plant being built at Shidaowan, near Weihai city in Shandong province. This will initially comprise twin HTR-PM reactor modules driving a single 210 MWe steam turbine. Construction started in late 2012, with commercial operation scheduled in 2015. A further 18 such HTR-PM units are proposed at Shidaowan. China Huaneng Group, one of China's major generators, is the lead organization involved in the demonstration HTR-PM plant with a 47.5% share; China Nuclear Engineering & Construction (CNEC) will have a 32.5% stake and Tsinghua University's INET 20% – it being the main R&D contributor.

Econ is resilient- even to energy shocks
Eberly ’13 (Jan Eberly, Assistant Secretary for Economic Policy for the Treasury Borrowing Advisory Committee of the Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association, “Statement by Assistant Secretary for Economic Policy Jan Eberly for the Treasury Borrowing Advisory Committee of the Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association”, February 4, 2013)
WASHINGTON - Economic recovery in the U.S. continued at a moderate pace over the course of 2012, with real GDP expanding by 1.5 percent following a 2.6 percent increase during 2011.  After thirteen straight quarters of growth, real GDP edged down slightly in the final quarter of last year, as sharply lower defense spending, slower inventory growth, and a widening of the trade deficit offset a solid increase in consumer spending and strong growth of both residential investment and business capital spending. Job creation has accelerated in recent months. The unemployment rate declined notably over the first nine months of 2012 and has been little changed since September. The economy sustained a number of temporary shocks last year, such as a jump in energy prices early in 2012, a severe drought during the summer, and Hurricane Sandy in late October, and also contended with the ongoing sovereign debt crisis in Europe and a more general slowdown in global growth. Growth is expected to pick up in the first quarter of 2013, despite some fiscal drag. Other potential challenges this year include the risk of renewed setbacks in Europe, the impact of continued uncertainty about the U.S. fiscal situation, and the possibility of additional, sequester-related fiscal tightening. Even so, private forecasters anticipate a gradual acceleration in the pace of expansion as 2013 unfolds, as well as further progress in reducing unemployment. According to the advance report released last week, real GDP edged down 0.1 percent at an annual rate in the fourth quarter, compared with a 3.1 percent advance in the third quarter. The swing was due in part to a 6.6 decline in government spending. Federal outlays fell 15.0 percent – the largest quarterly decline in four decades – as federal defense purchases plummeted 22.2 percent. In the third quarter, federal spending rose sharply, boosted by a jump in defense outlays. The composition of the pronounced swing between Q3 and Q4 suggests that uncertainty about the impending sequester played a role. State and local government spending, which has been falling nearly continuously since late 2009, declined 0.7 percent in Q4. Altogether, the decline in government expenditures cut 1¼ percentage points from real GDP growth in Q4. GDP growth in late 2012 was also held back by a sharp slowdown in private inventory accumulation, which subtracted 1¼ percentage points from real GDP in the fourth quarter after adding 0.7 percentage point to growth in the third quarter. The drought-related drawdown in farm inventories, which reduced GDP growth in the prior two quarters, slowed. A wider trade deficit subtracted an additional ¼ percentage point from GDP growth in the fourth quarter. Notwithstanding the slight dip in headline GDP, the main components of underlying private demand strengthened in the fourth quarter. Consumer spending, which accounts for roughly two-thirds of GDP, grew by 2.2 percent at an annual rate, accelerating from the third quarter’s 1.6 percent rise, and adding 1.5 percentage points to real growth. Business fixed investment grew 8.4 percent in the fourth quarter, contributing 0.8 percentage point to growth. Equipment and software investment rose at a 12.4 percent pace after falling by 2.6 percent in the prior quarter. Residential investment grew by 15.3 percent at an annual rate in the fourth quarter, up from 13.5 percent in the third quarter, and contributed 0.4 percentage point to GDP growth. Residential investment has increased in each of the past seven quarters -- the first such string of advances in this sector since 2005 – and has grown at an average annual rate of almost 11 percent per quarter over this period. Private domestic final purchases (the sum of consumption, business fixed investment, and residential investment) jumped by 3.3 percent at an annual rate in the fourth quarter, more than double the third’s quarter’s 1.5 percent pace. Over the past three years, this marker of a private-sector led, self-sustaining recovery has grown at an average annual rate of just under 3 percent. Labor market conditions continue to improve at a steady but gradual pace, and the most recent data show that job creation at the end of 2012 was actually faster than initially reported. Private-sector job growth averaged 225,000 per month during the fourth quarter, up from 142,000 in the third quarter, and nearly double the 117,000 jobs per month created on average in the second quarter. More than 6.1 million new jobs have been created in the private sector since the employment trough in February 2010. Moreover, underlying labor demand appears to be improving. The average private-sector workweek stood at 34.4 hours in January, up from a low of 33.8 hours in 2009 and just 0.2 hour shorter than in December 2007. The unemployment rate stood at 7.9 percent in January, up slightly from a near four-year low of 7.8 percent in November and December. Measures of longer-term unemployment as well as marginal attachment to the labor force and part-time employment continue to trend lower. The median duration of unemployment fell by 4.8 weeks over the past year to 16.0 weeks in January and is down from a high of 24.8 weeks in mid-2010. It is worthwhile to look at progress across the country, too: in December, 25 states reported unemployment rates that were significantly below the national average. These are all positive signs that underlying labor market conditions continue to firm. With the progress made in the housing market in the past several months, we now appear to be approaching important milestones. For example, total housing starts rose in December to a 4½ year high and the number of residential building permits issued reached their highest level since mid-2008. As of December, total existing home sales had retraced to a level about two-thirds of their 2005 peak, and the decline in new single-family homes during that month was actually attributed to a lack of supply, rather than a dearth of demand – sales in this category were still up nearly 9 percent year-over-year. The inventory of unsold new homes is just above record lows for the series, which dates to the early 1960s, and the inventory of existing homes available for sale continues to move lower and is now two-thirds below its July 2010 peak level. During 2012, residential investment climbed 14.4 percent – the strongest yearly increase since 1983. The major house price indexes have been moving higher on a year-over-year basis for the past ten months, and are now being supported by tighter supply and stronger demand conditions. Record or near-record lows in mortgage rates, a relatively high level of housing affordability, and improving household wealth are also helping to boost demand and to support broader-based improvement in the housing sector. Looking ahead, downside risks to U.S. economic activity remain, including persistent concerns about instability in European sovereign debt markets. Here at home, consumer sentiment faltered at the turn of the year in the face of fiscal uncertainty and the expiration of tax cuts. Still, energy prices have eased in very recent months, and there are signs of reviving demand in Asia. While downside risks create vulnerabilities in any economy, recent progress within the U.S. has improved the economy’s resilience in the face of potential challenges. The underlying and consistent strength of private demand over the past three years constitutes an important foundation for that resilience, and the level of real GDP is now 2.4 percent higher than in the fourth quarter of 2007, at the time of the previous expansion’s peak. After five years of decline, residential investment has added to growth in each of the past seven quarters.  The workweek has lengthened to a duration close to that last seen in December 2007, the peak month of the previous upturn, and the unemployment rate is at a four-year low.  These are important milestones for consumers as well as the housing and labor markets, and are evidence of a moderate and steady forward movement. 

Resiliency – FDIC and treasury

Amadeo ’13 (February 12, 2013 U.S. Economy Collapse By Kimberly Amadeo, About.com Guide, http://useconomy.about.com/od/criticalssues/p/US-Economy-Collapse.htm

The U.S. economy is so large and resilient, it is highly unlikely that even these events could create a collapse. Hyperinflation is easily tamed by the Federal Reserve's contractionary monetary tools. The FDIC insures banks, and the Treasury can print all the money needed to make sure depositors get their funds. Homeland Security can address the cyber-threat. If not, eventually the economy can always return to how it functioned before the Internet. The Strategic Oil Reserves can be released to offset an oil embargo. The U.S. military can respond to a terrorist attack, transportation stoppage, or rioting/civil war. In other words, most Federal government programs are designed to prevent just such an economic collapse. 
No diversionary theory or increased probability of war

Jervis ’11 (Robert Jervis 11, Professor in the Department of Political Science and School of International and Public Affairs at Columbia University, December 2011, “Force in Our Times,” Survival, Vol. 25, No. 4, p. 403-425

Even if war is still seen as evil, the security community could be dissolved if severe conflicts of interest were to arise. Could the more peaceful world generate new interests that would bring the members of the community into sharp disputes? 45 A zero-sum sense of status would be one example, perhaps linked to a steep rise in nationalism. More likely would be a worsening of the current economic difficulties, which could itself produce greater nationalism, undermine democracy and bring back old-fashioned beggar-my-neighbor economic policies. While these dangers are real, it is hard to believe that the conflicts could be great enough to lead the members of the community to contemplate fighting each other. It is not so much that economic interdependence has proceeded to the point where it could not be reversed – states that were more internally interdependent than anything seen internationally have fought bloody civil wars. Rather it is that even if the more extreme versions of free trade and economic liberalism become discredited, it is hard to see how without building on a preexisting high level of political conflict leaders and mass opinion would come to believe that their countries could prosper by impoverishing or even attacking others. Is it possible that problems will not only become severe, but that people will entertain the thought that they have to be solved by war? While a pessimist could note that this argument does not appear as outlandish as it did before the financial crisis, an optimist could reply (correctly, in my view) that the very fact that we have seen such a sharp economic down-turn without anyone suggesting that force of arms is the solution shows that even if bad times bring about greater economic conflict, it will not make war thinkable.

econ not key to heg

Brooks and Wohlforth, 8

[Stephen G. Brooks is Assistant Professor and William C. Wohlforth is Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College, “World out of Balance, International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy,” p. 32-35]

American primacy is also rooted in the county's position as the world's leading technological power. The United States remains dominant globally in overall R&D investments, high-technology production, commercial innovation, and higher education (table 2.3). Despite the weight of this evidence, elite perceptions of U.S. power had shifted toward pessimism by the middle of the first decade of this century. As we noted in chapter 1, this was partly the result of an Iraq-induced doubt about the utility of material predominance, a doubt redolent of the post-Vietnam mood. In retrospect, many assessments of U.S. economic and technological prowess from the 1990s were overly optimistic; by the next decade important potential vulnerabilities were evident. In particular, chronically imbalanced domestic finances and accelerating public debt convinced some analysts that the United States once again confronted a competitiveness crisis.23 If concerns continue to mount, this will count as the fourth such crisis since 1945; the first three occurred during the 1950s (Sputnik), the 1970s (Vietnam and stagflation), and the 1980s (the Soviet threat and Japan's challenge). None of these crises, however, shifted the international system's structure: multipolarity did not return in the 1960s, 1970s, or early 1990s, and each scare over competitiveness ended with the American position of primacy retained or strengthened.24 Our review of the evidence of U.S. predominance is not meant to suggest that the United States lacks vulnerabilities or causes for concern. In fact, it confronts a number of significant vulnerabilities; of course, this is also true of the other major powers.25 The point is that adverse trends for the United States will not cause a polarity shift in the near future. If we take a long view of U.S. competitiveness and the prospects for relative declines in economic and technological dominance, one takeaway stands out: relative power shifts slowly. The United States has accounted for a quarter to a third of global output for over a century. No other economy will match its combination of wealth, size, technological capacity, and productivity in the foreseeable future (tables 2.2 and 2.3). The depth, scale, and projected longevity of the U.S. lead in each critical dimension of power are noteworthy. But what truly distinguishes the current distribution of capabilities is American dominance in all of them simultaneously. The chief lesson of Kennedy's 500-year survey of leading powers is that nothing remotely similar ever occurred in the historical experience that informs modern international relations theory. The implication is both simple and underappreciated: the counterbalancing constraint is inoperative and will remain so until the distribution of capabilities changes fundamentally. The next section explains why.

No cyber terror- capability or motivation, and no impact

Knake, 10 – fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations [2/16, Robert, “Cyberterrorism Hype v. Fact”, http://www.cfr.org/terrorism-and-technology/cyberterrorism-hype-v-fact/p21434, AL]
Director of National Intelligence Dennis Blair caught the media's attention recently with two major headlines when he presented this year's Annual Threat Assessment (PDF) of the U.S. Intelligence Community. The first was his statement that the United States is "severely threatened" by cyberattacks of "extraordinary sophistication." The second was that al-Qaeda is intent on striking within the United States in the next six months. Both sections of the assessment are chilling, but they are unrelated. Blair said that the United States faces challenges in cyberspace from nation states, terrorist networks, organized criminal groups, individuals, and other cyberactors. He went on to say, "Terrorist groups and their sympathizers have expressed interest in using cybermeans to target the United States and its citizens." Fortunately, interest does not equal capability. After raising the specter of cyberterrorism, Blair never mentioned the cyberthreat from al-Qaeda anywhere in the five pages he devoted to their plans to strike the United States. Here's why. While the United States' critical infrastructure, from the electric grid to the financial sector, is vulnerable to attack through cyberspace, al-Qaeda lacks the capability and motivation to exploit these vulnerabilities. To penetrate, map, and damage the networks that control the industrial base requires a large team of experienced hackers, a lot of time, and advanced infrastructure. Only a handful of groups, mostly nation state actors, possess this level of capability, and al-Qaeda is not one of them. In the last ten years, according to the National Counterterrorism Center's Worldwide Incidents Tracking Database, there have been 63,192 incidents of terrorism. Not one was an incident of cyberterrorism. As Irving Lachow at NDU has pointed out, the jihadist community heavily relied on one London-based hacker known by the moniker Irhabi 007, who at best had moderate ability. Since his arrest in 2005, indications are that al-Qaeda's cybercapabilities have only eroded. While continuing to rely on petty crime to fund many plots, al-Qaeda has been unable to capitalize on the explosion of cybercrime, lacking the technical capability to do so. For al-Qaeda to do any real damage with cyberattacks, it would need to make a multi-year investment in developing offensive cybercapabilities and would need a secure facility and advance test bed from which to do it. Understanding the control software for an electric grid is not a widely available skill. It is one thing to find a way to hack into a network and quite another to know what to do once you're inside. Beyond the technical hurdles, al-Qaeda's primary goal has always been to generate large numbers of casualties in addition to inflicting economic damage. But cyberattacks are largely weapons of mass disruption, not destruction. Causing a blackout or destroying airline reservations systems won't kill many people, if any at all. The worst-case scenario is that a cyberattack could override controls at a chemical or nuclear plant and cause a chemical release or nuclear meltdown. Such an incident could kill thousands if not millions. Thankfully, the control systems for plants that could cause that kind of harm are still "air gapped," disconnected from networks that connect to the Internet. In attempting to attack the homeland, the organization has relied on decidedly low-tech means. Of the twenty-two plots disrupted since 9/11, all involved the use of improvised explosives or small arms, and all were aimed at killing large numbers of people. In its twenty-year existence, al-Qaeda has never carried out a plot intended to do economic harm without also causing large numbers of casualties. Concerns about cyberterrorism arise from the fact that al-Qaeda has expressed interest in devastating the U.S. economy and that Bin Laden has spoken of "bleeding America to the point of bankruptcy." But the context for these quotes is important, and has nothing to do with cyberterror aspirations. Bin Laden has articulated a goal of forcing the withdrawal of U.S. forces from the Muslim world by raising the costs of these deployments both politically and economically to the point that they are no longer sustainable. To do this, Bin Laden is borrowing a play from the mujahedeen, who pinned down the Soviets in Afghanistan for over a decade before forcing their withdrawal and, ultimately, the collapse of the Soviet Union. For less than $500,000 and using box cutters as the primary weapon, al-Qaeda was able to create a military response that to date has cost between $1 trillion to $2.5 trillion. What kind of results could al-Qaeda get from hacking? If al-Qaeda were able to cause a power blackout by hacking SCADA systems, they couldn't do much better than the tree limbs that caused the 2003 Northeast Blackout. That event put 50 million people in the United States and Canada in the dark for up to four days. Economists place the cost of that event between $4.5 and $10 billion, a blip in the $14.2 trillion economy. One thing the United States has learned about the cost of disruption to the economy is that disruption causes pain that is short lived and minimal. A two-day snow storm doesn't eliminate two days of economic activity, it only delays it. The same holds true for port closures and other disruptive activities. For now, the United States has little to fear from al-Qaeda on the cyberfront. Only a handful of sophisticated nation states currently have the ability to carry out a devastating cyberstrike. In his assessment of the People's Liberation Army Modernization program, Blair briefly noted that "China's aggressive cyberactivities" pose challenges, and it's true that China, Russia, and other countries' capabilities do pose a real threat. Luckily, these countries also have vulnerable systems, as well as a lot to lose, in any conflict, cyber or otherwise. The United States' reliance on the Internet and dependence on automated systems connected to it represent a massive vulnerability to the United States, but it is not one that terrorist organizations are likely to be able to exploit anytime soon. As with any developing technology, the cost and other barriers to developing an advanced cyberoffensive are declining each year. 

Guest worker fight derails reform AND Obama PC won’t solve 

Nakamura 3-28. [David, Washington Post reporter, "Guest-worker dispute may delay immigration bill" Arizona Central -- www.azcentral.com/news/politics/free/20130328immigration-reform-guest-worker-program-dispute-may-delay-bill.html]

A bipartisan deal on immigration is at risk of stalling because of a worsening dispute over a new guest-worker program, exposing fault lines between crucial interest groups and threatening to delay the unveiling of a Senate bill early next month. The impasse has prompted a bitter round of name-calling between labor and business groups, both of whom accuse the other of imperiling comprehensive immigration reform. As the standoff has deteriorated, the Obama administration has remained on the sidelines and declined to intervene — a calculated decision that the president’s influence would risk alienating Republican senators crucial to the process. The dispute over a program for foreign workers has emerged as perhaps the most serious obstacle to a final deal from a bipartisan group of eight senators, who are attempting to fashion model legislation for broad immigration reform. The same issue helped derail the last serious attempt at reform in 2007 with help from Obama, then a U.S. senator from Illinois. The current talks center on rules governing the “future flow” of migrants who come to the United States for low-paying, menial jobs. Republicans, citing business interests, want to give temporary work visas to up to 400,000 foreign workers a year, mostly at minimum wages. But unions and many Democrats, fearing the impact on American workers, want fewer workers and higher pay under the program. Senators involved in the immigration talks insist they remain on schedule to complete a bill, including a path to citizenship for 11 million illegal immigrants, in early April. Obama also expressed confidence this week that the guest-workers disagreement could be solved. “I don’t agree that it’s threatening to doom the legislation,” Obama said in an interview Wednesday with Telemundo, the Spanish-language TV network. “Labor and businesses may not always agree exactly on how to do this, but this is a resolvable issue.” But behind the scenes, negotiations over the guest-worker program — and the White House’s refusal to take a position — have soured relations between the AFL-CIO and U.S. Chamber of Commerce, which only a month ago joined hands to publicly proclaim agreement on an overall plan. “Unions say they want a guest-worker program, but their behavior is to the contrary,” said Geoff Burr, vice president for federal affairs for the Associated Builders and Contractors. “They are insisting on a program that no employer would consider using.” Union officials believe they have leverage because they have publicly committed to supporting Obama’s push for a path to citizenship, a key issue for Latino voters who overwhelmingly supported the president’s reelection last year. “This is not what Barack Obama campaigned on,” AFL-CIO spokesman Jeff Hauser said. “I don’t understand why people believe business has a seat at the main table after fighting for anti-citizenship candidates in 2012.” As a senator eyeing union support for a White House bid, Obama voted in favor of an amendment to an immigration bill in 2007 that would have eliminated a new guest-worker program after five years. The amendment, which passed by one vote, has since been cited as a key reason that immigration legislation failed to advance that year. Obama made no mention of a guest-worker program in the immigration principles he laid out in a speech in Las Vegas two months ago. The omission was notable considering the bipartisan Senate group had included the idea in its own principles that same week. 
Dems derail immigration- electoral concerns key
Kromm, 3-3 -- Institute for Southern Studies executive director [Chris, "What is South’s role? Southern Democrats may derail immigration reform," 3-3-13, annistonstar.com/view/full_story/21855651/article-What-is-South’s-role--Southern-Democrats-may-derail-immigration-reform?, accessed 3-28-13, mss]

What is South’s role? Southern Democrats may derail immigration reform Ever since President Obama announced his intention to fight — again — for broad-ranging immigration reform in his Feb. 13 State of the Union address, media coverage has been dominated by his struggle to find common ground with the so-called Gang of Eight key U.S. Senators, including Florida Republican Sen. Marco Rubio. But Obama’s biggest obstacle to pushing through reform in the coming months may be a Gang of Seven Senate Democrats — including four in the South — who face difficult elections in 2014 and will be carefully calculating the political pros and cons of embracing Obama’s immigration overhaul. Shortly after Obama’s speech, Larry Sabato’s Center for Politics reported that “the seven most imperiled [U.S. Senate] seats in the whole country are all currently held by Democrats.” The top battlegrounds include seats currently held by Sens. Kay Hagan in North Carolina, Mary Landrieu in Louisiana and Mark Pryor in Arkansas, as well as an open seat vacated by retiring Sen. Jay Rockefeller of West Virginia.

Electoral considerations outweigh political capital

Yglesias ‘9 (Matt Yglesias, Fellow at the Center for American Progress Action Fund, 6-15-09, http://yglesias.thinkprogress.org/archives/2009/06/the-limits-of-political-capital.php

I think the answer to the puzzle is simply that “political capital” is a pretty misleading metaphor. The fact of the matter is that the Senate is what it is—to wit, an institution with an enormous status quo bias, that’s also biased in favor of conservative areas. On top of that, the entire structure of the US Congress with its bicameralism and multiple overlapping committees is biased toward making it easy for concentrated interests to block reform. Between them, Dianne Feinstein, Barbara Boxer, Chuck Schumer, Kristen Gillibrand, Bill Nelson, Dick Durbin, Roland Burriss, Arlen Specter, Bob Casey, Sherrod Brown, Carl Levin, Amy Klobuchar, Kay Hagan, Bob Menendez, Frank Lautenberg, Mark Warner, Jim Webb, Patty Murray, Maria Cantwell, Ted Kennedy, John Kerry, and Evan Bayh represent 50 percent of the country’s population. But that only adds up to 22 Senators—you need thirty-eight more to pass a bill. Meanwhile, the fact of the matter is that in recent years plenty of incumbent Republicans have been brought down by primary challenges from the right and as best I know zero Democrats have been brought down by primary challenges from the left. This has been a huge advantage for the Democrats in terms of winning elections—it’s an important part of the reason Democrats have these majorities. But it also means that when it comes to policymaking, Republicans have a lot of solidarity but Democratic leaders have little leverage over individual members. In other words, nobody thinks that Collin Peterson (D-MN) is going to lose his seat over badly watering 
Nuclear is uniquely bipartisan- generic energy arguments don’t apply

Whitman ‘12 (8/13/12 (Christine, CASEnergy Co-Chair, Former EPA Administrator and New Jersey Governor, “Nuclear Power Garners Bipartisan Support”)

It’s clear from the debate around the merits and drawbacks of various electricity and fuel sources that energy policy can be a highly polarizing topic. In fact, it’s arguable that there is no energy option that holds a truly bipartisan appeal: Every form of energy faces pockets of dissent. This makes crafting universally accepted energy policy particularly challenging. Fortunately, there are rare areas for bipartisan agreement among policymakers around specific energy policy issues that must be central to future investment in America’s energy portfolio. Policymakers agree that whatever sources we invest in, they must be sufficient both to meet growing energy demand and environmental requirements. They agree that the energy we invest in should support growth in American jobs and in the economy. They agree that our energy portfolio should be sustainable over time, aligned with our broader national goals. The energy policy that I’ve seen garner consistent support from the left and the right over the years is also one with which I’m deeply familiar. This policy involves building a diverse portfolio of low-carbon energy sources, featuring a renewed investment in nuclear energy. And it’s not just policymakers from both sides of the aisle who support nuclear energy – it’s everyday energy consumers as well. According to a Gallup pollconducted in March of this year, nearly 60 percent of Americans support the use of nuclear energy to meet our nation’s electricity needs, and a majority support expanding America’s use of nuclear power. Next-generation nuclear energy projects are underway in Georgia, South Carolina andTennessee, thanks in part to steady popular support, as well as support from President Obama, bipartisan congressional leaders and other policymakers at the federal and state levels. An additional 10 combined construction and operating licenses for 16 plants are under review by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. This support is founded in the fact that nuclear energy, safely managed, provides an efficient, reliable source of energy. In fact, nuclear power is the only baseload source of carbon-free electricity. It provides nearly two-thirds of the nation’s low-carbon electricity, and will continue to be an important source of energy well into the future given the advent of innovative large and small reactor designs. The use of nuclear energy prevents more than 613 million metric tons of carbon dioxide every year – as much CO2 as is emitted by every passenger car in America. Bipartisan support for nuclear energy also stems from the boost that it provides to local job markets and to local and state economies. As nuclear energy expands and as more than half of the industry workforce approaches retirement, the industry offers growing opportunities for well-paying careers. The industry already supports more than 100,000 jobs, and the combination of retirements and the construction of new facilities could create as many as 25,000 new jobs in the near term. What’s more, the construction of a nuclear facility spurs the creation of other local jobs in industries ranging from manufacturing to hospitality. The industry generates between $40 and $50 billion in revenue and electricity sales, or some $470 million in total economic output and $40 million in labor wages at each U.S. facility every year. That’s a powerful economic engine and a positive impact that leaders are embracing.

