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We meet- direct funding for energy- none of their evidence is exclusive

Our aff is t- heres our interp and casleist
REPP ‘99 (copyright © 1999 by Renewable Energy Policy Project “Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy” EPP's Mission REPP's goal is to accelerate the use of renewable energy by providing credible information, insightful policy analysis, and innovative strategies amid changing energy markets and mounting environmental needs by researching, publishing, and disseminating information, creating policy tools, and hosting highly active, on-line, renewable energy discussion groups. What REPP Does REPP supports the advancement of renewable energy technology through policy research. REPP seeks to define growth strategies for renewables that respond to competitive energy markets and environmental needs. Since its inception in 1995, REPP has investigated the relationship among policy, markets and public demand in accelerating the deployment of renewable energy, which include biomass, hydropower, geothermal, photovoltaic, solar thermal, wind and renewable hydrogen. The organization offers a platform from which experts in the field can examine issues of medium-to long-term importance to policy makers, green energy entrepreneurs, and environmental advocates. REPP Funders Energy Foundation, Oak Foundation, SURDNA Foundation, Turner Foundation, Bancker-Willimas Foundation, Joyce-Mertz-Gilmore Foundation, United States Department of Energy, National Renewable Energy Lab, and United States Environmental Protection Agency. A Sustainable Energy Industry Cluster for Mesa Del Sol 5. Selected Finance Programs for Sustainable Energy17

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

It’s energy production

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

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

The plan is topical
Krueger 81 – Senior Partner, law firm of Nossaman, Krueger & Marsh, Los Angeles, CA; Chairman, ABA Special Committee on Energy Law. (Robert B. and Peter C. Hoffman, Spring, “Legislative Developments in Solar Energy During 1980”, 1 UCLA J. Envtl. L. & Pol'y 161, Lexis Law) 

State and local governments have passed a multitude of laws, regulations, and ordinances designed to promote the increased utilization of solar energy. n43 Financial incentives include tax credits, tax deductions, property tax exemptions, sales tax exemptions, grants, and subsidized loans. Grants have been used primarily as part of demonstration programs, both to prove the technology and to provide data for future users. Direct thermal devices are past this stage of market development and as a consequence there are few grant programs still in effect. Aside from direct grants, the most powerful financial incentive is the tax credit. As of mid-1978, thirteen states have instituted tax credits. These range from California's 55 percent credit to North Dakota's 5 percent credit. n44 Seven states have some form of income tax deduction; 27 states have some form of property tax exemption; one state has a property tax reimbursement; six states have sales tax exemptions; six states have use-tax exemptions; and six states provide subsidized loan programs. n45
Predictability- our projects are core lit that provide predictable aff and neg ground

Fed Key Warrant- state counterplans structurally limit aff ground- only speicifc projects offer better fed key warrants

Ground and topic education- aff is the core of the topic and provides lit and links

Reasonability prevents a race to the bottom and ensures more substantive educational debate

Prolif K

Preventing prolif is good- the alt fails and causes prolif

Schulte ‘7 (Universal Vision or Bounded Rationality?   Paul Schulte  International Affairs, Vol. 83, Issue 3, pp. 501-510, May 2007  

It is also very much worth remembering that, despite Walker’s criticisms, the effect of the imperfect NPT regime is not simply to exploit the non-nuclear weapon states and keep them at a permanent disadvantage. Crucial benefits of Walker’s managed system of abstinence still apply: ‘the nuclear umbrellas (extended deterrence) held over … allies, which reduced incentives to acquire nuclear arms; and security assurances to states renouncing nuclear weapons that they would not be used against them’. And, while the treaty holds, non-nuclear weapon states can generally (though to inevitably varying degrees) expect also to avoid regional nuclear arms races, in which they might have to cope with newly nuclear-armed neighbours, whether or not they obtain nuclear weapons themselves. These systemic incentives surely explain much of the continuing and still significant strength of the NPT regime. In the particular, undoubtedly critical, case of Iran, the IAEA has, as intended, been functioning effectively in bringing objective verification evidence to the world’s attention. In response, rather than unduly concerning themselves with Walker’s abstract ‘hydra-headed problem of reconciliation’, the UN Security Council and the EU, as well as the United States, with the discreet support of Gulf governments, have so far, as Walker in fact concedes, indicated a willingness to act strongly. This international determination takes into account Iran’s previous undertakings and compliance history, its specific political culture, and its fateful geopolitical position in the centre of an unstable region of immense worldwide importance. As they used to say, grudgingly, during the Northern Ireland Troubles, ‘It’s the kind of solution which might work in practice but will never stand up in theory.’ There is a permanent role for eloquent reminders of universal background imperatives. Walker’s article in this issue of International Affairs fulfills that role, emphasizes the importance of a sense of overall coherence related to a hopeful destination, and vividly expresses the intellectual frustration felt by non-nuclear weapon states and anti-nuclear campaigners. But, while so many decision-makers—and not only those in the American government—remain in practice unpersuaded of the strength and practical applicability of his interpretation of the nuclear disarmament imperative, there is also a case for bounded rationality and dogged engagement with current strategic and political realities. (Game theory, too, came out of the enlightenment.) It is not unenlightened to work to counter further proliferation which would permanently weaken the present regime and create additional obstacles to the eventual project of total nuclear abolition. The NPT regime is the best we have. As so many experts have so often observed, the treaty would not be achievable now—perhaps even a little less so after Walker’s critique. It would be unfortunate, therefore, if his passion for abstract systemic perfection led to further undermining of regime legitimacy and credibility. In nuclear matters, as in others, we should not exalt a universal vision of the best by destructively deprecating the actually existing, though contingent, good. Even Kant saw the necessity to work sometimes with things as they are, because ‘Out of the crooked timber of humanity, no straight thing was ever made’.,
Permute – Do the plan and the alt. We believe that nuclear weapons in anyone’s hands are problematic – we only have to defend our plan it is the focus of the debate 

Gusterson ‘99

Hugh Gusterson  Cultural Anthropology, Vol. 14, No. 1. (Feb., 1999), pp. 111-143.  Stable URL:  http://links.jstor.or g/sici?sici=0886-7356%28199902%2914%3A1%3C111%3ANWATOI%3E2.0.CO%3B2-1 Cultural Anthropology is currently published by American Anthropological Association.  The third strategy would be renunciation. This strategy breaks down the  distinctions we have constructed between "us" and "them" and asks whether nu-  clear weapons are safe in anyone's hands. "What-must-on-no-account-be-  known," says Salman Rushdie, is the "impossible verity that savagery could be  concealed beneath decency's well-pressed shirt" (1984:219). Our orientalist  discourse on nuclear proliferation is one of our ways not to know this. By break-  ing down the discourse, confronting those parts of our own personality and cul-  ture which appear as the childish, irrational, lawless, or feminine aspects of the  Other, we could address our doubts about ourselves instead of harping continu-  ally on our doubts about others. Then we might accept that "the fact that we urge  other nations not to depend on nuclear weapons in this way-and urge very  strenuously-suggests that we have mixed feelings about how safe they make  us" (Ground Zero 1982:221). This acceptance would lead us to the same conclu-  sion reached by George Kennan, former ambassador to the Soviet the danger not in the number or quality of the weapons or in the intentions of  those who hold them but in the very existence of weapons of this nature, regardless  of whose hands they are in. I believe that unless we consent to recognize that the  nuclear weapons we hold in our hands are as much a danger to us as those that re-  pose in the hands of our supposed adversaries there will be no escape from thecon-  fusions and dilemmas to which such weapons have brought us, and must bring us  increasingly as time goes on. For this reason, I see no solution to the problem other  than the complete elimination of these and all other weapons of mass destruction  from national arsenals; and the sooner we move toward that solution, and the  greater courage we show in doing so, the safer we will be. Union and the  originator of the policy of containment in the Cold War:  I see [1981:62, quoted in  Lichterman, Cabasso, and Burroughs 1995:22-231
Loss of Life more important than unequal nuclear treatment

Nye ‘85

Joseph S. Nye, Prof. at Harvard, expert on international relations, “NPT: The Logic of Inequality”, Summer 1985, <http://www.foreignpolicy.com/Ning/archive/archive/059/8.PDF> Pg. 1-2 Some charge that the nonproliferation regime is doomed because of its discriminatory nature; they view the regime as an artificial superpower creation that must sooner or later give way to the principle of equality among states. Some countries will argue in Geneva that the policy of nonproliferation is pure hypocrisy. In the abstract, much less than in its imperfect practice, the NPT regime cannot be expected to last if this view is correct. In the abstract, however, it is quite possible to justify nuclear inequality. Imagine that an international security conference convened without publicity and that the diplomats did not know in advance which countries they would represent. If they knew nothing of world politics today or of the probable consequences of acquiring nuclear weapons, they might reason that if sovereign states have an equal right to self-defense, then either all or none should have nuclear weapons. But if they were informed that, in current circumstances, the efforts to create either of these two conditions might significantly increase the risk of nuclear war, they may well, under certain conditions, accept nuclear inequality. Such conditions might include: the limitation of nuclear weapons use to self-defense; the unusually careful treatment of such weapons in order to reduce risk of use; some compensation for non-nuclear-weapons states that preserves their independence and benefits created by the nuclear balance of power; and concrete steps to reduce the risks--particularly to third parties--of reliance on nuclear deterrence, including weapons dismantlement when circumstances permit. In other words, the abstract justification for the uneven possession of nuclear weapons would depend on the existence of limits on ends and means, as well as on continued attention to the relative risks created by deterrence and its alternatives. 
0

Finishing laundry list
Wenzhong ‘4 (PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2-7-4, Zhou, “Vigorously Pushing Forward the Constructive and Cooperative Relationship Between China and the United States,” http://china-japan21.org/eng/zxxx/t64286.htm)
pose a common threat to [hu]mankind. China and the US have extensive shared stake and common responsibility for meeting these challenges, maintaining world peace and security and addressing other major issues bearing on human survival and development. China is ready to keep up its coordination and cooperation in these areas with the US and the rest of the international community.  During his visit to the US nearly 25 years ago, Deng Xiaoping said, "The interests of our two peoples and those of world peace require that we view our relations from the overall international situation and a long-term strategic perspective." Thirteen years ago when China-US relations were at their lowest ebb, Mr. Deng said, "In the final analysis, China-US relations have got to get better." We are optimistic about the tomorrow of China-US relations. We have every reason to believe that so long as the two countries view and handle the relationship with a strategic perspective, adhere to the guiding principles of the three joint communiqués and firmly grasp the common interests of the two countries, we will see even greater accomplishments in China-US relations. 

AT: Fahring

Fahring is wrong

A- Only applies to old reactors in the market- HTGR’s are lab based and next gen

B- we solve licensing- builds in new licensing procedure

c- solves trust- based off licensing and accidents- we reduce those risks

AT: Waste

HTGR’s burn all waste- that’s Haynes

2AC- Nat Gas

US boom triggers

Hampton, 9-10 -- British editorial veteran (Stuart, "Methane Hydrates - The Next Natural Gas Boom," 9-10-12, bizmology.hoovers.com/2012/09/10/the-next-natual-gas-frontier-methane-hydrates/, accessed 9-22-12, mss)
While “methane-hydates-to-commercial-gas-supply” may come across like science fiction now, perhaps this idea is not as far out as it may seem. A few years ago, trillions of cubic feet of natural gas remained trapped in vast shale basins across the US, largely because the cost of extracting it was commercially unsupportable. Then came hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling and other advances in drilling technology. As a result we now have a natural gas boom in the Eagle Ford, Barnett, Bakken, Marcellus and other shale plays across the country. The US has emerged as “the Saudi Arabia of natural gas,” and the abundance of shale gas has not only driven down gas commodity prices but has also provided a strong domestic supply of natural gas liquids for chemical production.
Global boom triggers

Medlock, 12 -- Baker Institute Energy and Resource Economics fellow 
(Kenneth, PhD in economics from Rice University, Rice University economics professor, Baker Institute Energy Forum’s natural gas program director, International Association for Energy Economics council member, United States Association for Energy Economics President for Academic Affairs, member of the American Economic Association and the Association of Environmental and Resource Economists, "US LNG Exports: Truth and Consequence," 8-10-12, bakerinstitute.org/publications/US%20LNG%20Exports%20-%20Truth%20and%20Consequence%20Final_Aug12-1.pdf, accessed 8-16-12, mss)
Relatively high prices in Europe and Asia have already encouraged supply responses from shale and other resources in those markets. While the initial forays into shale in Europe and other regions have proven to be more costly than the experience in the US, much of that is due to lack of equipment and personnel and will likely prove transitory as high quality opportunities are identified. The prospects for shale developments longer term in China, in Australia, and in Argentina (which could serve the Pacific basin via LNG) all look promising. With the Chinese natural gas market expected to be the primary source of growth for LNG suppliers in the coming decades, the large assessments for recoverable shale gas in China is certainly something to be considered. 14[14 In fact, the Baker Institute paper authored by Kenneth B. Medlock III and Peter Hartley entitled “Quantitative Analysis of Scenarios for Chinese Domestic Unconventional Natural Gas Resources and Their Role in Global LNG Markets” revealed that shale gas developments in China could be every bit as game-changing over the next couple of decades as shale gas developments in North America have been in the last decade. The study is available online at http://www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/EF-pub-RiseOfChinaMedlockHartley-120211-WEB.pdf.] Aside from unconventional natural gas resources, recent finds in offshore basins in the Eastern Mediterranean and East Africa may prove to be highly competitive resources that can serve demands in both Europe and Asia. While these sources of supply in particular would have to be transported as LNG, there are also viable sources of supply in both Western Siberia and Eastern Russia that could be transported by pipeline to Asia. In addition, Iraqi supplies by pipeline to Europe also remain a potential. To make matters more complex, supplies from Central and South Asia already or soon will enjoy pipeline links to China, and discussions continue regarding alternatives for Central Asian supply routes to Europe. 
Plan doesn’t trade-off with nat gas- just creates a better option for the future

Smith ’12 ( BUSINESSMarch 15, 2012, 10:30 p.m. ET Cheap Natural Gas Unplugs U.S. Nuclear-Power Revival By REBECCA SMITH —Daniel Gilbert contributed to this article. Write to Rebecca Smith at rebecca.smith@wsj.com

Utility executives say they are seeking permits to preserve development options. Clearing regulatory hurdles at the NRC takes a minimum of four years. If the economics of natural gas change, they say, they want to be ready to move. DTE Energy Co., for example, is seeking a license to build a reactor at its Fermi site in Michigan. Although it hopes to get the license next year, it hasn't yet made any decision about whether to build a plant. PPL Corp., PPL -0.26% in Allentown, Pa., has been seeking permission for several years to build a reactor adjacent to its Susquehanna reactors at Berwick, Pa. Bill Spence, PPL's chief executive, says he thinks the new reactor now could cost $13 billion to $15 billion—a sum so large that he would need investment partners. So PPL isn't in any hurry to get the license, he says. Meantime, the company is jumping on the gas bandwagon. In February, it bought a 705-megawatt gas-fired power plant in Lebanon, Pa., for $304 million, including debt assumption. That is about half what it would cost to build a similar unit, the company says. "Our plan is to stay flexible," he says. "Nuclear is an option for the future—but I don't have to decide now."
US can’t compete with Russia- productivity, volume, price

Orlov, 12 -- engineer 

(Dmitry, "Shale Gas," 5-8-12, Club Orlov, cluborlov.blogspot.it/2012/05/shale-gas-view-from-russia.html, accessed 6-3-12, mss)

The official shale gas story goes something like this: recent technological breakthroughs by US energy companies have made it possible to tap an abundant but previously inaccessible source of clean, environmentally friendly natural gas. This has enabled the US to become the world leader in natural gas production, overtaking Russia, and getting ready to end of Russia's gas monopoly in Europe. Moreover, this new shale gas is found in many parts of the world, and will, in due course, enable the majority of the world's countries to achieve independence from traditional gas producers. Consequently, the ability of those countries with the largest natural gas reserves—Russia and Iran—to control the market for natural gas will be reduced, along with their overall geopolitical influence. If this were the case, then we should expect the Kremlin, along with Gazprom, to be quaking in their boots. But are they? Here is what Gazprom's chairman, Alexei Miller, recently told Süddeutsche Zeitung: “Shale gas is a well-organized global PR-campaign. There are many of them: global cooling, biofuels.” He pointed out that the technology for producing gas from shale is many decades old, and suggested the US turned to it out of desperation. He dismissed it as an energy alternative for Europe. Is this just the other's sides propaganda, or could Miller be simply stating the obvious? Let's explore. I will base my exploration on Russian sources, which is why all the numbers are in metric units. If you want to convert to Imperial, 1 m3 = 35 cubic feet, 1 km2 = .38 square miles, 1 tonne = 1.1 short tons). The best-developed shale gas basin is Barnett in Texas, responsible for 70% of all shale gas produced to date. By “developed” I mean drilled and drilled and drilled, and then drilled some more: just in 2006 there were about as many wells drilled into Barnett shale as are currently producing in all of Russia. This is because the average Barnett well yields only around 6.35 million m3 of gas, over its entire lifetime, which corresponds to the average monthly yield of a typical Russian well that continues to produce over a 15-20 year period, meaning that the yield of a typical shale gas well is at least 200 times smaller. This hectic activity cannot stop once a well has been drilled: in order to continue yielding even these meager quantities, the wells have to be regularly subjected to hydraulic fracturing, or "fracked": to produce each thousand m3 of gas, 100 kg of sand and 2 tonnes of water, combined with a proprietary chemical cocktail, have to be pumped into the well at high pressure. Half the water comes back up and has to be processed to remove the chemicals. Yearly fracking requirements for the Barnett basin run around 7.1 million tonnes of sand and 47.2 million tonnes of water, but the real numbers are probably lower, as many wells spend much of the time standing idle. In spite of the frantic drilling/fracking activity, this is all small potatoes by Russian standards. Russia's proven reserves of natural gas amount to 43.3 trillion m3, which is about a third of the world's total. At current consumption rates, that's enough to last 72 years. Russian gas production is constrained by demand, not by supply; it is currently down simply because Eurozone is in the midst of an economic crisis. Meanwhile, US production has surged ahead, for no adequately explored reason, crashing the price and making much of it unprofitable. Let's compare: Gazprom's price at the wellhead runs from US$3 to $50 per thousand m3, depending on the region. Compare that to shale gas in the US, which runs from $80 to $320 per thousand m3. At this price, the US cannot afford to sell shale gas on the European market. Moreover, the overall volume of shale gas being produced in the US, even given the feverish drilling rate of the past couple of years, if cleaned up, liquified, and shipped to Europe in LNG tankers, would not be enough to book up just the LNG terminal in Gdańsk, Poland, which is currently standing idle. It seems that Gazprom has little to worry about.

Case solves the DA

- Victor ‘3 (David G. Victor, director of the Programme on Energy and Sustainable Development at Stanford University and adjunct senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations., February 19, 2003, South China Morning Post, “Nuclear Energy, Not Oil, Should Fuel US-Russian Ties”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/5562/nuclear_energy_not_oil_should_fuel_usrussian_ties.html, )

Since the Iron Curtain came crashing down, American and Russian diplomats have been searching for a special relationship between their countries to replace Cold War animosity. Security matters have not yielded much. On issues such as the expansion of Nato, stabilising Yugoslavia and the war in Chechnya, the two have sought each other's tolerance more than co-operation. Nor have the two nations developed much economic interaction, as a result of Russia's weak institutions and faltering economy. Thus, by default, "energy" has become the new special topic in Russian-American relations. This enthusiasm is misplaced, however. A collapse of oil prices in the aftermath of an invasion of Iraq may soon lay bare the countries' divergent interests. Russia needs high oil prices to keep its economy afloat, whereas US policy would be largely unaffected by falling energy costs. Moreover, cheerleaders of a new Russian-American oil partnership fail to understand that there is not much the two can do to influence the global energy market or even investment in Russia's oil sector. The focus on oil has also eclipsed another area in which US and Russian common interests could run deeper: nuclear power. Joint efforts to develop new technologies for generating nuclear power and managing nuclear waste could result in a huge payoff for both countries. 

HaHa
1

HTGR’s are key to cement US-India nuclear coop- solves relations and energy security
Tellis ‘6 (U.S.-Indian Civilian Nuclear Cooperation and India’s Nuclear Arsenal Ashley J. Tellis, 2006 Ashley J. Tellis is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. While on assignment to the U.S. Department of State as senior adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs, he was intimately involved in negotiating the civil nuclear agreement with India. Previously he was commissioned into the Foreign Service and served as senior adviser to the ambassador at the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi. He also served on the National Security Council staff as special assistant to the president and senior director for Strategic Planning and Southwest Asia. Prior to his government service, Tellis was senior policy analyst at the RAND Corporation and professor of Policy Analysis at the RAND Graduate School.

Fourth, the opportunity to import new nuclear reactors from abroad provides new benefits in terms of modern safety technologies, which have improved dramatically since the original CANDU and BWR designs were first introduced into India in the early 1970s. A large-scale expansion of nuclear electricity of the kind contemplated by the DAE in the future makes it imperative, both from an economic and a political point of view, that every reactor operating in India be equipped with the latest safety technology if nuclear energy is to remain a viable source of power over the long term. • Fifth, the access to new reactor technology from abroad promises to give India’s nuclear engineers exposure to new advanced designs that maximize efficiency, output, and safety and which could in principle be applicable to future designs developed by India’s own indigenous nuclear industry over time. • Sixth, India’s integration into the global nuclear industry’s research and development network would enhance the efforts of the country’s own domestic research and development community through information flows over the relevant backward linkages, thereby maximizing the DAE’s own ability to contribute toward the new global initiatives already underway in the areas of fusion research, waste management, and advanced and unconventional reactor designs. • Seventh, finally and perhaps most importantly, the U.S.-Indian civil nuclear cooperation agreement provides India with a structural hedge in case Bhabha’s three-stage program runs into either irresolvable technical problems—which are possible (the critics would say likely)—or serious implementation delays, unacceptable price overruns, economic infeasibility, or higher than anticipated startup troubles, some of which are almost certain to occur when a nation sets out upon such a risky and challenging path not trod by others. The U.S.-Indian civil nuclear cooperation agreement would, in this context, provide India with the option of simply staying with the first phase of its three-stage plan indefinitely or, more interestingly, open the door for India to access advanced new technologies, such as the high-temperature gas-cooled reactor, the molten salt reactor, and various accelerator driven systems, all of which exploit thorium for the production of electricity, but without the need for any intermediate-stage fast neutron reactors, which are technologically risky and probably uneconomical. On balance, therefore, Manmohan Singh’s desire for nuclear cooperation with the United States in particular and with the international community more generally has less to do with the immediate challenges of overcoming a transient scarcity of natural uranium caused by bottlenecks in his country’s nuclear fuel production infrastructure. Overcoming these impediments, the prime minister well knows, is important, but he also realizes that they can be surmounted—if not immediately, certainly well within the decade—by relatively small changes in India’s domestic resource allocation decisions. Even the larger problem of circumventing India’s limited natural uranium endowments can be arguably resolved in theory through Bhabha’s three-stage plan, albeit at horrendous cost and at substantial technical risk, although there is no evidence whatsoever that the size of these endowments per se has in any way constrained either India’s nuclear weapons program or its PHWR-based firststage of nuclear power production. What Manmohan Singh, therefore, appears to be after is looking for some means of assuring India’s energy security on the grandest scale imaginable so that, regardless of what happens in global energy markets over time, India and its teeming millions will always have access to the only practically inexhaustible source of clean energy now known to man—and, given the vagaries of Asian geopolitics, will have reliable access to this technology and others in partnership with the most powerful entity heretofore seen in the international system, namely the United States. Such opportunities to forge a critical geopolitical relationship do not come often in a lifetime. It would indeed be unfortunate, therefore, if the prospect now confronting Washington regarding a new global partnership with New Delhi were to be sacrificed because of some petty canard regarding the effect of imported natural uranium on India’s nuclear weapons program. 

US India nuclear coop solves Indo-Pak war 

Kumar ‘8 (The U.S.-India Nuke Deal: U.S. Needs and Ambitions  by Dr. Dheeraj Kumar, Sept, 2008 Strategic Insights is a bi-monthly electronic journal produced by the Center for Contemporary  Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California., Dr. Dheeraj Kumar completed his PhD on “Indo-U.S. Relations: The Context of Globalization”  from the Department of History, Banaras Hindu University, Varanasi, U.P., India. Presently, he is  working as a Lecturer of History at Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya

“India has agreed for the first time in thirty years to take on key global  non-proliferation commitments... Without this agreement, India, with its large and sophisticated  nuclear estates, would continue to remain unregulated by international rules governing commerce  in sensitive nuclear technologies.” The agreement also transforms what had been one of the most divisive issues in Indo-U.S.  relations for the past thirty years into a new opportunity for cooperation. “This will bring India into  the international nonproliferation mainstream and open new doorways for a cleaner and more  secure global energy future,” Burns said. “It also will allow India to develop much more quickly its  own civilian nuclear power industry, reducing demands on the world energy market... U.S.-Indian  cooperation on nuclear energy will therefore strengthen the international order in a way that  advances the interests of both the nuclear and the non-nuclear signatories of the Non  Proliferation Treaty.”[1] The 1990s convinced many reasonable people that India would never formally and unilaterally  cap its nuclear arsenal. The United States learned that denuclearizing India was an unachievable  objective: India insisted that its own disarmament would require global elimination of nuclear  weapons, and its unwavering position left little reason to doubt that. After India conducted a series of nuclear tests in 1998, the United States began a fundamental  reexamination of its policy. Yet there were other options that might have been more carefully  explored. Might India have agreed to set a future limit on its stockpile of nuclear materials? Might  it have agreed to subject all future power reactors to inspections? Might it have passed legislation  deepening its unilateral moratorium on nuclear tests? The U.S. administration did not ignore  these possibilities, but it ultimately made clear to New Delhi that it was willing to open nuclear  cooperation even if India refused additional restrictions. That decision reflected a certain realism  about the political situation in India, as many on the Indian right oppose any restrictions on the  Indian nuclear program. The Bush administration made a strategic judgment: a stronger U.S.-Indian relationship would  greatly improve America’s position in Asia and the world, but American barriers to nuclear  cooperation made stronger U.S.-India ties much harder to achieve. It offered India civil nuclear  cooperation. Dealing more directly with India on its nuclear program could, many judged, restrain  Indian nuclear activities, yield benefits in controlling sensitive Indian exports, and help prevent  nuclear war on the subcontinent. 

Indian energy insecurity causes great power conflict
Kaplan ‘9 (Robert D. Kaplan, a National Correspondent for The Atlantic and a Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, in Washington, D.C., is writing a book on the Indian Ocean. He recently was the Class of 1960 Distinguished Visiting Professor in National Security at the U.S. Naval Academy., Center Stage for the Twenty-first Century. By: Kaplan, Robert D., Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Mar/Apr2009, Vol. 88, Issue 2, “Power Plays in the Indian Ocean”, LEQ)

Thanks to the predictability of the monsoon winds, the countries on the Indian Ocean were connected well before the age of steam power. Trade in frankincense, spices, precious stones, and textiles brought together the peoples flung along its long shoreline during the Middle Ages. Throughout history, sea routes have mattered more than land routes, writes the historian Felipe Fernández-Armesto, because they carry more goods more economically. "Whoever is lord of Malacca has his hand on the throat of Venice," went one saying during the late fifteenth century, alluding to the city's extensive commerce with Asia; if the world were an egg, Hormuz would be its yolk, went another. Even today, in the jet and information age, 90 percent of global commerce and about 65 percent of all oil travel by sea. Globalization has been made possible by the cheap and easy shipping of containers on tankers, and the Indian Ocean accounts for fully half the world's container traffic. Moreover, 70 percent of the total traffic of petroleum products passes through the Indian Ocean, on its way from the Middle East to the Pacific. As these goods travel that route, they pass through the world's principal oil shipping lanes, including the Gulfs of Aden and Oman--as well as some of world commerce's main chokepoints: Bab el Mandeb and the Straits of Hormuz and Malacca. Forty percent of world trade passes through the Strait of Malacca; 40 percent of all traded crude oil passes through the Strait of Hormuz. Already the world's preeminent energy and trade interstate seaway, the Indian Ocean will matter even more in the future. Global energy needs are expected to rise by 45 percent between 2006 and 2030, and almost half of the growth in demand will come from India and China. China's demand for crude oil doubled between 1995 and 2005 and will double again in the coming 15 years or so; by 2020, China is expected to import 7.3 million barrels of crude per day--half of Saudi Arabia's planned output. More than 85 percent of the oil and oil products bound for China cross the Indian Ocean and pass through the Strait of Malacca. India--soon to become the world's fourth-largest energy consumer, after the United States, China, and Japan--is dependent on oil for roughly 33 percent of its energy needs, 65 percent of which it imports. And 90 percent of its oil imports could soon come from the Persian Gulf. India must satisfy a population that will, by 2030, be the largest of any country in the world. Its coal imports from far-off Mozambique are set to increase substantially, adding to the coal that India already imports from other Indian Ocean countries, such as South Africa, Indonesia, and Australia. In the future, India-bound ships will also be carrying increasingly large quantities of liquefied natural gas (LNG) across the seas from southern Africa, even as it continues importing LNG from Qatar, Malaysia, and Indonesia. As the whole Indian Ocean seaboard, including Africa's eastern shores, becomes a vast web of energy trade, India is seeking to increase its influence from the Plateau of Iran to the Gulf of Thailand--an expansion west and east meant to span the zone of influence of the Raj's viceroys. India's trade with the Arab countries of the Persian Gulf and Iran, with which India has long enjoyed close economic and cultural ties, is booming. Approximately 3.5 million Indians work in the six Arab states of the Gulf Cooperation Council and send home $4 billion in remittances annually. As India's economy continues to grow, so will its trade with Iran and, once the country recovers, Iraq. Iran, like Afghanistan, has become a strategic rear base for India against Pakistan, and it is poised to become an important energy partner. In 2005, India and Iran signed a multibillion-dollar deal under which Iran will supply India with 7.5 million tons of LNG annually for 25 years, beginning in 2009. There has been talk of building a gas pipeline from Iran to India through Pakistan, a project that would join the Middle East and South Asia at the hip (and in the process could go a long way toward stabilizing Indian-Pakistani relations). In another sign that Indian-Iranian relations are growing more intimate, India has been helping Iran develop the port of Chah Bahar, on the Gulf of Oman, which will also serve as a forward base for the Iranian navy. India has also been expanding its military and economic ties with Myanmar, to the east. Democratic India does not have the luxury of spurning Myanmar's junta because Myanmar is rich in natural resources--oil, natural gas, coal, zinc, copper, uranium, timber, and hydropower--resources in which the Chinese are also heavily invested. India hopes that a network of east-west roads and energy pipelines will eventually allow it to be connected to Iran, Pakistan, and Myanmar. India is enlarging its navy in the same spirit. With its 155 warships, the Indian navy is already one of the world's largest, and it expects to add three nuclear-powered submarines and three aircraft carriers to its arsenal by 2015. One major impetus for the buildup was the humiliating inability of its navy to evacuate Indian citizens from Iraq and Kuwait during the 1990-91 Persian Gulf War. Another is what Mohan Malik, a scholar at the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, in Hawaii, has called India's "Hormuz dilemma," its dependence on imports passing through the strait, close to the shores of Pakistan's Makran coast, where the Chinese are helping the Pakistanis develop deep-water ports. Indeed, as India extends its influence east and west, on land and at sea, it is bumping into China, which, also concerned about protecting its interests throughout the region, is expanding its reach southward. Chinese President Hu Jintao has bemoaned China's "Malacca dilemma." The Chinese government hopes to eventually be able to partly bypass that strait by transporting oil and other energy products via roads and pipelines from ports on the Indian Ocean into the heart of China. One reason that Beijing wants desperately to integrate Taiwan into its dominion is so that it can redirect its naval energies away from the Taiwan Strait and toward the Indian Ocean. The Chinese government has already adopted a "string of pearls" strategy for the Indian Ocean, which consists of setting up a series of ports in friendly countries along the ocean's northern seaboard. It is building a large naval base and listening post in Gwadar, Pakistan, (from which it may already be monitoring ship traffic through the Strait of Hormuz); a port in Pasni, Pakistan, 75 miles east of Gwadar, which is to be joined to the Gwadar facility by a new highway; a fueling station on the southern coast of Sri Lanka; and a container facility with extensive naval and commercial access in Chittagong, Bangladesh. Beijing operates surveillance facilities on islands deep in the Bay of Bengal. In Myanmar, whose junta gets billions of dollars in military assistance from Beijing, the Chinese are constructing (or upgrading) commercial and naval bases and building roads, waterways, and pipelines in order to link the Bay of Bengal to the southern Chinese province of Yunnan. Some of these facilities are closer to cities in central and western China than those cities are to Beijing and Shanghai, and so building road and rail links from these facilities into China will help spur the economies of China's landlocked provinces. The Chinese government is also envisioning a canal across the Isthmus of Kra, in Thailand, to link the Indian Ocean to China's Pacific coast--a project on the scale of the Panama Canal and one that could further tip Asia's balance of power in China's favor by giving China's burgeoning navy and commercial maritime fleet easy access to a vast oceanic continuum stretching all the way from East Africa to Japan and the Korean Peninsula. All of these activities are unnerving the Indian government. With China building deep-water ports to its west and east and a preponderance of Chinese arms sales going to Indian Ocean states, India fears being encircled by China unless it expands its own sphere of influence. The two countries' overlapping commercial and political interests are fostering competition, and even more so in the naval realm than on land. Zhao Nanqi, former director of the General Logistics Department of the People's Liberation Army, proclaimed in 1993, "We can no longer accept the Indian Ocean as an ocean only of the Indians." India has responded to China's building of a naval base in Gwadar by further developing one of its own, that in Karwar, India, south of Goa. Meanwhile, Zhang Ming, a Chinese naval analyst, has warned that the 244 islands that form India's Andaman and Nicobar archipelago could be used like a "metal chain" to block the western entrance to the Strait of Malacca, on which China so desperately depends. "India is perhaps China's most realistic strategic adversary," Zhang has written. "Once India commands the Indian Ocean, it will not be satisfied with its position and will continuously seek to extend its influence, and its eastward strategy will have a particular impact on China." These may sound like the words of a professional worrier from Chinas own theory class, but these worries are revealing: Beijing already considers New Delhi to be a major sea power. As the competition between India and China suggests, the Indian Ocean is where global struggles will play out in the twenty-first century

2AC- Politics
US econ will decline – most qualified experts and predictive data 

O'Sullivan 9/11 (Kate, CFO, "Economy Still Stuck, CFOs Say," http://www3.cfo.com/article/2012/9/business-outlook-survey_quantitative-easing-fed-health-care-reform-duke-university-given-imaging-eclipse)

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

Solyndra 2.0 is coming

Lienert ’12 (U.S. battery maker A123 may be rescued by Chinese group By Paul Lienert and Ayesha Rascoe Thu Aug 9, 2012 6:14am IST http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/08/09/us-a123systems-results-idINBRE8771JA20120809 Reuters

But a foreign rescue of an industry favored by President Barack Obama has the potential to ignite a political firestorm in this election year. Already under attack from Republicans for backing green company flops like solar panel maker Solyndra, he could face criticism for bankrolling technology that ends up in Chinese hands. "This is a very troubling transaction that should be strictly scrutinized by the U.S. government," said Michael Wessel, a member of the bipartisan U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, which advises lawmakers on trade policy. "This is a critical sector and one that American policy makers have focused on in terms of future economic opportunity and job creation." A123 received the $249 million federal grant in 2009 under an Obama administration initiative to encourage the development of green technology. In 2010, Energy Secretary Steven Chu visited A123's Romulus, Michigan, plant where he applauded the company for being "a perfect example of what's possible when the private sector, government and academia work together". But the advanced car battery industry has been hurt in part by too much capacity and weak U.S. demand for electric cars. At least two U.S. battery makers, one of which also received government backing, have failed this year. Republicans and presidential candidate Mitt Romney have blasted Obama for giving grants to help clean energy technology get off the ground. And the failure of two government-backed solar panel makers in the last two years has put the administration on the defensive." This is just another example of Barack Obama's failure to follow through on his economic promises and the millions of taxpayer dollars he has wasted," said Republican National Committee spokeswoman Kirsten Kukowski.
Fiat solves the link- squashes opposition
Plan gets bundled and balanced in the annual energy appropriations bill

House Appropriations Committee ’12 (US House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations, Washington, April 25 “Fiscal Year 2013 Energy and Water Appropriations Bill Approved by Appropriations Committee” http://appropriations.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=292584

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

Obama can dodge the link- can just not take a stance or blame it on congress

Plan 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.

2AC K Must Read

Framework – they have to weigh their k against the enactment of the plan. Alternative frameworks are infinite, skewing predictability and depth in favor of the neg. Our framework is a predictable limit that causes better research and argument testing.

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. 

HTGR desalination is key to solve extinction

- Nisana ‘6 (Utilisation of waste heat from GT‑MHR and PBMR reactors for nuclear desalination  Saied Dardoura, Simon Nisana*, Francoise Charbitb "CEA, Cadarache, F‑13108, Saint Paul‑lez‑Durance, France Tel. +33 (4) 42 25 4628; Fax: +33 (4) 42 25 3635; email: simon.nisan@cea.fr bUniversité Paul Cezanne, LPPE, F‑13090 Aix‑en‑Provence, France  Received 9 March 2006; Accepted 23 March 2006  

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

Our knowledge claims are accurate- epistemology and ontology shouldn’t come first

Owen ‘2 (David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7

Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

Discussion of energy policymaking is key to change

Kuzemko ’12 [Caroline Kuzemko, CSGR University of Warwick, Security, the State and Political Agency: Putting ‘Politics’ back into UK Energy, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2012/381_61.pdf]
This observation brings us on to the way in which debates and narratives within political circles, particularly within parliament and amongst policymakers, started to shift. A plethora of new papers, debates and policy documents on energy emerged over this time, despite the round of energy reviews and the new White Paper that had been produced immediately prior to this period (see in particular Havard 2004; Ofgem 2004; DTI 2005a, 2005b, 2006a, 2006b and 2006c; JESS 2006). The energy sector became increasingly referenced in these proliferating policy and other government documents in terms of potential supply insecurity (FCO 2004; Straw in Plesch et al 2004). Echoing media, academic and think-tank narratives, direct links can be found between fears of supply insecurity and Russia (FAC 2008; see also House of Commons 2007; Ofgem 2009: 1). In particular, in 2007 the Foreign Affairs Committee (FAC) produced a report entitled ‘Global Security: Russia’ (FAC 2008). This is where we see how assumptions about resource nationalism and energy ‘politicisation’ as wrong affect perceptions (Straw in Plesch et al 2004; DTI 2007: 19). The FAC report focuses on certain political frameworks in non-OECD producer countries, particularly Russia, which may not allow new reserves to be developed properly making them ‘unstable’ suppliers (Havard 2004; FCO 2004). This in turn had negative implications for energy prices (Straw in Plesch et al 2004; DTI 2007: 19). What was also evident over this time, however, was the rising amount of reports produced by political institutions outside of those directly responsible for policymaking, the Energy Directorate of the DTI and the independent regulator, Ofgem. The Foreign Office, House of Commons committees and parliamentary offices, such as that of Science and Technology, all started to produce reports on energy focused on energy security (FCO 2004; POST 2004; Fox 2006; House of Lords 2006; House of Commons 2007; FAC 2007). Energy security was added, by the UK, to formal forums for international negotiation. In 2005, during the October EU Summit at Hampton Court, the issue of ‘energy security’ was added to the agenda (Offerdahl 2007). In a paper prepared for conference delegates energy is characterised as a sector which was by then becoming an issue of national security (Helm 2005b: 2). Increasing dependence on Russia for supplies of, particularly gas, is seen as a source of threat to the security of EU, and by extension UK, energy supply. Likewise, energy security was made top of the agenda in the G8 Summit of 2006 (G8 2006). In 2006 Prime Minister Tony Blair used his annual Lord Mayor’s speech to highlight energy security concerns (DTI 2006c: 4). Growing political interest in energy, outside of those institutions formally responsible for energy policymaking, indicates the extent to which energy was becoming subject, once more, to political debate and deliberation. What is also interesting to note at this time is the degree to which the deliberation of energy becomes formalised through various new institutions. In July 2004, in the immediate aftermath of the Yukos affair, the new Energy Act had conferred on the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry a fixed duty to report annually on energy security matters to Parliament (DTI 2005a). Thus a specific political process was put in place to revisit energy security at least annually. Changes related to the need to deliberate more formally had also started to take place within the DTI and FCO in that new resources were allocated to energy analysis (Interview 5). The 2007 White Paper acknowledged that energy had not up until the mid 2000s existed as a discrete area of foreign policy. Again, as such, it had less dedicated capacity assigned to it. The paper announced that, for the first time, the UK would have ...an integrated international energy strategy which describes the action we are taking to help deliver secure energy supplies and tackle climate change. (DTI 2007: 8) Concurrent with the degree to which energy was re-entering elite political debates at both the national and international levels, which in itself indicates a degree of deliberative repoliticisation , there were a number of policy alterations made relating to changing interpretations of energy and international markets. It could be argued that energy security had, in 2003, been assumed to exist, especially given the degree to which energy governance was still understood to be heading in a promarket direction (Thomas 2006: 583; Jegen 2009: 1; Lesage et al 2010: 6; EC 2011: 14). For example the energy supply objective had been worded such that the UK should continue to “maintain the reliability of… supplies” (DTI 2003: 11). Energy security, although still an objective, had been an assumed outcome of marketisation which explains why competitive markets had been the principal objective of energy policy at that time (cf. Helm 2005). By contrast, however, by 2007 energy security is understood to be something that needs to be established, as one of the ‘immense’ challenges facing the UK as a nation, and furthermore, to require further political action to achieve (DTI 2006c: Introduction and 4). This refocus of objectives onto achieving energy security, over time, added to the political pressures being brought to bear on energy policymakers given the degree to which supplies continued to be considered ‘insecure’ (Kuzemko 2012b: ). These changes in policy objectives, political institutions, and the addition of political capacity to deliberate energy are understood have taken place partly in response to political pressures to change emanating from outside energy policy circles, i.e. the DTI and Ofgem. Ofgem officials report a higher degree of ‘outside’ political interference in their practices (Interview 15), and it has been widely claimed that both the 2006 Energy Review and 2007 White Paper were researched and compiled specifically because the DTI and Ofgem understood the political need to respond to the crisis (CEPMLP 2006; House of Commons 2007a). As these processes of deliberation intensified it started also to become clear that the state had lost considerable capacity to understand the complexities of energy. Government was considered to be more responsible, given that the narrative was of national energy supply security, but lacking in information and knowledge both about what was happening and what to do about it. Ultimately this resulted in the formation of a new government institution, the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), with specific mandates to deliver on energy and climate security. 

Energy realism is inevitable and the perm is key

Dannreuther ’10 [Roland Dannreuther, “International Relations Theories: Energy, Minerals and Conflict”, Polinares EU Policy on Natural Resources, September 2010, http://www.polinares.eu/docs/d1-1/polinares_wp1_ir_theories.pdf]

Much of the literature on the politics of international energy adopts implicitly a realist and geopolitical theoretical approach, even if this is rarely explicitly developed. The key underlying assumptions and arguments of those who adopt this approach can be reduced to the following: Access to and control of natural resources, of which energy is the most critical, is a key ingredient of national power and national interest Energy resources are becoming scarcer and more insecure (drawing often from the ‘peak oil’ thesis and the ‘resource curse’ and ‘resource wars’ literature) States will increasingly compete for access and control over these resources Conflict and war over these resources are increasingly likely, if not inevitable. A good illustration of this general approach can be seen in the work of Michael Klare who has written prolifically on the international politics of energy and is probably the best-known and most popular writer in the field of IR and energy (see Klare 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2008). The core arguments of his various books are essentially realist and can be distilled to: In the post-Cold War period, with the end of the ideological clash between socialism and capitalism and the rise  of new economic powers, international relations is increasingly focused on gaining or maintaining access to and control of valuable natural resources, which is inextricably linked to the post-Cold War shifts in the balance of power. This is a major source of conflict between the most powerful states: US, China, Russia, EU, Japan, India…etc Natural resources, most notably oil, is becoming increasingly scarce due to rising demand in Asia and the prospect of ‘peak oil’. Much of the world’s supply of oil, and much of its new supplies such as in Central Asia and Africa, are located in weak, fragile states with multiple inter-state disputes and conflicts and where political and religious extremism is rising. Oil wealth has the paradoxical effect of making these states more powerful international actors, due to their control of vital resources, but also more dysfunctional, more ‘dissatisfied’, revisionist, authoritarian and anti-Western. A link is to be found between resource wealth and the post 9/11 growth of radical Islam and the threat of international terrorism. International conflict over oil and other natural resources is thus becoming more and more likely. This general overarching thesis is undoubtedly a powerful and persuasive framework which captures the political imagination of many analysts and policy-makers, and which needs to be taken into account even by those who might disagree with the underlying assumptions. Such an approach feeds, for example, the concerns of the Chinese leadership see that the insecurity of the Malacca straits, and the prospect of a military embargo of its oil supplies, represents a fundamental threat to China’s core national interests; similarly, it underlay the concerns of the US Congress that CNOOC’s bid for UNOCAL in 2005 would, if successful, represent a critical threat to US national interests and its energy security. It is a theoretical frame which suffuses military planning, such  as that of the Pentagon or  the PLA or the Russian armed forces, and promotes national defence strategies which incorporate policies to defend perceived vulnerable energy supply sources and transportation routes. It also feeds into more alarmist policy and journalistic accounts of international relations where there has been a burgeoning literature about the new ‘Great Game’ in Central Asia, which pits Russia, China and the West in a zero-sum game for control over the region’s energy resources (see Blank 1995; Karasac 2002; Rasizade 2002; Jafar 2004). Similarly, the emergence of a renewed ‘scramble for Africa’ which focuses on the increased global interest in the natural resources of Africa, most notable of which is oil, and which has made this region regain strategic importance and which has incited great power competition (Morris 2006; Taylor 2006; Frynas and Paulo 2007).  This realist-driven energy conflict approach also suffuses Western concerns over the rise of China, the fears of Chinese expansion in Central Asia, Africa, Latin America, and the prospect of increased conflict between China and its regional neighbours, Russia, Japan and India.

Rejecting growth causes transition wars, totalitarianism and poverty

Aligica 03 – fellow at the Mercatus Center, George Mason University, and Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute (Paul, 4/21. “The Great Transition and the Social Limits to Growth: Herman Kahn on Social Change and Global Economic Development”, April 21, http://www.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=2827)

Stopping things would mean if not to engage in an experiment to change the human nature, at least in an equally difficult experiment in altering powerful cultural forces: "We firmly believe that despite the arguments put forward by people who would like to 'stop the earth and get off,' it is simply impractical to do so. Propensity to change may not be inherent in human nature, but it is firmly embedded in most contemporary cultures. People have almost everywhere become curious, future oriented, and dissatisfied with their conditions. They want more material goods and covet higher status and greater control of nature. Despite much propaganda to the contrary, they believe in progress and future" (Kahn, 1976, 164). As regarding the critics of growth that stressed the issue of the gap between rich and poor countries and the issue of redistribution, Kahn noted that what most people everywhere want was visible, rapid improvement in their economic status and living standards, and not a closing of the gap (Kahn, 1976, 165). The people from poor countries have as a basic goal the transition from poor to middle class. The other implications of social change are secondary for them.  Thus a crucial factor to be taken into account is that while the zero-growth advocates and their followers may be satisfied to stop at the present point, most others are not. Any serious attempt to frustrate these expectations or desires of that majority is likely to fail and/or create disastrous counter reactions. Kahn was convinced that "any concerted attempt to stop or even slow 'progress' appreciably (that is, to be satisfied with the moment) is catastrophe-prone". At the minimum, "it would probably require the creation of extraordinarily repressive governments or movements-and probably a repressive international system" (Kahn, 1976, 165; 1979, 140-153).  The pressures of overpopulation, national security challenges and poverty as well as the revolution of rising expectations could be solved only in a continuing growth environment. Kahn  rejected the idea that continuous growth would generate political repression and absolute poverty. On the contrary, it is the limits-to-growth position "which creates low morale, destroys assurance, undermines the legitimacy of governments everywhere, erodes personal and group commitment to constructive activities and encourages obstructiveness to reasonable policies and hopes". Hence this position "increases enormously the costs of creating the resources needed for expansion, makes more likely misleading debate and misformulation of the issues, and make less likely constructive and creative lives". Ultimately "it is precisely this position the one that increases the potential for the kinds of disasters which most at its advocates are trying to avoid" (Kahn, 1976, 210; 1984).

Markets key to peace

Gartzke ‘9 (The Capitalist Peace Erik Gartzke Columbia University 2009 Erik Gartzke is an associate professor in the Department of Political Science and the Saltzman Institute of War and Peace Studies at Columbia University
The discovery that democracies seldom fight each other has led, quite reasonably, to the conclusion that democracy causes peace, at leastwithin the community of liberal polities. Explanations abound, but a consensus account of the dyadic democratic peace has been surprisingly slow to materialize. I offer a theory of liberal peace based on capitalism and common interstate interests. Economic development, capital market integration, and the compatibility of foreignpolicy preferences supplant the effect of democracy in standard statistical tests of the democratic peace. In fact, after controlling for regional heterogeneity, any one of these three variables is sufficient to account for effects previously attributed to regime type in standard samples of wars, militarized interstate disputes (MIDs), and fatal disputes.1 If war is a product of incompatible interests and failed or abortive bargaining, peace ensues when states lack differences worthy of costly conflict, or when circumstances favor successful diplomacy. Realists and others argue that state interests are inherently incompatible, but this need be so only if state interests are narrowly defined or when conquest promises tangible benefits. Peace can result from at least three attributes of mature capitalist economies. First, the historic impetus to territorial expansion is tempered by the rising importance of intellectual and financial capital, factors that are more expediently enticed than conquered. Land does little to increase the worth of the advanced economies while resource competition is more cheaply pursued through markets than by means of military occupation. At the same time, development actually increases the ability of states to project power when incompatible policy objectives exist. Development affects who states fight (and what they fight over) more than the overall frequency of warfare. Second, substantial overlap in the foreign policy goals of developed nations in the post–WorldWar II period further limits the scope and scale of conflict. Lacking territorial tensions, consensus about how to order the international system has allowed liberal states to cooperate and to accommodate minor differences. Whether this affinity among liberal states will persist in the next century is a question open to debate. Finally, the rise of global capital markets creates a new mechanism for competition and communication for states that might otherwise be forced to fight. Separately, these processes influence patterns of warfare in the modern world. Together, they explain the absence of war among states in the developed world and account for the dyadic observation of the democratic peace. The notion of a capitalist peace is hardly new. Montesquieu, Paine, Bastiat, Mill, Cobden, Angell, and others saw in market forces the power to end war. Unfortunately, war continued, leading many to view as overly optimistic classical conceptions of liberal peace. This study can be seen as part of an effort to reexamine capitalist peace theory, revising arguments in line with contemporary insights much as Kantian claims were reworked in response to evolving evidence of a democratic peace. Existing empirical research on the democratic peace, while addressing many possible alternatives, provides an incomplete and uneven treatment of liberal economic processes.Mostdemocraticpeace researchexamines trade in goods and services but ignores capital markets and offers only a cursory assessment of economic development (Maoz and Russett 1992). Several studies explore the impact of interests, though these have largely been dismissed by democratic peace advocates (Oneal and Russett 1999a; Russett and Oneal 2001). These omissions or oversights help to determine the democratic peace result and thus shape subsequent research, thinking, and policy on the subject of liberal peace. This study offers evidence that liberal economic processes do in fact lead to peace, even accounting for the well-documented role of liberal politics. 

2AC- States

Only federal action solves investor certainty and regulatory delays

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. 

Federal action is key because other countries base their cooperation off of Congress’s budget- that's Spurgeon

Federal action is key because of licensing and lab expertise- that’s Gibbs and Soto

States are pre-empted- any devolution causes state lawsuits

- Jose ‘7 (Copyright (c) 2007 Temple Journal of Science, Technology & Environmental Law Temple Journal of Science, Technology & Environmental Law  Spring, 2007  26 Temp. J. Sci. Tech. & Envtl. L. 1  LENGTH: 14176 words  ARTICLE: The Complete Federal Preemption of Nuclear Safety Should Prevent Scientifically Irrational Jury Verdicts in Radiation Litigation  NAME: Donald E. Jose* and Michael A. Garza**  BIO:   * Mr. Jose is managing partner of the law firm Jose & Associates in West Chester, PA.   ** Mr. Garza received his J.D. from Georgetown University Law Center and his B.A. from Harvard University. He practices law in Washington, D.C. )


Similarly, federal regulations do not require radiological purity for nuclear power plants. An operating nuclear power plant may allow minor radiation doses to members of the public living nearby, as long as those doses do not exceed 100 millirem per year. n69 Persons who work in a nuclear facility ("nuclear workers") may receive radiation exposure each and every year of employment so long as the dose does not exceed 5,000 millirem in any one year. n70 A former nuclear power plant can be transformed into an industrial site, a housing development or a shopping mall, so long as the dose to persons using those facilities would not exceed 25 millirem per year. n71 While vast sums of money could be spent to remediate a former reactor site to the level of 2 millirem per year or lower, such action is not necessary. By comparing actual radiation doses, one can easily see that the Cook jury imposed an improper standard and assessed exorbitant damages. Their actions illustrate one of the reasons for federal preemption: the issue is too complex to place in the hands of a lay jury applying state law concepts and state law causes of action. n72 Sadly, taxpayers will pay for these damages since the federal government indemnifies contractors. n73 No good social policy reason is served by allowing a huge windfall to these private landowners at the expense of the taxpayers. The Atomic Energy and Price-Anderson Acts At the very dawn of the nuclear age, Congress established a federal monopoly [*13] over nuclear power. n74 While that monopoly remains to this day for nuclear weapons, the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 relaxed it so public utilities could build and operate nuclear power plants to generate electricity. Still, utilities would not accept the attendant risk unless adequate insurance was available. n75 To address that concern, Congress provided for a system of financial responsibility in the Price-Anderson Act of 1957. n76 That system combined private insurance up to a certain level and then federal responsibility for any amounts over that level. n77 With the 1988 Amendments Act, Congress established a sole and exclusive federal cause of action, the Public Liability Action ("PLA"), for any property damage or personal injury from radiation exposure due to "source, special nuclear or byproduct material" (essentially the source of the fuel, the fuel itself or any byproducts produced by burning that fuel in a nuclear reactor). n78 The DOE production of nuclear weapons is covered by Price-Anderson since plutonium, the radioactive substance potentially contaminating the Cook plaintiffs' lands, is a byproduct material. n79 According to Price-Anderson, any plutonium contamination on plaintiff's lands would entitle them to one cause of action - the PLA. For fifty years, the federal government has regulated nuclear power extensively. n80 Indeed, the federal regulation of nuclear power is one of the most comprehensive frameworks of federal regulation ever established. n81 This federal framework precludes states from regulating the safety aspects of nuclear energy. n82 Congress first initiated its regulation of nuclear technology through the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. n83 The Act was designed to transform "atomic power into a source of energy." n84 Although nuclear technology was originally a government [*14] monopoly, within ten years of passing the Atomic Energy Act, Congress concluded "that the national interest would be best served if the Government encouraged the private sector to become involved in the development of atomic energy for peaceful purposes under a program of federal regulation and licensing." n85 Thus, the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 n86 ended the federal monopoly and permitted private sector involvement under a comprehensive system of federal licensing requirements and regulation. n87 The federal government "erected a complex scheme to promote the civilian development of nuclear energy, while seeking to safeguard the public and the environment from the unpredictable risks of a new technology." n88 The Atomic Energy Commission (the predecessor of the NRC) "was given exclusive jurisdiction to license the transfer, delivery, receipt, acquisition, possession and use of nuclear materials." n89 "Upon these subjects, no role was left for the states." n90 As a result of private industry's reluctance to participate in the nuclear field because of the potential risk of "vast liability," n91 Congress enacted the Price-Anderson Act of 1957, n92 amending the Atomic Energy Act. The purpose of this Act is to protect the public by ensuring a reliable source of funds for public compensation in the event of a nuclear accident, and to encourage the development of the nuclear energy industry by setting limits on the liability of private industry. n93 In Pacific Gas & Electric Co. v. State Energy Resources Conservation & Development Commission, n94 the United States Supreme Court recognized the preemptive effect of forty years of congressional legislation and regulation of nuclear energy, and held that under the comprehensive federal framework, "the safety of nuclear technology [is] the exclusive business of the federal government," and that states are precluded from regulating the safety aspects of nuclear energy. n95 The Court reasoned: the federal government maintains complete control of the safety and "nuclear" aspects of energy generation ... . State safety regulation is not preempted only when it conflicts with [*15] federal law. Rather, the federal government has occupied the entire field of nuclear safety concerns, except the limited powers expressly ceded to the states ... . [A] state judgment that nuclear power is not safe enough to be further developed would conflict directly with the countervailing judgment of the NRC... A state prohibition on nuclear construction for safety reasons would also be in the teeth of the Atomic Energy Act's objective to insure that nuclear technology be safe enough for widespread development and use - and would be preempted for that reason.

