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2NC – Not USFG Ev
NRC has explicit jurisdiction and is OUT SIDE federal CONTROL
Jose and Garza 7 Donald E, managing partner of the law firm Jose & Associates in Pennsylvania and Michael A, J.D. from Georgetown University Law Center and his B.A. from Harvard University, “The Complete Federal Preemption of Nuclear Safety Should Prevent Scientifically Irrational Jury Verdicts in Radiation Litigation”, Spring, http://www.temple.edu/law/tjstel/2007/spring/v26no1-Jose-and-Garza.pdf
At the very dawn of the nuclear age, Congress established a federal monopoly over nuclear power. 74 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. 75 To address that concern, Congress provided for a system of financial responsibility in the Price-Anderson Act of 1957. 76 That system combined private insurance up to a certain level and then federal responsibility for any amounts over that level. 77 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). 78 The DOE production of nuclear weapons is covered by PriceAnderson since plutonium, the radioactive substance potentially contaminating the Cook plaintiffs’ lands, is a byproduct material. 79 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. 80 Indeed, the federal regulation of nuclear power is one of the most comprehensive frameworks of federal regulation ever established. 81 This federal framework precludes states from regulating the safety aspects of nuclear energy. 82 Congress first initiated its regulation of nuclear technology through the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 83 The Act was designed to transform “atomic power into a source of energy.” 84 Although nuclear technology was originally a government 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.” 85 Thus, the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 86 ended the federal monopoly and permitted private sector involvement under a comprehensive system of federal licensing requirements and regulation.87  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.” 88 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.” 89 “Upon these subjects, no role was left for the states.”90





A2 Not Our Restrictions

They CAN’T spike out of this link 

Biello ‘12 - Associate Editor at Scientific American (David, March 27, "Small Reactors Make a Bid to Revive Nuclear Power", http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=small-reactors-bid-to-revive-nuclear-power)

Evaluating the safety of such new reactors will take time, of course, and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has yet to receive an application from any of the would-be vendors of small modular reactors, whether fast reactors or scaled-down light-water reactors. And staffing requirements, emergency planning and clean-up funds, among other issues, remain to be worked out between the reactor makers and the NRC—a key component of reducing the cost of such reactors. "The staff has contended pretty much all along that they will have to meet the same security requirements as all of the large reactors," says Michael Mayfield, director of the Division of Advanced Reactors and Rulemaking in the NRC's Office of New Reactors, noting that a timeline for licenses could be expedited if such reactors are simply scaled down versions of existing Light Water Reactors that do not require new regulations. "Why would it take so long to review something that is substantially smaller with fewer parts? That however is based on the notion that vendors submit complete, high quality applications and address staff concerns more quickly than we have been able to do with some of the large [reactor] designs."

2NC Overview

NRC is incapable of solving the aff- they cannot build expertise or its extra-topical- overwhelms solvency
Spencer and Loris ’11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, and Nicolas D. Loris is a Research Associate in the Roe Institute, “A Big Future for Small Nuclear Reactors?”, February 2, 2011, LEQ)

These systemic problems generally fall into three categories: 1. Licensing. The Nuclear Regulatory Commis- sion (NRC) is ill prepared to build the regulatory framework for new reactor technologies, and no reactor can be offered commercially without an NRC license. In a September 2009 interview, former NRC chairman Dale E. Klein said that small nuclear reactors pose a dilemma for the NRC because the commission is uneasy with new and unproven technologies and feels more comfortable with large light water reactors, which have been in operation for years and has a long safety record.11 The result is that enthusiasm for building non-light-water SMRs is generally squashed at the NRC as potential customers realize that there is little chance that the NRC will permit the project within a time- frame that would promote near-term invest- ment. So, regardless of which attributes an SMR might bring to the market, the regulatory risk is such that real progress on commercialization is difficult to attain. This then leaves large light water reactors, and to a lesser extent, small ones, as the least risky option, which pushes potential customers toward that technology, which then undermines long-term progress, competition, and innovation. 
More evidence- NRC does not have requisite experience
Spencer and Loris ’11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, and Nicolas D. Loris is a Research Associate in the Roe Institute, “A Big Future for Small Nuclear Reactors?”, February 2, 2011, LEQ)

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

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

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




S/O Turn – Impact/Link 2NC
this collapses the SMR industry

Reynolds ‘10 - Mechanical Engineering Professor WSU Tri-Cities (Roger S., "APPLICABILITY OF THE NRC LIGHT WATER REACTOR LICENSING PROCESS TO SMRs," July 2010, https://smr.inl.gov/Document.ashx?path=DOCS%2fReading+Room%2fPolicy+and+regulation%2fANS+SMR+APPLICABILITY+OF+THE+NRC+LWR+LICENSING+PROCESS+910.pdf)

Small and Medium Sized Reactors (SMRs) of a Light Water design differ in important ways from each other and from the current fleet of operating reactors. These designs incorporate innovative approaches to achieve simplicity, improved operational performance, and enhanced safety. Gas-cooled and liquid metal–cooled reactors represent an even greater departure from current designs and consequently greater challenges to the application of current regulatory guidance. Several of the most challenging issues have been identified and analyzed in recent years. The next section of this paper will discuss this history in some detail. If SMR licensing is to succeed, these issues must be resolved to the satisfaction of the NRC and the public.

And if ONE reactor fails, we win - only small LWR solve, which is the squo

Ryan ’11 - Glasgow Caledonian University Senior Fellow, Energy Department; Masters in Mechanical Engineering, expertise in energy, sustainability, Computer Aided Engineering, renewables technology; Ph.D. (Ryan, Dylan. “Part 10 – Small modular reactors and mass production options”. 2011. http://daryanenergyblog.wordpress.com/ca/part-10-smallreactors-mass-prod/)

So there are a host of practical factors in favour smaller reactors. But what’s the down side? Firstly, economies of scale. With a small reactor, we have all the excess baggage that comes with each power station, all the fixed costs and a much smaller pay-off. As I noted earlier, even though many smaller reactors are a lot safer than large LWR’s (even a small LWR is somewhat safer!) you would still need to put them under a containment dome. It’s this process of concrete pouring that is often a bottle neck in nuclear reactor construction. We could get around the problem by clustering reactors together, i.e putting 2 or 4 reactors not only on the same site but under the same containment dome. The one downside here is that if one reactor has a problem, it will likely spread to its neighbours. How much of a showstopper this fact is depends on which type of reactors we are discussing.

Or b.   LINK ALONE turns the case – causes HUGE delays in licensing for nuclear power
Weaver 7 (Lynn, President Emirtus of Florida Intsitute of Technology, “Fund NRC Nuclear Power Licensing” )
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has alerted several utilities that license reviews would be delayed at least a year. With all the concern in Congress over global warming, one might think that an increase in the number of nuclear power plants in the United States is inevitable, both to satisfy energy demands and to counter greenhouse-gas emissions. But that, of course, would be wrong. There are about 100 nuclear plants in the United States and they account for about 75 percent of our country's emission-free electricity. Utilities are preparing to build another 33 plants, including two in Florida. These would be the first reactors to be built in this country in many years, and federal and state energy officials agree that it won't be possible to reduce U.S. greenhouse emissions without them. But it now appears that electric utilities might not be able to obtain licenses anytime soon to build new nuclear plants. The reason for the licensing delay is simple-and-straightforward: a critical shortage of [human capital] manpower at the Nuclear Regulatory Commission - which is expected to become acute within a year. The NRC knows that it needs to expand its workforce, because it's facing a flood of regulatory reviews for new nuclear plants and existing plants that are seeking a renewal of their operating licenses. But it doesn't have the money.

Don’t let the aff spike out of this ----- The plan has to remove safety restrictions on SMRs but these currently are NOT documented for non-LWRs ----- the NRC has to overstretch to look at each and every design

Reynolds ‘10 - Mechanical Engineering Professor WSU Tri-Cities (Roger S., "APPLICABILITY OF THE NRC LIGHT WATER REACTOR LICENSING PROCESS TO SMRs," July 2010, https://smr.inl.gov/Document.ashx?path=DOCS%2fReading+Room%2fPolicy+and+regulation%2fANS+SMR+APPLICABILITY+OF+THE+NRC+LWR+LICENSING+PROCESS+910.pdf)

On August 20, 2004, the NRC published SECY-04-0157 (Ref. 2), which outlined the staff’s proposed regulatory structure for new plant licensing and potentially new policy issues. The objective of the regulatory structure for new plant licensing is to provide a technology-neutral approach to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of new plant licensing in the longer term (beyond the advanced designs currently in the preapplication stage). The staff is developing a regulatory structure with four major parts (as discussed in SECY-04-0157): “(1) a technology-neutral risk-informed framework (to be documented in a NUREG report) that will provide guidance and criteria to the staff for the development of technology-neutral requirements (2) the content for a set of technology-neutral risk-informed requirements that will be based on the guidance and criteria established in the technology-neutral framework NUREG (3) a technology-specific framework (to be documented in a NUREG report) that will provide guidance and criteria for the staff on how to apply the technology-neutral framework and requirements on a technology-specific basis (4) technology-specific RGs that will be derived from the implementation of the technology-specific framework and will provide guidance to licensees on how to apply the technology-neutral regulations on a technology-specific basis.” NUREG-1860 (Ref. 3) was published in December 2007 to establish the framework described in part (1). NUREG-1860 documents a “framework” that provides guidance to staff to develop a set of requirements that would serve as an alternative to 10 CFR 50 (Ref. 4) for licensing future NPPs. The framework does not represent a complete process since there are several policy and technical issues to be resolved. NUREG-1860 refers often to advanced reactor designs, which are interpreted in the document to be non-LWRs. There is no mention of light water designs beyond the current Generation III/III+, such as NuScale and Babcock & Wilcox (B&W) mPower. Developing the requirements must consider the applicability of each of the General Design Criteria (GDC) and other relevant requirements relative to the reactor design in question. For example, for liquid metal–cooled, pool-type reactors, i.e., Power Reactor Innovative Small Module (PRISM), the following requirements merit reconsideration: •accident evaluation, GDC 4 •source term, GDC 60, as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) [TID 14844 (TID 14844 replaced •by SECY-92-127 (source term evaluation); NUREG-1465 (Ref. 5)] •containment performance, GDC 16, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 50–57 •emergency planning, (defense-in-depth philosophy) •reactivity control system, GDC 26 (necessity for two independent systems) •operator staffing and function (minimum staffing requirements) •residual heat removal, GDC 34, safety-grade systems versus passive systems •positive void coefficient of reactivity, GDC 11, (negative power coefficient). The key documents used by the staff to complete a DC are 10 CFR 50, 10 CFR 52 (Ref. 6), and NUREG- 0800 (SRP) (Ref. 7). The next step after DC, the combined OL, will involve the use of 10 CFR 51 (Ref. 8) and NUREG-1555 (Ref. 9). Currently, a combined OL application is submitted according to RG 1.206 (LWR edition) (Ref. 10) and Office Instruction NRO-REG-100 (Ref. 11). Similar documents do not yet exist for non-LWRs. Prior to operation, the Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC) process must be completed. Chapter 14 of NUREG-0800 (SRP) establishes the ITAAC, but guidance for completion of ITAAC is not yet complete for any reactor design. The documents discussed above must each be further reviewed for applicability and consistency relative to specific SMR designs and the NRC’s policy for enhanced safety margins for advanced designs. The results of the review will likely be different for the specific design being considered, e.g., light water, gas, or liquid metal–cooled; metal or oxide fuel matrices.
A2 ALL SMRs are Safe
No basis for optimism – empirically new technological promises fall short and move at a snails pace – you should prefer our specific link evidence over their tech optimism
Biello ‘12 - Associate Editor at Scientific American (David, March 27, "Small Reactors Make a Bid to Revive Nuclear Power", http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=small-reactors-bid-to-revive-nuclear-power)

But multiple reactor sites proved problematic at Fukushima Daiichi, where an accident in one rapidly became a crisis for multiple reactors and spent fuel pools. "If you're going to have multiple reactors, are you going to gain in safety or lose in safety?" asks physicist M.V. Ramana of Princeton University. "We don't know." "Early in the discovery of any new technology you have this rosy picture that is formed," Candris admits of Small Modular Reactors. "In the early days of nuclear, there were people out there saying it would be too cheap to meter. We found out otherwise."
***Candris = Westinghouse Electric CEO




2NC Overview

NRC is incapable of solving the aff- they cannot build expertise or its extra-topical- overwhelms solvency
Spencer and Loris ’11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, and Nicolas D. Loris is a Research Associate in the Roe Institute, “A Big Future for Small Nuclear Reactors?”, February 2, 2011, LEQ)

These systemic problems generally fall into three categories: 1. Licensing. The Nuclear Regulatory Commis- sion (NRC) is ill prepared to build the regulatory framework for new reactor technologies, and no reactor can be offered commercially without an NRC license. In a September 2009 interview, former NRC chairman Dale E. Klein said that small nuclear reactors pose a dilemma for the NRC because the commission is uneasy with new and unproven technologies and feels more comfortable with large light water reactors, which have been in operation for years and has a long safety record.11 The result is that enthusiasm for building non-light-water SMRs is generally squashed at the NRC as potential customers realize that there is little chance that the NRC will permit the project within a time- frame that would promote near-term invest- ment. So, regardless of which attributes an SMR might bring to the market, the regulatory risk is such that real progress on commercialization is difficult to attain. This then leaves large light water reactors, and to a lesser extent, small ones, as the least risky option, which pushes potential customers toward that technology, which then undermines long-term progress, competition, and innovation. 


2NC – Prolif Slow
No prolif- their methodology is flawed
- Yosuf ‘9 (Moeed Yusuf is a Fellow at the Frederick S. Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer‑Range Future at Boston University. He has previously been at the Brookings Institution. His research interests include global nuclear non‑proliferation regime, 2009, Predicting Proliferation: The History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons)
	
Another striking fact is the methodological weakness of many forecasts. While  the absence of details on data gathering is understandable in intelligence reports,  even the public academic and think tank literature is practically devoid of any   robust methodology to guide estimates of the nuclear future. Other than NPA's 1960 and 1961 studies on Nth country proliferation, where various indices were used to conduct the analysis, no other work explicitly stated the basis for its projections. For the most part, broad overarching claims were made in highly deterministic tones. This is especially true for the 1965‑1991 time periods, when a number of Nth powers were being identified as potential proliferators. For example, Beaton's 1966 prediction of a 32‑member strong nuclear club by 1995 seemed to be little more than conjecture. The lack of methodology in part explains the presence of a number of widely varying forecasts during the analyzed time frame.  o	Contrary to projections for horizontal proliferation, there were few attempts to attach concrete numbers to vertical proliferation estimates during the Cold War. Even with regard to the superpower rivalry, there was virtually no discussion of the number of nuclear warheads in NIEs. During the Cold War, there was also a marked absence of any serious numerical analysis of the two European nuclear weapon states, France and Britain. In the post‑Cold War era, however, there have been numerical projections for warhead stockpiles of NWS. This could be attributed to the fact that the Cold War superpowers publicly announced definitive cuts within set time frames and thus their arsenals became relatively easy to forecast. Meanwhile, the other nuclear states had small programs for which fissile material production rates and the pace of modernization could be used to make reasonable predictions. Today, future estimates for weapon stockpiles exist for all NWS. That said, unlike the pre‑1991 period, hardly anyone has attempted to provide approximate timelines by which specific Nth countries are likely to cross the threshold. 233   •	In terms of trends in the analyzed literature, perhaps the most evident characteristic is the persistent pessimism throughout the sixty year period. 	While there have been frequent disagreements between intelligence 	estimates and expert opinions as well as within them, the pessimists have 	overwhelmed the minority that took exception to alarmist projections at 	different points in time. Moreover, in general, expert opinion seems to 	have been more pessimistic than intelligence estimates. The fact that 	virtually no one saw unlimited proliferation as beneficial is hardly 	surprising. However, more interesting is the fact that not a single 	projection disagreed with the presumption that the spread of nuclear 	weapons was inevitable. Even the most optimistic voices such as Beaton 	and Maddox based their optimism merely on the possibility of slowing 	down the pace of proliferation. The lack of a nuanced view regarding Nth 	country proliferation among the pessimistic majority is obvious. As 	mentioned, one reason why fears of future proliferation during the 1965‑ 	1991 period were highly exaggerated was the failure of most estimates to 	distinguish between the capacity of a country to weaponize and its desire 	to do so. Only an extreme minority explicitly differentiated between states 	that could cross the threshold versus those that actually would go nuclear. 	The current sentiment on nuclear terrorism has acquired the same tone.  •	The pessimist outlook was accentuated by three external 'shocks'. 	Following each of these, pessimism intensified and those who pushed the 	worst case scenarios seemed to gain in influence. The first such instance 	was the Chinese nuclear test in 1964. It was after Beijing's move that the 	reality of developing‑world Nth country proliferation dawned upon the 	western strategic community. The sense of pessimism was further 	exacerbated by the Indian nuclear test of 1974. Estimates immediately   after the test ‑ both from intelligence sources and independent experts ‑became even more alarmist in tone. Going from a prediction that only one country could cross the threshold between 1966 and 1976, the CIA listed 10 potential Nth powers just a year after India's test. Independent estimates also went from having divided opinions in the run up to New Delhi's test, to presenting fatalistic scenarios. Finally, this was intensified by the revelation of the global nuclear black market in 2003. Estimates ever since have focused on the potential for nuclear terrorism as well as the acquisition of nuclear weapons by states inimical to the United States, the so called "rogue states."  •	An evident shortcoming of historical predictions was their inability to 	accurately estimate the pace of developments. Clearly, the pace of  proliferation has been much slower than anticipated by most. Moreover, 	while all countries that have chosen the nuclear route were mentioned as 	suspect states prior to their weaponization, the majority of countries listed never even came close to crossing the threshold. In fact, most did not even 	initiate a weapons program

2NC – Backlash 
Turns exports and prolif
NEI 12
Nuclear Energy Institute, June 2012, H.R. 1280:
A Misguided Attempt to Control Enrichment and Reprocessing Technologies, http://www.nei.org/resourcesandstats/documentlibrary/newplants/whitepaper/white-paper--hr-1280-a-misguided-attempt-to-control-enrichment-and-reprocessing-technologies
The U.S. no longer plays a dominant role in the international nuclear market and, therefore, is in no position to insist that other countries renounce E&R capabilities. GAO figures show that, between 1994 and 2008, the U.S. share of global nuclear reactor and component exports fell from 11 percent to 7 percent, and fuel exports dropped from 29 percent to just 10 percent.5 Many countries still value U.S. cooperation agreements as a means to gain access to U.S. nuclear technology and trade privileges, and for the ability to handle U.S.-flagged items. But unlike in decades past, alternative sources of reactors, components and fuel are widely available. The age of U.S. primacy on the international nuclear market is long over, and H.R. 1280’s insistence that countries renounce E&R as a condition of a U.S. nuclear cooperation agreement amounts to a poison pill: no other sup- pliers demand such a concession, and these suppliers will be the ones that benefit from nations that consider the signing away of E&R rights too steep a price for U.S. collaboration. Countries Will Not Match the UAE’s Bilateral Commitment The H.R. 1280 report points to the legally binding commitment by the UAE to forswear E&R in its bilateral nuclear cooperation agree- ment as the proper standard for all U.S. nu- clear cooperation agreements. But the UAE example involves a unique set of economic and political circumstances, and if the U.S. insists that all partners for nuclear cooperation follow suit, it is likely that few, if any, additional nuclear cooperation agreements will be negotiated. As the H.R. 1280 report acknowledges, the UAE had already voluntarily adopted a national policy to renounce E&R before negotiations for a U.S.-UAE 123 agreement began. The UAE’s decision was likely made easier by the fact that E&R facilities in the UAE would not be profitable in the absence of plans to construct a large reactor fleet. And the UAE does not possess domestic uranium reserves that could supply facilities to enrich fuel for international markets. The UAE’s acquiescence on E&R should be viewed in its unique context: in 2006, the U.S. Congress had expressed a strong lack of confidence in UAE, and blocked the UAE Government-owned firm Dubai Ports World from operating U.S. ports. Two years later, the UAE was understandably concerned that Congress would ask hard questions about its intentions in the course of considering the U.S.-UAE 123 agreement, and the renunciation of E&R in that agreement helped mute criticism. This set of circumstances is unlikely to be repeated in other cases.
Maintaining trade through weak nuclear agreements solves prolif—shift to restrictive agreements scuttles everything
NEI 12
Nuclear Energy Institute, May 2012,  Issues in Focus: Nuclear Energy Exports and Nonproliferation, www.nei.org/resourcesandstats/documentlibrary/newplants/whitepaper/issues-in-focus-nuclear-energy-exports-and-nonproliferation
These imperatives are inextricably linked. To maintain U.S. influence over global nonproliferation policy and international nuclear safety, the U.S. commercial nuclear energy sector must participate in the rapidly expanding global market for nuclear energy technologies (439 commercial nuclear reactors in operation around the world, 65 under construction, 162 planned or on order). Without U.S. commercial engagement, the United States would have substantially diminished influence over other nations’ nonproliferation policies and practices. U.S. technology and U.S. industry are a critical engine that drives U.S. nonproliferation policies. A successful nuclear trade and export policy must be a partnership between government and industry. A Section 123 Agreement is a prerequisite for U.S. commercial nuclear exports. It is also promotes U.S. nonproliferation interests. Section 123 Agreements already include provisions governing enrichment and reprocessing of U.S.- controlled nuclear material, including a prohibition on enrichment or reprocessing without prior U.S. consent. Any effort in U.S. 123 agreements to impose additional restrictions on enrichment and/or reprocessing of nuclear material controlled by other countries is seen by many countries as an overreach by the United States. It would be counterproductive to require other nations to forswear enrichment and reprocessing in order to execute a Section 123 agreement with the United States. Most nations would refuse to do so, and would simply turn to other commercial nuclear suppliers – France, Russia and others that do not impose such requirements. Without a Section 123 agreement, the United States cannot engage in commercial nuclear trade, and thus has substantially diminished influence over nonproliferation. Unilateral requirements, imposed in the name of nonproliferation, could have the perverse effect of undermining U.S. influence over nonproliferation policy.
---Prolif Cred- Turn: Backlash


Backlash guts market cooperation which means US nuclear never gets a foothold—turns case 
McGoldrick 10 Fred, CSIS, spent 30 years at the U.S. State and Energy Departments and at the U.S. mission to the IAEA, negotiated peaceful nuclear cooperation agreements with a number of countries and helped shape the policy of the United States to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, 11/30/10, The U.S.-UAE Peaceful Nuclear Cooperation Agreement: A Gold Standard or Fool’s Gold?, http://csis.org/files/publication/101130_McGoldrick_USUAENuclear.pdf
On November 14,2010, a number of experts in the nonproliferation field wrote the president urging him not to provide “US federal energy loan guarantees, federal contracts, or other subsidies or assistance to help foreign government-backed nuclear firms expand their nuclear business in the US unless they have committed to apply the nonproliferation standards (including with respect to enrichment and spent fuel recycling) established in the U.S.-United Arab Emirates (UAE) civilian nuclear cooperation agreement in all of their future civilian nuclear cooperation agreements.”11 However, any such proposal would not only compromise our ability to rebuild our own nuclear industry and to compete in the international market, but it would also alienate close allies whose cooperation is essential for strengthening the global nonproliferation regime.
In sum, the United States is facing an uphill battle to compete in the international nuclear market and cannot dictate nonproliferation conditions that others will find unacceptable. Nations embarking on new nuclear programs do not need to rely on the United States for their nuclear fuel, equipment, components, or technology. They have alternatives and lots of them, as other states with nuclear programs have steadily built up their nuclear export capacities, which in some cases are state run or state supported.







---EXT Don’t Want Nukes


Tech diffusion means anybody who wanted them should have got them—proves alt causes at work
Mueller 12 [John Mueller, PhD, is a Senior Research Scientist with the Mershon Center for International Security Studies where he is also the Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, professor of political science at Ohio State University and the author of Atomic Obsession, “Old fears cloud Western views on Iran's nuclear posturing,” 2-18 http://www.smh.com.au/opinion/politics/old-fears-cloud-western-views-on-irans-nuclear-posturing-20120217-1te94.html]
Iran would most likely ''use'' any nuclear capacity in the same way all other nuclear states have: for prestige (or ego-stoking) and to deter real or perceived threats. Indeed, as strategist (and Nobel laureate) Thomas Schelling suggests, deterrence is about the only value the weapons might have for Iran. The popular notion that nuclear weapons furnish a country with the capacity to ''dominate'' its area has little or no historical support - in the main, nuclear threats since 1945 have either been ignored or met with countervailing opposition, not timorous acquiescence. It thus seems overwhelmingly likely that if a nuclear Iran brandishes its weapons to intimidate others or get its way, it will find that those threatened will ally with others, including conceivably Israel, to stand up to the intimidation. Iran's leadership, though unpleasant in many ways, is not a gaggle of suicidal lunatics. Thus, as Schelling suggests, it is unlikely it would give nuclear weapons to a group such as Hezbollah to detonate, not least because the rational ones in charge would fear that the source would be detected, inviting devastating retaliation. Nor is an Iranian bomb likely to trigger a cascade of proliferation in the Middle East. The proliferation of nuclear weapons has been far slower than routinely expected because, insofar as most leaders of most countries, even rogue ones, have considered acquiring the weapons, they have come to appreciate several defects: the weapons are dangerous, costly and likely to rile the neighbours. And the nuclear diffusion that has transpired has had remarkably limited, perhaps even imperceptible, consequences. There is also an uncomfortable truth. If Iran wants to develop a nuclear weapon, the only way it can be effectively stopped is invasion and occupation, an undertaking that would make America's costly war in Iraq look like child's play. Indeed, because it can credibly threaten invaders with another and worse Iraq, Iran scarcely needs nuclear weapons to deter invasion. This might eventually dawn on its leaders. Airstrikes on Iran's nuclear facilities might temporarily set them back, but the country's most likely response would be to launch a truly dedicated effort to obtain a bomb, as Iraq's nuclear weapons budget was increased 25-fold after its facilities were bombed by Israel in 1981. Moreover, Iran might well respond by seeking to make life markedly more difficult for US and NATO forces in neighbouring Afghanistan. The experience with aggressive counter-proliferation policies should give pause to anyone advocating such an approach. Airstrikes can cause extensive collateral damage, and an invasion would be even more costly. Economic sanctions should only be applied with great care. Those imposed on Iraq in the 1990s appear to have been a cause of more deaths than were inflicted by the bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki combined. 

Threats deter leaders from acquiring arsenals
Lynn-Jones ’10 [Sean, Editor of International Security, the International Security Program's quarterly journal, series editor of the Belfer Center Studies in International Security, the Program's book series that is published by MIT Press, “Going Nuclear: Nuclear Proliferation and International Security in the 21st Century,” http://mitpress.mit.edu/books/chapters/026252466Xpref2.pdf]
Since the beginning of the nuclear age, many analysts have predicted that nuclear weapons will spread quickly. In “Divining Nuclear Intentions: A Review Essay,” William Potter and Gaukhar Mukhatzhanova explore why nuclear proliferation has been less rapid than expected and question the prevailing view that many states will seek nuclear weapons. They assess two important recent books that offer explanations for why states do or do not decide to acquire nuclear weapons: Jacques Hymans’s The Psychology of Nuclear Proliferation: Identity, Emotions, and Foreign Policy and Etel Solingen’s Nuclear Logics: Alternative Paths in East Asia and the Middle East. Hymans and Solingen both reject the conventional wisdom that security fears drive states to go nuclear. Hymans argues that few national leaders desire nuclear weapons. Most are reluctant to take the risky and revolutionary decision to build and deploy nuclear weapons. Those who want to acquire a nuclear arsenal are likely to be “oppositional nationalists” who regard the external world as extremely hostile and believe their own countries are superior to others. Fortunately, such leaders are rare.

No prolif- too many disincentives to go nuclear
Mueller ‘9 (John – Woody Hayes chair of national security studies at Ohio State University, Atomic Obsession, p. 103)
It rather appears that, insofar as most leaders of most countries (even rogue ones) have considered acquiring the weapons, they have come to appreciate several defects. Among them the weapons are dangerous, distasteful, costly, and likely to rile the neighbors. If one values economic growth and prosperity above all, the sensible thing seems to be to avoid the weapons unless they seem vital for security or are required to stoke a leader’s extravagant ego. That is, as one observer puts it, “there have always been quite powerful disadvantages to acquiring nuclear weapons, costs that countries would not wish to bear unless they felt extremely vulnerable or extremely cocky.” And the result, notes weapons inspector David Kay tersely, is that a considerable number of states “have largely on their own decided that nuclear arms do not offer them any real benefits.”2 This chapter assesses the quite considerable and significant consequential disincentives to go nuclear.

---EXT Not Destabilizing

Caution will prevail- no proliferation impact
Ho ’11 [Flora, writer for The Sydney Globalist, an international affairs magazine published at the University of Sydney, Australia and is in her fourth year of a combined degree in International Studies and Law, “Nuclear Proliferation: Crisis, Destiny, or an Excuse for Using Force?” http://thesydneyglobalist.org/archives/734]
In view of the viability of deterrence – through the theory of Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD), conceptualised during the Cold War – deterrence optimists like Kenneth Waltz suggested that the mass proliferation of nuclear weapons could actually be conducive to peace and stability. This is because the mere possession of nuclear weapons fosters extreme caution and the desire to avoid conflicts, as evidenced by the implicit nuclear nonaggression during the Cold War. In other words, proliferation is no crisis at all. It is a potential tactic in a global strategy of collective security. Some have argued that the call for nuclear non-proliferation is underpinned by the developed world’s neo-imperialist motives of withholding the benefits of nuclear technology from the developing world. For instance, India has argued that the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has illegitimately frozen the international status quo and denied India its rightful international recognition as a key regional power. 

Proliferation is slow and deters war- their impacts are irrational hype
DeGarmo ’11 [Denise DeGarmo, professor of international relations at Southern Illinois University, “Nuclear Proliferation Leads to Peace,” August, http://www.policymic.com/articles/nuclear-proliferation-leads-to-peace] 
Obama’s declaration appeared momentous and it re-sparked debate on the issue of non-proliferation, but evidence suggests that rather than eliminating all nuclear weapons, nuclear proliferation brings about more peace. After Obama's speech, non-proliferation organizations, such as The Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, immediately launched a series of campaigns promoting nuclear disarmament. These groups played upon the irrational fears of the public to gain support for their goals and objectives. As a result of their rhetoric, segments of the American population are convinced that more nuclear weapons across the globe will certainly lead to nuclear annihilation. Nuclear proliferation will lead to the acquisition of this deadly technology by irrational and irresponsible states or worse yet, terrorists, who are less capable of self-control. Therefore, nuclear proliferation is not an option for a secure world. Unfortunately, while the fear of proliferation is pervasive, it is unfounded and lacks an understanding of the evidence. Nuclear proliferation has been slow. From 1945 to 1970, only six countries acquired nuclear weapons: United States, Russia, United Kingdom, France, China, and Israel. Since the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty came into effect in 1970, only three countries have joined the nuclear club: India, Pakistan, and North Korea. In total, only .05% of the world’s states have nuclear weapons in their possession. Supporters of non-proliferation seem to overlook the fact that there are states currently capable of making nuclear weapons and have chosen not to construct them, which illustrates the seriousness with which states consider their entrance into the nuclear club. Included on this list are such actors as: Japan, Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, Iran, South Korea, Taiwan, and South Africa. The attraction of nuclear weapons is multifold. Nuclear weapons enhance the international status of states that possess them and help insecure states feel more secure. States also seek nuclear capabilities for offensive purposes. It is important to point out that while nuclear weapons have spread very slowly, conventional weapons have proliferated exponentially across the globe. The wars of the 21st century are being fought in the peripheral regions of the globe that are undergoing conventional weapons proliferation. What the pundits of non-proliferation forget to mention are the many lessons that are learned from the nuclear world. Nuclear weapons provide stability just as they did during the Cold War era. The fear of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) loomed heavily on the minds of nuclear powers through out the Cold War and continues to be an important consideration for nuclear states today. States do not strike first unless they are assured of a military victory, and the probability of a military victory is diminished by fear that their actions would prompt a swift retaliation by other states. In other words, states with nuclear weapons are deterred by another state’s second-strike capabilities. During the Cold War, the United States and Soviet Union could not destroy enough of the other’s massive arsenal of nuclear weapons to make a retaliatory strike bearable. Even the prospect of a small number of nuclear weapons being placed in Cuba by the Soviets had a great deterrent effect on the United States. Nothing can be done with nuclear weapons other than to use them for deterrent purposes. If deterrence works reliably, as it has done over the past 60 plus years, then there is less to be feared from nuclear proliferation than there is from convention warfare. Despite Obama’s commitment to a nuclear free world, he seems to understand the importance of possessing nuclear weapons. His recommended budget for nuclear weapons spending in 2011 calls for a full 10% increase in nuclear weapons spending. 

Small arsenals deter- uncertainty means countries err on the side of caution
Alagappa ‘8 [Muthiah – Distinguished senior fellow at the East-West Center.  “Exploring Roles, Strategies, and Implications.” in The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia.  Ed. Muthiah Alagappa.  p.  99-100]

 Small Nuclear Forces and Deterrence. The premise that nuclear danger induces uncertainty and caution among nuclear weapon states underscores the thinking that small nuclear forces can deter aggressive action by other small nuclear powers as well as those by superior ones. Bundy (2004) argued that it did not take a huge stockpile of nuclear weapons or an assured destruction capability to deter even a formidable adversary like the Soviet Union. The strategies of minimum and existential deterrence rely on this premise. Kenneth Waltz (1995) forcefully makes the case that small nuclear forces can deter each other and also deter stronger nuclear powers. Arguing that a low probability of destructive attack is sufficient for deterrence, he posits that the requirements of effective deterrence—second-strike capability, avoiding launch on warning and on false signals, and effective command and control arrangements—can be satisfied by new nuclear weapon states with small nuclear forces and that nuclear threat by weaker countries is highly credible. What counts is not the balance of force but the balance of resolve, which hinges on the issue at stake (defense of the homeland for the weaker states) and the fear that aggressive action will invite nuclear retaliation. This line of thinking is countered by those who argue that the requirements of stable deterrence cannot be satisfied by the new nuclear weapon states because military officers view preventive war in a positive light and are not interested in constructing invulnerable strategic forces; they also argue that the nuclear arsenals of the newer nuclear weapon states are more prone to accidental and unauthorized use (Sagan 1995). A critical difference (not just between Waltz and Sagan, but between Waltz and his other critics as well) centers on the requirement of a secure second-strike capability. For assured retaliationists, effective deterrence entails certainty of retaliation and the capability to inflict a level of damage that is defined as unacceptable. For Waltz, the uncertainty and risk of nuclear war, and the perception that even a few bombs can inflict a high level of damage, are sufficient for deterrence to be effective. Even a slight chance that a provocation could lead to nuclear war is sufficient to deter all but the most highly motivated adversary (Bundy 1983). Robert Powell (2003: IOI) argues that resolve is the key issue. When the balance of resolve favors a small nuclear power, it can deter a larger nuclear power. Even when the balance of resolve is ambiguous, if the smaller state is willing to run a higher risk, it can deter the larger nuclear power. Small Nuclear Forces, Peace, and Stability. Building on the argument that small nuclear forces can deter like forces and even superior ones, Waltz posits that the spread of nuclear weapons to more states is not destabilizing. It can advance peace, security, and stability (Waltz 1995). He supports this assertion with these points: Nuclear weapons help ensure the security of states in an international system based on self-help; small nuclear forces will not affect the strategic balance; nuclear weapons reduce the chance of war by making miscalculation difficult and increasing the cost of war; and new nuclear weapon states will feel the same constraints that have been experienced by the older ones. The combination of nuclear deterrence and conventional defense eliminated war among advanced states in their core area of interest, but the proliferation of conventional weapons has sustained and possibly increased the incidence of wars on the periphery, making violence the privilege of the strong against the weak and among the weak and the poor. The gradual spread of nuclear weapons, according to Waltz, will decrease the incidence of war among the new states as well.


