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***Yes Escalation***

Yes escalation (1)

Nuclear war in the Middle East is still likely.

Charles F. Doran is Andrew W. Mellon Professor of International Relations at Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies, Washington DC, “Is Major War Obsolete? An Exchange” Survival, vol. 41, no. 2, Summer 1999, pp. 139—52

What is frightening about this possibility, however, is that, as nuclear weapons proliferate, major wars may take place in areas where they would not previously have been expected: the Middle East for example. These new nuclear powers will possess relatively small nuclear forces for some time. They will still not have deterrent forces approaching second-strike capabilities. The populations and states in the region are relatively concentrated, and there is a history of surprise attack. Much of the proliferation is ‘paired’ between rivals, and it is very difficult for other states to control this dynamic, either in terms of the possible outbreak of war or in terms of the proliferation process itself
Middle East is powder keg, any conflict will spillover

The Age 9/24/2007 “Tempers must remain cool as the Middle East heats up”, http://www.theage.com.au/news/editorial/tempers-must-remain-cool-as-the-middle-east-heats-up/2007/09/23/1190486129857.html

THE torturous road to peace in the Middle East becomes more excruciating every day and the cumulative effect of events in the region over the past week offer little hope for any reduction in what appear to be increasingly flammable tensions. If anything, the talk now is of war. The match that lights the flame may well be last Thursday's assassination of Lebanese MP Antoine Ghanem, a violent murder that pitched his divided nation further into turmoil. His death was the latest in a string of attacks against prominent critics of Lebanon's neighbour and former powerbroker Syria, the most notable being the 2005 killing of former prime minister Rafiq Hariri. Mr Ghanem's death introduces an unwelcome element of instability ahead of tomorrow's crucial presidential elections, especially if an anti-Syrian candidate is elected. More importantly, any instability could fan the flames of civil war in a country that has been a pivotal test-run for democracy in the region since September 11, 2001. The killing has been widely condemned by the international community and the finger pointed, once again, at Syria, and by implication its ally, Iran. Syria has, somewhat ingenuously, denied any involvement, as it has with the other high-profile assassinations of anti-Syrian leaders in Lebanon. Calls have been made for UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon to launch an international probe into the bombing, and this should be carried out with haste. Talk of war further intensified after the deputy commander of Iran's air force, General Mohammad Alavi, announced that Iran had already prepared a plan to attack Israel if it bombed his country. This war of words was further escalated when a senior commander of Iran's Revolutionary Guard chose to outline the capability of his country's ballistic missiles, which he threatened to use on American targets in the Middle East. These threats coincide with growing international pressure on Iran to abandon what is regarded by the West, and particularly by the US, as its clandestine nuclear arms program. The French also added fuel to the fire when Foreign Minister Bernard Kouchner warned the world to "prepare for the worst and the worst is war". The head of the UN's International Atomic Energy Agency, Mohamed ElBaradei, quickly entered the fray and warned against the use of force against Iran, a move UN officials described as an "out of control" drift to war. This pointed admonition coincides with a string of reports emanating from Washington that the Bush Administration is running out of patience with diplomacy and is intensifying its plans for air strikes against Iran. The events in Lebanon and the debate over Iran run parallel with Israel's declaration of the Gaza Strip as "hostile territory" and Israeli opposition leader Benjamin Netanyahu's confirmation that two weeks ago Israel carried out an air attack deep inside Syria, Iran's only Arab ally, on a site that it believed was being equipped for nuclear development by North Korea. Another suggestion is that the target was Iranian weapons destined for Lebanon's Hezbollah. There has also been speculation that the raid served as a "dry run" for a possible Israeli or US attack on Iran. Meanwhile, US efforts to ensure the success of a Middle East peace conference, planned for November, remain mired in political haggling over what is to be brought to the negotiating table. In the Middle East, every event, every tension, is connected to another, more so since the Iraq war, and it is this very mutuality that can make one act, such as the murder of a Lebanese MP, have dangerous consequences for the region as a whole. The Middle East is now overheated and potentially explosive, and Australia must impress upon its allies that, in a part of the world where every action can easily be met with a disproportionate reaction, there is more mileage in diplomacy than in any military solution.

Regional Conflicts Draw in the US and go Nuclear

Jonathan Dean (Advisor on International Security Issues) 5/4/95 Union of Concerned Scientists

We do not want this kind of world. We cannot afford it. Democracies and free markets are spreading. Their expansion is the best general guarantee for peace. But democracies and free markets cannot flourish in an increasingly interknit world unless there is some modicum of order. Beyond the loss of life and productive capability in armed conflict, the United States and other industrial countries pay for these conflicts by losing their investments and their trade in goods and services. They pay most of the costs for humanitarian relief and rehabilitation, and they pay in increased domestic frictions for the waves of migrants and refugees loosed by conflict. Look at what excessive rates of migration, including hundreds of thousands of refugees from the Balkans, have done in Germany, with its arson murders by extremists.     Beyond this, unrestrained regional conflicts can become conflicts which can draw in the United States and other major powers. In the long run, protracted regional violence creates conditions and motivation for developing nuclear weapons which can directly threaten our security.
Yes escalation (2)

High-level diplomacy is unable to de-escalate incidental conflict

Diana Chingas August 2003 "Track II (Citizen) Diplomacy." Beyond Intractability. Eds. Guy Burgess and Heidi Burgess. Conflict Research Consortium, University of Colorado,  http://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/track2_diplomacy/

In intractable conflicts, traditional instruments of negotiation, mediation and conflict management have proven to be ineffective.[1] In some cases, this is because the conflict itself is not "ripe" for resolution[2]; in other words, one or both parties may not have strong motives to de-escalate because they believe the costs of working to de-escalate or solve the conflict exceed the benefits.[3] Even when de-escalation would be beneficial, a society may be too divided to permit bold initiatives for de-escalation, or the conflict may be intertwined with other regional or global conflicts.[4] Scholars and practitioners in the field of conflict resolution point to additional limitations of traditional diplomacy that informal intermediaries are particularly well suited to address. First, intractable conflicts tend to involve basic human needs and values that the parties experience as critical to their survival, and, as a consequence, as non-negotiable.[5] Traditional negotiation and mediation processes are well suited to resolving resource-based issues, such as poverty, control over land, power sharing, and distribution of economic opportunities. But issues of identity, survival, and fears of the other can only be addressed in a process that works directly to change the underlying human relationship, promoting mutual understanding and acknowledgement of people's concerns. Second, in intractable conflicts -- whether ethno-national, such as in the former Yugoslavia or Cyprus, or inter-state, as in Korea or Kashmir -- the experience of threat is so powerful that it pervades all aspects of a community's life.[7] These conflicts are inter-societal -- that is between whole societies or "bodies politic."[8] Traditional mediation and negotiation by themselves are not adequate to address this kind of conflict; again, a transformation in the conflictual relationship of the parties is required.[9] Third, conflict is a dynamic process in which objective and subjective elements interact to create an escalatory, self-perpetuating dynamic.[10] Demonic images of the enemy and virtuous images of self develop on both sides, and reinforce stalemate by intensifying distrust, dehumanization, and de-individuation of the other party. This effect interferes with communication, reducing empathy and fostering win-lose thinking.[11] Traditional negotiation and mediation approaches are not adequate to address these subjective factors. The methods employed in official diplomatic tracks, such as confidence-building measures, are often undermined by the very dynamics they are trying to address. They must therefore be supplemented by other (unofficial) processes that address the dynamic of the relationship between the parties and deal with perceptions, distrust, and fears that fuel the escalatory dynamic. 
Middle East wars result in Extinction

Bahig Nassar 2002 (coordinator of Arab coordination Center of NGOs) keynote paper, online: inesglobal.org)

Wars in the Middle East are of a new type. Formerly, the possession of nuclear weapons by the United States and the Soviet Union had prevented them, under the balance of the nuclear terror, from launching war against each other. In the Middle East, the possession of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction leads to military clashes and wars. Instead of eliminating weapons of mass destruction, the United States and Israel are using military force to prevent others from acquiring them, while they insist on maintaining their own weapons to pose deadly threats to other nations. But the production, proliferation and threat or use of weapons of mass destruction (nuclear chemical and biological) are among the major global problems which could lead, if left unchecked, to the extinction of life on earth. Different from the limited character of former wars, the current wars in the Middle East manipulate global problems and escalate their dangers instead of solving them. Natural resources, mainly oil, are the subject of major wars in the Middle East. But oil is a depleting resource which will soon vanish. This will lead to another global problem since all human civilisations depend mainly on this source of energy.
That goes nuclear

John Steinbach, Hiroshima/Nagasaki Peace Committee, March 2002, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration.
Yes escalation – generic

Major wars begin as small-scale conflicts – fashion and goals are irrelevant.

Eliot A. Cohen is Professor of Strategic Studies at Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies, Washington DC “Is Major War Obsolete? An Exchange” Survival, vol. 41, no. 2, Summer 1999, pp. 139—52

There is a deeper point here. It seems wrong to say that major war has ‘gone out of fashion’, or that it ‘no longer serves the purposes for which it was designed’, both phrases from the article. War has never been in fashion, nor is it ‘designed’ by people. Rather, people have stumbled into it. This is more than a quibble over language. The war that was launched in 1914 by statesmen willing to go to war was the war of 1914. None of these statesmen thought that they were then launching also the war of 1915, the war of 1916, 1917 and 1918. Similarly, the war that statesmen willed in 1939 was not the war of 1940—45. (Perhaps Hitler was an exception, but probably not even Hitler.) By 1918, and indeed by 1945, in many ways this kind of war seemed as pointless to the populations of Europe as a small nuclear war. And, of course, the Second World War did end with a small nuclear war.

A host of regional hot spots have the potential to degenerate into global war

Harlan Ullman (senior associate at Center for Strategic and International Studies) July 25 2007 ‘July 1914 redux?,’ The Washington Times

Just a few years earlier, conventional wisdom argued that full-scale war in Europe was no longer conceivable. The restraints of closely linked economies made war too expensive to wage and the intermingled ruling royal families aligned by marriage and blood had no grounds for fighting one another. That case was famously and wrongly made in British Nobel Prize-winning economist Sir Norman Angell's The Grand Illusion that captivated fancy European salons in 1910. The causes of World War I are thankfully dead and gone. No secret treaties bind great powers to come to the aid of lesser states. Indeed, far fewer armies exist today than existed nearly a century ago, and a major enemy - jihadist extremism - does not even possess one. Yet, with real and potential crises looming from the west coast of Africa to the east coast of Indonesia, the possibility of at least one or more of these danger spots exploding is real. And many leaders could become a 21st-century equivalent of the archduke, ranging from Iraqi Shi'ite cleric Ali al-Sistani to Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf. Despite U.S. generals claiming to have achieved "real progress" on the ground in Iraq, the situation is close to if not in extremis. Political reconciliation, a hydrocarbon law and de-Ba'athification remain distant goals. Power and oil production, unemployment, potable water, sewerage, medical and educational facilities and other metrics crucial to societal well-being remain unsatisfactory. A political act as powerful as the destruction of the Golden Mosque in Samarra a year and a half ago could rip the fragile state asunder. Palestine and Lebanon are also in or close to civil war, with Fatah and Hamas in a life-and-death power struggle and the Siniora government facing a similar test against Hezbollah. Unconfirmed reports filtering out of the Middle East predict an Israeli strike against Syria, possibly in the Bekaa Valley to take on Hezbollah, at a time when the popularity of its Prime Minister Ehud Olmert makes President Bush look like a rock star. Last week, Britain's Guardian wrote that Vice President Dick Cheney was winning the political battle in Washington over taking out Iran's budding nuclear power capacity with a military strike, a rumor that has been circulating for some time. Weekend elections have not clarified what Turkey might do should Kurdistan move closer to independence or if a major conflict and violence erupt there, as in much of Iraq. The recent suicide bombings that killed nearly 100 in Kirkuk raise the stakes that such violence could spill over. Afghanistan very much remains the invisible war - out of sight and out of mind. However, conditions continue to deteriorate. Reform of the civil sector has not advanced. Poppy production and corruption continue to swell. And as more Afghan civilians die in friendly-fire or collateral-damage incidents, hearts and minds migrate away from our side to the Taliban and local tribal chiefs. Although not in the greater Middle East, Nigeria is vulnerable to an Islamic or jihadist-led revolution. Possessing huge quantities of oil and natural gas, led by a new and untested president and a state where corruption is more than rampant, Nigeria's stability cannot be taken for granted. Indeed, the opposite thinking should be driving contingency planning, especially as the new U.S. Africa Command stands up. And then there is Pakistan, potentially the most dangerous place in the world. Gen. Musharraf holds on and does his best to support the United States in battling terror and al Qaeda. But make no mistake, the realities of Pakistan reveal cross-cutting loyalties, national interests that often diverge from America's and a frightening influence of jihadist extremists and fundamentalists. These include thousands of madrassas teaching the most perverted views of Islam, all of which exist in the shadow of dozens of nuclear weapons. Of course, there is no certainty (and perhaps not even a chance) that any or even one of these hot spots will detonate a regional explosion with potentially catastrophic consequences. Still, one can be concerned, if not worried. Homeland Security Secretary Michael Chertoff was worried by what his "gut" told him about possible terrorist attacks against America this summer and was promptly derided on the basis of his analysis. My mind - not my gut - asks in a broader context if what we are seeing today may be eerily reminiscent of July 1914 but in slow motion.

Yes escalation – iran 

Miscalculation could occur because of external actors – the impact is U.S. – Iran war.

Daan de Wit Translation by Ben Kearney, December 13, 2007. http://www.deepjournal.com/p/7/a/en/1139.html

This option concerns 'the very real threat of a war that erupts even when neither side wants it', as Brian Beutler describes it. 'The relevant term of art here is "proximity of forces"— an inflamed constellation of hostile actors that includes the regionally loathed United States military, the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps and its elite Quds force, Shiite and Sunni militias in Iraq, Al Qaeda, the PKK in Kurdistan, and the Israeli Defense Forces. With such a volatile mix, there are countless opportunities for something to go amiss.' All that testosterone next to the coast of Iran prompted Professor A. Richard Norton, advisor to the Iraq Study Group, to write in February that it is possible 'to imagine a series of real or contrived clashes that lead, perhaps unintentionally, to a serious aerial and naval campaign against Iran. Or—to put it simply—to yet another U.S. war of choice'.
Miscalculation likely on both sides

Floyd Rudmin is Professor of Social & Community Psychology at the University of Tromsø October 31, 2007. http://www.counterpunch.org/rudmin10302007.html

One consequence of these threats is that Iran must prepare to defend itself. On Oct. 20, a top Iranian military commander announced that Iran is ready to retaliate with 11,000 missiles in the first few minutes after an American surprise attack. The missiles are aimed at the military bases, ships at sea, and economic assets of the threatening nations. To launch that many missiles AFTER a shock-and-awe surprise attack means that Iran must have distributed the ability to launch missiles. There is not one launch button and one commanding finger on the button. There are many buttons and many different fingers on them. War is now on a hair trigger, and the risk of accidental war is now very, very, very high. War might be started by an Iranian religious fundamentalist eager to go to heaven, or patriot eager to defend Iran, or a traitor eager to destroy Iran, or someone depressed or bored or simply misreading a radar screen and thinking a flock of birds are an incoming attack. The USA has over 300,000 military and support personnel in the region around Iran, all of them now the target of 11,000 missiles on hair-trigger. That is what repeated threats of war have achieved. The epilogue by Jeremy Bentham, written more than 200 years ago, aptly describes what is happening now. War seems inevitable. With war will come thousands of deaths, maybe millions, and whole economies will collapse, the first being that of the USA since it is most dependent on imported oil. 

Yes escalation – iraq 

Iraq instability risk nuclear conflagration 

Jerome Corsi 2007 January 8, pg. http://worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669

If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons. With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began. 

failure to control the violence risk global conflagaration

Diamond 2006 (Larry, “What to Do in Iraq: A Roundtable” Foreign Affairs, July/August, l/n)

Biddle is right in many respects. First, Iraq is already in the midst of a very violent civil conflict, which claims 500 to 1,000 lives or more every month. Second, this internal conflict has become primarily communal in nature; as Biddle writes, it is a fight "about group survival." It pits Sunnis against Shiites, in particular, but also Kurds against Sunnis and, more generally, group against group, with smaller minorities coming under attack on multiple fronts. Third, as Biddle warns, the current moderate-intensity communal war could descend into an all-out conflagration, with a high "risk of mass slaughter." Thus the United States cannot in good conscience withdraw from Iraq abruptly -- and doing so would not even be in the United States' national interest -- because that would remove the last significant barrier to a total conflagration.

***A2 oil link***

No price drop (1)

Prices Won’t Fall:

(A) Peak Oil

Financial Times. "Peak No Evil" 3 Jan. 2010. http://www.ft.com/cms/s/1/7e1b5d1e-b99e-11dc-bb66-0000779fd2ac.html
As millenarian prophecies go, "the peak is nigh" does not pack the same doom-laden punch as a promised "end". Except, that is, in oil circles. Oil resources are finite. "Peak oil" theorists posit that about half of all the world's crude has been used and that output will soon peak prior to an irreversible decline. Such thinking has helped propel crude to the $100 per barrel level it touched yesterday. Conventional oil fields are like champagne bottles: once "opened", pressure forces out some of the contents. Eventually field pressure drops and, barring using such techniques as re-injecting gas, output inevitably declines. Back in the 1950s, Marion King Hubbert, a US geoscientist, correctly forecast - to within a few years - when output in the US's lower 48 states would peak (it was 1970). The "Hubbert curve" is a totem of peak oil theorists.
(B) Global Demand

Jad Mouawad. "Rising Demand For Oil Provokes New Energy Crisis." The New York TImes. 9 Nov. 2009. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/09/business/worldbusiness/09oil.html?_r=1&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print
This is the world’s first demand-led energy shock,” said Lawrence Goldstein, an economist at the Energy Policy Research Foundation of Washington.  Forecasts of future oil prices range widely. Some analysts see them falling next year to $75, or even lower, while a few project $120 oil. Virtually no one foresees a return to the $20 oil of a decade ago, meaning consumers should brace for an era of significantly higher fuel costs.  At the root of the stunning rise in the price of oil, up 56 percent this year and 365 percent in a decade, is a positive development: an unprecedented boom in the world economy.   Demand from China and India alone is expected to double in the next two decades as their economies continue to expand, with people there buying more cars and moving to cities to seek a way of life long taken for granted in the West.   But as prices rise, the global economy is entering uncharted territory. The increase so far does not appear to be hurting economic growth, but many economists wonder how long that will last. “These prices are too high and will end up hurting everybody, producers and consumers alike,” said Fatih Birol, chief economist at the International Energy Agency.  Oil futures closed at $95.46 on the New York Mercantile Exchange yesterday, down nearly 1 percent from the day before. But the price has become volatile, and many analysts expect the psychologically important $100-a-barrel threshold to be breached sometime in the next few weeks.  “Today’s markets feel like the crowds standing up in the final minutes of a football game shouting: ‘Go! Go! Go!,’” said Daniel Yergin, an oil historian and the chairman of Cambridge Energy Research Associates, a consulting firm. “People seem almost more relaxed about $100 than they were about $60 or $70 oil.”  Oil is not far from its historic inflation-adjusted high, reached in April 1980 in the aftermath of the Iranian revolution. At the time, oil jumped to the equivalent of $101.70 a barrel in today’s money.   For most of the 20th century, as it transformed the modern world, oil was cheap and abundant. Throughout the 1990s, for example, oil prices averaged $20 a barrel. Even at today’s highs, oil is cheaper than imported bottled water, which would cost $180 a barrel, or milk, at $150 a barrel.  “The concern today is over how will the energy sector meet the anticipated growth in demand over the longer term,” said Linda Z. Cook, a board member of Royal Dutch Shell, the big oil company. “Energy demand is increasing at a rate we’ve not seen before. On the supply side, we’re seeing it is struggling to keep up. That’s the energy challenge.”   More than any other country, China represents the scope of that challenge. As it turned into a global economic behemoth over the last decade, China also became a major energy user. Its economy has grown at a furious pace of about 10 percent a year since the 1990s, lifting nearly 300 million people out of poverty. But rapid industrialization has come at a price: oil demand has more than tripled since 1980, turning a country that was once self-sufficient into a net oil importer.   India and China are home to about a third of humanity. People there are demanding access to electricity, cars, and consumer goods and can increasingly afford to compete with the West for access to resources. In doing so, the two Asian giants are profoundly transforming the world’s energy balance.   Today, China consumes only a third as much oil as the United States, which burns a quarter of the world’s oil each day. By 2030, India and China together will import as much oil as the United States and Japan do today.   While demand is growing fastest abroad, Americans’ appetite for big cars and large houses has pushed up oil demand steadily in this country, too. Europe has managed to rein in oil consumption through a combination of high gasoline taxes, small cars and efficient public transportation, but Americans have not. Oil consumption in the United States, where gasoline is far cheaper than in Europe, has jumped to 21 million barrels a day this year, from about 17 million barrels in the early 1990s.  If the Chinese and Indians consumed as much oil for each person as Americans do, the world’s oil consumption would be more than 200 million barrels a day, instead of the 85 million barrels it is today. No expert regards that level of production as conceivable.  More realistically, global demand is expected to rise to about 115 million barrels a day by 2030, a level that is likely to tax the world’s ability to pump more oil out of the ground. Already, the world is running on a limited cushion of spare capacity; any interruption in supplies, whether from hurricanes or armed conflict, causes prices to spike.   “We don’t have any shock absorbers,” Mr. Goldstein said.   For oil companies, high prices have set off a frenzied search for new sources around the world. After a long lull in investments through most of the 1990s because of low prices, major oil companies have invested billions of dollars to bring in more supplies.  The trouble is that these big new developments take a long time, and companies have been hobbled by higher costs. The cost of drilling rigs, for example, the basic tool of the trade, has doubled in recent years. Analysts say it will take time, but new supplies will eventually work their way to market.   Supplies have also been hampered by political tension in the Persian Gulf, the war in Iraq, devastating hurricanes in the oil-producing Gulf of Mexico, production difficulties in Venezuela and violence in Nigeria’s oil-rich province. Many of these geopolitical factors have contributed to a political risk premium variously estimated at $25 to $50 a barrel. Recently, in just nine weeks, oil jumped from $75 to $95 a barrel for little apparent reason.  “Fifty-dollar-a-barrel oil seems so far away at this point,” said Thomas Bentz, a senior energy analyst at BNP Paribas in New York, citing a figure that seemed an impossibly high price for oil only a few years ago. “Oil will stop rising when we see demand destruction. We haven’t seen that yet.” 

No Price Drop (2)

(C) Commodity Exchange

Marti Ouimette."Repeat After Me: Oil Price Rises are not a tax increase." Essay and Effluvia. 24 Oct. 2003. http://bigpicture.typepad.com/writing/2003/10/repeat_after_me.html

Of course oil prices are fixed and manipulated. But not by OPEC. In the mid-eighties oil prices began to be determined by the commodities Exchanges. There are a couple around the world but the most important one is in the US, the Nynex Commodities Exchange. The Nynex unregulated commodities exchange is the force that determines oil prices. By hook or by crook, I might add, because it is an unregulated exchange. Thoughts of Enron and those futures traders saying "burn baby burn" comes to mind. Does it ring a bell to anyone? Of course oil prices are manipulated just like the stock exchanges were before the 1929 market crash. Even the stock exchanges continue to be manipulated to a degree. Changes in the price of oil work this way, investors (I prefer to call many onf them manipulators) buying oil futures contracts make the price of oil go up and selling oil futures contracts make the price go down. (Since the exchange is unregulated it is a perfect place to laundry money.)Pretty simple, you don't have to be a rocket scientist to figure that one out.The way oil companies fix/manipulate oil prices is that they ban together as a group and excessively buy oil futures contracts. This makes oil price futures go up and as a result, the higher oil prices are used as an excuse to raise prices at the pump or home heating oil levels. How convenient.
(D) OPEC

David Francis. "If Saudis Pump More Oil, Will Gasoline Prices Fall?" The Christain Science Monitor. 3 Jun. 2004. http://www.csmonitor.com/2004/0603/p17s01-wogi.html
Why? Because governments crave stability in energy prices. And OPEC has become a welcome though imperfect regulator of world oil prices. By turning the spigot on and off, the cartel tries to manipulate prices.  For example: In 1986 George H. W. Bush, then vice president, asked Saudi Arabia to raise the price of oil, according to Yamani. At the time, low prices were devastating oil-producing areas in the US, such as Texas.  Even in the oil business, few want a truly free market. They prefer price stability, rather than the volatile prices associated with unmanaged output of a commodity. Major OPEC producers don't want a price so high it encourages non-OPEC production and real conservation.

(E) China

CNN. "China Factor Driving Oil Prices." 24 May 2010. http://edition.cnn.com/2004/BUSINESS/05/24/china.oil.demand/index.html
Surging Chinese demand is underpinning the recent spike in the price of oil, figures from the International Energy Agency (IEA) show.  This "China factor" has more bearing on oil prices than the "risk factor" coming from global tensions, some experts say.  While speculative buying on heightened tension in the Middle East is seen as the reason oil futures touched a 21-year high of $41.85 a barrel in New York earlier this month, oil experts insist the price rises are driven primarily by demand growth -- about half of which is coming from China.  An energy exporter until just a few years ago, China is now the world's fastest growing major importer of oil.
Ext – Peak Oil

Peak Oil is driving up prices

Pepe Escobar. "Oil's Slippery Slope." The Asia Times. 24, Aug. 2004. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/FH24Dj01.html

According to HSBC, oil is now 136% - and counting - more expensive than before September 11, 2001. The United States - with 5% of the world's population - gobbles up no less than 26% of the world's oil production.   The world currently consumes 81.2 million barrels of oil a day (1 barrel = 159 liters), according to the International Energy Agency (IEA), the energy forum for 26 industrialized consumer nations. But the really alarming figure is 84 million barrels of oil a day: according to the IEA, this will be the global demand by 2005.   A few months ago, the same IEA was saying that demand in 2005 would be of only 82.6 million barrels a day. And more than a year ago, the IEA said we would reach 84 million barrels a day only by 2007 or 2008. This is leading analysts in Dubai to predict that demand - on a very optimistic scenario - will reach 120 million barrels a day in 2020. Additionally, this should mean that if demand continues to grow at the current frenetic level, all proven oil reserves in the world - at the best-estimate level - will be extinguished by 2054.   Way before that happens, of course, we will reach what experts define as "peak oil". The oil-supply bell curve inexorably will be going down - with no return in sight - while the price curve will be going up, toward $100 a barrel and beyond.   Colin Campbell makes no bones about it: for him, peak oil is already here, or around the corner in 2005. For years, Campbell - a PhD in geology at Oxford University in England and former chief executive for BP, Texaco, Amoco and Fina - has been a lonely voice contradicting the supremely powerful oil lobby, according to whom high technology and the invisible hand of the market must guarantee discovery and exploitation of reserves virtually forever.   Already in 2000, Campbell was charging that "oil giants are fooling the planet" and that everybody was myopic - especially producing countries. He was saying that "we only find a new barrel of oil for each four we produce". He is sure that the world has already consumed half of its proven oil reserves, and he is sure that the Middle East will again manipulate oil prices. It turns out that Campbell might have been wrong by a margin of only a few months: he was betting on a new oil shock by 2005, "when production will start to fall and reserves will begin to dwindle at a rate of 3% a year". 

The oil peak has hit.

Robert Bolman. (Founding Director of the Maitreya EcoVillage in Eugene). "Peak Oil Is Here." The Register Guard. 2 Jan. 2008. http://www.registerguard.com/csp/cms/sites/dt.cms.support.viewStory.cls?cid=43204&sid=5&fid=1
With oil nearing $100 a barrel, I’m writing to announce that the all-time peak of global petroleum production is behind us. It happened in 2006. Once on the downhill slope of the oil production bell curve, supplies will decline about 3 percent annually.  Sustainability analyst Lester Brown released an update recently that ran through the figures: “After climbing from 82.9 million barrels per day in 2004 to 84.15 million barrels per day in 2005, output only increased to 84.8 million barrels per day in 2006 and then declined to 84.62 million barrels per day during the first 10 months of 2007.” Unless some new production comes online soon, the numbers indicate that the peak indeed occurred in 2006.  If 2008 sees 84.2 million barrels per day in oil production and 2009 sees 83.5 million barrels, the peak oil bell curve will be well established.  Much of modern industrialized civilization has been built upon cheap, abundant oil. The food we eat, the products we buy and our transportation are all heavily dependent on oil. The ramifications of a 3 percent annual decline in production are staggering.

Ext – Global Demand

Prices won’t fall unless demand does.

Jad Mouawad. "Rising Demand For Oil Provokes New Energy Crisis." The New York TImes. 9 Nov. 2007. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/09/business/worldbusiness/09oil.html?_r=1&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print

Supplies have also been hampered by political tension in the Persian Gulf, the war in Iraq, devastating hurricanes in the oil-producing Gulf of Mexico, production difficulties in Venezuela and violence in Nigeria’s oil-rich province. Many of these geopolitical factors have contributed to a political risk premium variously estimated at $25 to $50 a barrel. Recently, in just nine weeks, oil jumped from $75 to $95 a barrel for little apparent reason.“Fifty-dollar-a-barrel oil seems so far away at this point,” said Thomas Bentz, a senior energy analyst at BNP Paribas in New York, citing a figure that seemed an impossibly high price for oil only a few years ago. “Oil will stop rising when we see demand destruction. We haven’t seen that yet.”

Ext – Commodity Exchange

Oil traders will ensure that the price of oil does not fall. 

Coyote Blog. "Wither Supply and Demand, In Favor of the Oil Trading Cabal?" Dispatches from a small business. June 2007. http://www.coyoteblog.com/coyote_blog/2007/06/wither_supply_a.html

Oil prices are set at the whim of oil traders in London and New York, who are controlled by US oil companies.  The natural price of oil today should be $30 or $40, but oil traders keep it up at $60.  While players upstream and downstream may have limited market shares, these traders act as a choke point that controls the whole market.  All commodity markets are manipulated, or at least manipulatable, in this manner  Oil supply and demand is nearly perfectly inelastic.   If there really was a supply and demand reason for oil prices to shoot up to $60, then why aren't we seeing any shortages?  Oil prices only rise when Texas Republicans are in office.  They will fall back to $30 as soon as there is a Democratic president.  On the day oil executives were called to testify in front of the Democratic Congress recently, oil prices fell from $60 to $45 on that day, and then went right back up.
Price hikes caused by instability may be good in the short term, but over time as alternative energy is developed Russia’s economy will suffer.

Tom Wallin. "World: Oil Markets Respond To Middle East Violence." Radio Free Europe. 19 Jul 2006. http://www.rferl.org/featuresarticle/2006/07/877fcc0b-5d4b-4504-acda-8bc0bd39a425.html
How will Russia, an oil exporter, benefit from this spurt of oil prices?Like [for] any oil exporter, the high prices are good. I think the downside is in the longer term, because ultimately what all these high prices are doing is that they are creating headroom for all kind of alternative energy supplies to be developed, and they will be. We know that it takes a long time and so forth, but if we have oil prices at $75 for an extended period, there is going to be other alternatives that start to come in.

Ext – OPEC

OPEC will keep consumer stocks tight no matter what – this prevents price collapse. 

Antoine Halff. (Principal Analyst for the Oil Industry and Market Division of the International Energy Agency)"Instability in the Gulf and the Threat to Oil Stability." Jerusalem Issue Brief. Institute for Contemporary Affairs. Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs. 20 Oct. 2004. http://www.jcpa.org/brief/brief004-6.htm

However, while Middle East producers may have buried the oil hatchet in a political sense, it is clear that OPEC, led by Saudi Arabia, has embarked on an oil policy designed to maximize export revenues by keeping consumer stocks as tight as possible, thereby fostering price volatility and global oil market instability. Although Gulf regimes may have renounced using oil as a political weapon, in an economic sense, Gulf oil policy may have become a greater source of market instability than in the past.

OPEC policy will keep prices high. 

Antoine Halff. (Principal Analyst for the Oil Industry and Market Division of the International Energy Agency) "Instability in the Gulf and the Threat to Oil Stability." Jerusalem Issue Brief. Institute for Contemporary Affairs. Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs. 20 Oct. 2004. http://www.jcpa.org/brief/brief004-6.htm

OPEC policy alone cannot be blamed for single-handedly causing the current high prices, but it is a key contributing factor. Oil prices have recently hit highs that we hadn't seen since the first Iraq war. Much of the increase reflects surging demand from China and elsewhere, combined with endemic infrastructure capacity constraints and persistent fears of supply disruptions. But those factors would not have caused prices to surge if OPEC policy had not helped deplete the market's safety cushion - just as OPEC's price ambitions would not have been met without those external developments.

Ext – China

Chinese and Indian demand will continue to drive up global oil prices.

Jad Mouawad. "Rising Demand For Oil Provokes New Energy Crisis." The New York TImes. 9 Nov. 2007. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/09/business/worldbusiness/09oil.html?_r=1&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print
With oil prices approaching the symbolic threshold of $100 a barrel, the world is headed toward its third energy shock in a generation. But today’s surge is fundamentally different from the previous oil crises, with broad and longer-lasting global implications.  Skip to next paragraph  Enlarge This Image   Hiroke Masuike for The New York Times Traders at the New York Mercantile Exchange Thursday, where the price for a barrel of crude oil settled at $95.46.   Related Times Topics: Oil and Gasoline  Just as in the energy crises of the 1970s and ’80s, today’s high prices are causing anxiety and pain for consumers, and igniting wider fears about the impact on the economy.   Unlike past oil shocks, which were caused by sudden interruptions in exports from the Middle East, this time prices have been rising steadily as demand for gasoline grows in developed countries, as hundreds of millions of Chinese and Indians climb out of poverty and as other developing economies grow at a sizzling pace.   “This is the world’s first demand-led energy shock,” said Lawrence Goldstein, an economist at the Energy Policy Research Foundation of Washington.  Forecasts of future oil prices range widely. Some analysts see them falling next year to $75, or even lower, while a few project $120 oil. Virtually no one foresees a return to the $20 oil of a decade ago, meaning consumers should brace for an era of significantly higher fuel costs.  At the root of the stunning rise in the price of oil, up 56 percent this year and 365 percent in a decade, is a positive development: an unprecedented boom in the world economy.   Demand from China and India alone is expected to double in the next two decades as their economies continue to expand, with people there buying more cars and moving to cities to seek a way of life long taken for granted in the West.    

Chinese Demand is driving oil prices.

Jad Mouawad. "Rising Demand For Oil Provokes New Energy Crisis." The New York TImes. 9 Nov. 2007. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/09/business/worldbusiness/09oil.html?_r=1&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print

More than any other country, China represents the scope of that challenge. As it turned into a global economic behemoth over the last decade, China also became a major energy user. Its economy has grown at a furious pace of about 10 percent a year since the 1990s, lifting nearly 300 million people out of poverty. But rapid industrialization has come at a price: oil demand has more than tripled since 1980, turning a country that was once self-sufficient into a net oil importer.   India and China are home to about a third of humanity. People there are demanding access to electricity, cars, and consumer goods and can increasingly afford to compete with the West for access to resources. In doing so, the two Asian giants are profoundly transforming the world’s energy balance.   Today, China consumes only a third as much oil as the United States, which burns a quarter of the world’s oil each day. By 2030, India and China together will import as much oil as the United States and Japan do today. 

No Transition

Prices will not fuel the transition.

Ian Bremmer. "Prices Transform Oil Into A Weapon." International Herald Tribune. 27 Aug. 2005. http://www.iht.com/articles/2005/08/26/news/edbremmer.php
Second, petro-states are rethinking their assumptions about the elasticity of global demand for oil. When oil sold for $30 a barrel, they accepted the conventional view that substantial price hikes might lower demand - and hurt their bottom lines - as importing states actively looked for new sources of oil, energy alternatives and other ways to cut fossile-fuel consumption. Now that oil sells for well above $60 a barrel, without (so far) a sharp drop in demand, energy-exporting states are changing their minds. Some now believe they can push the price still further and increase profits without a drop in demand.

***A2 Renewables***

Not oil price dependent – 2ac 

Renewable development is not dependent on high oil prices

Environment News Service, 6-21-07, http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/jun2007/2007-06-21-04.asp

While the report finds that high oil prices have driven investors into the renewable energy market, UNEP Executive Director Achim Steiner says many investors are choosing renewables regardless of oil prices.  "One of the new and fundamental messages of this report is that renewable energies are no longer subject to the vagaries of rising and falling oil prices - they are becoming generating systems of choice for increasing numbers of power companies, communities and countries irrespective of the costs of fossil fuels, said UNEP Executive Director Achim Steiner, introducing the report Wednesday.

Economic damage and slow rate of conversion prevents a shift to renewables from high prices

David Goodstein, Physicist and Vice Provost at California Institute of Technology, 2004, Out of Gas, pg. 32

Once past Hubbert’s peak, as the gap between rising demand and falling supply grows, the rising price of oil may make those alternative fuels economically competitive, but even if they are net energy positive, it may not prove possible to get them into production fast enough to fill the growing gap. That’s called the rate-of-conversion problem. Worse, the economic damage done by rapidly rising oil prices may under​mine our ability to mount the huge industrial effort needed to get the new fuels into action.

Security concerns drive renewable development-prices not key

Gal Luft, executive director of Institute for the Analysis of Global Security, 7-5-07, http://www.iags.org/n050707.htm

To insulate the U.S. further, President Bush seeks to double the size of the American oil reserve in the coming years. The President also seeks to reduce America's oil dependence through increased efficiency and to shift to alternative fuels. Applied in unison, these tactics advance the strategic goals of reducing global energy prices, protecting the West against supply disruptions, and limiting the flow of petrodollars to Tehran. This increased pressure on the Iranian regime could, over time, generate a much desired regime change. If Washington executes this strategy with expediency and determination, this outcome could be achieved before Iran becomes a nuclear power.

Not oil price dependent – 1ar 

Even without high oil prices, the renewable energy industry will still grow.

Science Letter July  8, 2008 HEADLINE: INTEGRITY INTERNATIONAL; Integrity International Launches Renewable Energy Staffing Division

"While business ideas in the  renewable energy  field will work and fail, we project that the job opportunities will grow dramatically in the near term," Ahumada said. "Even without the recent spike in  oil prices,  the pressure to increase  renewable energy  is strong and will continue to grow."

Prices will not fuel the transition.

Ian Bremmer. "Prices Transform Oil Into A Weapon." International Herald Tribune. 27 Aug. 2005. http://www.iht.com/articles/2005/08/26/news/edbremmer.php

Second, petro-states are rethinking their assumptions about the elasticity of global demand for oil. When oil sold for $30 a barrel, they accepted the conventional view that substantial price hikes might lower demand - and hurt their bottom lines - as importing states actively looked for new sources of oil, energy alternatives and other ways to cut fossile-fuel consumption. Now that oil sells for well above $60 a barrel, without (so far) a sharp drop in demand, energy-exporting states are changing their minds. Some now believe they can push the price still further and increase profits without a drop in demand.

Oil prices have little effect on wind and solar

Hill ’06 Oil Daily      September 22, 2006 Friday    SECTION: FEATURE STORIES  LENGTH: 571  words  HEADLINE: Renewables Risk Losing Momentum With Oil Price Drop  BYLINE: Katherine Hill, New York   

In contrast, an oil price drop would have little impact on the solar sector, according to Noah Kaye of the Solar Energy Industries Association. Likewise, the wind sector would be largely unaffected. The only risk they face from an oil price drop is that investor could drop off, as the general concept of renewables would not generate as much buzz in a climate of low oil prices as they do today. Otherwise these industries would remain healthy -- demand currently exceeds supply both for solar photovoltaics and wind turbines.
Renewables Fail

Renewables won’t catch on – 4 reasons

(wind; solar) (fossil fuels are getting cheaper, vulnerable to price swings, politically vulnerable, skittish investors)

Paul Roberts, energy expert and writer for Harpers,2004, The End of Oil, pg. 201-2

Other problems become more apparent when we look more closely at cost.  Although wind and solar are getting cheaper, proponents often overlook the fact that their competitors are also getting cheaper and will continue to do so.  Just as fuel cells must compete with a constantly improving internal-combustion engine, wind and solar will have to battle with gas- and coal-fired technologies that will grow more efficient and less expensive and less polluting by the year. Renewables are also extremely vul​nerable to energy price swings: if gas prices were to come down, for exam​ple, wind and solar power would lose much of their cost advantage. Renew​ables are politically vulnerable, as well: if wind or solar were to lose their government subsidies, the current boom in new installations would come to a screeching halt: the mere threat of such a loss has many potential inves​tors looking elsewhere.

Renewables can’t compete

Paul Roberts, energy expert and writer for Harpers,2004, The End of Oil, pg. 191-2

But there are other reasons for the slow rise of alternative energy —reasons that go beyond the greed and duplicity of individuals or an en​trenched system. For all their huge potential, most alternative technologies really aren’t ready for prime time. Despite decades of (R&D)research and develop​ment — and despite recent growth rates that rival that of computers and cell phones — nearly every major alternative technology still suffers from serious engineering or economic drawbacks. Automotive fuel cells are still many times more expensive than even a vintage gasoline engine, and they may require decades of work to be competitive. Solar power, even after nearly thirty years and many billions of dollars in R & D, still costs five times as much as coal-fired power. Beyond questions of cost, these technol​ ogies may still face inherent limits in the quality of the energy they pro​duce, and where and when they can be used, that could keep them from as​suming a dominant share of the future energy mix.
Despite considerable development, renewables will not significantly contribute to energy production

Glenn  Schleede, president of Energy Market and Policy Analysis, July 16, 2002, Federal Document Clearinghouse Congressional Testimony

Renewables. Many people like the sound of getting energy from "renewable" energy but, again, it is necessary to be realistic and look at the facts. a. Hydropower is the only significant source of economical renewable energy. Advocates of "renewable" energy do not like hydropower despite the fact that it is the one "renewable" energy source that is providing a significant contribution; in fact, over 7% of the nation's electricity. They favor only the non- hydro "renewables." Furthermore, the potential for an increased contribution from hydropower is limited because few sites are available, there is opposition to expansion and the very real possibility that the contribution from hydropower could be reduced in the future. Reductions could come from diversion of water around dams to serve other needs (e.g., fish, recreation), breaching dams in some areas, and the slow pace of re-licensing of existing hydropower projects. b. Non-hydro "renewables" will provide little usable energy. The non-hydro renewables - wind, solar, geothermal, biomass (including wood and wood wastes) and municipal solid wastes (5) are, essentially, niche technologies that are not likely to ever make a significant contribution towards supplying US energy requirements. DOE has spent hundreds of millions in tax dollars on renewable energy R&D during the last 20 years. The small role that non-hydro renewable energy sources can be expected to play in supplying our energy and electricity requirements during the next 20 years is demonstrated clearly in the two tables, based on EIA data, shown on the next page. For example, the tables show that all non-hydro renewables combined (wind, solar, wood, wood, waste, biomass, geothermal, and municipal solid wastes) supplied only: - 3.67% of US overall energy requirements in 2000 and may reach only a 4.57% contribution by 2020. - 2.13% of US electricity generation in 2000 and are not expected to reach a 3% contribution by 2020. These small but realistic forecasts by EIA take into account the enormous federal and state subsidies now being provided some renewables such as "wind energy." Furthermore, it is important to recognize that all the generous subsidies now being provided for "renewable" energy -- and others being contemplated such as federal "renewable portfolio standards" -- merely shift costs from renewable energy developers to consumers and taxpayers - and hide those costs in tax bills and monthly electric bills. Some of these technologies have negative environmental implications that are only now being recognized, such as the significant scenic impairment cause by windmills in some areas - even though the huge structures produce very little electricity.

Solar Bad

Increase in solar energy will cause increases in the demand for silver

Matt Savinar (Political Science from the University of California at Davis) 2004 "The Peak Oil and Die-Off," http://www.unicamp.br/fea/ortega/eco/traducao-DieOff.pdf

The geographic areas most suited for large solar farms are typically very warm areas, such as deserts. This requires the energy collected by the panels to be converted to electricity and then transmitted over large distances to power more densely populated regions. Unfortunately, heat makes electricity extremely difficult to transmit. The benefits of setting up solar farms in sun-drenched areas like the desert are largely offset by the additional costs of transmitting the electricity. The only way to overcome this problem is through the use of superconducting wires, which require copious quantities of silver, a precious metal already in short supply. 

Silver price increse will cause mass financial suicide- globally

Theodore Butler (Economist) July 31 2001 “The Silver Countdown Begins”, www.investmentrarities.com/07-31-01.html
Just because metal leasing has allowed a massive depletion of silver inventories to occur without a free market price increase, doesn't minimize, in any way, shape or form, the fact that silver inventories have been depleted. The silver is still gone. The silver will stay gone. That's all you need to focus on. And because these silver inventories are long gone, and so few observers are aware of what I just described, the price impact, when it comes, will be historic in nature. That's because the price of silver has been depressed for so long by this leasing nonsense that it has created a structural deficit so large it’s hard to fully comprehend. Metal leasing shenanigans have created the most bullish configuration possible. We have had current production running much less than current consumption for many years. We have had silver inventories drawn down on an ounce-for-ounce basis with the amount of the deficit. We have had producers and industrial consumers alike, become accustomed to a long term, artificially depressed price. We have producers and users alike, short the market via leasing and other derivatives, setting up the spectacle of mass financial suicide. 

Global economic decline will bring Armageddon.

Lt. Col Tom Bearden (PhD Nuclear Engineering) April 25 2000 http://www.cheniere.org/correspondence/042500%20-%20modified.htm
Just prior to the terrible collapse of the World economy, with the crumbling well underway and rising, it is inevitable that some of the weapons of mass destruction will be used by one or more nations on others. An interesting result then---as all the old strategic studies used to show---is that everyone will fire everything as fast as possible against their perceived enemies. The reason is simple: When the mass destruction weapons are unleashed at all, the only chance a nation has to survive is to desperately try to destroy its perceived enemies before they destroy it. So there will erupt a spasmodic unleashing of the long range missiles, nuclear arsenals, and biological warfare arsenals of the nations as they feel the economic collapse, poverty, death, misery, etc. a bit earlier. The ensuing holocaust is certain to immediately draw in the major nations also, and literally a hell on earth will result. In short, we will get the great Armageddon we have been fearing since the advent of the nuclear genie. Right now, my personal estimate is that we have about a 99% chance of that scenario or some modified version of it, resulting.
Solar bad exts

Silver exts

Silver is needed for both Solar and wind

Matt Savinar (Political Science from the University of California at Davis, J.D. from the University of California at Hastings College of the Law) 2004 "The Peak Oil and Die-Off," http://www.unicamp.br/fea/ortega/eco/traducao-DieOff.pdf, p. 58
The same holds true for almost every resource and material known to humanity, including resources and materials such as platinum, silver, and uranium, which are necessary to up-scale alternative forms of energy such as hydrogen fuel cells, solar panels, windmills, and nuclear power plants. We won’t even be able to recycle the leftovers of industrial civilization without cheap energy, as recycling things like SUVs, computers, asphalt, etc., is extremely energy-intensive. Most recycling centers (particularly large, industrial ones) get their energy from – you guessed it – fossil fuels! Unless you’re super-rich, it’s back to the caves.

Solar increases will require more silver- shortage now

Matt Savinar (Political Science from the University of California at Davis, J.D. from the University of California at Hastings College of the Law) 2004 "The Peak Oil and Die-Off," http://www.unicamp.br/fea/ortega/eco/traducao-DieOff.pdf, p. 58
Virtually all solar panels currently on the market are made with silver paste. The world, however, is in the midst of a massive silver shortage that is likely to be greatly exacerbated in the years to come. Of all metals, silver is the best conductor of electricity. This has made it a crucial component of all computers, communications, and electrical equipment. As technology has spread, silver reserves have plummeted. 26 The current shortage of silver is so severe many experts feel the price of silver will skyrocket from its August 2004 price of $6.50 per ounce to as high as $200 per ounce.141 This will drive up the cost of solar power. To make matters worse, the only silver left is very difficult to extract and requires the use of heavyduty, energy-intensive, oil-powered machinery. As oil becomes more expensive, so will be the discovery, mining and transporting of silver, which will drive up the price of solar power even more. Furthermore, much of the world’s silver reserves are located in highly unstable and unfriendly parts of the world such as the former Soviet Union. The same fundamentals are also true (albeit to a lesser degree) for copper, which is frequently used to conduct electricity.  

Increase in solar development will ramp up silver demand

David Zgodzinski, Montreal freelance writer, 6-19-2008, The Gazette (Montreal), “NOTES FROM UNDERGROUND; Can mining make a greener world?”, VP lexis

Most environmentalists agree that the overriding environmental imperative, trumping other concerns, is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. But converting from a hydrocarbon burning society to one that runs on cleanly generated electricity will not be simple or painless. And the switch will demand metals - lots of metals. Those metals have to be mined.  According to a study by British merchant bankers, the Fortis Group, over 1,000 tonnes of silver will be used in 2008 to manufacture solar panels. That's twice the amount of silver that was used in 2002 by the solar industry.  Silver is the most conductive of metals and that quality makes it a necessary element in solar equipment. More and more silver will be mined for the solar energy ramp up in coming years. 
Brink now

Theodore Butler, Silver Analyst for Investment Rarities, Inc., 4/22/08. “Then and Now,” http://news.silverseek.com/TedButler/1208878782.php MH

There is a lot less world silver inventory today than there was in 1980; billions of ounces less. In very broad terms, there were close to 4 billion ounces of available world silver inventories in 1980. Over the next 28 years, because of the silver deficit, roughly 3 billion ounces (a little over 100 million ounces annually) were removed from inventories and industrially consumed or put into a form that prevented it from coming back to the market, except at extraordinary high prices. In other words, 75% of world silver inventories were consumed over the past 28 years, leaving us with one billion ounces remaining.  On a per capita basis, the reduction in world silver inventories is even more dramatic, because the population of the world grew by almost 50% over that time span. In 1980, there was almost one full ounce of silver inventory for every person on the face of the earth. Today, only a small fraction, 15% of an ounce, remains.

Silver supplies are key to the world economy.

Jason Hommel, Silver Stock Reporter, 2008. The Silver Stock Report. “Here’s why silver investment is better than gold,” http://silverstockreport.com/ MH

Each silver contract at the NYMEX is a promise. There are too many contracts, too many promises to deliver silver that may not exist. Each contract is for 5000 ounces. There are often over 200,000 contracts for 5000 ounces, that's a total of 1000 million ounces of silver promised to be delivered. With recent market trends of defaults and bankruptcies, these contracts are at risk of default. Yet the exchange has only about a third of that in real silver. How can they promise to deliver more silver than exists? If they fail to deliver silver, then confidence in the world's entire financial system may collapse. Industrial users of silver may have to shut down their factories. To prevent this, users will bid silver prices much higher.
Wind Bad

Wind will encourage hydrogen dvelopment

Dawn Levy. “Harnessing the wind: One-quarter of United States is suited for wind power production, researchers find,” Stanford Report, May 21, 2003 http://news-service.stanford.edu/news/2003/may21/wind-521.html

Ultimately, Jacobson envisions, wind may help power an emerging "hydrogen economy." Wind would generate electricity that would be fed into the power grid. That electricity would be transmitted to hydrogen-generation plants to split water into oxygen and hydrogen via electrolysis. The generated hydrogen could power motor vehicles at hydrogen filling stations or in hydrogen batteries. "If you use wind to generate hydrogen, then wind, in the limit, could theoretically replace all oil, coal and natural gas combustion, solving many problems," he says. "Because hydrogen stores the energy generated by wind, wind intermittency is no longer a barrier to its widespread implementation."
hydrogen increases demand for palladium – driving up prices

fast break 2005 (“the case for palladium”)

Yet another source of demand for the metal is coming from the alternative fuel industry. With the price of oil hitting over $66 a barrel, there has been a renewed focus on alternative fuel sources. Hydrogen Fuel Cell technology is one area that seems promising. So much so, that governments and private companies have invested more than a billion dollars to expedite its progress. In essence, fuel cells are electrochemical devices that turn the energy from a chemical reaction into electricity. How does palladium come into play? Well, palladium has a natural affinity to hydrogen. It is able to absorb and store up to 800 times its own volume of hydrogen. Since hydrogen fuel cell technology is dependent on "hydrogen", the demand for the metal will likely increase as hydrogen fuel cells come to fruition.

impact – high palladium prices crushes japanese automakers

dines 2000 (james, the dines letter, “The Emerging Palladium Bull Market”)

The chart of palladium indicates to us that the metal is still in its roaring Uptrend, and we continue to stick our necks out calling for higher prices even from these breathtakingly-elevated heights. How high? That depends on how much palladium Russia's governmental agencies still possess in reserves. But if they are actually running out, if the Russians are secretly scraping the bottom of their barrel and have not much more to sell, then palladium prices could have a rise that will be described later as "frightening." That is because automobile manufacturers cannot build a car without palladium, they simply must have it, it is a relatively small amount of money per vehicle and cost could be passed on to the purchaser. But Japanese manufacturers, pioneers of the "just-in-time" method of maintaining inventories at extremely low levels, are the most vulnerable of all and are in a panic about obtaining palladiumat any price.

that collapses japans economy

j-cast business news 1/11/2004 (“Automotive Industry Overview”)

Auto manufacturing is a leading industry in Japan, and the nation is the number two automotive powerhouse of the world. The total value of Japanese motor vehicle shipments in 2002 (including two-wheelers) was 43 trillion 163 billion yen. This accounts for 16 percent of the Japanese manufacturing industry's value of shipments, and 35 percent of the mechanical engineering shipment value. Automotives is one of the important and essential industries that support the Japanese economy. 

extinction

The Guardian 2-11-2002
Even so, the west cannot afford to be complacent about what is happening in Japan, unless it intends to use the country as a test case to explore whether a full-scale depression is less painful now than it was 70 years ago. Action is needed, and quickly because this is an economy that could soak up some of the world's excess capacity if functioning properly. A strong Japan is not only essential for the long-term health of the global economy, it is also needed as a counter-weight to the growing power of China. A collapse in the Japanese economy, which looks ever more likely, would have profound ramifications; some experts believe it could even unleash a wave of extreme nationalism that would push the country into conflict with its bigger (and nuclear) neighbour.

***A2 warming***

A2 warming (1)

No single country can solve the problem. 

David Houle (Author, speaker and strategest who advises organizations about dynamic trends). Global Warming and Peace. 16 Oct. 2007. http://www.scientificblogging.com/david_houle/global_warming_and_peace

The second reason that global warming is a peace issue is that it is a major issue of survival that necessitates a global solution.  There is no single country or even groups of countries that can solve the problem by themselves.  We are now in the global stage of human evolution and we now have the first problem to solve as a species.  The collaboration between countries, among populations and all marketplace businesses is essential for a solution.  Humanity either solves the problem as one or we might well die separately.  The human species is being served up an issue for all of us.  The inherent opportunity is to create a unity among all of us in facing this issue that will bring us together in a common cause.  Having a common cause that is global in scope is certainly a step toward world peace
Most warming is natural. 

Walter Williams. (PhD. Economics UCLA). "Global Warming Heresy." Capitalism Magazine. 27 March. 2007. http://www.capmag.com/article.asp?ID=4941

Among the many findings that dispute environmentalists' claims are: Manmade carbon dioxide emissions are roughly 5 percent of the total; the rest are from natural sources such as volcanoes, dying vegetation and animals. Annually, volcanoes alone produce more carbon dioxide than all of mankind's activities. Oceans are responsible for most greenhouse gases. Contrary to environmentalists' claims, the higher the Earth's temperature, the higher the carbon dioxide levels. In other words, carbon dioxide levels are a product of climate change. Some of the documentary's scientists argue that the greatest influence on the Earth's temperature is our sun's sunspot activity. The bottom line is, the bulk of scientific evidence shows that what we've been told by environmentalists is pure bunk. Throughout the Earth's billions of years there have been countless periods of global warming and cooling. In fact, in the year 1,000 A.D., a time when there were no SUVs, the Earth's climate was much warmer than it is now. Most of this century's warming occurred before 1940. For several decades after WWII, when there was massive worldwide industrialization, there was cooling.

Temperature increase wont be significant. 

Marc Morano (Staffwriter) "'Alarmist' Global Warming Claims Unfounded Says Climatolgist." CNN News. 14 Jul. 2003. http://www.cnsnews.com/Culture/archive/200307/CUL20030714c.html
***Cites a Climatologist and research professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia and the Marshall Institute Who used to be the President of the American Association of State Climatologist ***

Climatologist Patrick J. Michaels told a Capitol Hill luncheon Friday that the fears of catastrophic global warming are scientifically unfounded and 'alarmist.' Michaels also declared that any climate change that does occur would not impact the Earth or its inhabitants in any significant way.   "The science is settled in a very non-alarmist way," Michaels told CNSNews.com. Michaels predicted that his message would not be well received by many in the climate debate.  "A non-alarmist way is politically very unpopular in Washington, D.C.," he said.  Michaels, author of the book Satanic Gasses: Clearing the Air about Global Warming and an environmental sciences professor at the University of Virginia, was the featured speaker at a luncheon sponsored by the Cato Institute on Friday.  "Scientific data really tells us how much it is going to warm over the next 100 years, and it's going to be at the low end of the projections, and people will adapt as long as their economies are free. We have been adapting for a long time," Michaels explained.  Michaels said he expects a negligible warm-up and pointed to the past 100 years as proof that any effects of potential increased global temperatures are going to be negligible.  "As the planet warmed up about one degree Fahrenheit in the last 100 years, the life span in the industrialized democracies went from 40 to 80 [years], and crop yields doubled. Global warming did not cause that, but it didn't stop it either," Michaels said. 

A2 warming (2)

Not enough fossil fuels

Randall Parker. "Limited Hydrocarbons Mean Little Global Warming?" 25 Jun. 2007. http://www.futurepundit.com/archives/004350.html

Dastardly humans won't be able to fry the world with excessive amounts of fossil fuels burning because we do not have enough fossil fuels left to burn to cause a first class disaster? Mother Gaia wisely limited the amount of fossil fuels she created because she knew her human progeny would wreak disaster if tempted with too much oil and coal to burn? Writing at The Oil Drum CalTech professor Dave Rutledge argues that the mathematical method which petroleum engineer King Hubbard used to predict the date of US oil production peak can also be used to predict how much coal will get burned in the world. Rutledge, Cal Tech Chair for the Division of Engineering and Applied Science, says the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) models for future climate change assume fossil fuels supplies available to raise atmospheric CO2 which overstate future hydrocarbon burning by a factor of 3 or 4 or more. Often we do not have enough data to fit for remaining production this way. In these situations, I will use a Hubbert linearization to estimate the remaining production, like we often do for oil. Hubbert introduced this approach for modeling oil production in "Techniques of Prediction as Applied to the Production of Oil and Gas," in Saul I. Gass, ed., Oil and Gas Supply Modeling, pp. 16-141. National Bureau of Standards special publication 631. Washington: National Bureau of Standards, 1982. This is a great paper. It is difficult to find, but you can download it here (15MB file). Figure 2 shows a Hubbert linearization for world hydrocarbon production. The trend line is for 3.2 trillion barrels of oil equivalent (Tboe) remaining. We will use this number for our simulation of future atmospheric CO2 concentrations and temperature rise. This is 20% larger than the reserves given by the German resources agency BGR, 2.7Tboe. The BGR includes 500Gboe for unconventional sources. In contrast, the IPCC assumes that 11-15Tboe is available for production for its climate-change scenarios.   This fits with my intuition: We face such a huge looming problem with fossil fuels exhaustion that we should be thinking about moving away from fossil fuels due to rising costs and lowered production rather than because we might melt the polar ice caps. We need to embrace solar, nuclear, and wind because we just do not have as much fossil fuels left as the climate doomsters think we do.  If the Peak Oil, Peak Natural Gas, and Peak Coal folks are correct then why do the IPCC types spend so much time talking about climate catastrophe? My guess: Human-caused climate disaster makes for a far more dramatic moral story of human sin. Talk of using up all the coal and oil doesn't satisfy the need to see human action in such sinful terms. If we run out of oil then we suffer from the exhaustion of the oil but nature doesn't suffer as much as we do. We sin, but against ourselves. By contrast, if we heat up the planet the argument can be made for humans as massive sinners against nature.  Rutledge doesn't see how the IPCC scenarios for future atmospheric CO2 levels can happen given the amount of unburned and usable fossil fuels that are left.  Now we are in a position to see what some consequences for climate are. We convert future hydrocarbon and coal production to atmospheric carbon emission using EIA coefficients and plot them as the Producer-Limited Profile in Figure 10, together with the carbon emissions from the 40 scenarios. The Producer-Limited Profile has lower emissions than any of the 40 scenarios. This would be true even if we calculated the emissions with the full coal reserves. Jean Laherrere was the first to call attention to this anomalous situation. He has made the point forcefully and repeatedly, to no apparent effect. 

Warming is inevitable – renewable transition cant solve. 

Mark Hertsgaard. "It's much too lake to sweat global warming." The San Francisco Chronicle. 13 Feb. 2005. http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2005/02/13/INGP4B7GC91.DTL
At the core of the global warming dilemma is a fact neither side of the debate likes to talk about: It is already too late to prevent global warming and the climate change it sets off.   Environmentalists won't say this for fear of sounding alarmist or defeatist. Politicians won't say it because then they'd have to do something about it. The world's top climate scientists have been sending this message, however, with increasing urgency for many years.   Since 1988, the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, comprised of more than 2,000 scientific and technical experts from around the world, has conducted the most extensive peer-reviewed scientific inquiry in history.   In its 2001 report, the panel said that human-caused global warming had already begun, and much sooner than expected. What's more, the problem is bound to get worse, perhaps a lot worse, before it gets better.   Last month, the climate change panel's chairman, Rajendra Pachauri, upped the ante. Although Pachauri was installed after the Bush administration forced out his predecessor, Robert Watson, for pushing too hard for action, the accumulation of evidence led Pachauri to embrace apocalyptic language: "We are risking the ability of the human race to survive," he said.   Until now, most public discussion about global warming has focused on how to prevent it -- for example, by implementing the Kyoto Protocol, which comes into force internationally (but without U.S. participation) on Wednesday. But prevention is no longer a sufficient option. No matter how many "green" cars and solar panels Kyoto eventually calls into existence, the hard fact is that a certain amount of global warming is inevitable.  

Ext – warming natural

Warming is caused by sunspots.

RNA (Russian News and Information Agency). "Russian academic says CO2 not to blame for global warming." Jan. 15 2007. http://en.rian.ru/russia/20070115/59078992.html
***Evidence cites top Russian scientists***

Rising levels of carbon dioxide and other gases emitted through human activities, believed by scientists to trap heat in the Earth's atmosphere, are an effect rather than the cause of global warming, a prominent Russian scientist said Monday.  Habibullo Abdusamatov, head of the space research laboratory at the St. Petersburg-based Pulkovo Observatory, said global warming stems from an increase in the sun's activity. His view contradicts the international scientific consensus that climate change is attributable to the emission of greenhouse gases generated by industrial activities, such as the burning of fossil fuels and deforestation.  "Global warming results not from the emission of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere, but from an unusually high level of solar radiation and a lengthy - almost throughout the last century - growth in its intensity," Abdusamatov told RIA Novosti in an interview. 

Ice cores prove - GHG concentrations are a result of warming not a cause.

RNA (Russian News and Information Agency). "Russian academic says CO2 not to blame for global warming." Jan. 15 2007. http://en.rian.ru/russia/20070115/59078992.html
***Evidence cites top Russian scientists***

However, scientists acknowledge that rises in temperatures can potentially cause massive increases of greenhouse gases due to various natural positive feedback mechanisms, for example the methane released by melting permafrost, ocean algae's reduced capacity to absorb carbon at higher water temperatures, and the carbon released by trees when forests dry up.  Abdusamatov, a doctor of mathematics and physics, is one of a small number of scientists around the world who continue to contest the view of the IPCC, the national science academies of the G8 nations, and other prominent scientific bodies.  He said an examination of ice cores from wells over three kilometers (1.5 miles) deep in Greenland and the Antarctic indicates that the Earth experienced periods of global warming even before the industrial age (which began two hundred years ago).
Scientists agree – water vapor and underwater volcanoes. 

Meta tech. "Global Warming Will Cause - the Coming Ice Age." 2007. http://www.metatech.org/07/ice_age_global_warming.html

We are not the cause of Global Warming. Somewhere between 85% and 95% of greenhouse gases are WATER VAPOR.    At most, only 3% of the carbon dioxide (CO2) in the air results from human activity.    The amount of CO2 presently in the air absorbs nearly all available radiation at its peaks of 2.7, 4.3 and 15 µM; so more CO2 cannot absorb more radiation.  17,000 (Seventeen thousand!) scientists signed a petition saying humans producing CO2 is not the cause of global warming.  The 30% increase in atmospheric CO2 over the past 100 years is from oceans releasing CO2 because they are heating up. Oceans heat the air, not the other way around.  The oceans are heating because of undersea volcanoes, because of the movement of the earth's crust. Scientists recently discovered over 1,100 volcanoes near Easter Island! Some are huge - over 1.5 miles high. And we have only mapped 5% of the ocean so far! Scientists estimate there are THREE MILLION undersea volcanoes.

Ext – warming not significant

Temperatures wouldn’t rise if we burned everything we have. 

Marc Morano (Staffwriter) "'Alarmist' Global Warming Claims Unfounded Says Climatolgist." CNN News. 14 Jul. 2003. http://www.cnsnews.com/Culture/archive/200307/CUL20030714c.html
***Cites a Climatologist and research professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia and the Marshall Institute Who used to be the President of the American Association of State Climatologist ***

The real scientific proof that man could not impact our environment with greenhouse gas emissions in any catastrophic way already exits, Michaels believes.  Paleo records indicate that the concentration of the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide in the atmosphere was up to 14 times higher than it is today when the Earth was but 8 degrees Celsius warmer than it is today," Michaels said, referring to the climate of millions of years ago.  There is no way we can get the Earth that hot again, he said -- even "if we burn everything as fast as we could," he added.  And the Earth was not unpleasant during the period of high CO2 concentrations and higher temperatures, according to Michaels.  "The planet was greener than a [casino] crap table. That is where all that coal came from that we are burning now," he explained. 

Ext – not enough fuel

There are not enough fossil fuels for climate change. 

Kjell Aleklett (Uppsala university and the President for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas). "Global Warming Exaggerated, insufficient oil, natural gas and coal." Energy Bulletin. 18 May. 2007. http://www.energybulletin.net/29845.html

Climate change and global warming has become part of our everyday life, and central to this debate is the emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2). The fossil fuels that we use contain carbon and hydrocarbons, and in the combustion of these fuels, carbon dioxide is released along with energy.   In the present climate debate, however, the amount of available fossil fuels does not appear to be an issue. The problem, as usually perceived, is that we will use excessive amounts in the years ahead. It is not even on the map that the amount of fossil fuels required in order to bring about the feared climate changes may in fact not be available.  Mexico's giant oil field Cantarell is afflicted with problems and the production is in rapid decline. In 2005, the Mexican national oil company Pemex presented two scenarios for the ultimate production; one optimistic in which it was assumed that 50% of the initial oil under ground would ultimately be recoverable, one pessimistic assuming only 30% recoverability. That the trend appears to validate the pessimistic scenario is naturally disastrous for Pemex and the Mexican state, but our climate is the winner.  There is an important decision to be made. Should we regard the oil remaining in the ground as a source that could result in future CO2 emissions, or should we accept that this oil for the time being actually remains in the ground? The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) considers it a resource.  In its gigantic simulations, resembling a "SimCity game", IPCC has simulated our future, and the participating families of the game are A1, A2, B1 and B2. Each family has a certain development in terms of population and GDP growth, energy and land use, available resources and technological progress. The real temperature-raising bad guys are the A2 family. If left unconstrained, they will make the world average temperature 3.6 degrees Celsius higher by 2100. On the low extreme, the gentlest member of family B1 will only make the temperature increase by one degree.  The presupposition for any temperature increase is that we consume great quantities of oil, natural gas and coal. The fact that IPCC exhorts our politicians to curtail the use of fossil fuels gives the impression that the fossil resources are enormous, but there are reasons to doubt this.  At Uppsala University we study global energy resources, and have recently put forward a detailed analysis of future oil production. By disaggregating the production into 6 well-defined sections, we are now able to present a time frame for the global maximum production capacity, "Peak Oil". It will occur between 2008 and 2018. If the world's giant fields, which produce 60% of the oil, behave like Cantarell in Mexico, we have the "worst case" of a peak in 2008. But if instead the most optimistic prognosis for Cantarell is applicable, and global demand increase is simultaneously dampened, then we have the "best case" of maximum production in 2018.  We can now calculate how much energy/CO2 that can be produced during this century by using oil, and compare it to the amount required by the IPCC-families. To our surprise, the families A1, A2, B1 and B2 require more oil than what is realistically possible.   If we move on with the analysis and study future natural gas production in relation to the IPCC scenarios, the picture is even clearer. In North America, natural gas production is in decline, just as the production from the giant gas fields of northwest Siberia which stand for 90% of Russia's production. Plans for making liquid fuels from natural gas in Qatar have been cancelled. Projected ports for the handling of liquefied natural gas in the US and Europe are being downscaled, as the global supply of liquefied natural gas will probably be lower than was expected only a year ago.  Natural gas is widely seen as a "gentle bridge" to a future sustainable society. Today, the bridge appears to be shorter than expected, but as for CO2 emissions, again we are winners.  The third fossil source of CO2 emissions is coal. According to a widely held view, the amount of available coal is virtually endless. However, when we do detailed studies of production profiles in the six countries harboring 85% of the world's coal reserves, we discover clear signs of peaking coal production in certain regions. Moreover, we notice a decline in production of the highest quality coal, that is, the coal with the highest energy content per volume. In the US, the world's second largest coal user, the volume of mined coal is increasing while the total energy content is decreasing. Has US already reached "Peak Coal" in terms of energy.   China will soon reach its maximum coal production capacity, leading to a situation where Russia alone will be sitting on the last large coal reserves. Future production in Russia will determine when we will reach "Peak Coal" at the global level. In contrast to conventional wisdom, we will be CO2 winners.   The sum of all fossil resources that the industry considers available is presented annually in BP Statistical Review. According to this rather optimistic estimate, the total energy of all oil, natural gas and coal amounts to 36 Zeta joules (ZJ), a gigantic amount of energy. This is more than what our research group considers likely, but it is still less than what do the scenario families A1, A2, B1 and B2 require. The fossil energy will not be sufficient.  The A2 family is our number one enemy, so let us study its appetite for energy. Up to 2100, IPCC prognosticates that A2 will need between 70 and 90 ZJ, that is, twice as much as the industry believes is available. Then there is another detail that is never discussed, namely that all scenarios will need fossil energy also after 2100.  We do not have to discuss or doubt the established historic rise in temperature, but we have to discuss and doubt the future temperature increases that the IPCC scenarios project and the fossil resources that IPCC assumes in its prognoses.   We need a new assessment of future temperature increases based on a realistic consumption of oil, natural gas and coal. 

Ext – warming Inevitable

Even if we stopped pumping all carbon dioxide tomorrow – we would not see change for 100 years. 

Mark Hertsgaard. "It's much too lake to sweat global warming." The San Francisco Chronicle. 13 Feb. 2005. http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2005/02/13/INGP4B7GC91.DTL

Contrary to the impression given by some news reports, global warming is not like a light switch that can be turned off if we simply stop burning so much oil, coal and gas.   There is a lag effect of about 50 to 100 years. That's how long carbon dioxide, the primary greenhouse gas, remains in the atmosphere after it is emitted from auto tailpipes, home furnaces and industrial smokestacks.   So even if humanity stopped burning fossil fuels tomorrow, the planet would continue warming for decades.  

***A2 nuclear power***

US nuke power increase now

Despite recent trends of avoiding nuclear power U.S. nuclear power is following global trends for resurgence

Paul Mauldin 4/28/10 (“Is U.S. Nuclear Power Coming Out Of The Closet”, google news, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey
On the international scene, while the US has stalled nuclear plant construction, relying on its abundant resources of coal, several other nations have continued to consider nuclear as a realistic option. In fact, about 15 percent of worldwide electricity comes from nuclear generation. France is the leading nuclear advocate and has been relying on nuclear plants to safely provide about 75 percent of France’s electrical energy. At the recent nuclear energy conference in Paris, French President Sarkozy urged world nations to employ nuclear energy, saying it was indispensable in the fight against global warming. He also told the representatives from 60 attending nations that poor countries in particular should have access to nuclear power. Of course, France is quite anxious to sell nuclear power plants to those very nations. But none-the-less, President Sarkozy’s open nuclear enthusiasm was surprising. Even more surprising is the U.S. government’s increased support of new nuclear plant construction. The proposed 2011 federal budget increases loan guarantees for nuclear construction to over $54 billion, tripling the existing budget limit. “This is only the beginning,” President Obama said while designating financial backing for a new nuclear power plant in Georgia to be operated by Southern Company. Even while campaigning in 2008, Candidate Obama openly supported more nuclear construction. There weren’t any riots and he got elected. Obviously public acceptance of nuclear power has improved. We’ve come a long way from the mass arrests on the California Coast. Now we’ll see what happens when a wave of new plant construction begins.  

U.S. Nuclear power is resurging with new generation reactors

Susan Q. Stranahan 6/17/10 (“The Nuclear Power Resurgence: How Safe Are the New Reactors?”, google news, accessed 6/25/10) -Wey
In 2007, the first application to build a new reactor in the United States in more than three decades was filed with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). By the end of that year, four more applications had landed at the agency. In 2008, 12 additional applications arrived, with one more filed in 2009. Nuclear backers proclaimed a “renaissance” underway. The NRC, which over the years had lost personnel because of a shortage of work, geared up, hiring 1,000 new staffers to handle the licensing requests. Things got so crowded at the Office of New Reactors that in May the agency broke ground for a third office building in suburban Washington. A new generation of nuclear power is indeed taking shape, driven, in large part, by a growing sense among environmentalists and policymakers that any strategy to wean the U.S. off planet-warming fossil fuels must include construction of more nuclear power plants

Nuclear power increasing—incentives and loan gurantees 

Susan Q. Stranahan 6/17/10 (“The Nuclear Power Resurgence: How Safe Are the New Reactors?”, google news, accessed 6/25/10) -Wey
The pace of design reviews and licensing contrasts sharply with the political push to build new nuclear plants, which are regarded by many on Capitol Hill and in the White House as key to combating climate change. That has created the curious situation in which utilities have announced plans to build reactors from specific vendors before they know everything about what they’re buying. Part of the reason utilities are committing to new construction now is to snag attractive financial inducements from Washington that are being offered on a first-come, first-served basis. In recent months, the Obama administration and nuclear backers in Congress have beefed up incentives first offered in the 2005 Energy Policy Act. In February, the White House announced $18.5 billion in tax credits, as well as loan guarantees for new reactors. The Kerry-Lieberman climate bill would raise the guarantees to $54 billion, and some in Congress favor no limits. (The loan guarantees are regarded as critical to help utilities cut their borrowing costs for the first new reactors, each of which is expected to cost $10 billion to $12 billion.)

Nuke power turn – terror/prolif

nuclear expansion increases terror attack, diversion, and proliferation risks

Jason Mark, editor, “The Fission Division,” EARTH ISLAND JOURNAL v. 22 n. 3, 2007, pp. 37-43.

The industry could reduce the need for waste storage by "reprocessing" the fuel, but that would lead to another problem--the creation of weapons-grade radioactive material. While the industry has made real improvements in plant management and design since the Three Mile Island near-meltdown, post-911 fears have created a new set of safety worries. There is, first, the possibility of a terrorist attack on a plant. Then there's the worry about nuclear materials falling into thewrong hands. Spent nuclear fuel can be used to make so-called "dirtybombs." Reprocessed fuel in the form of enriched uranium or plutonium can make atomic weapons. More plants means more opportunities for atomic materials to slip out of a reactor unnoticed.
nuclear terror ensures escalation

Speice 06 JD 2006 College of William and Mary  [Patrick, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427, lexis]
Organizations such as the Russian military and Minatom are now operating in circumstances of great stress. Money is in short supply, paychecks are irregular, living conditions unpleasant ... [D]isorder within Russia and the resulting strains within the military could easily cause a lapse or a breakdown in the Russian military's guardianship of nuclear weapons. 38  Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. 39  Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by  [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there  [*1439]  are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States  [*1440]  or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53 

proliferation risks extinction

Stuart Taylor Jr., journalist, LEGAL TIMES, September 16, 2002, LN.

The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation another five or ten potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off on our soil by terrorists or terrorist governments. Even an airtight missile defense will be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat.
Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations," So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.
Not Solve – generic (1)

Nuclear plants have no good option – reprocessing, on site cask storage, or geological burial all have problems

Fordham Environmental Law Review (“the intercivilizational inequities of nuclear power weighed against the intergenerational inequities of carbon based energy”, Fordham Environmental Law Review 227, 2006 

The current dry-cask limbo for spent nuclear fuel was not planned. At the outset of commercial nuclear energy generation, the assumption was that spent fuel would be sent to a reprocessing facility and [*237]  reused after a sufficient cooling off period in the power plant spent fuel pool. n56 When commercial reprocessing of fuel proved unsafe and economically nonviable the government and the nuclear industry focused on deep geological burial as the appropriate means to discard of spent nuclear fuel. n57 The political impossibility of siting adequate disposal facilities has now led the pendulum to swing back towards reprocessing as a possible solution. n58  Unfortunately, neither deep geological burial nor reprocessing appear to be likely solutions to the waste disposal problems, and both pose serious risks. In the meantime, the spent fuels continue to pile up at nuclear generation sites. n59    

Nuclear power alone can’t solve – timeframe, limited fuel, huge requirements 

Fordham Environmental Law Review (“the intercivilizational inequities of nuclear power weighed against the intergenerational inequities of carbon based energy”, Fordham Environmental Law Review 227, 2006
In addition to the long-term environmental and economic externalities implicated by the by-products of nuclear power generation, practical constraints all but preclude reliance on nuclear power as a significant means of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the timeframe necessary to mitigate the global climate change impacts of carbon-based energy production.  [*247]  First, the process of designing, siting, approving, and constructing nuclear power plants takes too long to permit expansion of nuclear power on the scale that would be necessary. n115 According to the Nuclear Information and Resource Service, up to 1,000 new reactors would be needed in the United States alone to replace existing reactors that are reaching the end of their useful life and expand nuclear power generation to the level necessary to meet the Phase I greenhouse gas reductions contemplated by the Kyoto accords. n116 Given that no new nuclear plants have been built in the United States in the last twenty years, it is unrealistic to expect that anywhere close to the necessary expansion in nuclear energy generation could be achieved by the Kyoto accord's 2012 Phase I deadline. n117  Even if the plants could be built in time, there is not enough nuclear fuel economically available to run them all. According to the Department of Energy, at current rates of consumption, demand will exceed the readily available supplies and stockpiles of uranium fuel by the year 2014. n118 According to the Nuclear Information and Resource Service, if nuclear energy generation were expanded as necessary to meet the Phase I reductions of the Kyoto accords, the existing fuel supply would be exhausted within three to four years. n119 
nuclear power still causes warming and enviornmental destruction

Blackwelder Brent, Ph.D. in philosophy from the University of Maryland; M.A. in mathematics from Yale; graduated summa cum laude from Duke University; president of Friends of the Earth, Friends of the Earth Newsmagazine, Summer 2006, http://www.foe.org/res/pubs/Newsmagazines/vol36no2summer2006.pdf 

Although the generation of power from nuclear power plants does not  emit greenhouse gases – nuclear power is not emissions free nor is it safe  or cost-effective.  Here are a few key points on nuclear power:  • Mining, processing and transportation of uranium (the key ingredient  for generating nuclear power) does generate GHG emissions and causes  other environmental harms.  • Accidents at nuclear power plants are still a serious possibility.  • Nuclear power plants cost more than $4 billion and 10 years to construct.  • Nuclear power plants are a potential terrorist target.  • Generating nuclear power produces radioactive  waste that must be stored and managed for  millennia, and there is still no long-term storage  system in place for the radioactive waste  we have already produced.    

Time Frame: 

a.) Processs will take over a decade

James K. Asselstine (Managing Director Lehman Brothers Committee on House Science and Technology) April 23 2008  CQ Congressional Testimony. “Nuclear Power”

The process of planning, developing, licensing, building, and financing a new nuclear plant is likely to be one of the most complex endeavors facing an electric utility or power generation company today. As currently envisioned, this process will require a preliminary planning period of about two years, a period of three to four years to complete the process to obtain a combined construction and operating license (COL) from the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), and a construction period of from four to five years. Thus, more than a decade will be required to plan, license, build, and bring a new nuclear unit into commercial operation. A new nuclear unit will also be a large, very complex, and capital intensive construction project. In terms of its cost and construction complexity, building a new nuclear unit is likely to be similar to building a large new coal- fired generation unit. This cost and construction complexity will also be much greater than that for the gas-fired generating capacity that has represented the bulk of new power generation built in this country over the past two decades. Because the cost of a new nuclear unit can represent a substantial portion of the market value of a utility or power generation company, the decision to proceed with a new nuclear project is likely to be one of the more significant decisions facing the company's management and investors.
Not Solve – generic (2)

b.) Cant Solve – Litigation Delays

James K. Asselstine (Managing Director Lehman Brothers Committee on House Science and Technology) April 23 2008  CQ Congressional Testimony. “Nuclear Power”

Further, unlike any other power generation alternative, a new nuclear unit is subject to the NRC's licensing process and regulatory oversight. This exposes a new nuclear plant project to the potential for changing regulatory requirements, and for licensing and litigation delays. Changing regulatory requirements, and licensing or litigation delays could increase the cost of a new nuclear unit, delay the recovery of the company's financial investment, and in extreme cases, prevent a completed plant from entering commercial operation. A number of our existing nuclear units experienced cost increases as a result of changing regulatory requirements, and licensing and litigation delays in the 1980s and 1990s, and one completed plant ultimately failed to enter commercial operation as a result of these factors. Since that time, the Congress and the NRC have established a new licensing process for nuclear plant applications that is intended to achieve final licensing decisions as early as possible in the process in order to minimize the risk of delay or disruption after the company has made a substantial capital investment in the plant. This new licensing process, including the use of a combined license (COL) that would authorize both construction and operation of the plant, holds great promise, but has yet to be tested to verify that it will work as intended.

Companies will not agree to the new plant projects, because of all the hassles and possible problems they could hit. 

James K. Asselstine (Managing Director Lehman Brothers Committee on House Science and Technology) April 23 2008  CQ Congressional Testimony. “Nuclear Power”

As the companies and their investors evaluate a potential new nuclear plant project, I believe that they will need to consider several factors. First, the companies and investors are mindful of the experience with construction delays, cost increases, and licensing and litigation delays for many of the existing plants that entered commercial operation in the 1980s and 1990s. They will want to be satisfied that the causes for these past problems have been addressed for any new project. Second, given the construction complexity and large capital investment for a new nuclear project, the companies and investors will want to be confident that a new project can be completed on budget and on schedule. Third, the companies and investors will want assurance that technology risk for the project is relatively low. Because all of the new plant projects being contemplated use technology that is similar to the light water reactor designs of the existing plants, and because those plants have established a consistent track record of safe and reliable operation, I do not believe that technology risk is a significant factor. Fourth, the companies and their investors will want assurance that the risk of cost increases due to new regulatory requirements, and licensing and litigation delays is acceptably low. The existing light water reactor technology in use today is much more mature than it was when many of the existing plants were licensed, and we now have an extensive base of successful operating experience with the existing plants. In addition, a number of issues such as the post-Three Mile Island issues, fire protection, equipment reliability, material condition issues and metallurgy, and maintenance issues have been addressed satisfactorily by the industry and the NRC. Further, over the past decade, we have had a period of regulatory stability with the NRC that has contributed to the successful operation of the existing plants. Thus, although there is the potential for additional regulatory requirements to address issues such as plant security and material condition as the existing plants grow older, the risk of costly and disruptive new regulatory requirements for new plants appears to be relatively low. Similarly, as I discussed previously in my testimony, the adoption of a new licensing process by the NRC for future nuclear plants that is intended to address the causes of delays and cost increases in the past is encouraging. But, until licensing decisions have been completed for a group of initial new plants, that new licensing process remains untested, and some uncertainty remains as to whether the process will function as it is intended. Fifth, the companies and investors will require assurance that the price of power to be generated by a new nuclear plant will be competitive with other alternatives, including coal and gas-fired generation, and renewable energy resources. This may pose a special challenge for the initial group of new nuclear plants because it is likely that the industry will incur $300-$500 million in first-of-a-kind engineering costs for each new nuclear plant design in order to develop the detailed engineering design information required to satisfy the NRC's design certification process. Depending upon how these engineering design costs are allocated, this could significantly increase the cost of the initial new plants. Finally, as is the case with any new proposed generating project, the companies and investors will need confidence that the power from the new plant is needed, and that the company will be able to recover its capital investment in the plant and earn a fair return on that investment. In the case of a regulated electric utility, this confidence will depend upon the state rate-setting arrangements that are in place for the new plant. In the case of an unregulated, or merchant, generation company, this confidence will depend upon any contractual arrangements to sell the output of the plant, and upon studies of power market conditions in the region in which the plant will be located. 
Nuclear power fails – uranium shortage

not enough ore—spurs enrichment that destroys ozone layer, increases warming

Jim Motavalli, editor, “A Nuclear Pheonix,” E v. 17 n. 4, July 2007 pp. 26-33.

The uranium supply is also an issue. On the spot market, uranium prices have soared as existing reactors have worked through supplies from mothballed plants. Demand is projected to exceed supply and push prices higher. The shortfall in uranium mining can be at least partlymade up in uranium enrichment (an outgrowth of atomic bomb development), but capacity is limited there, too. Uranium enrichment also aggravates both global warming and ozone depletion. The single remaining uranium enrichment plant in the U.S., Paducah Gaseous Diffusion in Kentucky, emits highly destructive chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), used to dissipate heat generated by the compressors. And the plant is fired by two large, extremely dirty coal power plants.

simply not enough fuel to allow nuclear expansion

Karl S. Coplan, Associate Professor, Law, Pace University, “The Intercivilizational Inequities of Nuclear Power Weighed Against the Intergenerational Inequities of Carbon Based Energy,” FORDHAM ENVIRONMENTAL LAW REVIEW v. 17, 2006, p. 247.

Even if the plants could be built in time, there is not enough nuclear fuel economically available to run them all. According to the Department of Energy, at current rates of consumption, demand will exceed the readily available supplies and stockpiles of uranium fuel by the year 2014. n118 According to the Nuclear Information and Resource Service, if nuclear energy generation were expanded as necessary to meet the Phase I reductions of the Kyoto accords, the existing fuel supply would be exhausted within three to four years. n119
will run out of uranium by 2026

Jeremy Rifkin, author, “Nuclear Powr is Still a Poor Alternative,” SAN JOSE MERCURY NEWS, 10-3-06, p. A2.

Third, according to a study conducted by the International Atomic Energy Agency in 2001, known uranium resources could fail to meet demand, possibly as early as 2026. Of course, new deposits could be discovered, and it is possible technological breakthroughs could reduce uranium requirements, but that remains speculative.

Economy turn

Nuclear power plant construction cost and other cost associated with the plant will be massive

Neis.org(2003), a the nuclear energy information service in Illinois, “Nuclear energy does not solve for global warming” http://www.neis.org/literature/Brochures/npfacts.htm June 27,2008 //CNDI-SS 

Prohibitive Cost: Each nuclear power plant costs between $3 to $5 billion just to construct! The U.S. would need over 400 additional nuclear reactors to replace its coal plants. This construction alone would cost roughly $1.2 to $2.0 trillion dollars! Worldwide, 8,000 nuclear plants would be needed to replace coal plants to meet energy needs for the next 30 years (there are only 430+ plants in operation worldwide now). These plants would cost the world approximately $24 trillion just to construct! However, one would have to add the following costs to these calculations to get a truer picture of the situation: increased costs for nuclear waste disposal and plant decommissioning; increased costs for scarcer nuclear fuels; increased costs to safeguard nuclear facilities and materials from sabotage, terrorism, and diversion; increased likelihood of major, multi-billion dollar accidents and their disrupting economic effects.  Too Slow to Make an Effect: Most experts agree that major action must take place in the next 5 - 10 years to be able to lessen the predicted Global Warming effects. Yet, to build this many plants -- even if we had the resources -- would take decades. Calculations have shown that even if the world built the 8,000 plants mentioned above, world CO2 levels would still increase 65% over the next 30 years.  Coal Energy Only One Contributor: Only 7% of world C02 comes from U.S. coal, oil, and gas plants; and worldwide, CO2 represents only half of the problem. Nuclear power plants, therefore do little to reduce world C02 levels, and only at a tremendous cost; nuclear power does nothing to reduce the other greenhouse gases such as methane, chlorofluorocarbons, halons, etc. Nuclear power only serves to drain needed money and resources away from the solutions for the other, non-CO2 half of the problem.  Better, Quicker Means Exist: Compared to nuclear power, for every dollar spent on conservation and efficiency techniques, seven times the amount of CO2 is removed from the atmosphere. These techniques are more quickly implemented, and at lower costs (see above). Other important steps that must be taken include building far more fuel efficient cars; greater use of public transportation and bicycles; decreased energy consumption; planting of trees; halting rainforest destr uction and ocean pollution (both of which help absorb CO2); halting the spread of deserts through land reform and management in the Third World; and population control.  

Without reigning in spending, the dollar will spiral out of control and investors will stop financing the US debt, leading to a disastrous economic decline.

The Washington Times December 8 2004
Foreign investors, who have been the biggest buyers of our debt, are losing trust in the integrity of our fiscal policy. They see the U.S. budget process as virtually out of control. They see us running the largest current account deficit of all time. In response, they have begun selling the dollar and shifting their money elsewhere, with potentially devastating effects for American investors.  To head off a crisis and restore trust in America's finances, a first step is return to a complete "pay as you go" budget process which will keep the budget hole from getting any deeper. This would reassure foreign and domestic investors and help prevent further damage. Under our current system, Congress can spend all it wants with no immediate consequences. Only last month, Congress passed a $388 billion appropriations bill and increased the debt limit by $800 billion, meaning the federal government can now borrow up to $8.2 trillion with no plan for repaying it. It seems clear the federal budget process is largely broken, but Congress continues record spending on the cuff. In contrast, with honest pay-as-you-go accounting in the budget process, also known as "pay-go," every time the government proposes spending more money or cutting more income, it would have to find equivalent savings or revenues in the budget to finance the proposals. This is both fair and non-partisan. Reasonable, responsible members on both sides of the aisle understand honest budgeting is good for America, no matter who is in charge. It was originally instituted in 1990 under George H.W. Bush and helped achieve the fiscal responsibility and budget surpluses under both Republican and Democratic administrations. It worked then. It can work again. But time is short. The dollar has already fallen to a 4 1/2-year low against the Japanese yen, an 8-year low against a basket of currencies and an all-time low against the euro. Foreign investors have already reduced sharply their purchases of U.S. government securities and are now net sellers of U.S. stocks. Next, U.S. investors, seeking to avoid losses, may do the same. To stabilize the dollar for the long term and protect our country's financial future, Congress and the administration must move swiftly to prevent further deficit deterioration. They must account for all their spending, whether on tax cuts, more programs or expanded entitlements. The dollar's decline is not some distant crisis on the far horizon. It is here and now. Indeed, investors don't have to wait until the next election to protest the federal government's runaway deficit spending policies that are endangering their investments. Nor need they go to Washington and pound on decision-makers' desks. They only have to pick up the phone or click on a mouse and issue one four-letter command: "Sell." That single act can send a very strong message to the White House and Congress: "Unless you change your ways, we won't buy your dollars, and we won't buy your bonds. We may even turn net sellers." Let's hope the government gets its house in order with no massive financial crisis. But without swift and responsible leadership from Congress and the president, it soon may be too late to prevent the most dangerous decline in decades.

Read a economy impact

Terrorism turn

The chance of a terrorist attack on a Nuclear plant is very high. 

Fordham Environmental Law Review (“the intercivilizational inequities of nuclear power weighed against the intergenerational inequities of carbon based energy”, Fordham Environmental Law Review 227, 2006, Lexis) 
The one-in-ten-thousand-reactor-years estimate of operating reactor risk is an estimate of risk based on the normal operation of a nuclear reactor. n104 These estimates simply do not take into account the risk of intentional sabotage causing radioactive dispersal. In the wake of the September 11th attacks, the National Research Council performed an assessment of the chances of a terrorist attack on a nuclear facility in the United States, and concluded that "the potential for a September 11th-style surprise attack in the near term using U.S. assets, such as airplanes, appears to be high." n105  These risks are not easily quantified, but must be at least as great - or greater - than the risk of accidental reactor mishap. Shockingly, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) takes no account of these terrorism risks whatsoever in licensing and regulatory decisions affecting nuclear power generation. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission long ago adopted a policy that terrorism risks were too uncertain to quantify, and thus could not be considered in assessing the siting and potential impacts of nuclear generation and waste storage facilities. n106 The NRC continues to adhere to this policy even in the wake of the September 11th attacks. n107Like the risks associated with operational nuclear accidents, the risks of sabotage have been shifted to the public at large by the Price-Anderson Act. n108 This risk-shifting constitutes an additional externality of nuclear power generation.  [*246]   

And the link is linear- more plants just means more targets

Helen Caldicott (Australian physician and anti-nuclear advocate who has founded several associations dedicated to opposing nuclear technology) 1994 “Nuclear Madness”, pg. 68

In fact, when a country is dotted with nuclear power plants, enemies, terrorist organizations, or mentally deranged people need no nuclear weapons to wage nuclear war; they need only drop a conventional bomb on a nuclear reactor to release most of the radiation it contains, killing thousands of people. It is obvious that if Europe had been powered by nuclear generators during the World War II, it would still be uninhabitable due to widespread radioactive contamination of air, food, and water.
The impact is multiple scenarios for global nuclear war.

Patrick F. Speice, Jr., J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary; B.A. 2003, Wake Forest University, February, 2006 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427

Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by  [*1438]  such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there  [*1439]  are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States  [*1440]  or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.
A2 Plants safe (1)

New nuclear plant plans highly vulnerable to attack

Makhijani (President, Institute for Energy and Environmental Research) 2001 Securing the Energy Future of the United States: Oil, Nuclear, and Electricity Vulnerabilities and a post-September 11, 

The Bush administration’s energy plan contains four major proposals for new nuclear facilities that, if implemented, would greatly increase nuclear vulnerabilities, in addition to those associated with the prolongation of the licenses of existing nuclear power plants. They are: 1. The Pebble Bed Modular Reactor (PBMR) 2. New Advanced Reactors (implicitly including a new type of sodium-cooled breeder reactor called the Integral Fast Reactor or the Advanced Liquid Metal Reactor).23 3. New reactors associated with transmutation of certain components of nuclear waste.24 4. Reprocessing of spent fuel either in association with scheme 2 and/or 3 above, as well as possible reprocessing as currently done for light water reactor spent fuel in France.25 We will discuss these briefly. In addition to safety issues associated with PBMR, it is proposed to be built without a secondary containment.26 That would make it highly vulnerable to a variety of terrorist attacks far more feasible than the massive attacks of September 11. While its detailed design has not been revealed, gas reactors of this general type that depend on natural convective cooling in case of loss of coolant accidents are understood to be more vulnerable to certain kinds of attack than current light water reactors. Sodium-cooled reactors can have explosive accidents if there is contact between water and the liquid sodium. Liquid sodium catches fire on contact with air. These reactors are designed to contain far more plutonium as a fuel than current reactors, which generate plutonium in the course of their operation, but in which the percentage of plutonium is generally under 1 percent at any time (unless they are fueled with plutonium fuel – see below). As a result, the consequences of an attack on such reactors could be even more catastrophic than with current commercial reactors. It is possible to build nuclear reactors underground, but the cost, safety, and siting issues related to such proposals are largely unknown. The only long-term practical experience with large underground reactors is in Russia, where three reactors that produced power as well as plutonium for military purposes were built inside a mountain in Siberia (Krasnoyarsk-26).27 New vulnerabilities would likely be created, for instance to groundwater resources, in case of accidents, natural disasters, or attacks. Resistance to siting may lead to large number of reactors at a few sites, reviving old nuclear energy “park” proposals. Moreover, such highly centralized underground facilities would be attractive targets because of the scale of potential damage. For the same reason, the surface transmission facilities associated with such plants would also be vulnerable. Interconnected power sources that are less centralized are essential to increasing electricity system security and decreasing economic vulnerability to attack.28 In sum, the number of operating nuclear reactors, the variety of attacks that can result in catastrophic releases of radioactivity, and the degree of concentration of generation and key transmission facilities are crucial vulnerability criteria. 
terror attack risk increases as more plants are built 

Friedrich Steinhausler (American Behavioral Scientist) 2003 “What It Takes to Become a Nuclear Terrorist” http://abs.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/46/6/782

There are 434 operating nuclear power plants (NPPs) worldwide (International Atomic Energy Agency [IAEA], 1999). Due to their radioactive inventory (in the reactor core, in the spent fuel storage area, to a lesser extent in the fresh fuel depot), they represent an attractive target for a terrorist attack for the following reasons: instilling fear in the public about an uncontrolled release of radioactivity by merely threatening with the possibility of such an attack, that is, another form of “nuclear blackmail”; and conducting an actual terrorist attack on vital areas of an operating nuclear power plant to inflict major damage to the facility, resulting in the loss of control over the plant. This could lead to major radioactive releases into the environment, resulting in elevated health risks and substantial economic losses for society. 

Nuclear Reactors and cooling ponds are easy targets for terrorists.

Pamela White, 5/8/08 (Metroland, Albany, staff write at Boulder Weekly, AB, “Goin’ Fission”, Proquest)

He points to the nuclear cooling pond at the Indian Point nuclear power plant in Huchanan, some 35 miles north of Manhattan. On Sept. 11, 2001, terrorists could just as easily have flown their hijacked planes into the cooling pond as into the World Trade Center.  "If either of those planes had run into the cooling pond near the reactor, it would have been a disaster the dimensions of which are hard to imagine," Moore says. "People talked about it after 9/11. There were lots of calls in the New York state government to shut down the power station at Indian Point because they thought that if there were a terrorist attack of the sort of what I just described that millions of people would have had to evacuate throughout not only New York, but into Connecticut and Massachusetts, too."  This danger exists everywhere there's a nuclear power plant, Moore says.  And if the government does open a national waste site, the risk of catastrophic accidents or terrorist attacks extends to our highways, railways and urban centers. Plans for Yucca Mountain originally included transporting high-level nuclear waste through Denver, with discussions at the time including various disaster scenarios should a truck wreck or explode in the city's infamous Mouse Trap, the intersection of 1-25 and I-70.

A2 Plants safe (2)

National academy admits Facilities are not prepared for all scenarios.

William J. Burns, former director of the Bureau of Investigation 2007, “A New Agenda for US-Russian Nuclear Leadership” (DS) Lexis

Yucca Mountain in Nevada, the site slated for a permanent geologic repository, has not received approval to store this waste. Even if the license application is approved within the next few years, the Department of Energy does not anticipate starting to store waste there until 2017, and, more realistically, not before 2020. Meanwhile, spent fuel is accumulating in pools at nuclear power plants, increasing the risk of radioactive release from sabotage or attack at these facilities. A recent U.S. National Academy of Sciences study has concluded that “successful terrorist attacks on spent fuel pools, though difficult, are possible.” Zirconium cladding provides a protective barrier around the spent fuel, but the cladding could catch fire under some attack scenarios. According to the National Academy study, “If an attack leads to a propagating zirconium cladding fire, it could result in the release of large amounts of radioactive materials.” 

Accidents turn

New plant constructions will ensure accidents-their evidence about safety is a lie. 100% safety mechanisms are imposible with radioactive material 

Arjun Makhijani (president of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research Ph.D) and Scott Saleska 1996 The Nuclear Power Perception “U.S. Nuclear Mythology from Electricity "Too Cheap to Meter" to "Inherently Safe" Reactors http://www.ieer.org/reports/npd.html 
This conclusion is not limited to groups such as the Union of Concerned Scientists, which maintain a healthy skepticism about   nuclear power. A study conducted by Oak Ridge National Laboratory also has reached similar conclusions:  A nuclear reactor can never be completely inherently safe because it contains large quantities of radioactive materials to generate  usable heat-energy; but nuclear reactors can be made inherently safe against some types of events and have characteristics which  limit consequences of certain postulated accidents.2'3  These cautionary statements raise another crucial concern: the possibility that in designing to eliminate certain now-commonlv  recognized accident possibilities, new accident scenarios will be unwittingly introduced. As a survey of advanced designs by  Britain's Atomic Energy Agency concluded.  Safety arguments, in many cases, are-very underdeveloped, making it difficult to gauge if the reactor is any safer than traditional  systems. [Advanced reactor] designers tend to concentrate... on one particular aspect such as a [loss-of-coolant accident], and  replace all the systems for dealing with that with passive ones. In so doing, they ignore other known transients or transients  possibly novel to their design.

Extinction

Harvey Wasserman*, October 2001. http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2001/10/00_wasserman_nuclear-threat.htm

The intense radioactive heat within today's operating reactors is the hottest anywhere on the planet. So are the hellish levels of radioactivity. Because Indian Point has operated so long, its accumulated radioactive burden far exceeds that of Chernobyl, which ran only four years before it exploded. Some believe the WTC jets could have collapsed or breached either of the Indian Point containment domes. But at very least the massive impact and intense jet fuel fire would destroy the human ability to control the plants' functions. Vital cooling systems, backup power generators and communications networks would crumble. Indeed, Indian Point Unit One was shut because activists warned that its lack of an emergency core cooling system made it an unacceptable risk. The government ultimately agreed. But today terrorist attacks could destroy those same critical cooling and control systems that are vital to not only the Unit Two and Three reactor cores, but to the spent fuel pools that sit on site. The assault would not require a large jet. The safety systems are extremely complex and virtually indefensible. One or more could be wiped out with a wide range of easily deployed small aircraft, ground-based weapons, truck bombs or even chemical/biological assaults aimed at the operating work force. Dozens of US reactors have repeatedly failed even modest security tests over the years. Even heightened wartime standards cannot guarantee protection of the vast, supremely sensitive controls required for reactor safety. Without continous monitoring and guaranteed water flow, the thousands of tons of radioactive rods in the cores and the thousands more stored in those fragile pools would rapidly melt into super-hot radioactive balls of lava that would burn into the ground and the water table and, ultimately, the Hudson. Indeed, a jetcrash like the one on 9/11 or other forms of terrorist assault at Indian Point could yield three infernal fireballs of molten radioactive lava burning through the earth and into the aquifer and the river. Striking water they would blast gigantic billows of horribly radioactive steam into the atmosphere. Prevailing winds from the north and west might initially drive these clouds of mass death downriver into New York City and east into Westchester and Long Island. But at Three Mile Island and Chernobyl, winds ultimately shifted around the compass to irradiate all surrounding areas with the devastating poisons released by the on-going fiery torrent. At Indian Point, thousands of square miles would have been saturated with the most lethal clouds ever created or imagined, depositing relentless genetic poisons that would kill forever. In nearby communities like Buchanan, Nyack, Monsey and scores more, infants and small children would quickly die en masse. Virtually all pregnant women would spontaneously abort, or ultimately give birth to horribly deformed offspring. Ghastly sores, rashes, ulcerations and burns would afflict the skin of millions. Emphysema, heart attacks, stroke, multiple organ failure, hair loss, nausea, inability to eat or drink or swallow, diarrhea and incontinance, sterility and impotence, asthma, blindness, and more would kill thousands on the spot, and doom hundreds of thousands if not millions. A terrible metallic taste would afflict virtually everyone downwind in New York, New Jersey and New England, a ghoulish curse similar to that endured by the fliers who dropped the atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagaskai, by those living downwind from nuclear bomb tests in the south seas and Nevada, and by victims caught in the downdrafts from Three Mile Island and Chernobyl. Then comes the abominable wave of cancers, leukemias, lymphomas, tumors and hellish diseases for which new names will have to be invented, and new dimensions of agony will beg description. Indeed, those who survived the initial wave of radiation would envy those who did not. Evacuation would be impossible, but thousands would die trying. Bridges and highways would become killing fields for those attempting to escape to destinations that would soon enough become equally deadly as the winds shifted. Attempts to quench the fires would be futile. At Chernobyl, pilots flying helicopters that dropped boron on the fiery core died in droves. At Indian Point, such missions would be a sure ticket to death. Their utility would be doubtful as the molten cores rage uncontrolled for days, weeks and years, spewing ever more devastation into the eco-sphere. More than 800,000 Soviet draftees were forced through Chernobyl's seething remains in a futile attempt to clean it up. They are dying in droves. Who would now volunteer for such an American task force? The radioactive cloud from Chernobyl blanketed the vast Ukraine and Belarus landscape, then carried over Europe and into the jetstream, surging through the west coast of the United States within ten days, carrying across our northern tier, circling the globe, then coming back again. The radioactive clouds from Indian Point would enshroud New York, New Jersey, New England, and carry deep into the Atlantic and up into Canada and across to Europe and around the globe again and again. The immediate damage would render thousands of the world's most populous and expensive square miles permanently uninhabitable. All five boroughs of New York City would be an apocalyptic wasteland. The World Trade Center would be rendered as unusable and even more lethal by a jet crash at Indian Point than it was by the direct hits of 9/11. All real estate and economic value would be poisonously radioactive throughout the entire region. Irreplaceable trillions in human capital would be forever lost. As at Three Mile Island, where thousands of farm and wild animals died in heaps, and as at Chernobyl, where soil, water and plant life have been hopelessly irradiated, natural eco-systems on which human and all other life depends would be permanently and irrevocably destroyed,

Accident exts

Adding new reactors at a rate that significantly effects warming GUARANTEES massive accidents

Arjun Makhijani (president of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research Ph.D) and Scott Saleska 1996 The Nuclear Power Perception “U.S. Nuclear Mythology from Electricity "Too Cheap to Meter" to "Inherently Safe" Reactors http://www.ieer.org/reports/npd.html 
Nuclear power plants cannot simultaneously meet stringent safety criteria that would rule out catastrophic Chernobyl-like acci​dents and also contribute significantly to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in a timely manner. In order to ensure that nuclear reactors are not vulnerable to cata​strophic accidents, new designs would need to be developed. These designs would have to be thoroughly checked on paper and in experi mental and pilot-scale reactors before relatively large plants were built. Such an effort to ensure reactor safety and regain public confidence would take decades, if it can be accomplished at all. However, carbon dioxide emissions must be reduced in the same period. The next few decades will be crucial in the effort to minimize the threat of disastrous adverse effects due to the build-up of greenhouse gases. As a result, nuclear power plants cannot simultaneously meet stringent safety cri​teria that would rule out catastrophic Chernobyl-like accidents and also contribute significantly to alleviating the greenhouse gas build-up.  

increasing nucleaer power makes accidents inevitable

Fordham Environmental Law Review (“the intercivilizational inequities of nuclear power weighed against the intergenerational inequities of carbon based energy”, Fordham Environmental Law Review 227, 2006 

Every operating nuclear power plant poses some risk of a severe accident, including an uncontrolled nuclear reaction that leads to core meltdown and potentially huge releases of radioactivity into the environment. The nuclear industry estimates the chances of a severe reactor accident to be about one out of every 10,000 reactor years of operation. n98 While this may sound like a small risk, it means that with 100 operating nuclear power plants in the United States, we can expect one severe accident every 100 years. If these 100 plants keep operating indefinitely into the future, or are replaced in kind to mitigate global carbon emissions, a severe reactor accident is virtually certain in this country in the future. Moreover, if we were to construct the 200 additional nuclear power plants in this country necessary to meet the Phase I carbon  [*244]  reductions contemplated by the Kyoto Protocol, n99 that same one-in-ten thousand chance of a severe reactor accident would turn into an expectation of one severe reactor accident every thirty years. Combined with all the other nuclear reactors around the world - and assuming that all such reactors are at least as safe and well operated as those in the United States - severe nuclear reactor accidents would be expected to occur ever few years.   

Nuclear power plants are prone to accidents and take very long to build

Paul Gunter Energy policy analyst and activist. “The Nuclear Power Danger.” Beyond Nuclear Power.   http://www.beyondnuclear.org/nuclearpower.html. 

Nuclear power cannot address climate change. Greenhouse gases are emitted throughout the nuclear fuel chain, from the mining of the necessary fuel - uranium - to its enrichment, transportation and the construction of nuclear plants. Nuclear plants take too long to build - up to a dozen years or more. The planet is already in crisis with experts pointing to rapid climate change already underway and less than ten years left to pre-empt disaster. There is no time to wait for nuclear plant construction. Terrorism: The opportunity for theft by terrorists of nuclear materials usable in even a "dirty bomb" would susbtantially increase if nuclear power is expanded. This could result in a level of destruction hitherto unenvisaged. Reactors are themselves terrorist targets and current ones are not even defended to the level of the 9/11 assault – 19 men in four teams, including air attack scenarios. Thirty-two U.S. reactors have fuel pools on the upper levels of the reactor building, shielded only by sheet metal and an open invitation to air attack. Accidents: New reactors, like old ones, are at their most vulnerable to accidents. Yet in the event of an accident, existing evacuation plans have been found to be unrealistic. Furthermore, the Price-Anderson Act ensures that the liability of an accident to a utility is capped at $10.8 billion. A serious reactor accident could cost as much as $600 billion, the balance of which would likely be paid by taxpayers. 

A2 Warming – nuke power not solve (1)

1.) Not Solve warmig

a.) Not enough increase

Charles Ferguson (Fellow for Science & Technology at Council on Foreign Relations) April 2007 Nuclear Energy: Balancing Risks and Benefits, http://www.cfr.org/publication/13104/nuclear_energy.html 

How much could global nuclear energy consumption grow over the next four decades? A 2003 Massachusetts Institute of Technology study posited a base growth scenario of one thousand gigawatts of nuclear capacity by 2050.5 (A one-gigawatt nuclear reactor can power a U.S. city containing about a half-million people, comparable to the size of Washington, DC.) In comparison, today the world has about 370 gigawatts of installed nuclear capacity. The almost threefold increase in nuclear power by 2050 would only increase the global proportion of nuclear energy use from 16 percent to about 20 percent because of the projected increased demands for electricity. As a consequence, this modest increase in contribution from nuclear energy alone would not decrease the emissions of greenhouse gases.
b.) Plants too small- we would 21 new plants every year for the next 50 years.
Micheal Totty, news editor for the Wall Street Journal, 6 Jun 2008, The Wall Street Journal, “Energy (a special report); The case for—and against—Nuclear Power”, Proquest

In fact, the sheer number of nuclear plants needed to make a major dent in greenhouse emissions means the industry hasn't a prayer of turning nuclear power into the solution to global warming. One study from last year determined that to make a significant contribution toward stabilizing atmospheric carbon dioxide, about 21 new 1,000- megawatt plants would have to be built each year for the next 50 years, including those needed to replace existing reactors, all of which are expected to be retired by 2050. That's considerably more than the most ambitious industry growth projections.
2.) Turn: Nuclear power leads to the emission of global warming gases. 

The New York Times, September 26, 2006 

The process by which nuclear power is generated creates large quantities of global warming gases. This fact, together with the enormous expense of constructing and decommissioning reactors, the dangers of nuclear power in an age of terrorism and the problems associated with the disposal of radioactive waste, militate against the concept of nuclear-generated electricity. Instead, available technology associated with an array of renewable energy sources, combined with conservation, would supply the world's electricity needs.

3.) Nuclear power can’t solve climate change, the timeframe’s too long- construction delays

Charles Ferguson (Fellow for Science and Technology) Aprile 18 2007 CFR http://www.cfr.org/publication/13125/nuclear_power_will_not_play_major_nearterm_role_in_countering_climate_change_concludes_new_council_report.html

Nuclear energy is unlikely to play a major role in the coming decades in countering the harmful effects of climate change or in strengthening energy security, concludes a new Council Special Report authored by Charles D. Ferguson, Council fellow for science and technology. To significantly combat climate change in the near term, the “nuclear industry would have to expand at such a rapid rate as to pose serious concerns for how the industry would ensure an adequate supply of reasonably inexpensive reactor-grade construction materials, well-trained technicians, and rigorous safety and security measures,” says the report.  There are currently 103 nuclear reactors operating in the United States. Even with twenty-year extensions of their planned lifespan, all existing reactors will likely need to be decommissioned by the middle of the century. To replace them, the United States would have to build a new reactor every four to five months over the next forty years. “However, based on the past thirty years, in which reactor orders and construction ground to a halt, this replacement rate faces daunting challenges. For this reason alone, nuclear energy is not a major part of the solution to U.S. energy insecurity for at least the next fifty years,” says the report, Nuclear Energy: Balancing Benefits and Risks. Ferguson also argues against the United States increasing funding and subsidies for nuclear energy. While it is true that nuclear energy emits fewer greenhouse gases into the atmosphere, the conventional wisdom “oversells the contribution nuclear energy can make to reduce global warming and strengthen energy security while downplaying the dangers associated with this energy source,” he says. The report further warns that “the United States and its partners face the daunting challenge of preventing the diversion of nuclear explosive materials into weapons programs and controlling the spread of potentially dangerous nuclear fuel-making technologies and materials.” Nuclear waste is a particular cause for concern. “If nuclear power production expands substantially in the coming decades, the amount of waste requiring safe and secure disposal will also significantly increase,” says Ferguson, noting that “no country has begun to store waste from commercial power plants in permanent repositories.” 

A2 Warming – nuke power not solve (2)
4.) Altrnative Causality: Nuclear Power won’t solve transportation emissions. 

Jessie Carr and Dulce Fernande (staff of Nuclear information and resource center) 2008 http://www.nirs.org/falsepromises.pdf

The nuclear industry claims that nuclear power is the only energy source that can effectively replace fossil fuels. But, building new nuclear facilities does nothing to address the transportation sector, which is responsible for a large part of GHG emissions. For example, electricity generation in the US is responsible for only 40 percent of the country’s total CO2 emissions.25 Likewise, transportation is the primary sector responsible for global oil consumption (corresponding to more than half of the oil consumed worldwide everyday), generating a full 40 percent of global CO2 emissions. As oil accounts for only seven percent of worldwide electricity generation, the transportation sector is a major source of GHGs and would not be affected by any changes in nuclear power generating capacity.26
***Instability good cards***

No nuke power (1)

Obama’s cutting the budget for new nuclear power plants 

World Nuclear Power Association, 6/18/10 (“US Nuclear Power Policy”, google, accessed 6/25/10)
In 2002, the DOE announced the Nuclear Power 2010, a government-industry, cost-shared partnership to spur new construction of advanced current generation (Generation III) plants. The program provided matching funds for the preparation of licence applications and encouraged the industry to make use of expedited licensing procedures, such as the combined construction and operating licence (COL) process in seeking approvals from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The initiative led to the formation of several utility-vendor consortia, formed to put together proposals to receive matching funds for advanced plant applications, and to the filing of 17 applications for licences under the COL process (see Planned or Proposed Plants section in the information page on Nuclear Power in the USA and Nuclear Power in the USA Appendix 3: COL Applications). The Obama administration's FY 2010 budget request drastically reduced funding for the Nuclear Power 2010 program, with only $20 million for that fiscal year, versus $177 million for fiscal 2009. For FY 2011 the budget request is zero. The budget cuts brought criticism from the nuclear industry, and the US Congress, which has the final decision of appropriations, allocated $105 million. While the broad outlines of US nuclear policy, on matters such as energy independence and controlling carbon emissions remain the same, each new administration brings shifts in policy.
No risk of expansion – plagued by high costs and inefficiency, empirically proven 

PR Newswire 6/18/10 (“New Loan-Guarantee Bailout for New Nuclear Reactors Puts U.S. Taxpayers at Risk as Department of Energy Hands Over Billions of Dollars to 'Poster Child for Cost Overruns'”, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/new-loan-guarantee-bailout-for-new-nuclear-reactors-puts-us-taxpayers-at-risk-as-department-of-energy-hands-over-billions-of-dollars-to-poster-child-for-cost-overruns-80352187.html RA 

Ironically, the DOE’s “top choice” for the nuclear reactor loan guarantees, which are backed by U.S. taxpayers in the event of defaults, is the very same Plant Vogtle that helped to kill the previous nuclear power boom in the United States in the 1970s and 1980s. Huge cost overruns at the original Plant Vogtle – which escalated from $660 million for four reactors to a whopping $8.87 billion for two – likely played a role in putting the brakes on nuclear expansion plans pursued decades ago in the United States. Will history repeat itself on Plant Vogtle cost overruns? Higher bills and costly delays may already be in the works at Plant Vogtle. According to news accounts in early December 2009: “The proposed construction of two new nuclear reactors at Plant Vogtle near Waynesboro could likely have cost overruns and possibly face delays, according to testimony released by the Georgia Public Service Commission. The group monitoring the progress of the new reactors is also being denied access to crucial information about the process, and Georgia Power is not revising economic evaluations based on a variety of factors that include a reduced demand for electricity and cheaper alternatives to nuclear energy, the document says.” Such developments for the proposed new Plant Vogtle reactors could parallel the current fiasco in San Antonio, Texas, where another would-be DOE loan guarantee is facing local rejection of a new reactor project that is plagued with a $5 billion cost overrun that amounts to 27 percent of the initially projected budget.

No risk of expansion – not enough private lender support and inefficiency 

Infrastructure USA 6/15/10 (Content Coordinator, “The Nuclear Bailout”, http://www.infrastructureusa.org/the-nuclear-bailout/) RA

Private lenders decline to finance new reactors because of the substantial risk that the investment will fail. In 2003, the Congressional Budget Office estimated that the chance of a loan for new nuclear reactor construction resulting in default would be “very high – well over 50 percent.” In 2008, the Government Accountability Office estimated a default rate of just over 50 percent for all loan guarantees (including other eligible projects in addition to  nuclear power plants). The Obama administration’s proposed loan guarantee would transfer this risk onto American taxpayers, who would pay up to $8.33 billion in the event that Southern Company and its partners run into trouble. Vogtle perfectly illustrates the risk. The original two reactors at the plant took almost 15 years to build and came in 1,200 percent over budget. Southern Company shareholders had to swallow $1 billion in losses, and Georgia Power electricity customers saw their electricity rates climb 40 percent over several years. The design of the new reactor has not been finalized, and is still undergoing review at the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). As a result, Southern Company’s cost estimates for the two new reactors are speculative. If delays and cost escalation drive up the price tag before or during construction – as was the case with nearly every previous reactor – the company could default on the loan and even fail to complete the reactor, wasting taxpayer dollars. Moreover, the electricity demand Southern Company anticipates the reactor to serve may not materialize. And since nuclear power plants are large and inflexible, this possibility poses a serious financial risk. Construction of a nuclear reactor cannot be halted halfway to get half of the power output – it’s all or nothing.
No nuke power (2)

Not enough money – its going to be extremely expensive to cost and manage

Infrastructure USA 6/15/10 (Content Coordinator, “The Nuclear Bailout”, http://www.infrastructureusa.org/the-nuclear-bailout/) RA

Southern Company and its partners estimate that the new Vogtle reactors and transmission upgrades will cost $14 billion. Over the lifetime of the reactors, that translates to an estimated rate of 13.5¢ to 16.5¢ per kWh for nuclear electricity (including transmission and distribution costs). The benefit of the loan guarantee would only lower the estimated cost of electricity by about 3 cents per kWh. This would still compare unfavorably to the 8.8¢ per kWh average retail price that Georgia households and businesses currently pay. Moreover, Southern Company may be underestimating the actual cost of the reactors. For example, in 2009, Florida Power & Light estimated that a similar project to add new reactors of the same design to Turkey Point in Miami would cost $12 to $18 billion. And in May 2010, Progress Energy increased the estimated cost of building a new 2-reactor nuclear facility in Levy County by $5 billion, for a total of $17 to $22.5 billion. Independent estimates of possible reactor costs go even higher.

Current funding is not enough and lack of support proves expansion is impossible 

Abrosio 6/22/10 (Daniel D’, Staff Writer, “The Pros and Cons of Nuclear Power”, http://www.hartfordadvocate.com/featured-news/the-pros-and-cons-of-nuclear-power-12) RA

Not everyone is buying into the renaissance. Critics of the nuclear industry like Ellen Vancko, a nuclear energy and climate-change analyst for the Union of Concerned Scientists, point to the loan-guarantee program as proof the so-called renaissance is fueled by a $650 million marketing and lobbying campaign the nuclear industry has undertaken in the past decade. “The reality is nuclear power can’t move forward without massive public subsidies and tax breaks,” says Vancko. “Wall Street told [the nuclear power industry] they wouldn’t lend them money without loan guarantees. If the taxpayer doesn’t back up the loans, Wall Street won’t give them, it has said that point blank.” As a result, Vancko fears the American taxpayer could end up saddled with a bill rivaling the cost of the bank bailout if a nuclear plant has a meltdown or there are massive cost overruns building new plants. And unlike the Gulf, where President Obama is promising to make BP pay no matter what the cost of stopping the leak and cleaning up in its aftermath, the nuclear industry is protected by a 1957 law, the Price-Anderson Act, which limits the liability for all reactors in the country to about $10 billion. Vancko says the 1957 law was designed to help a fledgling industry that couldn’t get insurance against accidents in the private marketplace because the risks at the time were so high. And even though in America the track record of the mature industry, except for Three Mile Island, is good, the protection of the Price-Anderson Act remains. “It’s another example of a subsidy the government provides to make a technology appear viable,” says Vancko. “Loan guarantees and tax incentives create a so-called renaissance, but the renaissance will only occur if the risks are shifted to somebody else.” With a single reactor now costing roughly $10 billion to build, even the massive subsidies being pushed by the Obama administration won’t go far, says Vancko. She says when the $18 billion loan guarantee program was first implemented by the Bush administration four years ago, it was expected to be enough to fund four new nuclear power plants. But it’s now clear it will only be enough for two. Hence the proposed tripling of the loan guarantee pool by the Obama administration. Then, says Vancko, there’s the ongoing effort to tack $9 billion in nuclear power plant loan guarantees onto a pending emergency war-funding bill being considered by the House Appropriations Committee. Vancko says the tactic shows just how far some people are willing to go to help out the nuclear power industry. “What do you do if costs keep escalating wildly? Keep adding to the pot,” she says.
Expanding globally now

nuclear power’s poised to triple globally – pressure to solve wawming’s driving massive expansion.

Sharon Squassoni (senior associate in the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment) 2009, “Nuclear Energy: Rebirth or Resuscitation?”, Carnegie Endowment,  http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/nuclear_energy_rebirth_resuscitation.pdf

Enthusiasm for nuclear energy is on the rise worldwide. After two decades of disappointing growth, industry leaders are forecasting a nuclear renaissance. Predictions of a “nuclear renaissance” envision a doubling or tripling of nuclear capacity by 2050, spreading nuclear power to new markets in the Middle East and Southeast Asia, and developing new kinds of reactors and fuel-reprocessing techniques. During the presidency of George W. Bush, the United States promoted nuclear energy both at home and abroad. Programs like the 2006 Global Nuclear Energy Partnership and President Bush’s 2007 joint declaration with then– Russian president Vladimir Putin to facilitate and support nuclear energy in developing countries have helped underwrite the notion of a major worldwide nuclear revival. Renewed interest in nuclear energy arises from the desire to find alternatives to expensive oil and natural gas as well as the perception of nuclear energy as a readily deployable option for making the rapid and dramatic reductions in carbon dioxide emissions necessary to mitigate climate change. Energy security and climate change are invariably mentioned as the top two reasons for pursuing nuclear energy today. 
Nuclear power set to grow among the biggest emitters – many states are moving toward enrichment in particular.

Sharon Squassoni (senior associate in the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment) 2009 “Nuclear Energy: Rebirth or Resuscitation?”, Carnegie Endowment http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/nuclear_energy_rebirth_resuscitation.pd

Abroad, the biggest push for nuclear power plants will come in Asia. Japan and South Korea have been steadily adding nuclear power plants, but major growth is expected in China and India, because each hopes to add scores of reactors in the next two decades. In Europe, Italy is reconsidering nuclear energy, and rumors circulate that countries such as Germany and Sweden might delay or abandon phasing out nuclear power to meet climate change goals. Other countries (such as Canada, South Africa, and South Korea) plan to expand their programs to include uranium enrichment, plutonium reprocessing, or both. But that fact that more than two dozen additional states are also interested in nuclear power is perhaps the most notable element of the “nuclear renaissance.” Half of these are developing countries. Some— like Turkey, the Philippines, and Egypt—have abandoned nuclear programs in the past, while others—like Jordan and the United Arab Emirates—are considering nuclear power for the first time. If all these states follow through on their plans, the number of states with nuclear reactors could double. 

nuclear power is expanding globally on its own

J. Peter Scoblic, executive editor, “Nuclear Spring,” THE NEW REPUBLIC, 4-23-08, p. 18.

The Middle East is already intolerably hot, yet global warming seems to be on the minds of many countries in the region. Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Oman, Yemen, Syria, Libya, Jordan, and, of course, Iran are all pursuing, planning, or exploring their first nuclear power reactors. Just last week, the United Arab Emirates announced that it would go ahead with a civilian nuclear program, making it the first Gulf state to do so. Other states now considering their nuclear options range from Venezuela to Belarus to Indonesia. In justifying their programs to the world, "they've all jumped on the 'nuclear is clean and green' bandwagon," according to Sharon Squassoni of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.
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