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***No Escalation***

No escalation (1)

Middle East conflict won’t escalate – local conflicts do not spillover

Steven A. Cook (fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations) Ray Takeyh (fellows at the Council on Foreign Relations) and Suzanne Maloney (senior fellow at Saban Center) June 28 2007 “Why the Iraq war won't engulf the Mideast”, International Herald Tribune

Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else's fight. Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight. As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary. So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq. The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.

Middle East escalation empirically denied

Kevin Drum September 9 2007 The Washington Monthly, “The Chaos Hawks”

Needless to say, this is nonsense. Israel has fought war after war in the Middle East. Result: no regional conflagration. Iran and Iraq fought one of the bloodiest wars of the second half the 20th century. Result: no regional conflagration. The Soviets fought in Afghanistan and then withdrew. No regional conflagration. The U.S. fought the Gulf War and then left. No regional conflagration. Algeria fought an internal civil war for a decade. No regional conflagration.

No escalation- Global Powers have moderated

Dr. Gwynne Dyer (lecturer on international affairs) October 21 2001 “The World Turned Upside Down?”, International Affairs, http://peernet.lbpc.ca/thelink/102502/04IntAffDyer.html

How bad could it get? Very bad." Yet Dyer concluded by pointing out a number of significantly positive indications: that the terrorists are probably not going to succeed in stampeding the Americans into any truly stupid reaction; that direct physical threat from terrorism was statistically less of a threat than smoking (though over-reaction to terrorism could pose a threat to civil liberties); and that the conflict in the Middle East is likely to stay confined to the region because the connections outward have been dismantled. Most significantly, he explained, the larger trends are promising in that "there are no enemies among the Great Powers. World War III has been cancelled." The number of democratic countries has doubled in the lifetime of our Pearson College students, and "democratic countries don’t fight wars with each other." A kind of global culture of values has been emerging. Things are actually changing for the better.
Religion proves no global escalation 

Dan Simpson August 2 2006 “Wars around the world-the big picture: It's bad, and America is not faring well.  But are we really heading into World War III”, Pittsburg Post-Gazette, 

http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/06214/ 710272-108.stm

So, does Afghanistan plus Iraq plus Israel/Hezbollah-Hamas make a world war or even the makings of a world war? The quick answer is "no." The lineups of participants are not such as to make what is going on as coherent as that. The Taliban, the Iraqi insurgents, Hezbollah and Hamas are all Muslim. But then so are the "good" Afghans and all of the Iraqi elements. Hezbollah and Hamas are Muslim, but Lebanon is a mix of Christians, Shiite and Sunni Muslims and other faiths. The coalition that is fighting the Taliban in Afghanistan includes forces from Muslim countries. If there is any coherence to the fighting in Iraq, the critical cleavage remains between Iraqis and the occupying Americans. The collection of international forces fighting in Afghanistan wouldn't touch peacemaking in Iraq for anything in this world, seeing it as America's exclusive albatross around the neck. The war that Israel is fighting is basically Israel, backed by the United States, against the house. Whether the United States is entirely with it, in its boat swirling toward the waterfall, is not clear. On the one hand, the United States is resupplying it with bombs to drop on Lebanon. On the other hand, the United States finds it hard not to respond to its basic instincts to make a decisive call for an immediate, all-party cease-fire, bringing an end to the killing on both sides. Whatever it is, these three conflicts do not a world war make, appalling and frightening though they may be
No escalation (2)

Conflict will not escalate – casualties low and empirically false

Edward Luttwak (senior adviser at the Centre for Strategic and International Studies) May 2007 “The middle of nowhere”, Prospect

Why are middle east experts so unfailingly wrong? The lesson of history is that men never learn from history, but middle east experts, like the rest of us, should at least learn from their past mistakes. Instead, they just keep repeating them. The first mistake is “five minutes to midnight” catastrophism. The late King Hussein of Jordan was the undisputed master of this genre. Wearing his gravest aspect, he would warn us that with patience finally exhausted the Arab-Israeli conflict was about to explode, that all past conflicts would be dwarfed by what was about to happen unless, unless… And then came the remedy—usually something rather tame when compared with the immense catastrophe predicted, such as resuming this or that stalled negotiation, or getting an American envoy to the scene to make the usual promises to the Palestinians and apply the usual pressures on Israel. We read versions of the standard King Hussein speech in countless newspaper columns, hear identical invocations in the grindingly repetitive radio and television appearances of the usual middle east experts, and are now faced with Hussein’s son Abdullah periodically repeating his father’s speech almost verbatim. What actually happens at each of these “moments of truth”—and we may be approaching another one—is nothing much; only the same old cyclical conflict which always restarts when peace is about to break out, and always dampens down when the violence becomes intense enough. The ease of filming and reporting out of safe and comfortable Israeli hotels inflates the media coverage of every minor affray. But humanitarians should note that the dead from Jewish-Palestinian fighting since 1921 amount to fewer than 100,000—about as many as are killed in a season of conflict in Darfur.
No impact to middle east war – can only sustain insurgencies bt NOT war – numerous historical examples proves this true

Edward Luttwak (senior adviser at the Centre for Strategic and International Studies) May 2007 “The middle of nowhere”, Prospect
The second repeated mistake is the Mussolini syndrome. Contemporary documents prove beyond any doubt what is now hard to credit: serious people, including British and French military chiefs, accepted Mussolini’s claims to great power status because they believed that he had serious armed forces at his command. His army divisions, battleships and air squadrons were dutifully counted to assess Italian military power, making some allowance for their lack of the most modern weapons but not for their more fundamental refusal to fight in earnest. Having conceded Ethiopia to win over Mussolini, only to lose him to Hitler as soon as the fighting started, the British discovered that the Italian forces quickly crumbled in combat. It could not be otherwise, because most Italian soldiers were unwilling conscripts from the one-mule peasantry of the south or the almost equally miserable sharecropping villages of the north. Exactly the same mistake keeps being made by the fraternity of middle east experts. They persistently attribute real military strength to backward societies whose populations can sustain excellent insurgencies but not modern military forces. In the 1960s, it was Nasser’s Egypt that was mistaken for a real military power just because it had received many aircraft, tanks and guns from the Soviet Union, and had many army divisions and air squadrons. In May 1967, on the eve of war, many agreed with the prediction of Field Marshal Montgomery, then revisiting the El Alamein battlefield, that the Egyptians would defeat the Israelis forthwith; even the more cautious never anticipated that the former would be utterly defeated by the latter in just a few days. In 1973, with much more drama, it still took only three weeks to reach the same outcome. In 1990 it was the turn of Iraq to be hugely overestimated as a military power. Saddam Hussein had more equipment than Nasser ever accumulated, and could boast of having defeated much more populous Iran after eight years of war. In the months before the Gulf war, there was much anxious speculation about the size of the Iraqi army—again, the divisions and regiments were dutifully counted as if they were German divisions on the eve of D-day, with a separate count of the “elite” Republican Guards, not to mention the “super-elite” Special Republican Guards—and it was feared that Iraq’s bombproof aircraft shelters and deep bunkers would survive any air attack. That much of this was believed at some level we know from the magnitude of the coalition armies that were laboriously assembled, including 575,000 US troops, 43,000 British, 14,663 French and 4,500 Canadian, and which incidentally constituted the sacrilegious infidel presence on Arabian soil that set off Osama bin Laden on his quest for revenge. In the event, two weeks of precision bombing were enough to paralyse Saddam’s entire war machine, which scarcely tried to resist the ponderous ground offensive when it came. At no point did the Iraqi air force try to fight, and all those tanks that were painstakingly counted served mostly for target practice. A real army would have continued to resist for weeks or months in the dug-in positions in Kuwait, even without air cover, but Saddam’s army was the usual middle eastern façade without fighting substance. Now the Mussolini syndrome is at work over Iran. All the symptoms are present, including tabulated lists of Iran’s warships, despite the fact that most are over 30 years old; of combat aircraft, many of which (F-4s, Mirages, F-5s, F-14s) have not flown in years for lack of spare parts; and of divisions and brigades that are so only in name. There are awed descriptions of the Pasdaran revolutionary guards, inevitably described as “elite,” who do indeed strut around as if they have won many a war, but who have actually fought only one—against Iraq, which they lost. As for Iran’s claim to have defeated Israel by Hizbullah proxy in last year’s affray, the publicity was excellent but the substance went the other way, with roughly 25 per cent of the best-trained men dead, which explains the tomb-like silence and immobility of the once rumbustious Hizbullah ever since the ceasefire. 

2nc no escalation (1)

Middle East instability will never create broader war. Our Maloney, Cook, and Takeyh is written by senior fellows at two influential thinktanks and is the only evidence that speaks to regional motives and means:

Motives prevent escalation – Mideast leaders are interested in regime preservation, not advancing larger geopolitical agendas. Involvement in conflict could go badly, opening them to domestic competition.

Means prevent escalation – Arab armies are not built to project power. They are simply internal security services, not warfighters. 

And, Middle East armies can’t conduct offensive operations

Matthew Yglesias (Associate Editor of The Atlantic Monthly) September 12 2007 “Containing Iraq”, The Atlantic.com

Kevin Drum tries to throw some water on the "Middle East in Flames" theory holding that American withdrawal from Iraq will lead not only to a short-term intensification of fighting in Iraq, but also to some kind of broader regional conflagration. Ivo Daalder and James Lindsay, as usual sensible but several clicks to my right, also make this point briefly in Democracy: "Talk that Iraq’s troubles will trigger a regional war is overblown; none of the half-dozen civil wars the Middle East has witnessed over the past half-century led to a regional conflagration." Also worth mentioning in this context is the basic point that the Iranian and Syrian militaries just aren't able to conduct meaningful offensive military operations. The Saudi, Kuwait, and Jordanian militaries are even worse. The IDF has plenty of Arabs to fight closer to home. What you're looking at, realistically, is that our allies in Kurdistan might provide safe harbor to PKK guerillas, thus prompting our allies in Turkey to mount some cross-border military strikes against the PKK or possibly retaliatory ones against other Kurdish targets. This is a real problem, but it's obviously not a problem that's mitigated by having the US Army try to act as the Baghdad Police Department or sending US Marines to wander around the desert hunting a possibly mythical terrorist organization.

You shouldn’t fear Middle East war – there have been over five wars in the Middle East and none has produced wider conflagration. That’s Drum ‘07.

And, even if the entire Middle East explodes, it will not go global

Gwynne Dwyer (former appointments to the Royal Military College Sandhurst and Oxford University, former member of three different armed services) Winter 2002 "The Coming War," Queen's Quarterly

All of this indicates an extremely dangerous situation, with many variables that are impossible to assess fully. But there is one comforting reality here: this will not become World War III. Not long ago, wars in the Middle East always went to the brink very quickly, with the Americans and Soviets deeply involved on opposite sides, bristling their nuclear weapons at one another. And for quite some time we lived on the brink of oblivion. But that is over. World War III has been cancelled, and I don't think we could pump it up again no matter how hard we tried. The connections that once tied Middle Eastern confrontations to a global confrontation involving tens of thousands of nuclear weapons have all been undone. The East-West Cold War is finished. The truly dangerous powers in the world today are the industrialized countries in general. We are the ones with the resources and the technology to churn out weapons of mass destruction like sausages. But the good news is: we are out of the business.
More evidence

Michael Hilborn (Staff writer) February 19 2003 “Taking us to the brink”, Fort Frances Times Online

All is not lost, however. Dyer said he doesn’t believe the conflict will expand beyond the Middle East. “World War III has been cancelled,” he quipped. “You can all go home now.” Dyer believes the crisis will be contained because, unlike as recently as 20 years ago, there are no ideological superpowers facing each other over a phalanx of nuclear weapons.

2nc no escalation (2)

Plus, nuclear war does not cause extinction

Russell Seitz (former Presidential science advisor and keynote speaker at international science conferences and holds multiple patents and degrees from Harvard and MIT) December 20 2006 “The ‘Nuclear Winter’ Meltdown,” http://adamant.typepad.com/seitz/2006/12/preherein_honor.html

"Apocalyptic predictions require, to be taken seriously,higher standards of evidence than do assertions on other matters where the stakes are not as great." wrote Sagan in Foreign Affairs , Winter 1983 -84. But that "evidence" was never forthcoming. 'Nuclear Winter' never existed outside of a computer  except as air-brushed animation commissioned by the a  PR firm - Porter Novelli Inc. Yet Sagan predicted "the extinction of the human species " as temperatures plummeted 35 degrees C and  the world froze in the aftermath of  a nuclear holocaust.  Last year, Sagan's cohort tried  to reanimate the ghost in a machine anti-nuclear activists invoked in the depths of the Cold War, by re-running equally arbitrary scenarios on a modern  interactive Global Circulation Model. But the Cold War is history in more ways than one. It is a credit to post-modern computer climate simulations that they do not reproduce the apocalyptic  results of what Sagan oxymoronically termed "a sophisticated one dimensional model." The subzero 'baseline case'  has melted down into a tepid 1.3 degrees of average cooling- grey skies do not a Ragnarok make. What remains is just not the stuff that  End of the World myths are made of.
2nr – no superpower draw-in

No escalation- lack of super powers and global democratization prevent

Dr. Gwynne Dyer (lecturer on international affairs) December 22 2002 “The coming war”, Queen's Quarterly

All of this indicates an extremely dangerous situation, with many variables that are impossible to assess fully. But there is one comforting reality here: this will not become World War III. Not long ago, wars in the Middle East always went to the brink very quickly, with the Americans and Soviets deeply involved on opposite sides, bristling their nuclear weapons at one another. And for quite some time we lived on the brink of oblivion. But that is over. World War III has been cancelled, and I don't think we could pump it up again no matter how hard we tried. The connections that once tied Middle Eastern confrontations to a global confrontation involving tens of thousands of nuclear weapons have all been undone. The East-West Cold War is finished. The truly dangerous powers in the world today are the industrialized countries in general. We are the ones with the resources and the technology to churn out weapons of mass destruction like sausages. But the good news is: we are out of the business. And this is one of the great developments in human history. The democratization of the planet has seen us go from a situation fifteen years ago where only one third of the world's population lived under democratic government to our new reality, where two thirds of the people in the world have democratic systems. Through a series of non-violent revolutions, a chain reaction of events began in Southeast Asia in the 1980s with the Philippines, Thailand, and Bangladesh, before moving through South Korea and beyond. The Chinese tried in 1989 and, alas, failed. Their example was picked up by the citizens of the eastern European communist countries only months later. Then came the collapse of the Soviet empire, the end of apartheid, and the fall of the dictatorship in Indonesia, the world's largest Muslim country. It has been an astounding fifteen years of transformation, and while many of these new democracies are both shaky and shabby, they are a great improvement over what went before. And we are seeing two enormous benefits from this newly democratized planet. One is that the United Nations is empowered by a democratic majority to act in defence of human rights in ways that would have been unimaginable before the 1990s. We did not intervene to stop the genocide in Cambodia - it was simply unthinkable during the 1970s. But by the 1990s the international community was able to act to stop the genocide in Bosnia. Of course there was also the failure of the international community to act quickly in Rwanda - but the scope of the subsequent tragedy there worked to stiffen the resolve of that same community during the later crisis in Kosovo. THE other great bonus of our new international community is that democratic countries do not fight wars with each other. For two hundred years, history has shown us this. That is why the Cold War is over, and that is why World War III has been cancelled. For the Middle East, 2003 is shaping up as a dreadful year. But I do not believe that it is going to be a dreadful decade or a dreadful century. At least we can be thankful for that. 

No global conflict – no superpower involvement

Niall Ferguson (Professor of History at Harvard University) July 23 2006 “This May not be a World War, But It Still Needs a Sense of Urgency”, Telegraph, 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/opinion/main.jhtml?xml=/o pinion/2006/07/23/do2302.xml

Such language can - for now, at least - safely be dismissed as hyperbole. This crisis is not going to trigger another world war. Indeed, I do not expect it to produce even another Middle Eastern war worthy of comparison with those of June 1967 or October 1973. In 1967, Israel fought four of its Arab neighbours, Egypt, Syria, Jordan and Iraq. In 1973, Egypt and Syria attacked Israel. Such combinations are very hard to imagine today.  Nor does it seem to me likely that Syria and Iran will escalate their involvement in the crisis beyond continuing their support for Hezbollah. Neither is in a position to risk a full-scale military confrontation with Israel, given the risk that this might precipitate an American military reaction. Crucially, America's consistent support for Israel is not matched by any great power support for Israel's neighbours. During the Cold War, by contrast, the risk was that a Middle Eastern war could spill over into a superpower conflict. Henry Kissinger, secretary of state in the twilight of the Nixon presidency, first heard the news of an Arab-Israeli War at 6.15am on October 6, 1973. Half an hour later he was on the phone to the Soviet ambassador in Washington, Anatoly Dobrynin. Two weeks later Kissinger flew to Moscow to meet the Soviet leader, Leonid Brezhnev. The stakes were high indeed. At one point during the 1973 crisis, as Brezhnev vainly tried to resist Kissinger's efforts to squeeze him out of the diplomatic loop, the White House raised America's state of military readiness to Defcon 3, putting its strategic nuclear forces on high alert. It is hard to imagine anything like that today.

A2 Steinbach 

Steinbach evidence is about Israeli disarmament—destabilization inevitable with Israel arsenal

John Steinbach March 2002 “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace”, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.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." (44)

Israel will never disarm

Susan Taylor Martin (Senior Correspondent) January 19 2004 “Critics want Israel to admit, abolish its nuclear program”, St. Petersburg Times January 19, 2004  http://www.serve.com/vanunu/nukes/20040119sptimes.html  

But if outsiders see little reason for Israel to maintain a nuclear stockpile, that is not the way Israelis see it. Polls show most regard nuclear weapons as a safeguard against attack by a hostile Muslim nation.  " The Israelis were not the first country to get the atomic bomb, but they'll probably be the last ones to give it up," says John Pike, director of GlobalSecurity.org, a Washington, D.C., research organization.    

A2 civil wars escalate 

Middle East armies can’t conduct offensive operations

Matthew Yglesias (Associate Editor of The Atlantic Monthly) September 12 2007 “Containing Iraq”, The Atlantic.com

Kevin Drum tries to throw some water on the "Middle East in Flames" theory holding that American withdrawal from Iraq will lead not only to a short-term intensification of fighting in Iraq, but also to some kind of broader regional conflagration. Ivo Daalder and James Lindsay, as usual sensible but several clicks to my right, also make this point briefly in Democracy: "Talk that Iraq’s troubles will trigger a regional war is overblown; none of the half-dozen civil wars the Middle East has witnessed over the past half-century led to a regional conflagration." Also worth mentioning in this context is the basic point that the Iranian and Syrian militaries just aren't able to conduct meaningful offensive military operations. The Saudi, Kuwait, and Jordanian militaries are even worse. The IDF has plenty of Arabs to fight closer to home. What you're looking at, realistically, is that our allies in Kurdistan might provide safe harbor to PKK guerillas, thus prompting our allies in Turkey to mount some cross-border military strikes against the PKK or possibly retaliatory ones against other Kurdish targets. This is a real problem, but it's obviously not a problem that's mitigated by having the US Army try to act as the Baghdad Police Department or sending US Marines to wander around the desert hunting a possibly mythical terrorist organization.

***Nuclear Power***

Nuke power 1nc (1)

Middle east instability and war will fuel the development of new nuclear reactors in the United States

Marvin Cetron (President of Forecasting International) and Owen Daniels (Former Senior Editor of Omni Magazine) 2007 “Worst-Case Scenario: the Middle East,” The Futurist

That leaves the matter of oil. The Middle East produces nearly 31 percent of the world’s  oil and consumes only one-fifth of its own output. About two-thirds of the petroleum  used in the United States is imported. Perhaps one-fourth of that—around one-sixth of  total consumption—comes from the Middle East. Japan imports all its oil, most of from  the Middle East. Europe, India, and China all depend, to greater or lesser degrees, on  Middle Eastern oil. If something disrupts the flow of almost one-third of the world’s oil,  as a major war in the Middle East inevitably would, the cost of energy in the throughout  the world will soar. This is a recipe for prolonged recession, and perhaps even  depression, in the United States and most of its trading partners.  In the short run, healing the American economy would mean accepting measures  that many Americans would prefer to avoid. The United States could wind up competing  with China for oil in totalitarian states that Washington currently shuns. It also might use  its intelligence agencies to promote more favorable policies in Venezuela.  Tapping the oil reserves beneath the Arctic National Wildlife Reserve becomes a  given in this scenario. To prevent needless environmental damage, drilling would be  limited to the winter, when the ground is rock-hard. In addition, the oil would be  transported through double-walled pipelines to prevent spills. The pristine Alaskan  environment still would suffer, but this concern would no longer prevent drilling.  The West Coast also would be opened to drilling, though at distances beyond 20  miles from the beaches, not 10, as the law currently requires. The risk of environmental  damage here too would be considered an acceptable price for economic survival.  Less controversially, the U.S. surely would buy still more oil from Canada, where  a significant new field has recently been discovered, and would develop the deep-water  deposits under the Gulf of Mexico much faster than anyone now plans.    The United States also needs at least seven new atomic power plants to meet its current and future demand for electricity. An energy crisis finally would break the  country’s de facto ban on new reactors, allowing the construction of at least those seven. These first generating stations would use safe hot- water reactors. Even safer technologies lie further in the future, and they are likely to be adopted once they become available.  Expanding the use of atomic energy of course means finding somewhere to put  still more nuclear waste. This is not a technological problem, so much as a political one.  The ideal hiding place for atomic waste was recognized almost as soon as anyone considered the problem. The salt domes of Louisiana have been geologically stable and  free of water for hundreds of millions of years; if they had not been, water would long  since have washed the salt away. Nuclear waste could safely be stored in one of them until it decayed to the level of background radiation. However, thanks to Louisiana’s  political power decades ago, the law forbids consideration of any depository other than  the Yucca Mountain site now being developed by the Atomic Energy Agency. In an energy emergency, that law is likely to be rescinded and the country will finally do the obvious. Nuclear waste will be buried in salt domes and forgotten.   We can expect a much stronger push for alternative energy as well. Given the  proper incentives—and a world oil shortage seems likely to qualify—solar, wind, and  other renewable power technologies already have proved useful. Germany, where  cloudy days are common, is home to 15 of the world’s largest photovoltaic power plants.  The American Southwest would be a much more cost-efficient place to collect solar  power. Add in expanded use of wind power where it is most available, perhaps some  wave energy on the coasts, and a much stronger effort to develop biofuels such as  cellulosic ethanol, and alternative energy stands a good chance of helping out if Middle Eastern oil suddenly becomes unavailable. Yet it will not be available immediately, and  it will replace all the energy now coming from the Middle East. 

Nuke power 1nc (2)

Nuclear power expansion across the globe is inevitable, it risk a new round of nuclear proliferation, ONLY a US renaissance in the nuclear industry can prevent a new round of nuclear proliferation   

Shaun Waterman (UPI Homeland and National Security Editor) 7/8/2008 “Report urges U.S. to embrace nuclear power growth, despite risks”, UPI

WASHINGTON, July 8 (UPI) -- A report from a State Department advisory panel says a coming large expansion in global nuclear power generation poses proliferation risks, but the United States must embrace it to ensure that nuclear supplier nations build safeguards into the growing market.  The report highlights division among experts about the future of civil nuclear power across the globe, the risks it poses, and the degree to which U.S. policy should support its spread. Some critics of the report say the expansion of nuclear power is not inevitable and should be resisted.  A task force of the International Security Advisory Board -- chaired by former Pentagon and World Bank official Paul Wolfowitz -- produced the report, titled "Proliferation Implications of the Global Expansion of Civil Nuclear Power," in response to a request from Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Robert Joseph.  The task force, led by former Reagan and Bush I arms negotiator and government scientist C. Paul Robinson, produced their relatively brief (10 pages, with about twice that in appendices and introductory material) report in just two months earlier this year. A copy was posted recently on the State Department Web site.  The report says global demand for power is likely to rise by 100 percent by 2030. "Nuclear energy is likely to be in great demand because of the large price increases for oil and natural gas and the fact that nuclear power produces no carbon (or other) emissions."  Robinson bluntly says the expansion of civil nuclear energy generation is not just inevitable, it is already under way.  "You just have to read the newspapers to see that this is the case," he told United Press International.  The report cites a list prepared by the State Department in 2007 of a dozen countries planning to join the nuclear power club, or "giving serious consideration" to it, within the next 10 years -- including the former Soviet Central Asian nations of Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan; Islamic giants Indonesia, Egypt and Turkey; and Poland and the Baltic states.  Fifteen other nations -- including Algeria, Ghana, Libya, Malaysia, Syria, Venezuela and Yemen -- have "longer-term plans or studies under way," according to the State Department list.  While wealthier countries "can try to buy their way out" of the looming energy crunch, "the Third World does not have that option," and there are few real alternatives to nuclear power for many countries. "There has proved to be no silver bullet in renewable or other alternative energy sources."  The report says there are currently 435 nuclear reactors operating around the world, with 28 new ones currently under construction. It says 222 more are being planned.  "It's a pretty depressing prospect," Robinson concluded.  One of the key concerns is the two principal ways of making nuclear fuel -- the enrichment of uranium, for instance, in huge installations of centrifuges; and the reprocessing of spent fuel into plutonium -- can too easily be used to make weapons-grade material for nuclear bombs.  So the panel recommends the United States -- in partnership with other countries that already have the capacity to make fuel, the "supplier nations" -- volunteer to "provide reliable, economical supplies of fuel to nations undertaking new or additional nuclear energy plants" with tough safeguards to prevent them developing their own capacities.  But critics challenge their premise, saying the idea that the growth of nuclear power generation is inevitable is a canard.  Many of those 435 reactors currently operating are due to be retired in the next 20 to 30 years, points out Henry Sokolski, a proliferation expert who worked for Wolfowitz in the Bush I administration and now sits on the congressionally mandated blue-ribbon panel examining the threat of terrorist attacks using nuclear material or other weapons of mass destruction.  Nuclear energy is too expensive and too risky to be a commercially viable venture without government support, he told UPI.  "There's a reason no one in the private sector wants to do this with their own money," Sokolski said. "Nuclear power is a hard sell, literally. ... What the (U.S.) nuclear industry is doing is asking for government handouts, in the form of tax credits, loan guarantees and insurance caps."  Reprocessing is also not economically feasible without government financial support. "Working with plutonium requires special safety measures which are very expensive," Sokolski said.  The idea that new technologies could help make generation or reprocessing economical is "atomic pie in the sky. The advances required are as far off as making fusion-generation practical, in terms of technology."  Expansion is "not inevitable, it is contingent" on U.S. policy changes. "Maybe nuclear power won't expand. It shrank by 2 percent last year," he said.  Sokolski called the report "disappointing."  He said its authors "seem to be in the business of promoting the expansion of nuclear power, rather than examining the risks associated with its expansion. ... They should have explained in more detail why we should be concerned."  But the report does make a bald statement, that the expansion of civil nuclear generating capacity "particularly within Third World nations, inevitably increases the risks of proliferation. What the United States must do," it concludes, "is find ways to mitigate those risks."  "Something is afoot, and we can't put on blinkers and pretend it's not happening," said Robinson.
Nuke power 1nc (3)

Proliferation causes conflicts that escalate to nuclear war

Victor Utgoff (Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses) Summer 2003 “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, V. 44

First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons falling into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Increased prospects for the occasional nuclear shootout Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear deterrence appear to think that in any confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero.3 These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong.  History includes instances in which states known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict. China and Russia fought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examples. Egypt attacked Israel in 1973 even though it saw Israel as a nuclear power at the time. Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands and fought Britain’s efforts to take them back, even though Britain had nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a ‘victory or destruction’ policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat.4 And Japan’s war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested ‘Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower?’5 If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states.6 Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognise clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.7 Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other.  Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants beforehand.8 Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
US leadership key

Only development of the U.S. nuclear industry will allow the us the needed global leadership to address nuclear proliferation

Jackie Saunders (Special Representative of the President of the U.S) April 29 2004 “Third Session of the Preparatory Committee  For the 2005 Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”, http://usembassyaustralia.state.gov/hyper/2004/0511/epf206.htm
The central bargain of the NPT is that if non-nuclear-weapon states renounce the pursuit of nuclear weapons, and comply fully with this commitment, they may gain assistance under Article IV of the Treaty to develop peaceful nuclear programs. The United States promotes such cooperation, and shares the view that the proper application of nuclear technology can improve the quality of life on an international scale. However, Parties cannot afford to ignore the fact that several countries have exploited Article IV to advance their illicit nuclear weapons programs and threaten international security. These countries have not lived up to their end of the bargain, and if we allow this abuse to continue, the net-value of peaceful nuclear cooperation will diminish, and the security benefits derived from the NPT will erode. IT CONTINUES…  The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) maintains relationships between DOE laboratories and counterparts in developing countries, known as sister laboratories. Dating from the 1980s, these cooperative relationships establish a direct line of communication between U.S. nuclear specialists and the nuclear communities in participating countries. Information exchange, training, and scientific visits benefit both the United States and developing countries' experts, and directly advance Article IV objectives. We have nine such sister-lab arrangements.  To make the transfer of nuclear commodities and technologies occur as smoothly as possible, under conditions consistent with the aims and purposes of the NPT, we maintain a large number of international agreements for peaceful nuclear cooperation with other nations and groups of nations. These agreements establish the necessary basis for the United States to provide significant nuclear exports to other states. Power reactors, research reactors, major reactor components, and fuel are all commonly exported under the terms of these agreements. The United States currently has in force twenty-six bilateral agreements of this type, as well as a number of others concluded trilaterally, with the cooperation of the IAEA. Last year, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission licensed U.S. companies to transfer significant nuclear commodities to 32 countries, all NPT parties in good standing. The U.S. Department of Commerce and the U.S. Department of Energy gave numerous additional approvals for transfers of nuclear components and nuclear technology, respectively.  The United States also provides technical support through Joint Standing Committees to coordinate with organizations in other countries in areas such as severe accident research, reactor licensing and regulation, reactor and fuel cycle development, spent fuel storage and disposal, nuclear waste management and IAEA safeguards. We have four such committees, and are pursing a fifth.  In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the peaceful application of nuclear energy can bestow enormous benefits on humankind. The United States will continue to contribute to the development of peaceful nuclear energy throughout the world. 
The United States must reevaluate its nuclear energy program in order to rally its global leadership

Pete V. Domenici (Republican Senator NM) 1997 Issues in Science and Technology, “Future Perspectives on Nuclear Issues”, Winter, http://www.issues.org/issues/14.2/domen.htm
The United States needs to take a fresh look at nuclear technologies in order to tap their potential more effectively. In the United States, we've traditionally optimized new advanced technologies to serve our nation's needs; this has helped us craft an impressive economy and quality of life. With nuclear technologies, we have not followed this pattern. With only a few exceptions such as nuclear medicine, we have done a poor job of evaluating nuclear technologies, addressing real risks, and optimizing benefits. Instead, we worry about our dependence on fossil fuels and increasing oil imports, but we don't use advanced nuclear energy systems that we've licensed and are selling overseas. Many environmentalists who want to reduce carbon emissions don't want to consider nuclear power. We may worry about excessive stockpiles of nuclear weapons, but as we dismantle our own weapons, we store the complex classified components that would allow us to rapidly rebuild weapons. Some who are concerned about the dangers of nuclear waste oppose efforts to move the waste from power plants to a more remote and secure location or to explore systems that enable far better management of waste issues. We have consumer groups concerned about food safety that accept bacterial contamination of food instead of supporting irradiation of food supplies.  In a world of increasing global competition, we can't afford to accept these contradictions. We can't afford to abandon the broad suite of nuclear technologies when they hold real promise for further national benefits in many areas. Although at first sight these issues appear to be distinct, they are tied together by their dependence on nuclear science and by strong public concerns about nuclear technologies in general. These public concerns have frequently been molded by an antinuclear movement focusing only on risks, both real and perceived, in ways that have been tremendously appealing to the mass media. Actions to address risks have rarely received equal attention and have suffered from lack of national leadership in key cases. In many cases, decisions and policies crafted in one policy arena are limiting our options in other arenas. We need a dialogue focused on benefits and risks of nuclear technologies. Where real risks exist, we need research focused on quantifying and mitigating them, followed by solid progress in addressing them. Where past programs have lacked leadership to achieve success, we need to energize that leadership. The time has come for a careful scientifically based reexamination of nuclear issues in the United States. 

A2 accidents – meltdowns (1)

Extend the Cetron and Daniels evidence – as new US plants go online they will be safe how water reactors.  New investments will spur new and safer technologies. 

Zero uniqueness for safety args – 1.) nuclear power is inevitable across the globe – plants will be built, it is only a question of US oversight, 2.) plants exist now, no evidence that increase in numbers increases the chance of accidents 

Nuclear accidents do not cause near the damage as climate change casued by coal burning- prefer our evidence because it is comparative 

Fred Bosselman (Professor Emeritus, Law, Chicago-Kent College of Law) 2007 “The Ecological Advantages of Nuclear Power,” New York University Environmental Law Journal v. 15, p. 51-52.

Coal Combustion Injures Ecosystems More than Nuclear Accidents The study of the ecological impact of the Chernobyl experience should cause us to compare that terrible disturbance to the more gradual and less dramatic changes that humans are causing by burning coal. Explosions, even huge ones, are one-time events. Ecological processes have a long history of adapting to such events and recovering, as they have in the area around Chernobyl. But incremental changes of a unidirectional nature, which go on and on at rates faster than the kinds of change to which ecological processes have adapted, such as acid rain, mercury emissions, and climate change, may be the most serious threat to ecological systems and processes. n274 Ecological systems can be "metastable" if irregular disturbances at a particular scale are within the level of resilience of the system, thus allowing the system to remain relatively stable at a larger scale. n275 But disturbances that are continually pushing ecological systems in the same direction, as in the case of the disturbances that cause climate change, are likely to exceed the boundaries of metastability. n276 The "excess carbon dioxide we put in the atmosphere today is removed exceedingly slowly, meaning that the carbon dioxide we emit in the next half-century will alter the climate for millennia to come." n277 Many biologists and ecologists today are more concerned about the impacts of climate change than about threats of nuclear accidents; n278 British scientist James Lovelock has written: [*52] I am a green and would be classed among them, but I am most of all a scientist; because of this I entreat my friends among greens to reconsider ... their wrongheaded objection to nuclear energy. Even if they were right about its dangers, and they are not, its use as a secure, safe and reliable source of energy would pose a threat insignificant compared with the real threat of intolerable and lethal heatwaves and sea levels rising to threaten every coastal city of the world. n279 If we were to assume that nuclear power would produce a Chernobyl every thirty years, a highly improbable assumption, I believe we would do much less damage to ecological systems than is resulting from the ecological damage caused in large part by the burning of coal.

A2 accidents – meltdowns (2)
Nuclear industry is extremely safe- hew designs make impossible for nuclear explosion of plants

Jeff Kart February 6 2008 “Nuclear energy: the 'new' alternative to coal?”, Bay City Times, http://www.mlive.com/environment/index.ssf/2008/02/nuclear_energy_the_new_alterna.html

Forrest J. Remick, professor emeritus of nuclear engineering at Penn State University, calls nuclear power "very safe."  The industrial accident rate for nuclear plants is 14.6 times less than for all manufacturing industries, Remick asserts in an article on the Penn State Web site.  As well, no member of the public has been killed or injured from radiation during the nearly 50 years that commercial nuclear plants have been operating in the U.S., according to Remick and others.  Gard said the money spent on another Fermi plant would be better used to help reduce energy demand in Michigan, by offering incentives for homes and businesses to install energy- efficient appliances and equipment, for instance.  If forced to choose, Gard said he'd rather see a coal plant that captures its carbon dioxide than a new nuclear plant generating more nuclear waste.  For their part, Consumers Energy officials have said it would take too long to permit a nuclear plant here before demand outpaces supply. The utility plans to install additional pollution controls for a new coal plant in Bay County, leaving room for carbon capture technology in the future, said Jeff Holyfield, a Consumers spokesman.  Last year, Cravens, of Long Island, N.Y., published a book, with references, called "Power to Save the World: The Truth About Nuclear Energy."  She said most people don't realize that a nuclear plant can't explode like a nuclear bomb, and the industry's two most prominent accidents weren't as catastrophic as many people believe.  According to a fact sheet from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the partial meltdown of the reactor core at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania in 1979 "led to no deaths or injuries to plant workers or members of the nearby community."  The accident caused the NRC "to tighten and heighten its regulatory oversight" and "had the effect of enhancing safety," the agency says.  The 1986 Chernobyl accident in the Ukraine was much worse, but involved a bad reactor design that is not used in the U.S., Cravens and others argue.  Twenty-eight workers died in the first four months after the Chernobyl accident, but the majority of 5 million residents living in contaminated areas around the site received only small radiation doses, according to the NRC.  Soot in the air from coal generation, on the other hand, is estimated to cause more than 20,000 premature deaths a year in the U.S., according to a study done by a consultant to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Radiation from nuclear plants is a concern. But that's why the reactor at Fermi is shielded by 10-12 inches of steel and about 12 feet of concrete, said John Austerberry, a DTE spokesman. The plant also has numerous backup water and power systems to make sure the reactor operates safely.  Adrian Heymer is a senior director at the Nuclear Energy Institute, an industry group in Washington, D.C.  After a 30-year lull following the Three Mile Island incident, U.S. utilities have recently submitted 17 applications for as many as 30 new reactors around the country, Heymer said.  The NRC has revamped its licensing process, and the federal Energy Policy Act of 2005 provides incentives for utilities to construct new plants. DTE could be eligible for up to $300 million in incentives for Fermi 3.  France already gets 80 percent of its electricity from nuclear power. The U.S. gets more than half of its power from coal, and 20 percent from more than 100 nuclear reactors.  The next generation of U.S. nuclear plants will be even safer than the current fleet, Heymer said.  The industry hopes to move to an integrated spent fuel management system, with advanced recycling and processing.  That would reduce waste and eliminate generating a stream of plutonium during recycling "that makes things go bang," Heymer said.  "The systems are very reliable," he said of the next generation of nuclear plants. "You've got less to go wrong. They are simpler, with fewer components, fewer moving components, so there's less to break down. Your probability of having an event that causes the fuel to melt is a lot lower. ...  "The probability of having a Three Mile Island type event today, with existing plants, is about 1 in 100,000.  "The probability on some of the new designs is close to 1 in 500 million."

Risk of accident is uniquely small

Mark Holt (Specialist in Energy Policy, Resources, Science, and Industry Division) July 12 2007 “Nuclear Energy Policy”,  http://sharp.sefora.org/issues/nuclear-energy-policy/
In terms of public health consequences, the safety record of the U.S. nuclear power industry in comparison with other major commercial energy technologies has been excellent. During approximately 2,700 reactor-years of operation in the United States, the only incident at a commercial nuclear power plant that might lead to any deaths or injuries to the public has been the Three Mile Island accident, in which more than half the reactor core melted. Public exposure to radioactive materials released during that accident is expected to cause fewer than five deaths (and perhaps none) from cancer over the subsequent 30 years. A study of 32,000 people living within 5 miles of the reactor when the accident occurred found no significant increase in cancer rates through 1998, although the authors noted that some potential health effects “cannot be definitively excluded.”  The relatively small amounts of radioactivity released by nuclear plants during normal operation are not generally believed to pose significant hazards, although some groups contend that routine emissions are unacceptably risky. There is substantial scientific uncertainty about the level of risk posed by low levels of radiation exposure; as with many carcinogens and other hazardous substances, health effects can be clearly measured only at relatively high exposure levels. In the case of radiation, the assumed risk of low-level exposure has been extrapolated mostly from health effects documented among persons exposed to high levels of radiation, particularly Japanese survivors of nuclear bombing in World War II.  The consensus among most safety experts is that a severe nuclear power plant accident in the United States is likely to occur less frequently than once every 10,000 reactor-years of operation. (For the current U.S. fleet of about 100 reactors, that rate would yield an average of one severe accident every 100 years.) These experts believe that most severe accidents would have small public health impacts, and that accidents causing as many as 100 deaths would be much rarer than once every 10,000 reactor-years. On the other hand, some experts challenge the complex calculations that go into predicting such accident frequencies, contending that accidents with serious public health consequences may be more frequent.

A2 accidents – meltdowns (3)
Risk assessment should be given on whole--- must compare maximum solvency to any risk—extinction is inevitable without a transition to nuclear power

The Guardian August 12 2004 “Nuclear Plants Bloom”, John Vidal

Nuclear now has powerful advocates around government who say it is the best way to survive climate change. "One advantage is that the technology is known," says Sir John Houghton, former head of the Met Office and the UN's intercontinental panel on climate change, in a new edition of Global Warming, the Complete Briefing.  "They can be built now and therefore contribute to the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions ... estimates are that the cost of nuclear electricity is similar to the cost of electricity from natural gas when the additional cost of capture and sequestration of carbon dioxide is added."  Sir Crispin Tickell, former UK ambassador to the UN, who famously introduced Margaret Thatcher to the environment and has advised governments on sustainable development, has said that the word nuclear was banned from Downing street, but is now being reassessed out of necessity. "The problems of true cost, safety, proliferation, security, risk and the rest should be examined in a complete overall assessment of nuclear against other forms of renewable energy to lay a proper foundation for debate and future policy," he said recently. "All over the world people have to change their ways and remodel their thinking. Otherwise Nature will do what she has done to over 99% of species that have ever lived, and do the job for us."  Other environmentalists, traditionally hostile to nuclear, say that growing understanding of climate change is leading them to question old assumptions. "It's important that environmentalists don't become fundamentalists [just] following the 1970s line," says Paul Allen, development director at the Centre for Alternative Technology in Machynlleth. "We've got to look at all the arguments. We have to engage in the debate. Nuclear is one of the arguments that must be considered. We should not just write it off."  Allen says he is not endorsing nuclear, but is trying to keep an open mind. Nuclear costs, he says, must include the security, insurance, decommissioning, long term storage and waste disposal costs, as well as the energy needed to build the plants. "For me [nuclear] is not a winner, but let's do the calculations," he says.  Keith Taylor, new joint principal speaker of the Green party, agrees that the worst nuclear disaster would not be as serious as the worst possible climate change. However, he adds that this does not justify using nuclear power, which he says is now subsidised in Britain by £2m a day. "But no one group has all the solutions," he says. "No one can afford to be dogmatic. It's important to listen to each other." 
A2 accidents – transportation 

transportation poses no risk—millions of miles traveled without a single incident

Jack Spencer, Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy and Nicholas Loris, Research Assistant, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Stuides, Heritage Foundation, “Dispelling Myths About Nuclear Energy,” BACKGROUNDER n. 2087, 12-3-07, www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/bg2087.cfm, 

MYTH: Transporting radioactive materials exposes people to unacceptable risk.  FACT: The NRC and other regulatory agencies around the world take the strictest precautions when dealing with spent nuclear fuel. Since 1971, more than 20,000 shipments of spent fuel and high-level waste have been transported more than 18 million miles worldwide without incident.  A staggering amount of evidence directly refutes this myth. Nuclear waste has been transported on roads and railways worldwide for years without a significant incident. Indeed, more than 20 million packages with radioactive materials are transported globally each year--3 million of them in the United States. Since 1971, more than 20,000 shipments of spent fuel and high-level waste have been trans­ported more than 18 million miles without inci­dent.[9] Transportation of radioactive materials is just not a problem.  The NRC and other regulatory agencies around the world take the strictest precautions when deal­ing with spent nuclear fuel. The NRC outlines six key components for safeguarding nuclear materials in transit:     1. Use of NRC-certified, structurally rugged over­packs and canisters. Fuel within canisters is dense and in a solid form, not readily dispers­ible as respirable particles.    2. Advance planning and coordination with local law enforcement along approved routes.    3. Protection of information about schedules.    4. Regular communication between transports and control centers.    5. Armed escorts within heavily populated areas.    6. Vehicle immobility measures to prevent move­ment of a hijacked shipment before response forces arrive.[10]

A2 safety – general 

safety is high now and will only improve with new designs

Richard A. Meserve, President, Carnegie Institution of Washington, “Global Warming and Nuclear Power,” SCIENCE v. 303 n. 5657, 1-23-04, p. 433.

Fortunately, all of these challenges can be met. Nuclear power plants have better safety performance today than ever, and future generations of reactors will have design modifications that enhance safety even further. Although debate continues about whether Yucca Mountain is an appropriate disposal site for nuclear waste, the scientific community is in agreement that deep geological disposal somewhere will be a satisfactory means for the disposition of spent fuel. And strengthened international institutions and commitments hold the promise of preventing nuclear power from contributing to the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
nuclear industry has substantially improved its safety record

Dr. Denis. E. Beller, Dept. of Mechanical Engineering, UNLV, “Atomic Time Machines: Back to the Nuclear Future,” JOURNAL OF LAND, RESOURCES, & ENVIRONMENTAL LAW v. 24, 2004, p. 48.

United States nuclear generation has set new records every year since 1997, and that trend is continuing in 2003. n34 In fact, during the last decade of the twentieth century, U.S. nuclear generation increased by more than 30 percent, which was equivalent to building more than twenty new commercial reactors. n35 Safety performance improved, worker exposures to radiation decreased, and emergency shutdowns dropped to near zero per reactor. n36 Nuclear power is alive and thriving in the United States, at least for existing power plants. The industry is increasing capacity, increasing capacity factor, and making even more clean and affordable electricity for America. With additional capacity uprates currently under consideration by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), I expect the nuclear power industry will set new records again in the near future. With license renewals, we can now expect many of these plants to run until mid-century.
nuclear power has the best safety record of any major power source

Dr. Denis. E. Beller, Dept. of Mechanical Engineering, UNLV, “Atomic Time Machines: Back to the Nuclear Future,” JOURNAL OF LAND, RESOURCES, & ENVIRONMENTAL LAW v. 24, 2004, p. 50.

Figure 2 shows the results of an ongoing analysis of the safety impacts of energy production from several sources of energy. Of all major sources of electricity, nuclear power has produced the least impact from real accidents that have killed real people during the past 30 years, while hydroelectric has had the most severe accident impact. n49 The same is true for environmental and health impacts. n50 Of all major sources of energy, nuclear energy has the least impacts on environment and health while coal has the greatest. n51 The low death  [*51]  rate from nuclear power accidents in the figure includes the Chernobyl accident in the Former Soviet Union. n52

nuclear power has a strong safety record—much better than that of coal

Fred Bosselman, Professor Emeritus, Law, Chicago-Kent College of Law, “The Ecological Advantages of Nuclear Power,”  NEW YORK UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 15, 2007, p. 45.

Insofar as the risk of accidents is concerned, few industries - and certainly not the coal industry - have a safety record as exemplary as the nuclear power industry. n243 The operation of U.S. nuclear power plants has proven to be very safe; the National Commission on Energy Policy has affirmed that "experience with nuclear power plants over the past decade and more, in the United States and elsewhere, has demonstrated that these plants can be operated with high degrees of reliability and safety and extremely low exposures of workers and public radiation." n244 The same can be said of power plants elsewhere in the world, except in the Soviet Union. University of Washington nuclear physicist David Bodansky states that "for commercial reactors in the non-Soviet world, which account for the largest part of the reactor experience, the safety record is excellent." n245 At no such power plant has an accident "caused the known death of any nuclear plant worker from radiation exposure or ... exposed any member of the general public to a substantial radiation dose." n246
A2 safety – cherynobyl 

impact of chernobyl is overstated—had minimal effect on the local environment

Fred Bosselman, Professor Emeritus, Law, Chicago-Kent College of Law, “The Ecological Advantages of Nuclear Power,”  NEW YORK UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 15, 2007, p. 45-47.

In 1986, an explosion at the Chernobyl nuclear power plant in the Ukraine caused the release of large amounts of radiation into the atmosphere. n247 Initially, the Soviet government released little information about the explosion and tried to play down its seriousness, but this secrecy caused great nervousness throughout Europe, and fed the public's fears of nuclear power all over the  [*46]  world. n248 Now a comprehensive analysis of the event and its aftermath has been made: In 2005, a consortium of United Nations agencies called the Chernobyl Forum released its analysis of the long-term effects of the Chernobyl explosion. n249 The U.N. agencies' study found that the explosion caused fewer deaths than had been expected. n250 Although the Chernobyl reactor was poorly designed and badly operated n251 and lacked the basic safety protections found outside the Soviet Union, n252 fewer than seventy deaths so far have been attributed to the explosion, mostly plant employees and firefighters who suffered acute radiation sickness. n253 The Chernobyl reactor, like many Soviet reactors, was in the open rather than in an American type of pressurizable containment structure, which would have prevented the release of radiation to the environment if a similar accident had occurred. n254 [*47]  Perhaps the most surprising finding of the U.N. agencies' study was that "the ecosystems around the Chernobyl site are now flourishing. The [Chernobyl exclusion zone] has become a wildlife sanctuary, and it looks like the nature park it has become." n255 Jeffrey McNeely, the chief scientist of the World Conservation Union, has made similar observations: Chernobyl has now become the world's first radioactive nature reserve... . 200 wolves are now living in the nature reserve, which has also begun to support populations of reindeer, lynx and European bison, species that previously were not found in the region. While the impact on humans was strongly negative, the wildlife is adapting and even thriving on the site of one of the 20th century's worst environmental disasters. n256  Mary Mycio, the Kiev correspondent for the Los Angeles Times, has written a fascinating book based on her many visits to the exclusion zone and interviews with people in the area. n257 She notes that the fear that radiation would produce permanent deformities in animal species has not been borne out after twenty years; the population and diversity of animals in even some of the most heavily radiated parts of the exclusion zone is similar to comparable places that are less radioactive. n258
accident risks are overblown—even chernobyl has resulted in less than 5000 deaths

Jack Spencer, Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy and Nicholas Loris, Research Assistant, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Stuides, Heritage Foundation, “Dispelling Myths About Nuclear Energy,” BACKGROUNDER n. 2087, 12-3-07, www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/bg2087.cfm
MYTH: Incidents at Davis-Besse, Vermont Yankee, and Kashiwazaki-Kariwa demonstrate that continued use of nuclear power will lead to another Chernobyl. FACT: The real consequences of these three inci­dents demonstrate that nuclear power is safe. Perhaps the greatest myths surrounding nuclear power concern the consequences of past accidents and their association with current risks. All of these myths depend on a basic construct of flawed logic and misrepresentations that is riddled with logical and factual errors. First, the consequences of Chernobyl are over­blown to invoke general fear of nuclear power. Next, the Three Mile Island accident is falsely equated with Chernobyl to create the illusion of danger at home. Finally, any accident, no matter how minor, is portrayed as being ever so close to another nuclear catastrophe to demonstrate the dangers of new nuclear power. This myth can be dispelled outright simply by revisiting the real consequences of Chernobyl and Three Mile Island in terms of actual fatalities. Although any loss of life is a tragedy, a more realistic presentation of the facts would use these accidents to demonstrate the inherent safety of nuclear power. Chernobyl was the result of human error and poor design. Of the fewer than 50 fatalities,[12] most were rescue workers who unknowingly entered contami­nated areas without being informed of the danger. The World Heath Organization says that up to 4,000 fatalities could ultimately result from Cher­nobyl-related cancers, but this has not yet hap­pened. The primary health effect was a spike in thyroid cancer among children, with 4,000-5,000 children diagnosed with the cancer between 1992 and 2002. Of these, 15 children died, but 99 per­cent of cases were resolved favorably. No clear evi­dence indicates any increase in other cancers among the most heavily affected populations. Of course, this does not mean that cancers could not increase at some future date. Interestingly, the World Health Organization has also identified a condition called "paralyzing fatal­ism," which is caused by "persistent myths and mis­perceptions about the threat of radiation."[13] In other words, the propagation of ignorance by anti-nuclear activists has caused more harm to the affected populations than has the radioactive fallout from the actual accident.
A2 Chernoybl comparisons

Chernobyl is unique example- not US reactor style—Coal kills more

Patrick Moore (co-founder of Greenpeace) April 16,2006, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/04/14/AR2006041401209.html

Nuclear plants are not safe. Although Three Mile Island was a success story, the accident at Chernobyl, 20 years ago this month, was not. But Chernobyl was an accident waiting to happen. This early model of Soviet reactor had no containment vessel, was an inherently bad design and its operators literally blew it up. The multi-agency U.N. Chernobyl Forum reported last year that 56 deaths could be directly attributed to the accident, most of those from radiation or burns suffered while fighting the fire. Tragic as those deaths were, they pale in comparison to the more than 5,000 coal-mining deaths that occur worldwide every year. No one has died of a radiation-related accident in the history of the U.S. civilian nuclear reactor program. (And although hundreds of uranium mine workers did die from radiation exposure underground in the early years of that industry, that problem was long ago corrected.)
Chernobyl did not have safety systems and continued rejection is all fear-mongering

Dr. Patrick Moore (founder of Greenpeace) April 28 2005 Testimony, http://www.greenspirit.com/logbook.cfm?msid=70

As Stewart Brand and other forward-thinking environmentalists and scientists have made clear, technology has now progressed to the point where the fear-mongering being spread by activists about the safety of nuclear energy bears no semblance to reality. The Chernobyl and Three Mile Island reactors, often raised as examples of nuclear catastrophe by activists, were very different from today’s rigorously safe nuclear energy technology.  Today, approximately one-third of the cost of a nuclear reactor is dedicated to safety systems and infrastructure. The Chernobyl reactor, for example, was not outfitted with the fully-automated, multiple levels of safety and redundancy required for North American reactors.  While the 1979 Three-Mile Island incident was the result of a much older technology, the incident also demonstrated how American safety and containment strategies worked to ensure no leakage from the reactor core. Nuclear fuel can be diverted to make nuclear weapons. This is the most serious issue associated with nuclear energy and the most difficult to address, as the example of Iran shows. But just because nuclear technology can be put to evil purposes is not an argument to ban its use. Over the past 20 years, one of the simplest tools -- the machete -- has been used to kill more than a million people in Africa, far more than were killed in the Hiroshima and Nagasaki nuclear bombings combined. What are car bombs made of? Diesel oil, fertilizer and cars. If we banned everything that can be used to kill people, we would never have harnessed fire. The only practical approach to the issue of nuclear weapons proliferation is to put it higher on the international agenda and to use diplomacy and, where necessary, force to prevent countries or terrorists from using nuclear materials for destructive ends. And new technologies such as the reprocessing system recently introduced in Japan (in which the plutonium is never separated from the uranium) can make it much more difficult for terrorists or rogue states to use civilian materials to manufacture weapons.
A2 terrorist attacks

Nuclear plants are safe from terrorist attacks and spent fuel cannot be used to make a terrorist bomb

Fred Bosselman (Professor of Law Emeritus, Chicago-Kent College of Law) 2007 “The new power generation: environmental law and electricity innovation: colloquium article: the ecological advantages of nuclear power”, New York University Environmental Law Journal, lexis
Terrorists could not acquire bomb-making material from spent fuel in a nuclear power plant, because the material would be too radioactive for them to handle. 233 Nor would it be feasible to bomb an American reactor in a way that would release deadly radiation. 234 All reactors in American power plants are contained in structures made of heavy steel and concrete three to four feet thick, 235 and the reactor pressure vessel itself is further protected by steel walls eight inches thick. 236 The robust construction of nuclear power plants would provide substantially more protection against assault with airplanes or other types of weapons than exists at "other critical infrastructure such as chemical plants, refineries, and fossil-fuel-fired electrical generating stations." 237 Attacking a plant by crashing an airplane into it would be difficult because the reactor is a small, low structure often surrounded by large but harmless cooling towers. 238 Even an attempt to hit a reactor with a large airliner would be unlikely to succeed in releasing radiation, with success depending on the attacker's "unpredictable "good fortune.'" 239  Legitimate concerns have been raised that some (but not all) existing nuclear power plants have spent fuel storage pools in locations that might be susceptible to a terrorist attack that could drain the water from the pool, which might cause a release of radiation if the water was not quickly replaced. 240 The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has issued new regulations to protect against this possibility, 241 and designers of newly-constructed  [*45]  power plants are now aware of this potential problem and will avoid it.  

nuclear plants are protected against attack—security enhancements will solve any concerns

Jack Spencer, Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy and Nicholas Loris, Research Assistant, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Stuides, Heritage Foundation, “Dispelling Myths About Nuclear Energy,” BACKGROUNDER n. 2087, 12-3-07, www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/bg2087.cfm, accessed 3-25-08.

MYTH: Nuclear reactors are vulnerable to a terrorist attack. FACT: Nuclear reactors are designed to withstand the impact of airborne objects like passenger airplanes, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has increased security at U.S. nuclear power plants and has instituted other safeguards. A successful terrorist attack against a nuclear power plant could have severe consequences, as would attacks on schools, chemical plants, or ports. However, fear of a terrorist attack is not a sufficient reason to deny society access to any of these critical assets. The United States has 104 commercial nuclear power plants, and there are 446 worldwide. Not one has fallen victim to a successful terrorist attack. Certainly, history should not beget com­placency, especially when the stakes are so high. However, the NRC has heightened security and increased safeguards on site to deal with the threat of terrorism. A deliberate or accidental airplane crash into a reactor is often cited as a threat, but nuclear reac­tors are structurally designed to withstand high-impact airborne threats, such as the impact of a large passenger airplane. Furthermore, the Federal Aviation Administration has instructed pilots to avoid circling or loitering over nuclear or electrical power plants, warning them that such actions will make them subject to interrogation by law enforce­ment personnel.[8] The right response to terrorist threats to nuclear plants--like threats to anything else--is not to shut them down, but to secure them, defend them, and prepare to manage the consequences in the unlikely event that an incident occurs. Allowing the fear of terrorism to obstruct the significant economic and societal gains from nuclear power is both irrational and unwise.

A2 terrorst theft

terrorists cannot successfully attack a nuclear plant, even with an airplane—too solidly constructed

Fred Bosselman, Professor Emeritus, Law, Chicago-Kent College of Law, “The Ecological Advantages of Nuclear Power,”  NEW YORK UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 15, 2007, p. 44.

Terrorists could not acquire bomb-making material from spent fuel in a nuclear power plant, because the material would be too radioactive for them to handle. n233 Nor would it be feasible to bomb an American reactor in a way that would release deadly radiation. n234 All reactors in American power plants are contained in structures made of heavy steel and concrete three to four feet thick, n235 and the reactor pressure vessel itself is further protected by steel walls eight inches thick. n236 The robust construction of nuclear power plants would provide substantially more protection against assault with airplanes or other types of weapons than exists at "other critical infrastructure such as chemical plants, refineries, and fossil-fuel-fired electrical generating stations." n237 Attacking a plant by crashing an airplane into it would be difficult because the reactor is a small, low structure often surrounded by large but harmless cooling towers. n238 Even an attempt to hit a reactor with a large airliner would be unlikely to succeed in releasing radiation, with success depending on the attacker's "unpredictable "good fortune.'" n239

new regulations solve an terror risk from fuel storage pools

Fred Bosselman, Professor Emeritus, Law, Chicago-Kent College of Law, “The Ecological Advantages of Nuclear Power,”  NEW YORK UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 15, 2007, p. 44-45.

Legitimate concerns have been raised that some (but not all) existing nuclear power plants have spent fuel storage pools in locations that might be susceptible to a terrorist attack that could drain the water from the pool, which might cause a release of radiation if the water was not quickly replaced. n240 The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has issued new regulations to protect against this possibility, n241 and designers of newly-constructed  [*45]  power plants are now aware of this potential problem and will avoid it. n242

A2 uranium mining

uranium mining is safe—low exposure, no more radioactive than granite

Jack Spencer, Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, “Uranium Mining Is Important for Securing America’s Energy Future,” WEBMEMO n. 1866, 3-25-08, www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/wm1866.cfm
Safety is and should be a paramount concern with uranium mining, especially in densely populated areas like Pittsylvania County. The reality is that the impact of uranium mining is not much different from the impact of other mining. For one thing, natural uranium is about as radioactive as granite. While there is often more dangerous radium or radon with uranium, these elements are safely managed to protect workers and the environment.[14]  The two global leaders in uranium mining, Australia and Canada, have set the standard in workers' safety. Both countries have implemented strict regulations to control dust, minimize radiation exposure, and control for any significant radon exposure. Radiation doses are well below regulatory limits, according to the World Nuclear Association: Radiation dose records compiled by mining companies under the scrutiny of regulatory authorities have shown consistently that mining company employees are not exposed to radiation doses in excess of the limits. The maximum dose received is about half of the 20 mSv/yr limit and the average is about one tenth of it.[15]
mill tailings pose minimal public health risk

Jack Spencer, Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, “Uranium Mining Is Important for Securing America’s Energy Future,” WEBMEMO n. 1866, 3-25-08, www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/wm1866.cfm
In the U.S., most environmental and operational oversight is conducted by the Environmental Protection Agency and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. These agencies have found that both mining and ISL operations pose a low risk to the public.[16]  Mill tailings, the byproduct of the mining/milling process,[17] are often the focus of safety concerns despite stringent regulation. Like uranium ore itself, the tailings differ with regard to radioactivity. During operations, the tailings are usually stored underwater to protect the environment from danger. Upon the cessation of mining activities, the tailings are safely managed through a number of proven methods, which usually involves returning them underground. Regardless of the method, the outcome is that surface radiation is returned to pre-mining levels. Studies have demonstrated that the impact of tailings on humans is insignificant.[18]
any mining byproducts are easily managed

Jack Spencer, Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, “Uranium Mining Is Important for Securing America’s Energy Future,” WEBMEMO n. 1866, 3-25-08, www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/wm1866.cfm
Another point of contention is the environmental footprint that uranium mining can leave. The waste from conventional open-cut mining and milling creates radioactive solid products that could pose a danger. However, these byproducts are managed in a safe and reasonable way that protects public health and the environment. Regardless of the mining method, the sites are restored and revegitated. In the case of ISL, because the only surface disturbance is bore-hole drilling, the site is easily restored to its original condition.

A2 uranium Shortage

Not going to run out of Uranium

Rob Johnston January 9 2008 “Ten myths about nuclear power, http://www.spiked-online.com/index.php?/site/article/4259/

According to Greenpeace, uranium reserves are ‘relatively limited’ (1) and last week the Nuclear Consultation Working Group claimed that a significant increase in nuclear generating capacity would reduce reliable supplies from 50 to 12 years (2).  In fact, there is 600 times more uranium in the ground than gold and there is as much uranium as tin. There has been no major new uranium exploration for 20 years, but at current consumption levels, known uranium reserves are predicted to last for 85 years. Geological estimates from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) show that at least six times more uranium is extractable – enough for 500 years’ supply at current demand (3). Modern reactors can use thorium as a fuel and convert it into uranium – and there is three times more thorium in the ground than uranium (4).  Uranium is the only fuel which, when burnt, generates more fuel. Not only existing nuclear warheads, but also the uranium and plutonium in radioactive waste can be reprocessed into new fuel, which former UK chief scientist Sir David King estimates could supply 60 per cent of Britain’s electricity to 2060 (5).  In short, there is more than enough uranium, thorium and plutonium to supply the entire world’s electricity for several hundred years.

A2 radiation (1)

nuclear power poses no radiation risk—much lower than natural sources, comparable to that of renewables

Fred Bosselman, Professor Emeritus, Law, Chicago-Kent College of Law, “The Ecological Advantages of Nuclear Power,”  NEW YORK UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 15, 2007, p. 40-41.

Nor does a nuclear power plant pollute its surroundings with dangerous radiation, as its opponents often imply. n212 The population exposure from the normal operation of nuclear power plants is far lower than exposure from natural sources. n213 "The civilian nuclear power fuel cycle, involving mining, fuel fabrication, and reactor operation, contributes a negligible dose [of radiation] to the general public." n214 Life cycle air pollutant emissions from nuclear plants are comparable to those of the wind, solar, and hydro facilities - in other words, minimal. n215 Concern is sometimes raised about the possibility of releases of large amounts of radiation from an accident at a nuclear power plant. n216 In the four decades of commercial power plant operation  [*41]  in the United States, such a release has never occurred. n217 The only serious accident at a commercial nuclear reactor in the United States caused no radiation damage to people outside the plant and little environmental damage. n218
nuclear radiation is not dangerous—radiation is a ‘natural’ part of our environment

Fred Bosselman, Professor Emeritus, Law, Chicago-Kent College of Law, “The Ecological Advantages of Nuclear Power,”  NEW YORK UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENTAL LAW JOURNAL v. 15, 2007, p. 48.

Nuclear Energy Is a Natural Form of Energy Radioactivity plays an important role in the natural environment of the earth. n259 Radionuclides, like the other elements, were formed primarily in the evolution and explosion of stars. n260 Nuclear fission happens naturally and spontaneously in radioactive elements contained in the earth. This naturally occurring nuclear fission is what maintains the warmth of the earth's interior, keeping the tectonic plates in motion, causing mountains to rise up, and driving a variety of other natural processes. n261 In fact ""the energy involved in almost all natural processes can be traced to nuclear reactions and transformations.' Fusion is the principal source of the sun's heat, and fission is the principal source of the earth's ..." n262 All animals, including humans, are continually exposed to natural sources of radiation. "Each second, about 15,000 particles of radiation strike each and every one of us." It comes from naturally radioactive elements in the rocks and soil, from food grown in such soil, and from the cosmic rays from space. n263 Radiation doses from the normal operation of the nuclear fuel cycle are very small compared to natural background radiation. n264 Scientists generally agree that the public's fear of low doses of radiation is far greater than their fear of much more serious risks. n265
Plants are safe- no risk of radiation exposure

Fred Bosselman (Professor of Law Emeritus, Chicago-Kent College of Law) 2007 “The new power generation: environmental law and electricity innovation: colloquium article: the ecological advantages of nuclear power”, New York University Environmental Law Journal, lexis
Insofar as the risk of accidents is concerned, few industries - and certainly not the coal industry - have a safety record as exemplary as the nuclear power industry. 243 The operation of U.S. nuclear power plants has proven to be very safe; the National Commission on Energy Policy has affirmed that "experience with nuclear power plants over the past decade and more, in the United States and elsewhere, has demonstrated that these plants can be operated with high degrees of reliability and safety and extremely low exposures of workers and public radiation." 244  The same can be said of power plants elsewhere in the world, except in the Soviet Union. University of Washington nuclear physicist David Bodansky states that "for commercial reactors in the non-Soviet world, which account for the largest part of the reactor experience, the safety record is excellent." 245 At no such power plant has an accident "caused the known death of any nuclear plant worker from radiation exposure or ... exposed any member of the general public to a substantial radiation dose." 

A2 radiation (2)

Nuclear power plants are safe—no harmful radiation is emitted

Fred Bosselman (Professor of Law Emeritus, Chicago-Kent College of Law) 2007 “The new power generation: environmental law and electricity innovation: colloquium article: the ecological advantages of nuclear power”, New York University Environmental Law Journal, lexis
Whereas coal burning creates large amounts of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides, nuclear power generation emits none. 209 The reason that nuclear power plants produce no air pollutants when generating power is that in a nuclear power plant, nothing is burned; the heat used to spin the turbines and drive the generators comes from the natural decay of the radionuclides in the fuel. 210 It is the burning of fossil fuels, and particularly coal, that causes air pollution from electric power plants. 211  Nor does a nuclear power plant pollute its surroundings with dangerous radiation, as its opponents often imply. 212 The population exposure from the normal operation of nuclear power plants is far lower than exposure from natural sources. 213 "The civilian nuclear power fuel cycle, involving mining, fuel fabrication, and reactor operation, contributes a negligible dose [of radiation] to the general public." 214 Life cycle air pollutant emissions from nuclear plants are comparable to those of the wind, solar, and hydro facilities - in other words, minimal. 215  Concern is sometimes raised about the possibility of releases of large amounts of radiation from an accident at a nuclear power plant. 216 In the four decades of commercial power plant operation  [*41]  in the United States, such a release has never occurred. 217 The only serious accident at a commercial nuclear reactor in the United States caused no radiation damage to people outside the plant and little environmental damage.

A2 waste - general

nuclear waste is not a problem—is contained, and more environmentally benign than many ‘renewable’ sources

Jack Spencer, Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, “Bush Administration Advocates for Clean, Affordable Nuclear Energy,” WEBMEMO . 1625, 9-19-07, www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/wm1625.cfm
Nuclear power is often maligned for its association with "nuclear waste." This reputation is unfounded. In reality, nuclear energy is extremely friendly to the environment because its byproducts remain contained. Much of the byproduct, unlike that of other power sources, is manageable and can be harnessed for future use. While the anti-power environmentalists like to suggest that wind, solar, biomass, and conservation are the answers to meeting future energy demands, these sources are not as environmentally friendly as they are often portrayed. Each option, even if it were affordable and capable (which is questionable at best), would require the development of huge swaths of land to accommodate production. In addition to the unused cornfields of the Midwest, using wind, solar, and biomass to meet future energy demand would devour rainforests, mountain tops, and shorelines. According to a 1996 Nuclear Regulatory Commission document, producing 1000 MW (electricity) would require up to150,000 acres using wind and 14,000 acres using solar, as opposed to 500–1000 acres using nuclear.[7] Brazil's reliance on biofuels is already leading to fears of deforestation of the Amazon and other biodiverse regions.[8]  However, it is worth noting that although substantial terrain is required, activities such as farming can coexist with wind turbines.
Storage is safe and clean- 

Kent Johnson June 27 2008 “Fear of Nuclear Power”, The Salt Lake Tribune, http://www.sltrib.com/Opinion/ci_9722759

Much of the recent hype and concern about nuclear power and nuclear waste are simply the creation of an uninformed imagination by citizens. J.D. Webster is wrong ("Matheson sat it out," Forum, June 16). The waste that would be either trafficked through or stored in Utah does not pose the threat it once did. The stringent safety requirements on nuclear waste transportation and storage protect all those involved in such activities.     Of course, there is radiation damage that anyone would undergo from being involved in those types of activities, but every day one is exposed to much more nuclear radiation from our sun than any nuclear fuel rod. And still, spent nuclear fuel rods are stored nearly 200 feet underground in containers that are nearly indestructible.     If the American people could get over the media-perpetuated fear of nuclear power and nuclear waste, America could be on its way to a cleaner, safer and more efficient source of electrical power. If Americans are as motivated by change as Barack Obama's cliché expression indicates, then let us embrace new ideas with open minds and willing intellects. Otherwise, progress is impossible. 

Nuclear energy is clean and safe

Business Wire October 5 2006 "Greenpeace Co-Founder Urges Iowans to Join National Coalition Supporting Increased Use of Nuclear Energy", http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0EIN/is_2006_Oct_5/ai_n27046353

Significant energy needs keep growing. We must diversify our energy sources to meet these needs, Nuclear energy should be an important part of this diversification plan, especially since its production generates no air pollutants or greenhouse gases. Iowas CASEnergy kick-off was held at the FPL Energy Duane Arnold Energy Center in Palo, where Dr. Moore was joined by Cedar Rapids Mayor Brian Quirk, Cedar Rapids City Councilman and President of the Hawkeye Labor Council; of the Cedar Rapids Area Chamber of Commerce; and FPL Duane Arnold Energy Center Site Vice President . FPL Energy Duane Arnold Energy Center s only nuclear power facility generated 4,539,312 megawatt hours of electrical power in 2005, which accounted for 10.3% of the states electricity. Iowa is a part of the United States West North Central power grid that is projected to need 21% more electricity by 2030 to meet increasing demand. Coalition members said that if a new nuclear power plant were built in Iowa, it would create economic, consumer and environmental benefits. While there are currently no plans to build a new plant in the state, just one new facility would create 1,400-1,800 construction jobs, employ 400-500 full-time professional workers, result in 400-500 jobs in the surrounding communities, and generate $500 million a year for the local economy. Employees at U.S. nuclear power plants also earn salaries approximately 40 percent higher than salaries earned by non-plant employees in nearby communities. Dr. Moore stressed that nuclear energy is also an environmentally clean option for electricity production it produces no harmful greenhouse gases suspected to cause global warming and no gases that could cause ground-level ozone formation, smog or acid rain. Scientific evidence shows that nuclear power is an environmentally sound and safe energy choice, said Dr. Moore. To create a safe environment and secure energy for our future, the United States must regain its leadership in this area. If the United States were to double nuclear energy production, it would be possible to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions while increasing our energy supply. 

A2 waste – dry cask solves (1)

Dry cask storage is safe way to store nuclear fuel

Fred Bosselman (Professor of Law Emeritus, Chicago-Kent College of Law) 2007 “The new power generation: environmental law and electricity innovation: colloquium article: the ecological advantages of nuclear power”, New York University Environmental Law Journal, lexis
In the United States, one of the most common arguments against nuclear power relates to the current proposal to bury spent fuel from power plants in a permanent storage facility at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. 225 In my opinion, resolution of this debate is really unnecessary for the construction of new nuclear power plants because recent studies have shown that dry cask storage is a safe and secure method of handling spent fuel for the next century. 226 Dry casks are designed to cool the spent fuel to prevent temperature elevation from radioactive decay and to shield the  [*43]  cask's surroundings from radiation without the use of water or mechanical systems. Heat is released by conduction through the solid walls of the cask (typically made of concrete, lead, steel, polyethylene, and boron-impregnated metals or resins) and by natural convection or thermal radiation. The cask walls also shield the surroundings from radiation. 227 Spent fuel is usually kept in pools for five years before storage in dry casks in order to reduce decay heat and inventories of radionuclides. 228 As the bipartisan National Commission on Energy Policy recently explained, dry cask storage "is a proven, safe, inexpensive waste-sequestering technology that would be good for 100 years or more, providing an interim, back-up solution against the possibility that Yucca Mountain is further delayed or derailed - or cannot be adequately expanded before a further geologic repository can be ready." 229  At present, most spent fuel is initially stored in water-filled pools on each nuclear power plant site. 230 After five years, the fuel has cooled enough to be transferred to dry casks for storage, and many plants have built such casks onsite. 231 The National Research Council has pointed out that the temporary storage of spent fuel in a retrievable form, such as dry cask storage, might provide opportunities for re-use of the material if new ways of using it were developed in the future. 232 In any event, the current availability of dry cask storage means that the problem of spent fuel no longer appears to be an insurmountable barrier to building new nuclear plants.

Dry cask storage is safe and environmentally sound

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, March 2007 “Backgrounder on Dry Cask Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel”, 3/07, http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/dry-cask-storage.html 

Dry casks typically consist of a sealed metal cylinder containing the spent fuel enclosed within a metal or concrete outer shell.  In some designs, casks are placed horizontally; in others, they are set vertically on a concrete pad. The NRC reviews and approves the designs for spent fuel dry storage systems.  The NRC’s regulations for review are developed through a public process and provide a sound basis for determining whether use of a proposed storage system will protect public health and safety and the environment. The NRC periodically inspects the design, fabrication, and the use of dry casks, to ensure licensees and vendors are performing activities in accordance with radiation safety and security requirements, and licensing and quality assurance program commitments. Dry spent fuel storage in casks is considered to be safe and environmentally sound.  Over the last 20 years, there have been no radiation releases which have affected the public, no radioactive contamination, and no known or suspected attempts to sabotage spent fuel casks or ISFSIs. For approval of cask designs, the NRC conducts a technical review to ensure the design would be safe and secure for use at a broad range of nuclear power plant site characteristics, consistent with the requirements for a general license. [Additional information is available at http://www.nrc.gov/waste/spent-fuel-storage.html .] Dry cask storage systems are designed to resist floods, tornadoes, projectiles, temperature extremes, and other unusual scenarios.  NRC requires the spent fuel to be cooled in the spent fuel pool for at least five years before being transferred to dry casks.  Typically, the maximum heat generated from 24 fuel assemblies stored in a cask is less than that given off by a typical home heating system in an hour.  As the fuel cools further, the heat generated will decrease over time. 

Dry cask storage is safe and will last for 100 years. 

Koerner, Brendan, contributing editor for Wired magazine and a columnist for both The New York Times and Slate magazine, Slate Magazine, “Not in My Back Yucca”, 6/15/2008, Lexis 

The good news is that we've got a viable stopgap solution: dry-cask storage. After nuclear fuel rods have been used up, they're cooled in pools of water. After five years of such cooling, they can be placed in sealed casks made of heat-resistant metal alloys and concrete. This technique is currently used at 31 locations nationwide, all of which must be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The NRC asserts that there has never been a single incident at any of these sites.  The conventional wisdom is that these dry-cask storage sites will suffice for at least the next 100 years. But they'll fill up at some point, and some worry over their vulnerability to terrorist attacks, natural catastrophes, or theft. The whole rationale for Yucca Mountain was to secure all high-level nuclear waste in a single, safe location; with that project now imperiled, what's a nuclear nation to do?     

A2 waste – dry cask solves (2)
There is overwhelming consensus that dry cask storage is safe for 100 years. 

Federal News Service, “hearing of the senate environment and public works committee; subject: yucca mountain nuclear waste”, 10/31/2007, Lexis 

Interesting listening to some of the testimony this morning. I think, actually, Madame Chair, that you have to put this in the broader context of nuclear power, of the science and the politics, because it all does play a role and it has played a role up to this point. Senator Craig, a lot of what he was talking about -- he even said that the waste can be shipped back and stored safely. I think that's an important point to make: that the science has told us that the storage of nuclear waste is safe for at least 100 years in dry casks. Nobody disagrees with that. And so the rush to build Yucca Mountain as a, quote, "permanent repository" would seem to me, when there are so many questions -- some people think it's good science. Others have really questioned the science. And there have been tremendous cost overruns in Yucca Mountain because of the changes in the science. Latest estimates: somewhere around $60 billion to build Yucca Mountain. Nobody believes that that estimate is accurate. It's probably closer to $100 billion. And the dirty little secret here is that you need at least one other Yucca Mountain. Yucca Mountain itself is not adequate enough to handle our nation's nuclear waste. 

Dry Cask storage is safe and essential 

Matthew Wald (“New Focus on an Old Nuclear Problem”, New York Times, 6/4/2001, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9F0DE4DA153FF937A35755C0A9679C8B63&n=Top/Reference/Times%20Topics/Subjects/W/Waste%20Materials%20and%20Disposal) 

The casks, which could also be used for shipping, are designed to last at least 40 years. They are filled with inert gas to prevent corrosion, and require no mechanical cooling systems; David J. Foss, an engineer here who supervised their loading, said maintenance consisted mostly of inspecting them and sweeping the leaves off the pad.  Peach bottom's approach is typical. For now, the 103 operating power reactors around the country store their wastes in spent-fuel pools like the ones here, 40 feet on a side and 40 feet deep, designed to withstand earthquakes and filled with purified water. Since the fuel rods still generate heat, even years after being removed from a reactor, the water is needed to prevent meltdown. It also provides radiation shielding. But the pool requires additional systems: heat exchangers to keep the water from boiling away, and filtration systems to pick out the radioactive material that builds up in the water. Over the long term, corrosion and cooling are concerns.  The Nuclear Energy Institute, the industry's main trade association, says there are already 16 reactor sites with dry cask storage, and an additional 20 that will run out of space in their spent-fuel pools by the end of 2004 and will probably need such storage. Nearly all will need it by 2010. 

yucca is not key – dry cast is safe everywhere 

Mathew Wald (reporter of the NYT on the nuclear industry for 25 years, “Radioactive Waste Site: A Shift In Strategy”, New York Times 7/31/2001, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=950CE2DA113DF932A05754C0A9679C8B63&sec=&spon=&pagewanted=1) 

After spending 14 years and $4.5 billion to figure out whether Yucca Mountain is dry and stable enough to entomb highly radioactive waste for 10,000 years, the Department of Energy is shifting its focus from geology to the protective powers of titanium and steel.  What began as an exercise to find dry rock with predictable characteristics in an ancient desert ridge has evolved into a debate about whether the engineers can create materials that will survive the natural environment at Yucca.  Nevada officials, who oppose the waste site, argue that 95 percent of the federal plan for safe storage now relies on tough containers, not on the geology that attracted federal interest in the first place. Since a repository with containers that good could go anywhere, said Robert Loux, director of Nevada's Nuclear Waste Project Office, ''then you could put it in Central Park.''   
Dry Cask containers are the alternative to Yucca 

Mathew Wald (reporter of the NYT on the nuclear industry for 25 years, “Radioactive Waste Site: A Shift In Strategy”, New York Times 7/31/2001, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=950CE2DA113DF932A05754C0A9679C8B63&sec=&spon=&pagewanted=1)

The alternative to Yucca is probably a purely artificial environment, the dry-cask storage yards now going up at nuclear reactors around the United States. These are thick concrete pads surrounded by razor wire and motion detectors, where enormous steel canisters loaded with spent fuel sit for the indefinite future.   Reactor operators say these will operate flawlessly for decades. On the other hand, many sit in places that hardly anybody would have chosen for permanent disposal. Yucca advocates say the site has the advantage of being remote, as opposed to storage sites like Prairie Island, in Red Wing, Minn. That site, on the Mississippi River, is adjacent to a casino and a day care center.   

***Climate***

Climate 1nc (1)

Middle east instability and war will force a political shift to renewable and nuclear development

Marvin Cetron (President of Forecasting International) and Owen Daniels (Former Senior Editor of Omni Magazine) 2007 “Worst-Case Scenario: the Middle East,” The Futurist

That leaves the matter of oil. The Middle East produces nearly 31 percent of the world’s  oil and consumes only one-fifth of its own output. About two-thirds of the petroleum  used in the United States is imported. Perhaps one-fourth of that—around one-sixth of  total consumption—comes from the Middle East. Japan imports all its oil, most of from  the Middle East. Europe, India, and China all depend, to greater or lesser degrees, on  Middle Eastern oil. If something disrupts the flow of almost one-third of the world’s oil,  as a major war in the Middle East inevitably would, the cost of energy in the throughout  the world will soar. This is a recipe for prolonged recession, and perhaps even  depression, in the United States and most of its trading partners.  In the short run, healing the American economy would mean accepting measures  that many Americans would prefer to avoid. The United States could wind up competing  with China for oil in totalitarian states that Washington currently shuns. It also might use  its intelligence agencies to promote more favorable policies in Venezuela.  Tapping the oil reserves beneath the Arctic National Wildlife Reserve becomes a  given in this scenario. To prevent needless environmental damage, drilling would be  limited to the winter, when the ground is rock-hard. In addition, the oil would be  transported through double-walled pipelines to prevent spills. The pristine Alaskan  environment still would suffer, but this concern would no longer prevent drilling.  The West Coast also would be opened to drilling, though at distances beyond 20  miles from the beaches, not 10, as the law currently requires. The risk of environmental  damage here too would be considered an acceptable price for economic survival.  Less controversially, the U.S. surely would buy still more oil from Canada, where  a significant new field has recently been discovered, and would develop the deep-water  deposits under the Gulf of Mexico much faster than anyone now plans.    The United States also needs at least seven new atomic power plants to meet its current and future demand for electricity. An energy crisis finally would break the  country’s de facto ban on new reactors, allowing the construction of at least those seven. These first generating stations would use safe hot- water reactors. Even safer technologies lie further in the future, and they are likely to be adopted once they  become available.  Expanding the use of atomic energy of course means finding somewhere to put  still more nuclear waste. This is not a technological problem, so much as a political one.  The ideal hiding place for atomic waste was recognized almost as soon as anyone considered the problem. The salt domes of Louisiana have been geologically stable and  free of water for hundreds of millions of years; if they had not been, water would long  since have washed the salt away. Nuclear waste could safely be stored in one of them until it decayed to the level of background radiation. However, thanks to Louisiana’s  political power decades ago, the law forbids consideration of any depository other than  the Yucca Mountain site now being developed by the Atomic Energy Agency. In an energy emergency, that law is likely to be rescinded and the country will finally do the obvious. Nuclear waste will be buried in salt domes and forgotten.   We can expect a much stronger push for alternative energy as well. Given the  proper incentives—and a world oil shortage seems likely to qualify—solar, wind, and  other renewable power technologies already have proved useful. Germany, where  cloudy days are common, is home to 15 of the world’s largest photovoltaic power plants.  The American Southwest would be a much more cost-efficient place to collect solar  power. Add in expanded use of wind power where it is most available, perhaps some  wave energy on the coasts, and a much stronger effort to develop biofuels such as  cellulosic ethanol, and alternative energy stands a good chance of helping out if Middle Eastern oil suddenly becomes unavailable. Yet it will not be available immediately, and  it will replace all the energy now coming from the Middle East. 

And, Middle East instability directly causes transition to renewable energy

Newt Gingrich (former Speaker of the House) July 24 2006 “Winning the Argument About the Third World War,” Eagle Publishing

Moreover, I agree with you that we must find alternatives to oil by investing in new technologies to produce safe, clean, reliable, efficient and inexpensive fuels here at home. The recent high cost of oil and the instability in the Middle East should provide the political will and financial incentive to do just that. In fact, just this week, I sent my policy director Vince Haley on a bio-renewable fuels fact-finding mission in the Midwest.
Climate 1nc (2)

High oil prices cause renewable shift that solves climate change

Steve Yetiv (professor of political science and international studies at Old Dominion University) February 6 2006
“America benefits from high oil prices,” San Diego Union-Tribune,

http://www.signonsandiego.com/uniontrib/20060206/news_mz1e6yetiv.html

In particular, what can high oil prices do that America's energy policy fails to do? First, sooner or later, high oil prices spur the development of alternative energy resources because they make it more profitable to produce them. The higher prices go, the more entrepreneurs and companies around the world work to move us beyond the hazardous petroleum era.  Second, the higher oil prices go, the more likely automakers will mass-produce more efficient, less pricey vehicles. That is precisely what we need to shift the current oil-guzzling paradigm.   A joint report by the Transportation Research Institute's Office for the Study of Automotive Transportation at the University of Michigan and the Natural Resources Defense Council shows that higher oil prices will hurt America's top automakers by decreasing sales of SUVs and pickup trucks. The report calls on them to make fuel efficient vehicles their top priority to better the country and their bottom line.  Most automakers are experimenting with fuel cell vehicles that run on hydrogen rather than oil. They are also selling 2005 hybrid vehicles that run on an internal combustion engine, as do conventional cars, plus an electric motor. Depending on the car, they yield between 10 percent and 50 percent better gas mileage than regular vehicles, and far better mileage than the ubiquitous SUV. But hybrids represent a drop in the market bucket, because automakers have so far made their profits by mass-producing less efficient, money-making vehicles. And fuel cell vehicles aren't expected to reach the market until 2010. High oil prices are an incentive for making efficient vehicles on a mass, affordable scale, and sooner rather than later.  Third, high oil prices make consumers less likely to waste gas and more likely to buy hybrids. In Europe, high gas prices – roughly double that in the United States – have led to mass adoption of hybrids. Investment banking firm Goldman Sachs predicts that gas prices would have to hit $4.30 a gallon in the United States to change the gas-guzzling culture. But it is better to see the impact as relative to price.  Fourth, high oil prices benefit the environment. Indeed, one study has shown that a broad energy tax on carbon content in fuels would reduce oil use and carbon emissions by over 10 percent. For that matter, vehicles that run on fuel cells emit only water and heat as waste, and hybrids emit more limited emissions than conventional vehicles. Since carbon emissions cause global warming – a scientific fact rather than science fiction – we should tip our hats to high oil prices, in this respect.  Fifth, high oil prices are raising consciousness about the hazards of the oil era. Ninety-three percent of Americans believe that oil dependence is a serious problem. Although they still act like oil is an entitlement, pricey oil may lead them eventually to put pressure on politicians to move toward greater oil independence, as reflected perhaps in President Bush's speech.  Of course, higher oil prices are painful. But, over time they can serve the environment, decrease our dependence on Middle East oil, especially from countries like Iran which uses oil money to build nuclear capability and force us to take actions that make us less vulnerable when oil starts to dwindle in the future.
Warming causes extinction

Oliver Tickell (Climate Researcher) August 11 2008 “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 
2nc link – instability key

Extend the 1nc Cetron and Daniels 2007 evidence – only war in the middle east can bring about the political resolve to force a transition to alternative energies such as, renwables and nuclear power that can offset global warming.  Absent instability in the middle east US legislators will not have the reslve to make the change

And, extent the 1nc Gingrinch evidence that makes instability the VITAL driver for the transition to alternative energy

And our link is reversal causal - 

Reducing Middle East tension lowers oil prices to Asian financial crisis levels
AME (Middle East financial and economic news) March 18 2007 “Lower oil prices are now on the horizon,” http://www.ameinfo.com/113890.html
And secondly the dovish moves in the Middle East by the principal players in the ongoing geopolitical crises threatens to undermine the war-premium attached to oil and gas, for if peace breaks out then the higher risk premium is no longer justified.  Peace threat  Now this second proviso does assume a lot. It is only a few weeks since the Israelis were apparently threatening to bomb Iran's nuclear facilities. But as the position in North Korea demonstrates it is possible to achieve a face saving compromise on nuclear issues if the will is there from all the parties. Iran's economy would be bankrupted by a substantial fall in the oil price, and that is one reason to believe their authorities will be slow to reach such a deal. But with diplomatic activity now at fever pitch it could be that cooler heads prevail.  For the Middle East peace would come at a high price. The oil price boom that has been sustained by the global expansion led by the US economy is already under threat from a US recession, and a real reduction in geopolitical tension could send prices down to levels not seen since the Asian Financial Crisis.
Easing regional tensions brings down the price of oil – nothing else can

Vanguard August 8 2006 “Opec Unable to Bring Down Crude Oil Prices – IEA,”
THE Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) has no powers to control or influence the global crude markets any further, the International Energy Agency (IEA) has said.  The Organisation for Economic Corporation and development OECD, an energy watchdog and OPEC has also agreed on the fact that the cartel alone can not bring down crude oil prices without the easing of political tensions in the middle east and other global hot spots.  OPEC President Edmund Daukoru who was in Iran recently to discuss how the cartel should deal with high prices told reporters "It is not the fault of OPEC, We have spare capacity and the market is well supplied."  IEA head Claude Mandil is also now speaking in the same language. Indeed it is not very often that OPEC and the IEA with conflicting and contrasting interests and job descriptions agree on issues.  Yet the energy world is such an equalizer that both are coming to virtually the same conclusion about the basic issue afflicting the energy world today, how to overcome and tame the bull ride in the oil markets and ensure security of supplies as well as security of demand, from the cartel's view point. OPEC and its stalwarts, including Saudi Oil Minister Ali al Naimi, have been stressing for a considerable period of time now that there is plenty of oil in the market, and in the pipeline, and all talks of shortage and scarcity is wrong, And that more oil would not help deflate oil prices. Both the IEA and OPEC now agrees on this issue, Claude Mandil told reporters recently that the world did not need more oil to moderate record prices.  He also stressed the point the OPEC stakeholders have been trying to drive home for some time now, that the cartel alone was powerless to bring down oil prices without the easing of political tension in the Middle East and other global hot spots." Nothing can moderate oil prices if there are no improvements in the political situation in the Middle East and all places where there is turmoil," Mr Mandil was quoted as saying immediately after the G8 summit, in which the Lebanon crisis loomed large. And thus he very much doubted the ability of OPEC, and its largest producer Saudi Arabia, to bring the prices down simply by pumping more oil to the market. That won"t work, he almost conceded. 

2nc high prices key

High prices solve carbon emissions. Yetiv provides three warrants: (1) renewable energy is cheaper for companies than oil; (2) the auto market shifts to hybrids instead of SUVs; (3) raised consciousness about the dangers of petroleum. And, they’ve conceded carbon emissions are the key to global warming.

Renewable companies live on the margins – price changes will wipe them out 

Smart Money June 21 2007 Alternative-Energy Funds Could Offer High-Powered Returns
[image: image1.png]


http://www.smartmoney.com/fundinsight/index.cfm?story=20070621&hpadref=1)

Wind power and other forms of alternative energy — solar, hydro, geothermal, biomass — are quickly coming into vogue across the globe thanks to record high oil prices, shrinking reserves and world-wide demand that is expected to increase 50% by 2030, according to the International Energy Agency. What has also given them some attention is that these sources are now at the heart of profitable businesses. That hasn't always been the case. Clean Edge, an industry research firm, anticipates biofuels, wind, solar and fuel cells will generate $217 billion in industrywide revenues by 2016, up from $56 billion in 2006. Even the typical American has changed his perception: A survey by Calvert, a socially-responsible investment firm, found that 85% of the 1,094 people that they polled thought putting money into alternative energy was a good way to protect the environment and make money, too.   Add all that up and you have a decent investing opportunity. You could spend your time reading over analyst reports on alternative-energy companies — what little there are on these thinly-traded firms — looking for a diamond in the rough. But a smarter option is to scoop up the shares of one of the growing number of mutual and exchange-traded funds that specialize in this field. As always, though, be prepared for sector funds like these to experience dramatic ups and downs. And we would suggest only building a 5% or smaller position in this niche.   The concerns here are numerous. Many alternative-energy companies are small firms that are barely profitable. Lose a few customers or fail to make a piece of technology work and it could be lights out. Alternative-energy investors not only need to be aware of the price of a commodity like oil — the higher it goes the more attractive managing solar and wind farms becomes — but also others like corn, a chief ingredient in ethanol. 
Empirical proof

Robert Bryce (Energy Tribune Editor) January 17 2007 “Petroleumworld`s Opinion Forum: viewpoints on issues in energy, geopolitics and civilization,” http://www.petroleumworld.com/SF07012801.htm 

Cheap crude will short-circuit the push for renewable energy. We've seen this before. The surge in oil prices that occurred after the 1973 oil embargo didn't last. As prices softened, so, too, did the interest in solar power, wind power and other technologies. The best hope for the renewable energy sector is a sustained period of high prices for fossil fuels of all types, from coal to natural gas.   Low-cost oil would increase emissions of greenhouse gases. One can argue all day about what's causing global warming. But if policymakers want to embrace Kyoto or other anti-warming initiatives, cheap oil is the last thing they should want. 

Even a temporary fall in oil prices would prevent policies to confront climate change ***

Samuel Brittan (Financial Times columnist and economic analyst) March 10 2006 “Why a fall in the price of oil would be dangerous,” Financial Times

If anything about the world economy could keep me awake at night, it would be neither the danger of another recession nor the alternative danger of fresh inflation arising from excess "liquidity". It would be the possibility of a temporary fall in the price of oil.  David Walton, of the Bank of England monetary policy committee, recently gave a lecture entitled: Has Oil Lost the Capacity to Shock? His main object was to explain why the current explosion in the oil price has had neither the inflationary nor the recessionary effect of previous shocks. One reason is that the price increase has taken longer to unfold.  Mr Walton goes on to say that the UK has been better placed to absorb the current oil shock because of the absence of the excess demand which coincided with previous shocks. In addition, the labour market is now "more flexible" - real wages have been modestly squeezed to absorb higher energy prices without any attempt at catch-up.  Last but not least, successful inflation targeting has "helped anchor inflation expectations". This means that employers and unions have not projected into the future the initial impact of higher oil prices.  I am happy to grant the MPC credit for the UK monetary framework. But I would like to turn to another aspect of Mr Walton's paper. That is the chart at the beginning of the real sterling oil price. This rose to a peak during the first shock of 1973, then subsided in the later 1970s only to rise again during the second shock associated with the deposition of the Shah of Iran. There was a third sharp, but very short, shock at the time of the first Iraq war. In the light of what came before and after, the period between the mid-1980s and the beginning of the 21st century looks one of relative stability.  The earlier shocks were, however, sufficient to reduce UK energy use from a peak of 3.5 per cent of gross domestic product in the early 1980s to 1.5 per cent in 2003. But the reduction nearly all took place between the 1970s and the mid-1980s. Something similar happened in the US when several administrations launched energy-saving drives, only to let the efforts fizzle out once the crisis was no longer staring them in the face.  The latest oil price explosion has bitten deeply into business psychology. Yet we should be on our guard. A faltering in US and world growth could easily produce a temporary fall in oil prices which would again set back progress being made towards greater fuel efficiency.  There are three reasons for wanting to economise on energy in general and oil in particular. First, there is climate change. In a recent address, Sir Nicholas Stern, who is conducting a Treasury inquiry into the economics of global warming, listed a number of policies such as carbon-free electricity generation, which could reduce unhealthy emissions. All of them would be stimulated by high oil prices and most would be well worth achieving for their own sake.  Second, there are old-fashioned environmental considerations. The ever-increasing emission of toxic substances into the atmosphere cannot be healthy; and it is noticeable that protagonists on all sides of the debate like to live in country areas as far removed from motorways and industrial works as possible.  Third, George W. Bush, US president, is right to stress the need to reduce energy dependency on the Middle East and other volatile areas. In my book, it is the most important reason of all for energy saving. 

2nc impact (1)

Extend the Ticknell 2008 evidence  - warming will cause human extinction – prefer our evience it ciites multiple climate studies and assumes only a minimal rise in tempature and the current rates

Try or die – warming makes extinction inevitable – 

Bill Henderson (Environmental Scientist) Aug 19 2006 “Runaway Global Warming – Denial,” http://www.countercurrents.org/cc-henderson190806.htm. 

The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction. If impossibly Draconian security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of man's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share.

Turns the case in less than 15 years – 

Harris, ‘4. Paul, The Observer, Feb 22, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2004/feb/22/usnews.theobserver. 

Climate change over the next 20 years could result in a global catastrophe costing millions of lives in wars and natural disasters..  A secret report, suppressed by US defence chiefs and obtained by The Observer, warns that major European cities will be sunk beneath rising seas as Britain is plunged into a 'Siberian' climate by 2020. Nuclear conflict, mega-droughts, famine and widespread rioting will erupt across the world. The document predicts that abrupt climate change could bring the planet to the edge of anarchy as countries develop a nuclear threat to defend and secure dwindling food, water and energy supplies. The threat to global stability vastly eclipses that of terrorism, say the few experts privy to its contents. 'Disruption and conflict will be endemic features of life,' concludes the Pentagon analysis. 'Once again, warfare would define human life.'

Any risk of extinction outweighs everything ***

Nick Bostrom (professor of philosophy at Oxford) July 2005
http://www.ted.com/index.php/talks/view/id/44
Now if we think about what just reducing the probability of human extinction by just one percentage point.  Not very much.  So that’s equivalent to 60 million lives saved, if we just count currently living people.  The current generation.  One percent of six billion people is equivalent to 60 million.  So that’s a large number.  If we were to take into account future generations that will never come into existence if we blow ourselves up then the figure becomes astronomical.  If we could you know eventually colonize a chunk of the universe the virgo supercluster maybe it will take us a hundred million years to get there but if we go extinct we never will.  Then even a one percentage point reduction in the extinction risk could be equivalent to this astronomical number 10 to the power of 32 so if you take into account future generations as much as our own every other moral imperative or philanthropic cause just becomes irrelevant. The only thing you should focus on would be to reduce existential risk, because even the tiniest decrease in existential risk would just overwhelm any other benefit you could hope to achieve.  Even if you just look at the current people and ignore the potential that would be lost if we went extinct it should still be a high priority

Warming outweighs nuclear war – 

a. Certainty 

Hanson et al, ‘7 [J (Goddard Institute for Space Studies), “Dangerous human-made interference with climate,” http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/7/2287/2007/acp-7-2287-2007.pdf]

These stark conclusions about the threat posed by global climate change and implications for fossil fuel use are not yet appreciated by essential governing bodies, as evidenced by ongoing plans to build coal-fired power plants without CO2 capture and sequestration. In our view, there is an acute need for science to inform society about the costs of failure to address global warming, because of a fundamental difference between the threat posed by climate change and most prior global threats. In the nuclear standoff between the Soviet Union and United States, a crisis could be precipitated only by action of one of the parties. In contrast, the present threat to the planet and civilization, with the United States and China now the principal players (though, as Fig. 10 shows, Europe also has a large responsibility), requires only inaction in the face of clear scientific evidence of the danger. 
2nc impact (2)

b. Magnitude 

Hunter, ‘3 [Bob, Foudner of Greenpeace, Thermageddon: Countdown to 2030, p. 58-9]

Even though, from the beginning, Rachel Carson had warned of worldwide chemical fallout patterns, the individuals who were most sensitive to her message believed (some still do) it must be possible to find a haven or refuge outside The System, somewhere beyond the reach of the thrashing tails of the dying urban dinosaurs. The back-to-the-land movement, with its flurry of communes being set up as close to the end of the road as possible, in remote valleys or on the shores of isolated bays, was a reenactment of the North American pioneer stage, embodying the same spirit of independence and naive faith in Utopia. A fantasy existed that even a nuclear war was survivable if you lived far enough away from any big cities and you had a supply of seeds, some solar panels, iodine pills, a gun, and a copy of The Whole Earth Catalogue. And it was true, should the nuclear exchange be limited, that it was just possible there would be survivors out in the bush and the countryside, somewhat unscathed. In the face of a truly drastic climate flip of the ecosystem, unfortunately, there ultimately will be no safe, remote places left anywhere. The Pacific Northwest's coniferous forests are expected to last longer than boreal forests, as rising temperatures turn the glacial moraine into a frying pan, but with climate itself affected, everything - everywhere - is affected. The skies and air and water of even Walden Pond are already degraded and slipping further. If the sudden global heating we have triggered does indeed activate an ice age, there will be no place in the entire northern hemisphere to hide. In the worst-case situation, a runaway greenhouse effect, there would be no place on Earth, period. The fantasy of escaping to an organic farm is no longer a reasonable, let alone viable, option. A better, more realistic hope, by the time my grandson is my age, will be to head out into space. Good luck making the final crew list, Dexter.

c. Reversibility 

Dunpont, ‘8 [Alan, Professor of International Security at U-Sydney, Jun, “The Strategic Implications of Climate Change,” Survival, Volume 50, Issue 3]

War has customarily been considered the main threat to international security because of the large number of deaths it causes and the threat it poses to the functioning and survival of the state. Judged by these criteria, it is clear that climate change is potentially as detrimental to human life and economic and political order as traditional military threats.57 Environmental dangers, such as climate change, stem not from competition between states or shifts in the balance of power; rather, they are human-induced disturbances to the fragile balance of nature. But the consequences of these disturbances may be just as injurious to the integrity and functioning of the state and its people as those resulting from military conflict. They may also be more difficult to reverse or repair.
2nc warming real (1)

Humans are the driving force behind accelerated global warming.

Eban Goodstein (Author & Professor of Economics at Lewis & Clark College) 2007 Fighting for Love in the Century of Extinction, p. 9-13

To help ensure the survival of much of the beauty and bounty of creation, the critical thing we must do is to stabilize the climate and keep global heating as low as possible. There are two reasons for this. The first is that habitat destruction from global heating will soon join land conversion as a primary driver of extinction. Human-induced extinction has been with us for tens of thousands of years. Throughout prehistory, as human colonizers opened up new frontiers; in Australia, the Polynesian islands, and North America; many game species quickly disappeared. Over the past century, the human footprint has doubled, and redoubled, and re-doubled again. The number of people has grown from 1 to 6.3 billion, and the average consumption level has quadrupled. In the face of this exponential growth in human impact, the pace of extinction has accelerated almost out of control, as virtually no place  on the planet is now immune from the age-old pressures of habitat conversion and hunting, or the newer force of invasive species. Today, however, the overarching threat to species diversity is becoming global heating. Humans are now engaged in an unprecedented natural experiment, in which we are altering the fundamental nature of Earth's climate control system. What difference will several degrees of heating make? Consider how a human body responds if it heats up one or two degrees: It sickens. Three or four degrees warming, sustained, and the human dies. Ecosystems have evolved with a similar sensitivity to temperature. In- creased heat, altered rainfall patterns, the spread of pests and diseases; all these factors threaten to vastly simplify natural ecosystems, eliminating delicate creatures and plants that have taken advantage of relative climate stability, and leaving behind more primitive and hardy colonizers. The official forecast for human- induced global heating within our grandchildren's lifetime is up to 10 degrees Fahrenheit.
Warming is fast and anthropogenic- the debate is over

Financial Times 2/18/2005 

A leading US team of climate researchers on Friday released “the most compelling evidence yet” that human activities are responsible for global warming. They said their analysis should “wipe out” claims by sceptics that recent warming is due to non-human factors such as natural fluctuations in climate or variations in solar or volcanic activity.  Scientists from the Scripps Institution of Oceanography in California have been working for several years with colleagues at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory to analyse the effects of global warming on the oceans. They combined computer modelling with millions of temperature and salinity readings, taken around the world at different depths over five decades. The researchers released their conclusions on Friday at the American Association of the Advancement of Science meeting in Washington. They found that the “warming signals” in the oceans could only have been produced by the build-up of man-made carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Non-human factors would have produced quite different effects. The latest study to suggest that global warming is a real phenomenon, and one caused by human action, adds further weight to a body of scientific evidence that has been accumulating steadily. Tim Barnett, the Scripps project leader, said previous attempts to show that human activities caused global warming had looked for evidence in the atmosphere. “But the atmosphere is the worst place to look for a global warming signal,” he said. “Ninety per cent of the energy from global warming has gone into the oceans and the oceans show its fingerprint much better than the atmosphere.”  Prof Barnett added: “The debate over whether there is a global warming signal is over now at least for rational people.” He urged the US administration to rethink its refusal to join the Kyoto Protocol, which took effect this week. The Scripps scientists also looked at the likely climatic effects of the warming they observed. They highlighted the impact on regional water supplies, which would be severely reduced during the summer in places that depend on rivers fed by melting winter snow and glaciers such as western China and the South American Andes. The conference also heard a gloomy analysis of the way the North Atlantic Ocean is reacting to global warming from Ruth Curry of Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution in Massachusetts. Her new study showed that vast amounts of fresh water more than 20,000 cubic kilometres have been added to the northernmost parts of the ocean over the past 40 years because the Arctic and Greenland ice sheets are melting. According to Dr Curry, the resulting change in the salinity balance of the water threatens to shut down the Ocean Conveyor Belt, which transfers heat from the tropics towards the polar regions through currents such as the Gulf Stream. If that happened, winter temperatures in northern Europe would fall by several degrees.  The possible failure of the North Atlantic conveyor has been discussed for several years and was fictionalised last year in the film The Day After Tomorrow. Dr Curry said the accumulation of freshwater in the upper ocean layers since the 1990s meant that the risk should be taken seriously.
2nc warming real (2)

Models prove humans are the cause of warming – natural factors can’t do it alone.

Wang & Oppenheimer ’05 [James (Science Climate and Air Program) & Michael (Professor of Geosciences at Princeton)

http://www.environmentaldefense.org/documents/4418_MythsvFacts_05.pdf]

MYTH #7: The warming of the past century has been caused by natural factors, such as solar variability, a recovery from the Little Ice Age, cosmic rays, etc.; the warming was not caused by the increase in greenhouse gases (GHGs). This is shown by the fact that the warming has not followed the trend of GHG concentrations. FACT: While natural factors have been important causes of climatic changes in the past, human-produced GHGs have become increasingly dominant over the last century. Scientists know with certainty that GHGs have an important effect on climate. GHG molecules absorb infrared radiation emitted by the Earth’s surface and re-emit it downward, acting as a blanket that traps heat at the surface and warms the planet. Without the naturally occurring “greenhouse effect,” the average temperature of the Earth would be about 35°C (63°F) colder than at present, or an inhospitable –20°C (–4°F) (McElroy 2002). The problem is that humans are increasing the amount of GHGs in the atmosphere. Scientists have conducted studies to calculate how much of the warming over the past century was caused by GHGs as opposed to natural factors. When human influences (including the effects of GHGs and cooling sulfate particles5) and natural factors (including solar variations, volcanic eruptions and random variability) are both taken into account in climate models, the simulated temperature changes over the past 140 years agree closely with observed changes (see Figure 2). If, however, human influences are omitted from the models, the simulated temperature changes do not match the observed changes. These results provide strong evidence that human influences have contributed to the observed warming. In fact, it is likely that human produced GHGs have been the dominant cause of the observed global warming over the past few decades, as can be seen in Figure 2. Natural factors are unlikely to explain the increased rate of warming since the middle of the 20th century, as the overall trend in natural forcing (warming effect) was likely small or even negative over the last two to four decades, according to measurements (IPCC 2001).

Credible skeptics agree the only ? is magnitude, not existence or cause 

Michael Le Page May 16 2007 New Scientist “Climate myths: many leading scientists question climate change,” 

http://environment.newscientist.com/channel/earth/climate-change/dn11654
Climate change sceptics sometimes claim that many leading scientists question climate change. Well, it all depends on what you mean by "many" and "leading". For instance, in April 2006, 60 "leading scientists" signed a letter urging Canada's new prime minister to review his country's commitment to the Kyoto protocol.  This appears to be the biggest recent list of sceptics. Yet many, if not most, of the 60 signatories are not actively engaged in studying climate change: some are not scientists at all and at least 15 are retired.  Compare that with the dozens of statements on climate change from various scientific organisations around the world representing tens of thousands of scientists, the consensus position represented by the IPCC reports and the 11,000 signatories to a petition condemning the Bush administration's stance on climate science.  The fact is that there is an overwhelming consensus in the scientific community about global warming and its causes. There are some exceptions, but the number of sceptics is getting smaller rather than growing.  Even the position of perhaps the most respected sceptic, Richard Lindzen of MIT, is not that far off the mainstream: he does not deny it is happening but thinks future warming will not be nearly as great as most predict.  Of course, just because most scientists think something is true does not necessarily mean they are right. But the reason they think the way they do is because of the vast and growing body of evidence. 

A2 warming slow (1)

Action now is key – positive feedbacks can cause irreversible damage.

Hertsgaard ’06 [Mark, Vanity Fair, May, “While Washington Slept,” online]

Beyond this crucial first step-which most governments worldwide have yet to consider-humanity can cushion the severity of future global warming by limiting greenhouse-gas emissions. Hansen says we must stabilize emissions-which currently are rising 2 percent a year-by 2015, and then reduce them. Avoiding Dangerous Climate Change, a book based on a scientific conference convened by Tony Blair before the G-8 summit, estimates that we may have until 2025 to peak and reduce.  The goal is to stop global warming before it crosses tipping points and attains unstoppable momentum from "positive feedbacks." For example, should the Greenland ice sheet melt, white ice-which reflects sunlight back into space-would be replaced by dark water, which absorbs sunlight and drives further warming.  Positive feedbacks can trigger the kind of abrupt, irreversible climate changes that scientists call "nonlinear."

Even small warming now could trigger runaway melting which escalates.

Fisher ’07 [Peter, Professor of Environment Management at Central Queensland University, Jan 8, “Climate time is against Us,” Lexis]

The course of past climate transitions from cooler periods suggest that they can be extremely rapid perhaps within a matter of decades rather than a century or centuries. For instance, new research published in Nature has found that the glacial climate in the Northern Atlantic can swing very quickly with temperatures rising by 8-16 degrees in just a few decades at the end of each Ice Age. Such disturbances stem from the elliptical nature of the Earth's orbit and variations in its tilt and spin. Life has long been at the mercy of these happenings, as demonstrated by a horrendous 10,000-year drought in Africa during the Pliocene 2.5million years ago which decimated the gorilla population in southern Zaire (later providing a niche for a new breed of chimps), and no doubt brutally affected proto humans. Add to these natural cataclysmic events the potential impacts of climate forcing from rising carbon dioxide levels, and the outlook becomes much more unpredictable. James Lovelock, in his new book The Revenge of Gaia, posits that the planet has already been pushed over the brink with rapid rises in temperature of as much as 8degrees now likely. James Hansen, one of George W. Bush's most respected (if not loved) climatologists, doesn't go quite that far. He concludes in an article in Climatic Change on the storing of heat in the oceans, that ''any increase in global temperature beyond 1degree could trigger runaway melting of the world's ice sheets'' shrinking ice means less sunlight gets reflected and more gets absorbed, exacerbating the problem of warming. Hansen says ''that even 1 degree additional warming may be highly undesirable; 2-3 degrees is clearly a different planet''. The first act looks to have already played out in the Arctic Circle this northern summer when large freshwater lakes formed on the Greenland ice sheet notably at Eqip Sernia, and then drained away to the depths. Fred Pearce, writing in The Guardian, records how scientists observed, within hours of the lakes forming, that the vast ice sheets rose up, as if floating on water, and slid towards the ocean. Penn State University glaciologist Richard Alley commented, ''We used to think that it would take 10,000 years for melting at the surface of an ice sheet to penetrate down to the bottom. Now we know it doesn't take 10,000 years, it takes 10 seconds.'' Pearce says that ''this highlights why scientists are panicky about the sheer speed and violence with which climate change could take hold. They are realising that their old ideas about gradual change the smooth lines on graphs showing warming and sea-level rise and gradually shifting weather patterns are not how the world's climate system works.'' (New research on the Ross Ice Shelf further reveals, for instance, that collapses over the past three million years have taken place very rapidly with sea levels rising by 7-17m.) The quickening pace of that understanding is proving daunting to climate change science watchers (but not it would seem the politicians). Hansen stresses the urgency of the policy response. ''I think we have a very brief window of opportunity to deal with climate change ... no longer than a decade at the most.''

Climate is warming 50% faster than expected.

Ross Gelbspan (Environmental Editor at the Washington Post) 2004 Boiling Point, page 4

In 2001, researchers at the Hadley Center, Britain's main climate research institute, found that the climate will change 50 percent more quickly than was previously assumed. That is because earlier computer models calculated the impacts of a warming atmosphere on a relatively static biosphere. But when they factored in the warming that has already taken place, they found that the rate of change is compounding. Their projections show that many of the world's forests will begin to turn from sinks (vegetation that absorbs carbon dioxide) to sources (vegetation that releases carbon dioxide)​dying off and emitting carbon-by around 2040.
A2 warming slow (2)

All feedbacks are now positive. This causes runaway warming

Stephen Schneider et al (Professor of Environmental Biology at Stanford) 2002 Climate Change Policy, pages 21-23

Knowing the radiative forcing caused by changes in atmospheric constituents would be sufficient to project future climate if there were no additional climatic effects beyond the direct, change in energy balance. But a change in climate caused by simple forcing can have significant effects on atmospheric, geological, oceanographic, biological, chemical, and even social processes. These effects, in turn, can further alter the climate. If that further alteration is in the same direc​tion as its.initial cause, then the effect is called a positive feedback. If the further alteration tends to counter the initial change, then it is a negative feedback. In reality, numerous feedback effects greatly complicate the full description of cli​mate change. Here we list just a few to give a sense of their variety and com​plexity. Ice-albedo feedback is an obvious and important feedback mechanism. Albedo is a planet's reflectance of incident sunlight. Figure 1.4 showed that Earth's albedo is about 0.31, meaning that 31 percent of incident sunlight is reflected back to space. A decrease in that number would mean more sunlight 'absorbed which would increase global temperature. One likely consequence of rising temperature is the melting of some ice and snow, which would eliminate a highly reflective surface and expose the darker land or water beneath the ice. The result is a decreased albedo, increased energy absorption, and additional heating. This is a positive feedback. Rising temperature also results in increased evaporation of water from the oceans. That means more water vapor in the atmosphere. Because water vapor is itself a greenhouse gas, this effect results in still more warming and is thus a positive feedback. But increased water vapor in the atmosphere might mean more widespread cloudiness, which reflects sunlight and thus raises the albedo, resulting in less energy absorbed by the Earth-atmosphere system. The result is a negative feedback, tending to counter the initial warming. On the other hand, clouds also absorb outgoing infrared, resulting in a warming-a positive feed​back. There are actually a number of processes associated with clouds, some of which produce warming and some cooling. These effects vary with the type of cloud, the location, and the season. Our limited understanding of cloud effects is one of the greatest sources of uncertainty in global climate sensitivity and thus in climate projections. However, the best estimates suggest that the overall effect of increased water vapor is a positive feedback that causes a temperature increase 50 percent higher than would occur in the absence of this ''feedback mechanism. Some feedbacks are biological. For example, increased atmospheric CO Z stimulates plant growth, and plants in turn remove COZ from the atmosphere. This is a negative feedback. On the other hand, warmer soil temperatures stim​ulate microbial action that releases CO2 a positive feedback effect. Drought i;and desertification resulting from climate change can alter the albedo of the land by replacing dark plant growth with lighter soil and sand. Greater reflection of sunlight results in cooling, so this is a negative feedback. But here, as so often with the climate system, the situation is even more complex. If sand is wet, as on a beach, then it is darker and therefore absorbs more sunlight than dry sand. Yet dry sand is hotter. The resolution of this conundrum is that the wet sand is cooler because of the cooling effects of evaporation, but the Earth is warmed by the wet sand because the evaporated water condenses in clouds elsewhere and puts the heat back into the overall system. Thus cooling or warming of the Earth-atmosphere system does not always imply cooling or warming of the Earth's surface at that location. Feedbacks can be a very complicated business. There are even social feedbacks. For example, rising temperature causes more people to install air conditioners. The resulting increase in electrical consump​tion means more fossil fuel-generated atmospheric COZ again giving a posi​tive feedback. Accounting for all significant feedback effects entails not only identifying important feedback mechanisms but also developing a quantitative understand​ing of how those mechanisms work: That understanding often includes research at the boundaries of disciplines such as atmospheric chemistry and oceanogra​phy, biology and geology, even economics and sociology. With positive feedback, there is a danger of runaway warming, whereby a modest initial warming triggers a positive feedback that results in additional warming. That, in turn, may increase the warming still further. This feedback could lead to extreme climate change. That is what has happened on Venus, where the thick, CO Z rich atmosphere produced a runaway greenhouse effect that gives Venus its abnormally high surface temperature. Fortunately, we believe that the conceivable terrestrial feedbacks, at least under Earth's current conditions, are incapable of such dramatic effects. But that only means we aren't going to boil the oceans away; it doesn't preclude potentially disruptive climatic change.
Even if warming is slow now, the climate will flip into hyper-fast warming.

Business Week 2004
More worrisome, scientists have learned from the past that seemingly small perturbations can cause the climate to swing rapidly and dramatically. Data from ice cores taken from Greenland and elsewhere reveal that parts of the planet cooled by 10 degrees Celsius in just a few decades about 12,700 years ago. Five thousand years ago, the Sahara region of Africa was transformed from a verdant lake-studded landscape like Minnesota's to barren desert in just a few hundred years. The initial push -- a change in the earth's orbit -- was small and very gradual, says geochemist Peter B. deMenocal of Columbia University's Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory. ``But the climate response was very abrupt -- like flipping a switch.'' The earth's history is full of such abrupt climate changes. Now many scientists fear that the current buildup of greenhouse gases could also flip a global switch. ``To take a chance and say these abrupt changes won't occur in the future is sheer madness,'' says Wallace S. Broecker, earth scientist at Lamont-Doherty. ``That's why it is absolutely foolhardy to let CO2 go up to 600 or 800 ppm.''

A2 not human caused

Humans are the driving force behind accelerated global warming.

Eban Goodstein (Author & Professor of Economics at Lewis & Clark College) 2007 Fighting for Love in the Century of Extinction, p. 9-13

To help ensure the survival of much of the beauty and bounty of creation, the critical thing we must do is to stabilize the climate and keep global heating as low as possible. There are two reasons for this. The first is that habitat destruction from global heating will soon join land conversion as a primary driver of extinction. Human-induced extinction has been with us for tens of thousands of years. Throughout prehistory, as human colonizers opened up new frontiers; in Australia, the Polynesian islands, and North America; many game species quickly disappeared. Over the past century, the human footprint has doubled, and redoubled, and re-doubled again. The number of people has grown from 1 to 6.3 billion, and the average consumption level has quadrupled. In the face of this exponential growth in human impact, the pace of extinction has accelerated almost out of control, as virtually no place  on the planet is now immune from the age-old pressures of habitat conversion and hunting, or the newer force of invasive species. Today, however, the overarching threat to species diversity is becoming global heating. Humans are now engaged in an unprecedented natural experiment, in which we are altering the fundamental nature of Earth's climate control system. What difference will several degrees of heating make? Consider how a human body responds if it heats up one or two degrees: It sickens. Three or four degrees warming, sustained, and the human dies. Ecosystems have evolved with a similar sensitivity to temperature. In- creased heat, altered rainfall patterns, the spread of pests and diseases; all these factors threaten to vastly simplify natural ecosystems, eliminating delicate creatures and plants that have taken advantage of relative climate stability, and leaving behind more primitive and hardy colonizers. The official forecast for human- induced global heating within our grandchildren's lifetime is up to 10 degrees Fahrenheit.
A2 can adapt

Climate change will be too accelerated to adapt to.

Joseph Romm (Senior Fellow at Center for American Progress) Aug 29 2007 “Hurricane Katrina and the Myth of Global Warming Adaptation,” http://gristmill.grist.org/story/2007/8/29/94352/7786

If we won't adapt to the realities of having one city below sea level in hurricane alley, what are the chances we are going to adapt to the realities of having all our great Gulf and Atlantic Coast cities at risk for the same fate as New Orleans -- since sea level from climate change will ultimately put many cities, like Miami, below sea level? And just how do you adapt to sea levels rising 6 to 12 inches a decade for centuries, which well may be our fate by 2100 if we don't reverse greenhouse-gas emissions trends soon. Climate change driven by human-caused GHGs is already happening much faster than past climate change from natural causes -- and it is accelerating.

Adaptation can’t solve – too many barriers prevent it.

IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) 2007 “Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report”

Recent studies reaffirm the TAR finding that adaptation will be vital and beneficial. However, financial, technological, cognitive, behavioural, political, social, institutional and cultural constraints limit both the implementation and effectiveness of adaptation measures. Even societies with high adaptive capacity remain vulnerable to climate change, variability and extremes. For example, a heat wave in 2003 caused high levels of mortality in European cities (especially among the elderly), and Hurricane Katrina in 2005 caused large human and financial costs in the United States. {WGII 7.4, 8.2, 17.4}
A2 ice age turns

No uniqueness – no impending ice age now.

Thompson ’08 [Andrea, Live Science, Jun 12, “Could Waning Sunspots Bring On New Ice Age?” http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,366061,00.html]

No impending ice age Though there is debate about how and whether the Maunder minimum actually caused the Little Ice Age, scientists have proposed a few hypotheses as to how it could have done so. One idea springs from the fact that the sun emits much more ultraviolet radiation when it is covered in sunspots, which can affect the chemistry of Earth's atmosphere. The other is that when the sun is active, it produces tangled magnetic fields that keep out galactic cosmic rays. Some scientists have proposed that a lack of sunspots means these cosmic rays are bombarding Earth and creating clouds, which can help cool the planet's surface. But these ideas aren't yet proven, and anyway, the sun's contribution is small compared to volcanoes, El Niño and greenhouse gases, Hathaway notes. Even if there were another Maunder minimum, he says, we would still suffer the effects of greenhouse gases and the Earth's climate would remain warm. "It doesn't overpower them at all," Hathaway said.

15,000 years at best

The Times, June 10, 2004
But though the last Ice Age ended 12,000 years ago, scientists do not believe another is on the way. The interglacial most similar to our own, which began about 430,000 years ago, lasted for 28,000 years, suggesting that the current benign conditions will extend long into the future. Dr Wolff said that the results dismissed arguments that global warming could benefit humanity by heading off a looming ice age. "If people say to you that increasing greenhouse gases is a good thing, because otherwise we'd go into an ice age, you can say categorically that we wouldn't," he said. "Left to nature's own devices, we'd have another 15,000 years at least. Another ice age is not imminent."
Warming will cause an ice age

a.) polar caps melting 

Thom Hartmann (Political Analyst) Jan 20 2004 “How Global Warming May cause the Next Ice Age,” http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0130-11.htm

While global warming is being officially ignored by the political arm of the Bush administration, and Al Gore's recent conference on the topic during one of the coldest days of recent years provided joke fodder for conservative talk show hosts, the citizens of Europe and the Pentagon are taking a new look at the greatest danger such climate change could produce for the northern hemisphere - a sudden shift into a new ice age. What they're finding is not at all comforting. In quick summary, if enough cold, fresh water coming from the melting polar ice caps and the melting glaciers of Greenland flows into the northern Atlantic, it will shut down the Gulf Stream, which keeps Europe and northeastern North America warm. The worst-case scenario would be a full-blown return of the last ice age - in a period as short as 2 to 3 years from its onset - and the mid-case scenario would be a period like the "little ice age" of a few centuries ago that disrupted worldwide weather patterns leading to extremely harsh winters, droughts, worldwide desertification, crop failures, and wars around the world. 
b.) Ice core drilling proves

Leigh Dayton (Science Writer) 2004 The Australian

IN the latest Hollywood blockbuster, The Day After Tomorrow, the world is plunged into a sudden and deadly ice age because humanity tossed too many "greenhouse gases" into the atmosphere.  Now, new evidence from the longest ice core ever drilled from Antarctica provides compelling evidence that we're racing towards an icy future. And it's thanks to modern global warming and the climate instability it can trigger.  A consortium of researchers from eight nations, led by Eric Wolff of the British Antarctic Survey in Cambridge, has retrieved a core from the 3km-thick ice at a site known as Dome C in East Antarctica. The core reveals in remarkable detail what the climate of Earth was like over the past 740,000 years. Writing in the journal Nature, Dr Wolff and his colleagues with the European Project for Ice Coring in Antarctica (EPICA) report they have discovered the telltale signs of eight ice ages in that period of time. The new work adds to studies of other Antarctic ice cores, finding that four climate cycles, glacial to inter-glacial to glacial, occurred over the past 430,000 years. According to the team, preliminary analysis of the core shows conditions at the end of one of those early ice ages were similar to conditions at the end of the last ice age, some 12,000 years ago. That earlier warm inter-glacia period lasted 28,000 years. Given the temperature and atmospheric similarities between that period and today, the EPICA scientists conclude we'd be headed for another balmy 16,000 years "without human intervention". Today, levels of the key greenhouse gases, carbon dioxide and methane, are escalating rapidly. The gases, produced mainly by burning fossil fuels and other industrial activities, reflect light back towards Earth, triggering global warming. Ironically, warming can set off a chain of atmospheric, oceanic and climatological changes that can trigger a sudden climate switch ... and a new ice age.
A2 ag truns

Warming will destroy agriculture.

Schwartz & Randall ’03 [Peter (Chair of the Global Business Network) & Doug (Co-head of same thing), Oct, “An Abrupt Climate Change Scenario and Its Implications for United States National Security,” http://www.grist.org/pdf/AbruptClimateChange2003.pdf]

The changing weather patterns and ocean temperatures affect agriculture, fish and wildlife, water and energy. Crop yields, affected by temperature and water stress as well as length of growing season fall by 10-25% and are less predictable as key regions shift from a warming to a cooling trend. As some agricultural pests die due to temperature changes, other species spread more readily due to the dryness and windiness – requiring alternative pesticides or treatment regiments. Commercial fishermen that typically have rights to fish in specific areas will be ill equipped for the massive migration of their prey. With only five or six key grain-growing regions in the world (US, Australia, Argentina, Russia, China, and India), there is insufficient surplus in global food supplies to offset severe weather conditions in a few regions at the same time – let alone four or five. The world’s economic interdependence make the United States increasingly vulnerable to the economic disruption created by local weather shifts in key agricultural and high population areas around the world. Catastrophic shortages of water and energy supply – both which are stressed around the globe today – cannot be quickly overcome. 

Warming will destroy water supplies, which is key to agriculture.

Schilesinger ’07 [Michael, University of Illinois Professor, Human-Induced Climate Changes: An Interdisciplinary Assesment]

The impacts in water, Figure 9.5, follow the same general pattern seen in energy (Figure 9.3). As warming proceeds, the damages are expected to increase over time. Water becomes very valuable with warming because agri​cultural and urban demands for water increase while the supply of available water generally declines. Precipitation varies greatly across regions and climate models. However, with greater evapotranspiration and more rapid melting of winter snows, watershed systems are predicted to have less available water even with small precipitation increases. Sys​tems can adapt to these changes by storing more water and allocating the water efficiently across users, but these public adaptations will require effective governmental coordination and funding (Mendelsohn, 2000).

Warming destroys global agriculture.

Africa News ’07 [Sep 13, “Africa: Continent’s Agriculture to Suffer Most From Global Warming, Study Says,” Lexis]

World agriculture faces a serious decline within this century due to global warming unless emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases are substantially reduced from their rising path, and developing countries will suffer much steeper declines than high-income countries, according to a new study by a senior fellow at the Center for Global Development and the Peterson Institute. Developing countries, many of which have average temperatures that are already near or above crop tolerance levels, are predicted to suffer an average 10 to 25 percent decline in agricultural productivity by the 2080s, assuming a so-called "business as usual" scenario in which greenhouse gas emissions continue to increase, according to the study. Rich countries, which typically have lower average temperatures, will experience a much milder or even positive average effect, ranging from an 8 percent increase in productivity to a 6 percent decline. Individual developing countries face even larger declines. India, for example, could see a drop of 30 to 40 percent. Some smaller countries suffer what could only be described as an agricultural productivity collapse. Sudan, already wracked by civil war fueled in part by failing rains, is projected to suffer as much as a 56 percent reduction in agricultural production potential; Senegal, a 52 percent fall. China, further from the equator than most developing countries, could escape major damage on average, although its south central region would be in jeopardy. The picture is similar in the United States, with projected reductions of 25 to 35 percent in the southeast and the southwestern plains but significant increases in the northern states. Overall, agricultural productivity for the entire world is projected to decline from levels otherwise reached by between 3 and 16 percent by 2080s as a consequence of global warming. The damages would continue to deepen in the following century in the face of still greater warming. The projections are the work of William Cline, a joint senior fellow at CGD and the Peterson Institute for International Economics. Cline is a pioneer in the study of the economic impact of global warming, having published an early comprehensive study of the issue in 1992. "Some analysts have suggested that a small amount of global warming could actually increase global agricultural productivity. My work shows that while productivity may increase in a minority of mostly northern countries, the global impact of climate change on agriculture will be negative by the second half of this century," Cline said. "There might be some initial overall benefit to warming for a decade or two but because future warming depends on greenhouse gas emissions today if we delay action it would put global agriculture on an inexorable trajectory to serious damage," he added.

A2 s02 turn

SO2 acts like other radiative green house gases and increases the climate temperature.

Smith ’01 [Steven, Science Direct, Jun,  “Global and regional anthropogenic sulfur dioxide emissions,” online]
A knowledge of the time-evolving spatial details of sulfur dioxide emissions is vital for a number of reasons: understanding the processes leading to acid deposition; estimating the atmospheric sulfur dioxide and sulfate aerosol loadings for pollution studies; and estimating sulfate aerosol loadings as a climate forcing agent. In all such studies, it is almost essential to have emissions data on a regular latitude–longitude grid and desirable to have data that resolve the seasonal cycle.Here, we have used a variety of methods and data sources to derive, first, a detailed regional and gridded data set for 1990. This was then extended to give corresponding regional data for 1980, 1985, 1995 and 2000. The results were then compared with other emissions estimates.Our results show that global-total emissions have varied little over 1980–2000 (±3 TgS/year). Regionally, however, there have been major changes, summarized in Table 4. The percentage contribution to global emissions from countries around the North Atlantic basin (United States, Canada and Europe) has declined substantially over recent decades while the contribution from Asia has increased. The net effect is a shift from an emissions pattern centered around the North Atlantic to one dominated by Asia. This shift is expected to continue over coming decades (Smith et al., 2000 and Nakicenovic).These results, and their extension into the future, have important consequences for acid precipitation and pollution, as demonstrated by regional analyses (Alcamo; Foell and National). The main application of the global data set produced here, however, lies in coupled sulfur-chemistry/climate modeling. In the climate context, sulfur dioxide emissions are important both in understanding the past and in predicting the future. The emissions estimates produced here form the base data for globally gridded scenarios of future sulfur dioxide emissions (Smith et al., 2000). These scenarios have been used to produce projections for the present and future climate including self-consistent atmospheric sulfur chemistry (Dai et al., 2000).To 1990, the net radiative forcing due to sulfur dioxide-derived sulfate aerosols has been around −1.1 W/m2 (Shine et al., 1996) due to the sum of direct (clear sky) and indirect (cloud albedo) effects. While sulfate aerosol forcing is subject to large uncertainties, a value of −1.1 W/m2 implies that sulfate aerosols have offset almost half of the radiative effect of increasing greenhouse gas concentrations. Regionally, the offsetting effect has been much greater (e.g., Taylor; Mitchell and Kiehl). Sulfate aerosols have, therefore, substantially modified the pattern of climate response to increasing greenhouse gas concentrations.  

SO2 causes a more carbonized, warmer planet.

Minard ’07 [Anne, Master of Science from NAU, Dec 20, “Sulfur Dioxide Kept Ancient Mars Ocean Flowing,” http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2007/12/071220-mars-ocean.html]
Sulfur dioxide "provides a potential explanation of early Martian warmth," Halevy said.It also explains "... the absence of carbonates, the existence of clays on ancient Martian surfaces, [and] the abundance of sulfates and the acidic conditions later in Martian history."On Earth sulfur dioxide rapidly oxidizes and then leaves the atmosphere—often as acid rain.But on an early, oxygen-free Mars, the gas would remain longer, the authors say.Volcanically produced sulfur dioxide could have even played the same role on Earth about to 2.5 to 4 billion years ago, when no carbonate rocks were deposited. 
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