***NEGATIVE
1NC Nuclear Power DA SHELL
US nuclear development will still stay strong despite the Japan accident
Schiermeier 4/27/11 (Quirin, “Nuclear Energy:  Defying Disaster,” Nature Journal, http://www.nature.com/naturejobs/2011/110428/full/nj7344-505a.html)

The catastrophe at Japan's Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant is likely to have long-term ramifications for the nuclear industry. It is not, however, expected to shrink the number of jobs in the field. In fact, in some niches, such as safety and quality control, the number may even rise.

Despite the crisis, many countries still consider nuclear power an important part of their energy future. Nuclear specialists are therefore likely to remain in high demand. “The tragic events in Japan made everyone take pause, but they will not stop the recent nuclear renaissance,” says Elizabeth McAndrews-Benavides, programme manager for workforce development at the Nuclear Energy Institute in Washington DC.

In response to the events in Japan, governments in the United States, Asia and the European Union have ordered additional safety checks that could lead to modifications in plant design and operation. These changes are likely to increase, not decrease, the demand for nuclear professionals, says McAndrews-Benavides. Moreover, says Weston Stacey, a nuclear engineer at the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, the industry will soon have to replace the thousands of engineers and technicians who are nearing retirement (see Nature 459, 124–125; 2009). In the United States alone, some 38% of the nation's nuclear workforce will be eligible for retirement by 2015, he says.

Many US universities already offer undergraduate to doctoral programmes in nuclear engineering that provide students with solid knowledge and skills in reactor physics, engineering and materials science. Heavily recruited by local utilities and national labs, graduates of these programmes have a promising future, says Stacey.
(INSERT THE SPECIFIC LINK ARGUMENT OR IF THEY READ AN ADVANTAGE THAT REQUIRES TRANSITION/JUST CROSS-APPLY THAT)
Declining U.S. civil nuclear infrastructure diminishes its ability to shape global nonproliferation objectives – this is key to the success of the entire nonproliferation regime
Bengelsdorf et al. 7—former senior associate at the Energy and State departments – AND – Fred McGoldrick, former DoE nonproliferation expert – AND – Michael Schwartz, energy consultant (Harold, May 2007, “The U.S. Domestic Civil Nuclear Infrastructure and U.S. Nonproliferation Policy,” RBatra)

Concurrent with the prospective growth in the use of nuclear power, the global nonproliferation regime is facing some direct assaults that are unprecedented in nature. International confidence in the effectiveness of nuclear export controls was shaken by the disclosures of the nuclear operations of A.Q. Khan. These developments underscore the importance of maintaining the greatest integrity and effectiveness of the nuclear export conditions applied by the major suppliers. They also underscore the importance of the U.S. maintaining effective policies to achieve these objectives. Constructive U.S. influence will be best achieved to the extent that the U.S. is perceived as a major technological leader, supplier and partner in the field of nuclear technology. As the sole superpower, the U.S. will have considerable, on-going influence on the international nonproliferation regime, regardless of how active and successful it is in the nuclear export market. However, the erosion of the U.S. nuclear infrastructure has begun to weaken the ability of the U.S. to participate actively in the international nuclear market. If the U.S. becomes more dependent on foreign nuclear suppliers or if it leaves the international nuclear market to other suppliers, the ability of the U.S. to influence nonproliferation policy will diminish. It is, therefore, essential that the United States have vibrant nuclear reactor, enrichment services, and spent fuel storage and disposal industries that can not only meet the needs of U.S. utilities but will also enable the United States to promote effective safeguards and other nonproliferation controls through close peaceful nuclear cooperation with other countries. U.S. nuclear exports can be used to influence other states’ nuclear programs through the nonproliferation commitments that the U.S. requires. The U.S. has so-called consent rights over the enrichment, reprocessing and alteration in form or content of the nuclear materials that it has provided to other countries, as well as to the nuclear materials that are produced from the nuclear materials and equipment that the U.S. has supplied.
Proliferation will cause global nuclear war

Taylor, 1  (Theodore, Chairman of NOVA, Former Nuclear Weapons Designer, Recipient of the US Atomic Energy Commission’s 1965 Lawrence Memorial Award and former Deputy Dir. of Defense Nuclear Agency, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”, in “Breakthrough: Emerging New Thinking”, http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html)

Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed.  Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.
Nuclear power is the best energy source to solve global warming – currently saves 10% of total CO2 emissions
Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

2.3. Global climate change

In 1990 a major environmental concern emerged—the potential for climate change due to rising greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that trap heat from the sun. That same year, the United Nations Framework Convention for Climate Change was convened and signed in Rio de Janeiro. To implement the convention, the Kyoto Protocol was then negotiated, signed, and ratified by many countries. Although the United States—until recently, the world's largest emitter of greenhouse gases (superceded by China in 2008)—withdrew its signature in 2001, the protocol was eventually ratified by the required number of countries and went into effect in 2005.

The estimated changes in the global climate have led to dramatic predictions of impacts such as accelerated melting of polar ice caps, rising sea levels, reduced availability of freshwater, redistributed agricultural patterns, more extreme weather conditions, and more rapid spread of disease and loss of biodiversity. Stern (2007) estimates that the economic impacts of global warming could reduce global GDP by as much as 25 percent, while greenhouse gas mitigation would cost about 1 percent of global GDP. Obviously, such predictions involve considerable uncertainty.

Like renewable energy sources (hydro, wind, solar, biomass, and geothermal), nuclear power is a low-GHG emitting technology. Indeed, GHG emissions from nuclear and renewable technologies are between one and two orders of magnitude below corresponding emissions from fossil fuel energy chains (Fig. 2). Lignite exhibits the worst performance, closely followed by coal and natural gas. Among the renewable technologies, hydro and wind perform better than solar PV and wood cogeneration. Nuclear power compares favorably to most renewables with only hydro having lower life cycle GHG emissions. The operation of nuclear plants worldwide make a significant contribution to the mitigation of GHG emissions—nuclear power plants currently save some 10 percent of total CO2 emissions from world energy use. This represents an immense saving of GHG emissions that would otherwise be contributing to global warming. If the world were not using nuclear power plants, emissions of CO2 would be some 2.5 billion tonnes higher per year. According to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the complete nuclear power chain, from uranium mining to waste disposal, and including reactor and facility construction, emits 30 g of carbon dioxide per kilowatt-hour—compared with over 950 g per kilowatt-hour emitted, on average, by coal-burning plants and just under 450 g per kilowatt-hour by gas-fired plants. Direct emissions from nuclear plants are about the same as those from wind and solar energy plants, while indirect emissions from nuclear plants are estimated to be lower.

***UNIQUENESS

Uniqueness – Newest Evidence
Nuclear growth is starting up right now
Riesenger 7/12 (Russ, 12 July 2011, Nuclear Renaissance: Vogtle Plants Would be First in Decades, http://www2.wsav.com/news/2011/jul/12/nuclear-renaissance-vogtle-plants-would-be-first-d-ar-2103182/, RBatra)

In the shadow of the cooling towers from the two existing nuclear reactors, huge trucks and earthmovers move like an army of ants at Plant Vogtle.  It’s a busy place these days.  The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is expected to give final approval for construction of two new nuclear reactors later this year and preparation is already underway for them.  The growth of the nuclear power industry was slowed considerably after the Three Mile Island meltdown.   If all goes as planned, this will be the first new nuclear plants constructed in the U.S. in three decades.
Britain proves a nuclear renaissance 

Gray 7/4 (Louise, 4 July 2011, Britain on brink of 'nuclear renaissance', http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/earthnews/8616661/Britain-on-brink-of-nuclear-renaissance.html, RBatra)

He will tell the industry: "I want people inside and outside of this room to be in no doubt - the Government's response during and after Fukushima has been based on solid evidence and the advice of the chief nuclear inspector." He will also say: "The UK has everything to gain from becoming the number-one destination to invest in new nuclear. "Nuclear is the cheapest low-carbon source of electricity around, so it can keep bills down and the lights on. "The wider economic benefit cannot be over-emphasised - around 5,000 jobs could be on offer at each of the eight sites we listed as suitable for development, and as we develop a domestic supply chain, all parts of the country could gain from a nuclear resurgence." He will add: "We are on the brink of the biggest nuclear renaissance since the 1950s. "The 16 gigawatts of new nuclear generation planned by industry equates to investment of around £50 billion with the construction of each reactor delivering investment equivalent to that for the 2012 Olympics."
A nuclear renaissance is coming
WDP 7/6 (6 July 2011, West country on the brink of a 'nuclear renaissance', http://www.thisissomerset.co.uk/West-country-brink-nuclear-renaissance/story-12891204-detail/story.html, RBatra)

The nuclear industry is on the brink of its biggest renaissance in over half a century – and will not be knocked off course by the Fukushima disaster, Charles Hendry said yesterday.

The Energy Minister said plans for new nuclear could generate 10,000 South West jobs, and make Britain the number one nation for the technology.

As the Daily Press reported, the Government last month gave the green light to new reactors at both Hinkley Point in Somerset and Oldbury in South Gloucestershire.

They were included on a list of eight sites suitable for new nuclear development, published after Germany announced it is closing down its programme as a result of Fukushima.

Mr Hendry yesterday addressed the Nuclear Industry Association Conference in London, and made it clear that despite the demands of anti-nuclear campaigners, there will be no U-turns.

He said: “The UK has everything to gain from becoming the Number One destination to invest in new nuclear. Nuclear is the cheapest low-carbon source of electricity around, so it can keep bills down and the lights on.

“The wider economic benefit cannot be over-emphasised – around 5,000 jobs could be on offer at each of the eight sites we listed as suitable for development, and as we develop a domestic supply chain, all parts of the country could gain from a nuclear resurgence.

“This is an exciting time. We are on the brink of the biggest nuclear renaissance since the 1950s.
There is a global renaissance in nuclear power now – every single region has nuclear plant designs
Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

1. Introduction

In recent years there has been a resurgence of interest in developing nuclear power in both developed and developing countries. The United States, where construction had ceased for decades, has now formally certified new reactor designs. In Europe (with the notable exception of France), where nuclear power development has been in a holding pattern for almost two decades, nuclear energy has been the subject of continuous political debate and is now a key element in the European Union's climate-change policy. After an intense debate, Finland's parliament voted in 2002 to approve building a fifth nuclear power plant—the first such decision to build a new nuclear plant in Western Europe for over a decade. A new White Paper on Nuclear Power put nuclear energy at the core of the UK government's energy policy, and the Government's support for new nuclear build was confirmed in January 2008. In May 2008, two decades after a public referendum resoundingly banned nuclear power and deactivated the country's reactors, Italy announced plans to resume building nuclear plants within five years. And in February 2009, Sweden announced plans to overturn a near 30-year ban on new nuclear plant construction. Debates on new nuclear build are underway in Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands and Hungary.

More than 40 developing countries, ranging from the Gulf to Latin America, have recently approached United Nations officials to express interest in starting nuclear power programs (Reuters, 2008). In contrast to North America and most of Western Europe, nuclear power capacity in Asia has been growing significantly. A number of countries in East and South Asia are planning and building new reactors—21 are under construction and there are plans to add 150 more. China, Japan, South Korea and India expected to experience the strongest growth in the region (WNA, 2008a). Indonesia, Vietnam, Thailand, the Philippines and Malaysia are also expressing strong interest in nuclear power (Symon, 2008). In late 2007, Egypt announced that it would build several nuclear power plants to meet rising energy demands (Fleishman, 2007). In June 2008, the South African Cabinet approved an ambitious nuclear energy policy contemplating the installation of 20 GW of nuclear power. There are also ambitious plans to expand nuclear power in Latin America. In September 2008, Brazil's top energy official announced the country's intention to set up 50–60 nuclear power plants in the coming half century (Associated Press, 2008). Argentina is planning to double its existing nuclear capacity and Mexico may add eight more reactors by 2025. Chile, Venezuela and Uruguay are expressing strong interest in nuclear energy (Squassoni, 2009).

Uniqueness – A2 Japan Fukushima Accident
Global nuclear growth is inevitable – the Fukushima accident only delays it – uranium demand is massively increasing
Brindal 7/20 (Ray, 20 July 2011, http://www.foxbusiness.com/industries/2011/07/20/fukushima-accident-delays-doesnt-stop-nuclear-renaissance-cba/, RBatra)

The accident at Japan's Fukushima KeDaiichi nuclear complex, which reignited concerns about the safety of nuclear power worldwide, hasn't stopped the industry's growth plans in many countries, though it has delayed the process, Commonwealth Bank of Australia reported Wednesday.

The Fukushima accident has set back nuclear power expansions in some countries and sparked nuclear shutdowns in others, the bank said. Meanwhile, uranium markets have tilted further toward excess supply in the near term, especially if Japan shuts nuclear capacity permanently, the bank's analysts said.

"But it is a case of one step backward, two steps forward," they said in a review of the sector. "Nuclear growth plans remain intact in China, India, Russia, South Korea, the U.S. and U.K. among others, and dominate the medium-term uranium industry outlook."

Australia is a major global supplier of uranium, along with Canada and Kazakhstan.

Uranium demand will increase by 84%, to 106,181 metric tons in 2020 from 57,610 tons in 2010, they forecast.

Supply-side discipline is critical to market balance to avoid an oversupply in 2020, the bank said.

It forecast the spot price will rise to average of US$88.74 a pound in 2020 from an estimated US$58.11/lb in 2011.

Assuming supplier discipline, any spot price spikes due to supply disruptions or strategic stockpiling, for example, won't last long, at least over the next five years, it said.

Long-term contract prices are forecast to move steadily higher, following upward-trending spot prices and consistent with production increasing and shifting up the industry cost curve, the bank said. 

Fukushima will only delay the nuclear renaissance
Schiller 7/8 (Ben, 8 July 2011, Demand growing for nuclear industry managers, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/managing/business-education/demand-growing-for-nuclear-industry-managers/article2091059/, RBatra)

It is too early to say what long-term impact the Fukushima disaster in Japan will have on plans for new nuclear power plants. But so far the effect has not been as dramatic as might have been anticipated.

Italy, Thailand, Egypt, the U.S. and Switzerland have postponed or cancelled units since the accident and many states are reviewing safety procedures and Germany has opted to abandon nuclear power. However, China, India, Russia, South Korea and other big countries have retained their programmes. 

Of 570 units planned before Fukushima, only 37 have been axed or put on hold since the crisis, according to Arthur D. Little, a consultancy. Despite several commentators declaring an end to the “nuclear renaissance” – as the recent worldwide push for nuclear has been dubbed – governments apparently see few alternatives.

“There will be some leaning back and thinking about how Fukushima affects the safety of new-build [reactors]. And there may be one or two years’ delay. But most projects are still ongoing,” says Michael Kruse, principal at AD Little, in Germany.

The nuclear renaissance will continue despite Fukushima – construction plans and global demand for energy 
Schiermeier 4/27/11 (Quirin, “Nuclear Energy:  Defying Disaster,” Nature Journal, http://www.nature.com/naturejobs/2011/110428/full/nj7344-505a.html)

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) estimates that the 14% of electricity currently produced by nuclear means worldwide will rise by 10–20% by 2050. Sixty-five nuclear plants are currently under construction, 27 in China alone. The United States is building one new reactor, and up to eight are scheduled to go online by 2020. Whether safety reviews ordered in response to the Fukushima events will slow the growth of the global nuclear fleet is not yet clear.

The briskly rising global demand for energy will require all available technologies, including nuclear, says Thierry Dujardin, deputy director for science and development at the Nuclear Energy Agency in Paris. “So whatever nuclear policies some countries may opt for,” he says, “the world will need a qualified nuclear workforce for decades to come.”

Uniqueness – Loan Guarantees Now

New loan guarantees will create a competitive nuclear energy industry
Ferguson and Marburger 10 – president of the Federation of American Scientists and program manager at the Federation of American Scientists (Charles D., and Lindsey E., “A US nuclear future?,” Nature, 9/23/10)

Although no single energy source offers a cure-all, nuclear energy must have an important role in reducing the use of fossil fuels in the United States. In February 2010, US President Barack Obama announced an US$8.3-billion loan guarantee for a power company hoping to build two new reactors, and the White House is asking the US Congress for an additional $36 billion in loan guarantees for similar projects. This is a crucial part of the policies and finance mechanisms that must be put in place for a competitive, sustainable nuclear energy industry to develop.
Uniqueness – Industry Experts
Nuclear renaissance will continue – investors and industry experts prove
LeVine 11 [Steve—author of The Oil and The Glory and a longtime Foreign Policy correspondent, 3/14, “Kibosh on nuclear renaissance? Not so fast,” http://oilandglory.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/03/14/kabbosh_on_nuclear_renaissance_not_so_fast, ZR]

The earthquake and tsunami in Japan have made the world rapt, punctuated by a new explosion at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Station this morning, and fear of nuclear contamination should the Japanese fail to contain the radioactivity. The probable outcome, given how the world reacted to the 1979 Three Mile Island and 1986 Chernobyl nuclear accidents, is that the much-ballyhooed global "nuclear renaissance" will be much-slowed or perhaps even still-born. That's the thrust of a piece at Bloomberg. The Financial Times' Sylvia Pfeifer reports that the accidents have "cast a shadow over proposals for new nuclear reactors around the world." U.S. Sen. Joe Lieberman has suggested good hard new scrutiny of the industry's plans. Yet the tenor of conversations I've had with industry experts and investment bankers -- the latter who raise money to pay for the reactors - isn't panic. They suggest that -- while the public and regulators will demand far stricter inspection of the safety plans for new nuclear reactors, and financiers will demand higher fees in line with the greater perceived risk -- the renaissance will go ahead. There are 62 new nuclear reactors currently under construction around the world. Another 158 are formally planned, and proposals have been made to build 324 more, according to the World Nuclear Association. China, for example, has 13 reactors, is building 27 more, and plans an additional 160 after that, for a total of 200. India has five now, and wants to add 58. The United States has 104, and wants to build 33 more. The deciding factor on whether to go ahead with the 482 reactors currently on drawing boards around the world will be the cost of making plants safer against natural disasters -- as will probably be demanded after Japan. In particular, the question will be how they stack up in price with competing natural gas plants, said Sharon Squassoni, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington. Squassoni told me yesterday by phone that "Americans have short memories." We just need electricity. We didn't shut down a bunch of reactors after Three Mile Island. The question on new nuclear plants is that they are choosing between nuclear and something else. They will calculate the cost of making it as safe as we want it to be. 

.

Uniqueness - New Reforms

Streamlined licensing, performance improvements, and safety reforms have provided the impetus for nuclear power development
Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

4. Major recent developments

During the past two decades, nuclear plants around the world have realized substantial improvements in their operating performance. Moreover, the industry has experienced significant consolidation through mergers and acquisitions. And new streamlined licensing processes promise to reduce regulatory uncertainty and make it easier to build nuclear plants.

4.1. Improvements in nuclear plant operating performance

During the period of lull in new plant construction, many owners of nuclear plants have focused instead on improving their safety, technical, and financial performance. The 1986 accident at Chernobyl catalyzed the creation of the World Association of Nuclear Operators and radically changed the International Atomic Energy Agency's (IAEA) approach to plant safety. Both organizations helped create networks for conducting peer reviews, continuous and results-oriented reviews of safety practices, and exchanges of vital operating information to improve safety.

Although international efforts have emphasized improving safety, a secondary benefit has been a steady increase in nuclear plant availability and productivity. World average availability has increased significantly (by almost 10 percentage points) since the early 1990s, now reaching 83 percent (Fig. 6). In 2005, Finland, the Netherlands, and Slovenia achieved availability factors in excess of 95 percent (NEA, 2008). During the past two decades, nuclear power plants have also achieved increasingly higher capacity factors with the same or greater levels of safety.11 In the United States, for example, the average capacity factor for plants in operation in 1980 was 56.3 percent. By 1990, it had risen to 66 percent, and in 2007 to 91.8 percent (NEI, 2008c). This remarkable increase was equivalent to adding thousands of megawatts to the system and accounted for the rising share of nuclear power in the United States. Similar developments occurred in other countries but were not as dramatic. In Russia, capacity factors increased from 56 percent in 1998 to 75 percent in 2007 (NEA, 2008).
Uniqueness - A2 Public barrier

Public attitudes toward nuclear power are growing more favorable – strongest barrier to future development
Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

2.5. Changing public attitudes

Public opposition to nuclear power started in earnest in the early 1970s. The 1979 accident at Three Mile Island gave strong impetus to the anti-nuclear movement; after that accident, there were no new orders for nuclear power reactors in the United States, and many orders already placed were cancelled. Similar responses occurred elsewhere in the world, and intensified after the Chernobyl accident in 1986. In the early 1980s, Sweden passed a law requiring it to retire all its nuclear units by 2010.5
Italy retired all of its nuclear power plants, the last one in 1990. Spain, where a substantial portion of power is nuclear (about 20 percent), passed a moratorium in 1983 on further construction of nuclear power units—though the issue is now back on the table.6 In Germany, a country with strong technological strengths and a substantial nuclear power development program, nuclear power has become highly politicized and opposition to it is one of the main planks of the Green Party platform. The Greens, a coalition partner of the government for several years, made their participation in government conditional on retiring all nuclear power plants by 2021. Such plants currently supply about 31 percent of Germany's electricity. The issue may be brought up for fresh debate by the current government. Although opposition is still strong and expected to continue, some environmental advocates have raised their voices in favor of nuclear power to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and avert global warming (Lovelock, 2006).7
Public support is considered essential for a new campaign to build nuclear power plants. As the memories of the Three Mile and Chernobyl accidents fade and the security of energy supplies and need to cut greenhouse gas emissions come to the fore of public concerns and debates, attitudes toward nuclear power have gradually changed. Fig. 3 shows the diverging curves of “favoring” (growing) and “opposing” (declining) opinion toward nuclear power between 1983 and 2008 in the United States. While the percentage of those favoring nuclear power declined from just under 70 percent in March 2006 to 63 percent in April 2008, a survey conducted in September 2008 indicated that a record-high 74 percent of Americans favor nuclear energy, with only 24 percent opposed. Those who strongly favor nuclear power outnumbered those strongly opposed by almost four to one. The favorability mark in September was 11 percentage points higher, and the unfavorability level 9 percentage points lower than was the case just five months before (NEI, 2008a).

Recent international polls also show strong support for nuclear power. A survey of more than 10,000 people in 20 countries found that more than two-thirds of the respondents believed that their countries should begin using or increase the use of nuclear energy (NEI, 2009). Support for energy production by nuclear power stations has also grown in the European Union. Since 2005, the percentage of Europeans favoring nuclear power has increased from 37 to 44 percent while the share of those opposed to it declined from 55 to 45 percent (EU, 2008). However, these aggregate values mask significant differences in attitudes towards nuclear power across countries. For example, less than 40 percent of the Spaniards polled support nuclear power, over 48 percent still oppose it, and 75 percent would not consent to a nuclear power station being built in their municipality. Thus, it would be premature to assume that opposition to nuclear power has disappeared in Europe and it should be noted that the decision to build new nuclear plants is a country-level decision. Although there is a general public perception that energy policy must address the three objectives of secure supply, economic efficiency, and environmental protection (mostly against pollution from fossil fuels), the public is often reluctant to accept the necessary trade-offs.

***LINK

Link - SPS

SPS causes a shift away from SQ energy systems

Eadie 97 [Miranda—writer for the Financial Times, 9/23, “CAPTURING ENERGY IN SPACE AND BEAMING IT TO EARTH: Scientists hope solar energy can be delivered at prices lower than ground-based alternatives,” The Financial Post, lexis, ZR]

They hope that solar energy can be delivered at prices equal to - or even lower than - ground-based alternatives, without big environmental drawbacks.

NASA has recently studied more than 30 different solar power satellite concepts ranging from the original reference study of the 1970s to advanced ideas using technologies that have not yet been validated in the laboratory.

The original concept envisages giant 50-square-kilometre solar panels orbiting in space, which would gather the sun's rays and beam them down to earth as microwaves. Large receivers on the ground - as big as 70 sq. km - would convert the energy into electricity and feed it into national power supply networks.

'New concepts and new technologies have emerged in the past 15 years which make space solar power much more reasonable to think about than when the concept was first conceived in the 1970s,' says John Mankins, who led NASA's recent SPS research.

'Take the microwave transmitters. Miniaturization means that these are now made up of many small components the size of cellular phones - as opposed to a few large ones - and are thus cheaper to produce. Other parts, such as the solar panels, are more efficient and are made of lighter materials.

'Advances in computing also mean that each piece of the satellite is now 'smart': that is, it can assemble itself. So there is no need for hundreds of astronauts and robots to go into space to build it,' he adds.

By the middle of next century, it is estimated, the world's energy-hungry, exponentially growing population will have doubled to 10 billion.

'If these people are to have a minimum of electricity then we will have to look for other forms of energy,' says Lucien Deschamps, adviser at the study and research division of Electricite de France, the French electricity utility. He chaired last month's SPS symposium in Montreal, which brought together scientists and electricity utility executives.

'We could use more nuclear [fission], but people are reticent about the environmental impact,' he says. 'More hydroelectric plants could also be built, but the sites are limited and, as with biomass projects, they generally either use up valuable farmland or displace indigenous people.'

What is needed, say supporters of SPS, is a minimally polluting and unending energy supply.

Deschamps says there are two alternatives: nuclear fusion - which is more efficient and produces less radioactive waste than the nuclear fission used today - and solar energy.
'The problem with nuclear fusion is that research is still in its fundamental stages and we are not sure that it will work. On the other hand, we are practically sure that SPS is possible since none of the technologies involved is revolutionary.'

According to Deschamps, the existence of night and clouds means the sun's rays are weaker on the ground than in space. To exploit sunlight more efficiently, solar energy must be captured in space as well as on earth.

'A terrestrial array would have to be 10 times larger per kilowatt [of power generated] than the terrestrial antenna of a solar power station,' he says.

One of the biggest problems with SPS is the cost of space transportation, which at US$ 10,000 a kilogram of payload makes the launching of the estimated 35-tonne to 50-tonne structure extremely expensive.

He says that for SPS to become feasible, space transportation costs must be reduced at least a hundredfold. He is, however, confident that this will be achieved.

'Space transportation costs should be reduced to US$ 200 per kg in 10 to 20 years' time.'

Harry Ruppe, director emeritus of space technology at the Technical University of Munich, who has carried out in-depth SPS studies, believes the biggest problem is not the cost of space transportation, but the efficiency of the energy conversions involved in beaming the sun's power down to earth.

'Optimistically each of the conversions - from solar energy to electric energy, from electric energy to microwaves and from microwaves back into electric energy - is only 30% efficient. This means that a mere 3% of the sun's energy would reach earth,' he says.

'Although the sun's energy in its natural state is 'free,' so is oil. It is the tools of exploitation which cost money,' he explains.

Ruppe is also concerned the microwave beams would 'cook' any birds or people that crossed their paths, and that the beams could also cause electromagnetic interference and scramble aircraft radar systems. 'But,' he says, 'all power stations - where there is a concentrated source of energy - provide some sort of hazard.'

Even so, he is not entirely pessimistic about the prospects for SPS. He stresses, however, that if the proposed goals are to be achieved, investments must be made to increase the efficiency of all the technologies involved in SPS.
It makes nuclear power obselete
Hamilton 9 [Tyler—writer for the Toronto Star, 9/9, “Bright idea or sci-fi?; Experts meet to discuss feasibility of harvesting solar power in space, beaming it back to Earth,” lexis, ZR]

Scientists say the advantage of putting a solar station in space is that it would face the sun 24 hours a day and would not be limited by cloud cover or air pollution. That would allow it to continuously generate power in the same manner as nuclear and fossil-fuel plants, but without the associated waste and greenhouse-gas emissions.

The idea has been around for 40 years, attracting serious attention from NASA and the U.S. Department of Defense during the 1970s, but funding eventually dried up. It wasn't until the late 1990s that interest in the concept resurfaced, partly as a result of concerns related to global warming and energy security.

Two years ago, the Pentagon's National Security Space Office issued a report that concluded solar-based power "is more technically executable than ever before."

The solar panels are more efficient and less costly to manufacture, technology exists to have robots assemble the station in space, and our understanding of wireless power transmission has improved dramatically.

Former NASA executive John Mankins, now president of the Space Power Association, said he believes space-based solar power could be economically competitive with other options.
Mankins added that he believes a small 10-megawatt demonstration plan could be in orbit within the next 10 years. "It's a reasonable time frame," he said.

SPS ensures tradeoff with nuclear power – cost competition
Smith 8 [O. Glenn—writer for The International Herald Tribune,  7/24, “Harvest the sun - from space; Alternative energy source,” lexis, ZR]

As America faces $4.50 a gallon gas, we also know that alternative energy sources - coal, oil shale, ethanol, wind and ground-based solar - are either of limited potential, very expensive, require huge energy storage systems or harm the environment. There is, however, one potential future energy source that is environmentally friendly, has essentially unlimited potential and can be cost competitive with any renewable source: space solar power.

Science fiction? Actually, no - the technology already exists. A space solar power system would involve building large solar energy collectors in orbit around the Earth. These panels would collect far more energy than land-based units, which are hampered by weather, low angles of the sun in northern climes and, of course, the darkness of night.

Once collected, the solar energy would be safely beamed to Earth via wireless radio transmission, where it would be received by antennas near cities and other places where large amounts of power are used. The received energy would then be converted to electric power for distribution over the existing grid. Government scientists have projected that the cost of electric power generation from such a system could be as low as 8 to 10 cents per kilowatt-hour, which is within the range of what consumers pay now.

In terms of cost effectiveness, the two stumbling blocks for space solar power have been the expense of launching the collectors and the efficiency of their solar cells. Fortunately, the recent development of thinner, lighter and much higher efficiency solar cells promises to make sending them into space less expensive and return of energy much greater.

Link – Solar Power

Investors are currently choosing between nuclear power and solar power
Davis 11 – Assistant Professor at the Haas School of Business at the University of California (Lucas W., “Prospects for U.S. Nuclear Power After Fukushima,” April 2011, http://faculty.haas.berkeley.edu/ldavis/Prospects%20for%20U.S.%20Nuclear%20Power.pdf)

The learning-by-doing argument for an industry-specific subsidy hinges on there being learning by-doing that is not captured by the individual companies performing the construction. If learning is fully appropriable, then firms face efficient incentives for investment and no government intervention is necessary. Moreover, while there is almost certainly some industry-wide learning in nuclear, there is likely to be even more for emerging technologies such as wind and solar. Nuclear power generation is a proven, demonstrated technology and investors are not waiting on the sidelines to see if these plants will work. When there are a number of competing alternatives most economists favor broad-based subsidies that do not single out individual technologies (Schmalensee 1980). A related argument is the idea that increased standardization will lower costs and facilitate information spillovers across plants. The first wave of U.S. nuclear reactors were manufactured by four different companies (Westinghouse, General Electric, Combustion Engineering, and Babcock & Wilcox) with a diversity of different designs. In part these differences were inevitable. The United States led the way in the development of commercial nuclear reactors and the technology was evolving rapidly.
Increased technology development in solar power tradesoff directly with the role of nuclear power

Chakravorty et al. 09 – Department of Economics at the University of Central Florida (Ujjayant, Bertrand Magne, and Michel Moreaux, “Can Nuclear Power Supply Clean Energy in the Long Run?,” working paper for the University of Central Florida, 2009, http://www.bus.ucf.edu/documents/economics/workingpapers/2005-14.pdf)

There are relatively few studies of the long-run economics of nuclear energy. Cropper (1980) has examined a theoretical model of the trade-offs between fossil fuels and nuclear energy. Most energy models tend to assume the availability of nuclear energy at given prices, but do not account for the uranium used, which turns out to be a critical issue, as we see in this paper. Nordhaus (1979) pioneered this endogenous substitution approach to examine the impact of OPEC-induced oil price shocks on the U.S. economy and subsequently Chakravorty et al. (1997) modeled cost reductions in solar energy due to exogenous research and development. Available supplies of uranium can be used only for a few decades before scarcity induced prices will make alternatives cheaper. Adoption of nuclear power is sensitive to assumptions about technical change. Technical progress in the nuclear industry in the form of adoption of modern Fast Breeder technology will lead to increased recycling of nuclear waste, and a steady state with nuclear power as the main source of energy. However, if the cost of fossil fuels and solar power also decline due to technical progress, the role of nuclear energy is much diminished. The scarcity rent of uranium decreases significantly. This sensitivity to technical change is preserved when we vary energy demand and cost parameters, double initial uranium reserves and assume a faster expansion of nuclear generation capacity.
There is a direct tradeoff between solar energy and nuclear energy in transportation

Chakravorty et al. 09 – Department of Economics at the University of Central Florida (Ujjayant, Bertrand Magne, and Michel Moreaux, “Can Nuclear Power Supply Clean Energy in the Long Run?,” working paper for the University of Central Florida, 2009, http://www.bus.ucf.edu/documents/economics/workingpapers/2005-14.pdf)

4). Electricity from solar and nuclear energy is used in the transportation sector. The residential sector continues to use cheap gas, which along with oil also provides energy for the industrial sector. Exogenous cost reductions make coal relatively costly and about 2% of it is used in the aggregate. Lower grades of oil become cheaper with time and are stretched out for a relatively long time. Cost reductions lead to a decline in the shadow price of carbon to $10/ton of carbon in the year 2000 (see Table 4). The carbon concentration reaches a ceiling at the beginning of the next century, but stays at that level only briefly (see Fig. 2). This suggests that modest technical progress in other clean fuels (such as solar energy) may reduce the role of nuclear energy and the time during which the ceiling is binding (compare the bottom two graphs in Fig. 2). The present value (in year 2000) of the scarcity rent of uranium and the imputed price of a ton of carbon is shown in Table 5. Uranium prices are generally high except in the case with technical change ($17/kg). They are at their maximal levels when only LWR technology is an option, and remain significant even with a doubling of the stock of uranium. They decline significantly when both technologies are available, because of the complementarities in the recycling of wastes. The model with standard nuclear technology is driven mainly by coal, since uranium is in short supply. The intense use of coal drives up the price of carbon to $40/ton (see Table 5). The price of carbon decreases with an increase in the target carbon level (model F) and is highly sensitive to it, as seen in the table. It decreases with availability of FBR technology because coal is abandoned much earlier in this case. With stagnation in energy demand (model E), less carbon emitting fuels are used, which decreases the shadow price of carbon (Table 5) from $26 to $22/ton. However, this decline also makes carbon emitting fuels cheaper, and leads to a small increase in energy consumption and emissions. The scarcity rent of uranium falls from $160 to $95/ton. About 6% of the aggregate coal stock is ultimately extracted. Stagnation in energy demand leads to a 35% reduction in cumulative energy use over the entire time horizon. There is a tradeoff between the production of carbon and toxic wastes. Because of reprocessing, waste production is significantly lower under FBR technology than under LWR technology (Fig.3) despite more nuclear electricity generation. 

Link Booster – Perception/Investment
Transition to solar energy redirects capital investment from nuclear power crushing the industry
Farmer and Makhijani 10 – Members of the Santa Fe Institute and the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (J. Doyne and Arjun, “A US Nuclear Future?,” Nature, 9/23/10)

The costs of nuclear power, from the cash investment to the risks of proliferation, disaster and environmental harm, are simply too high — especially when one considers that many of the true costs are obscured by government subsidies. Fortunately there are plenty of workable alternatives with low-to-zero carbon dioxide emissions.

The current total power requirements of the United States could theoretically be supplied by solar power plants covering about 36,000 square kilometres of land in the desert southwest, an area an eighth the size of the state of Nevada. Wind energy could produce about nine times the current annual US electricity generation.

Although both resources currently provide only a tiny proportion of US energy, they can be ramped up quickly. Annual installation of wind-energy capacity in the United States has quadrupled from about 2,500 megawatts in 2006 to about 10,000 megawatts in 2009. Multiple groups have shown that wind-power capacity could grow to provide 30–40% of US electricity supply within 30 years. In 2008, a US Department of Energy report concluded that using wind energy to meet 20% of energy needs by 2030 “while ambitious, could be feasible”3. One comprehensive study of the potential of solar energy showed that it “has the technical, geographical, and economic potential to supply 69% of the total electricity needs and 35% of the total (electricity and fuel) energy needs of the US by 2050”4. None of this will be easy: it will require energy and carbon policy capable of redirecting the massive capital investment in fossil fuels and planned nuclear power. But the difficulties are political, not technological.

Mere perception of the plan would destroy investment in nuclear power
Farmer and Makhijani 10 – Members of the Santa Fe Institute and the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (J. Doyne and Arjun, “A US Nuclear Future?,” Nature, 9/23/10)

Wind power and solar power are often criticized for being too intermittent and unreliable. Solutions to these problems are available today. Compressed-air energy storage is cost effective, and has been used commercially with coal-fired plants since 1978 to smooth out peaks in demand. In addition, the technique of using molten salt to store the heat energy produced by concentrating solar thermal power plants is now being commercialized. A large 280-megawatt plant with six-hour salt-storage is planned in Arizona, with a tentative completion date of 2013. Existing hydropower could be used to even out remaining gaps in the power supply.

Betting the farm

The cost of a nuclear reactor is often so large — US$8 billion to $10 billion — as to be comparable to the market capitalization of the company proposing the project. As a result they are considered a 'bet the farm' risk by Wall Street, which refuses to finance them.
The history of the US nuclear industry has been rife with construction delays, cost overruns and cancellations. The last reactor to come online, completed in 1996, took 23 years to build. Capital costs rose from about $1,000 per kilowatt in 1970 to $5,000–9,000 per kilowatt in the 1990s (ref. 3). The reasons are debated, but include loss-leader pricing in the early years, expensive design changes required by regulators in later years for safety, and interest-rate fluctuations. The enormous cost of reactors makes learning very expensive. Estimates over the past few years have shown that there is little reason to expect reactor construction costs in the United States to fall.

***SOLVES WARMING
Solves Warming - Economically Viable
Nuclear energy is cheap, safe, and solves the environment

Butler 9 [Stuart M. Butler, Ph.D., is Vice President for Domestic and Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation.Stuart M. Butler, Ph.D., is Vice President for Domestic and Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 1/30, “Nuclear Power is True 'Green' Energy”, http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2009/01/nuclear-power-is-true-green-energy, ZR]

Never mind lower gasoline prices. Worries about energy security and the environment continue to boost pressure for alternative energy sources. Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin's temporary halting of natural gas to Europe this winter in a payment dispute underscored once again how vulnerable the West is to energy blackmail. And even though the link between climate change and fossil fuel use is still debated, Americans want "greener" energy.

The energy sources favored by carbon-footprint-sensitive celebrities, such as wind power and ethanol, have gained the most attention so far - and the most subsidies. But if we're serious about security and the environment, we should be embracing something else: Nuclear energy.

Anyone old enough to remember the 1979 movie "China Syndrome," about the deadly cover-up of a nuclear accident, knows Jane Fonda and other liberals would have a fit at the idea of more nuclear energy. But that is the way to go.

Here's why.

For starters, nuclear power is the least expensive form of power available. But excessive legal and permitting delays are pushing up the capital cost of new nuclear-power plants and thwarting most new projects. Only one nuclear plant is currently being built in the United States - and that began in 1973. Meanwhile, 44 are under construction in other countries. France now generates 80 percent of its electricity from nuclear. We produce just 20 percent.

From an environmental perspective, nuclear energy can't be beaten. No belching smokestacks or polluting gases. It releases nothing into the atmosphere - no carbon dioxide, no sulfur, no mercury.

It also takes up hardly any land. One double-reactor plant takes up a few hundred acres and can power 2 million homes. The same production from wind or solar can take tens of thousands of acres, often blighting scenic views.

What about waste?

With modern techniques, spent nuclear fuel is safely removed and reprocessed to yield new reactor fuel, drastically reducing the amount of waste needing disposal. In fact, if you used nuclear power for your entire lifetime needs, the resulting waste would only be enough fill a Coke can. And this can be safely deposited in deep repositories. Compare that with the tons of plastic, batteries, tires and motor oil we'll throw out to be buried in landfills.

Outdated fears about safety drive public concern about nuclear power in the United States. And those fears are misplaced.

The safety level in nuclear-energy production now easily surpasses other energy sources. For example, nobody in America has ever died owing to a commercial nuclear-power accident. But from Jan. 1, 2003 through Dec. 31, 2007, 526 workers were killed in oil and gas extraction and 162 in coal mining. And in the coal industry, thousands of former workers are disabled with black lung and other respiratory diseases.

The fatalities and disabilities associated with coal and oil are real. The dangers of nuclear energy, meanwhile, are largely made up in Hollywood.

Yet those perceived dangers are responsible for the endless legal challenges, heavy regulation and campaigns to slow down or block every effort to expand nuclear power. The resultant costs and uncertainty have discouraged investment in this safe, clean and efficient energy source.

To overcome these obstacles to doing that, Congress and the Obama administration need to take action.

First, Washington should create a level playing field for energy ideas. That means no longer artificially favoring one new energy source over another and instead creating a strong, market-oriented approach to energy so that the best sources can expand. It's time to say no to lobbyist-driven subsidies and phase out existing ones.

Second, Congress and the administration must commit to respecting the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's authority to review the permit application to construct the Yucca Mountain nuclear-waste repository in Nevada.

Third, we need to cut the red tape now slowing plant construction. The arduous, four-year nuclear-plant permitting process should be replaced with a new two-year fast-track process for experienced applicants who meet reasonable siting and investment requirements.

Solves Warming —Comparative 
Nuclear power is comparatively better than alternative forms

Hagelin 8 [Rebecca—a vice president of The Heritage Foundationis the author of Home Invasion: Protecting Your Family in a Culture that's Gone Stark Raving Mad and runs the Web site HomeInvasion.org, 7/25, “Nuclear Power: Lighting the Future,” http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2008/07/nuclear-power-lighting-the-future, ZR]

But whether they like it or not, our country needs a multi-pronged approach to our energy problems. A big part of any viable solution: Build more nuclear power plants.

That's still forbidden, as far as many radical environmentalists are concerned. The folks at Greenpeace, for example, dismiss nuclear energy as "another false solution you hear a lot about these days." Why is it "false"? Because, the group explains on its Web site, bringing a nuclear power plant online could take a number of years, and "we simply don't have time to wait -- we need global-warming solutions that are ready to go now, like wind and solar."

No one is claiming that we can have more nuclear power plants up and ready to go overnight. But that's hardly an argument against building them. Indeed, because we need long-term energy solutions, the fact that it takes time to set up new plants means we should get started right away. Besides, according to Jack Spencer of The Heritage Foundation, we can reduce how long it takes. The current time frame includes four years to get a permit and five years to build the plant. But, Spencer says, once a few plants are built, there's no reason the permitting time can't be cut and construction done in four years.

And if Greenpeace thinks that wind and solar are "ready to go now," it shows just how out of touch with reality the group is. Yes, wind and solar "have a role in America's energy mix," Spencer writes. But although the federal government has subsidized them for years, they still supply less than 1 percent of America's energy needs. Plus, they're expensive. As Spencer notes in a recent paper:

Coal, wind, and solar projects are all becoming increasingly expensive. If those sources were inexpensive, few would even consider building new nuclear plants, yet nearly 20 companies are pursuing construction and operating licenses for up to 30 new reactors. Renewable energy sources would not need mandates and subsidies to survive if they were affordable.

Many other nations already rely on nuclear power to supply much of their energy -- and have done so for years. In another paper, Spencer highlights several such nations, including France, Japan, Finland and Britain. Finland gets nearly a third of its electricity from nuclear power, and that amount will soon go up; it's building a modern 1,600-megawatt reactor. Japan draws 30 percent of its electricity from nuclear sources, an amount set to rise to 41 percent in under a decade. Britain has 19 reactors and is a net exporter of energy. Russia is building new plants as well.

France, though, is the poster child among industrialized nations for nuclear power. Nearly 80 percent of its electricity comes from nuclear power. Stung by the oil shocks of the 1970s, France began gearing up nuclear-power production years ago. Today, it's a net exporter of electricity. Germany, by contrast, phased nuclear energy out for political reasons -- and now must import some of the energy it needs.

If Greenpeace and other like-minded groups worry about pollution, then they ought to love nuclear power's impressive environmental record. "Burning fossil fuels releases an abundance of elements into the atmosphere," Spencer writes. "Nuclear energy, to the contrary, fully contains all of its byproduct in the form of used nuclear fuel." If France, Finland and Japan can manage this waste safely, why can't we?

Back when energy was cheap, perhaps we could afford to indulge the fears of radical environmentalists. Not anymore. We need a range of solutions -- renewable energy, increased conservation, "The Conservative Guide to Energy" by The Heritage Foundation.

We have a lot of lost time to make up for. It's been more than two decades since President Reagan urged us to rely more on nuclear power. What are we waiting for?

Solves Warming – Versatility 
Nuclear energy solves the environment

Spencer 9 [Jack—Research fellow in nuclear energy policy at the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 4/7, “Where Is Nuclear Energy in the Markey-Waxman Energy Bill?” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/04/where-is-nuclear-energy-in-the-markey-waxman-energy-bill, ZR]

Like wind and solar energy, nuclear energy is emissions-free, which means CO2 free. Unlike wind and solar, nuclear energy can provide vast amounts of power on a constant basis. Wind and solar may have a role to play in America's energy mix, but in order to obtain clean, CO2-free energy, it seems that such a major piece of legislation should address the regulatory and policy issues that obstruct new nuclear power in the U.S.

But what makes nuclear energy potentially transformational is its versatility. Today the nation primarily uses nuclear power for electricity generation. Electric power production accounts for roughly 40 percent of America's total energy consumption.[1] Nuclear accounts for 20 percent of America's electricity. But clean, affordable nuclear power can also be used to produce energy for industrial applications and even transportation, which account for 21 percent and 29 percent of U.S. energy consumption, respectively.

For example, some reactor types could be used in the chemical industry, for plastics production, and for refinery operations, all of which use vast amounts of carbon-based energy to produce heat, which is necessary for their industrial activities. Nuclear energy could also be used to produce synthetic fuels that could run America's cars. While these technologies are not commercially viable today, they are the types of things that could be possible if the federal government would develop a regulatory and policy structure that was more conducive to growth in the nuclear sector.

Solves Warming – A2 Mariotte Arguments
Mariotte is completely wrong – nuclear energy is better than all alternatives

Kerekes 7 [Steven—with the Nuclear Energy Institute, the policy organization of the nuclear energy and technology industry, 11/6, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/energy/nuclear-power-response-climate-change/p14718, ZR]

It’s a shame this is an online discussion, because surely Michael Mariotte couldn’t have written his remarks with a straight face.

You do the math: Nuclear energy annually has provided 20 percent of U.S. electricity supplies since the early 1990s, and even with a marked increase in overall electricity demand, it constitutes more than 70 percent of the electricity that comes from sources that do not emit greenhouse gases or controlled pollutants into the atmosphere. Renewable energy technologies over that same time period—even with subsidies like production tax credits in place—have increased their share of U.S. electricity production to 3.1 percent from 2.9 percent. At that rate of growth, it will take renewable technologies another twelve hundred years just to equal the share of electricity production that nuclear energy has provided since 1992.

But just to give Michael the benefit of the doubt, let’s take a more generous look at what wind power’s true believers are saying, as reported by Reuters last June from the American Wind Energy Association’s annual conference in Los Angeles: “The U.S. wind power industry will see half a trillion dollars of investment by 2030 to take the renewable source up to 20 percent of U.S. electricity generation, an industry conference heard on Monday.”

Hmmm … 20 percent by 2030. Remind me again which technology’s offerings Michael proclaims to be “too little, too late.”

The silly premise that Michael and many other critics employ with regard to nuclear energy’s clean-air benefits is to suggest that, simply because a substantial number of new nuclear plants is needed to accommodate our sector’s “wedge” of carbon prevention, then construction shouldn’t be undertaken at all. That line of thinking used to be called throwing out the baby with the bath water. The reality is that all carbon-free energy technologies, working hand in hand with improved energy efficiency and conservation measures, are needed to meet this threat. If Michael short-sightedly wants to oppose nuclear energy, he’s free to do so. But he shouldn’t do it with bogus arguments about which technologies are ready for prime time and which aren’t.

Nuclear energy is our country’s only large-scale energy source capable of producing electricity around the clock while emitting no air pollutants or greenhouse gases during production. Nuclear energy is also the lowest-cost large-scale producer of electricity in this country. And nuclear’s production costs are stable and not subject to fluctuations in the natural gas or oil market. As a domestic energy technology with fuel from the United States and reliable trading partners, nuclear energy is essential to our nation’s energy security.

Don’t listen to Mariotte – nuclear energy is proven to be effective and other forms of alternative energy can’t solve it fast enough anyways

Kerekes 7 [Steven—with the Nuclear Energy Institute, the policy organization of the nuclear energy and technology industry, 11/6, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/energy/nuclear-power-response-climate-change/p14718, ZR]

It's increasingly clear that Michael prefers to debate how NOT to respond to climate change. Nuclear energy is a proven technology. It is by far the largest U.S. source of electricity that doesn’t emit greenhouse gases, and it provides more than 45 percent of emission-free electricity worldwide, second only to hydroelectric plants. Yet Michael insists on erecting the straw man of a ten-year U.S. construction window (even as thirty-one new reactors are being built internationally), as though this problem could be solved in that time frame.

Let me refute you with the same construct, Michael:

1. No matter how many billions of dollars we throw at your preferred sources of emission-free electricity, they won’t begin to approach in the next ten years the amount of electricity already generated by nuclear power plants—at which point we’ll start to bring additional emission-free, 1,000-megawatt-plus reactors on line.
2. Your preferred sources of electricity cannot build the number of facilities needed to make a meaningful reduction (by themselves) in carbon emissions.

To try to make this a productive discussion, I’ll point readers to the August 13, 2007, news release from the Electric Power Research Institute. It announces a study “that shows that the aggressive deployment and implementation of a full portfolio of advanced electricity technologies could reduce the economic cost of cutting future U.S. CO2 emissions bymore than 50 percent while meeting the continuing growth in demand for electricity.” That portfolio includes demand-side management, renewables, clean coal and, yes, nuclear energy.

As for Michael's misstatements:

Nuclear power plants are operating safely.

Radioactive waste is being managed safely.

Proliferation is important, but the reality is that nations do not need commercial nuclear energy to manufacture nuclear weapons.

And while there are economic challenges to meet in building new nuclear plants, there’s nothing unique to nuclear about the phenomenon of rising costs. The Department of Energy reported last May that wind- turbine prices have increased 60 percent since 2002.

Lastly, let’s deal with the bizarre claim that renewable energy is being squeezed out of federal R&D [research and development] funding because private-sector investment in new nuclear plants is substantial. First, renewables received more than $1 billion in federal R&D funding in a single year as far back as 1979. Second, even the Energy Policy Act of 2005 authorizes 37 percent more for renewable energy R&D than it does for nuclear energy R&D. These numbers aren’t bad—they simply reveal the truth that it can take considerable time and money to jump-start the technologies that will help our nation.

Michael’s argument is this: “The technology hasn’t yet proven itself capable of meeting the large-scale energy and environmental needs of modern society, so let’s mandate it.” I’ll stick with mine.

Nuclear power is effective and doesn’t trade off with other technology

Kerekes 7 [Steven—with the Nuclear Energy Institute, the policy organization of the nuclear energy and technology industry, 11/6, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/energy/nuclear-power-response-climate-change/p14718, ZR]

I love it! Now Michael’s knock on nuclear energy is that it’s a “mature” technology—meaning not so much that it’s been around for a while but that it’s actually generated huge amounts of emission-free electricity. Setting aside the fact that the sun and the wind have been around since, say, the dawn of time, here’s what the Cato Institute—no friend of government investment in nuclear energy—revealed in a January 2002 “Policy Analysis”: “R&D dollars have not handicapped renewable energy technologies. Over the past 20 years, those technologies have received (in inflation-adjusted 1996 dollars) $24.2 billion in federal R&D subsidies, while nuclear energy has received $20.1 billion and fossil fuels only $15.5 billion.”

So it’s a complete myth that Michael’s preferred technologies haven’t gotten the money. They have. In fact, nuclear and renewables make a nice, emission-free combination. Of course, renewables cannot meet baseload, 24-hour a day, seven-day a week electricity demand. Nuclear power can. Our industry average capacity factor—which measures actual electricity production relative to theoretical production non-stop for a full year—has been right around 90 percent for the past seven years. By comparison, the Department of Energy pegs the average capacity for state-of-the-art wind projects at 36 percent, with older projects lagging at 30 percent or lower.

I agree that it’s prudent to use limited resources wisely. Yet the investment resources for energy technologies aren’t as limited as Michael thinks. Morgan Stanley Vice Chairman Jeffrey Holzschuh has a presentation in which he notes that the U.S. utility industry investment needs for the next thirteen years total about $1 trillion. Of that total infrastructure need, $350 billion, or $23 billion per year, is needed for electric-generating facilities. Of that sum, the capital required to build an additional 15,000-20,000 megawatts of nuclear capacity over the next fifteen years is about $3.5 billion per year. Meanwhile, over the past five years, the investment capital raised by the U.S. power industry has ranged between $50 billion and $79 billion annually. In other words, new nuclear plant construction will barely make a dent in the ability of U.S. capital markets to finance new energy projects.

This is not an “either-or” scenario. We need all these emission-free energy technologies. The fact that nuclear energy has proven its value as a reliable, affordable source of clean energy is cause for hope.

Solves Warming - Best Alternative
Nuclear power is the clear alternative to fossil fuels globally 
Chakravorty et al. 09 – Department of Economics at the University of Central Florida (Ujjayant, Bertrand Magne, and Michel Moreaux, “Can Nuclear Power Supply Clean Energy in the Long Run?,” working paper for the University of Central Florida, 2009, http://www.bus.ucf.edu/documents/economics/workingpapers/2005-14.pdf)

Can Nuclear Power Supply Clean Energy in the Long Run? 

1. Introduction 

Nuclear power accounts for a sixth of all electricity production globally. Seventeen countries depend on it for at least a quarter of their electricity (World Nuclear Association, 2003). The United States has 103 plants that generate 20% of its electricity and France has 56 of them that account for 80% of electricity supply. Global nuclear generation capacity has exhibited double digit growth in recent years and continues to grow rapidly in the developing countries. About 36 new reactors are under construction. China which has 9 plants, expects to build 30 more in the next 15 years. Even though the developed countries have not built any new nuclear plants for some time, there is a resurgence of interest in nuclear power as a clean alternative to polluting fossil fuels.2 The ratification of the Kyoto Protocol into a binding international treaty has revived interest in noncarbon energy alternatives including nuclear energy. Limiting the use of carbon-emitting fossil fuels such as coal, oil and natural gas which currently account for nearly 85% of global energy consumption will mean increased use of nuclear energy, since hydro and renewable energy sources can not supply large volumes of baseload power. In the U.S., nuclear power has been used to replace coal to meet standards set by the Clean Air Act, especially in the northeast region.3 2 Some environmentalists including a founder of the group Greenpeace have voiced support for a pro-nuclear energy strategy (Washington Post, 2006). 3 ''Most of the avoided carbon dioxide emissions over the last 20 years have come from nuclear power,'' according to a U.S. Department of Energy official (Moniz, 1999). This paper develops a long run model of energy substitution to examine the role of nuclear power as a source of clean energy supply. The economic modelling of nuclear power presents several methodological challenges. Since major energy resources are nonrenewable, we use a Hotelling framework in which prices reflect the scarcity of the resource. Nuclear power is strictly neither a nonrenewable nor a renewable resource. Its major input uranium is nonrenewable, but the output (reprocessed uranium and plutonium) can be re-used as input. This recycling of materials must be an important feature of any model of nuclear energy. We consider business-as-usual scenarios as well as technical change both in the nuclear industry and in conventional and renewable energy sectors. 
Even the full cycle of nuclear power doesn’t create greenhouse emissions

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 41-2

The use of nuclear fuel to generate electricity causes no emissions of greenhouse gases.219 As of 2003, nuclear power accounted for 69% of the carbon-free generation in the United States.220 Even if the full life cycle of a nuclear power plant is calculated, the emissions of greenhouse gases are negligible.221 The avoidance of greenhouse gas emissions has been a major factor in converting some prominent environmentalists to the support of new nuclear reactor construction.222 Many companies in the United States now recognize the need to factor in the potential cost of complying with future greenhouse gas regulations in evaluating power plant proposals,223 and some of the countries that have agreed to comply with the Kyoto protocol on the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions are looking at nuclear power as a way to facilitate compliance.224

Solves Warming - Sustainability
Nuclear power is the only source that can sustainably developed solve climate change 
Henriquez 08 – Ph.D. in Chemical and Environmental Engineering (Silverio, “The Importance of Nuclear Energy in the Global Economy,” Chicago Journals, January 2008, JSTOR)

Nuclear Power and Sustainable Development 

Nuclear power is a “sustainable development” technology because its fuel will be available for multiple centuries, its safety record is superior among major energy sources, its consumption causes virtually no pollution, its use preserves valuable fossil resources for future generations, its costs are competitive and still declining its waste can be securely managed over the long term. China and India, which alone constitute about 35% of humanity, are fast advancing economically. Each nation has vast quantities of coal and a small but technologically sophisticated nuclear power industry that has begun to grow. No question belongs highest on the world agenda than how these and other developing countries will meet their rapidly intensifying energy needs. At stake is the future of the biosphere. Stabilizing the accumulation of atmospheric gases requires that worldwide emissions be cut by 50%. The challenge is made even greater by the need to raise living standards in poorer countries. Even if developing countries embrace conservation and cleanenergy technologies, their enormous population will soon emit more greenhouse than the existing industrial world. Conceivably, tomorrow’s mega-cities could function with few direct emissions- by using electricity, electrically charged batteries and fuel cells using electrically produced Hydrogen (as mentioned nuclear power plants can produce large amounts of Hydrogen). But electricity is only a way of distributing energy. The key is to generate vastly expanded supplies of electricity cleanly. 
***IMPACTS
Impact – Tech Leadership/Competitiveness

Nuclear leadership is critical to US technological leadership and economic competitiveness

Frazier 7 [S.J. Golub—US DoE, “Achieving the Vision of the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership – Greater Energy Security in a Safer, Cleaner World,” pdf, ZR] 

The world-wide expansion of nuclear power in a safe, environmentally responsible manner that does not contribute to the spread of nuclear weapons technology is a formidable, yet worthwhile initiative with enormous societal benefits. U.S. leadership in nuclear technology has eroded along with the domestic infrastructure needed to support the nuclear renaissance. It will take time and a substantial investment in the human resources, technology and industrial capacity to reverse several decades of neglect. It will also take a compelling vision, and a lasting commitment to regain U.S. technical leadership and assure U.S. economic competitiveness.

Impact - US-India Relations

Nuclear trade is key to U.S.-India relations
Mukherjee 7/20 (Krittivas, 20 July 2011, “Warming India-U.S. ties hit speed bump over nuclear trade,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/20/india-us-nuclear-idUSL3E7IK1LI20110720, RBatra)

The impasse has meant rival state-backed nuclear reactor makers from Russia and France have raced ahead in tapping into India's nuclear power market, leaving Washington to lobby New Delhi to water down the law that was passed last year.

While overall ties are on an upswing, the standoff over nuclear trade is being seen by many as nettlesome, potentially slowing cooperation between two of the world's biggest markets.

"As it stands it's a big problem because the United States had put in so much political capital into the deal and its commercial interests are being hurt," said Robinder Sachdev, the head of strategic think tank ImagIndia Institute.

"Any bad blood from this could spill over into other aspects of the wider ties which were otherwise doing well." 
India Relations are key to preventing a China-Taiwan War

Gobarev 2K *Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute [Cato Policy Analysis #381, "India as a World Power: Changing Washington's Myopic Policy", 9/11/2000, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa381.pdf Victor M Gobarev]

What would such a policy win for the United States? America would get a strategic partner of the highest caliber. Most important, such a policy would dramatically shift the global, geopolitical, and geostrategic balance in favor of the United States. The geopolitical balance in Asia would be especially tilted in America’s favor. India could help the United States contain expansionist threats from China to maintain order vand stability in East and Southeast Asia. In addition, America would move further from the brink of nuclear confrontation with China over the Taiwan issue and other potential sources of friction. China would be less able to contemplate a confrontation with either its neighbors in East Asia or with the United States if Beijing had to worry about India’s response. Benefits to U.S. national security interests would occur on a global scale if the United States and India became strategic partners. Most notably, there would be no chance for an anti-U.S. Russia-India-China alliance. Preventing that outcome alone would be a huge geopolitical success for the United States. Further, effectiveness of U.S. intelligence and special operations against major international terrorist groups located in Afghanistan and Pakistan would significantly increase thanks to direct U.S.-Indian cooperation.

That draws in the US causing extinction

Straits Times 2K [June 25, “No one gains in war over Taiwan”] 

THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO -THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase: Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else. 

Impact - Jobs
Nuclear energy is good for jobs

Spencer 9 [Jack—Research fellow in nuclear energy policy at the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 4/7, “Where Is Nuclear Energy in the Markey-Waxman Energy Bill?” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/04/where-is-nuclear-energy-in-the-markey-waxman-energy-bill, ZR]

Nuclear energy is a jobs creator. According to the Nuclear Energy Institute, the nuclear industry has created some 15,000 jobs in recent years--all without even beginning construction on a new plant.[2] These include jobs in the sciences, manufacturing, and construction that private-sector investors have created as they prepare to meet future construction demand. Once construction begins, up to 2,000 workers will be required to build each plant, and approximately 500-600 will be needed to operate it.[3]
Impact - Proliferation

The U.S. nuclear power industry is key to influence proliferation globally 

Ebel 2k—director of the Energy and National Security program at the CSIS (Robert, 2 March 2002, “Comments on the Status of the National Nuclear Security Administration Department of Energy,” RBatra)

Third, the ability of the United States to influence the control of proliferation of nuclear weapons derives from our ability to influence the policies and practices of other nations as they develop their own nuclear power industry. But our ability to influence depends very much on the state of our own nuclear industry. Our findings were released in August 1999 under the title The Regulatory Process for Nuclear Power Reactors: a Review. At the same time we were bringing that review to a successful conclusion, we had a much broader nuclear project under way, with the title Global Nuclear Materials Management, chaired 

by former Senator Sam Nunn. Our written report was released in January of this year. This morning, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to share with you certain of our findings and recommendations which, I believe, have relevance to the subject of this hearing. Let me begin by summing up in brief what this report, entitled Managing the Global Nuclear Materials Threat, is all about. The risk of increased proliferation of nuclear weapons and materials is one of the most important security threats facing the United States and the world. To ensure the safe, secure, and legitimate use of nuclear materials, the United States must work with other states and international organizations to create a new global approach to both the traditional threats of nuclear weapons and the challenges of the emerging new nuclear era.
Declining U.S. proliferation leadership kills effective nuclear weapons control and allows for unsafe nuclear power to spread

Ebel 2k—director of the Energy and National Security program at the CSIS (Robert, 2 March 2002, “Comments on the Status of the National Nuclear Security Administration Department of Energy,” RBatra)

On all fronts-industry, government, and university-the technical strength of the United States in nuclear matters is continuing to weaken, making it more difficult to provide knowledgeable and credible leadership to support the global and largely bipartisan nuclear policies which the United States espouses. The United States has lost the lead in many areas of nuclear energy technology, The combined leadership of the U.S. government and industry has deteriorated, weakening the negotiating ability of the United States to build a fully effective international nuclear weapons control regime and to continue to ensure safe and proliferation-resistant nuclear power throughout the world.

Impact – International Proliferation Standard
Now is a key turning point – the nonproliferation regime has empirically worked, but recent developments risk widespread proliferation and nuclear terrorism
Bengelsdorf et al. 7—former senior associate at the Energy and State departments – AND – Fred McGoldrick, former DoE nonproliferation expert – AND – Michael Schwartz, energy consultant (Harold, May 2007, “The U.S. Domestic Civil Nuclear Infrastructure and U.S. Nonproliferation Policy,” RBatra)

The international nonproliferation regime has proved largely effective in limiting the spread of nuclear weapons. Contrary to predictions made during the 1950s and 1960s that 20 to 30 states would possess nuclear weapons by the 1970s, by the year 2007 only nine states have actually conducted nuclear weapons tests and a tenth (i.e., Israel) is widely regarded as possessing nuclear weapons. An eleventh, Iran, has engaged in activities in violation of its safeguards agreement with International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), which it entered into pursuant to its obligations under the Treaty on the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT or Treaty). As a consequence, Iran is presently subject to sanctions by the United Nations (UN) Security Council. On the other hand, 183 non-nuclear-weapon states have faithfully adhered to their obligations under the NPT and have adopted a strong nonproliferation ethic.

Despite the fact that earlier dire predictions have not been realized, the international nuclear nonproliferation regime now faces serious, new challenges. These include the threats posed by the nuclear programs of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) and Iran; the clandestine marketing of sensitive nuclear materials and technology by A.Q. Khan; the procurement networks employed by such countries as Iran and the DPRK to support their respective nuclear weapons programs; and the risks that terrorists may gain access to nuclear weapons or nuclear weapons-usable material.

The U.S. civil nuclear infrastructure can promote nonproliferation
Bengelsdorf et al. 7—former senior associate at the Energy and State departments – AND – Fred McGoldrick, former DoE nonproliferation expert – AND – Michael Schwartz, energy consultant (Harold, May 2007, “The U.S. Domestic Civil Nuclear Infrastructure and U.S. Nonproliferation Policy,” RBatra)

The health of the U.S. civil nuclear infrastructure can have an important bearing in a variety of ways on the ability of the United States to advance its nonproliferation objectives. During the Atoms for Peace Program and until the 1970s, the U.S. was the dominant supplier in the international commercial nuclear power market, and it exercised a strong leadership role in shaping the global nonproliferation regime. Today due to its political, military and economic position in the world, the United States continues to exercise great weight in nonproliferation matters. However, the ability of the United States to promote its nonproliferation objectives through peaceful nuclear cooperation with other countries has declined. The fact that no new nuclear power plant orders have been placed in over three decades in the U.S. has led to erosion in the capabilities of the U.S. civil nuclear infrastructure. Moreover, during the same period, while the U.S. share of the global nuclear market declined significantly, several other countries launched major nuclear power programs and became major international suppliers in their own right.

Deterrence isn’t enough – the U.S. needs a robust nuclear program to diplomatically support the NPT – history proves that this is vital to preventing proliferation
Bengelsdorf et al. 7—former senior associate at the Energy and State departments – AND – Fred McGoldrick, former DoE nonproliferation expert – AND – Michael Schwartz, energy consultant (Harold, May 2007, “The U.S. Domestic Civil Nuclear Infrastructure and U.S. Nonproliferation Policy,” RBatra)

The years since the initiation of the Atoms for Peace Program have shown the vital connection between the conduct of peaceful international nuclear trade and the fostering of nonproliferation norms and legal commitments. Nuclear trade has enabled some governments -- especially the United States -- to lay the basis for an effective nonproliferation regime. During the 1950s and 1960s, the United States used the influence stemming from its position as a dominant supplier of nuclear technology to forge various elements of today's nonproliferation regime. Indeed there have been two important principles underlying the current approach to nonproliferation. First, there has been a widespread recognition that international nuclear cooperation is unlikely to occur unless it is based on a solid foundation of safeguards, assurances of peaceful use, effective physical protection, and other controls designed to prevent the diversion of civil nuclear programs to explosive purposes. Secondly, an effective nonproliferation regime cannot be based solely on a system of denials, constraints and controls. It must also involve constructive engagement with, and promotion of peaceful nuclear programs in cooperating partner states.

Perhaps the main achievement of the Atoms for Peace Program is that states pledged to forego nuclear weapons and to accept international inspections of their nuclear programs in return for receiving technical assistance and other forms of peaceful nuclear cooperation. Acceptance of international inspections was an unprecedented intrusion on national sovereignty and a truly revolutionary development in international politics. Indeed, states would never have been willing to forego the manufacture of nuclear weapons and to accept such infringements on their sovereignty, unless they had sufficient incentives to do so. Non-nuclear-weapon states would never have accepted international safeguards and no-explosive use pledges without receiving the quid pro quo contained in Article IV of the NPT, which affirms the “inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity with Articles I and II of this Treaty” ….. and affirms that, “All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the right to participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.” 

Historically, the ability of the U.S. to help prevent the spread of nuclear weapons has stemmed from many factors, not least of which has been the political, military and economic power that the US has exercised in international affairs. The U.S. has used many tools to promote its nonproliferation objectives. One important instrument that the U.S. has employed for decades in building the international nonproliferation system has been its ability to provide nuclear fuel, nuclear power plants and fuel cycle services to countries on a reliable and stable basis, under strict nonproliferation controls and conditions. 
In the early days of the nuclear era, the U.S. essentially had a monopoly in the nuclear fuel supply market. This capability, among others, allowed the U.S. to promote the widespread acceptance of nonproliferation norms and restraints, including international safeguards and physical protection measures, and, most notably, the NPT. The United States concluded agreements for cooperation in peaceful nuclear energy with other states, which require strict safeguards, physical protection and other nonproliferation controls on their civil nuclear programs. 

Moreover, the strength of U.S. civil nuclear capabilities gave it an important seat at the international table, not only in negotiating the norms that should govern the conduct of civil nuclear power programs to protect against their misuse or diversion to nuclear weapons, but also in shaping the key elements of the global nonproliferation regime. In addition domestic U.S. nuclear programs have enabled the United States to make important contributions to achieving technical improvements in international safeguards, physical protection, and nuclear detection systems. 

Decline in U.S nuclear power reduces its voice in nonproliferation – the U.S. is crucial to catalyze international proliferation safeguards
Bengelsdorf et al. 7—former senior associate at the Energy and State departments – AND – Fred McGoldrick, former DoE nonproliferation expert – AND – Michael Schwartz, energy consultant (Harold, May 2007, “The U.S. Domestic Civil Nuclear Infrastructure and U.S. Nonproliferation Policy,” RBatra)

If the United States hopes to continue to exercise strong and specific influence internationally in nonproliferation matters in the future, it can best achieve this objective by remaining an active player in international nuclear affairs by providing advanced nuclear power systems, uranium enrichment services and nuclear fuel to other countries; and by maintaining its ability to develop and apply advanced nuclear technologies. A revival of nuclear power in the United States with new nuclear power plant orders should greatly help enhance U.S. power and influence in international nuclear affairs, but we must also seek to once again be a major supplier of nuclear power technology and equipment world-wide. Conversely, if the U.S. nuclear power program starts to diminish significantly through the retirement of old nuclear power plants without new replacements, then its voice in civil nuclear matters and nonproliferation will decline internationally, even though the U.S. may remain a superpower on the political level. 

It is easy to exaggerate the risks of nuclear weapons proliferation associated with the use of civil nuclear power programs and peaceful nuclear cooperation. States with civil nuclear power programs could divert nuclear material to nuclear weapons; they could exploit a civil nuclear power program as a cover for acquiring materials, equipment and technology for a nuclear weapons program; they could also try to use peaceful nuclear cooperation as a means of acquiring skills for developing nuclear weapons. There have been instances in which states have misused civil nuclear programs and peaceful nuclear cooperation in these ways. However, these abuses of peaceful nuclear power programs have been few in number, while the vast majority of states have adhered faithfully to their nonproliferation obligations.

In addition, it is easy to overstate the role that civil nuclear cooperation can play in advancing nonproliferation goals. U.S. collaboration in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy with other states has been a crucial catalyst for the acceptance of the international safeguards system as well as other aspects of the nonproliferation regime. However, peaceful nuclear cooperation is only one of several tools that the United States and other states have used to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, the orderly growth of nuclear power and the pursuit of nonproliferation objectives must go hand in hand and can be made mutually reinforcing.
Impact - US Key to Stop Prolif
Continued US marketing and development of nuclear power is crucial to prevent proliferation by other countries – safeguards/verification can’t solve

Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

It is useful to summarize what safeguards can and cannot do. They can provide a technical verification of material balance, but they cannot prevent diversion of materials or search for clandestine materials or facilities. They do not provide complete assurance of compliance, but they can identify violators and provide credible sanctions. But formal sanctions are not a sufficient deterrent to a determined violator. Moreover, signatories of the non-proliferation treaty have the right to withdraw from it (with six months’ notice) if their supreme interests have been jeopardized, as the Democratic People's Republic of Korea did in 2003. Thus, safeguards are a necessary but insufficient element in the non-proliferation effort.

Two of the countries with much at stake, in terms of economic benefits and security, are Russia and the United States. Both are strong in the development of nuclear power, and both are interested in marketing their products around the world, including to developing countries. Their overall goals for expanding nuclear power coincide, though their tactics are often at odds. Both have proposed regimes for international nuclear trade that, though not identical, could be better harmonized—something that both countries are working at.

Both countries aim to preserve the option of nuclear energy generation while ensuring that it does not lead to accidents or nuclear weapon proliferation. The programs seek to provide assured fuel supplies to future owners of nuclear plants, at both the front and back ends of the fuel cycle, while discouraging and even preventing owners from acquiring phases of the cycle susceptible to proliferation.

An example is Russia's involvement with Iran in completing the Bushehr nuclear plant. The Russian agency agreed to complete the units on the condition that the Russian-supplied fuel should be returned to Russia after being discharged from the reactors.54 However, Iran is pursuing uranium enrichment rather than fuel reprocessing which the US, Russia, and the rest of the international community find it difficult to stop. Another example is the agreements that Russia and the United States have forged with India—a large country with enormous energy needs, current and future environmental problems, and outside the NPT framework. Nuclear cooperation between the United States and India, on which agreement between governments was reached in 2005, passed, after protracted negotiations and debate, the US House of Representatives and Senate with a wide majority.55 Russia is constructing two nuclear units in India, each 1000 MW, in Kudankulam, in the state of Tamil Nadu. The units were scheduled for completion in 2007 and 2008, and Russia has signed a follow-up agreement to build two additional units.56 Because India is not a signatory to the non-proliferation treaty and developed nuclear weapons after the treaty went into force, providing it with nuclear technology clearly violates the treaty. Several arguments have been made for this special treatment of India:

Continued US development of nuclear power will prevent proliferation
Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

Institutional arrangements for current and future nuclear power facilities can greatly ease suspicions and fears about the development of nuclear weapons, and eliminate incentives in this direction. Such measures must be supplemented by assurances of fuel supply and transfer of technology to meet the legitimate needs of non-nuclear weapon countries. The availability of enrichment and reprocessing services could go a long way toward eliminating the need for aspiring countries to develop independent national programs for such sensitive facilities, given also the uncompetitive nature of facilities for small numbers of reactors relative to the large commercial enterprises that exploit economies of scale.

Technology can provide considerable assistance, although its capacity for solutions is limited. The proliferation problem is fundamentally political and so requires political solutions. In a world where nuclear power is already a reality and many countries view it as at least a partial solution to their energy and environment problems—not least of which is a sizeable contribution to mitigating greenhouse gas emissions—a combination of technical measures and legal and institutional instruments seems the only approach with any chance of success.

Impact – Electricity Price Volatility
Nuclear power solves electricity price volatility

Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

2.2. Avoidance of fossil fuel price volatility

The costs of electricity generation plants consist of three major components: capital or construction costs (those incurred during the planning, preparation and construction of a new power station); operations and maintenance (relating to the management and upkeep of a power station—labor, insurance, security, spares, planned maintenance, and corporate overhead costs); and fuel costs (reflecting the cost of fuel for the power station). Nuclear power also includes a fourth major component: back-end costs—(those related to the decommissioning of the plant at the end of its operating life and the long-term management and disposal of radioactive waste). While annual capital charges are fixed (assuming a fixed interest rate), and operation and maintenance costs should vary little unless major improvements are needed, fuel costs can create major electricity cost volatility. For nuclear power, construction accounts for most of the costs, whereas for gas-fired generation fuel is the largest component.3 Because of the small weight of fuel cost in the overall cost of nuclear generation, nuclear plants are much more immune to fuel cost volatility relative to gas-fired stations. A doubling in the price of uranium would cause only a 5–6 percent increase in the total cost of generation; while a similar increase in the price of natural gas would lead to a 65 percent increase in gas-fired costs (Fig. 1).4
Impact – Air Pollution
Nuclear power reduces air pollution
Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

2.4. Reducing air pollution

Nuclear power has significant environmental benefits compared to fossil fuel generation. Under normal operations, nuclear power plants produce almost no airborne pollutants. Small quantities of radioactive gases are regularly emitted under controlled conditions imposed and supervised by regulatory authorities and pose no significant threat to plant workers or surrounding populations. By contrast, emissions from fossil fuel plants pose significant threats to human health and the environment. The main emissions from fossil fuel plants are particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and a variety of heavy metals—mercury being the most prominent. Thus, nuclear power almost entirely avoids the environmental effects of fossil fuel pollutants.
Impact – Water Wars
Nuclear power could also serve as desalination plants to meet fresh water shortages
Henriquez 08 – Ph.D. in Chemical and Environmental Engineering (Silverio, “The Importance of Nuclear Energy in the Global Economy,” Chicago Journals, January 2008, JSTOR)

The nuclear power industry is preparing a new generation of reactors. Simpler, standardized designs will expedite licensing and reduce the time and cost of construction- even while maintaining the highest standards of protection against accident, earthquake or terrorism attack. Advanced reactors will also cost even less to operate, and produce less waste. A key innovation will be the incorporation of “inherent” or “passive” safety features- the use of natural physical principles as a substitute for active controls. Beyond producing clean electricity, the clean energy from nuclear power could be used to distill salt water on a massive scale. “Desalination” plants would help to meet the desperate shortage of fresh water that could afflict more than half the world’s people by 2025. 
Water wars escalate to extinction
Schwab, 05 – director of the Homeplanet Defense Institute (Martin, Homeplanet Defense: Strategic Thought for a World in Crisis, chapter 5)

The protracted crisis in Israel/Palestine continues to fuel much of the fire in the hearts of the Islamic world against the U.S. Even Europe, in general, perceives the U.S. as an impartial broker. This dynamic is destructive to the world system because it divides the transatlantic alliance, perhaps more than most analysts are willing to admit. As the gulf between Europe and the U.S. widens, hardliners and even reformers in China have less of an incentive to take the risks necessary for renewing their great civilization. I believe the sickness in Israel/Palestine radiates outward to the rest of humankind, leading us toward auto-nuclear annihilation on our planet. By implication, I believe the situation in Israel/Palestine is the most immediate and pivotal threat to humankind's continued expansion throughout the cosmos. The stakes have never been higher, more urgent and more opportune on this question than at the present. This is why an entire chapter is devoted to examining this infuriating conflict. Rabbi Michael Lerner, a citizen of San Francisco whose father was national vice president of the Zionist Organization of America, offers a reflective and courageous voice on what is needed to heal Israel/Palestine. "Healing Israel/Palestine" is Rabbi Lerner's framework for how to resolve once and for all this burning and vital question before the world community. To quote Rabbi Lerner: Jews did not return to their ancient homeland to oppress the Palestinian people, and Palestinians did not resist the creation of a Jewish state out of hatred of the Jews ... In fact, both sides have made and continue to make terrible mistakes ... As long as each side clings to its own story, and is unable to acknowledge what is plausible in the story of the other side, peace will remain a distant hope... We need to learn how two groups of human beings, each containing the usual range of people –from loving to hateful, rational to demented, idealistic to self-centered – could end up feeling so angry at each other. 180 Rabbi Lerner has founded a group called Tikkun, which in Hebrew means healing or transformation. This dedicated group has an agenda of global peace that starts- with healing Israel/Palestine. See also www.tikkun.org. Another useful framework for cooling the cauldron of our world's sickness has been offered by diplomatic historians Dr. Laura Zittrain Eisenberg and Dr. Neil Caplan. Like Lerner, they contend that the "unfinished business" of the Arab-Israeli peace process is solvable but only if the parties themselves break the historic patterns of failed negotiations. 181 Eisenberg and Caplan outline the period from 1918-1977 as being characterized by "persistence of passionately held but genuinely irreconcilable national goals [italics are mine]" primarily over territory. The nation-states in the region conducted negotiations for appearances, "trying to impress upon their constituents or upon a powerful third party the justness of their cause, the righteousness of their interpretation of events and their flexibility and willingness to resolve matters, as opposed to the extremist, uncompromising posture of the other side."' 82 Today, this description still applies to Israel and the Palestinians. Eisenberg and Caplan conclude that what is needed, is for the leaders in the region to somehow think about the conflict in a different way that does not inevitably lead to deadlock. 181 The rest of this chapter offers a few specific prescriptive measures by which Israel/Palestine can heal their sickness, with the aid of the rest of the world. As the world moves forward on the Israel/Palestine question, it will be important for the U.S., EU, Russia and the UN, known as the "Quartet" of third-party negotiators to keep in mind a potential inhibitor to peace in the region: The leaders of Egypt, Syria, Saudi Arabia and Iran will be vying amongst one other to be the most influential leader of all Islamic people. Middle East water as a global strategic issue Given the intertwining issues of Israeli settlements and Palestinian and Arab states' demographic projections, this section will address the issue of water in the Middle East in terms of scarcity rather than distribution. During the latter half of 2002, water scarcity became a quiet driver of conflict in the Middle East. This driver, which has long been considered a topic of "low diplomacy," has the potential to inflame already negative attitudes against the U.S. presence in the region. It has been argued that water resource initiatives over the years have not been as successful as they could have been because they were handled separately from political discussions. Some believe that this separation of "high" diplomacy from "low" diplomacy dooms each process to failure. Progress that had been made by water experts in the Madrid multilateral talks ceased in 1996 only because the bilateral talks on final status between the Palestinians and Israel broke down during Benjamin Netanyahu's tenure as Prime Minister of Israel.' 84 Restarting the multilateral discussions known as the "multilaterals" became a high diplomacy issue of public contention between Israel and Egypt. Egypt contended that resumption of the multilaterals was contingent on the revival of the bilateral talks between Israel and Syria. Addressing mutual problems (namely water scarcity) in what has become the "post peace process era" in the Middle East is an alternative diplomatic framework in which to shape a common vision for future general relations.' 85 In October 2002, the Sharon government of Israel, despite U.S. pressure on it to compromise on the water issue, threatened to go to war with Lebanon over water resources. Sharon, a long time champion for Israeli settlements, stated: "We are deploying maximum efforts to keep our water resources, and Israel always has and always will do whatever it takes to protect its vital resources." This statement, made on public radio, was in reaction to Lebanon's plan to pump water from the Wazzani River. This river indirectly feeds the Sea of Galilee, Israel's main source of fresh water. Lebanon's position is that the water transfer would provide needed drinking water to some 40 villages in the border area. This area had been under Israeli occupation for 22 years, until May 2000. 186 In response, Hezbollah chief, Seyyed Hassan Nasrallah, warned Israel that if it attacks the new Lebanese pumping station on the Wazzani, his guerrillas would retaliate "within minutes" at already selected targets in Israel.' 8' These diplomatic exchanges, through the intermediary of the international press, are indicative of a type of cold war framework that has emerged over the lifeblood of the region, water. Given the seriousness of the situation, the U.S. Department of State sent to the region Chuck Lawson, a U.S. water expert. In late 2002, Lawson conducted quiet talks with officials on both sides of the border. In addition, the EU and the UN sent their own delegates to mediate. 188 It is absolutely critical that the U.S. preempt the possibility of nation-state on nation-state conflict between Israel and her neighbors by placing desalination powered by space solar power on the agenda for peace in a manner that is noticeable to the world community. This is not the first time that the U.S. has acted as a critical third party in the Middle East over the issue of water scarcity. In July 1953, just a few years after its founding, Israel began construction on the intake of its National Water Carrier, on the northern shore of the Sea of Galilee. The problem was that their construction began in the demilitarized zone between Israel and Syria. Syria deployed its armed forces along the border and artillery units opened fire on the construction and engineering sites. Syria then protested Israel's action to the UN. 189 In 1954, the UN issued a resolution that allowed Israel to resume work on the water carrier and the U.S.S.R. vetoed the resolution. Israel then moved its intake out of the demilitarized zone and to the northwest shore of the Sea of Galilee. It was during this tense situation, with Cold War implications, that President Eisenhower sent his special envoy, Eric Johnston, to the Middle East in October 1953. His mission was to mediate a comprehensive settlement of the Jordan River system and design a plan for its regional development.'" Johnston engaged in shuttle diplomacy until the end of 1955 to reconcile and unify the separate plans that had been presented by the U.S., Arab states and Israel. His position in the negotiations was bolstered by the fact that the U.S. was offering to fund two-thirds of the development costs. Johnston was also able to work with the common belief by both sides that a regional approach was needed.' 9' Johnston addressed the objections of both Israelis and Arabs and therefore achieved a great deal of compromise in what has become known as the "Johnston Plan." The structure of the Johnston Plan was around distribution of existing water in the Jordan Basin. Four hundred million cubic meters (MCM) per year would go to Israel, 720 MCM/year to Jordan, 35 MCM/year to Lebanon and 132 MCM/year to Syria. Israel had given up on appropriating the Litani River for its sole use and was accepting international supervision of its water projects. Arab states agreed to Israeli storage of water in the Sea of Galilee and the construction of the Magarin Dam as long as neither side would have physical control over the share available to the other.' 192 Johnston's neglect, perhaps purposeful, of groundwater issues later proved to be a significant oversight. The Johnston Plan was never ratified. However, since that time to the present, Israeli and Jordanian (not Syrian) water officials have met several times a year at the confluence of the Jordan and Yarmuk rivers at "Picnic Table Talks" to discuss flow rates and allocations. The water officials even meet as often as every two weeks during the critical summer months. It should be noted that the impetus for this cooperation has been funding for future water development projects, promised by the U.S. only as long as the principles behind the Johnston Plan are adhered to.' 9' Sometimes, what a critical third party cannot achieve through the rule of law, due to the need of parties to save face, can be achieved through hard cash, in combination with innovative ideas. It is important to understand that the Middle East is a transition zone between Mediterranean subtropical and and climates. The Middle East has three main watersheds: the Nile Basin, the Jordan Basin (or "Jordan Valley") and the Tigris-Euphrates Basin. The politics of the Middle East have always been in part "hydro-politics" that occur when a population's demand for water approaches or exceeds water supply. It is little wonder that former Secretary General of the UN, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, said in 1991 that a future war in the Middle East may be fought over water. 194 This chapter focuses on the Jordan Basin or watershed. The conflict in this area, albeit for many reasons beyond water, has infected the entire globe with fervor for human self-destruction. Understanding this crucial strand of this conflict is key to untangling this web that has been woven by Israel and her neighbors in the years since 1948. Seawater desalination powered by space solar power The proximity of the Mediterranean and Red seas serves as an attractive potential to create water abundance through desalination powered by SSP. This potential could help bring the general conflict in this region of our interconnected world to an end. The factor of expense that is associated with water desalination will not be used in the typical manner to disregard the option of desalination but rather as a framework around which all sides involved in the present conflict may be able to contribute. It is the oceans that hold 97 percent of the water on our homeplanet. Desalination is technically feasible, and the use of the process has grown enormously over the last 40 years. In 1992, more than 7,500 desalination plants of various kinds and sizes existed worldwide. Together, they convert 4.8 billion cubic meters of salt water into fresh water each year. However, desalination still produces just one tenth of 1 percent of the world's potable water. Desalination, either by heating water and condensing the steam (distillation) or by filtering water through a membrane using pressure (reverse osmosis), is energy intensive. SSP can ease this problem in Israel/Palestine.

***A2 AFF ARGUMENTS
A2 Sulfur/Nitrogen Pollution
No sulfur or nitrogen

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 40

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

A2 Radiation
Not a substantial amount of radiation

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 40

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

Radiation risks are inevitable and nuclear power isn't significant

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 48

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.263 Radiation doses from the normal operation of the nuclear fuel cycle are very small compared to natural background radiation.264 Scientists generally agree that the public’s fear of low doses of radiation is far greater than their fear of much more serious risks.265

Dry casks solve radiation and waste problems

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 42-3

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 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.

A2 Accidents
Accidents don’t cause radiation

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 40-1

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 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.218 

Only Russian nuclear plants are bad

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

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.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 “[f]or 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.”246 

Previous nuclear failures don’t apply

Spencer & Loris 9 [Jack Spencer is a Research fellow in nuclear energy policy at the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies and Nicolas D. Loris is a Research Assistant in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 3/27, “Three Mile Island and Chernobyl: What Went Wrong and Why Today's Reactors Are Safe,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/03/three-mile-island-and-chernobyl-what-went-wrong-and-why-todays-reactors-are-safe, ZR]
This Saturday marks the 30th anniversary of the partial meltdown of the Three Mile Island (TMI) nuclear reactor. This occasion is a good time to consider the advances in nuclear power safety since that time and discuss the misinformation about this incident and the 1986 nuclear accident in Chernobyl, Ukraine, which is often associated with TMI. Three Mile Island: What Happened On March 28, 1979, a cooling circuit pump in the non-nuclear section of Three Mile Island's second station (TMI-2) malfunctioned, causing the reactor's primary coolant to heat and internal pressure to rise. Within seconds, the automated response mechanism thrust control rods into the reactor and shut down the core. An escape valve opened to release pressure but failed to close properly. Control room operators only saw that a "close" command was sent to the relief valve, but nothing displayed the valve's actual position.[1] With the valve open, coolant escaped through the pressurizer, sending misinformation to operators that there was too much pressure in the coolant system. Operators then shut down the water pumps to relieve the "pressure." Operators allowed coolant levels inside the reactor to fall, leaving the uranium core exposed, dry, and intensely hot. Even though inserting control rods halted the fission process, the TMI-2 reactor core continued to generate about 160 megawatts of "decay" heat, declining over the next three hours to 20 megawatts.[2] Approximately one-third of the TMI-2 reactor was exposed and began to melt. By the time operators discovered what was happening, superheated and partially radioactive steam built up in auxiliary tanks, which operators then moved to waste tanks through compressors and pipes. The compressors leaked. The steam leakage released a radiation dose equivalent to that of a chest X-ray scan, about one-third of the radiation humans absorb in one year from naturally occurring background radiation.[3] No damage to any person, animal, or plant was ever found.[4] The Outcome The local population of 2 million people received an average estimated dose of about 1 millirem--miniscule compared to the 100-125 millirems that each person receives annually from naturally occurring background radiation in the area. Nationally, the average person receives 360 millirems per year.[5] No significant radiation effects on humans, animals, or plants were found. In fact, thorough investigation and sample testing of air, water, milk, vegetation, and soil found that there were negligible effects and concluded that the radiation was safely contained.[6] The most recent and comprehensive study was a 13-year evaluation of 32,000 people living in the area that found no adverse health effects or links to cancer.[7] Technological Improvements and Lessons Learned A number of technological and procedural changes have been implemented by industry and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to considerably reduce the risk of a meltdown since the 1979 incident. These include: Plant design and equipment upgrades, including fire protection, auxiliary feedwater systems, containment building isolation, and automatic plant shut down capabilities; Enhanced emergency preparedness, including closer coordination between federal, state, and local agencies; Integration of NRC observations, findings, and conclusions about plant performance and management into public reports; Regular plant performance analysis by senior NRC managers who identify plants that require additional regulatory attention; Expansion of NRC's resident inspector program, whereby at least two inspectors live nearby and work exclusively at each plant; Expanded performance- and safety-oriented inspections; Additional accident safety equipment to mitigate and monitor conditions during accidents; and[8] Establishment of the Institute for Nuclear Power Operators, an industry-created non-profit organization that evaluates plants, promotes training and information sharing, and helps individual plants overcome technical issues. Chernobyl: What Happened Seven years after the incident at Three Mile Island, on April 25, 1986, a crew of engineers with little background in reactor physics began an experiment at the Chernobyl nuclear station. They sought to determine how long the plant's turbines' inertia could provide power if the main electrical supply to the station was cut. Operators chose to deactivate automatic shutdown mechanisms to carry out their experiment.[9] The four Chernobyl reactors were known to become unstable at low power settings,[10] and the engineers' experiment caused the reactors to become exactly that. When the operators cut power and switched to the energy from turbine inertia, the coolant pump system failed, causing heat and extreme steam pressure to build inside the reactor core. The reactor experienced a power surge and exploded, blowing off the cover lid of the reactor building, and spewed radioactive gasses and flames for nine days. The episode was exacerbated by a second design flaw: The Chernobyl reactors lacked fully enclosed containment buildings, a basic safety installation for commercial reactors in the U.S.[11] The Outcome Chernobyl was the result of human error and poor design. Of the approximately 50 fatalities, most were rescue workers who 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. Though these could still emerge, as yet, they have not. 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 unfortunately died. Though these deaths were unquestionably tragic, no clear evidence indicates any increase in other cancers among the most heavily affected populations. 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."[12] 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. Residents of the area assumed a role of "chronic dependency" and developed an entitlement mentality because of the meltdown.[13] Technology Improvements and Lessons Learned Comparing the technology of the nuclear reactor at Chernobyl to U.S. reactors is not fair. First, the graphite-moderated, water-cooled reactor at Chernobyl maintained a high positive void coefficient. While the scientific explanation[14] of this characteristic is not important, its real-life application is. Essentially, it means that under certain conditions, coolant inefficiency can cause heightened reactivity. In other words, its reactivity can rapidly increase as its coolant heats (or is lost) resulting in more fissions, higher temperatures, and ultimately meltdown.[15] This is in direct contrast to the light-water reactors used in the United States, which would shut down under such conditions. U.S. reactors use water to both cool and moderate the reactor. The coolant keeps the temperature from rising too much, and the moderator is used to sustain the nuclear reaction. As the nuclear reaction occurs, the water heats up and becomes a less efficient moderator (cool water facilitates fission better than hot water), thus causing the reaction to slow down and the reactor to cool. This characteristic makes light water reactors inherently safe and is why a Chernobyl-like reactor could never be licensed in the U.S. Given the inherent problems with the Chernobyl reactor design, many technological changes and safety regulations were put in place to prevent another Chernobyl-like meltdown from occurring. Designers renovated the reactor to make it more stable at lower power, have the automatic shutdown operations activate quicker, and have automated and other safety mechanisms installed.[16] Chernobyl also led to the formation of a number of international efforts to promote nuclear power plant safety through better training, coordination, and implantation of best practices. The World Association of Nuclear Operators is one such organization and includes every entity in the world that operates a nuclear power plant. Myths Persist The circumstances, causes, and conditions of the Chernobyl meltdown are far removed from the American experience. Important lessons should be taken from both accidents. Thankfully, many improvements in the technology and regulatory safety of nuclear reactors are among them.This Saturday marks the 30th anniversary of the partial meltdown of the Three Mile Island (TMI) nuclear reactor. This occasion is a good time to consider the advances in nuclear power safety since that time and discuss the misinformation about this incident and the 1986 nuclear accident in Chernobyl, Ukraine, which is often associated with TMI.

A2 Waste

Waste is not an issue

Moore 6—co-founder of Greenpeace, Ph.D. in ecology from the University of British Columbia (Patrick, 16 April 2006, “Going Nuclear,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/04/14/AR2006041401209.html, RBatra)

Nuclear waste will be dangerous for thousands of years. Within 40 years, used fuel has less than one-thousandth of the radioactivity it had when it was removed from the reactor. And it is incorrect to call it waste, because 95 percent of the potential energy is still contained in the used fuel after the first cycle. Now that the United States has removed the ban on recycling used fuel, it will be possible to use that energy and to greatly reduce the amount of waste that needs treatment and disposal. Last month, Japan joined France, Britain and Russia in the nuclear-fuel-recycling business. The United States will not be far behind. 

New technical solutions and selected storage sites prevent nuclear waste
Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

The nuclear fuel cycle produces a variety of radioactive waste, including low- and intermediate-level waste, transuranic waste42, and spent fuel and high-level waste. Spent fuel and high-level waste create by far the most serious problems and so dominate the debate.

It is important to keep the issue of radioactive waste management in perspective. Although such waste is dangerous, its volume—about 12,000 metric tonnes a year from the world's nuclear power plants—is small relative to waste produced by fossil fuel plants. These latter release, every year, enormous amounts of ash, diverse air pollutants, and a large portion of a total of about 8.5 billion metric tonnes of carbon directly into the atmosphere.43 Nuclear waste can be put in glass or ceramic containers, further encased in corrosion-resistant containers, and isolated geologically. Moreover, research is under way that would use accelerator-driven systems to reduce the volume and radioactive toxicity of nuclear waste. Because of the potential future uses of useful materials in spent nuclear fuel, disposal programs strive to ensure the retrievability of such waste, and research and development programs are aimed at achieving this goal.

The challenges of nuclear waste disposal remain a potent impediment to the expansion of nuclear power around the world. Technical solutions for the safe storage of spent fuel exist and seem to be accepted by most technical specialists and observers. Deep geological formations are the preferred technical solution, and most countries have selected or are selecting sites as permanent repositories, with appropriate studies and permits. But institutional obstacles remain formidable, and the public's aversion to having a repository in its “backyard” continues. Societies of countries planning to install or expand nuclear power units are entitled to ask questions about plans for safe, sustainable storage and disposal of nuclear waste.

A2 Terrorists Steal/Attack
Terrorists couldn’t steal fissile material from nuclear plants or attack them with planes

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 44-5

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 power plants are now aware of this potential problem and will avoid it.242
No risk of or impact to terrorist attacks on nuclear plants

Moore 6—co-founder of Greenpeace, Ph.D. in ecology from the University of British Columbia (Patrick, 16 April 2006, “Going Nuclear,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/04/14/AR2006041401209.html, RBatra)

Nuclear reactors are vulnerable to terrorist attack. The six-feet-thick reinforced concrete containment vessel protects the contents from the outside as well as the inside. And even if a jumbo jet did crash into a reactor and breach the containment, the reactor would not explode. There are many types of facilities that are far more vulnerable, including liquid natural gas plants, chemical plants and numerous political targets. 

No Weapons Risk
Continued nuclear power development allows reprocessing of spent fuel removing the potential for nuclear weapons

Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)
Many countries have opted to reprocess spent fuel, not so much to extend the resource as to reduce and simplify radioactive waste management. In 2006, the US administration announced that it would move toward that option. The rest of the world, especially certain developing countries, seems poised to accelerate the expansion of nuclear power, with waste first stored onsite for a fairly long time—and expecting to ship spent fuel to the fuel's country of origin or to countries (such as China and Russia) willing to accept it for a fee. Sending spent fuel back to the fuel supplier for storage or other handling fits well into a strategy of nonproliferation, as it removes the potential for spent fuel to be used for nuclear weapons, as discussed in the next section.

Despite these considerations, the global public remains deeply skeptical about nuclear waste disposal. This situation may change once the first geological repositories are operational and disposal technologies have been fully demonstrated.

A2 Chernobyl
Even another Chernobyl has little impact and helps the environment

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 46-7

The U.N. agencies’ study found that the explosion caused fewer deaths than had been expected.250 Although the Chernobyl reactor was poorly designed and badly operated251 and lacked the basic safety protections found outside the Soviet Union,252 fewer than seventy deaths so far have been attributed to the explosion, mostly plant employees and firefighters who suffered acute radiation sickness.253 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.254

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.”255 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.256

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.257 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.258

Natural disaster is key to the environment 

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

p. 49-50

Ecologists today recognize that disturbance is a natural part of ecological processes. Ecological change caused by disturbance is not only inevitable but, within limits, necessary if ecological processes are to be maintained. This current view is a departure from much of the earlier ecological thinking, which assumed that each part of the world had a “climax” condition that in the aggregate created a static “balance of nature.”266 University of Illinois wildlife law expert Eric Freyfogle summarizes the importance of this change: “Ecologists now realize that the whole concept of community climax is misleading, for climaxes are always tentative and subject to being upset by a wide variety of natural forces, including fire, disease, and weather.”267 My colleague, Dan Tarlock, has chronicled how the science of “nonequilibrium” ecology emphasizes the important role that disturbance, such as wildfire, flood, or epidemic, plays in ecological processes.268 Things our society has called “disasters” are not external to the ecological system but a vital part of it.269 Disturbance can be seen as an inevitable ecological process and a stabilizing factor that needs to be understood,270 and “[e]fforts to freeze or restore a static, pristine state” of nature are inappropriate “irrespective of whether the motive is to conserve nature, to exploit a resource for economic gain, to sustain recreation, or to facilitate development.”271

Chernobyl didn't hurt the environment – it's no different than a natural disaster

Bosselman 7—Professor of Law with a specialty in environmental law (Fred, “THE ECOLOGICAL ADVANTAGES OF NUCLEAR POWER,” New York University Environmental Law Journal, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2007, SSRN, RBatra)

From an ecological point of view, is Chernobyl really different than a “natural disaster”? I am certainly not trying to make excuses for the gross negligence that led to Chernobyl,272 nor to minimize the enormous economic cost and human disruption caused by the accident, but I doubt that natural systems really react

 differently because the disturbance is caused by humans rather than a naturally-occurring hurricane or forest fire. Science has not found some perceptive ability of natural systems to distinguish disturbance caused by humans from natural disturbance: “Human activity not only causes new disturbances and disturbances that mimic and/or modify the effects of natural disturbance, but it also alters the frequency, intensity, and duration of ‘natural’ disturbance to the point that the dichotomy becomes artificial.”273

A2 3 Mile Island
Three Mile Island only proved the containment structure works
Moore 6—co-founder of Greenpeace, Ph.D. in ecology from the University of British Columbia (Patrick, 16 April 2006, “Going Nuclear,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/04/14/AR2006041401209.html, RBatra)

What nobody noticed at the time, though, was that Three Mile Island was in fact a success story: The concrete containment structure did just what it was designed to do -- prevent radiation from escaping into the environment. And although the reactor itself was crippled, there was no injury or death among nuclear workers or nearby residents. Three Mile Island was the only serious accident in the history of nuclear energy generation in the United States, but it was enough to scare us away from further developing the technology: There hasn't been a nuclear plant ordered up since then. 

A2 Fukushima

New regulations prevent another Fukushima

WSJ 7/18 (Stephen Power and Rebecca Smith, 18 July 2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303661904576452144090225456.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, RBatra)

The recommendations from an NRC task force—formed after Japan's Fukushima Daiichi disaster in March—represent the most significant changes to nuclear-industry safety since the 1979 Three Mile Island disaster in Pennsylvania.

In an interview with The Wall Street Journal, Mr. Jaczko said his agency should act quickly to require U.S. nuclear-plant operators to bolster their reactors against the kind of disaster that struck at Fukushima, where an earthquake and tsunami led to a partial meltdown at a nuclear complex. Mr. Jaczko expressed support for a task-force proposal calling for some safety improvements to be made without first being subject to a cost-benefit analysis. 

A 23-year-old NRC rule generally requires major proposed safety changes to first be subject to such analyses but allows the agency to bypass them for changes that the agency deems necessary to ensure "adequate protection" of the public. "This reflects the obvious conclusion that our understanding about what is necessary for safety changed with Japan," a senior NRC official said.

***OTHER MODULES
1NC China DA

China is rapidly increasing its nuclear power industry – necessary to slow global warming

Bradsher 09 – Hong Kong bureau chief of the New York Times, finalist for the Pulitzer Prize (Keith, “Nuclear Power Expansion in China Stirs Concerns,” The New York Times, 12/15/09, http://topics.nytimes.com/topics/reference/timestopics/people/b/keith_bradsher/index.html?inline=nyt-per)

SHENZHEN, China — China is preparing to build three times as many nuclear power plants in the coming decade as the rest of the world combined, a breakneck pace with the potential to help slow global warming. 

China’s Big Appetite for Electricity 

China’s civilian nuclear power industry — with 11 reactors operating and construction starting on as many as an additional 10 each year — is not known to have had a serious accident in 15 years of large-scale electricity production.

And with China already the largest emitter of gases blamed for global warming, the expansion of nuclear power would at least slow the increase in emissions. 

Yet inside and outside the country, the speed of the construction program has raised safety concerns. China has asked for international help in training a force of nuclear inspectors. 
(INSERT LINK)

Expansion of Chinese nuclear power will increase its demand for uranium imports from Russia
Hou et al. 11 – School of  Economics and management, Institute of Electricity Economics (Jianchao, Zhongfu Tan, Jianhui Wang, Pinjie Xie, “Government policy and future projection for nuclear power in China”, American Society of Civil Engineers, 3/14/11, Journal of Energy Engineering)

- Uranium resources and mining China’s identified uranium resources total 171,400 tU, accounting for 2.72% of the world’s total supply (OCED/NEA-IAEA, 2010). According to Fig. 1, China’s uranium resources can theoretically meet the requirements for China’s nuclear power development in the short term. However, if China wants to develop large-scale nuclear power in the long term, it will have to seek new domestic and foreign uranium resources. Figure 1 Global distribution of identified resources (<U.S. dollars 260/kgU) (adapted from Uranium 2009: Resources, Production and Demand) Table 4 shows that domestic production capability of about 1,000 tons/year – including that from heap leach operations at several mines in the Xinjiang region – supplies about half of the current need in China. The rest is imported (reportedly from Kazakhstan, Russia, and Namibia). Australian uranium has been imported from late 2008. By international standards, China’s ores are low-grade and production has been inefficient. The Fuzhou mine in the southeastern Giangxi Province is in a volcanic deposit. The Xinjiang’s Yili basin, where the Yining (or Kujiltai) in-situ leach (ISL) mine sits, is contiguous with Kazakhstan, although the geology is apparently different. The other five mines are in granitic deposits. According to China’s National Plan for Mineral Resources (2008-2015), China will intensify the exploration of uranium resources. Uranium resources exploration in China will focus on a comprehensive assessment of the paragenetic and associated minerals of uranium, including the main basin sandstone-type uranium ore in north China, the main hard rock-type uranium ore in south China. 
Russian uranium is integral to its economy

Bukharin 04 – member of the research staff at Princeton University's Center for Energy and Environmental Studies (Oleg, “Understanding Russia’s Uranium Enrichment Complex,” Science and Global Security, 1/24/04, http://www.ipfmlibrary.com/sgs12bukharin.pdf.)

Over a period of 50 years, the Soviet Union (and now Russia) has developed a highlyefficient centrifuge technology and a large R&D and industrial complex to produce enriched uranium for nuclear weapons (in the past) and nuclear reactors. The enrichment complex is a crown jewel of the Russian nuclear complex and will remain significant for Russia’s economy. Because of its role in the 1993 U.S.-Russian HEU agreement, global nuclear markets, and efforts to control the spread of centrifuge enrichment technology, the Russian enrichment enterprise is also of significant importance to international security.

Russian economic decline causes nuclear war

FILGER 2009 (Sheldon, author and blogger for the Huffington Post, “Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction” http://www.globaleconomiccrisis.com/blog/archives/356)
In Russia historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation’s history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia’s economic crisis will endanger the nation’s political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama’s national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world. During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation’s nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence.

Ext - Chinese Reactors Safe
Chinese reactors are safe – IAEA inspections and global safety awards prove
Bradsher 09 – Hong Kong bureau chief of the New York Times, finalist for the Pulitzer Prize (Keith, “Nuclear Power Expansion in China Stirs Concerns,” The New York Times, 12/15/09, http://topics.nytimes.com/topics/reference/timestopics/people/b/keith_bradsher/index.html?inline=nyt-per)

“It’s a concern, and that’s why we’re all working together because we hear about these things going on in other industries,” said William P. Poirier, a vice president for Westinghouse Electric, which is building four nuclear reactors in China. 

Philippe Jamet, the director of the division of nuclear installation safety at the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, said that China had welcomed foreign inspectors at its reactors and that “they show pretty good operations safety.” 

But he added that the international agency was concerned about whether China would have enough nuclear inspectors with adequate training to handle the rapid expansion.

“They don’t have very much staff, when you compare their staff with how many they will need,” Mr. Jamet said. The agency accepted a Chinese request to send a team of international experts to the country next year to assess staffing and training, he added.

In late October, Prime Minister Wen Jiabao ordered a quintupling of the safety agency’s staff by the end of next year, to 1,000, according to United States regulators. Chinese officials did not respond to requests for confirmation.

China has two rival state-owned nuclear power giants: the China National Nuclear Corporation, mainly in northeastern China, and the China Guangdong Nuclear Power Group, mainly in southeastern China.

Western experts regard the Daya Bay nuclear power plant in Shenzhen, which mainly uses French designs and is run by China Guangdong Nuclear, as evidence that China can run reactors safely. A display case holds trophies the power plant won in global safety competitions.
Ext – China Uniqueness
China has developed multiple government policies to increase nuclear development
Bradsher 09 – Hong Kong bureau chief of the New York Times, finalist for the Pulitzer Prize (Keith, “Nuclear Power Expansion in China Stirs Concerns,” The New York Times, 12/15/09, http://topics.nytimes.com/topics/reference/timestopics/people/b/keith_bradsher/index.html?inline=nyt-per)

China’s Big Appetite for Electricity 

China National Nuclear has sought to hush up the case involving the arrest of its president, deleting from its Chinese-language Web site even the most minor news releases that mentioned Mr. Kang. In a faxed response to questions, China National Nuclear made no mention of Mr. Kang, but emphasized that its plants met international standards. 

The arrest of Mr. Kang, a member of the Chinese Communist Party’s powerful Central Committee, can be seen as evidence of China’s seriousness about safety. 

Today, China’s nuclear plants can produce about nine gigawatts of power when operating at full capacity, supplying about 2.7 percent of the country’s electricity. Three years ago, the government set a goal of increasing that capacity more than fourfold by 2020.

The government will soon announce a further increase in its targets, to 70 gigawatts of capacity by 2020 and 400 gigawatts by 2050, said Jiang Kejun, an energy policy director at the National Development and Reform Commission, the main planning agency. 

Electrical demand is growing so rapidly in China that even if the industry manages to meet the ambitious 2020 target, nuclear stations will still generate only 9.7 percent of the country’s power, by the government’s projections.

Bringing so much nuclear power online over the next decade would reduce the country’s energy-related emissions of global warming gases by about 5 percent, compared with the emissions that would be produced by burning coal to generate the power.

China is developing nuclear power to reduce emissions and solve Climate Change

Hou et al. 11 – School of  Economics and management, Institute of Electricity Economics (Jianchao, Zhongfu Tan, Jianhui Wang, Pinjie Xie, “Government policy and future projection for nuclear power in China”, American Society of Civil Engineers, 3/14/11, Journal of Energy Engineering)

China’s electricity supply has been dominated by coal-fired power plants, whose capacity accounts for about 80% of the total installed capacity. As a result, China ranks first in carbon dioxide emissions. Therefore, China needs to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, given the worldwide efforts in this regard. In 2009, China announced at a UN climate conference that it will reduce CO2 emissions by 40% to 45% by 2020 compared to 2005 per unit of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). However, due to a recent electricity shortage, the Chinese government has decided to increase investment in expanding generation, which will lead to steady growth in GHG emissions. In 2007 alone, coal-fired power plants produced about 12 million tons of sulfur dioxide emissions, accounting for 48.6% of the national total. Furthermore, if the share of coal-fired power plants in total installed capacity is allowed to continue without change, the total demand for coal will only increase, jumping to 2 billion tons in 2020. 
Another problem pushing China to develop nuclear power is its energy shortfalls with respect to remaining reserves. By the end of 2009, China’s remaining oil reserves totaled 1.48 billion barrels (BP, 2010). The reserves/production (R/P) ratio was 10.7 years, which was far below the world’s average oil R/P ratio of 45.7 years. Remaining natural gas reserves totaled 2.46 trillion cubic meters with a R/P ratio of 28.8 years, lower than the world’s average natural gas R/P ratio of 62.8 years. Remaining coal reserves totaled 1.145 billion tons with a R/P ratio of 38 years, far below the world’s average of 119 years. Moreover, transporting coal from the north and northwest to the south of China, which is served by one of the busiest railroads in the world, has presented an enormous logistical problem
The development of nuclear power can reduce environmental pollution in China and help reduce the transportation requirement for fuel. For example, a 1,000 MW coal-fired power plant consumes about 10,000 tons of coal per day, which is about 3 million tons of coal per year, while a 1,000 MW nuclear power plant only consumes 30 tons of nuclear fuel per year. The Chinese government recognizes this potential benefit and increasingly considers nuclear power as a clean and abundant energy source having an ability to tackle climate change, safeguard the security of China’s energy supply, and improve traffic conditions. This paper provides an overview of nuclear power development in China and analyzes the roles of nuclear power manufacturers and investors. This paper further discusses current government policies, potential changes to current policy, the future of nuclear power, and the barriers to nuclear power development in China. We conclude that China indeed has the potential to develop large-scale nuclear power, despite barriers to be overcome. Some recommendations are also provided.

Ext - Russia Exports to China

Russia will increase its enrichment exports to China
Bukharin 04 – member of the research staff at Princeton University's Center for Energy and Environmental Studies (Oleg, “Understanding Russia’s Uranium Enrichment Complex,” Science and Global Security, 1/24/04, http://www.ipfmlibrary.com/sgs12bukharin.pdf.)
In the future, Russia would like to increase enrichment exports to nuclear utilities in Western Europe and in the Far East. It also would like to sell enrichment services to U.S. utilities (in addition to selling HEU-derived LEU). Finally, it hopes to supply enriched uranium for Russian-designed reactors under construction in India, Iran, and China. Despite reliability and low prices offered by Minatom a significant new near-term growth of exports is unlikely because of the competition from other major enrichers, restrictions imposed by the Euratom Procurement Agency’s security of supply policy, and continued trade restrictions in the United States.24 In the future, however, the Russian enrichment enterprise, with its large, low cost production capacities, could play a major role in ensuring security of enrichment supply. The security of nuclear fuel supply is of strategic significance to the United States, Europe and East Asia, which rely heavily on nuclear power for energy production. The security of supply involves assurances that fresh fuel can be delivered to nuclear reactors on schedule and at reasonable prices. The enrichment industry is of special importance because enrichment accounts for a significant portion of nuclear fuel cost.
Impact - Prolif
Russian uranium exports are crucial to its overall enrichment industries
Bukharin 04 – member of the research staff at Princeton University's Center for Energy and Environmental Studies (Oleg, “Understanding Russia’s Uranium Enrichment Complex,” Science and Global Security, 1/24/04, http://www.ipfmlibrary.com/sgs12bukharin.pdf.)

INTRODUCTION Russia’s uranium enrichment industry was established in the late 1940s to produce highly-enriched uranium (HEU) for the Soviet nuclear weapon program., In the 1950s–1960s, it also began manufacturing uranium for naval propulsion, research, and power reactors. The production of HEU for weapons stopped in the late 1980s and the enrichment facilities currently operate to meet domestic and export requirements for enriched uranium and isotope separation services. Russia’s uranium enrichment enterprise is controlled by the Ministry of Atomic Energy (Minatom) and comprises four large enrichment complexes: the Urals Electrochemical Combine (UEKhK) in Novouralsk, the Electrochemical Plant (EKhZ) in Zelenogorsk, the Siberian Chemical Combine (SKhK) in Seversk, and the Angarsk Electrolysis and Chemical Plant (AEKhK) in diffusion facilities. At present, they utilize the highly-efficient centrifuge isotope separation technology which enables them to produce enriched uranium and services at a very low cost. The SKhK and AEKhK also operate industrialscale UF6 production plants that supply the enrichment facilities with feed material. The primary enrichment facilities are supported by an array of R&D and manufacturing facilities, many of which are outside of the Minatom system (see Table 1). The enrichment sector is of critical importance to Minatom and the Russian nuclear industry. Hard currency revenues from its export operations were pivotal to Minatom’s survival during the post-Soviet economic and social crisis of the 1990s, the time of collapse of many other Soviet industries. Enrichment business will remain at the core of Minatom’s cash-earning activities. As an element of Minatom’s fuel cycle complex, the enrichment enterprise is important to the domestic nuclear power program and Russia’s exports of nuclear power technologies to foreign countries.

Continued success of the Russian uranium enrichment industry is vital to prevent proliferation 
Bukharin 04 – member of the research staff at Princeton University's Center for Energy and Environmental Studies (Oleg, “Understanding Russia’s Uranium Enrichment Complex,” Science and Global Security, 1/24/04, http://www.ipfmlibrary.com/sgs12bukharin.pdf.)
Russia’s enrichment industry and technologies are also important from the international security standpoint. The enrichment plants, for example, are central to the implementation of the 1993 U.S.-Russian HEU agreement, perhaps the most important nonproliferation, arms control and nuclear transparency initiative between the two countries after the end of the Cold War. There is, however, also a real danger that Russia could become a source of enrichment technology, knowledge and equipment for proliferating countries. An assessment of proliferation risks and opportunities requires better understanding of the Russian enrichment complex and technologies, including their history, current state, and future directions. This article seeks to address some of these topics. 

Aff Answers to China Module
The impact of Chinese nuclear power on Chinese emissions can’t offset Chinese growth

Bradsher 09 – Hong Kong bureau chief of the New York Times, finalist for the Pulitzer Prize (Keith, “Nuclear Power Expansion in China Stirs Concerns,” The New York Times, 12/15/09, http://topics.nytimes.com/topics/reference/timestopics/people/b/keith_bradsher/index.html?inline=nyt-per)

“For anyone concerned about carbon dioxide emissions, it’s heartening, but it’s only a piece of the puzzle,” said Jonathan Sinton, a China specialist at the International Energy Agency in Paris.

China, which by most estimates overtook the United States in 2006 to become the largest emitter of greenhouse gases, is seeking sharp improvements in the energy efficiency of its economy. 

But the economy is growing so fast that even if the country can meet its goals, total emissions will rise 72 to 88 percent by 2020, Mr. Sinton said.

The challenge for China is to build and operate its nuclear reactors without the equivalent of the Three Mile Island accident, in which a reactor core partly melted and released radioactivity, or the Chernobyl disaster in the former Soviet Union in 1986, the world’s worst civilian nuclear accident.

China does not use the kind of reactor that exploded at Chernobyl. And engineers in China study the mistakes that poorly trained operators made at Three Mile Island.

Liu Yanhua, a vice minister of science and technology, said China believed that its nuclear industry would continue to grow safely.

“So far,” Mr. Liu said, “there is no damage.”

Turn – Russia exports to China increase the chances of proliferation
Bukharin 04 – member of the research staff at Princeton University's Center for Energy and Environmental Studies (Oleg, “Understanding Russia’s Uranium Enrichment Complex,” Science and Global Security, 1/24/04, http://www.ipfmlibrary.com/sgs12bukharin.pdf.)
There is a danger that Russia, with its tens of thousands of centrifuge experts, huge centrifuge R&D and manufacturing base, and large inventories of centrifuges, auxiliary equipment, and components, could become a source of equipment and know-how for proliferating states. (In fact, there are allegations, which have been denied by Minatom, that Russian entities, along with those from China and Pakistan, have been a major supplier to the Iranian centrifuge program.52) The Russian government is making an effort to strengthen its export controls. Technical support in this area is provided by St. Petersburg’s Centrotech-EKhZ center, which works with Minatom’s export controls laboratories at the Institute of Physics and Power Engineering (IPPE, Obninsk) and the Institute of Technical Physics (VNIITF, Snezhinsk). The Russian government also seeks to prevent unauthorized transfers of centrifuge technologies. In 2000, for example, operatives of the Federal Security Service’s (FSB) regional directorate in Chelyabinsk apprehended a Chinese national as he was buying centrifuge documentation and equipment from Russian enrichment workers in the Urals.53
Rapid Chinese nuclear development could risk major accidents – corruption and safety concerns prove
Bradsher 09 – Hong Kong bureau chief of the New York Times, finalist for the Pulitzer Prize (Keith, “Nuclear Power Expansion in China Stirs Concerns,” The New York Times, 12/15/09, http://topics.nytimes.com/topics/reference/timestopics/people/b/keith_bradsher/index.html?inline=nyt-per)
Yet inside and outside the country, the speed of the construction program has raised safety concerns. China has asked for international help in training a force of nuclear inspectors. 

The last country to carry out such a rapid nuclear expansion was the United States in the 1970s, in a binge of reactor construction that ended with the Three Mile Island accident in Pennsylvania in 1979. And China is placing many of its nuclear plants near large cities, potentially exposing tens of millions of people to radiation in the event of an accident.

In addition, China must maintain nuclear safeguards in a national business culture where quality and safety sometimes take a back seat to cost-cutting, profits and outright corruption — as shown by scandals in the food, pharmaceutical and toy industries and by the shoddy construction of schools that collapsed in the Sichuan Province earthquake last year.

“At the current stage, if we are not fully aware of the sector’s over-rapid expansions, it will threaten construction quality and operation safety of nuclear power plants,” Li Ganjie, the director of China’s National Nuclear Safety Administration, said in a speech this year. 

A top-level corruption scandal is already unfolding in the nuclear industry.

In August, the Chinese government dismissed and detained the powerful president of the China National Nuclear Corporation, Kang Rixin, in a $260 million corruption case involving allegations of bid-rigging in nuclear power plant construction, according to official media reports. No charges have been reported against Mr. Kang, who is being held incommunicado for interrogation.

While none of Mr. Kang’s decisions publicly documented would have created hazardous conditions at nuclear plants, the case is a worrisome sign that nuclear executives in China may not always put safety first in their decision-making. 

In contrast with its performance in industries like toys, China has a strong safety record in industries like aviation, which receive top-level government attention. 

The challenge for the government and for nuclear companies as they increase construction is to keep an eye on a growing army of contractors and subcontractors who may be tempted to cut corners.

French Economy

France is fully dependent on nuclear energy – crucial to its export economy
Coombs 10 - UN Correspondent, The Diplomatic Courier (Casey, “French Nuclear Power:  A Model for the World?” Hinckley Journal of Politics, 2010, http://epubs.utah.edu/index.php/HJP/article/view/305)

INTRODUCTION 

In today’s scramble to secure renewable sources of energy that will both reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and sustain energy needs throughout the 21st century and beyond, developed and developing countries alike are pursuing a wide array of options. France seems to have found its energy prescription in the form of nuclear power. Compared to coal, oil, or natural gas, nuclear energy production accomplishes the desired goal of reducing GHGs, producing virtually zero emissions. The U.S. Department of Energy’s latest Performance Plan describes nuclear energy as “clean, non-carbon electricity…providing reliable and affordable baseload electricity without air pollution or emissions of greenhouse gases” (2010, 2). Furthermore, and in contrast to nonrenewable sources of energy, nuclear power appears to provide a stable source of energy for the foreseeable future. As a result of its transition to nuclear, France has been able to join a small group of energy-independent,1 low GHG-emitting countries. Currently, it draws nearly 80% of its electricity from nuclear sources and gains over 3 billion euros per year as the world’s largest net exporter of electricity (WNA, 2010). These positive economic considerations, combined with the fact that lowering GHGs is currently a top priority for nations worldwide, make it clear that the nuclear industry has a prominent and established role in the welfare of France and the international community. In fact, nuclear energy has been so successful in France that some leaders in the U.S., which has not constructed a nuclear plant in nearly three decades, have recently looked to it as a global model for the 21st century. Sen. John McCain, for example, stated in his last campaign for presidency: “The French are able to generate 80 percent of their electricity with nuclear power. There’s no reason why America shouldn’t” (Carey, 2008). Toward the end of his presidency, George W. Bush, too, praised the energy portfolio of France.2 The most recent nuclear development from this side of the Atlantic came from President Obama’s 2010 State of the Union address, in which he talked of a “new generation of safe, clean nuclear power plants in [the U.S.],” backing up these claims with more than $50 billion in loan guarantees for construction of nuclear plants.3 Yet this sudden volte-face in American views regarding nuclear energy is misleading. It does not take into account all of the costs and benefits of adopting nuclear power as a significant source of energy production. A closer look at the history of France’s acquisition of nuclear power and the negative byproducts that it produces reveals a more nuanced picture. In an effort to challenge the myth of nuclear energy as an energy panacea for the 21st century, I will first examine the unique cultural and political climate that fostered nuclear energy in France. Then I will argue that the positive economic benefits accrued from the French government’s unilateral adoption of nuclear power have overshadowed negative aspects of this technology and thus distorted its potential to help or hinder France and the world. A PBS Frontline article on French attitudes toward nuclear energy by John Palfreman, professor of broadcast journalism at the University of Oregon, will be the primary point of reference in my analysis. Interdisciplinary scholarly work and literature from the nuclear industry undergird the remainder of my findings.

***ADV CP BOOSTER
1NC Nuclear Power CP

The United States federal government should 

· cut all government subsidies for nuclear energy 

· repeal the fee that nuclear-energy consumers pay to the federal government for waste management

· allow the private sector to substantially increase its involvement in handling and recycling nuclear waste

· replace the four-year nuclear-plant permitting process with a new two-year fast-track process for experienced applicants who meet reasonable siting and investment requirements

Nuclear energy is economically feasible, technologically viable, and environmentally friendly --- CP is key to motivating production

Spencer 11 [Jack—Research fellow in nuclear energy policy at the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 6/7, “The American Energy Initiative,”  http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/06/the-american-energy-initiative, ZR]

As we sit here today there are approximately 440 commercial nuclear reactors operating around the world. One hundred and four of them are operating in this country alone. With the exception of a few highly publicized and, I might add, often misunderstood accidents, these reactors have operated safely, cleanly, and to the benefit of society.

This is not to suggest that no problems have ever arisen as the accident in Fukushima, Japan makes abundantly clear. It is merely to acknowledge the good track record of nuclear power.

That is why, despite the recent accident in Japan, the introduction of the Energy Roadmap remains so important. U.S. demand for electricity is expected to increase by 31 percent over the next 23 years.[1] The United States must build 30 to 50 reactors just to maintain the 20 percent contribution of nuclear to America’s energy mix. This alone does not justify reactor construction, but because nuclear power is emissions free, domestically produced, and affordable, expanding nuclear power must be a serious consideration.

Market Success Cannot Be Subsidized

Of the world’s 440 reactors, 104 operate in the United States. Nuclear is among America’s least expensive electricity sources, emits nothing into the atmosphere, and has a safety record that includes no injuries, much less fatalities. Despite these facts, no new plants have been ordered in the U.S. for three decades.

Given what we know about nuclear energy, there must be some underlying problems that would make investment in this proven technology so scarce. Indeed, today, despite all of the benefits of nuclear power, the industry insists that it will not build new plants without backing from the U.S. taxpayer.

Providing taxpayer support has been the approach of most politicians in recent years. They recognize that nuclear energy has many benefits, and to show their support they propose subsidies. In fact, looking at most of the proposals in recent years, one might conclude that Washington thinks that it can subsidize nuclear energy into commercial viability. Essentially, doing so was the basic premise behind the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPACT) proposals. That legislation put forth a series of subsidies to build five or so nuclear plants. That was supposed to help the industry get off the ground so that they could begin privately building plants. While the legislation instigated a series of permit applications to build new plants and even site work at one location, it has not brought about the advertised nuclear renaissance. Indeed, since the 2005 law passed, quite the opposite has occurred.

Instead of helping the nuclear industry to reestablish itself in the marketplace, the law has merely led to a proliferation of requests for additional taxpayer support. Since EPACT 2005, Congress has introduced a virtual parade of legislation to broaden the federal government’s support for the nuclear industry. These proposals would increase capital subsidies, use taxpayer money for such activities as workforce development and manufacturing improvements, empower the Department of Energy to decide which technologies should move forward, and create mandates that essentially dictate that nuclear power is used.

One of the basic problems with using subsidies to promote an industry is that it allows both industry and government to ignore the underlying problems, from a business or government standpoint, that give rise to the need for subsidies to begin with. This perpetuates those structural issues and creates a cycle where industry becomes dependent on federal government—and that is where the nuclear industry is today.

U.S. nuclear power is being held back by two major issues: nuclear waste management and an antiquated regulatory approach. The Energy Roadmap addresses both of these areas.

REFORMING SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL MANAGEMENT

Despite growing political and public support for nuclear power, progress toward actually building any new plants has been a struggle. While the blame for this stagnation often goes to inefficient government subsidy programs, the real problem lies in why those subsidies are necessary to begin with. Chief among these structural problems is the nation’s incoherent nuclear waste policy. Ultimately, the lack of a pathway to waste disposal creates substantial unpredictability for nuclear investors. That risk must be offset to allow investment to move forward.

This was a problem prior to the Obama Administration. The federal government was legally obliged, according to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) of 1982, as amended, to begin collecting nuclear waste in 1998. Despite collecting approximately $30 billion (fees plus interest) from electricity ratepayers and spending nearly $10 billion, it has not collected one atom of nuclear waste. The one bright spot was the progress on Yucca Mountain made by President George W. Bush’s Department of Energy (DOE).

The Obama Administration’s anti-Yucca policy destroyed this progress. It ignored existing statute, such as the NWPA and the Yucca Mountain Development Act of 2002, which stated clearly that Yucca Mountain shall be the location of the nation’s nuclear materials repository. It unilaterally requested the withdrawal of the DOE’s permit application for Yucca to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Questions over the legality of this policy are currently under review by the courts.

Meanwhile, in October 2010, former advisor to Senator Harry Reid and current NRC Chairman Gregory Jaczko ordered a stop to all Yucca-related NRC activities. He argued that his authority to close out the Yucca program was derived from President Obama’s 2011 budget request. The problem is that neither the House nor the Senate passed that proposed budget. Further, the order ignores the fact that the NRC’s own Atomic Licensing and Safety Board agreed unanimously that the DOE lacked authority to withdraw the application. The chairman’s actions were so unusual and contentious that fellow NRC commissioners were compelled to publicly denounce the decision.

The combination of federal promises to store nuclear waste, the Obama Administration’s policy, and the NRC’s actions has resulted in a complete lack of direction on nuclear waste management and a dereliction of responsibility on the part of the federal government. This creates substantial government-imposed risk on the nuclear industry, which is the primary obstacle to an expansion of U.S. nuclear power.

2NC Yucca Good
Yucca’s a great place to put nuclear waste while transitioning to more efficient recycling programs and privately run nuclear storage facilities

Spencer 11 [Jack—Research fellow in nuclear energy policy at the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 6/7, “The American Energy Initiative,”  http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/06/the-american-energy-initiative, ZR]

Yucca Matters

Regardless of the number or type of new reactors built or the technology used to manage the spent nuclear fuel, a geologic repository is critical to the long-term success of nuclear power in the United States. The reality is that some of the byproducts of nuclear fission will last a long time, necessitating a place where they can be stored safely. According to all analysis conducted thus far, Yucca Mountain is adequate for that purpose.[2]

Since entering office, the Obama Administration has worked to end the Yucca Mountain nuclear program. It has promised to develop non-Yucca options for nuclear waste disposal. These options include recycling nuclear fuel and opening interim storage facilities. Both could play critical roles in any American nuclear power renaissance, but they simply cannot eliminate the need to open the Yucca Mountain repository.

The United States generates about 20 percent of its electricity from 104 nuclear power reactors, and these reactors in turn have generated more than 65,000 tons of spent nuclear fuel.[3] Commonly referred to as waste, this spent fuel is in fact a potentially valuable resource.

Although politicians and the public have begun to accept that nuclear power is a clean and affordable source of energy, questions remain about how to manage spent fuel. There are at least three solutions to this problem.

    The spent fuel could be put directly into Yucca Mountain for permanent storage. While politics has made this impossible to date, no scientific, safety, or technological reason prevents it. Volumes of data attest to the repository’s safety.[4] These data have been generated by numerous sources, including both private and public entities, and more studies are being conducted.

    The U.S. could reprocess spent nuclear fuel, which still contains fuel that could be recovered and used again for future power generation. This could be achieved through numerous methods. Some technologies have already been commercialized abroad, and others are being researched and developed. These technologies will enable more efficient use of uranium resources and could drastically reduce the amount of high-level nuclear waste. In the end, however, some byproduct will still need to be placed in permanent geologic storage.

    The spent fuel could be stored on an interim basis at shorter-term storage facilities. This option also has advantages. Simply allowing the spent fuel to decay over time decreases its heat load, making it easier to store for the long term. Shorter-term storage would also provide time to develop new technologies that would improve long-term management of spent fuel.

Both recycling and interim storage would provide flexibility, but geologic storage in Yucca Mountain will still be necessary.

Yucca Is Not Enough

The accumulated sum of high-level nuclear waste stored at more than 100 sites in 39 states already exceeds the legal limit of Yucca’s capacity.[5] Furthermore, America’s reactors are producing approximately 2,000 tons of spent fuel annually.

The first problem with Yucca Mountain is that the applicable statute artificially constrains Yucca’s capacity to 70,000 tons of waste. This includes 7,000 tons of space set aside for military waste. Unlike the commercial waste currently stored around the nation, defense waste is not recyclable and has no use. Therefore, for defense purposes alone, it is critical to open Yucca. These caps were decided nearly three decades ago when most believed that nuclear power had little future in the U.S., but with nuclear power likely to expand in coming years—perhaps dramatically—the current program for managing America’s nuclear waste is infeasible.

The actual capacity of Yucca Mountain is much larger. Numerous bills have been offered in recent years to repeal the artificial 70,000 ton capacity restraint and replace it with a more scientifically calculated cap.[6] The Department of Energy calculates that the Yucca repository could safely hold 120,000 tons of waste.[7] Some believe the capacity is even greater. According to the Department of Energy, the expanded capacity of Yucca Mountain would likely be adequate to hold all of the spent nuclear fuel produced by currently operating reactors.[8]

Yet even with the expanded capacity, Yucca Mountain could not hold all of America’s spent fuel if the U.S. adds nuclear capacity. According to one analysis, assuming 1.8 percent growth in America’s nuclear capacity after 2010, the U.S. would fill a 120,000-ton Yucca by 2030. At this growth rate, the U.S. would need nine Yucca Mountains by the end of the 21st century.[9]

The possibility of carbon constraints and other anti–fossil fuel restrictions raises the prospects of much more nuclear power in the United States. While Yucca Mountain will play an extremely important role in America’s spent fuel management system, a more practical approach would use recycling, interim storage, and other tools to manage spent fuel.

Interim Storage

Spent fuel is highly radioactive when it is removed from the reactor. All radioactive materials decay, but while some lose their radioactivity within fractions of a second, others take hundreds of thousands of years. However, most stabilize within an intermediate period. The radioactivity of spent nuclear fuel falls to about 1 percent of its original levels within a year and to 0.1 percent within 40 years.[10] This characteristic makes interim storage an important element of spent-fuel management.

Although the United States has a de facto interim storage system because the federal government has not fulfilled its legal obligation to take possession of and dispose of America’s spent fuel, it does not fully integrate interim storage into its spent-fuel regime.

Interim storage could be integrated in a number of capacities. It could be done on-site. Under this system, the fuel would be removed from a nuclear reactor’s cooling pools and placed in an on-site facility before it is moved to another location for permanent storage or further processing, as is done in some other countries, including Finland.

Spent fuel could also be collected and stored at one or multiple off-site locations. These could be co-located with other spent-fuel processing facilities. Yucca Mountain could be an optimal location for an interim storage facility. Either way, interim storage has some advantages that spent-fuel managers would find attractive.

First, permanent geologic storage is a scarce resource. Although a geologic storage facility’s capacity is often expressed in terms of volume, the primary limiting factor is heat load. Radioactive material gives off heat as it decays. The more it has decayed, the less heat it will give off, allowing more to be stored in any one place. Thus, allowing the fuel to decay for a few decades at an interim storage facility would ultimately allow storage of more spent fuel in a long-term geologic storage facility, even without further processing.

Introducing interim storage would allow far more flexible use of Yucca Mountain. However, adding interim storage to the U.S. spent-fuel management regime cannot eliminate the vital role of the Yucca Mountain repository. Opening Yucca must remain a top U.S. priority.

2NC Recycling Good
And, recycling will be technologically feasible --- having the federal government step aside to the private sector is key

Spencer 11 [Jack—Research fellow in nuclear energy policy at the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 6/7, “The American Energy Initiative,”  http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/06/the-american-energy-initiative, ZR]

Recycling

The current U.S. policy is to dispose of all spent fuel permanently. This is a monumental waste of resources. To create power, reactor fuel must contain 3 percent to 5 percent enriched fissionable uranium (U–235). Once the enriched fuel falls below that level, the fuel must be replaced. Yet this “spent” fuel generally retains about 95 percent of its original fissionable content, and that uranium, along with other byproducts in the spent fuel, can be recovered and recycled.

Many technologies exist to recover and recycle different parts of the spent fuel. The French have been successful in commercializing a process. They remove the uranium and plutonium and fabricate new fuel.

Other technologies show even more promise. Most of them, including the process used in France, were developed in the United States. Some recycling technologies would leave almost no high-level waste at all and would lead to the recovery of an almost endless source of fuel. However, none of these processes has been successfully commercialized in the United States, and they will take time to develop. Until the future of nuclear power in the U.S. becomes clearer, it will be impossible to know which technologies will be most appropriate to pursue in this market.

Ultimately, the private sector should make these decisions, as long as it conforms to regulations protecting public health and safety. Valuing spent nuclear fuel against the costs of permanent burial is a calculation best done by the companies that produce spent fuel and provide fuel management services.

Breaking the Yucca Impasse

The Energy Roadmap establishes a pathway to determine whether or not Yucca is suitable as a repository and puts forth a plan to find an alternative site if one is necessary. This is of critical importance. The legislation reiterates that Yucca Mountain shall remain the site of a radiological materials repository until determined otherwise by technical and scientific data, and it sets a 90-day timeline for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to make such determinations. Should the determination be made that Yucca is not a suitable site based on scientific and technical analysis, the proposal sets forth a process to determine an alternative site. Further, it lifts the statutory limitations on what Yucca can hold and relies instead on technical analysis to determine Yucca’s limits.

Opens the Door to Real Reform of Waste Management Policy

The Energy Roadmap also directs the Department of Energy (DOE) to report back to Congress on the feasibility of establishing an organization outside of the DOE to manage the Yucca repository and removing the fee that ratepayers pay to the federal government for used-fuel management services. Removing the fee would allow a market-based system to emerge for used-fuel management, and this is where the Energy Roadmap introduces the possibility of an innovative approach to nuclear waste management.

The success of a sustained rebirth of nuclear energy in the U.S. depends largely on disposing of nuclear waste safely. New nuclear plants could last as long as 100 years, but to reap the benefits of such an investment, a plant must be able to operate during that time. Having a practical pathway for waste disposal is one way to ensure long-term plant operations. Establishing such a pathway would also mitigate much of the risk associated with nuclear power, but as long as the federal government is responsible for disposing of waste, it is the only entity with any incentive to introduce these technologies and practices.

The problem is that the federal government has never been able to fulfill its current waste disposal obligations, much less introduce new and innovative methods of waste management. Although the Department of Energy under its current leadership has opened the door to reform, it is unclear that such reform will help the long-term prospects of nuclear energy. Administrations come and go, but inflexible rules and bureaucracies that oversee waste management seem to endure forever, making it impossible for the government to respond effectively to a rapidly changing industry. When it does attempt to respond, it often acts in ways that make no business sense and are inconsistent with the actual state of the industry.

Many of these efforts culminate in large government programs. While some of these programs have some near-term benefit insofar as they demonstrate political support for nuclear power, encourage private and public research and development, and develop the nuclear industry, they inevitably do more harm than good. They are run inefficiently and are often never completed. They cost the taxpayers billions of dollars and are often not economically rational. Furthermore, they often forgo long-term planning, and this leads to unsustainable programs that ultimately set industry back by providing fodder for anti-nuclear critics and discouraging progress in the private sector.

A New, Market-Based Approach

Introducing market forces into the process and empowering the private sector to manage nuclear waste can solve the problem, but this will require major reform. The federal government will need to step aside and allow the private sector to assume the responsibility for managing used fuel, and the private sector should welcome that responsibility.

The primary goal of any strategy for used-fuel management should be to provide a disposition pathway for all of America’s nuclear waste. The basic problem with the current system is that every nuclear power plant needs a place to put its waste, and Yucca Mountain is potentially not big enough to hold it all under the current used-fuel management regime.

In other words, permanent geologic storage capacity is a scarce resource on which the industry depends. If used-fuel management were a market-based system, this storage capacity would carry a very high value. A new system should price geologic storage as a scarce resource and fold any costs into a fee for emplacing nuclear waste in Yucca Mountain.

Reforming Waste Management Finance

The key to this new approach will be to transform how waste management is financed. Once market-based pricing is in place, the fee that nuclear energy consumers pay to the federal government for waste management shoul be repealed, which the Energy Roadmap demands that the DOE consider. Under the current system, consumers pay for waste disposition through a flat fee, called the mill that is paid to the federal government at the rate of 0.1 cent per kilowatt-hour of nuclear-generated electricity. This fee as currently assessed has no market rationale. It is simply a flat fee that ratepayers pay to the federal government. It has never been changed, not even for inflation, and it is not a reflection of any actual services provided.

In a market-based system, instead of paying a pre-set fee to the federal government to manage used fuel, nuclear power operators would pay a fee for service. This could include simply paying to place used nuclear fuel into geologic storage or for a more complex suite of processing services. These waste-management costs would then be folded into operating costs, which would be reflected in the price of power. This cost might be higher or lower than the current fee; more importantly, it would reflect the true costs of nuclear power.
The idea would be to set a rational pricing mechanism for emplacing nuclear waste in a geologic repository. The price could be based on a formula that considers a set of relevant variables, including heat content of the waste, predicted production of used fuel, repository capacity, and lifetime operation costs. Each of these variables would help to determine the price of placing a given volume of waste in Yucca at any specific time.

As the repository is filled, the fee to emplace additional fuel would obviously increase. The fee could also increase, depending on the formula, as new plants are constructed or old plants’ licenses are renewed, because they would produce additional used fuel, thereby increasing the demand for repository space. Prices would be lower for waste that radiates less heat. Prices would fall if Yucca’s capacity is expanded or if waste is reduced through alternative processes.

This would create a market for repository space. The fee could be structured in a number of ways. One example would be to charge a floating fee according to a predetermined formula. Under this scenario, the fee would shift constantly as the price variables change. For example, a volume of waste with lower heat content would cost less to emplace than a similar amount with a higher heat profile. An alternative to a floating fee might be one that resets at timed intervals, such as once a year.

A pure market solution could also work where repository managers simply set the price for emplacement based on what operators are willing to pay, much like how shoes or a new truck is priced.

Nuclear power operators could then decide, given the price to place waste in Yucca, how to manage their used fuel. As the price to access Yucca goes up, so will the incentive for nuclear operators to do something else with their used fuel. This should give rise to a market-based industry that manages used fuel in the United States.

The market would dictate the options available. Some operators may choose to keep their used fuel on site to allow its heat load to dissipate, thus reducing the cost of placing that waste into Yucca. Companies may emerge to provide interim storage services that would achieve a similar purpose. The operators could choose options based on their particular circumstances.

As prices change and business models emerge, firms that recycle used fuel would likely be established. Multiple factors would feed into the economics of recycling nuclear fuel. Operators would make decisions based not only on the cost of placing waste in Yucca, but also on the price of fuel.

If a global nuclear renaissance does unfold, the prices for uranium and fuel services will likely rise. This would place greater value on the fuel resources that could be recovered from used fuel, thus affecting the overall economics of recycling. Instead of the federal government deciding what to build, when to build it, and which technology should emerge, the private sector would make those determinations.

Some nuclear operators may determine that one type of recycling works for them, while others may decide that a different method is more appropriate. This would create competition and encourage the development of the most appropriate technologies for the American market.

Create a Market for Waste Management Services

Such a market for repository space could give rise to a broader market for geologic storage. As waste production causes Yucca’s storage costs to rise, companies could emerge that provide additional geologic storage at a lower price. This additional space would in turn reduce the value of the space available in Yucca. These additional repositories would set their prices however they deemed appropriate.

Alternatively, as Yucca fills, nuclear operators may decide to develop additional geologic storage facilities in a joint venture. While this may seem unlikely, given the problems associated with opening Yucca Mountain, other communities may be more receptive to hosting a repository once a reliable safety record is established and the economic benefits of hosting a repository are demonstrated. The federal government would still take title to any waste placed in future repositories once they are decommissioned.

It is impossible to predict how a market might evolve, but unlike the government-run process that led to the Yucca Mountain site—a process mired in politics—private entities would establish the path forward by working with government regulators. Private entities would also be able to pursue their plans without having to contend with as much of the bureaucratic inertia that accompanies government-run operations.

Most importantly, this system would encourage the introduction of new technologies and services into the market as they are needed, as opposed to relying on the federal government. New technologies would not be hamstrung by red tape or overregulation. This system would also allow for the possibility of no expansion of nuclear power. If the U.S. does not expand nuclear power broadly, there is probably no reason to build recycling or interim storage facilities.

Getting the Federal Government as Far from Yucca Mountain as Possible

As permanent geologic storage is commoditized, the problem then becomes one of establishing responsibility for managing that scarce resource. Leaving that responsibility with the government provides no benefits—other, perhaps, than political benefits. No overarching need mandates that the government must manage Yucca Mountain or used nuclear fuel. Furthermore, leaving this responsibility in the hands of government comes with all kinds of pitfalls, including inflexibility, inefficiency, politics, and being subject to annual appropriations, to name a few. Similarly, a public–private partnership is not necessary and has no inherent advantages, again, other than perhaps political.

If other countries can do it safely, so can we—it reduces waste and increases energy yields

Spencer 7 [Jack—Research fellow in nuclear energy policy at the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 12/28, “Recycling Nuclear Fuel: The French Do It, Why Can't Oui http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2007/12/recycling-nuclear-fuel-the-french-do-it-why-cant-oui ZR]

What if the government allowed you to burn only 25 percent of every tank of gas? Or if Washington made you pour half of every gallon of milk down the drain?

What if lawmakers forced us to bury 95 percent of our energy resources?

That is exactly what Washington does when it comes to safe, affordable and CO2-free nuclear energy. Indeed, 95 percent of the used fuel from America's 104 power reactors, which provide about 20 percent of the nation's electricity, could be recycled for future use.

To create power, reactor fuel must contain 3-5 percent burnable uranium. Once the burnable uranium falls below that level, the fuel must be replaced. But this "spent" fuel generally retains about 95 percent of the uranium it started with, and that uranium can be recycled.

Over the past four decades, America's reactors have produced about 56,000 tons of used fuel. That "waste" contains roughly enough energy to power every U.S. household for 12 years. And it's just sitting there, piling up at power plant storage facilities. Talk about waste!

The sad thing is, the United States developed the technology to recapture that energy decades ago, then barred its commercial use in 1977. We have practiced a virtual moratorium ever since.

Other countries have not taken such a backward approach to nuclear power. France, whose 59 reactors generate 80 percent of its electricity, has safely recycled nuclear fuel for decades. They turned to nuclear power in the 1970s to limit their dependence on foreign energy. And, from the beginning, they made recycling used fuel central to their program.

Upon its removal from French reactors, used fuel is packed in containers and safely shipped via train and road to a facility in La Hague. There, the energy producing uranium and plutonium are removed and separated from the other waste and made into new fuel that can be used again. The entire process adds about 6 percent in costs for the French.

Anti-nuclear fear mongering has proved baseless. The French have recycled fuel like this for 30 years without incident: no terrorist attack, no bad guys stealing uranium, no contribution toward nuclear weapons proliferaton, and no accidental explosions.

France meets all of its recycling needs with one facility. Indeed, domestic French reprocessing only takes about half of La Hague's capacity. The other half is used to recycle other countries' spent nuclear fuel.

Since beginning operations, France's La Hague plant has safely processed over 23,000 tones of used fuel--enough to power France for fourteen years.

Their success has sparked plenty of interest abroad. The French company AREVA has already helped Japan with its reprocessing facility and is currently looking at the feasibility of building a similar plant in China.

The British, Japanese, Indians, and Russians all engage in some level of reprocessing.

Of course, there is still waste involved. But recycling produces much lower volumes of highly radioactive waste, and the French deal with it effectively--placing some waste in short-term, interim storage or preparing the rest for long-term storage in their version of Yucca Mountain.

All is not perfect in France. They are still working to open a permanent geologic storage facility. But the critical issue is that they have an organization to handle used nuclear fuel that allows their program to advance without being held hostage to the politics of geologic storage.

If the United States is serious about reducing CO2 and energy dependence, it must get serious about nuclear power and begin recycling used nuclear fuel.

A viable reprocessing capability not only would give the United States a valuable energy resource, it would reduce the amount of material going to Yucca Mountain. The U.S. has already produced enough waste to nearly fill Yucca's legal limit of 70,000 metric tons--subsequent studies estimate that its actual capacity is about double that amount and some believe that it is even greater.

It would also put the United States back on the map as a leader in commercial nuclear technology, which today it is not.

Nuclear fuel reprocessing is a safe activity that should be part of America's nuclear energy program. It can be affordable and is technologically feasible. The French are proving that on a daily basis. The question is: Why can't oui?

2NC Subsidies Bad
Subsidies are bad—multiple reasons

Spencer 10 [Jack—Research fellow in nuclear energy policy at the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 4/20, “Nuclear Power Federal Loan Guarantees: The Next Multi-Billion Dollar Bailout?”, http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/nuclear-power-federal-loan-guarantees-the-next-multi-billion-dollar-bailout, ZR]

The clean energy loan guarantee program, under which the nuclear program resides, was created in 2005 to help move new clean energy sources toward market viability. A limited loan guarantee program that allowed industry and government to share risk while working through some remaining issues (such as waste disposal and unpredictable regulation) is appropriate.

Expansive loan guarantee programs, however, are fraught with problems. At a minimum, they create taxpayer liabilities, give recipients preferential treatment, and distort capital markets. Further, depending on how they are structured, they can remove incentives to decrease costs, stifle innovation, suppress private-sector financing solutions, perpetuate regulatory inefficiency, and encourage government dependence.

President Obama's expansion would transform the limited program into a much broader one that threatens to institutionalize the inefficiencies that subsidies create. Most basically, the program diminishes the incentive to reform problematic regulations and policies, such as the prolonged and unpredictable permitting process, because the loan guarantee protects investors against the risk posed by those policies. Instead of providing a near-term transition from an unstable past to a viable future during which policy reforms would take place, the expanded loan guarantee program would simply perpetuate the systemic inefficiencies and risk that gave rise to the need for the subsidy in the first place.

Market Distortion 

The program, under which the government guarantees bank loans for power projects, was originally sold as a way to help move new, clean energy sources toward market viability. Regarding nuclear power, given the past role of organized political opposition and overzealous regulators in making the industry uncompetitive, some limited, near-term help to reduce government-imposed risk was appropriate. In support of including nuclear energy as part of the program, former Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham argued, "I am not calling for massive ongoing subsidies to the nuclear industry, [but] I do believe some federal financial participation is in order to help defray a percentage of the high, first-time costs associated with new generation construction." The same was argued for other energy sources as well.

But as America edges toward a massive expansion of the loan guarantee program, not all of which will go to nuclear, this starts looking very much like an ongoing subsidy.

And it is a subsidy that does not need to be extended. Consider an exchange between Senator Richard Burr (R-NC) and Secretary of Energy Steven Chu during the Secretary's confirmation hearing. Senator Burr suggested that the existing loan guarantee program was so poorly run that utilities were being forced to build reactors without the loan guarantees. 

Emblematic of the subsidy-first mentality of modern U.S. energy policy, the conclusion was not that this demonstrates the market viability of nuclear power but that the subsidy program should be more workable. They were inviting government dependence.

And that is the problem with loan guarantees: They distort normal market forces and encourage government dependence. 
How Loan Guarantees Distort the Market 

One problem with the larger national economic debate is that we too often act as if money--or, more accurately in this example, savings or capital--grows on trees. It comes from real people who have saved and invested and exists in finite amounts. By subsidizing a portion of the actual cost of a project through a loan guarantee, the government is actually distorting the allocation of resources by directing capital away from a more competitive project.

This signals to industry (be it nuclear, wind, clean coal, natural gas, or anything else) that it does not have to be competitive. It reduces incentives to manage risk and be independent, innovative, and efficient. Loan guarantees also distort the risk of failure businesses traditionally take into account when financing a project. The end result will be a new nuclear, wind, or solar industry that is built for the short run and not sustainable.

While a loan guarantee may be good for the near-term interests of the individual guarantee recipient, it is not good for consumers, taxpayers, or long-term competitiveness.

Loan Guarantees specifically distort the market because:

They remove incentives to decrease costs. The loan guarantee discounts the cost to build a project, and this artificial price reduction allows the recipient's project to be market viable at a point where it otherwise would not be. The consumer will eventually have to pay for this artificial reduction either through higher prices once the subsidy is removed or by being denied access to the less expensive technology that the guarantee recipient displaced. Eventually, these inefficiencies will result in higher electricity prices for consumers.

They stifle competition and innovation both between sectors and within sectors. The loan guarantee artificially reduces the cost of capital, which allows a recipient to offer its product at below actual cost. This removes the incentive to look for less expensive or more competitive options. If a product is not competitive in a free market, then it should be allowed to adjust or fail.

Part of the success of nuclear energy will depend on competition within the industry. While a utility might not be able to afford a single large reactor without subsidies, it might be able to afford multiple smaller rectors or a reactor based on some other technology. This would create competition, and the subsidized technologies would have to either reduce costs or lose market share. This competitive environment, with other energy sources and within the nuclear sector, would force the entire industry to become more efficient, innovative, and cost-effective.

They perpetuate the regulatory status quo. Nuclear energy could transform how the nation produces energy. But one of the big problems with the success of nuclear power in the United States is not that it lacks subsidies but that the regulatory environment for nuclear power does not promote growth, innovation, or competition.

Assuming the permitting process works perfectly, it takes the Nuclear Regulatory Commission four years to permit a new reactor. That is too long. Furthermore, the commission is prepared to permit only one type of reactor, essentially limiting competition to a handful of companies and one technology.

Another regulatory obstacle is the nation's dysfunctional nuclear waste management strategy. The federal government has taken responsibility of nuclear waste (or used fuel) management, allowing nuclear power producers to largely ignore waste production--a critical element of the nuclear fuel cycle--when developing their business models. Because each nuclear technology produces a unique waste stream that has its own characteristics, some reactor types would be more attractive than others depending on how the waste was being managed. But so long as nuclear operators do not have to consider waste management, reactors with attractive waste characteristics can be ignored.

Furthermore, developing a sound approach to waste management would substantially reduce investor risk, which would be reflected in lower financing costs. Guaranteeing the loans reduces near-term pressure to fix this ongoing problem.

They suppress private-sector financing solutions. Companies invest in major projects with substantial risk all the time and do so without government loan guarantees. If they believe that the potential reward justifies the risk, they figure out a way to secure financing. This might include forming a consortium with other firms to share risk or developing an industry insurance scheme of some sort. 

Subsidies are bad --- destroy the free market

Foster & Spencer 10 [J. D. Foster, Ph.D. , is Norman B. Ture Senior Fellow in the Economics of Fiscal Policy and Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 5/26, “Kerry–Lieberman Tax Subsidies: The Wrong Approach for Nuclear Power,” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/05/kerry-lieberman-tax-subsidies-the-wrong-approach-for-nuclear-power, ZR]

When it comes to tax policy, what once were vices now are habits. A quick glance at the tax provisions in the President’s budget reveals lists and lists of special tax deductions and credits. Legislation again moving in Congress to extend certain expired and expiring tax provisions includes yet another list of special tax provisions.[1] Inevitably, the number of special tax breaks scattered throughout the tax code increases until just about every piece of substantive legislation moving through Congress has its own tax title with additional tax subsidies to bestow on the fortunate few.

A classic example of this habitual vice is contained in the Kerry–Lieberman climate bill. This bill, which contains some good provisions on nuclear energy, contains six special tax breaks just for the nuclear power industry.[2] Few Members of Congress fail to complain about tax complexity and tax expenditures. Apparently, just as few fail to litter the tax code with their own policy candy wrappers. As a start, Congress should recover its long-lost restraint in devising new ways to micromanage the economy through the tax code and use the revenues gained to lower tax rates and make a real, substantive difference for the economy.

An Occasional Treasury Perspective on Tax Subsidies

In its “Reasons for Change” discussion, the U.S. Treasury Green Book describing the President’s fiscal year 2011 tax proposals explains that a particular tax credit, like other preferences the Administration proposes to repeal, distorts markets by encouraging more investment in the industry than would occur under a neutral tax system.[3] To the extent the credit encourages overproduction, it is detrimental to long-term energy security.

To be clear, the slightly paraphrased reference in the Green Book is to the oil and gas industry and the President’s proposals to eliminate fossil fuel subsidies. These are sound proposals, but the Administration’s laudable preference for a neutral tax system is decidedly spotty. For example, at the same time the Administration is proposing to eliminate oil and gas subsidies because they distort the allocation of resources, it proposes to extend and increase an equally distorting tax credit relating to clean energy manufacturing—the Section 48(C) program.

The Kerry–Lieberman climate change bill poses a major threat to the health of the U.S. economy. Yet within that otherwise fatally flawed bill lies a nuclear title that could provide the foundation for good nuclear-only legislation. Among the positive provisions, the nuclear power title brings about important regulatory reform to speed up the permitting process for new plants and consolidates research and development for used fuel recycling under one facility. Unfortunately, the nuclear power title also includes examples of Congress’s tax policy vices. For example, it would: Allow five-year accelerated depreciation for new nuclear power plants; Allow a 10 percent investment tax credit for nuclear power facilities; Include nuclear power facilities in the qualified advanced energy project credit; Allow allocation of the credit for production of advanced nuclear power facilities to private partnerships with nuclear power; Allow tax-exempt private activity bonds to be used for public–private partnerships for advanced nuclear power facilities; and Provide grants for qualified nuclear power facility expenditures in lieu of tax credits. The issue here is not whether nuclear power should go forward. The issue is the government’s bad habit of attempting to pick successful technologies of any sort to favor and others to disfavor. There is nothing wrong with hoping or expecting that one sort of energy or one sort of technology will ultimately prevail in the marketplace. Moreover, if one believes so firmly in the advantages of one energy or technology over another, capital markets allow one to encourage and participate in its success or failure.

Tax provisions like those relating to nuclear power provisions in the Kerry–Lieberman bill do something else entirely. They use the power of the federal purse to artificially influence the development of these markets and technologies. There is no reason to believe Congress has better information or can process that information in this area any better than private market participants investing their own money.

Markets are not perfect. Markets make mistakes. And government has a modest but clear role to play in the process. But on balance and over time, market participants facing price signals undistorted by government policies make fewer and less costly mistakes, and they correct mistakes more quickly. Private market participants will generally allocate resources so as to produce the most value at the least cost. Every instance in which government decides it knows best is another instance in which policymakers have decided they know better. Government would do more good by not distorting price signals on which private market participants make decisions or favoring certain parties through the tax code.

Infant Industries and International Markets

Two arguments that may be raised to defend these nuclear power tax subsidies are that they are needed temporarily to get an “infant” stage industry moving forward and that the credit is needed for the U.S. to catch up to other countries in the use and development of nuclear power. Both arguments miss the mark badly.

The U.S. nuclear industry is hardly an infant industry in the traditional sense, yet the decades-long hiatus in new U.S. nuclear power plant construction has left this part of the U.S. industry much less mature than many foreign competitors. Even so, the abiding obvious and traditional problem with the temporary tax credit/infant industry argument remains that the word temporary is typically redefined over time to include periods that can last for decades. “Temporary” can take on near cosmological dimensions.

Indeed, the Energy Policy Act of 2005 provided production tax credits, insurance against regulatory delays, and authorized loan guarantees, all of which were justified as being the “temporary” help needed to restart America’s nuclear industry. Moreover, nuclear suppliers are already increasing their capacity to meet anticipated market demand, absent additional tax subsidies.

Another problem with tax credit subsidies is that they typically protect industries from economic pressures and thus hinder them from becoming internationally competitive. If these nuclear power tax subsidies are enacted, then there is a serious danger that by distorting the marketplace they may condemn the domestic industry to second-class status on the world stage.

The U.S. industry lags its foreign competitors in part due to an anti-nuclear bias that, fortunately, appears to be fading. But the U.S. lag is also due in part to the financial encouragements of foreign governments through their own tax subsidies, direct payments, loan guarantees, and the like. While it is tempting to match these countries foolishness for foolishness, that is not a gap the U.S. should seek to close.

Instead, the U.S. should focus on establishing an efficient regulatory regime for nuclear power that allows the industry to grow on its own merits. These other countries have borne heavy costs in creating subsidies to distort their markets badly so as to gain an advantage. But this advantage will prove temporary—especially when competing against market-competitive U.S. suppliers—as market distortions accrete while their industries become ever-more dependent on these subsidies to survive in the global marketplace.

Stop Micromanaging the Economy

The nuclear power tax provisions contained in the Kerry–Lieberman bill are hardly the most noxious of all such tax subsidies contained in the tax code. They are no less unwise, however, for the very reasons Treasury lays out in its discussion of proposals to repeal similar tax provisions relating to the oil and gas industry: They distort economic activity and diminish economic vitality.

In this case, as in so many, Congress should break the habit of littering the tax code with special exemptions, deductions, credits, exceptions, and exceptions to exceptions that constitute the sum total of past efforts to micromanage the economy through an already inherently complex income tax system. Nuclear power’s economic strengths are more than sufficient to re-establish the industry in the U.S. without a new dose of corporate tax welfare.
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CP is popular with the public

Loris 8 [Nicolas—Nicolas Loris is a Policy Analyst at The Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 6/12, “2 Out of 3 Americans Favor Building Nuclear Power Plants”, http://blog.heritage.org/2008/06/12/2-out-of-3-americans-favor-building-nuclear/, ZR]

A poll released by Zogby International shows that a strong majority (67%) of Americans favor building nuclear power plants. Republicans are most favorably disposed to nuclear energy (85%), with Independents not far behind (70%). Democrats, although less enthusiastic about building new plants, still have a plurality (49%) in support. The poll also found that Americans want to build nuclear power plants more than oil, coal, or natural gas plants. A plurality (43%) of those polled said they favor nuclear power stations in their community over any alternative. This poll suggests that the decades of propaganda from the anti-nuclear left has failed to terrify most Americans about nuclear energy. Americans understand that nuclear energy is completely safe and environmentally sound. Despite rhetoric about Three Mile Island, no American has ever died or been injured by nuclear energy. These facts seem to have been absorbed by the public and reflected in their good opinion of nuclear power. Proponents of nuclear energy should leverage this growing consensus and continue to advocate the economic viability of nuclear energy. In a time where gas prices have risen above $4 nationally and electricity prices are running rampant, consumers are demanding affordable energy. Rapidly growing electricity demands will only make the problem worse without a broad expansion of nuclear power.

More ev – popular with the public

Loris 9 [Nicolas—Nicolas Loris is a Policy Analyst at The Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 1/21, “55% Favor New Nuclear Energy,” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/01/21/55-favor-new-nuclear-energy-in-us/, ZR]
It should be no surprise that Americans favor new nuclear energy in the United States. Nuclear is clean, safe and affordable and already 20% of our electricity comes from commercial nuclear power plants. A new Rasmussen poll reaffirms American support for nuclear: For three decades, nuclear power plants have generally been unpopular and the target of environmental groups, but 55% of voters now say more nuclear power plants should be built in the United States. Just 29% oppose new plants, with 15% undecided.” There’s a couple things Congress can do that will bring the undecided and even some of the naysayers to the majority.
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McCain supports the counterplan

Lorris 8 [Nicolas—Nicolas Loris is a Policy Analyst at The Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 6/17, “McCain Advocates Nuclear Energy”, http://blog.heritage.org/2008/06/17/mccain-advocates-nuclear-in-energy-speech/, ZR]

John McCain delivered his energy and climate speech this afternoon in Houston, and he rightly espoused policies to commence offshore drilling and significantly expand domestic nuclear capacity. As he stressed the difficulty of addressing climate change, he made a compelling case for building new commercial nuclear plants: In Europe and elsewhere, they have been expanding their use of nuclear energy. But we’ve waited so long that we’ve lost our domestic capability to even build these power plants. Nuclear power is among the surest ways to gain a clean, abundant, and stable energy supply, as other nations understand. One nation today has plans to build almost 50 new reactors by 2020. Another country plans to build 26 major nuclear stations. A third nation plans to build enough nuclear plants to meet one quarter of all the electricity needs of its people — a population of more than a billion people. Those three countries are China, Russia, and India. And if they have the vision to set and carry out great goals in energy policy, then why don’t we?” He also criticized Sen. Barack Obama (D-Ill.) for not supporting new nuclear plants. The numbers McCain spoke of certainly are not unrealistic for the United States, and there are a number of policy implementations that can move nuclear power in the right direction. Especially if constraining carbon is a policy objective, a broad nuclear expansion is critical to mitigate the economic effects of a cap-and-trade bill. 

McCain key to the agenda

NYT 8 (New York Times, 11/8/2008, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/11/09/washington/09hill.html, MH)

As a result, his colleagues are wondering which John McCain will be returning to the Senate for a term that runs two more years. Will it be the John McCain who was an enthusiastic coalition builder, deal maker and central figure in Congress, one as apt to tweak Republicans as much as Democrats? Or the John McCain who seemed so dismissive of Mr. Obama, who spent considerable time assailing the opposition rather than making his own case and who to many seemed to become what he had once disdained? "John is going to have to make a decision," said Senator Kent Conrad  Democrat of North Dakota. "I think *he will make the right choice and pitch in." Many of his colleagues say they believe the same, that Mr. McCain, of Arizona, will quickly reassert himself in the Senate and could, if he so chooses, be a valuable asset to Mr. Obama as the new administration seeks to move its agenda on the economy, national security, **immigration* * and **climate change among other issues*. *If* President-elect *Obama lives up to his rhetoric to reach across party lines,* and I hope that he will, he is going to need John McCain," said Senator Susan Collins  a Maine Republican and longtime ally of Mr. McCain. "He is going to be a real player."  

McCain is key–studies rank him as the single most-influential person on Capitol Hill.
U.S. Newswire 6 (May 16, 2006 – lexis)

The first analysis and ranking system of power in Congress were released today on Congress.org --http://congress.org. Power Rankings is the culmination of a five-month research project by Knowlegis --http://www.knowlegis.net -- that sought to measure various characteristics of power. Cont…"We integrated every available piece of publicly available data to create an assessment of each Member of Congress," Fitch said. "We developed criteria and a weighting formula that reflected how members exercise power. Cont…-- Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) scored 1st in the "Influence" Power Category (which measures ability to influence legislative agenda through indirect means), primarily due to his media visibility. 
***AFFIRMATIVE
Not Unique - Nuclear Power Dead

Global nuclear power is dead
Independent Australian 11—quoting Dr. Helen Caldicott, MD and anti-nuclear activist (15 March 2011, http://www.independentaustralia.net/2011/international/caldicott-japan-may-spell-end-of-nuclear-industry-worldwide/, RBatra)

Dr Caldicott said that despite the best efforts of nuclear energy campaigners, the Japanese disaster is likely to spell the end of the industry not just in Australia but worldwide. “We’ve had earthquakes in Australia before—no-one will want to risk this happening in this country.” “But I think the nuclear industry is finished worldwide.” “I have said before, unfortunately, the only thing that is capable of stopping this wicked industry is a major catastrophe, and it now looks like this may be it.”
The nuclear renaissance is over – Fukushima crisis, lower natural gas prices, stalled carbon legislation all prove
Davis 11 – Assistant Professor at the Haas School of Business at the University of California (Lucas W., “Prospects for U.S. Nuclear Power After Fukushima,” April 2011, http://faculty.haas.berkeley.edu/ldavis/Prospects%20for%20U.S.%20Nuclear%20Power.pdf)

Introduction

In March 2011 an earthquake and tsunami knocked out power at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Plant in northern Japan, causing partial meltdowns at the plant’s three active reactors and largescale releases of radioactive steam. The most significant nuclear accident since Chernobyl in 1986, the crisis has further dampened the already dim prospects for a revival of U.S. nuclear power. Of 17 applications currently pending with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for new nuclear power plants to be built in the United States it is unlikely that more than a few will ever be built. The Fukushima crisis has put an end to a recent surge in enthusiasm for nuclear power. During 2007 and 2008 the NRC received 16 license applications for a total of 24 new nuclear power reactors.1 These applications were significant because they marked the first new license applications in the United States in almost three decades. The time was right, so it seemed, for a nuclear renaissance. Natural gas prices were at their highest level ever in real terms, the 2005 Energy Policy Act provided generous production tax credits and other subsidies for new nuclear plants, and perhaps most importantly, many believed that the United States was close to enacting legislation that would limit emissions of carbon dioxide. Then even before Fukushima the market conditions changed abruptly. U.S. natural gas prices fell sharply in 2009, carbon legislation stalled in the Senate, and the global recession slowed the growth of electricity demand. A single additional license application was filed with the NRC in 2009 and no additional applications have been filed since. As of April 2011, most of the pending license applications are essentially stalled and pre-construction is proceeding only on a couple of projects where the regulatory environment is particularly favorable.

High construction and regulator costs will remain a significant barrier to continued nuclear expansion

Davis 11 – Assistant Professor at the Haas School of Business at the University of California (Lucas W., “Prospects for U.S. Nuclear Power After Fukushima,” April 2011, http://faculty.haas.berkeley.edu/ldavis/Prospects%20for%20U.S.%20Nuclear%20Power.pdf)

This ebb and flow in the nuclear power sector recalls an even larger boom and bust that occurred starting in the 1960s and the early 1970s and highlights the extreme sensitivity of the nuclear power sector to energy prices, economic downturns, national energy policy, and galvanizing events like Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima. Nuclear power has long been controversial because of concerns about nuclear accidents, proliferation risk, and the storage of spent fuel. These concerns are real and important. In the end, however, the key challenge for nuclear power is the high cost of construction for nuclear reactors. Several recent studies estimate that current construction costs (excluding financing) for a U.S. nuclear power reactor exceed $4000 per kilowatt, so a typical two-reactor 2000 megawatt plant would cost more than $8 billion. Following Fukushima industry observers have called for expanded regulatory oversight for current and future nuclear power plants particularly with regard to seismic risks, containment issues and the storage of spent fuel. This increased regulatory scrutiny will likely cause construction costs to increase further. This article examines the economics of nuclear power in the United States. I begin by reviewing the historical record of reactor orders and construction costs. A number of studies have examined the cancellations and cost overruns that have characterized the industry and I summarize the most important insights. I then consider what it would take for nuclear power to become competitive, examining recent estimates of construction costs and evaluating long-standing claims that learningby-doing and standardization will lead construction costs to decrease over time.
There never was a nuclear renaissance – this is even more true after Fukushima
CNN 4/15 (Kevin Voigt and Irene Chapple, 15 April 2011, Fukushima and the 'nuclear renaissance' that wasn't, http://globalpublicsquare.blogs.cnn.com/2011/04/15/fukushima-and-the-nuclear-renaissance-that-wasnt/, RBatra)

A month after a devastating earthquake sent a wall of water across the Japanese landscape, the global terrain of the atomic power industry has been forever altered. The ongoing drama at the power plant in Fukushima - a name now ranked alongside Three Mile Island and Chernobyl as history's worst nuclear accidents - has erased the momentum the nuclear industry has seen in recent years. The growth in the emerging world, such as China and India, fueled increased demand in planned reactors. Oil-rich regions like the United Arab Emirates and smaller nations like Vietnam announced plans to build nuclear reactors in the past year. Once the bane of environmentalists, the nuclear industry enjoyed newfound "green" credentials as a cleaner alternative to coal-fired plants that belch greenhouse gases to produce electricity. Before Fukushima, a "nuclear renaissance" - as it was termed in the press - seemed well underway, except for this point: Nuclear power, as a total of world energy supply, has been in steady decline for the past decade. From 2000 to 2008, nuclear energy dropped from 16.7% to 13.5% of global energy production, according to the World Nuclear Industry Status Report 2009. The 2010-11 preliminary report, expected to be released Wednesday, will show the downward trend has continued, according to study author Mycle Schneider. While nuclear energy production has steadily increased, its piece of the global electricity pie is shrinking compared to traditional sources such as coal and alternatives like wind and solar power. "This doesn't indicate there is a nuclear revival," said Brahma Chellaney, one of the architects of India's atomic strategy and a fellow at the Centre for Policy Research in New Delhi. "Had Fukushima happened two years later, the renaissance may have been underway. But if (the nuclear industry) was hoping for a real revival, you can safely say this won't happen now." 

Global transition against nuclear power now

Beránek 11 [Jan—head of Greenpeace International's nuclear campaign, 5/12, “Japan to abandon nuclear plans and embrace renewable energy - who's next?” http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/news/Blogs/nuclear-reaction/japan-to-abandon-nuclear-plans-and-embrace-re/blog/34708/, ZR]

On May 10th, Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan made an incredible announcement – prompted by the ongoing Fukushima nuclear crisis, Japan, the world’s 3rd largest economy, is dropping plans to double its nuclear power capacity and the construction of 14 new nuclear plants, and will instead “start from scratch” with its energy policy, by developing wind, solar and biomass energy sources. 

Japan’s nuclear crisis has provided the wake-up call. Two months after Japan was brought to the edge of a nuclear catastrophe by dual impacts of an earthquake and tsunami on the Fukushima/Daiichi nuclear plant, the situation is still far from under control.

On May 12th, Fukushima’s operator TEPCO announced that despite all previous claims, the fuel rods at Fukushima Reactor 1 had been fully exposed. This is a huge setback for the authorities, who have been at pains give the impression of keeping the crisis contained. Now, however, the melted fuel that has now accumulated at the bottom of the reactor vessel is in danger of leaking through, which could cause a serious release of radiation.   

The global nuclear industry is reeling from all of this week’s news. Earlier in the week the Japanese government called for the closedown of the Hamaoka nuclear plant , due to its vulnerability to earthquakes and tsunamis. The operators of Hamaoka complied, and the plant is now being wound down, is a key customer for MOX fuel, which is produced in UK, while Japan is still the only place in the world capable of fabricating the ultra large steel components need for new nuclear reactors.  In Europe, the European Commission is pushing for more progressive stress test standards for reactors, while in the United States, the Nuclear Agency is under fire for its cosy relationship with the industry.

The lesson learned is that even in a country as technologically advanced as Japan, nuclear plants are vulnerable to unforeseen, yet deadly combinations of technical failure, human error and natural disaster. This realisation has prompted at least some world leaders to take a step back and rationally reassess all previous assumptions about the risks of nuclear power.

In Germany, the Fukushima crisis has inspired the German government to make a nuclear u-turn, by reversing last year’s decision to extend the lifetime of existing reactors. Instead it has ordered nearly half of its existing nuclear reactors to immediately stop operations. Chancellor Merkel said it straight: "It's over. Fukushima has forever changed the way we define risk in Germany. We want to end the use of nuclear energy and reach the age of renewable energy as fast as possible.”

 With two innovative, industrialised economies making such strong statements about the future of energy, and gearing up to seriously deal with climate change, other countries are sure to be influenced. No other country is better positioned to lead the development of cutting edge technologies for harvesting renewable energy potential and to combine them into a robust and reliable energy system for new era. And lets put this in perspective, Japan currently gets 30% of its electricity; Germany is the 4th largest economy, and receives 25% from nuclear. Yet they are serious about cutting their future reliance on nukes.

Not Unique - Renewable Power Now
There is growing reliance on renewable power instead of nuclear power
NAWP 7/19 (19 July 2011, Report: Wind, Solar Power Growth Is Beginning To Outpace Coal, Nuclear, http://www.nawindpower.com/naw/e107_plugins/content/content.php?content.8264, RBatra)

The installed capacity of wind and solar power grew faster than that of any other power technology, according to a recent analysis of the global power plant market released by Greenpeace International.

In addition, renewable energy reached its biggest market share in 2010, providing enough capacity to supply electricity to the equivalent of one-third of Europe, according to the report.

The Greenpeace report also highlights how renewable energy plants accounted for more than a quarter (26%) of all new power plants added to the worldwide electricity grid over the past decade, compared to nuclear power stations, which represented 2% of new installations in the same period.

"With renewable energy now the world's fastest-growing source of power plant installations, governments can make a simple, clear choice," says Sven Teske, Greenpeace International's senior renewable energy expert. "They can commit to a future shackled to dirty and dangerous fossil fuels, or they can kick-start an energy revolution by implementing renewable energy laws across the globe and leading investment in a renewable energy future that will not only boost global economic development and create green jobs, but also play a key role in mitigating climate change."

Since 2000, wind power has gained a growing market share within the global power market. The report shows that while the global wind industry added approximately 35,000 MW of capacity in 2010 alone, it took the global nuclear industry from 2000 to 2010 to achieve this.

During the same period, new coal installations went into decline in every country except China, where almost 80% of the world's new coal plants went into operation in the last decade. However, not only has China phased out some of its dirtiest coal plants over the last five years, but it has also increased its domestic wind market, doubling capacity every year since 2003. About 28% of all new power plants have been renewables, and 60% have been gas power plants (88% in total).

Electricity market liberalization also has a great influence on the chosen power plant technology. While the power sectors in the U.S. and Europe have moved toward deregulated markets - which favor mainly gas power plants - China added a large amount of coal until 2009, with the first signs for a change in favor of renewables in 2009 and 2010.

The liberalization of the power sector in the U.S. started with the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and became a game-changer for the entire power sector. While the U.S. is still far away from a fully liberalized electricity market, the country's chosen power plant technology is changing from coal and nuclear toward gas and wind. New coal and nuclear power plants made up 10% of installations in the U.S. and Europe between 2000 and 2010, with the dominant new power plant technology being gas.
No Link – Won’t Tradeoff
No link – no tradeoff of funds

Kerekes 7 [Steven—with the Nuclear Energy Institute, the policy organization of the nuclear energy and technology industry, 11/6, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/energy/nuclear-power-response-climate-change/p14718, ZR]
 

Lastly, let’s deal with the bizarre claim that renewable energy is being squeezed out of federal R&D [research and development] funding because private-sector investment in new nuclear plants is substantial. First, renewables received more than $1 billion in federal R&D funding in a single year as far back as 1979. Second, even the Energy Policy Act of 2005 authorizes 37 percent more for renewable energy R&D than it does for nuclear energy R&D. These numbers aren’t bad—they simply reveal the truth that it can take considerable time and money to jump-start the technologies that will help our nation.
No link, we'd trade off with natural gas instead

WSJ 7/18 (Stephen Power and Rebecca Smith, 18 July 2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303661904576452144090225456.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, RBatra)

The U.S. nuclear industry, which is struggling to revive under intense competitive pressure from cheap natural gas, says the existing cost-benefit analysis procedure protects them from making expensive changes that don't substantially improve safety. 

No U.S. nuclear growth/ we’d trade off with natural gas instead

Harder 7/20 (Amy, 20 July 2011, Five Aftereffects of Climate Bill's Failure, http://www.nationaljournal.com/daily/five-aftereffects-of-climate-bill-s-failure-20110719, RBatra)

2. Nuclear power renaissance is (still) not.  The nuclear industry lost big when Congress failed to enact a price on fossil-fuel carbon emissions, and the setback was magnified by the low price of natural gas. Then it was jolted in March by Japan’s Fukushima meltdown, which raised new worries about the safety of U.S. nuclear plants. “If there was one parameter you could use to track new interest in new nuclear over the years, it’s the price of natural gas,” said Tony Pietrangelo, the Nuclear Energy Institute’s chief nuclear officer. Natural gas prices are now hovering at about $4.50 per million British thermal units and would need to hit at least $7 for new nuclear power to be competitive, Pietrangelo said. There hasn’t been a new nuclear plant built in the United States for three decades. And despite lofty promises, the Obama administration has doled out only one loan guarantee to build two new reactors.

Doesn’t Solve - Fails In General
Nuclear power fails

Ferguson & Squassoni 7 [Charles Ferguson--- BA in mathematics from the University of California, Berkeley, and a Ph.D. in political science from M.I.T. in 1989, Ferguson conducted postdoctoral research at MIT while also consulting to the White House, the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, the Department of Defense, and several U.S. and European high technology firms, Sharon Squassoni is a senior fellow and director of the Proliferation Prevention Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), 6/25, “Why Nuclear Energy Isn't the Great Green Hope,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2007/06/24/why_nuclear_energy_isnt_the_great_green_hope, ZR]

When U.S. President George W. Bush speaks of using technology to fix climate problems, he often focuses on nuclear energy. Last month he said that if were truly interested in cleaning up the environment, or interested in renewable sources of energy, the best way to do so is through safe nuclear power. While Bush is talking up nuclear energy, China and India are racing ahead to build dozens of new plants. Even many environmentalists, concerned about emissions from coal-fired power plants, have begun holding their noses and are coming out in reluctant support of a technology they once reviled. But their original instincts were right: Nuclear energy is not the silver-bullet solution to save us or the environment.
Today, nuclear energy produces 16 percent of the worlds electricity, compared with coal, which produces 39 percent and hydropower, which produces 19 percent. In the United States, the good news is that the nuclear industry has maintained its 20 percent share of the electricity market by increasing the power rating of many of its 104 nuclear power reactors while decreasing the time required for shutdown for refueling and maintenance.

But during the past 30 years, reactor construction stagnated in the United States because of large uncertainties in capital costs as well as red tape and legal challenges in obtaining a license to operate a reactor. Although legislative changes in 1992 and more recently in 2005 have tried to streamline the licensing process and create incentives to entice investors, the industry has not had an order for a new nuclear power plant since 1978, and that order was subsequently canceled. The last completed U.S. reactor was Watts Bar 1, which was ordered in 1970 and began operations in 1996. Although many U.S. reactors have received operating-license renewals for an additional 20 years of life, by 2030 the reactor fleet will be in serious disrepair if no further reactors are built. The United States hopes to build upward of 30 reactors in the next couple of decades. However, because the incentives in the 2005 legislation are limited, only a handful of new reactors will probably be built, but not many more than that.

China and India produce an even more modest share of their electricity from nuclear energy, only about 2 and 3 percent, respectively. Though they can realistically aim to boost this share up to 4 to 5 percent by 2030, both countries will continue to rely primarily on fossil fuels for electricity generation.

The truth is, its doubtful that nuclear energy, which produces its own unpleasant waste, can really be a major solution to climate changeor even the coming energy crunch, for that matter. Because worldwide electricity demand is predicted to grow by 85 percent by 2030, nuclear power would have to almost double its capacity just to maintain its current share of the energy mix. Even the most optimistic projections of nuclear power expansion do not foresee a much larger share for nuclear energy globally.

Nor will nuclear energy be a quick fix. If, as the scientists tell us, the deadline for turning around the level of greenhouse gases is truly a decade from now, then a nuclear renaissance will take too long to have a significant effect. Typically, U.S. nuclear plants have required around 10 to 12 years from start to finish. The industry predicts that future plants can be built in as little as four years, but the proof is in the actual construction.

Assuming the best estimates, a quick ramp-up of nuclear capacity will run into industrial bottlenecks; only a few companies in the world can now make reactor-quality steel, concrete, and other vital components. A rush to build could also create shortages in the skilled workers and qualified engineers needed to run plants safely. Not to mention that building nuclear plants at the rapid pace required would likely drive up capital costs, which are already higher than other electricity options, even given significant government subsidies.

Nuclear Power Doesn’t Solve Warming
Nuclear doesn’t solve warming
Elliott 6/25—Professor of Technology Policy, co-Director of the Energy and Environment Research Unit, quoting Benjamin K. Sovacool, Assistant Professor and Research Fellow at the National University of Singapore, PhD in Science and Technology studies (Dave, 25 June 2011, “Nuclear – a powerful case against,” http://environmentalresearchweb.org/blog/2011/06/nuclear--a-powerful-case-again.html, RBatra)

Following through the phases of the nuclear fuel cycle, it was good to be reminded just how much radioactive contamination uranium mining produced, including the tailings left behind. In terms of the uranium fuel production process, it was helpful to have the figures for carbon intensity. It has been said that ‘nuclear power needs climate change more than climate change needs nuclear’, but many people had no doubt presumed that, if we did accept a few new plants, they would at least avoid some carbon emissions. That expectation is dashed by this book- Sovacool claims that, as reserves of high grade uranium are depleted, there will be more carbon emissions from the fossil-energy powered nuclear fuel production process than from some directly fossil-fuelled plants. 

Nuclear power fails – can’t solve warming

Mariotte 7 [Michael Mariotte—executive director of the Nuclear Information and Resource Service in Washington, 11/6, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/energy/nuclear-power-response-climate-change/p14718, ZR]

Environmental advocates considering “reconsidering” nuclear power in light of climate change are too late. The accelerating pace of the climate crisis and the dawning realization that we no longer have the luxury of a few decades to address the crisis already have made nuclear power an irrelevant technology in terms of climate.

Even if the nuclear industry had solved the safety, radioactive waste, proliferation, cost, and other issues that ended its first generation—and it hasn’t solved any of those problems—it wouldn’t matter. What nuclear power can offer for climate is simply too little, too late.
The major studies that have looked at the issue—MIT, the National Commission on Energy Policy, etc.—generally agree that for nuclear to make a meaningful contribution to carbon emissions reduction would require reactor construction on a massive scale: 1,200 to 2,000 new reactors worldwide, 200 to 400 in the United States alone. And that would have to be done over the next f40 to 50 years.

Pity poor Japan Steel Works, the world’s major facility for forging reactor pressure vessels (there is one other, small-capacity facility in Russia): working overtime it can produce twleve pressure vessels per year. Do the math: That’s less than half of what is needed. Even if someone put in the billions of dollars and years necessary to build a new forging facility, it’s still not enough, not fast enough.

There are 104 operable reactors in the United States today. In November 2017, no matter how much taxpayer money is thrown at the nuclear industry, there will be 104—or fewer. Even with streamlined licensing procedures and certified reactor designs, it will take ten, twelve years or more to license, build and bring a single new reactor online. And since most of the reactor designs being considered are first or second of a kind, count on them taking even longer.

Our energy future ultimately will be carbon-free and nuclear-free, based primarily on solar and wind power, energy efficiency, and distributed generation. What is perhaps less obvious is that the future is now. In the years we’d be waiting for that first new reactor to come online, we can install ten times or more solar and wind capacity, and save twenty times or more that much power through increased efficiency while building the mass production that reduces costs, especially for photovoltaics. By the time that first reactor could come online, solar could already be cost-competitive, while wind and efficiency already are cheaper than nuclear.
We no longer have ten years to begin reducing carbon emissions. Waiting around for a few new reactors won’t help our climate, but it would waste the funds needed to implement our real energy future.

No, Kerekes is wrong – he concedes that it’s too cost inefficient, its impossible to build enough to have any impact on warming, and that it would be too little too late

Mariotte 7 [Michael Mariotte—executive director of the Nuclear Information and Resource Service in Washington, 11/6, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/energy/nuclear-power-response-climate-change/p14718, ZR]

Steve is unable to refute either of the central theses of my first posting: 1) no matter how many billions of dollars we throw at nuclear power, there will be no new atomic reactors in the United States in the next ten years; 2) the industry cannot build the number of reactors needed to make a meaningful reduction in carbon emissions.

So, given nuclear power’s well-known and unsolved safety, radioactive waste, nuclear proliferation and economic problems, why bother building any? Steve’s argument essentially breaks down to: the technology exists, so let’s use it.
One reason not to bother is cost. The world has limited resources; we need to apply them effectively. If nuclear reactors could be built for $1500 kilowatts, as the Nuclear Energy Institute claimed a couple years ago, nuclear could potentially make an economic case for itself. But a funny thing happened when utilities started looking at actual cost projections rather than engaging in wishful thinking. Even before the first shovelful of construction dirt has been turned, costs for new reactors have skyrocketed. NRG and Constellation Energy, the two earliest license applicants, project costs on the order of $2,500-$3,000/kw and they are certainly low-balling. The experience in Finland, where Areva is building an EPR reactor (PDF) is instructive. After thirty-six months of construction, the project is already twenty-four months behind schedule and 50 percent over budget: costs for the single reactor are expected to reach $6 billion, or almost $4,000/kw. (U.S. utilities have said they intend to build 7 EPRs; Areva is hoping to sell EPRs globally.)

Six billion dollars for one reactor: that’s more than four times the U.S. Department of Energy’s annual spending on all renewable energy programs—no wonder renewables continue to lag behind their potential.

Moody’s Investors Service is even less optimistic. Their October 2007 projection is that new U.S. reactors will cost on the order of $5,000-6,000/kw. At those prices, even solar begins to look competitive—and its costs are trending down worldwide, not up. That’s why Google and other Silicon Valley entrepreneurs see solar power as the next Internet in terms of financial potential, and why they’re investing heavily in the technology.

Even under current inadequate federal energy policies, Steve notes that wind expects to reach 20 percent of U.S. electricity generation by 2030—the same percentage nuclear holds now. Taking the hundreds of billions of dollars we could spend on nuclear power to achieve minor carbon emissions cuts and investing that in solar, wind and energy efficiency would be far more effective, and ultimately cheaper. And the emissions cuts could begin now, not in a decade or more.
Nuclear power isn’t feasible, trades off with other forms of alternative energy causing warming, has no place to store waste, causes nuclear proliferation and terrorism

Mariotte 7 [Michael Mariotte—executive director of the Nuclear Information and Resource Service in Washington, 11/6, “Nuclear Power in Response to Climate Change,” http://www.cfr.org/energy/nuclear-power-response-climate-change/p14718, ZR]

The climate crisis is the overriding environmental issue of our time. Addressing it effectively is a necessity, and requires wise direction of our limited resources to support those technologies that offer both a speedy transition to a carbon-free future and a permanent, sustainable energy future.

The thirty-one reactors now said to be under construction (probably ten of those will never be completed) are being built with governmental subsidies. In the United States, utilities and Wall Street have made clear that new reactors will be built only with taxpayer loan guarantees and other assistance. Federal support for energy technologies is not necessarily bad, but should be unnecessary for a mature technology like nuclear power—already the most subsidized energy source in the U.S. over the past 50 years. That taxpayers are being asked to shoulder the burden of new reactors—in the United States and across the globe—is an indication that nuclear power’s economics simply aren’t viable.

And I haven’t yet addressed all of the ancillary (and expensive) facilities and issues that would be required to support a nuclear power revival: new radioactive waste dumps, when no country has yet been able to build even one permanent waste facility; new uranium enrichment plants—a proliferation problem as is plainly evident over Iran’s program; a greater risk of accident, terrorism and attack; a lack of qualified people to build, operate and regulate reactors; and, since uranium is a finite resource, a resort to reprocessing and the subsequent treatment of plutonium as a commodity—which should frighten anyone concerned about the spread of nuclear weapons.

We can achieve an energy policy that is both carbon-free and nuclear-free. I want to refer our readers to two recent books. Carbon-Free and Nuclear Free: A Roadmap for U.S. Energy Policy, by Dr. Arjun Makhijani of the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research, is a remarkable work that lays out a detailed plan for the United States to become completely carbon-free and nuclear-free by 2050—without increasing the amount of Gross Domestic Product now being spent on energy. The second is Winning Our Energy Independence: An Energy Insider Shows How, by S. David Freeman, former board chair of the Tennessee Valley Authority. Freeman argues strongly against construction of any new coal or nuclear plants, and persuasively that renewables are, in fact, ready to meet our energy needs.

Spending hundreds of billions of dollars—potentially trillions worldwide—on nuclear power would tie up the capital necessary to implement the safe, sustainable energy future the climate crisis calls for, while providing minimal carbon emissions reductions. That’s the fundamental issue. Our choice is stark: we can effectively address the climate crisis, or we can choose nuclear power. We can’t do both. Fortunately, the choice is an easy one.

Meltdown Cancer Turn

A U.S. meltdown is inevitable

Keteyian 7/19 (Armen, 19 July 2011, Fukushima-type disaster inevitable in U.S.?, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/07/19/earlyshow/main20080633.shtml, RBatra)

What was the turning point in her work? "Basically," she replied, "the books are being cooked. People are saying things, they swear under oath it's been done, and it hadn't been done." When Harris refused to sign a multimillion-dollar construction contract riddled with errors, she said, Tennessee Valley Authority executives told her that her career was over. Instead, it sparked a 28-year crusade devoted to preventing a nuclear accident. Harris said, "You can see a Fukushima happening here in the U.S." So it's not a matter of 'if,' it's a matter of "When," Harris finished the sentence. CBS News has obtained a copy of a National Regulatory Commission (NRC) "Post Fukushima" Watts Bar report, dated May 2011. CBS News had two nuclear engineers look at the report. One gave Watts Bar a "D-" and called it "appalling." The other cited what he called more than 40 "disturbing findings" during a 40-hour inspection, including: A lack of emergency responder training Faulty control panels Malfunctioning communications equipment Issues with portable backup diesel generators We asked David Lochbaum, a member of the Union of Concerned Scientists why the NRC isn't pounding on the door of Watts Bar, saying, "Look we need these problems fixed?" "I think the fact that there hasn't been a major reactor accident in the United States for over three decades allows the industry and the NRC to become complacent," Lochbaum said. 

Meltdowns cause huge structural damage and cancer

Caldicott 7/19—MD, founder of several anti-nuclear institutions (Helen, 19 July 2011, The Awful Magnitude of Destruction from a Nuclear Meltdown, RBatra)

The report states that in the “worst possible case” (an assumed 10 million people at risk) 3,300 people would die of severe radiation damage within several days; 10,000 to 100,000 people would develop acute radiation sickness within two to six weeks of initial exposure.

45,000 would become acutely short of breath because the intensely radioactive gases produce lung damage; 240,000 others would develop acute hypothyroidism with symptoms of weight gain, lassitude, susceptibility to cold, impaired and slow mental functions, loss of appetite, constipation, and absent menstruation.

350,000 males would become temporarily sterile as gamma radiation damages sperm, and 40,000 to 200,000 women would cease to menstruate, many permanently.

In the fetal population, up to 100,000 babies would be born as cretins with mental retardation from destruction of their thyroid glands by radioactive iodine, 1,500 others would develop microcephaly (small heads) as the developing brain is highly susceptible to the deleterious effects of radiation. There would be 3000 deaths in utero with spontaneous abortions. Five to sixty years later cancer would develop in various bodily organs of 270,000 people and there would be 28,800 cases of thyroid cancer.

Hormesis Turn
Hormesis is dangerous

Myers 11—biologist and associate professor at the University of Minnesota, Morris (PZ, 18 March 2011, http://scienceblogs.com/pharyngula/2011/03/will_radiation_hormesis_protec.php, RBatra)

However, the key thing to note about hormetic effects is that they only apply at low dosages. Low dosages tend to be where the damaging effects are weakest, anyway, and where the data are also the poorest. The US government recommendations for radiation exposure are based on a linear no threshold model in which there is no hormesis to reduced effects at low concentrations for a couple of reasons. One is methodological. The data we can get from high exposures to toxic agents tends to be much more robust and consistent, and we do see simple relationships like a ten-fold increase in dose produces a ten-fold increase in effect, whereas at low doses, where the effects are much weaker, variability adds so much noise to the measurements that it may be difficult to get a repeatable and consistent relationship. So the strategy is to determine the relationships at high doses and extrapolate backwards.

Then, of course, the major reason recommendations are made on the simple linear model is that it is the most conservative model. The data are weaker at the low end; there is more variability from individual to individual; the safest bet is always to recommend lower exposures than are known to be harmful.

In the low dosage regime, these responses get complicated at the same time the data gets harder to collect. This is why it's a bad idea to base public policy on the weakest information. I'll quote a chunk from a review by Calabrese (2008) that describes why you have to be careful in interpreting these data.

    In 2002, Calabrese and Baldwin published a paper entitled "Defining hormesis" in which they argued that hormesis is a dose-response relationship with specific quantitative and temporal characteristics. It was further argued that the concept of benefit or harm should be decoupled from that definition. To fail to do so has the potential of politicizing the scientific evaluation of the dose-response relationship, especially in the area of risk assessment. Calabrese and Baldwin also recognized that benefit or harm had the distinct potential to be seen from specific points of view. For example, in a highly heterogeneous population with considerable inter-individual variation, a beneficial dose for one subgroup may be a harmful dose for another subgroup. In addition, it is now known that low doses of antiviral, antibacterial, and antitumor drugs can enhance the growth of these potentially harmful agents (i.e., viruses), cells, and organisms while possibly harming the human patient receiving the drug. In such cases, a low concentration of these agents may be hormetic for the disease-causing organisms but harmful to people. In many assessments of immune responses, it was determined that approximately 80% of the reported hormetic responses that were assessed with respect to clinical implications were thought to be beneficial to humans. This suggested, however, that approximately 20% of the hormetic-like low-dose stimulatory responses may be potentially adverse. Most antianxiety drugs at low doses display hormetic dose-response relationships, thereby showing beneficial responses to animal models and human subjects. Some antianxiety drugs enhance anxiety in the low-dose stimulatory zone while decreasing anxiety at higher inhibitory doses. In these two cases, the hormetic stimulation is either decreasing or increasing anxiety, depending on the agent and the animal model]. Thus, the concepts of beneficial or harmful are important to apply to dose-response relationships and need to be seen within a broad biological, clinical, and societal context. The dose-response relationship itself, however, should be seen in a manner that is distinct from these necessary and yet subsequent applications.

I know, the Cabrese quote may have been a little dense for most. Let me give you another real world example with which I'm familiar, and you probably are, too.

Here in Minnesota in the winter we get very snowy, icy conditions. If I'm driving down the road and I sense a slippery patch, what I will immediately do is become more alert, slow down, and drive more carefully — I will effectively reduce my risk of an accident on that road because I detected ice. This does not in any way imply that ice reduces traffic accidents. Again, with the way Ann Coulter's mind works, she'd argue that what we ought to do to encourage more responsible driving is to send trucks out before a storm to hose the roads down with water instead of salt.
Accidents Turn
Nuclear reactors create never-ending nuclear accidents and skyrocketing radiation and cancer rates – you should default to doctors rather than physicists for evidence standards
Caldicott 11—MD, anti-nuclear activist (Helen, 1 May 2011, Unsafe at Any Dose, http://www.helencaldicott.com/2011/05/unsafe-at-any-dose/#more-285, RBatra)

But this is dangerously ill informed and short-sighted; if anyone knows better, it’s doctors like me. There’s great debate about the number of fatalities following Chernobyl; the International Atomic Energy Agency has predicted that there will be only about 4,000 deaths from cancer, but a 2009 report published by the New York Academy of Sciences says that almost one million people have already perished from cancer and other diseases. The high doses of radiation caused so many miscarriages that we will never know the number of genetically damaged fetuses that did not come to term. (And both Belarus and Ukraine have group homes full of deformed children.) Nuclear accidents never cease. We’re decades if not generations away from seeing the full effects of the radioactive emissions from Chernobyl. As we know from Hiroshima and Nagasaki, it takes years to get cancer. Leukemia takes only 5 to 10 years to emerge, but solid cancers take 15 to 60. Furthermore, most radiation-induced mutations are recessive; it can take many generations for two recessive genes to combine to form a child with a particular disease, like my specialty, cystic fibrosis. We can’t possibly imagine how many cancers and other diseases will be caused in the far future by the radioactive isotopes emitted by Chernobyl and Fukushima. Doctors understand these dangers. We work hard to try to save the life of a child dying of leukemia. We work hard to try to save the life of a woman dying of metastatic breast cancer. And yet the medical dictum says that for incurable diseases, the only recourse is prevention. There’s no group better prepared than doctors to stand up to the physicists of the nuclear industry. Still, physicists talk convincingly about “permissible doses” of radiation. They consistently ignore internal emitters — radioactive elements from nuclear power plants or weapons tests that are ingested or inhaled into the body, giving very high doses to small volumes of cells. They focus instead on generally less harmful external radiation from sources outside the body, whether from isotopes emitted from nuclear power plants, medical X-rays, cosmic radiation or background radiation that is naturally present in our environment. However, doctors know that there is no such thing as a safe dose of radiation, and that radiation is cumulative. The mutations caused in cells by this radiation are generally deleterious. We all carry several hundred genes for disease: cystic fibrosis, diabetes, phenylketonuria, muscular dystrophy. There are now more than 2,600 genetic diseases on record, any one of which may be caused by a radiation-induced mutation, and many of which we’re bound to see more of, because we are artificially increasing background levels of radiation. For many years now, physicists employed by the nuclear industry have been outperforming doctors, at least in politics and the news media. Since the Manhattan Project in the 1940s, physicists have had easy access to Congress. They had harnessed the energy inside the center of the sun, and later physicists, whether lobbying for nuclear weapons or nuclear energy, had the same power. They walk into Congress and Congress virtually prostrates itself. Their technological advancements are there for all to see; the harm will become apparent only decades later. Doctors, by contrast, have fewer dates with Congress, and much less access on nuclear issues. We don’t typically go around discussing the latent period of carcinogenesis and the amazing advances made in understanding radiobiology. But as a result, we do an inadequate job of explaining the long-term dangers of radiation to policymakers and the public.

Three Mile Island wasn’t a fluke – meltdowns kill thousands
Elliott 6/25—Professor of Technology Policy, co-Director of the Energy and Environment Research Unit, quoting Benjamin K. Sovacool, Assistant Professor and Research Fellow at the National University of Singapore, PhD in Science and Technology studies (Dave, 25 June 2011, “Nuclear – a powerful case against,” http://environmentalresearchweb.org/blog/2011/06/nuclear--a-powerful-case-again.html, RBatra)

In terms of plant operation, we are also often told that nuclear plants are relatively safe- and that this is confirmed by the fact that, for example, the Three Mile Island accident in 1979 did not lead to any serious emissions, much less deaths. But then Sovacool points out that this was a lucky fluke: ‘It had a double containment shell capable of containing a hydrogen explosion only because the commercial flight path to Harrisburg Airport passed over the plant’. We were not so lucky with Fukushima, where, as Sovacool reports in a devastating postscript chapter, thin outer containment buildings were blown apart by hydrogen explosions.

Major accidents like this catch the headlines. Sovacool reports that 21 deaths have so far been linked to Fukushima - 7 from first responders and plant operators, and 14 elderly people who died during the evacuation process. None of these were due to radiation exposure, but he notes that 160 people have so far been exposed to ‘hazardous’ levels of radiation. Hopefully the final outcome will be less than the thousands of early deaths that followed Chernobyl - Sovacool quotes the low IAEA-WHO estimate of 4000, but also points to other studies, which suggest 93,000 early cancer deaths. But away from the media spotlight, there are claimed to be continuing deaths and disease as a result of routine emissions and occasional leaks from nuclear facilities: Sovacool quotes 3,780 premature deaths and 1,253 cancers globally per annum. 

Chernobyl Was Bad
Over a million people died from Chernobyl – their evidence is propaganda
Independent Australian 11—quoting Dr. Helen Caldicott, MD and anti-nuclear activist (15 March 2011, http://www.independentaustralia.net/2011/international/caldicott-japan-may-spell-end-of-nuclear-industry-worldwide/, RBatra)

“Only one reactor blew at Chernobyl and it was only 3 months old, with new cores holding relatively little radiation; these ones have been operating for 40 years and would hold about 30 times more radiation than Chernobyl’s.”

Dr Caldicott cited a report from the New York Academy of Sciences, which said that over 1 million people have died as a direct result of the 1986 melt-down at Chernobyl, mostly from cancer. She said authorities had attempted to “hush up” the full scale of the Chernobyl disaster. The official 2005 figure from the International Atomic Energy Agency was just 4,000 fatalities.

The NYAS is a credible 200 year-old scientific institution. Their précis of the report is as follows:

    This is a collection of papers translated from the Russian with some revised and updated contributions. Written by leading authorities from Eastern Europe, the volume outlines the history of the health and environmental consequences of the Chernobyl disaster. According to the authors, official discussions from the International Atomic Energy Agency and associated United Nations’ agencies (e.g. the Chernobyl Forum reports) have largely downplayed or ignored many of the findings reported in the Eastern European scientific literature and consequently have erred by not including these assessments.

Causes Nuclear Terror/Prolif
Nuclear power risks nuclear terrorism and proliferation
Elliott 6/25—Professor of Technology Policy, co-Director of the Energy and Environment Research Unit, quoting Benjamin K. Sovacool, Assistant Professor and Research Fellow at the National University of Singapore, PhD in Science and Technology studies (Dave, 25 June 2011, “Nuclear – a powerful case against,” http://environmentalresearchweb.org/blog/2011/06/nuclear--a-powerful-case-again.html, RBatra)

Of course it’s not just people that have to be buried, but also nuclear waste. The back end of the nuclear cycle is probably its worst aspect- unless you are concerned about the prospects of terrorist attacks, the illegal diversion of nuclear material, or the proliferation of weapons making capacity. The latter issues relate to current geo-political conflicts, but the waste issue takes us beyond that into the far future. Sovacool quotes Alvin Weinberg’s comment that, in terms of guarding and managing nuclear wastes, humanity seemed to have a ’ remarkable belief that it can devise social institutions that are stable for periods equivalent to geological ages’.
Uncontrolled nuclear development allows massive proliferation – virtual nuclear weapons states prove

Adamantiades and Kessides 09 – ICG Aeolian Energy, works at the World Bank (A. and I., “Nuclear power for sustainable development: Current status and future prospects,” Energy Policy, 9/21/09, sciencedirect)

Concerns about proliferation from enrichment and reprocessing technologies: centrifuge enrichment technology has become prone to proliferation because of its compact size, low energy requirements, and low cost. In the 1980s, Iraq experimented with centrifuges that it acquired from German technicians who had stolen designs from Urenco (an enrichment company that owns and operates enrichment factories in Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom). The Democratic People's Republic of Korea50 and Libya51 are believed to have acquired centrifuge technology from a secret network run by a Pakistani scientist, Abdul Qadeer Khan (later exposed in 2004), who obtained classified designs from Urenco while working for it in the Netherlands. Pakistan, through these clandestine activities, mastered the centrifuge method and used it to produce the material for the explosive devices it detonated in 1998. The Democratic People's Republic of Korea is believed to have equipped its first explosive nuclear device with plutonium produced in a small (5 MW) experimental reactor. South Africa imported the Becker nozzle process, which developed technical problems, and later developed its own proprietary method. Brazil is actively pursuing centrifuge technology, which it claims to have developed (or more accurately, modified and perfected) on its own, and plans to provide nuclear fuel in the international market (Guizzo, 2006).

Alternative reactor technologies and fuel cycles: over the past three decades several attempts have been made to develop alternative nuclear technologies and cycles with greater resistance to proliferation. But investigations have shown that all reactor cycles have some potential for diversion, and this potential does not differ dramatically from one cycle to the other. Technical measures can be used to harden facilities and reduce the potential for proliferation. A country that possesses technologies for enrichment and spent fuel reprocessing can, if it so desires and decides, move toward producing explosive nuclear devices. About 40 countries have the capacity to develop nuclear weapons. Mohamed El Baradei, director of the International Atomic Energy Agency, calls those countries “virtual” nuclear weapon states and says that those with the know-how could make nuclear devices “overnight” if they wanted to.52
US push for nuclear power increases the risk of global proliferation
Farmer and Makhijani 10 – Members of the Santa Fe Institute and the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (J. Doyne and Arjun, “A US Nuclear Future?,” Nature, 9/23/10)

Scaled-up dangers

There are also undesirable side effects of using nuclear power. To make a large dent in CO2 emissions, 2,000–3,000 reactors would be needed worldwide by 2050 to replace an equivalent coal capacity and to increase the share of nuclear electricity to about 30%. This poses a huge proliferation hazard. Two medium-sized uranium–enrichment plants would need to be built every year to fuel so many nuclear reactors, increasing the risk that some fuel would be diverted and enriched to weapons-grade material. A major US push for nuclear power will make developing countries more likely to demand the capacity to enrich their own fuel, vastly hampering efforts to clamp down on nuclear proliferation.
Nuclear development causes proliferation – empirically proven

Hippel 11 [Frank N. Von—nuclear physicist, is a professor of public and international affairs at Princeton and co-chairman of the International Panel on Fissile Materials. From 1993 to 1994 he was responsible for national security issues in the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, 3/23, “It Could Happen Here,” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/24/opinion/24Von-Hippel.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1, ZR]

ANOTHER area that requires review is unrelated to the Fukushima accident, but would benefit from some of the attention generated by the crisis — namely, the need to strengthen the barriers to misuse of nuclear-energy technology to develop nuclear weapons.

The unintended effect of much of governmental research and development has been to make nuclear proliferation easier. Most notably, over the past 50 years the developed world has spent some $100 billion in a failed effort to commercialize plutonium breeder reactors. Such reactors would use uranium more efficiently, but would also require the separation of plutonium, a key component in nuclear weapons.
Even though plutonium breeder reactors have yet to make it past the research and development phase into commercial production, enough plutonium has been separated from spent power-reactor fuel to make tens of thousands of nuclear weapons, creating an enormous security risk. The technology’s spread raises the possibility that it could be diverted to military purposes. In fact, this has already happened: in 1974 India tested a nuclear weapon design using plutonium that had been separated out for its breeder reactor program.

Meanwhile, General Electric has applied for a license to build a plant that would use lasers to enrich uranium for commercial use, which could provide yet another way to produce weapons-grade material. A coalition led by the American Physical Society, a professional organization of physicists, has petitioned the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to assess the risk that this technology poses to non-proliferation efforts before it issues a license. The commission, predictably, has been reluctant to do so.

It is critical to find more effective ways to control such dangerous nuclear technologies. In 1946, the United States proposed that uranium enrichment and plutonium be put under international control, a proposal that failed because of the onset of the cold war.

