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**Case Debate**

1NC Energy [1/2]
1.) He-3 can’t sustain a lunar base or generate energy- lack of fusion 

CNN December 18, 2006;   http://articles.cnn.com/2006-12-18/tech/fs.moonmining_1_helium-3-moon-base-nuclear-fusion?_s=PM:TECH; “Mining the moon for a nuclear future” 
The race to return to the moon is on. Earlier this month NASA unveiled its mission statement to revisit earth's satellite and create a permanent base there. While it may become the jumping off point for further exploration of our solar system and beyond, there are more earthly prizes in sight, with some scientists believing that it has the potential to solve the world's dependence on fossil fuels. Mining the moon for fuel used in nuclear fusion reactors is among NASA's 200-plus set of mission goals and could precipitate another reason for other countries and private investors to join future lunar exploration. Honda Hydrogen Fuel Cells Watch the film to see how hydrogen fuels Honda's Undying Dream. www.honda.com The substance that has such large potential is an isotope called helium-3, a form of helium but with only one neutron instead of two. It is extremely rare on earth as it is created during very active nuclear reactions, most commonly found on the surface of the sun, but here can only be found as a by-product of the maintenance of nuclear weapons. Experts have estimated that the moon is a rich depository of the isotope with possible reserves that stretch meters down into the lunar soil that have been carried there by solar winds. What makes helium-3 so attractive as an alternative future fuel source is its environmentally friendly credentials, as it does not produce radioactive waste. However, while mining helium-3 from the moon will be one challenge, extracting energy from it is another, as it relies on nuclear fusion, rather than fission used in today's nuclear reactors. Scientists have been working to prove nuclear fusion works but much of it still remains theoretical. It is thought to be at least 50 years from being proven to work on a large scale. The potential, though, is enormous. It has been estimated that about 25 tons of helium-3, equal to just one payload of a space shuttle, would provide enough energy for the U.S. for a year at current consumption levels. While NASA aim to have a moon base by 2025 other space agencies and companies have expressed an interest in the moon and its potential energy reserves. "We are planning to build a permanent base on the moon by 2015 and by 2020 we can begin the industrial-scale delivery... of the rare isotope helium-3," said Nikolai Sevastianov, head of Russian space vehicle manufacturer Energia, at a seminar in Moscow in January. His bold statement might have been more of a publicity drive for Energia rather than a clear commitment to a program, but China, which has committed itself to a space program to land men on the moon by 2017 has also stated its interest in helium-3. "China's lunar project can incorporate the mining of helium-3 (HE-3) as a new, clean, efficient, safe and cheap nuclear fusion fuel. The foreign sales and internal uses of HE-3 will help offset the high price of maintaining a lunar base," wrote Stacey Solomone from the University of Hawaii in an article in Futures Research Quarterly. With the three large powers racing to moon it will be interesting to see if the spirit of cooperation will pervade if such a revolutionary and potentially lucrative prize is up for grabs. NASA has refuted any charges of national interest. Its Global Exploration Strategy canvassed 13 of the world's space agencies and the NASA maintains that it does not present a domestic agenda to win the moon for the U.S. It is the high costs involved that will be the main reason for cooperation rather than competition. Building and running a permanently manned lunar base alone will be incredibly expensive. The Government Accountability Office, the independent auditing arm of U.S. Congress, puts the price of NASA's lunar program to 2025 at $230 billion. "Typically a habitat is less than the cost of large rocketry," Michael Griffin of NASA told AP, and successfully utilizing the native materials on the moon will be a crucial to creating a viable base there. Research at the Fusion Technology Institute at the University of Wisconsin has also suggested that the process of mining helium-3 would produce other minerals to support space settlements. Nitrogen, methane, helium, water, carbon-oxygen compounds and hydrogen produced from mining, could permit food growth and development of a water supply for lunar inhabitants. Professor Manuel Grande of University of Aberystwyth led the British involvement of the European Space Agency's Smart-1 mission to observe the moon. He believes that focusing on mining self-sustaining minerals would be more beneficial than trying to harvest and then transport helium-3. "It is dubious whether it will ever be economically viable even if nuclear fusion works commercially or if helium-3 is a better option than other elements available on earth," he told CNN. "There are plenty of other minerals on the moon that would be easier to get at and help provide resources for a self-sustaining base. Oxygen could be derived from ilmanite reserves there and water could be extracted to make rocket fuel or sustain life on a base. "Put it this way, I wouldn't buy shares in the moon for the economic return. Lunar tourism will be the first money maker there," Manuel Grande told CNN.

1NC Energy [2/2]
Fossil fuel dependence decreasing—wind energy

Baltimore Sun, July 28, 2011, http://articles.baltimoresun.com/2011-07-28/news/bs-ed-0725-wind-energy-lettter-20110726_1_american-wind-energy-association-grid-operators-benefits-of-clean-energy , “Wind energy reduces fossil fuel use and emissions”

As wind energy makes increasing headway in reducing America's dependence on fossil fuels and the harmful emissions associated with their use, the fossil fuel industry has launched an increasingly desperate misinformation campaign to muddy the waters about these indisputable benefits of clean energy. The latest attack comes in a Baltimore Sun op-ed by Mr. Charles Campbell, a retired senior vice president of the Gulf Oil Corporation ("Wind farms wrong answer to Md.'s greenhouse gas emissions," July 25). Mr. Campbell's op-ed is marred by numerous false statements and a serious misunderstanding of how the power grid operates. One only need to look to Iowa or Texas, which last year produced 15 percent and 8 percent of their electricity from wind respectively, to see that adding wind to the grid actually improves power system reliability. Moreover, there is no need to "back up" wind output as he claims. How is this possible? The output of wind plants is aggregated with all of the other changes in electricity supply and demand on a massive interstate power grid. Even though many of those sources of supply and demand are changing unpredictably (think of factories coming on and offline, people turning air conditioners on and off, fossil-fired power plants breaking down unexpectedly), together their combined output is stable and manageable. Compared to these other changes, both onshore and offshore wind are relatively easy for grid operators to integrate, as changes in wind energy output occur slowly and are predictable. In fact, it would be far more appropriate to talk about the need to back up large fossil and nuclear power plants. They are the ones that experience large, immediate, and unexpected outages, requiring grid operators to keep 1,000-plus megawatts of fast acting, expensive and inefficient standby generation ready 24/7 in case one of those plants goes down. U.S. Department of Energy data conclusively show that states that have ramped up their wind energy output over the last several years, like Colorado and Texas, have seen major reductions in air pollution emissions. In addition, every independent grid operator that has examined the issue has found that adding wind energy to the grid results in significant reductions in fossil fuel use and emissions.

 No theoretical basis for reaction—high temperatures prohibit and it consumes more energy than produced 

Scientific American 6/12/09, tp://fti.neep.wisc.edu/gallery/pdf/sciam061209.pdf; “Is MOON's sci-fi vision of lunar helium 3 mining based in reality?”
 But the holy grail of such clean energy research, fusing helium 3 atoms together to produce ordinary helium 4 and energetic protons, is no easy task. "Nature being as it is," Kulcinski says, "it made that reaction very difficult." The Wisconsin campus has a small-scale reactor that consumes helium 3, but Kulcinski notes it is a long way from breaking even on the energetic balance sheet—that is, the reactor consumes far more energy than it produces. The disparity is enough to lead some skeptics to swear off the proposal entirely. In a 2007 article for Physics World, theoretical physicist Frank Close of the University of Oxford dismissed the "clean" fusion of helium 3 with helium 3 as slow and requiring prohibitively high temperatures. On top of that, he said, estimates of the moon's reserves of the isotope are purely hypothetical. "The lunar helium 3 story," Close wrote, "is, to my mind, moonshine." 
2NC Energy- #1 EXT

1NC 1- He-3 mining ineffective 2 reasons:

A.) Lack of fusion to convert He-3 into energy- the technology needed to create the fusion of Helium-3 has not been developed; that’s CNN 
More evidence- No Helium-3 fusion now

Discover News 2/21/11, http://news.discovery.com/space/this-moon-was-made-for-mining-helium-3.html “This Moon Was Made For Mining (Helium-3)”
As Discovery News reports, thanks to a critical shortage last year, the price of the isotope helium-3 has skyrocketed from $150 per liter to $5,000 per liter.Helium wasn't technically "discovered" on Earth until about 1895, despite being abundant in the universe. Almost all of the global supply of helium is located within 250 miles of Amarillo, Texas; it's distilled from accumulated natural gas and extracted during the refining process. Since the 1920s, the US has considered its helium stockpile as an important strategic natural resource, amassing some 32 billion cubic feet in an underground bunker in Texas, but for several years now, it's been selling off that stockpile bit by bit to interested industrial buyers. Helium is used for arc welding and leak detection, mostly, although NASA uses it to pressurize space shuttle fuel tanks. Liquid helium cools infrared detectors, nuclear reactors, and the superconducting magnets used in MRI machines, too. The fear is that, at current consumption rates, that underground bunker will be empty within 20 years, leaving the earth almost helium-free by the end of the 21st century. This could be bad for US industry. Fusion Power? It also bodes ill for the prospect of fusion using helium-3, a rare helium isotope that is missing a neutron. Physicists have yet to achieve pure helium-3 fusion, but if they did, we'd have a clean, virtually infinite power source. Or so the theory goes. And that's where the moon comes in. The moon's lunar soil is chock-full of helium reserves, thanks to the solar wind. In fact, every star emits helium constantly, suggesting that one day, spaceships will carry on a brisk import and export trade to harvest this critical element -- assuming we can figure out how to make such a process economically viable. But helium-3 isn't the only resource the moon might have to offer. It could also be a source for rare earth elements, such as europium and tantalum, which are in high demand on Earth for electronics and green energy applications (solar panels, hybrid cars), as well as being used in the space and defense industries. China is the largest exporter of rare earth elements, but there are growing concerns over supply vulnerability as China drastically reduces its rare earth exports. Scientists know that there are pockets or rare earth deposits on the moon, but as yet they don't have detailed maps of those areas. Potassium, phosphorus and thorium are other elements that lunar rocks have to offer a potential mining venture.

The only way you can solve any of your aff is if the fusion process is perfected 

Scientific American 6/12/09, tp://fti.neep.wisc.edu/gallery/pdf/sciam061209.pdf; “Is MOON's sci-fi vision of lunar helium 3 mining based in reality?”
The lunar surface, Kulcinski says, should indeed be loaded with the isotope, which is in the solar wind, the stream of charged particles from the sun. It is scarce on Earth because the planet's atmosphere and magnetic field largely deflect the brunt of the solar wind, but the moon is far less protected. "The only thing that's close to the sun that has neither an atmosphere nor a magnetic field is the moon," Kulcinski says. And samples from the Apollo program show elevated levels of helium 3 compared to the puny amounts available on Earth. Kulcinski estimates that there are a million metric tons of helium 3 embedded in the outermost layer of the moon's crust. What is more, it could prove very valuable as a nuclear fuel—just 40 metric tons would power the U.S. for an entire year if the fusion process could be perfected, Kulcinski says. Perhaps more important, the isotope itself is not radioactive, and the products of its fusion would be much cleaner than the nuclear waste generated by today's fission plants. 

B.) A base is a pre-requisite to mining operations; this is impossible due to energy issues to up keeping the base

And, Helium-3 couldn’t sustain the base by itself 

Robert Groezinger 2007, Worcester Polytechnic Institute; http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-101507-102551/unrestricted/jmw_yams_iqp.pdf ; “Sustaining Agriculture on the Moon”

A second method for water production would be implemented by mining hydrogen gas from the surface of the Moon deposited by the solar wind (Cocks, 2002) and combining this local hydrogen with oxygen extracted from lunar rocks. One of the major disadvantages of this method is that a fission or fusion nuclear reactor would most likely be required in order to provide enough energy to extract oxygen from the rocks found on the lunar surface. The method used to extract oxygen from the lunar rocks probably could not be solar-powered. Due to the small size of a starting human population on the Moon and the challenges and dangers involved concerning settings up a nuclear reactor on the Moon, this method of oxygen extraction may not be feasible for decades. To be truly self-sufficient, the reactor would need to be able to use the local nuclear fuel, Helium-3, as well, which is hard to get to fuse given the capability of current technology. On the other hand, deuterium and tritium reactions will most likely be available by 2040. We feel that Helium-3 will be a 22 nd century fuel rather than one in our proposed time frame for the initial implementation of an agricultural system (D‘Souza, 2006) 

2NC Energy- #3 EXT
1NC 3- The technology to initiate fusion of Helium 3 uses more energy then it puts out and would need an incredible amount of heat to succeed; that’s Scientific American 

And, the heat needed is beyond any capability of modern fusion generators 

Technology Review 07 (“Mining the Moon”; http://www.technologyreview.com/energy/19296/page2/; August 23rd )

Close points out that in a tokamak--a machine that generates a doughnut-shaped magnetic field to confine the superheated plasmas necessary for fusion--deuterium reacts up to 100 times more slowly with helium-3 than it does with tritium. In a plasma contained in a tokamak, Close stresses, all the nuclei in the fuel get mixed together, so what's most probable is that two deuterium nuclei will rapidly fuse and produce a tritium nucleus and proton. That tritium, in turn, will likely fuse with deuterium and finally yield one helium-4 atom and a neutron. In short, Close says, if helium-3 is mined from the moon and brought to Earth, in a standard tokamak the final result will still be deuterium-tritium fusion.Second, Close rejects the claim that two helium-3 nuclei could realistically be made to fuse with each other to produce deuterium, an alpha particle and energy. That reaction occurs even more slowly than deuterium-tritium fusion, and the fuel would have to be heated to impractically high temperatures--six times the heat of the sun's interior, by some calculations--that would be beyond the reach of any tokamak. Hence, Close concludes, "the lunar-helium-3 story is, to my mind, moonshine."

1NC Terrorism 

No risk of terror

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, April 30, 2009, http://www.icnnd.org/latest/research/Mueller_Terrorism.pdf accessed 7/2/10, “The Atomic Terrorist?” International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament 

There has also been great worry about “loose nukes,” especially in post-Communist Russia—weapons, “suitcase bombs” in particular, that can be stolen or bought illicitly. However, both Russian nuclear officials and experts on the Russian nuclear programs have adamantly denied that al-Qaeda or any other terrorist group could have bought such weapons. They further point out that the bombs, all built before 1991,are difficult to maintain and have a lifespan of one to three years, after which they become “radioactive scrap metal.” Similarly, a careful assessment conducted by the Center for Nonproliferation Studies has concluded that it is unlikely that any of these devices have actually been lost and that, regardless, their effectiveness would be very low or even non-existent because they (like all nuclear weapons) require continual maintenance. Even some of those most alarmed by the prospect of atomic terrorism have concluded that “It is probably true that there are no ‘loose nukes’, transportable nuclear weapons missing from their proper storage locations and available for purchase in some way.”10 It might be added that Russia has an intense interest in controlling any weapons on its territory since it is likely to be a prime target of any illicit use by terrorist groups, particularly Chechen ones of course, with whom it has been waging a vicious on-and-off war for well over a decade. The government of Pakistan, which has been repeatedly threatened by terrorists, has a similar very strong interest in controlling its nuclear weapons and material—and scientists. Notes Stephen Younger, former head of nuclear weapons research and development at Los Alamos National Laboratory, “regardless of what is reported in the news, all nuclear nations take the security of their weapons very seriously.” Even if a finished bomb were somehow lifted somewhere, the loss would soon be noted and a worldwide pursuit launched. And most bombs that could conceivably be stolen use plutonium which emits a great deal of radiation that could relatively easily be detected by sensors in the hands of pursuers.12 Moreover, as technology has developed, finished bombs have been outfitted with devices that will trigger a non-nuclear explosion that will destroy the bomb if it is tampered with. And there are other security techniques: bombs can be kept disassembled with the component parts stored in separate high security vaults, and things can be organized so that two people and multiple codes are required not only to use the bomb, but to store, to maintain, and to deploy it.
Terrorists wouldn’t be able to acquire, develop, and deliver the nuclear weapon

Steve Chapman, member of the Chicago Tribune editorial board since 1981, 2/8/08 “The Implausibility of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2008/02/the_implausibility_of_nuclear.html, accessed 7/2/10
The events required to make that happen comprise a multitude of Herculean tasks. First, a terrorist group has to get a bomb or fissile material, perhaps from Russia's inventory of decommissioned warheads. If that were easy, one would have already gone missing. Besides, those devices are probably no longer a danger, since weapons that are not scrupulously maintained (as those have not been) quickly become what one expert calls "radioactive scrap metal." If terrorists were able to steal a Pakistani bomb, they would still have to defeat the arming codes and other safeguards designed to prevent unauthorized use. As for Iran, no nuclear state has ever given a bomb to an ally -- for reasons even the Iranians can grasp. Stealing some 100 pounds of bomb fuel would require help from rogue individuals inside some government who are prepared to jeopardize their own lives. The terrorists, notes Mueller, would then have to spirit it "hundreds of miles out of the country over unfamiliar terrain, and probably while being pursued by security forces." Then comes the task of building a bomb. It's not something you can gin up with spare parts and power tools in your garage. It requires millions of dollars, a safe haven and advanced equipment -- plus people with specialized skills, lots of time and a willingness to die for the cause. And if al-Qaida could make a prototype, another obstacle would emerge: There is no guarantee it would work, and there is no way to test it. Assuming the jihadists vault over those Himalayas, they would have to deliver the weapon onto American soil. Sure, drug smugglers bring in contraband all the time -- but seeking their help would confront the plotters with possible exposure or extortion. This, like every other step in the entire process, means expanding the circle of people who know what's going on, multiplying the chance someone will blab, back out or screw up. Mueller recalls that after the Irish Republican Army failed in an attempt to blow up British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, it said, "We only have to be lucky once. You will have to be lucky always." Al-Qaida, he says, faces a very different challenge: For it to carry out a nuclear attack, everything has to go right. For us to escape, only one thing has to go wrong. That has heartening implications. If Osama bin Laden embarks on the project, he has only a minuscule chance of seeing it bear fruit. Given the formidable odds, he probably won't bother. None of this means we should stop trying to minimize the risk by securing nuclear stockpiles, monitoring terrorist communications and improving port screening. But it offers good reason to think that in this war, it appears, the worst eventuality is one that will never happen.

**Rare Earth Element Advantage CP**
Seabed Mining 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should establish an annual quota, establish a means of determining eligibility to participate, and equal division in profit amongst co-owners, in the production of sea bed minerals. 

Lack of regulation prevents sea-bed mining

Per Magnus Wijkman,  Head of the Research Secretariat at the National Board of Trade, Stockholm 1982[“Managing the global commons”, Cambridge University Press,http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=1&fid=4307836&jid=INO&volumeId=36&issueId=03&aid=4307828&bodyId=&membershipNumber=&societyETOCSession=] 
Section I gave some reasons why internationally shared resources may remain under communal ownership and shared jurisdiction in spite of the historical trend to private ownership and national jurisdiction. Defining and enforcing property rights may make subdivision unreasonably expensive; if subdivision is possible, it may reduce efficiency because individual owners cannot exploit their parts independently of each other, or it may increase their risk because of the uncertain value of the parts they receive. Finally, like heirs to an estate, the commoners simply may fail to agree on how to divide the inheritance and none may be inclined to appropriate it unilaterally. When a scarce resource is maintained as a commons for any of the above reasons, open access will result in inefficient use. Section II considered the conditions under which voluntary cooperation between governments was unlikely to occur. When many governments are involved, efficient management requires the creation of a supranational authority. A government will surrender jurisdiction only if it feels it has sufficient com-522 International Organization mon interests with other governments. Inevitably, some governments will not feel that this is the case. This section presents a paradigm of an international management institution in order to illustrate clearly the different interests involved. Any management regime for common property resources discharges three primary functions. First, it assesses the harvesting or carrying capacity of the commons and determines an annual quota to be harvested. Second, it allocates rights to participate in harvesting this quota. Third, it distributes the benefits derived from exploiting the resource among its co-owners. A condominium designed to exercise separately each of these functions of allocation, distribution, and scientific assessment provides a useful comparison norm when analyzing management problems. 15 1 shall use it to distinguish reconcilable from irreconcilable conflicts of interest between parties 

CP moves away from Chinese dependence 
BBC 7-4-2011 [“Japan finds rare earths in Pacific Seabed”, BBC, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-pacific-14009910]
Japanese researchers say they have discovered vast deposits of rare earth minerals, used in many hi-tech appliances, in the seabed. The geologists estimate that there are about a 100bn tons of the rare elements in the mud of the Pacific Ocean floor. At present, China produces 97% of the world's rare earth metals. Analysts say the Pacific discovery could challenge China's dominance, if recovering the minerals from the seabed proves commercially viable. The British journal Nature Geoscience reported that a team of scientists led by Yasuhiro Kato, an associate professor of earth science at the University of Tokyo, found the minerals in sea mud at 78 locations. "The deposits have a heavy concentration of rare earths. Just one square kilometre (0.4 square mile) of deposits will be able to provide one-fifth of the current global annual consumption," said Yasuhiro Kato, an associate professor of earth science at the University of Tokyo. The minerals were found at depths of 3,500 to 6,000 metres (11,500-20,000 ft) below the ocean surface. One-third of the sites yielded rich contents of rare earths, Mr Kato said. The deposits are in international waters east and west of Hawaii, and east of Tahiti in French Polynesia. Mr Kato estimated that rare earths contained in the deposits amounted to 80 to 100 billion tonnes. The US Geological Survey has estimated that global reserves are just 110 million tonnes, found mainly in China, Russia and other former Soviet countries, and the United States. China's apparent monopoly of rare earth production enabled it to restrain supply last year during a territorial dispute with Japan. Japan has since sought new sources of the rare earth minerals. The Malaysian government is considering whether to allow the construction of an Australian-financed project to mine rare earths, in the face of local opposition focused on the fear of radioactive waste. The number of firms seeking licences to dig through the Pacific Ocean floor is growing rapidly. The listed mining company Nautilus has the first licence to mine the floor of the Bismarck and Solomon oceans around Papua New Guinea. It will be recovering what is called seafloor massive sulphide, for its copper and gold content. 

Seabed Mining-AT: Wrecks Environment

Mining code prevents environmental destruction

B. Nagender National Institute of Oceanography and Nath R. Sharma. National Institute of Oceanography, 7-1-2k [“Environment and Deep-Sea Mining: A Perspective”, EBSCO,http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?sid=c056ffc4-87ee-41c7-864c-3526c0e6b142%40sessionmgr104&vid=2&hid=110]
The Law of the Sea Convention includes rules and regulations regarding the protection of the marine environment, with more emphasis on the shipping. However, the Mining Code prepared by the Secretariat of the ISA is at present under consideration by the Authority’s Legal and Technical Committee. The Mining Code consists of regulations on prospecting and exploration of polymetallic nodule resources and includes guidelines for protection and preservation of the marine environment during exploration and mining. It would be helpful if the results obtained from all the disturbance experiments carried out so far are considered in finalizing the Mining Code. Furthermore, it may be necessary to set quantitative limits on the amount of destruction that can be tolerated and include the limits in the Mining Code. The Mining Code should also suggest appropriate effluent discharge depths on the basis of results of baseline studies available
Seabed Mining- AT: Timeframe

Tech exists now

Parthemore 11 (Christine Parthemore, Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), where she directs the Natural Security Program and the Natural Security Blog, prolific author, former journalist writing for The Washington Post, Roll Call, and the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, MA from Georgetown University's Security Studies Program, June 2011, “ELEMENTS OF SEUCURITY: MITIGATING THE RISKS OF U.S. DEPENDENCE ON CRITICAL MINERALS,” Center for a New American Security, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore_1.pdf)

Seabed mineral exploration is high on the agenda for a range of countries and companies and, if major new supplies are discovered, will substantially change the global market for critical minerals. After decades of major investments in seabed exploration by scientists, petroleum producers and others, the world is experiencing great advances in the technical and economic viability of undersea exploration and exploitation. Countries seeking to mine these potentially important seabed mineral reserves may engage in territorial disputes as a result, even though doubt remains over whether, where and at what price seabed mineral supplies may become economical to produce. For example, territorial disputes over areas of the Arctic that are opening up to exploration and in the South China Sea – areas seen as having great mineral supply potential – are already concerning U.S. military strategists and diplomats. The possibility of seabed mining is already fueling a renewed debate about whether the United States should ratify the U.N. Law of the Sea Convention (UNCLOS). 

Seabed Mining- Solvency

Solves Case

Per Magnus Wijkman,  Head of the Research Secretariat at the National Board of Trade, Stockholm 1982[“Managing the global commons”, Cambridge University Press,http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=1&fid=4307836&jid=INO&volumeId=36&issueId=03&aid=4307828&bodyId=&membershipNumber=&societyETOCSession=] 
The main resources of the deep seabed are currently believed to be manganese nodules, containing most notably manganese, nickel, cobalt, and copper. Deep-seabed mining holds out the prospect of commercial success, especially for prime mine sites in the Pacific. In the absence of limits on The Draft Convention proposes to extend coastal state jurisdiction to a maximum of 350 nautical miles from the coast or to 100 n. miles beyond the 2500 meter isobath if one of several criteria involving sediment thickness and distance is fulfilled. Developed broad-margin states, but not developing ones, would be required to share with the International Seabed Authority revenues obtained from exploitation of the continental shelf beyond 200 n. miles from their coast line. This would replace the 1958 Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf, which allows the coastal state to exploit the resources of its adjacent continental shelf out to a water depth of 200 meters, or as far out as the water depth permits exploitation.Managing the global commons 531 production the seabed might provide the major part of world consumption of these minerals in twenty or thirty years.

**Economy Advantage CP**

Pot Legalization 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should legalize the production and distribution of marijuana and establish a 10% sales tax on marijuana.

Solves Econ- jobs, agriculture, taxes, and jail system
Time, 4-2-2009 [Joe Klein staff writer, “Why Legalizing Marijuana Makes Sense”http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1889166,00.html#ixzz1TjX7fFvx]
But there are big issues here, issues of economy and simple justice, especially on the sentencing side. As Webb pointed out in a cover story in Parade magazine, the U.S. is, by far, the most "criminal" country in the world, with 5% of the world's population and 25% of its prisoners. We spend $68 billion per year on corrections, and one-third of those being corrected are serving time for nonviolent drug crimes. We spend about $150 billion on policing and courts, and 47.5% of all drug arrests are marijuana-related. That is an awful lot of money, most of it nonfederal, that could be spent on better schools or infrastructure — or simply returned to the public. (See the top 10 ballot measures.)At the same time, there is an enormous potential windfall in the taxation of marijuana. It is estimated that pot is the largest cash crop in California, with annual revenues approaching $14 billion. A 10% pot tax would yield $1.4 billion in California alone. And that's probably a fraction of the revenues that would be available — and of the economic impact, with thousands of new jobs in agriculture, packaging, marketing and advertising. A veritable marijuana economic-stimulus package! (Read "Is Pot Good For You?")

Pot Legalization- Solvency

Solves

Casey Gane-McCalla Columbia University Graduate,4-20-2009[“OPINION: Legalize Weed, Stimulate The Economy”, News One, http://newsone.com/nation/casey-gane-mccalla/opinion-legalize-weed-stimulate-the-economy/]

They say desperate times call for desperate measures and we are definitely in desperate times. The biggest problem about the US economy is that we don’t make anything anymore. We closed the textile mills and now get our clothes from China, we get our electronic goods from Japan, our food from God knows where. America was sent into a depression 80 years ago after the US made alcohol illegal . During that time organized crime flourished while the economy suffered. America did not bounce out of that depression til after they made alchohol legal again in 1933. If there is anything Americans know how to make, market and distribute, its marijuana. America has been marketing marijuana for years through music, movies, comedy and t-shirts. Illegal botanists have been making various high powered strands of marijuana while the US hasn’t had an agricultural innovation since the peanut. Already many states have big problems with overcrowded prisons that they cannot afford to fund. Wouldn’t it be better to let out the marijuana smokers then the rapists, thieves and killers. America has not had a cash crop in years. Sugar and the rum trade gave the Americas its first economic boom. Tobacco gave it its second. America has a long history of making money of drugs. People have reported that marijuana is the nation’s biggest cash crop, more than corn and soy combined. It is said that marijuana is responsible for $36 billion annually in the USA, none of which is taxed. Today we are paying farmers not to grow crops. If farmers were allowed to grow marijuana, they would not need anymore subsidies and also be able to create badly needed jobs in the agricultural industries. If weed were legalized, farmers would also be able to grow hemp which can be used to make clothes, fuel food and many other things. It would be nice for America to have a product to export rather than importing everything, hemp could fill that role. George Washington, Thomas Jefferson and Benjamin Franklin all grew hemp our last three presidents have smoked marijuana. One third of all Americans have smoked marijuana. Half of all 18 year old in America have smoked marijuana. Almost 1 million people are arrested for marijuana in a year 90% for simple possession. How many police man hours goes into arresting, incarcerating and processing these smokers? A lot of marijuana smoked in the states comes directly from Mexico or Canada. So the sucking sound from the bong is actually American money and jobs going to Mexico and Canada.. Many agricultural, packaging and distribution jobs are all being outsourced to Mexico and Canada due to our strict marijuana laws. Marijuana smokers are used to paying blackmarket prices for weed. If marijuana was to be legally cultivated, it could be produced and distributed legally and cheaply. The government could then tax marijuana heavily as marijuana smokers are already used to paying marked up prices. If the USA were to legalize marijuana, many other countries would follow and America could begin importing and exporting marijuana all over the world. Making marijuana illegal does not stop people who want to smoke it from purchasing it only makes it more of a hassle, wasting time and money on behalf of both the government and marijuana smokers. For those concerned about the affect marijuana on the American public, I don’t have a survey or statistics on the affects marijuana have on people but I do know that many doctors, lawyers, politicians, police officers and good decent functioning people have smoke marijuana. When I was at Columbia one of the nation’s most prestigious institutions as well as our President’s Alma Mater it was harder to find someone who didn’t smoke marijuana than it was someone who did. 

Pot Legalization- Unpopular

CP unpopular 

Time, 4-2-2009 [Joe Klein staff writer, “Why Legalizing Marijuana Makes Sense”http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1889166,00.html#ixzz1TjX7fFvx]
This was a rare instance of Barack Obama reacting reflexively, without attempting to think creatively, about a serious policy question. He was, in fact, taking the traditional path of least resistance: an unexpected answer on marijuana would have launched a tabloid firestorm, diverting attention from the budget fight and all those bailouts. In fact, the default fate of any politician who publicly considers the legalization of marijuana is to be cast into the outer darkness. Such a person is assumed to be stoned all the time, unworthy of being taken seriously. Such a person would be lacerated by the assorted boozehounds and pill poppers of talk radio. The hypocrisy inherent in the American conversation about stimulants is staggering.

**Terrorism Advantage CP**

TNW 1NC

CP text: The United States federal government should remove its B-61 gravity bombs from the republic of Turkey.
Terrorists have a bull’s-eye for Incirlik
Aslıhan Tümer is a disarmament campaigner for Greenpeace Turkey, 6-8-2006 [“NATO’s Nuclear Sharing and Incirlik” International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation, http://www.inesap.org/sites/default/files/inesap_old/bulletin26/art11.htm] 

In recent months there were news reports on possible attacks on the Incirlik Air Base by Iran’s Sahab-3 missiles, and newspapers ran a story on plans by Al-Quaeda to attack the base. This fed long-standing discussions on potential dangers NATO nuclear weapons might pose to Turkey. The current deployment of NATO nuclear weapons in European countries reflects a Cold War view and mentality. But the Soviet Union ceased to exist and is therefore no longer a threat, if indeed it ever was. The NATO-Russia Council brings the countries together as equal partners and gives the opportunity to identify and pursue joint actions.  Apparently, the dangers are now perceived to come from the Middle East. But keeping nuclear missiles on the outer edge of NATO territory is at best provocative and increases the security threats in the region as well as globally. By basing nuclear missiles in this region, the US puts the local people at risk, with the Bull’s Eye being right at Incirlik Air Base.  The NATO nuclear weapons should be sent back to the US for dismantling. Not only is this a way to increase the security of Turkey as well as the Middle East, it would also send a positive message to countries in the region and globally by demonstrating the willingness of Turkey to support by words and deeds a nuclear free zone in the Middle East.  Turkey has a unique opportunity to play a positive role in the region and beyond. Sending these nuclear weapons back to the US and moving NATO towards peace-keeping rather than war-making would take us all on a path of peace and true security.
And removal prevents theft

Mustafa Kibaroglu is a Professor and Vice Chair, International Relations Dept., Bilkent University, Ankara, Turkey, December 2005 [“Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?” European Security http://mustafakibaroglu.com/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Kibaroglu-EuropeanSecurity-USnukesTurkey-December2005.pdf] VP

Dramatic changes have taken place in the international security environment over the last decade. These changes, however, are being assessed differently among officials and experts regarding the role of nuclear weapons. The viability as well as the credibility of the nuclear posture of NATO, including the implicit ‘first use’ strategy of the Alliance, is still of utmost importance for Turkish officials.23 However, the very nature of the emerging threats, especially since the 9/11 attacks, requires a thorough revision of the ways and means of dealing with them. Admittedly, nuclear weapons have become inappropriate in the face of the new threats posed to the free world by terrorist organizations. Retaining them simply increases the probability of theft and the use by terrorists of some crude radiological devices or even nuclear weapons. Therefore, in addition to taking tighter measures to safeguard nuclear and radiological material in places where they are stored, bolder steps must be taken by concerned countries to ultimately get rid of nuclear weapons. Such steps should begin withdrawing-down the US nuclear weapons deployed in allied countries overseas including Turkey. Nevertheless, the official view is diametrically opposed to their withdrawal. Below is an account of why this is the case. 

TNW- Not perceived politically

Congress doesn’t care about changes in nuclear posture- plan wouldn’t affect them

Hans Kristensen, Director, Nuclear Information Project, Federation of American Scientists, and Amy Woolf, Specialist in National Defense Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, Congressional Research Service, November 13, 2007, Policy Dialogue Brief, US Nuclear Weapons Policy and Arms Control, http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/pdb/US_NukePDB508.pdf 

Congressional interest in nuclear weapons is, by and large, minimal. Few members of Congress are deeply interested and well-versed in nuclear weapons issues, and several are focused on nuclear issues only as they affect their constituents (for example, if their constituents work in the arms industry or if there are nuclear weapons-related bases in their district). Congressional dialogue about nuclear issues is usually limited to discussion of programs that require money—and sometimes the rationales for those programs. Rarely does dis- cussion deal with the effect of our nuclear posture on US security.  There have been some relatively high-profile con- gressional debates in the past, for example over national missile defense, the Peacekeeper missile, the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator, and the Reliable Replacement Warhead, but those did not address US nuclear posture as a whole. There have been discussions—but no serious debate—about the relationship between US nuclear posture and nonproliferation. Congress simply does not have the time, resources, expertise, and money to focus on big-picture questions about nuclear issues. There are only about a half dozen staffers on the Hill for whom nuclear weapons issues are part of their day-to-day work. In addition, most members of Congress with significant national security expertise are focused on the Iraq war.  Despite the lack of resources and expertise, there has been some recent congressional interest in nuclear issues. In 2007 Congress included lan- guage in the defense authorization bill that echoed elements of The Wall Street Journal op-ed by Shultz et al., calling for ratification of the CTBT and a moratorium on development of the Reliable Replacement Warhead. Congress has also restrict- ed funding for nuclear weapons projects until the next administration completes an assessment of US nuclear posture in 2009.  Congress may not be equipped to sustain a major debate about the US nuclear posture, but the silver lining to this relative ignorance is that only a few members of Congress are truly opposed to changes in our nuclear posture. For example, congressional arms control advocates successfully mandated the review of US nuclear posture because no one in Congress cared enough to strip the provision out of the bill. That said, as we saw with the CTBT, there are many in Congress who will oppose arms con- trol initiatives for political reasons if they are moti- vated by outside pressure groups.
TNW- AT: Turkey Prolif
Even if Turkey wanted to, it can’t-  lacks materials and fears international pressure

Erkan Arslan, Naval Postgraduate School graduate writing his thesis, December 2007; http://edoc.bibliothek.uni-halle.de:8080/servlets/MCRFileNodeServlet/HALCoRe_derivate_00003460/Defense%20implications%20of%20a%20nuclear%20Iran%20for%20Turkey.pdf

Turkey, being a state party to the NPT and a voluntary ratifier of additional IAEA protocols, has never sought the ways to become a nuclear-weapons-capable state and is unlikely to become one in the future; however, as Turkish scholar Mustafa Kibaroglu argues: “The loyalty of an increasing number of Turks, especially from the younger generations, be they in politics, in academia, in the military or in state bureaucracy, to the norms of the nonproliferation regimes cannot be taken for granted indefinitely, if the United States and the European Union fail to convince Iran to forego the nuclear weapons option. Otherwise, Iran’s nuclear ambitions may trigger young Turks to think nuclear more seriously.” It is important to examine Turkey’s nuclear activities in order to determine future capabilities and assess whether Turkey might become another nuclear proliferator in the case that “young Turks” start to consider nuclear options in the face of security challenges. It’s important to highlight that currently there are no nuclear power reactors in Turkey other than two small research reactors, but in the shadows of energy shortfalls, building a nuclear power station has become a highly debated issue. Turkey’s nuclear power research started with the establishment of the Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Center (CNRTC) with a one megawatt thermal pool type research reactor in 1962. Later in 1966 the Nuclear Research and Training Center (ANRTC) was established for planning and utilizing Turkey’s natural uranium reserves. Feasibility studies were conducted for the construction of a 300- to 400- megawatt reactor; however, economic and political crises halted the project. Later similar research was conducted in 1972 to install a 600-megawatt reactor, but again the project was interrupted by military intervention in 1980. Too many attempts and failures, on the other hand, supplied Turkey with a well-educated cadre of Turkish scientists, scholars, and technicians in the fields of nuclear engineering and nuclear physics. Turkey can be argued to have a nuclear weapon production capability, as Bowen and Kidd highlight in their article. However, common wisdom depending on open sources suggests that a nuclear-capable-Turkey is unlikely, given the openness of Turkey’s nuclear research program, small uranium reserves, lack of enrichment and reprocessing capabilities, and especially international pressure. In this regard, it is difficult to believe that Ankara could develop a weapons program in the near future as long as Turkish leaders keep their rationality in governing the country.
**Helium-3 Separation CP**


Separation 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should fund the separation of helium-3 from helium-4 in the national helium stockpile.

Solves- cost effective and tech exists
Dana A. Shea, Specialist in Science and Technology Policy, Daniel Morgan, Specialist in Science and Technology Policy, December 22, 2010, “The Helium-3 Shortage: Supply, Demand, and Options for Congress”, The Congressional Research Service (CRS) works exclusively for the United States Congress, providing policy and legal analysis to committees, 

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41419.pdf

Helium extracted from natural gas, including helium stored in the national helium stockpile, consists mostly of helium-4 but also includes a small proportion of helium-3. The natural gas industry has not historically separated the helium-3 from the helium-4 because, until recently, the federal supply of helium-3 was perceived to be already greater than the likely demand. An important cost consideration is that some of the processes required to extract helium-3 from natural gas are already undertaken in the production of natural gas and commodity helium. Helium-containing natural gas is purified by liquefaction—cooling it to a temperature at which the natural gas becomes liquid but the helium remains a gas. The helium is separated and then purified by further liquefaction—cooling to a still lower temperature at which the impurities become liquid. The most likely processes for separating helium-3 from helium-4 take place at even lower temperatures, so the fact that helium produced from natural gas is already very cold becomes an important cost advantage. If separation of helium-3 from natural gas took place in conjunction with other natural gas processing, much of the energy required for cooling, and much of the cost of infrastructure and equipment for liquefaction and separation, would already be built into the cost of processing the natural gas. Separation of helium-3 from helium-4 has been demonstrated on a laboratory scale. 35 Public or private investment in process engineering and development would likely be needed before moving to full-scale production. The amount of helium-3 that could be extracted on a large scale would depend on several factors: access to helium supplies, the proportion of helium-3 in the source helium, the capacity of the processing equipment, and the efficiency of the extraction process. The U.S. Geological Survey estimates total U.S. helium reserves and resources to be 20.6 trillion liters. 36 Natural gas reservoirs vary in the proportion of helium-3 they contain. A study conducted in 1990 by the Department of the Interior found ratios of helium-3 to helium-4 that ranged from 70 to 242 parts per billion. 37 These figures imply U.S. helium-3 reserves and resources of between 1 and 5 million liters. 38 
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