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Contention 1 is Inherency:

There Is No Helium-3 On Earth—The Element That Is Key To Making Fusion Possible Exists Only On The Moon

Stefano Coledan.  Popular Mechanic. “Mining The Moon.” December 7, 2004. http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/moon-mars/1283056

A Reason To Return Throughout history, the search for precious resources--from food to minerals to energy--inspired humanity to explore and settle ever-more-remote regions of our planet. I believe that helium-3 could be the resource that makes the settlement of our moon both feasible and desirable. Although quantities sufficient for research exist, no commercial supplies of helium-3 are present on Earth. If they were, we probably would be using them to produce electricity today. The more we learn about building fusion reactors, the more desirable a helium-3-fueled reactor becomes. Researchers have tried several approaches to harnessing the awesome power of hydrogen fusion to generate electricity. The stumbling block is finding a way to achieve the temperatures required to maintain a fusion reaction. All materials known to exist melt at these surface-of-the-sun temperatures. For this reason, the reaction can take place only within a magnetic containment field, a sort of electromagnetic Thermos bottle. Initially, scientists believed they could achieve fusion using deuterium, an isotope of hydrogen found in seawater. They soon discovered that sustaining the temperatures and pressures needed to maintain the so-called deuterium-deuterium fusion reaction for days on end exceeded the limits of the magnetic containment technology. Substituting helium-3 for tritium allows the use of electrostatic confinement, rather than needing magnets, and greatly reduces the complexity of fusion reactors as well as eliminates the production of high-level radioactive waste. These differences will make fusion a practical energy option for the first time. It is not a lack of engineering skill that prevents us from using helium-3 to meet our energy needs, but a lack of the isotope itself. Vast quantities of helium originate in the sun, a small part of which is helium-3, rather than the more common helium-4. Both types of helium are transformed as they travel toward Earth as part of the solar wind. The precious isotope never arrives because Earth's magnetic field pushes it away. Fortunately, the conditions that make helium-3 rare on Earth are absent on the moon, where it has accumulated on the surface and been mixed with the debris layer of dust and rock, or regolith, by constant meteor strikes. And there it waits for the taking. An aggressive program to mine helium-3 from the surface of the moon would not only represent an economically practical justification for permanent human settlements; it could yield enormous benefits back on Earth. 
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Thus the plan: The United States federal government should fund the development of its lunar mining capabilities for Helium-3.
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Contention 2 is Hegemony:

China Competing For Space Dominance Now – Helium-3 key to US space leadership
Benjamin D. Hatch, Executive Notes and Comments Editor, Emory International Law Review, 2010, “DIVIDING THE PIE IN THE SKY:  THE NEED FOR A NEW LUNAR RESOURCES REGIME” http://www.iew.unibe.ch/unibe/rechtswissenschaft/dwr/iew/content/e3870/e3985/e4139/e6403/sel-topic_4-hatch_ger.pdf 

Until recently, Russia was the only country, other than the United States, that had actually sponsored manned  spaceflight. The Soviet Union was responsible for the first artificial satellite to orbit the Earth as well as the first  animal space test in 1957.  n84 While Russia has never landed a person on the Moon, the Kremlin has announced plans to put a cosmonaut on the Moon by 2025, with a permanent Moon base to follow shortly thereafter.  n85  Apparently, Russia had  offered to have a cooperative Moon base with the United States, but its offer was rejected,  n86  although further  details as to why have not been made available.  n87 Russia has openly admitted that its aims for lunar exploration are tied to the extraction of Helium-3. n88 Moreover, individuals within the Russian government have questioned American motives and suggested that  NASA's Constellation Program's true lunar aim is Helium-3 extraction.  n89  Erik Galimov of the Russian Academy  of Sciences seemed to best articulate what the Kremlin was thinking, when he opined that NASA's plan would  "enable the US to establish its control of the energy market 20 years from now and put the rest of the world on  its knees as hydrocarbons run out."  n90 On October 15, 2003, China became the third country to successfully put a human into outer space.  n91  China  intends to have a permanent facility that orbits the Moon by 2020  n92  and to conduct a moonwalk by 2024.  n93 China views the exploration of the Moon as competitive and beneficial, as made clear by Ouyang Ziyuan, the  head of the Chinese lunar program, when he stated: "We will provide the most reliable report on helium-3 to  mankind... . Whoever first conquers the moon will benefit first."  n94  According to Ouyang, "when obtaining  nuclear power from helium-3 becomes a reality, the resource on the moon can be used to generate electricity for  more than 10,000 years for the whole world." India, like China, has both an overpopulation problem  n102  and an ambitious design on space. India successfully  launched its first lunar probe in November 2008.  n103  It intends to conduct its first manned spaceflight by 2014  and a manned lunar mission by 2020, which would put India ahead of regional rival China in reaching the Moon.  n104 While India is motivated by the potential for Helium-3 mining, its space development has an additional focus - national security.  n105  India's Chief of the Army Staff stated that the space race between India and China  needed to be accelerated so that India could counter Chinese attempts to militarize space.  n106 Japan launched lunar probes in 2007, n107  and one Japanese Aerospace Exploration Agency ("JAXA") official  has been quoted as saying that "the  [*243]  building of a manned moon base is part of our long-term plan,  looking to about 20 years from now."  n108  A plan to have a Moon base in place by 2025 was submitted to the  Japanese government in 2005.  n109  However, funding difficulties may delay or defeat Japanese lunar ambitions. All of the leading world powers, and those states which aspire to enter "great power" status, are interested in the Moon. Given the American rejection of proposed Russian cooperation and the statements by the Indian military  chief of staff, it is clear that the controversial theories about Helium-3 and fusion are leading to a global space  race, with at least the head of the Chinese lunar program convinced that the first one there will win the prize.  n111 Yet, getting to the Moon is just the first step. As one article has put it, there will be a lunar land grab.  n112 With as  many as five or six players, the Moon has the potential to be the battleground for the next "Great Game."  n113 As  in any other game, there need to be mutually agreed upon rules that will guide players' conduct. The only problem is that the current body of law that regulates outer space is ill-suited to provide a functional set of rules  for the disposition of the Moon, as Part II will demonstrate. 
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US Space Leadership Is Key To National Security And Overall Cooperative US Hegemony.

Stone 2011, Christopher, policy analyst and strategist, “American leadership in space: leadership through capability,” The Space Review, Mar. 15, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1797/1
The world has recognized America as the leaders in space because it demonstrated technological advancement by the Apollo lunar landings, our deep space exploration probes to the outer planets, and deploying national security space missions. We did not become the recognized leaders in astronautics and space technology because we decided to fund billions into research programs with no firm budgetary commitment or attainable goals. We did it because we made a national level decision to do each of them, stuck with it, and achieved exceptional things in manned and unmanned spaceflight. We have allowed ourselves to drift from this traditional strategic definition of leadership in space exploration, rapidly becoming participants in spaceflight rather than the leader of the global space community. One example is shutting down the space shuttle program without a viable domestic spacecraft chosen and funded to commence operations upon retirement of the fleet. We are paying millions to rely on Russia to ferry our astronauts to an International Space Station that US taxpayers paid the lion’s share of the cost of construction. Why would we, as United States citizens and space advocates, settle for this? The current debate on commercial crew and cargo as the stopgap between shuttle and whatever comes next could and hopefully will provide some new and exciting solutions to this particular issue. However, we need to made a decision sooner rather than later. Finally, one other issue that concerns me is the view of the world “hegemony” or “superiority” as dirty words. Some seem to view these words used in policy statements or speeches as a direct threat. In my view, each nation (should they desire) should have freedom of access to space for the purpose of advancing their “security, prestige and wealth” through exploration like we do. However, to maintain leadership in the space environment, space superiority is a worthy and necessary byproduct of the traditional leadership model. If your nation is the leader in space, it would pursue and maintain superiority in their mission sets and capabilities. In my opinion, space superiority does not imply a wall of orbital weapons preventing other nations from access to space, nor does it preclude international cooperation among friendly nations. Rather, it indicates a desire as a country to achieve its goals for national security, prestige, and economic prosperity for its people, and to be known as the best in the world with regards to space technology and astronautics. I can assure you that many other nations with aggressive space programs, like ours traditionally has been, desire the same prestige of being the best at some, if not all, parts of the space pie. Space has been characterized recently as “congested, contested, and competitive”; the quest for excellence is just one part of international space competition that, in my view, is a good and healthy thing. As other nations pursue excellence in space, we should take our responsibilities seriously, both from a national capability standpoint, and as country who desires expanded international engagement in space. If America wants to retain its true leadership in space, it must approach its space programs as the advancement of its national “security, prestige and wealth” by maintaining its edge in spaceflight capabilities and use those demonstrated talents to advance international prestige and influence in the space community. These energies and influence can be channeled to create the international space coalitions of the future that many desire and benefit mankind as well as America. Leadership will require sound, long-range exploration strategies with national and international political will behind it. American leadership in space is not a choice. It is a requirement if we are to truly lead the world into space with programs and objectives “worthy of a great nation.”
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He-3 is in high demand; Chinese Lunar Bases And Mining Will Mean The End Of US Primacy.
John Vause, CNN correspondent, November 26, 2007, “China's ambitious plans in space”, http://articles.cnn.com/2007-11-26/tech/china.space.race_1_chang-e-helium-3-lunar-orbiter/2?_s=PM:TECH

When China's lunar orbiter blasted off last month, there was not a cheer or smile or a "whoo-haaa" to be had in mission control. Perhaps because for the government scientists, it was just another small step in an ambitious space program which could ultimately see a Chinese space station orbiting the Earth, a Chinese moon colony and a joint China-Russia explorer on Mars. If all goes well, and so far it has, the Chang'e 1 will spend the next year orbiting the moon, mapping the surface and looking for resources. Next, the Chinese hope to send an unmanned rover to the moon by 2012, with a robotic mission to bring back samples by 2017. Officials have recently backpedaled from goals of putting a taikonaut (the Chinese version of an astronaut or cosmonaut) on the moon by 2020, but analysts believe that is still a pressing ambition. "If China can go to the moon, eventually with a manned program, it will represent the ultimate achievement for China in making itself essentially the second most important space power, accomplishing what even the Soviets had not," says Dean Cheng, a China military analyst for CNA, a private research corporation. Watch China's lunar rocket blast off According to Cheng, the Chinese are now embarking on a systematic space program the world has not seen since the 1960's and for the first time since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the United States is facing real competition. That may explain why the head of NASA, Michael Griffin, recently warned that "China will be back on the moon before we are . . . I think when that happens Americans will not like it." China's space milestones But there could be a lot more at stake than just lunar boasting rights. It's unlikely the Chinese will land at Tranquility Base and pull down the Stars and Stripes. But the goal could be mining resources. One powerful, potential fuel source is helium-3. Helium-3 originated from the sun and was deposited in the moon's soil by the solar wind. It is estimated there are up to two million tons on the moon, and virtually none on Earth. "If we can ever get helium-3 and helium-3 to fuse together it is what we call nuclear power without nuclear waste -- there is no radioactivity associated with that reactor," says Professor Gerald Kulcinski, an expert in helium from the University of Wisconsin. The key though, says Kulcinski, will be developing a fusion reactor, which he says could be done within 15 to 20 years, in tandem with a program to establish a permanent human presence on the moon. Just four tons of helium-3 would be enough to supply all the power needs for the United States for a year, two shuttle payloads according to Kulcinski. Analysts believe the lure of such potent resources is one of the reasons behind China's exploration of space. State media reported last month details of a new rocket with enough thrust to put a space station into orbit. When it's developed, the Long March 5 will have almost three times the power of existing rockets. The key though, says Kulcinski, will be developing a fusion reactor, which he says could be done within 15 to 20 years, in tandem with a program to establish a permanent human presence on the moon. Just four tons of helium-3 would be enough to supply all the power needs for the United States for a year, two shuttle payloads according to Kulcinski. Analysts believe the lure of such potent resources is one of the reasons behind China's exploration of space. State media reported last month details of a new rocket with enough thrust to put a space station into orbit. When it's developed, the Long March 5 will have almost three times the power of existing rockets. China has long wanted to be part of the international space station, but has always been denied, partly it's believed because of U.S. concerns. But that may not be a problem for the Chinese if they can send their own space station into orbit, reportedly by 2020. But again the Chinese are sending mixed messages, saying no firm date has been decided. More immediately, there are plans a for televised space walk by three taikonauts next year, according to the Shanghai Daily. At a recent news conference Pei Zhaoyu from China's space administration repeated at least three times that "China has always adhered to the principle of peaceful use of outer space." But he made no mention of China's satellite killer missile which was tested earlier this year, destroying an aging Chinese weather satellite in low Earth orbit. That and the fact that China's space administration is controlled by the military has many in Washington worried about where the Chinese are heading. Technologically, the Chinese are still behind the United States, but analysts warn that might not be the case for much longer. "The Chinese have the advantage of a centralized decision-making authority where they can say we will do that and we will apply those funds," says Cheng, while pointing out that NASA is at the mercy of Congress, politics and a new president in 2009 who may have new goals and ambitions. China has always insisted that it's not in a space race with any country, especially the United States -- but it is on a slow, relentless march to the moon, and beyond. 
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And There Is No Alternative – A Collapse Of US Hegemony Causes A Multipolar Vacuum Leading To Multiple Scenarios For Extinction.
Ferguson 2004 [Niall, Professor of History at New York University's Stern School of Business and Senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, “A world without power,” Foreign Policy, p. 32-39, July-August]
So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous--roughly 20 times more--so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization--the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital--has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization--which a new Dark Age would produce--would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy--from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai--would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony--its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier--its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity--a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.
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US And China Are Competing For Security; China Dominance Means They Will Push US Out Of Asia, That Causes Conflict.

Mearsheimer, prof. of poliscie at the U of Chicago, 5 (John, November 18, The Australian, “The Rise of China Will Not Be Peaceful at All”, lexis)
THE question at hand is simple and profound: will China rise peacefully? My answer is no.  If China continues its impressive economic growth over the next few decades, the US and China are likely to engage in an intense security competition with considerable potential for war. Most of China's neighbours, to include India, Japan, Singapore, South Korea, Russia and Vietnam, will join with the US to contain China's power.  To predict the future in Asia, one needs a theory that explains how rising powers are likely to act and how other states will react to them.  My theory of international politics says that the mightiest states attempt to establish hegemony in their own region while making sure that no rival great power dominates another region. The ultimate goal of every great power is to maximise its share of world power and eventually dominate the system.   The international system has several defining characteristics. The main actors are states that operate in anarchy which simply means that there is no higher authority above them. All great powers have some offensive military capability, which means that they can hurt each other. Finally, no state can know the future intentions of other states with certainty. The best way to survive in such a system is to be as powerful as possible, relative to potential rivals. The mightier a state is, the less likely it is that another state will attack it.  The great powers do not merely strive to be the strongest great power, although that is a welcome outcome. Their ultimate aim is to be the hegemon, the only great power in the system. But it is almost impossible for any state to achieve global hegemony in the modern world, because it is too hard to project and sustain power around the globe. Even the US is a regional but not a global hegemon. The best that a state can hope for is to dominate its own back yard.  States that gain regional hegemony have a further aim: to prevent other geographical areas from being dominated by other great powers. Regional hegemons, in other words, do not want peer competitors. Instead, they want to keep other regions divided among several great powers so that these states will compete with each other. In 1991, shortly after the Cold War ended, the first Bush administration boldly stated that the US was now the most powerful state in the world and planned to remain so. That same message appeared in the famous National Security Strategy issued by the second Bush administration in September 2002. This document's stance on pre-emptive war generated harsh criticism, but hardly a word of protest greeted the assertion that the US should check rising powers and  maintain its commanding position in the global balance of power.  China -- whether it remains authoritarian or becomes democratic -- is likely to try to dominate Asia the way the US dominates the Western hemisphere.  Specifically, China will seek to maximise the power gap between itself and its neighbours, especially Japan and Russia. China will want to make sure that it is so powerful that no state in Asia has the wherewithal to threaten it. It is unlikely that China will pursue military superiority so that it can go on a rampage and conquer other Asian countries, although that is always possible.  Instead, it is more likely that it will want to dictate the boundaries of acceptable behaviour to neighbouring countries, much the way the US makes it clear to other states in the Americas that it is the boss. Gaining regional hegemony, I might add, is probably the only way that China will get Taiwan back.  An increasingly powerful China is also likely to try to push the US out of Asia, much the way the US pushed the European great powers out of the Western hemisphere. We should expect China to come up with its own version of the Monroe Doctrine, as Japan did in the 1930s.  These policy goals make good strategic sense for China. 

That Causes Extinction.
Lee Hunkovic, Professor at the American Military University, 2009, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/Hunkovic.pdf
A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a  nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors  could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and  Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that  participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most  dominant members.  If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that  they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and  Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an  international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat.  In any case, if  China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world  that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it.  However, China, Taiwan and United  States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual  outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study.
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Contention 3 is Nuclear Proliferation:

Status Quo Nuclear Power Produces Radioactive Waste That Must Be Stored Indefinitely, A Task Impossible With Current Resources.

Barnatt 11 (Christopher Barnatt is a lecturer and professor of computing and future studies at the Nottingham Unniversity, Explaining the future, “Helium-3 Power Generation”, June 25, 2011, http://www.explainingthefuture.com/helium3.html) 
Helium-3 and Nuclear Fusion  To provide a little background -- and without getting deeply into the science -- all nuclear power plants use a nuclear reaction to produce heat. This is used to turn water into steam that then drives a turbine to produce electricity. Current nuclear power plants have nuclear fission reactors in which uranium nuclei are split part. This releases energy, but also radioactivity and spent nuclear fuel that is reprocessed into uranium, plutonium and radioactive waste which has to be safety stored, effectively indefinitely. An overview of this nuclear fuel cycle can be found here.  For over 40 years scientists have been working to create nuclear power from nuclear fusion rather than nuclear fission. In current nuclear fusion reactors, the hydrogen isotopes tritium and deuterium are used as the fuel, with atomic energy released when their nuclei fuse to create helium and a neutron. Nuclear fusion effectively makes use of the same energy source that fuels the Sun and other stars, and does not produce the radioactivity and nuclear waste that is the by-product of current nuclear fission power generation. However, the so-termed "fast" neutrons released by nuclear fusion reactors fuelled by tritium and deuterium lead to significant energy loss and are extremely difficult to contain. One potential solution may be to use helium-3 and deuterium as the fuels in "aneutronic" (power without neutrons) fusion reactors. The involved nuclear reaction here when helium-3 and deuterium fuse creates normal helium and a proton, which wastes less energy and is easier to contain. Nuclear fusion reactors using helium-3 could therefore provide a highly efficient form of nuclear power with virtually no waste and no radiation. A short wall chart explaining this in more detail can be found here. The aforementioned fission, fusion and aneutronic fusion nuclear reactions are also illustrated in animations in my Mining Helium-3 On the Moon video.  Mining Helium-3 on the Moon  One of many problems associated with using helium-3 to create energy via nuclear fusion is that, at least on the Earth, helium-3 is very, very rare indeed. Helium-3 is produced as a by-product of the maintenance of nuclear weapons, which could net a supply of around 15Kg a year. 
1AC

Terrorists Drawn To Nuclear Power Plants—Chance Of Successful Theft Outweighs Cost Of Eliminating Nuclear Waste.

Reuters.  6-23-11.  “Nuclear terrorism can cause another Fukushima: expert.” Reuters. 

Global action to protect the nuclear industry against possible terrorist attacks is urgently needed, a leading expert said, as are safety steps to prevent any repeat of Japan's Fukushima accident.  "Both al Qaeda and Chechen terrorist groups have repeatedly considered sabotaging nuclear reactors -- and Fukushima provided a compelling example of the scale of terror such an attack might cause," Matthew Bunn of Harvard University said.  Some countries had "extraordinarily weak security measures in place," he said in an Internet blog posted this week, without naming them.  "The nuclear industry in many countries is much less prepared to cope with security incidents than with accidents," wrote Bunn, an associate professor at Harvard Kennedy School who specializes in nuclear issues.  Steps to protect against both sabotage of nuclear facilities and theft of nuclear weapons or the materials to make them were "particularly urgent."  Bunn was reacting to new proposals by the head of the U.N. nuclear agency aimed at improving international nuclear safety following Japan's crisis which was caused by a massive earthquake and huge tsunami on March 11. Three reactors at the Fukushima complex went into meltdown when power and cooling functions failed, causing radiation to leak and forcing the evacuation of some 80,000 people.  "The chance that the next big radioactive release will happen because someone wanted to make it happen may well be bigger than the chance that it will happen purely by accident," Bunn said.  Yukiya Amano, director general of the U.N. International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), opened a major safety meeting in Vienna on Monday by calling for international, random safety checks on nuclear reactors around the world.  Amano also said countries should assess risks on all their reactors within 18 months to make sure they could withstand extreme natural events of the kind that crippled Fukushima.  His proposals may meet resistance from those which want safety to remain a strictly national issue. The week-long meeting of the IAEA's 151 member states ends on Friday.  Bunn said Amano's five-point plan was sensible but that he had missed a crucial point: "Disasters like Fukushima can be caused not only be accident but by terrorist action." 
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Recent Increases In Nuclear Terrorism Show That Terrorists Can And Will Obtain Nuclear Material To Build Weapons.  These Weapons Destroy The Economy And Civilization—War And Violence Would Become The Norm.

Ferguson, Charles D. and Potter, William C. Potter: Director of Center for Nonproliferation Studies. “The Four Faces of Nuclear Terrorism.” Monterey Institute—Center for Nonproliferation Studies.  Nuclear Threat Initiative. 2004.
Nuclear materials suitable for nuclear arms are perhaps at even greater risk than the nuclear weapons themselves.  Hundreds of tons of plutonium and weapons-usable uranium in Russia have yet to receive even rudimentary security improvements, while stocks of Soviet-origin, weapons-usable uranium remain vulnerable at research centers in other former Soviet states and elsewhere around the globe.  Comparable U.S.-origin material in certain foreign locations may also be at risk.  Even fissile material in the United States, where security is considered far stronger than in the former Soviet Union, may be vulnerable to attack because of flaws in protective measures.2 Although protective measures have been increased at many nuclear power plants throughout the world, these installations remain alluring targets for terrorists.  The August 2003 arrest in Ontario, Canada, of nineteen individuals (the same number of attackers involved in 9/11) on charges of conspiring to destroy a nuclear power plant on the shore of Lake Ontario was a chilling reminder of the interest of terrorist organizations in exploiting nuclear facilities to cause grievous harm to the United States and its friends.3 Meanwhile, criminal activities involving radioactive materials are on the rise.  In Ecuador in December 2002, thieves held five stolen radioactive sources random but returned only three, after the ransom was paid, suggesting the other two are now available on the black market, perhaps accessible to terrorist buyers or their intermediaries.  In another recent case, a radioactive source stolen in a carefully planned operation in Nigeria later turned up in Western Europe, again highlighting the growing scale of illicit trafficking in these materials.  Most dangerous of all the cases that have come to light, however, was the theft in 2003 of three of the world’s most potent radioactive sources—Russian “nuclear batteries”—each potentially containing enough radioactivity to make an urban area the size of the District of Columbia uninhabitable.4 Fortunately, the thieves discarded the radioactive materials, retaining the pure metal container housing them, which they planned to sell as scrap. These disturbing developments highlight the four “faces” of nuclear terrorism.  Terrorists have essentially four mechanisms by which they can exploit military and civilian nuclear assets around the globe to serve their destructive ends: The theft and detonation of an intact nuclear weapon The theft or purchase of fissile material leading to the fabrication and detonation of a crude nuclear weapon—an improvised nuclear device (IND) Attacks against and sabotage of nuclear facilities, in particular nuclear power plants, causing the release of large amounts of radioactivity The unauthorized acquisition of radioactive materials contributing to the fabrication and detonation of a radiological dispersion device (RDD)—a “dirty bomb”—or radiation emission device (RED). The first two classes of incidents would involve nuclear explosions, the most horrific form of nuclear terrorism.  Hundreds of thousands of lives could be lost from the blast, immediate property damage could run to many billions of dollars, and radioactive contamination could cause tens to hundreds of billions of dollars’ worth of lost economic activity, property damage, and long-term health effects.  Total costs, in monetary terms, could soar to several trillion dollars.5 Consequences stemming from a terrorist-detonated nuclear weapon in an American city would emanate beyond the immediate tens or hundreds of thousands of fatalities and the massive property and financial damage.  Americans who were not killed or injured by the explosion would live in fear that they could die from future nuclear terrorist attacks.  Such fear would erode public confidence in the government and could spark the downfall of the administration in power.  The tightly interconnected economies of the United States and the rest of the world could sink into a depression as a result of a crude nuclear weapon destroying the heart of a city. 


1AC

Nuclear Terrorism Causes Nuclear War.
Speice, 2006 [Patrick, J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, “NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,” William & Mary Law Review, Feb, l/n]

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying.  A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses.49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict.50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons.51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states,52 as well as increase the likelihood that its regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.53
Helium-3 Fusion Reduces Radioactive Waste—It’s Key To Preventing Nuclear Proliferation and Accidents.

Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf
While the technological and economic feasibility of fusionbased nuclear energy, particularly fusion reactors utilizing He-3 as fuel, is still uncertain and contested, and its commercial realization at best decades away,5 the implications of such a development could be far-reaching and profound. Fusion energy could significantly reduce the world's heavy dependence on fossil fuels, which are associated with environmental pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and global warming-not to mention their rising price and role in recurrent geopolitical and economic tensions. Fusion energy could also provide a safer alternative to many countries' growing reliance on energy generated from nuclear fission reactors, which hold the potential dangers of nuclear accidents, terrorism, weapons proliferation, and radioactive waste disposal. Moreover, in contrast to the prospect of depletion of terrestrial fossil fuels, it is estimated that there is sufficient He-3 present on the Moon to meet humanity's rapidly growing energy needs for many centuries to come.6 Thus, despite the problematic future of He-3-based fusion energy, it is not surprising that the United States and other major powers are beginning to position themselves to ensure their future access to lunar He-3 resources.

1AC

Helium-3 Is Key To Detect Dangerous Nuclear Materials—The Status Quo Shortage Prevents Detection And Increases The Probability Of Nuclear Terrorism.

Wald 5/28 (Matthew is a New York Times writer Saturday, May 28, 2011 at 11:01 PM ”U.S. running short of gas used to detect nuclear material” http://community.seattletimes.nwsource.com/mobile/?type=story&id=2015175697&)

WASHINGTON — The United States is running out of a rare gas that is crucial for detecting smuggled nuclear-weapons materials because one arm of the Energy Department was selling the gas six times as fast as another arm could accumulate it, and the two sides failed to communicate for years, according to a new congressional audit. The gas, helium-3, is a byproduct of the nuclear-weapons program, but as the number of nuclear weapons has declined, so has the supply of the gas. Yet, as the supply was shrinking, the government was investing more than $200 million to develop detection technology that required helium-3. As a result, government scientists and contractors are racing to find or develop a new detection technology. According to the Government Accountability Office report, the Energy Department's National Nuclear Security Administration, which gathers the gas from old nuclear weapons, never told the department's Isotope Program about the slowing rate of helium-3 production. That is partly because it was secret information that could be used to calculate the size of weapon stockpiles. For its part, the Isotope Program calculated demand for the gas not in a scientific way but instead on the basis of how many commercial companies called to inquire each year about helium-3 supplies. Rep. Donna Edwards, of Maryland, characterized the situation as "gross mismanagement." As the ranking Democrat on the House science committee's Subcommittee on Investigations and Oversight, Edwards was one of the members of Congress who asked the accountability office to study the problem after it was detected in 2008. Because of divided responsibilities and a sudden new source of demand, "all of a sudden we realized we had this additional factor and had to come up with something different," Steven Aoki, the deputy undersecretary of energy for counterterrorism, said in a telephone interview. He said he was optimistic that new technologies using more readily available materials would be ready in a year or two. Some members of Congress, though, are more skeptical about the time frame — and the cost. The Department of Homeland Security spent $230 million to develop the detection technology calling for helium-3. The Energy Department is negotiating with a nuclear-power company owned by Ontario province in Canada, which might be able to supply some helium-3. But working out the commercial arrangements and setting up the equipment necessary to gather the helium-3 probably will take years, experts say.

***GENERIC***
Inherency—Helium-3 Shortage
There is currently a shortage of Helium-3 on Earth

Dana A. Shea and Daniel Morgan 2010 (Dana A. Shea, specialist in science and technology policy,  and Daniel Morgan, special in science and technology policy, Congressional Research Facility, December 22, 2010, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41419.pdf)
The world is experiencing a shortage of helium-3, a rare isotope of helium with applications in  homeland security, national security, medicine, industry, and science. Federal officials have  testified that the shortage is acute and, unless alternatives are found, will affect federal  investments in homeland security, scientific research, and other areas. Scientists have expressed  concern that the shortage may threaten certain fields of research. This report discusses the nature  of the shortage; federal actions undertaken so far to address it; current and potential sources of  helium-3 and options for increasing the supply; current and projected uses of helium-3 and  options for reducing the demand; and options for allocating the supply if it continues to fall short  of demand.
Inherency—Helium-3 Shortage
Helium-3 Stock Piles Are At A Record Low.

Anderson 10 (Tom Anderson is the product line leader for GE 42 Energy’s Reuter-Stokes Radiation Measurement Solutions. 4/22/10 “CAUGHT BY SURPRISE: CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES OF THE HELIUM-3 SUPPLY CRISIS” http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg57170/pdf/CHRG-111hhrg57170.pdf)
The need to act is critical. The Department of Energy’s helium- 3 reserves have been depleted to approximately 50,000 liters. To put this in perspective, GE has purchased over 100,000 liters of helium- 3 from the DOE since 2003. Since 9/11, GE has manufactured over 40,000 helium-3 detectors which support homeland security and nuclear safeguards programs. DNDO and the Integrated Project Team have played a key role in responding to the helium-3 shortage. I believe DNDO is exploring the most practical options available to produce helium-3. Short of planning a trip to the moon, as was discussed this morning, to mine helium-3, the most promising near-term prospect is to accelerate work with the Canadian government to harvest the helium- 3 from the tritium storage beds at Ontario Power Generation. Expeditious recovery and processing of this gas could be used to sustain helium-3 detectors for applications such as oil exploration and nuclear safeguards while replacement technologies are developed.

Solvency—Generic
Only Helium-3 Is Proven Valuable Enough To Justify Space Exploration

Strauss 90 (Steven D. Strauss is the country's leading small business expert. An internationally recognized lawyer, columnist, and speaker, Steve is also an author of 15 books December 1, 1990 Saturday the globe and mail “SCIENCE From rocks to riches on the moon” http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12234396877&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12234384366&cisb=22_T12234396880&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=303830&docNo=5)

More recently Gerald Kulcinski and his associates at the University of Wisconsin Fusion Institute have argued the moon is a respository for maybe a million tonnes of helium 3 - three helium atoms grouped together. The importance of helium 3 is that it can be used in a fusion reaction - the melding together of atoms which produces the energy of the sun. The helium 3 fusion reaction is particularly recherche because it does not produce radioactive material in its wake. However, less than 1,000 kilograms of helium 3 have been produced on Earth - and that as a by- product of atomic weapons manufacturing. Because the moon is airless and non-magnetic, deposits of helium 3 produced by the sun and borne by the solar wind have been accumulating over the last four billion years. The Wisconsin group has calculated that if a successful fusion generator can be developed on Earth - a clear hope in the next century - that 25 tonnes of the helium 3 would supply the entire yearly energy needs of the U.S. In terms of energy produced, moon- mined helium 3, with a cost of $1-billion-a-tonne U.S., could compete with oil at $7-a-barrel. "Helium 3 is the only thing we know of that is valuable enough in outer space to go up and bring back," says Prof. Kulcinski.

Solvency—Technology
Helium-3 Mining Systems Improve Technology And Space Transportation.

Benaroya, Haym.  Professor of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering, Rutgers University.  “Prospects of Commercial Activities at a Lunar Base.” Solar System Development Journal.  (2001) 1(2), 1-22.  July 7, 2011. http://coewww.rutgers.edu/~benaroya/publications/ssdj.pdf
Three potential energy sources are described in Table 1. Helium 3, solar power satellites (SPS), and a lunar (solar) power system (LPS) all have significant feedback potential for other commercial applications. A space-based energy system would be global in scale and funding and would thus be a challenging goal for macro-engineering management to achieve. This management experience would be globally shared and would be utilized for other global projects. Robotics and artificial intelligence would also benefit from the use of smart and capable robots to autonomously conduct such functions as space assembly and lunar mining and processing. Computer systems would be extended in capacity and reliability, energy-transfer technology would be enhanced, and materials research would quest for more efficient space systems and learn to utilize in-situ materials. SPS and LPS will require advancement in photovoltaic cell technology. This quest can also influence transportation technology because at least one of the solutions could lead to more efficient space propulsion. This would reduce travel times and minimize exposure to potentially debilitating space environments.
Solvency—International Cooperation

Mining Contributes To International Cooperation and Peace.

Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf

II. THE CURRENT LEGAL SITUATION The most salient place to look for international rules governing the mining of He-3 or other lunar resources is the growing body of "space law," in particular, the 1967 Outer Space Treaty and 1979 Moon Agreement. However, while each of these sets out general principles relevant to the exploitation of lunar mining, neither provides a detailed legal regime for the conduct of such activities. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty,38 which is legally binding on 100 nations, including all of the principal space powers,3 9 establishes a broad framework for the exploration and use of outer space and is widely regarded as the "charter" of international space law.40 As relevant to possible lunar mining activities, the treaty provides that the state parties may "use" the Moon for peaceful purposes, presumably including not only scientific but other activities as well, but that they have a general obligation to share the benefits of their uses with all countries. 41 The treaty expressly prohibits any national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, use or occupation, or by any other means over specific territory on the Moon,42 and forbids depriving "free access" to any area of the Moon or discriminatively excluding any state from the opportunity to explore or use the Moon.43 However, it recognizes that state parties may establish stations and other installations on the Moon,44 and that states have the right to exercise jurisdiction over its installations and personnel. 45 In addition, these activities may be carried out by nongovernmental entities, 46 international organizations, or joint enterprises. 47 Notably, while the Outer Space Treaty ostensibly bars the assertion of exclusive territorial claim to particular lunar mining sites, the treaty appears permissive in allowing a party to make "use" of lunar resources,48 subject to certain general environmental, notification, inspection, and other constraints. 49 Moreover, nothing in the treaty precludes the possibility of lunar mining activities by state parties, intergovernmental organizations, or private enterprises, or ownership over resources removed from the Moon by such entities. 50 The treaty does provide, however, that any "use" of lunar resources should, in some unspecified sense and to some unclear extent, inure to the benefit and in the interests of all countries. 51 More broadly, the treaty also requires that all lunar activities shall be carried out under the principle of cooperation and with due regard to the interests of all other states parties. 52  

Solvency—Laundry List

Mining The Moon Is Key To The Exploration of Space—Sustainable Moon Settlements Could Continue Exploration, Provide National Security, And Protect Earth From Asteroids.

Stefano Coledan.  Popular Mechanic. “Mining The Moon.” December 7, 2004. http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/moon-mars/1283056

New Spacecraft Perhaps the most daunting challenge to mining the moon is designing the spacecraft to carry the hardware and crew to the lunar surface. The Apollo Saturn V spacecraft remains the benchmark for a reliable, heavy-lift moon rocket. Capable of lifting 50 tons to the moon, Saturn V's remain the largest spacecraft ever used. In the 40 years since the spacecraft's development, vast improvements in spacecraft technology have occurred. For an investment of about $5 billion it should be possible to develop a modernized Saturn capable of delivering 100-ton payloads to the lunar surface for less than $1500 per pound.  Returning to the moon would be a worthwhile pursuit even if obtaining helium-3 were the only goal. But over time the pioneering venture would pay more valuable dividends. Settlements established for helium-3 mining would branch out into other activities that support space exploration. Even with the next generation of Saturns, it will not be economical to lift the massive quantities of oxygen, water and structural materials needed to create permanent human settlements in space. We must acquire the technical skills to extract these vital materials from locally available resources. Mining the moon for helium-3 would offer a unique opportunity to acquire those resources as byproducts. Other opportunities might be possible through the sale of low-cost access to space. These additional, launch-related businesses will include providing services for government-funded lunar and planetary exploration, astronomical observatories, national defense, and long-term, on-call protection from the impacts of asteroids and comets. Space and lunar tourism also will be enabled by the existence of low-cost, highly reliable rockets.  With such tremendous business potential, the entrepreneurial private sector should support a return to the moon, this time to stay. For an investment of less than $15 billion--about the same as was required for the 1970s Trans Alaska Pipeline--private enterprise could make permanent habitation on the moon the next chapter in human history. 

Solvency—Laundry List (Energy)

Helium-3 Fusion Solves The Disadvantages of Status Quo Energy—Five Reasons.
Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf

THE PROSPECTS FOR HE-3-BASED FUSION ENERGY 1 He-3 is a component of the "solar wind" comprised of gas and charged particles continuously emitted by the sun into the solar system in the course of its thermonuclear fusion processes. 1 2 During more than four billion years in which the solar wind has impacted the Moon, significant amounts of He-3, in addition to particles of other ionized components of the solar wind, have become embedded in the Moon's regolith-the loose and dusty upper layer of rocks and soil comprising much of the Moon's surface. 13 While He-3 constitutes only a minute proportion of the lunar regolith, 14 it is estimated that, altogether, there may be as much as one million metric tons of He-3 potentially recoverable from the Moon's surface.' 5 This amount of He-3 is theoretically equivalent to ten times the energy content of all of the coal, oil, and natural gas economically recoverable on Earth. 16 Since the Earth, unlike the Moon, possesses a magnetic field and atmosphere that deflect the solar wind, He-3 is rarely found naturally on Earth. 1 7 The small amounts of He-3 available for research and experiment on Earth are derived principally from the decay of tritium used in thermonuclear weapons.' 8 While interest in lunar He-3 relates to its potential use as a fuel for thermonuclear power reactors,' 9 the technological and economic feasibility of fusion power itself has yet to be demonstrated. 20 Unlike the engineering and material requirements for power production in the uranium and plutonium-fueled nuclear fission reactors now operating in the United States and a number of other countries, the generation of power by thermonuclear fusion requires the containment of ionized plasmas at extremely high temperatures, a feat not easily or economically achievable at present with existing materials and technology. 21 Nevertheless, the enormous potential of fusion energy continues to spur persistent and intensive efforts to overcome these obstacles. One of the most significant efforts is the recent establishment, by a consortium of the European Union (through the European Atomic Energy Community), Japan, the People's Republic of China, the Republic of India, the Republic of Korea, the Russian Federation, and the United States, of the International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor ("ITER"),22 a large-scale, international experimental research project designed to explore the scientific and engineering feasibility of magnetic containment fusion power production. 23 The program will be located in Cadarache, France, and is expected to cost over US$12 billion and continue for thirty years. 24 For a number of reasons, including the limited terrestrial availability of He-3 and the very high temperatures required to achieve He-3-based fusion, most current research, and any first generation fusion power reactors, will likely be based on a fuel cycle involving the fusion of deuterium ("D") and tritium ("T"), two isotopes of hydrogen available on Earth and capable of fusing at considerably lower temperatures.2 5 However, an He-3-D fuel cycle, if and when technically achievable, theoretically offers significant advantages as compared with the D-T fuel cycle. Unlike a D-T fusion reaction, which results in considerable neutron radiation, an He-3-D fusion reaction would produce little radioactivity and a substantially higher proportion of directly usable energy.26 More specifically, the comparative advantages of an He-3-D fuel cycle over a D-T fuel cycle would include: (1) increased electrical conversion efficiency; (2) reduced radiation damage to containment vessels, obviating the need for frequent expensive replacement; (3) reduced radioactive waste, with consequent reduced costs of protection and disposal; (4) increased levels of safety in the event of accident; and (5) potentially lower costs of electricity production. 27 In particular, an He-3-D fuel cycle would significantly reduce the risk of nuclear proliferation because an He-3-D reaction, unlike a D-T reaction, would produce few neutrons and could not be readily employed to produce plutonium or other weapons-grade fissile materials. 28 Consequently, interest in developing He-3-fueled thermonuclear energy is likely to continue. 

A2 Helium-3 Inefficient

1. Only a risk plan solves—Helium-3 is more efficient than existing forms of energy production.  That’s Coledan 4.

2. Helium-3 fusion is efficient.

Barnatt 11 (Christopher Barnatt is a lecturer and professor of computing and future studies at the Nottingham Unniversity, Explaining the future, “Helium-3 Power Generation”, June 25, 2011, http://www.explainingthefuture.com/helium3.html) 
Helium-3 and Nuclear Fusion  To provide a little background -- and without getting deeply into the science -- all nuclear power plants use a nuclear reaction to produce heat. This is used to turn water into steam that then drives a turbine to produce electricity. Current nuclear power plants have nuclear fission reactors in which uranium nuclei are split part. This releases energy, but also radioactivity and spent nuclear fuel that is reprocessed into uranium, plutonium and radioactive waste which has to be safety stored, effectively indefinitely. An overview of this nuclear fuel cycle can be found here.  For over 40 years scientists have been working to create nuclear power from nuclear fusion rather than nuclear fission. In current nuclear fusion reactors, the hydrogen isotopes tritium and deuterium are used as the fuel, with atomic energy released when their nuclei fuse to create helium and a neutron. Nuclear fusion effectively makes use of the same energy source that fuels the Sun and other stars, and does not produce the radioactivity and nuclear waste that is the by-product of current nuclear fission power generation. However, the so-termed "fast" neutrons released by nuclear fusion reactors fuelled by tritium and deuterium lead to significant energy loss and are extremely difficult to contain. One potential solution may be to use helium-3 and deuterium as the fuels in "aneutronic" (power without neutrons) fusion reactors. The involved nuclear reaction here when helium-3 and deuterium fuse creates normal helium and a proton, which wastes less energy and is easier to contain. Nuclear fusion reactors using helium-3 could therefore provide a highly efficient form of nuclear power with virtually no waste and no radiation. A short wall chart explaining this in more detail can be found here. The aforementioned fission, fusion and aneutronic fusion nuclear reactions are also illustrated in animations in my Mining Helium-3 On the Moon video.  Mining Helium-3 on the Moon  One of many problems associated with using helium-3 to create energy via nuclear fusion is that, at least on the Earth, helium-3 is very, very rare indeed. Helium-3 is produced as a by-product of the maintenance of nuclear weapons, which could net a supply of around 15Kg a year. 
A2 No Infrastructure 

1.  We have the technology to mine for helium-3 now, we just need to put it together so it can be used for mining; That’s our Bilder 09 card.  

2. Helium-3 Is A Prerequisite To Fusion Development—Status Quo Fusion Unattractive And Unlikely To Develop.  


Cheetham, Brad and Pastuf, Dan.  2008. [University at Buffalo, Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering. “Lunar Resources and Development: A brief overview of the possibilities for lunar resource extraction and development.”  http://www.eng.buffalo.edu/~cheetham/index_files/Moon%20Paper%20441.pdf
The possibility of a Helium-3 fueled lunar economy was mentioned previously. In order for this to be a possibility fusion technology must be advanced beyond the current very small scale reactions being achieved (Schmitt). One problem with this plan of waiting for fusion technology to develop before establishing a lunar base is that fusion without helium-3 is very much less attractive. Using common deuterium fusion plans, power plants would actually produce more nuclear waste per kilowatt hour than a nuclear fission plant of comparable size would (Schmitt 41). Thus fusion technology is somewhat dependent on having a large supply of He-3 while at the same time, getting He-3 from the Moon is depending on having large scale fusion plants operational. Only time will tell which occurs first, but with additional funding, and a He-3 source its likely fusion power could be figured out.
A2 Legal Barriers

1. Lunar Mining Legal Under International Space Framework—Treaties Allow All Actors To Use Space For Peaceful Purposes.

Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf

II. THE CURRENT LEGAL SITUATION The most salient place to look for international rules governing the mining of He-3 or other lunar resources is the growing body of "space law," in particular, the 1967 Outer Space Treaty and 1979 Moon Agreement. However, while each of these sets out general principles relevant to the exploitation of lunar mining, neither provides a detailed legal regime for the conduct of such activities. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty,38 which is legally binding on 100 nations, including all of the principal space powers,3 9 establishes a broad framework for the exploration and use of outer space and is widely regarded as the "charter" of international space law.40 As relevant to possible lunar mining activities, the treaty provides that the state parties may "use" the Moon for peaceful purposes, presumably including not only scientific but other activities as well, but that they have a general obligation to share the benefits of their uses with all countries. 41 The treaty expressly prohibits any national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, use or occupation, or by any other means over specific territory on the Moon,42 and forbids depriving "free access" to any area of the Moon or discriminatively excluding any state from the opportunity to explore or use the Moon.43 However, it recognizes that state parties may establish stations and other installations on the Moon,44 and that states have the right to exercise jurisdiction over its installations and personnel. 45 In addition, these activities may be carried out by nongovernmental entities, 46 international organizations, or joint enterprises. 47 Notably, while the Outer Space Treaty ostensibly bars the assertion of exclusive territorial claim to particular lunar mining sites, the treaty appears permissive in allowing a party to make "use" of lunar resources,48 subject to certain general environmental, notification, inspection, and other constraints. 49 Moreover, nothing in the treaty precludes the possibility of lunar mining activities by state parties, intergovernmental organizations, or private enterprises, or ownership over resources removed from the Moon by such entities. 50 The treaty does provide, however, that any "use" of lunar resources should, in some unspecified sense and to some unclear extent, inure to the benefit and in the interests of all countries. 51 More broadly, the treaty also requires that all lunar activities shall be carried out under the principle of cooperation and with due regard to the interests of all other states parties. 52  

2. No Legal Barriers To Mining—No Other Nations Have The Capabilities To Prevent A U.S. Lunar Base, Allowing The U.S. To Establish An Independent Lunar Legal Regime.

Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf

III. SHOULD THE UNITED STA TES SEEK INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT ON A LUNAR RESOURCE REGIME? As indicated, there does not at present appear to be any legal barrier to the United States engaging in lunar mining, save for the very general limitations imposed by the Outer Space Treaty and broader international law. 113 Moreover, as a practical matter, no other nation is likely in the near future to be in a position to prevent the United States from establishing a lunar base and conducting activities on the Moon as it wishes. 114 Consequently, the United States could presumably proceed with an He-3-based fusion energy program on the assumption that it could mine and bring to Earth lunar He-3 without any need for seeking further international approval. Under this approach, the United States could develop an appropriate legal regime of its own, consistent with its own needs and principles, rather than having to reach compromises with other countries. There is precedent for unilateral U.S. action of this kind-the 1980 United States Deep Seabed Hard Mineral Resources Act,115 which, following U.S. rejection of the 1982 LOSC, continues to govern the commercial recovery of deep seabed minerals by U.S. companies. 116 Subsequent to its enactment, the United States concluded international agreements with several other states in 1982 and 1984 (Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom) to resolve overlapping claims with respect to mining areas for polymetallic nodules of the deep seabed.1' 7 

A2 Ratify Moon Agreement

Ratifying The Moon Agreement Risks Power Struggles And Prevents Future Cooperation
Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf

It is true, of course, that U.S. accession to the Moon Agreement would involve risks, such as those raised in the 1980 Senate hearings, based on a pessimistic prediction of the likely outcome of any eventual article 11 and 18 negotiations. 152 Thus, U.S. accession might well encourage wider participation in the agreement by many non-space powers and developing states countries that might have a different ideology and approach to the exploitation of lunar resources from that of the United States. Conceivably, if these nations constituted a majority of parties to the agreement, they might succeed in imposing a resource regime unacceptable to the United States in any future article 11 and 18 negotiations. In this event, U.S. accession to the Moon Agreement could result in embedding and legitimating a lunar resource regime embodying principles contrary to U.S. interests. Moreover, U.S. accession might, in this case, effectively preclude its pursuit of alternative, more hopeful strategies. While it is true that under the agreement the U.S. is not legally obliged to agree to any eventual international regime that it does not like, it might by that time be impractical for the United States to either "go it alone" or seek some other agreement. 
A2 No Fusion Technology

Helium-3 Is A Prerequisite To Fusion Development—Status Quo Fusion Unattractive And Unlikely To Develop.  


Cheetham, Brad and Pastuf, Dan.  2008. [University at Buffalo, Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering. “Lunar Resources and Development: A brief overview of the possibilities for lunar resource extraction and development.”  http://www.eng.buffalo.edu/~cheetham/index_files/Moon%20Paper%20441.pdf
The possibility of a Helium-3 fueled lunar economy was mentioned previously. In order for this to be a possibility fusion technology must be advanced beyond the current very small scale reactions being achieved (Schmitt). One problem with this plan of waiting for fusion technology to develop before establishing a lunar base is that fusion without helium-3 is very much less attractive. Using common deuterium fusion plans, power plants would actually produce more nuclear waste per kilowatt hour than a nuclear fission plant of comparable size would (Schmitt 41). Thus fusion technology is somewhat dependent on having a large supply of He-3 while at the same time, getting He-3 from the Moon is depending on having large scale fusion plants operational. Only time will tell which occurs first, but with additional funding, and a He-3 source its likely fusion power could be figured out.

A2 Privatization CP—Perm

Perm Solves—Public And Private Cooperation Best Creates Lunar Infrastructure That Is Key To Future Economic and Explorative Success.

Downing, Patricia. Baxter, Mark A.  McCullough, Edward D.  2005. [Downing: Bechtel National, Inc., Chief Construction Engineer. Baxter: Southern Methodist University, Director of the Maguire Energy Institute.  McCullough: Boeing Phantom Works, Principal Scientist, Flight Systems.  “Developing a Sustainable Lunar Economy: Expanding the Moon Base Beyond Exploration.” American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics.]
Effective commercial use of the Moon would require that a solid infrastructure foundation for such activity be put in place during the initial period of human exploration (i.e., beginning between 2015 and 2020, according to the Vision for Space Exploration roadmap1,2). Although lunar exploration and scientific research would continue beyond this initial phase, the prerequisite building blocks for industrialization could be sufficiently developed to enable a new phase for lunar activity beyond exploration alone. Building on this exploration-oriented foundation, significant lunar commercial expansion could involve a number of profitable sectors, including engineering and construction, energy, materials and manufacturing, transportation, and communications, as well as tourism, advertising, and entertainment. For such industries to succeed, a supporting economic, legal, and institutional framework would need to be established. The framework would need to address such key issues as commercial proprietary positions, liability, and public and private sector financing. Before examining possible lunar commercial opportunities, it is important to address the foundation of infrastructure that initial lunar exploration activities could put in place. II. Exploration Infrastructure: Foundation for Commerce Shortly after the initial establishment of a permanent human presence on the Moon, lunar infrastructure could be in place at one or more locations, primarily to support lunar resource production and scientific projects. A desirable location for an exploration-oriented lunar facility would be in the south polar region, with access to the floor of a shadowed crater (i.e., proximity to polar volatile deposits and potentially water ice). If more than one facility could be established, sites could be chosen so that at least one would be exposed to sunlight at any given time. This would allow for beaming of solar-generated power from sunlit to shaded locations. The base(s) would be equipped with the basic infrastructure required to supply cislunar and interplanetary operations, employing some degree of In-Situ Resource Utilization (ISRU) to produce mill stock materials and potentially achieve recovery of water ice deposits from permanently shadowed craters. Operations would also include, on a limited scale, the mining of regolith, recovery of adsorbed volatiles, and chemical processing, making the lunar exploration operations independent of Earth for supply of many consumables. It is also assumed that a small integrated hybrid power system would be in place and would include mature photovoltaics (PV), nuclear electrical energy generation, solar concentrators for heating, and power distribution by means of surface transmission lines or power beaming. These processes and systems will be described in more detail below. Lunar environmental factors pose extreme challenges3, and this would have a major impact on the design of such equipment and facilities. Experience gained during early exploration activities would generate design data useful for tailoring equipment and methods to the needs of lunar surface operations. In addition to a small group of U.S. and international space agencies, a limited number of private companies would be involved in developing and deploying lunar exploration infrastructure. Input by industry regarding design of lunar architectures would help lay a sound foundation for later commercial activities. For example, early involvement of industrial equipment manufacturers would accelerate development of automated construction systems capable of operating in the lunar environment. Similarly, commercial designers and builders could be instrumental in the development of standards, procedures, and work processes. Collective industry participation through collaborative associations could prove useful in facilitating input by companies into exploration planning. 

A2 Privatization CP—Plan Prerequisite

Plan Prerequisite—Government Involvement Strengthens The Private Sector, Benefiting Exploration And The Economy.

Downing, Patricia. Baxter, Mark A.  McCullough, Edward D.  2005. [Downing: Bechtel National, Inc., Chief Construction Engineer. Baxter: Southern Methodist University, Director of the Maguire Energy Institute.  McCullough: Boeing Phantom Works, Principal Scientist, Flight Systems.  “Developing a Sustainable Lunar Economy: Expanding the Moon Base Beyond Exploration.” American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics.]
By facilitating early industry input and investment, government space agencies could hasten the time when commercial applications, beyond exploration, could significantly expand. Establishment of a customer base for lunar markets, including private-sector as well as government entities, could enable space agencies to more effectively leverage their limited budgets and accelerate the pace of government-funded exploration efforts on the Moon and beyond. Increased efficiency and economies of scale in lunar design and construction, material and fuel processing, and manufacturing would reduce costs for all customers, thereby creating a mutually beneficial synergy between commercialization and exploration. This economic evolution would be evident in a number of sectors, including engineering and construction, energy, and materials and manufacturing. Expansion of lunar infrastructure in association with the growth of such applications might also facilitate growth of a number of consumer-oriented service industries, such as tourism, advertising, and entertainment. 

A2 Privatization CP—Plan Prerequisite
Government Participation Key To Successful Commercialization.

Downing, Patricia. Baxter, Mark A.  McCullough, Edward D.  2005. [Downing: Bechtel National, Inc., Chief Construction Engineer. Baxter: Southern Methodist University, Director of the Maguire Energy Institute.  McCullough: Boeing Phantom Works, Principal Scientist, Flight Systems.  “Developing a Sustainable Lunar Economy: Expanding the Moon Base Beyond Exploration.” American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics.]
Establishment of an effective lunar regulatory and legal framework would lay a foundation for adaptation of existing terrestrial financing structures. Private venture capital could start playing a role once specific economic rights were well-defined and could be awarded to private ventures. As technologies become tried and proven, commercially viable projects could be financed using traditional private sector project financing, raising debt based on the future revenue stream. Special incentives might be granted to entice early private sector participants into contributing risk capital before economic feasibility can be confirmed. As space technologies mature, commercially viable projects would benefit from access to traditional sources of capital (i.e., debt and equity) from both the private sector (e.g., banks, venture capitalists) and multilateral agencies. Finally, existing tax-exempt financing structures for lunar infrastructure projects could be extended to other lunar initiatives, once the economic benefits of these efforts had been well-defined. During the exploration phase, the bulk of financing would come from the government or other multilateral organizations. Development of additional infrastructure beyond the exploration phase, for explicitly commercial as opposed to exploration use, could be approached in three different ways: • government installation of infrastructure with lease back provisions to commercial ventures; • public/private partnership installation of infrastructure with apportioned cost based upon use; and • commercial installation of infrastructure via private financing. Aspects of evolving government and industry roles can be found in a variety of sectors, including the commercial airline, internet, biotechnology, launch vehicle, and commercial satellite industries. Organizations that support industrial participation in space activities might play a role in identifying appropriate government/industry relationships. 

A2 Privatization CP—Solvency Deficit

The 1AC Is Disad To The Counterplan—Lack Of Property Rights In Space Treaties Deters Status Quo Private Investment—Helium-3 Mining Would Never Happen.

Cheetham, Brad and Pastuf, Dan.  2008. [University at Buffalo, Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering. “Lunar Resources and Development: A brief overview of the possibilities for lunar resource extraction and development.”  http://www.eng.buffalo.edu/~cheetham/index_files/Moon%20Paper%20441.pdf
Just as the early colonies of the Americas were governed by the laws and protected by the armies of Europe, future lunar assets and colonies will require similar assistance from the governments of Earth. Humanity will only remain permanently on the Moon if there are profits to be made there. Thus much of the development of the Moon will require large investments and long term financial commitments from private corporations and investors to be successful. These investments must be protected and sanctioned by government bodies. Space law is thus extremely important and has the potential to be a very significant challenge in the development of the Moon. According to the United Nations Outer Space Treaty, which was signed by all major space-faring nations, countries are responsible for spacecraft that launch from their territory. Due to this clause the decision of a “Launching State” is very important. Because countries are liable for craft launched from their territory, various countries have established differing laws governing launches and spacecraft (Benkö). Once a private company has acquired the support of a “Launching State”, their craft can be launched on its mission. If this mission is to a location such as the Moon, then many questions linger about what operations can take place and who owns materials and mineral rights. The UN Outer Space Treaty states that, “the exploration and use of space should be carried on for the benefit of all peoples irrespective of the degree of their economic or scientific development” (United Nations). Socialist wording such as this poses the single biggest threat to future development of the Moon. Contrary to this wording some have proposed that lunar resources are analogous to fish caught in international waters. While the fish is in the water nobody owns it, but when the fish is caught and brought onto a boat, the fish becomes property of the fisherman who caught it (Richards). Others however raise the worry of mining rights and the financial risk associated with prospecting that must be protected. Wording such as that in Article 1 of the OST that states that the Moon, “shall be free for exploration and use by all States…and there shall be free access to all areas of celestial bodies.” (United Nations). This wording raises the question of how a company is to protect mining rights to an area if it must also leave free access to all areas. Terrestrial mining requires large investment in prospecting to decide where to build a mine (Hållsten). Without safeguards on this prospecting investment, few companies will take the risk if they are not guaranteed rights to the resources once found. These hurdles may be further defined and interpreted in the future, but have the potential to stand in the way of development and represent additional risk that investors will be forced to assume for an already ambitious endeavor. The United Nations Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, also known as the Moon Treaty is another form of international regulation that is worth brief discussion. Most importantly the Moon Treaty has not been ratified or signed by any major space-faring country and thus is practically meaningless. However specific parts of the treaty are worth mention to show the sentiments of some countries with respect to lunar resources. Article 11 section 3 states; “Neither the surface nor the subsurface of the Moon, nor any part thereof or natural resources in place, shall become property of any State, International intergovernmental or non-governmental organization, national organization Or non-governmental entity or of any natural person.” (United Nations) This wording, although it carries no international weight, is very troublesome. How is a company to run a business on the Moon without the ability to own the natural resources that it extracts? Because of this volatility and uncertainty with the rights of companies under international law to utilize other bodies, large scale investment is greatly impeded. 

A2 Privatization CP—Solvency Deficit

Privatization Unable To Provide Necessary Funding—This Destroys Space Development And Is Costly.

Cheetham, Brad and Pastuf, Dan.  2008. [University at Buffalo, Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering. “Lunar Resources and Development: A brief overview of the possibilities for lunar resource extraction and development.”  http://www.eng.buffalo.edu/~cheetham/index_files/Moon%20Paper%20441.pdf
The following steps comprise a potential path to the future utilization of the Moon with a focus on economic justification leading to a permanent lunar presence. The focus of this section is on private investment and development of the Moon. Government involvement will be undoubtedly important initially but as has been seen in the past there are very few cases of sustained government funding for such a massive and ambitious program. As seen with the International space station, programs that are not funded appropriately do not accomplish their set goals and are scaled back to match available funding (Wilson). This negates the benefits of the program and ends up being costly for associated programs in the long run.
***HEGEMONY***

Inherency—Space Race
The Second Space Race Is Here—Helium-3 Prospects Attract Space Super Powers.

Williams 7 (Mark THURSDAY, AUGUST 23, 2007 “Mining the Moon” http://www.technologyreview.com/Energy/19296/)

At the 21st century's start, few would have predicted that by 2007, a second race for the moon would be under way. Yet the signs are that this is now the case. Furthermore, in today's moon race, unlike the one that took place between the United States and the U.S.S.R. in the 1960s, a full roster of 21st-century global powers, including China and India, are competing. Even more surprising is that one reason for much of the interest appears to be plans to mine helium-3--purportedly an ideal fuel for fusion reactors but almost unavailable on Earth--from the moon's surface. NASA's Vision for Space Exploration has U.S. astronauts scheduled to be back on the moon in 2020 and permanently staffing a base there by 2024. While the U.S. space agency has neither announced nor denied any desire to mine helium-3, it has nevertheless placed advocates of mining He3 in influential positions. For its part, Russia claims that the aim of any lunar program of its own--for what it's worth, the rocket corporation Energia recently started blustering, Soviet-style, that it will build a permanent moon base by 2015-2020--will be extracting He3. The Chinese, too, apparently believe that helium-3 from the moon can enable fusion plants on Earth. This fall, the People's Republic expects to orbit a satellite around the moon and then land an unmanned vehicle there in 2011. Nor does India intend to be left out. (See "India's Space Ambitions Soar.") This past spring, its president, A.P.J. Kalam, and its prime minister, Manmohan Singh, made major speeches asserting that, besides constructing giant solar collectors in orbit and on the moon, the world's largest democracy likewise intends to mine He3 from the lunar surface. India's probe, Chandrayaan-1, will take off next year, and ISRO, the Indian Space Research Organization, is talking about sending Chandrayaan-2, a surface rover, in 2010 or 2011. Simultaneously, Japan and Germany are also making noises about launching their own moon missions at around that time, and talking up the possibility of mining He3 and bringing it back to fuel fusion-based nuclear reactors on Earth.
Inherency—Space Race

All of the leading world powers as well as rising countries want a stake in lunar mining for helium-3.

Benjamin D. Hatch, Executive Notes and Comments Editor, Emory International Law Review, 2010, “DIVIDING THE PIE IN THE SKY:  THE NEED FOR A NEW LUNAR RESOURCES REGIME” http://www.iew.unibe.ch/unibe/rechtswissenschaft/dwr/iew/content/e3870/e3985/e4139/e6403/sel-topic_4-hatch_ger.pdf 

Until recently, Russia was the only country, other than the United States, that had actually sponsored manned  spaceflight. The Soviet Union was responsible for the first artificial satellite to orbit the Earth as well as the first  animal space test in 1957.  n84 While Russia has never landed a person on the Moon, the Kremlin has announced plans to put a cosmonaut on the Moon by 2025, with a permanent Moon base to follow shortly thereafter.  n85  Apparently, Russia had  offered to have a cooperative Moon base with the United States, but its offer was rejected,  n86  although further  details as to why have not been made available.  n87 Russia has openly admitted that its aims for lunar exploration are tied to the extraction of Helium-3. n88 Moreover, individuals within the Russian government have questioned American motives and suggested that  NASA's Constellation Program's true lunar aim is Helium-3 extraction.  n89  Erik Galimov of the Russian Academy  of Sciences seemed to best articulate what the Kremlin was thinking, when he opined that NASA's plan would  "enable the US to establish its control of the energy market 20 years from now and put the rest of the world on  its knees as hydrocarbons run out."  n90 On October 15, 2003, China became the third country to successfully put a human into outer space.  n91  China  intends to have a permanent facility that orbits the Moon by 2020  n92  and to conduct a moonwalk by 2024.  n93 China views the exploration of the Moon as competitive and beneficial, as made clear by Ouyang Ziyuan, the  head of the Chinese lunar program, when he stated: "We will provide the most reliable report on helium-3 to  mankind... . Whoever first conquers the moon will benefit first."  n94  According to Ouyang, "when obtaining  nuclear power from helium-3 becomes a reality, the resource on the moon can be used to generate electricity for  more than 10,000 years for the whole world." India, like China, has both an overpopulation problem  n102  and an ambitious design on space. India successfully  launched its first lunar probe in November 2008.  n103  It intends to conduct its first manned spaceflight by 2014  and a manned lunar mission by 2020, which would put India ahead of regional rival China in reaching the Moon.  n104 While India is motivated by the potential for Helium-3 mining, its space development has an additional focus - national security.  n105  India's Chief of the Army Staff stated that the space race between India and China  needed to be accelerated so that India could counter Chinese attempts to militarize space.  n106 Japan launched lunar probes in 2007, n107  and one Japanese Aerospace Exploration Agency ("JAXA") official  has been quoted as saying that "the  [*243]  building of a manned moon base is part of our long-term plan,  looking to about 20 years from now."  n108  A plan to have a Moon base in place by 2025 was submitted to the  Japanese government in 2005.  n109  However, funding difficulties may delay or defeat Japanese lunar ambitions. All of the leading world powers, and those states which aspire to enter "great power" status, are interested in the Moon. Given the American rejection of proposed Russian cooperation and the statements by the Indian military  chief of staff, it is clear that the controversial theories about Helium-3 and fusion are leading to a global space  race, with at least the head of the Chinese lunar program convinced that the first one there will win the prize.  n111 Yet, getting to the Moon is just the first step. As one article has put it, there will be a lunar land grab.  n112 With as  many as five or six players, the Moon has the potential to be the battleground for the next "Great Game."  n113 As  in any other game, there need to be mutually agreed upon rules that will guide players' conduct. The only problem is that the current body of law that regulates outer space is ill-suited to provide a functional set of rules  for the disposition of the Moon, as Part II will demonstrate. 

Inherency—China

Space is key to national prestige, China realizes this-the US needs to get ahead 

Adam Levine, CNN national security supervising producer, November 18, 2009, “In today's space race, watch out for China” http://articles.cnn.com/2009-11-18/tech/china.space_1_china-views-chinese-officials-xinhua/2?_s=PM:TECH
 What has become increasingly apparent is that China views having a powerful presence in space as crucial to both its military and its commercial interests. China has launched satellites for communications, reconnaissance and global positioning systems. It is on track to launch more satellites in 2009 than the United States. It has performed a spacewalk and aims to land a rover on the moon in 2012 and place a manned space station in orbit by 2020, according to a Defense Department report to Congress about China's military capabilities. It also is testing the Long March V Rocket, the world's largest, to lift heavy payloads into space and double its current capabilities. China is also developing microsatellites that weigh less than 100 kilograms. China has the ability to conduct some space military operations. As it showed in 2007, the country can attack low orbiting satellites. China is also developing more advanced weapons like "lasers, high-powered microwave, and particle beam" capabilities to interfere with satellites and is developing its ability to track and identify satellites, "a prerequisite for effective, precise counterspace operations," the Defense Department report concluded. "China views the developments of space and counterspace capabilities as bolstering national prestige and, like nuclear weapons, demonstrating the attributes of a great power," the report explained. The country is also thinking about "co-orbital" anti-satellite systems, Cliff said. The intent is to have a satellite that can catch up to and destroy or jam another satellite. China's push into space is part of its efforts in the "global commons" of space, maritime and cyberspace, explained David Finklestein, director of China studies at CNA, a nonprofit research organization. Finklestein said the country is aggressive in expanding not just in space but also in cyberspace and at sea, areas not controlled by any specific country. The United States and China have had confrontations at sea and in cyberspace. Chinese ships have harassed U.S. naval ships in international waters, and the United States has accused China of trying to hack into government computers. "When you consider that they have taken the old Gemini and Apollo programs and leapfrogged and condensed that into the last decade or so, it is impressive," Finklestein said. "Outer space, like the high seas, is incredibly important global commons where the Chinese and other nations need to work to find common ways to avoid problems." Space, to the Chinese, is a matter of national prestige. "There is tremendous excitement in China about the space program. Most Americans take the space program for granted. A shuttle goes up, and everyone yawns," Finklestein said.   

Inherency—China

Competition with China means the US must return to the moon as soon as possible. 

Peter Ritter, editor for TIME magazine, Feb. 13, 2008 “The New Space Race: China vs. US”, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1712812,00.html 

Both the U.S. and China have announced intentions of returning humans to the moon by 2020 at the earliest. And the two countries are already in the early stages of a new space race that appears to have some of the heat and skullduggery of the one between Washington and Moscow during the Cold War, when space was a proxy battleground for geopolitical dominance. On Monday, the U.S. Department of Justice announced the indictment of a former Boeing engineer for passing sensitive information about the U.S. space program to the Chinese government. According to the indictment, Dongfan Chung, a 72-year-old California man who worked for Boeing until September 2006, gave China documents relating to military aircraft and rocket technology, as well as technical information about the U.S. Space Shuttle. U.S. officials say the Chung case is part of a pattern of escalating espionage by China. "We're seeing this on all fronts," says Dean Boyd, a spokesman for the Justice Department's National Security Division. Since October 2006, the Justice Department has prosecuted more than a dozen high-profile cases involving China, including industrial espionage and the illegal export of military technology. In an unrelated case also announced Monday, a Defense Department employee was arrested in Virginia for passing classified information about the sale of U.S. military technology to Taiwan to alleged Chinese agents. The scale of Chung's alleged espionage is startling. According to the Justice Department, Chung may have been providing trade secrets to Chinese aerospace companies and government agents since 1979, when he was an engineer at Rockwell International, a company acquired by Boeing in 1996. He worked for Boeing until his retirement in March 2003, and continued to work as a contractor for the company until September 2006. The indictment alleges that Chung gave China documents relating to the B-1 bomber and the Delta IV rocket, which is used to lift heavy payloads into space, as well as information on an advanced antenna array intended for the Space Shuttle. According to the indictment, Chinese officials gave Chung a shopping list of information to acquire for them. In one instance, Chung said that he would send documents through an official in China's San Francisco consulate. In another, a Chinese contact suggested he route information through a man named Chi Mak, a naturalized U.S. citizen who also worked as an engineer in California and who was convicted last year of attempting to provide China with information on an advanced naval propulsion system. The indictment charges that Chung was a willing participant. "Having been a Chinese compatriot for over 30 years and being proud of the achievements by the people's efforts for the motherland, I am regretful for not contributing anything," Chung allegedly wrote in an undated letter to one of his mainland contacts. (Chung's lawyer has maintained his client's innocence.) China's manned space program, codenamed Project 921, is indeed a matter of considerable national pride for a country that sees space exploration as confirmation of superpower status. China is pouring substantial resources into space research, according to Dean Cheng, an Asian affairs specialist at the U.S.-based Center for Naval Analysis. With a budget estimated at up to $2 billion a year, China's space program is roughly comparable to Japan's. Later this year, China plans to launch its third manned space mission — a prelude to a possible lunar foray by 2024. With President George W. Bush vowing to return American astronauts to the moon by 2020, some competition is perhaps inevitable. China's space program lags far behind that of the U.S., of course. "They're basically recreating the Apollo missions 50 years on," says Joan Johnson-Freese, chair of the National Security Studies Department at the U.S. Naval War College and an expert on China's space development. "It's a tortoise-and-hare race. They're happy plodding along slowly and creating this perception of a space race." But there may be more at stake than national honor. Some analysts say that China's attempts to access American space technology are less about boosting its space program than upgrading its military. China is already focusing on space as a potential battlefield. A recent Pentagon estimate of China's military capabilities said that China is investing heavily in anti-satellite weaponry. In January 2007, China demonstrated that it was able to destroy orbiting satellites when it brought down one of its own weather satellites with a missile. China clearly recognizes the significance of this capability. In 2005, a Chinese military officer wrote in the book Joint Space War Campaigns, put out by the National Defense University, that a "shock and awe strike" on satellites "will shake the structure of the opponent's operations system of organization and will create huge psychological impact on the opponent's policymakers." Such a strike could hypothetically allow China to counterbalance technologically superior U.S. forces, which rely heavily on satellites for battlefield data. China is still decades away from challenging the U.S. in space. But U.S. officials worry espionage may be bringing China a little closer to doing so here on Earth.     

Solvency—Generic

Further developing nuclear energy in the US is key to energy security and dominance. 

Jack Fuller, former CEO at GE, 12/7/2010.  “Expanded Use of Nuclear Energy Will Advance U.S. Energy Security, Technology Leadership and Exports,” http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20101207006474/en/Expanded-Nuclear-Energy-Advance-U.S.-Energy-Security 

A nuclear energy policy partnership, led by Sens. George Voinovich, R-Ohio, and Tom Carper, D-Del., will help drive policy decisions that will launch renewed expansion of nuclear power in the United States and, if done right, the reemergence of America as a nuclear energy technology export powerhouse. The economic and national security benefits of a robust domestic civilian nuclear power industry cannot be overstated. In order for the United States to lead the conversation on non-proliferation, it is critical that the domestic nuclear industry is strong and that it is selling into the countries that are moving forward with new plants. It behooves the U.S. government to adopt policies that strengthen the ability of U.S. companies to compete internationally—and thereby contribute to economic growth and job creation here at home. “The partnership, which includes experts from Wall Street, also can potentially help create a new financing model to support reactor construction. The cost of electricity from nuclear energy is among the lowest from any fuel source, but the initial capital investments required are daunting. Loan guarantees and other tools that lower the financial barriers to plant construction are investments in the future that will yield dividends for decades to come in the form of economical and reliable low-carbon energy for America’s homes and factories. “In the global race for energy technology leadership, America is still a leading innovator of nuclear energy technology, but with other nations modernizing their power infrastructure at a more rapid pace, we need to quicken ours to continue a leadership role. Let’s take stock as we have many inherent advantages. U.S. prowess in nuclear engineering, technology development and plant management is still the best in the world. The newly elected 112th Congress has a golden opportunity to set America on a new course. With the right policies in place, America can capitalize on her advantages, build new power plants here in the United States—the surest route to greater U.S. energy security—and start exporting high value-added energy technology to the rest of the world. This week’s summit will begin charting a roadmap for renewal in the U.S. power sector. That’s something policy makers in both parties can agree on.” The New Millennium Nuclear Energy Summit was organized by the Idaho National Laboratory and Third Way, a Washington, D.C., think tank.   Engineering problems that still have not been overcome mean nuclear fusion is not a practical energy source. David L Chandler, Bruce Mahan Professor of Chemistry at the University of California, Berkeley, 09 March 2006, “No future for fusion power, says top scientist”, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn8827-no-future-for-fusion-power-says-top-scientist.html Nuclear fusion will never be a practical source of electrical power, argues a prominent scientist in the journal Science. Even nuclear fusion's staunchest advocates admit a power-producing fusion plant is still decades away at best, despite forty years of hard work and well over $20 billion spent on the research. But the new paper, personally backed by the journal's editor, issues a strong challenge to the entire fusion programme, arguing that the whole massive endeavour is never likely to lead to anything practical or useful. "The history of this dream is as discouraging as it is expensive," wrote William Parkins, a physicist who worked on the Manhattan Project during the second world war, who later became the chief scientist at US engineering firm Rockwell International. Sadly, Parkins passed away while his lengthy paper, which makes its case on engineering grounds, was being edited. But Donald Kennedy, Science'seditor considered the paper important enough to run the piece posthumously, in a condensed form, and to stand behind its conclusions personally. The case that Parkins laid out, Kennedy says, shows that "there are some really, really difficult engineering problems that have not been overcome" despite decades of effort, and that some of them may be intractable. The issues include the potentially prohibitive costs of building, and the difficulties of repairing and maintaining the reaction vessel. This massive "blanket" of lithium and rare metals - that must surround the fusion-generating plasma in order to absorb its emitted neutrons - will degrade and become radioactive over time, requiring regular dismantling and replacement."   

Solvency—Space Exploration
Moon Key To Hegemony.

Kaufman, Marc.  Washington Post Staff Writer. “NASA Looks to the Future With Eye on the Past.” Washington Post.  December 4, 2006. http://www.sdu.umd.edu/~white/RomaniSpring08/NASA%27s%20Vision/NASA%20Looks%20to%20the%20Future%20With%20Eye%20on%20the%20Past.pdf

In Griffin’s big–picture view, the stakes in space are high – which helps explain why he is so driven about return to manned lunar exploration and beyond. Not only are there major national security issues involved – the country relies on space–based defense like no other nation – but the NASA administrator said the United States can remain a preeminent civilization only if it continues to explore space aggressively. If the United States pulls back, Griffin said, others will speed ahead. Russia and China have sent astronauts into low–Earth orbit, and India, Japan and the Europeans all have the technical ability to do the same now – and far more in the future. International cooperation has been ingrained into the government’s thinking about space, but the United States and others remain committed to manufacturing their own rockets and space capsules and will be looking for international cooperation only once they are on the moon or Mars or some asteroids in between. “I absolutely believe that America became a great power in the world, leapfrogging other great powers of the time, because of its mastery of the air,” Griffin said. “In the 21st century and beyond, our society and nation, if we wish to remain in the first rank, must add to our existing capacities… to remain preeminent in the arts and sciences of space flight. “Space is important to our nation and will be forevermore.” 

Solvency—Space Exploration
Helium-3 is key to sustaining human presence on the moon and making the US the leading energy supplier.

Patricia Downing, Bechtel National, Inc, Mark A. Baxter, Southern Methodist University, and Edward D. McCullough Boeing Phantom Works, “Developing a Sustainable Lunar Economy:  Expanding the  Moon Base Beyond Exploration”, http://docs.cox.smu.edu/~maguiredocs/pdf/1-17-05%20last%20version%20LunarInd.v10(Final).AIAA(Jan05).pdf  

The  sustainability of human presence on the  Moon depends on the development of a  viable lunar economy based on  the commercially profitable use of  the Moon’s  unique  resources  and environment. This lunar setting could provide  ample opportunities for commercial development, and a diverse range of both large and small businesses could prove successful. Multiple opportunities potentially exist for win-win collaborative government and industry partnerships, as well as multi-industry collaboration, whose synergy could  accelerate lunar economic  expansion. Supporting economic, legal, and institutional factors would also be necessary to facilitate commercial success, involving proprietary positions,  liability, public and private sector financing. Lunar commerce is important  not only  for  private sector opportunities but also as a facilitator of further exploration, through  increased cost-effectiveness and consequently enhanced sustainability.  Primary lunar industrialization  sectors include engineering and construction,  energy, materials and manufacturing, transportation, and communications,  as well as tourism, advertising, and  entertainment. For example, in the energy sector, The Maguire Energy  Institute, based at  Southern Methodist University, has been working to increase awareness of possible solutions available  through the use  of space resources.  Future utilization of Helium-3  found on the lunar surface could position the U.S. as a  leading energy supplier, pending the successful development of a fusion technology base and further delineation of the lunar volatile  inventory. Boeing and Bechtel are also exploring a variety of processes for generating power in the lunar environment necessary to conduct industrial processes.  In addition, Bechtel's pioneering role in engineering, project management, and facility  construction in the most  extreme Earth environments could help lay  the foundation for  the evolution of an  exploratory lunar base into privately-funded and commercially-oriented space activities.  Early lunar  base construction  activities could constitute  a "proof of concept" for later commercial  activities by  demonstrating the technical feasibility of lunar construction  methods.  Beyond this, a multi-disciplinary  approach  to analysis and visualization  could reduce risk  and  save money by utilizing computer prototypes  that simulate complex integrated systems before substantial resources have been invested. 

A2 No Power Vacuum

1. Extend Ferguson 4, the internals of this are fantastic, it cites specific scenarios for extinction:

Absence of US hegemony causes a multipolar vacuum, which leads to extinction. Advances in technology will obliterate cities, terrorist attacks will become even more frequent, and nuclear wars will devastate the world. And even if you buy that multipolarity is inevitable, our card specifically indicates that this is false. Multipolarity will not occur after the decline of unipolarity. Rather, apolarity will take its place and cause a global power vacuum, instigating wars that draw in many countries

2. Conflict is inevitable with global power shifts-present conditions increase potential damage. 

James F. Hoge, Jr., Editor of Foreign Affairs, lecturer at Johns Hopkins University's Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies in Washington, D.C. July/August 2004, “A Global Power Shift in the Making”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59910/james-f-hoge-jr/a-global-power-shift-in-the-making 

The West must adapt -- or be left behind. The transfer of power from West to East is gathering pace and soon will dramatically change the context for dealing with international challenges -- as well as the challenges themselves. Many in the West are already aware of Asia's growing strength. This awareness, however, has not yet been translated into preparedness. And therein lies a danger: that Western countries will repeat their past mistakes. Major shifts of power between states, not to mention regions, occur infrequently and are rarely peaceful. In the early twentieth century, the imperial order and the aspiring states of Germany and Japan failed to adjust to each other. The conflict that resulted devastated large parts of the globe. Today, the transformation of the international system will be even bigger and will require the assimilation of markedly different political and cultural traditions. This time, the populous states of Asia are the aspirants seeking to play a greater role. Like Japan and Germany back then, these rising powers are nationalistic, seek redress of past grievances, and want to claim their place in the sun. Asia's growing economic power is translating into greater political and military power, thus increasing the potential damage of conflicts. Within the region, the flash points for hostilities -- Taiwan, the Korean Peninsula, and divided Kashmir -- have defied peaceful resolution. Any of them could explode into large-scale warfare that would make the current Middle East confrontations seem like police operations. In short, the stakes in Asia are huge and will challenge the West's adaptability. Today, China is the most obvious power on the rise. But it is not alone: India and other Asian states now boast growth rates that could outstrip those of major Western countries for decades to come. China's economy is growing at more than nine percent annually, India's at eight percent, and the Southeast Asian "tigers" have recovered from the 1997 financial crisis and resumed their march forward. China's economy is expected to be double the size of Germany's by 2010 and to overtake Japan's, currently the world's second largest, by 2020. If India sustains a six percent growth rate for 50 years, as some financial analysts think possible, it will equal or overtake China in that time.   
3. Failure to stave off changes in the power system causes extinction 

Nye 90 [Joseph, former assistant secretary of defense and president of Harvard's Kennedy school of government, “Bound To Lead: The Changing Nature Of American Power,” p. 16-17]
Some suggest that the current debate on American decline should be regarded as a register of mass psychology and popular fads rather than an analysis of power.42 Others ask why Americans should worry about power. Why not focus solely on wealth and live as well as Swedes or Canadians? The short answer is that the United States is not in the same geopolitical position as Sweden or Canada. It cannot afford a free ride in world politics. If the largest country in a world of nation-states abdicates leadership (as the United States did in the 1920s), the results can be disastrous for all. In an assessment of the debate about American decline, British scholar Susan Strange concludes that "we are all in agreement... on the critical nature of the present end-of-century decade. We share a common perception that mankind... is standing at a fork in the road... In the last resort, it may be that this common concern is more significant than the differences in interpretation. Decline and War Perceptions of change in the relative power of nations are of critical importance to understanding the relationship between decline and war. One of the oldest generalizations about international politics attributes the onset of major wars to shifts in power among the leading nations. Thus Thucydides accounted for the onset of the Peloponnesian War which destroyed the power of ancient Athens. The history of the interstate system since 1500 is punctuated by severe wars in which one country struggled to surpass another as the leading state. If, as Robert Gilpin argues, "international politics has not changed fundamentally over the millennia," the implications for the future are bleak. And if fears about shifting power precipitate a major war in a world with 50,000 nuclear weapons, history as we know it may end.
A2 Heg Decline Inevitable

1. Extend Stone 11, it specifies that US hegemony will only remain strong if space exploration is sustained; there is a direct correlation between our special dominance and national security. It is crucial that we maintain dominance to check back other global powers, namely China. 

2. Even if hegemony is unsustainable in the long run we should still prop it up as long as possible – the withdrawal process causes war

Thayer 2007 Bradley A, Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, American Empire: A Debate, pp. 105-106
Knowing that American hegemony will end someday does not mean that we should welcome or facilitate its demise; rather the reverse. The United States should labor to maintain hegemony as long as possible—just as knowing that you will die someday does not keep you from planning your future and living today. You strive to live as long as possible although you realize that it is inevitable that you will die. Like good health, Americans and most of the world should welcome American primacy and work to preserve it as long as possible. The value of U.S. power for the country itself as well as for most of the world is demonstrated easily by considering four critical facts about international politics. First, if you doubt that more power is better, just ask the citizens of a country that has been conquered, like the Czech Republic, Poland, Kuwait, or Lebanon; or the citizens of a country facing great peril due to external threats or terrorists, like Colombia, Georgia, Israel, Nepal, or Turkey. These countries would prefer to possess greater power to improve their security. Or query the citizens of a fallen empire. For the British, French, or Russians, having the power to influence the direction of international politics, having the respect and recognition that flows from power, and, most importantly, having the ability to advance and defend their country's interests are elements of power that are missed greatly. In sum, the world looks very different from the perspective of these countries than it does from a powerful and secure United States. Second, U.S. power protects the United States. That sentence is as genuine and as important a statement about international politics as one can make. International politics is not a game or a sport. There are no "time outs" there is no is no halftime and no rest. It never stops. There is no hiding from threats and dangers in international politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats it confronts, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. Simply by declaring that the United States is going home, thus abandoning its commitments or making half pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect its wishes to retreat. In fact, to make such a declaration implies weakness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong The same is true in the anarchic realm of international politics. If the United States is not strong and does not actively protect and advance its interests, other countries will prey upon those interests, and even on the United States
A2 Colonization Impossible/Bad

1. Technology is able to launch millions of people into space – multiple benefits to colonization 
Globus 5 Chairman of the National Space Society Space Settlement Advocacy Committee, September 2005 (Al, “Space Settlement Basics,” September 22, http://www.nas.nasa.gov/About/Education/SpaceSettlement/Basics/wwwwh.html)
Who? You. Or at least people a lot like you. Space settlements will be a place for ordinary people. Presently, with few exceptions, only highly trained and carefully selected astronauts go to space. Space settlement needs inexpensive, safe launch systems to deliver thousands, perhaps millions, of people into orbit. If this seems unrealistic, note that a hundred and fifty years ago nobody had ever flown in an airplane, but today nearly 500 million people fly each year. Some special groups might find space settlement particularly attractive: The handicapped could keep a settlement at zero-g to make wheelchairs and walkers unnecessary. Some religious groups might prefer to live away from "non-believers". Penal colonies might be created in orbit as they should be fairly escape proof. People who wish to experiment with very different social and political forms could get away from restrictive social norms. Although some colonies may follow this model, it's reasonable to expect that the vast majority of space colonists will be ordinary people. Indeed, eventually most people in space settlements will be born there, and some day they may vastly exceed Earth's population. Based on the materials available, the human population in orbit could one day exceed ten trillion living in millions of space colonies with a combined living space hundreds of times the surface of the Earth.
2. Only by mining He-3 can we obtain crucial resources necessary for space colonization

Bilder 09 (Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2 2009 Article 1. A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options Fordham International Law Journal is produced by The Berkeley Electronic Press (bepress). http://ir.lawnet.fordham.edu/ilj)

Consequently, interest in developing He-3-fueled thermonuclear energy is likely to continue. How would lunar He-3 be extracted and transported to Earth? 29 Because the solar wind components are weakly bound to the lunar regolith, 0 it should be relatively easy to extract them utilizing reasonable extensions of existing technology. In one proposed scenario, once a lunar base is established, robotic lunar mining vehicles fitted with solar heat collectors would: (1) traverse appropriate areas of the Moon's surface-probably, in particular, the lunar maria, or "seas"-scooping up the loose upper layer of the lunar regolith and sizing it into small particles; (2) utilize solar energy to process and heat the collected regolith to the temperatures necessary to release, separate, and collect in a gaseous state the He-3, along with certain other solar-wind elements embedded in the regolith particles; (3) discharge the spent regolith back to the lunar surface; and (4) return with the collected He-3 and other gaseous byproducts to the lunar base. 3 The collected He-3 gas could then be liquified in the lunar cold and transported to Earth, perhaps in remotely-operated shuttles. 3 2 Importantly, this type of mining operation could result in the collection not only of He-3 but also significant amounts of hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen, carbon dioxide, and water, all potentially very useful-indeed, perhaps indispensable-for the maintenance of a lunar base or further outer space activities such as expeditions to Mars or other planets. 33 Since He-3 is believed to comprise only a small proportion of the lunar regolith, it will probably be necessary to process large amounts of lunar regolith in order to obtain the quantities of He-3 necessary to sustain a large-scale terrestrial He-3-based power program. However, the extraction of He-3 and other solar wind components from the lunar soil seems in itself unlikely to have a significant detrimental impact on the lunar environment because the regolith will be discharged back to the Moon's surface immediately after processing. 34 
A2 China Doesn’t Want To Go To Space

1. Extend Hatch 10 from heg, it specifies 3 countries – China, India and Russia – as the main superpowers trying to reach the moon. China specifically is wants Helium for nuclear reactors. This incentivizes them to compete with the US for the moon

2. China has strong space ambitions – second moon orbiter was launched Thursday

Shasha 6-15-2011 Xinhua News Agency, Deng Shasha, staff editor for Xinhua News “China's second moon orbiter Chang'e-2 goes to outer space”
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2011-06/09/c_13920425.htm
BEIJING, June 9 (Xinhua) -- China's second moon orbiter Chang'e-2 on Thursday set off from its moon orbit for outer space about 1.5 million km away from the earth, Chinese scientists said Thursday. The orbiter left its moon orbit at 5:10 p.m. and it will take about 85 days for the orbiter to reach outer space, according to the State Administration of Science, Technology and Industry for National Defense (SASTIND). The orbiter had finished all its tasks within its designed life span of six months by April 1. Scientists decided to let it carry out additional exploratory tasks as the orbiter still had fuel in reserve. Traveling into outer space from the moon's orbit is the most important task among five additional ones, according to the SASTIND. "It's the first time in the world for a satellite to be set off from the moon in remote outer space," said Zhou Jianliang, deputy chief engineer of the Chang'e-2 measure and control system of the Beijing Aerospace Control Center (BACC). Moon exploration means about 400,000 km away from the earth, but outer space exploration means 1.5 million km, posing great challenges to the country's technology in measure and control, telecommunications, data transaction and orbit design, scientists said. Before flying away, the orbiter had finished two additional tasks as of May 23. One was to take photos of the northern and southern poles of the moon. The other was to descend again to the perilune orbit, about 15 km away from the surface, to catch high-resolution images of the Sinus Iridum, or Bay of Rainbows, the proposed landing ground for future moon missions. Scientists hope the satellite can continue operations until the end of next year. "We are developing outer space measure and control stations in outer space and they will be capable to carry out tasks by the end of the second half next year," said an SASTIND scientist, who declined to be named. At that time, the satellite can be used to test the two stations' functions, the scientist said. Challenges exist as Chang'e-2 was not designed for the additional task and it is now in extended service without extra capacities to deal with abnormal risks, Zhou said. Meanwhile, long-distance brings many problems like weakening signals and difficulties in measure and control, Zhou said. The Chang'e probes are named after a legendary Chinese moon goddess who flew to the moon. Besides the current operations, China's ambitious three-stage moon mission will include a moon landing and launch of a moon rover around 2012 in the second phase. In the third phase, another rover will land on the moon and return to earth with lunar soil and stone samples for scientific research around 2017. 

A2 He-3 Not Key to Heg

1. Extend space presence is key to maintain US global dominance. That’s Cherry. America is currently slipping in its role as the leader in space exploration and research. We are sending the signal that reign is over. 

2. If we don’t re-establish ourselves as a leader in space by setting up lunar bases with the goal of extracting helium-3, our heg will collapse causing a multipolar vacuum leading to MULTIPLE scenarios for extinction. That’s Ferguson. Without the United States as a hegemon, the world will fall into turmoil. 

3. Extend He-3 mining is key to sustain lunar bases to guarantee US presence on the moon – transportation infrastructure is available now. That’s Bilder. Helium-3 is a substantial incentive for the United States to build a base on the moon while gaining a access to a new clean energy source that can be mined without harming the moon. 

3. The Second Space Race Is Here—Helium-3 Prospects Attract Space Super Powers.

Williams 7 (Mark THURSDAY, AUGUST 23, 2007 “Mining the Moon” http://www.technologyreview.com/Energy/19296/)

At the 21st century's start, few would have predicted that by 2007, a second race for the moon would be under way. Yet the signs are that this is now the case. Furthermore, in today's moon race, unlike the one that took place between the United States and the U.S.S.R. in the 1960s, a full roster of 21st-century global powers, including China and India, are competing. Even more surprising is that one reason for much of the interest appears to be plans to mine helium-3--purportedly an ideal fuel for fusion reactors but almost unavailable on Earth--from the moon's surface. NASA's Vision for Space Exploration has U.S. astronauts scheduled to be back on the moon in 2020 and permanently staffing a base there by 2024. While the U.S. space agency has neither announced nor denied any desire to mine helium-3, it has nevertheless placed advocates of mining He3 in influential positions. For its part, Russia claims that the aim of any lunar program of its own--for what it's worth, the rocket corporation Energia recently started blustering, Soviet-style, that it will build a permanent moon base by 2015-2020--will be extracting He3. The Chinese, too, apparently believe that helium-3 from the moon can enable fusion plants on Earth. This fall, the People's Republic expects to orbit a satellite around the moon and then land an unmanned vehicle there in 2011. Nor does India intend to be left out. (See "India's Space Ambitions Soar.") This past spring, its president, A.P.J. Kalam, and its prime minister, Manmohan Singh, made major speeches asserting that, besides constructing giant solar collectors in orbit and on the moon, the world's largest democracy likewise intends to mine He3 from the lunar surface. India's probe, Chandrayaan-1, will take off next year, and ISRO, the Indian Space Research Organization, is talking about sending Chandrayaan-2, a surface rover, in 2010 or 2011. Simultaneously, Japan and Germany are also making noises about launching their own moon missions at around that time, and talking up the possibility of mining He3 and bringing it back to fuel fusion-based nuclear reactors on Earth.

4. Moon Key To Hegemony – US will only look to coop after we’ve reached the moon

Kaufman 6 Marc Kaufman Washington Post Staff Writer. “NASA Looks to the Future With Eye on the Past.” Washington Post.  December 4, 2006. http://www.sdu.umd.edu/~white/RomaniSpring08/NASA%27s%20Vision/NASA%20Looks%20to%20the%20Future%20With%20Eye%20on%20the%20Past.pdf
In Griffin’s big–picture view, the stakes in space are high – which helps explain why he is so driven about return to manned lunar exploration and beyond. Not only are there major national security issues involved – the country relies on space–based defense like no other nation – but the NASA administrator said the United States can remain a preeminent civilization only if it continues to explore space aggressively. If the United States pulls back, Griffin said, others will speed ahead. Russia and China have sent astronauts into low–Earth orbit, and India, Japan and the Europeans all have the technical ability to do the same now – and far more in the future. International cooperation has been ingrained into the government’s thinking about space, but the United States and others remain committed to manufacturing their own rockets and space capsules and will be looking for international cooperation only once they are on the moon or Mars or some asteroids in between. “I absolutely believe that America became a great power in the world, leapfrogging other great powers of the time, because of its mastery of the air,” Griffin said. “In the 21st century and beyond, our society and nation, if we wish to remain in the first rank, must add to our existing capacities… to remain preeminent in the arts and sciences of space flight. “Space is important to our nation and will be forevermore.
A2 China Doesn’t Want Helium 3

1. China is competing for space dominance now and He-3 is the leading incentive.  China sees He-3 as beneficial to them and wants to conquer the moon first.  That’s Hatch in 10.

2. China wants to develop fusion energy.  This would make them more powerful in the coming years.  That’s Hatch in 10.

3. China has expressed the wish and will to get to the moon.  When it does, it will utilize Helium-3 for energy.  That’s our Vause 7 card.

4. The Second Space Race Is Here—Helium-3 Prospects Attract Space Super Powers.

Williams 7 (Mark THURSDAY, AUGUST 23, 2007 “Mining the Moon” http://www.technologyreview.com/Energy/19296/)

In Griffin’s big–picture view, the stakes in space are high – which helps explain why he is so driven about return to manned lunar exploration and beyond. Not only are there major national security issues involved – the country relies on space–based defense like no other nation – but the NASA administrator said the United States can remain a preeminent civilization only if it continues to explore space aggressively. If the United States pulls back, Griffin said, others will speed ahead. Russia and China have sent astronauts into low–Earth orbit, and India, Japan and the Europeans all have the technical ability to do the same now – and far more in the future. International cooperation has been ingrained into the government’s thinking about space, but the United States and others remain committed to manufacturing their own rockets and space capsules and will be looking for international cooperation only once they are on the moon or Mars or some asteroids in between. “I absolutely believe that America became a great power in the world, leapfrogging other great powers of the time, because of its mastery of the air,” Griffin said. “In the 21st century and beyond, our society and nation, if we wish to remain in the first rank, must add to our existing capacities… to remain preeminent in the arts and sciences of space flight. “Space is important to our nation and will be forevermore.
A2 Cooperation Good/Heg Bad

1. Long-term space exploration is necessary to maintain US dominance – lack of exploration would mean extinction via powers wars resulting from global apolar power vacuums left by America, that’s Stone 11 and Ferguson 4. 

2. Try or die for the aff – even if heg decline is inevitable, sustaining our space domination would check back rising powers with the potential to cause wars
3. We have to get to the moon first – any cooperation would mean competition for hegemony and resources. The rise of China will not be peaceful, that’s Vause 7 

4. The US will NOT look to international cooperation until they are on the moon

Williams 7 (Mark THURSDAY, AUGUST 23, 2007 “Mining the Moon” http://www.technologyreview.com/Energy/19296/)

In Griffin’s big–picture view, the stakes in space are high – which helps explain why he is so driven about return to manned lunar exploration and beyond. Not only are there major national security issues involved – the country relies on space–based defense like no other nation – but the NASA administrator said the United States can remain a preeminent civilization only if it continues to explore space aggressively. If the United States pulls back, Griffin said, others will speed ahead. Russia and China have sent astronauts into low–Earth orbit, and India, Japan and the Europeans all have the technical ability to do the same now – and far more in the future. International cooperation has been ingrained into the government’s thinking about space, but the United States and others remain committed to manufacturing their own rockets and space capsules and will be looking for international cooperation only once they are on the moon or Mars or some asteroids in between. “I absolutely believe that America became a great power in the world, leapfrogging other great powers of the time, because of its mastery of the air,” Griffin said. “In the 21st century and beyond, our society and nation, if we wish to remain in the first rank, must add to our existing capacities… to remain preeminent in the arts and sciences of space flight. “Space is important to our nation and will be forevermore.
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Contention [
] is the Economy:
Cuts Are Coming Now—The Fed Is Turning To Budget Cuts, But Only Stimulus Solves Long-Term Economic Failure.

Forsyth, Randall W. Columnist for The Wall Street Journal.  “Bernanke Offers No New Answers to Economic Conundrum.” Barron’s. The Wall Street Journal. June 23, 2011. http://online.barrons.com/
Done. All in. No mas. The Federal Reserve has let it be known that, barring some surprise, the monetary policy that you see is all you should expect for the next 12 months and perhaps to the end of 2012.  With the $600 billion program of Treasury purchases known popularly as QE2 winding up by month's end, Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke made clear Wednesday that QE3 should not be expected even though the central bank cut its forecast for economic growth for this year and next.  And while temporary factors -- such as the run-up in gasoline and other commodity prices plus the Japanese disaster -- could be blamed for the downgrade of the 2011 forecast, Bernanke admitted in his second press conference that he didn't have "a precise reason" why the recovery would be even more sluggish than previously expected.  Most likely, Bernanke hypothesized, "headwinds" from the financial sector from the housing collapse and the subsequent deleveraging turned out to be stronger than the monetary authorities thought. That would be consistent with the debt-deflation theory put forth by economist Irving Fisher in the 1930s. Simply put, Fisher posited the collapse of a credit bubble decimates asset values but leaves liabilities intact, forcing debtors to work harder and spend less to pay off debts, which in aggregate drags down the economy. Cheap money is a necessary but not sufficient solution to the debt-deflation conundrum.  Following the eagerly awaited meeting of the Federal Open Market Committee, the economy and the financial markets now effectively are left to make do with the fiscal and monetary stimulus that's already been provided. As massive as the doses of steroids administered in the wake of the credit collapse have been, they are beginning to be tapered off. Meanwhile, the patient is less than robust.  What that means in practical terms for the markets is that the FOMC's rock-bottom federal-funds target range of 0-0.25% will be in place as far as the eye can see. Or in the parlance of the FOMC, for an "extended period," which Bernanke defined as "at least" two or three meetings of the policy-setting panel. That would stretch to at least the Sept. 20 meeting and probably the Nov. 1-2 two-day confab.  The federal-funds futures market sees the rate target holding steady at near zero considerably longer, at least through mid-2012 and possibly until the end of next year. It's even money that the funds-rate target will be hiked all the way to 0.5% by next June and a virtual certainty by the following December.  A few weeks ago, however, the futures market had fully priced in the first rate hike to 0.5% for a year from now; that was before the May employment report was released earlier this month, which showed an anemic, 54,000 increase in payrolls.  All of which suggests the continuation of nearly free short-term credit for some time to come -- largely because that's all that's left to monetary policy makers.  As noted here previously, among the biggest beneficiaries of this state of affairs are real-estate investment trusts that invest in mortgage-backed securities. The REITs yield in the mid-teens by leveraging money they borrow for next to nothing.  So, what we're left with is what we've got: near-zero short-term interest rates and a Fed balance sheet of that has more than doubled since the onset of the crisis. The question is, what that has bought?  Since the Fed started its initial quantitative easing in March 2009 with the purchase of $1.7 trillion in mortgage, Treasury and agency securities, U.S. stock markets have virtually doubled, increasing the wealth of equity investors by over $8 trillion, according to Wilshire Associates. And since Bernanke broached the idea of QE2 last August, stock wealth has increased nearly 25%, or over $3 trillion, not a bad return on $600 billion of Treasury securities purchases by the Fed.  What's striking is that these monetary exertions, plus a federal budget deficit equal to 10% of gross domestic product, have not produced more in the way of economic growth.  In what Bernanke described as "significant revisions" to the Fed's forecast, 2011 GDP is expected to grow between 2.7% and 2.9%, down from the 3.1-3.3% range projected in April. Given the first-half growth is likely to be around 2%, at best, that implies a nice pick-up in the second half. Given the downward racheting of key measures such as purchasing managers' indexes, both in the U.S. and abroad, that may be optimistic.  If so, next year's lowered GDP "central tendency" of 3.3-3.7% (down from 3.5-4.2% in April's forecast) may still be subject to downward revision. Even if it's not, unemployment is only forecast to decline to 7.8-8.2%, from the 2011 range of 8.6-8.9% in 2011. Even so, the latter would imply a substantial improvement from May's 9.1% jobless rate.  Listening to Bernanke, it was apparent he was most troubled that unemployment was ebbing "painfully slowly." Reducing joblessness requires the economy to grow faster than its long-run potential, which he put at 2.5-2.8% at his press conference. The Fed's projections call for growth only slightly greater than that, not nearly enough to eliminate the slack in the economy.  Just as the Fed is lowering its forecasts for economic growth, not only is monetary policy being put on hold, but fiscal policy is being tightened. The debt-ceiling duel between the White House and Congressional Republicans will yield spending reductions, as that's what both parties want, even if it's not the right economic prescription at this moment.  In his press conference, Bernanke rejected the Herbert Hoover idea that government spending cuts would somehow inspire confidence and thereby lift the economy. Clearly, the U.S. has to get on the path of fiscal sustainability, but the self-defeating nature of austerity in a slump, which shrinks the economy and thus tax revenues, is in full view in Greece. 
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Cuts Cause Economic Collapse—The Economy Is On The Brink.

Snyder, Michael. Staff Writer.  “10 Tipping Points Which Could Potentially Plunge The World Into A Horrific Economic Nightmare.” Hawai’i News Daily. June 7, 2011. http://hawaiinewsdaily.com/2011/06/10-tipping-points-which-could-potentially-plunge-the-world-into-a-horrific-economic-nightmare/

The global economy has become so incredibly unstable at this point that it is not going to take much to plunge the world into a horrific economic nightmare.  The foundations of the world economic system are so decayed and so corrupted that even a stiff breeze could potentially topple the entire structure over.  Over the past couple of months a constant parade of bad economic news has come streaming in from Europe, Asia and the United States.  Signs of an impending economic slowdown are everywhere.  So what “tipping point” will trigger the next global economic downturn?  Nobody knows for sure, but potential tipping points are all around us. Today, the global economic system is even more vulnerable than it was back in 2008.  Virtually none of the systemic problems that contributed to the 2008 collapse have been fixed. Mark Mobius, the head of the emerging markets desk at Templeton Asset Management, was recently was quoted in Forbes as saying the following….      “There is definitely going to be another financial crisis around the corner because we haven’t solved any of the things that caused the previous crisis.”  The “financial reform” law that Barack Obama and the Congress passed a while back was a complete and total joke.  They might as well have written the law on toilet paper for all the good that it is doing. We did not learn from our mistakes and our future economic lessons are going to be even more painful. The world is drowning in a mountain of debt, the global financial system is packed to the gills with toxic derivatives, everyone is leveraged to the hilt and the dominoes could start falling at any time. I am not the only one that is warning that another financial collapse is coming.  In fact, a whole lot of people have been warning about the next financial collapse lately. So what will the tipping point for the next collapse be? The following are some potential nominees….  Tipping Point #1: Syria Syria is a situation to watch very, very closely.  The Syrian government is in a lot of trouble right now.  Sadly, the instability inside Syria probably makes war with Israel even more likely. Make no mistake – a war between Israel and Syria has been brewing for a long, long time and at some point it will happen.  When it happens, the entire Middle East may erupt in warfare. Just the other day, a very troubling incident happened in the area around the Golan Heights.  The following is an excerpt from a report by The Daily Mail about the incident….      “About 20 pro-Palestinian demonstrators were killed and 325 injured yesterday when Israeli forces opened fire on them as they crossed the border from Syria into occupied territories, according to reports.”  At this point, the Syrian government is probably glad that the attention has been taken off of them at least for a while.  The Syrian government has been getting a lot of bad press lately.  The following is an excerpt from a recent report by Human Rights Watch about the treatment of protesters inside Syria….      “The methods of torture included prolonged beatings with sticks, twisted wires, and other devices; electric shocks administered with Tasers and electric batons; use of improvised metal and wooden ‘racks’; and, in at least one case documented by Human Rights Watch, the rape of a male detainee with a baton. “Interrogators and guards also subjected detainees to various forms of humiliating treatment, such as urinating on the detainees, stepping on their faces, and making them kiss the officers’ shoes. Several detainees said they were repeatedly threatened with imminent execution.”  So in light of the “precedent” that we recently set in Libya, does this mean that we will be “forced” to conduct a “humanitarian mission” inside Syria as well? Syria is one tipping point that we all need to keep a close eye on.  Tipping Point #2: Iran The Iranian nuclear program is in the news again. A new report by RAND Corporation researcher Gregory S. Jones claims that Iran could have a nuclear weapon within 2 months.  His report is based on recent findings by the International Atomic Energy Agency.  According to Jones, airstrikes alone would be incapable of stopping Iran’s nuclear weapons program at this point.  Instead, Jones says that a “military occupation” would be required. It is a minor miracle that a war with Iran has not erupted yet.  It seems almost inevitable that at some point either the United States or Israel will use military force to try to stop Iran’s nuclear program. When that happens, it is going to cause a major shock to the global economy.  Tipping Point #3: Libya NATO has made it abundantly clear that Moammar Gadhafi will no longer be tolerated.  In fact, NATO apparently plans to reduce Tripoli to a heap of smoking ruins if that is what it takes to bring about the fall of Gadhafi. What a “humanitarian mission” we have going in Libya, eh?  It turns out that NATO believes that the United Nations gave it permission to bomb television stations and to make attack runs with helicopters. Russian Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov recently said that by using attack helicopters, NATO has moved dangerously close to turning the Libya operation into a ground invasion….      “Using attack helicopters, in my view, is the last but one step before the land operation.”  So why is Libya a potential tipping point? It isn’t because Gadhafi is a threat.  He is toast. It is because the rest of the world is watching what is happening in Libya, and that is raising global tensions. Even if Gadhafi falls, the Libyan operation will still be a failure because it has brought us all significantly closer to World War III.  Tipping Point #4: More Revolutions In The Middle East The revolutions throughout the Middle East earlier this year sent oil prices absolutely skyrocketing and they have remained at elevated levels. And in 
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case you haven’t noticed, revolutions continue to sweep the Middle East. Have you seen what has been happening in Yemen lately? Yemeni President Ali Abdullah Saleh has burns over 40% of his body and he has suffered a collapsed lung as a result of a recent attack. If violence and protests throughout the Middle East become even more intense as the weather warms up this summer that could have a very significant impact on world financial markets.  Tipping Point #5: Fukushima The mainstream news has gotten a bit tired of covering it, but the situation at Fukushima is still a complete and total disaster. Japan’s Nuclear Emergency Response Headquarters admitted on Monday that three reactors experienced “full meltdowns” in the aftermath of the earthquake and tsunami in March. Did it really take them nearly three months to figure this out, or were they lying to the rest of the world all of this time? The truth is that the nuclear disaster at Fukushima is far worse than the mainstream media has been telling us.  If you doubt this, just check out this excellent article or this article by Natural News: “Land around Fukushima now radioactive dead zone; resembles target struck by atomic bomb“. The economic impact of the Fukushima disaster is going to continue to unfold over an extended period of time.  It turns out that Japan is now officially in a recession.  Their economy contracted at a 3.7 percent annualized rate during the first quarter. Look for more bad economic numbers to come out of Japan for the rest of the year.  Considering the fact that the Japanese economy is the third largest economy in the world, the fact that they are struggling so badly right now is not a good sign for the rest of us.  Tipping Point #6: Oil Prices The price of oil is going to continue to be one of the biggest economic stories for the rest of this year and for 2012 as well. The last time U.S. energy expenditures were over 9 percent of GDP was in 2008 and we quickly plunged into the deepest economic downturn since the Great Depression. Well, we have reached the significant 9 percent figure once again in 2011, and many fear that once again high oil prices will cause another major economic decline.  Tipping Point #7: Government Austerity In the United States, it is not just the federal government that is drowning in debt. All over America, there are state and local governments that are financial basket cases. I don’t always agree with the time frames that Meredith Whitney puts out there, but she is absolutely correct that we are going to see a massive municipal bond crisis. The following is an excerpt from a recent report about Whitney’s predictions on CNN….      “Meredith Whitney is issuing a fresh warning to mutual funds, banks, and politicians: The state of state finances is far worse than what you think, or at least than what you’ve been willing to tell the investors and taxpayers who will eventually carry the burden.”  Many state and local governments are attempting to get their budgets balanced by making huge budget cuts.  But most of the time these austerity programs also include the elimination of a lot of government jobs. UBS Investment Research is projecting that state and local governments will combine to slash a whopping 450,000 jobs by the end of next year. So where will the half a million good jobs come from to replace all of those lost jobs? 
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Fossil Fuels Control The Economy—Price Spikes And Falls.

Ponick, Terry. Staff writer.  “Obama Oil Policy: Dump It, Don’t Pump It.” Washington Times Communities.  June 24, 2011. http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/prudent-man/2011/jun/24/obama-oil-policy-dump-it-dont-pump-it/

The U.S. stock market took a dizzying roller-coaster ride yesterday, spiking down hard after a dismal morning opening. The reason? The Obama Administration and the International Energy Agency (IEA) announced a joint “emergency release” of oil from their respective reserves—primarily, 30 million gallons of crude from the U.S. Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR).  Their rationale? Tamping down the out-of-control oil prices that have causing severe gas pains for U.S. and Western consumers, tipping these economies back toward a Great Recession that arguably has yet to end.  A further, unstated reason? President Obama’s current poll numbers, which have been tanking about as fast as gas prices have spiked.  In a way, the sudden announcement of the joint release was a good move. Clearly, even with the supply disruptions in Libya, the world currently has at least adequate supplies of crude. Ergo, much of the recent per barrel price hike has been the work of speculators hoarding oil via contract as a store of value vs. unstable world currencies. Since their game was gradually uncovered, oil prices had already begun their slow drift downward. So the joint “surprise” announcement had the desired effect of jolting the holdouts, creating panic (and occasional margin calls), resulting in heavy selling and falling oil prices.  The mainstream media (MSM) quickly fell all over themselves on this story, spinning away to praise the administration for this dubiously effective, largely meaningless short-term move. A CNBC online headline crowed: “Oil Traders: Tapping Reserve Was ‘Genius’ Move by Obama.” Typically, though, the headline was misleading, riffing, quite inaccurately, on the following observation in the body of the story:  “‘Arguably the timing of the release is genius,’ said Stephen Weiss of Short Hills Capital. ‘If the SPR had been released as crude worked higher, the effect would have been relatively momentary, but releasing it now, with the momentum on crude prices turning down, will add to the price decline as speculators hit their stops and margin limits more quickly forcing them to sell.’"  I.e., a good move by the international collective, but hardly a genius masterstroke by President Obama, who’s not even mentioned in the relevant quote.  In point of fact, the U.S. could have moved against at least some of this speculative excess earlier this year by ordering a jacking up of margin requirements on the exchanges trading in West Texas light, sweet crude. Similar moves were unleashed recently to burn predatory silver speculators, causing a brisk retreat in the price of that metal. Why this country did not act similarly with oil speculators on U.S. exchanges, even as the economy again began to slip, remains a mystery.  The current action, whatever its ultimate effect, seems to have been deployed as a blunt instrument aimed more at the even higher price of Brent crude, primarily a European problem. Brent trades on a “cash settlement” basis so margin games don’t apply in this case. Hence, the dramatic price move, made more forceful by the fact that the U.S., at least, is actually selling the oil this time instead of allowing crude to be “swapped back” by the oil companies somewhere down the road as happened on two earlier occasions.  Unfortunately, the pricing problem we’re really dealing with here is the Democrats’ relentless suppression of fossil fuel production right here in the United States. It creates price-boosting artificial scarcity while continually exposing the country and its citizens to the predatory practices of producing countries who are not exactly our friends.
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Growing Dependence Causes Spikes In Energy Prices, Leading To Economic Collapse.
Lugar 07-Former vice-chair Commission on Intergovernmental Relation, Foreign Relations Committee, former chair of the Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry Committee [Richard, “ENERGY SECURITY, ENERGY URGENCY: KEY ISSUES FACING THE NEXT PRESIDENT”, Dec. 18, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2007/1218_lugar/20071218lugar.pdf]

Second, transformational energy policies are likely to be a requirement for achieving our own economic and social aspirations here at home. In an era when exploding global demand for energy creates high prices and fears of scarcity, the United States’ economy is likely to continue to underperform. Our ability to address social security, healthcare, education and overall budget problems will be heavily encumbered over both the short and the long run if we do not mitigate our energy import dependence. Almost any scenario for recession will be deepened by high energy costs. Moreover, many of the most severe recession scenarios involve sustained energy disruptions due to terrorism, war, embargo or natural disaster. 

Economic collapse causes a global nuclear exchange

Mead 92 (Walter Russell, Mead, Senior Fellow – Council on Foreign Relations, New Perspectives Quarterly, Summer, 1992, p. 30)
The failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression- will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions-billions-of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy.  They and their leaders have embraced market principles-and drawn closer to the West-because they believe that our system can work for them.  But what if it can't?  What if the global economy stagnates, or even shrinks?  In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor.  Russia.  China.  India-these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the 1930's.
He-3 Stimulates The Economy, Three Reasons:

1.  It Promotes Job Creation And Product Development

D’souza, Otalvaro & Singh 6 (HARVESTING HELIUM-3 FROM THE MOON An Interactive Qualifying Project Report submitted to the Faculty of the WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Bachelor Science by Marsha R. D’Souza Diana M. Otalvaro Deep Arjun Singh Date: February 17, 2006 http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf)

The peculiarity of He-3 is that the resources in space are practically unlimited for a human lifespan. Thus a surge in cost is not expected to occur, at least not within what in human time standards is considered relevant (>1000 years). Because of the costs inherent in producing energy from He-3, He-3 would become a consumer good, much like energy derived from petroleum is a consumer good, and would potentially be sold as such. In fact, the cost of initially producing He-3 will most likely only be undertaken if whoever ventures into it is guaranteed exclusive rights over exploitation at least until it obtains profit from its investment. This kind of situation is analogous to the pharmaceutical industry, in which the expenses of R&D for drug development are compensated by giving the company exclusive rights over selling the product for a number of years. In any case, the burgeoning of a He-3 focused economy, whether only in the US or worldwide, will carry with it the creation of a whole new industry, creating a number of technology jobs. Furthermore, the creation of an inhabited lunar base to mine He-3 will lead to a whole new branch of space products, services and daily commodities that would be tailored for lunar use. 
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2. Multiple Uses Makes It Economically Competitive In The Short And Long Term.

D’souza, Otalvaro & Singh 6 (HARVESTING HELIUM-3 FROM THE MOON An Interactive Qualifying Project Report submitted to the Faculty of the WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Bachelor Science by Marsha R. D’Souza Diana M. Otalvaro Deep Arjun Singh Date: February 17, 2006 http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf)
He-3 also has long term and short term benefits for society. In the near term applications, it can help in medical research. A useful product of He-3 fusion reactions is the production of isotopes that are very useful in the biomedical field. Positron Emission Tomography (PET) is one such field. This process uses the isotopes from He-3 fusion reaction like He-4 in its working. He-4 has a much longer half-life and it can be stored for a much longer periods of time compared to other isotopes. By using He-3 isotopes we can reduce the radioactive exposure to patients compared to the regular isotopes that are used in PET that emit radioactive waves (Hurtack, 2004). It can also be used for environmental restoration, detection of chemical and radioactive wastes, cancer therapy and defense. For intermediate term applications, it can be used for the destruction of toxic fissile materials, to harness space power and to supply energy to remote energy stations. In the long term it can have applications in propulsion technology, hydrogen production, synthetic fuel applications, base load electrical power plants and small electrical power plants (Kulcinski, 2001). The advantage of initially using He-3 fusion for non-energy applications is that the cost base is different for specialized applications and He-3 can be competitive in the short run. This would then open the ground for further cost reduction and prepare He-3 fusion to enter the energy marketplace at competitive prices. 

3. Long-Term Benefits Of Helium-3 Attract Investors

D’souza, Otalvaro & Singh 6 (HARVESTING HELIUM-3 FROM THE MOON An Interactive Qualifying Project Report submitted to the Faculty of the WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Bachelor Science by Marsha R. D’Souza Diana M. Otalvaro Deep Arjun Singh Date: February 17, 2006 http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf)

As illustrated in Table 6 by the priorities of each particular enterprise are similar but differ on rating. Like any commercial enterprise, He-3 harvesting must be evaluated based on financial viability criteria. Useful indicators for this analysis are capital cost as required for minimum total start-up capital including R&D; operating costs and long term profitability criteria. Operating costs for this type of venture would be relatively small compared to capital investment, but are not negligible and could exceed capital costs in the long run. Given the lucrative nature of energy enterprises and the energy density of He-3 as a fusion source, demand is most likely not an issue once the technology is available, and commercialization follows almost immediately from feasibility, i.e. the highest cost and risk are engrained in start-up. A good measurement of financial viability is maximum return on investment described as the ratio of project lifetime net gains vs. total capital investment. For such an analysis the most important parameter is the projected lifetime of the project. To answer this question we must revert to estimates of He-3 reserves in the Moon as given in the technical section. With a conservative Lunar He-3 content estimate of 1 billion metric tons, and taking under consideration the expanding energy consumption, Lunar He-3 is expected to last 300 years. Such an enormous time frame brings with it some additional considerations, such as the possibility of dramatic breakthroughs; however, for a financial assessment, no such breakthroughs will be contemplated and instead only a net present value (NPV)1 analysis will be conducted.
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Helium-3 Eliminates Fossil Fuel Dependence, Solving Economic Failure.

Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf

During the past several years, the United States and three of the world's other leading space powers, Russia, China, and India, have each announced their intent to establish a base on the Moon, in part with the purpose-or, in the case of the United States, at least the exploratory goal-of seeking to mine and bring to Earth helium-3 ("He-3"), an isotope' of helium rarely found naturally on Earth but believed to be present in large amounts as a component of the lunar soil.2 The potential value of He-3 is that it is theoretically an ideal fuel for thermonuclear fusion power reactors, which could serve as a virtually limitless source of safe and non-polluting energy.3 For example, it is estimated that forty tons of liquefied He-3 brought from the Moon to the Earth-about the amount that would comfortably fit in the cargo bays of two current U.S. space shuttles-would provide sufficient fuel for He-3 fusion reactors to meet the full electrical needs of the United States, or one quarter of the entire world's electrical needs, for an entire year.4 While the technological and economic feasibility of fusionbased nuclear energy, particularly fusion reactors utilizing He-3 as fuel, is still uncertain and contested, and its commercial realization at best decades away,5 the implications of such a development could be far-reaching and profound. Fusion energy could significantly reduce the world's heavy dependence on fossil fuels, which are associated with environmental pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and global warming-not to mention their rising price and role in recurrent geopolitical and economic tensions. Fusion energy could also provide a safer alternative to many countries' growing reliance on energy generated from nuclear fission reactors, which hold the potential dangers of nuclear accidents, terrorism, weapons proliferation, and radioactive waste disposal. Moreover, in contrast to the prospect of depletion of terrestrial fossil fuels, it is estimated that there is sufficient He-3 present on the Moon to meet humanity's rapidly growing energy needs for many centuries to come.6 Thus, despite the problematic future of He-3-based fusion energy, it is not surprising that the United States and other major powers are beginning to position themselves to ensure their future access to lunar He-3 resources.

Helium-3 Fusion is Cost and Energy Efficient—Any Costs Are Solved Back By Revenue.

Stefano Coledan.  Popular Mechanic. “Mining The Moon.” December 7, 2004. http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/moon-mars/1283056
Lunar Mining Samples collected in 1969 by Neil Armstrong during the first lunar landing showed that helium-3 concentrations in lunar soil are at least 13 parts per billion (ppb) by weight. Levels may range from 20 to 30 ppb in undisturbed soils. Quantities as small as 20 ppb may seem too trivial to consider. But at a projected value of $40,000 per ounce, 220 pounds of helium-3 would be worth about $141 million.  Because the concentration of helium-3 is extremely low, it would be necessary to process large amounts of rock and soil to isolate the material. Digging a patch of lunar surface roughly three-quarters of a square mile to a depth of about 9 ft. should yield about 220 pounds of helium-3--enough to power a city the size of Dallas or Detroit for a year.  Although considerable lunar soil would have to be processed, the mining costs would not be high by terrestrial standards. Automated machines might perform the work. Extracting the isotope would not be particularly difficult. Heating and agitation release gases trapped in the soil. As the vapors are cooled to absolute zero, the various gases present sequentially separate out of the mix. In the final step, special membranes would separate helium-3 from ordinary helium.  The total estimated cost for fusion development, rocket development and starting lunar operations would be about $15 billion. The International Thermonuclear Reactor Project, with a current estimated cost of $10 billion for a proof-of-concept reactor, is just a small part of the necessary development of tritium-based fusion and does not include the problems of commercialization and waste disposal.  The second-generation approach to controlled fusion power involves combining deuterium and helium-3. This reaction produces a high-energy proton (positively charged hydrogen ion) and a helium-4 ion (alpha particle). The most important potential advantage of this fusion reaction for power production as well as other applications lies in its compatibility with the use of electrostatic fields to control fuel ions and the fusion protons. Protons, as positively charged particles, can be converted directly into electricity, through use of solid-state conversion materials as well as other techniques. Potential conversion efficiencies of 70 percent may be possible, as there is no need to convert proton energy to heat in order to drive turbine-powered generators. Fusion power plants operating on deuterium and helium-3 would offer lower capital and operating costs than their competitors due to less technical complexity, higher conversion efficiency, smaller size, the absence of radioactive fuel, no air or water pollution, and only low-level radioactive waste disposal requirements. Recent estimates suggest that about $6 billion in investment capital will be required to develop and construct the first helium-3 fusion power plant. Financial breakeven at today's wholesale electricity prices (5 cents per kilowatt-hour) would occur after five 1000-megawatt plants were on line, replacing old conventional plants or meeting new demand. 

Inherency—Economy
Economic Collapse Coming Now

AP 6/24 (Assosiated Press June 24 2011 at 06:00am “Study warns of looming US fiscal crisis” http://www.iol.co.za/business/international/study-warns-of-looming-us-fiscal-crisis-1.1088049)

The report said the US’s debt was on pace to equal the annual size of the economy within a decade. It warned of a possible “sudden fiscal crisis” if it was left unchecked, with investors losing faith in the US government’s ability to manage its fiscal affairs. At issue is the $9.7 trillion (R65 trillion) of US debt held by investors and foreign countries, the measure that economists deem most important. Government accounts, such as the Social Security trust funds, account for the rest of the $14.3 trillion total debt. The study reverberated as Vice-President Joe Biden and senior legislators spent several hours behind closed doors. The talks were aimed at outlining about $2 trillion in deficit cuts over the next decade, part of an attempt to get enough support to allow the Treasury to borrow more. The CBO, the non-partisan agency that calculates the cost and economic impact of legislation and government policy, said America’s rapidly growing debt burden increased the probability of a fiscal crisis in which investors lost faith in US bonds and forced policymakers to make drastic spending cuts or tax increases. “As Congress debates the president’s request for an increase in the statutory debt ceiling, the CBO warns of a more ominous credit cliff – a sudden drop-off in our ability to borrow imposed by credit markets in a state of panic,” House budget committee chairman Paul Ryan said. The findings are not dramatically new, but the budget office’s analysis underscores the scope of America’s fiscal problems as negotiators struggle to lift the current $14.3 trillion debt limit. With the fiscal imbalance requiring the government to borrow more than 40c of every dollar it spends, the CBO predicted that without a change of course the national debt would rocket from 69 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) this year to 109 percent of GDP by 2023. Economists warn that rising debt threatens to devastate the economy by forcing interest rates higher, squeezing domestic investment, and limiting the government’s ability to respond to an economic downturn. But most ominously, the CBO report warned of a “sudden fiscal crisis” in which investors would lose faith in the US government’s ability to manage its fiscal affairs. In such a panic, investors might abandon US bonds and force the government to pay unaffordable interest rates. 
Inherency—Stimulus
Stimulus Unpopular—Republican Skepticism Prevents Any Future Stimulus.

McKinnon, John D. White House correspondent for The Wall Street Journal. “New Stimulus Spending? Even Less Likely.” The Washington Wire, The Wall Street Journal. June 23, 2011.  http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2011/06/23/new-stimulus-spending-even-less-likely/?mod=google_news_blog

Prospects dimmed for enacting new stimulus spending in the deficit-reduction talks, further highlighting the divide between Republicans and Democrats as the bipartisan budget talks headed by Vice President Joe Biden falter. At a press conference on Wednesday, Senate Democratic leaders insisted that they want the Biden deficit talks to include short-term jobs measures such as employer tax cuts or infrastructure spending.  Majority Leader Harry Reid of Nevada added that he’s calling for stimulus ideas from his committee chairs to be delivered by Aug. 1 – a day before the Aug. 2 deadline Treasury has set for increasing the debt ceiling. That timetable suggests it could be difficult for Democrats to pull together a stimulus plan in time for the debt-ceiling vote, which is expected to include agreement on a long list of spending cuts.  The list of options for a potential stimulus package also seems to be growing, another sign of possible disarray.  The Obama administration already has floated the idea of extending the payroll tax holiday first enacted for workers last December, and perhaps expanding it to include employers’ share of the payroll tax.  On Wednesday, Sen. Charles Schumer (D., N.Y.) also floated infrastructure spending and clean-energy projects. Some businesses already are pushing the idea of a tax holiday for corporate overseas profits – a plan that some backers have linked to infrastructure spending.  The fundamental problem for Democrats is that most Republicans are signaling clear opposition to new stimulus efforts in the context of deficit reduction.  “This isn’t just mystifying, it’s farcical,” Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R., Ky.) said on the Senate floor on Thursday. “I mean, most Americans had to wonder if they were dreaming this morning when they saw this headline: `Democrats call for new spending in US debt deal.  “More spending? As a solution to a debt crisis? What planet are they on?”

Solvency—Generic
Helium-3 Cost Efficient—It Solves Back The Cost Of Fossil Fuels. 

Stansbery 11 (Dr. Eileen K. Stansbery, the Deputy Director, Office of Astromaterials Research and Exploration Science at NASA Johnson Space Center (JSC)NASA, June 25, 2011, http://ares.jsc.nasa.gov/humanexplore/exploration/exlibrary/docs/isru/06energy.htm)

Along with the other light gases mentioned above, we can extract an isotope of helium from the regolith. He-3 has the potential to be used in fusion reactors here on Earth to provide electrical power. This technology, while still in the research stage, promises to be much "cleaner" than current, fission-based plants which consume uranium, and even cleaner than those fusion plants currently under development which would use radioactive tritium as a fuel. Why would we go to the moon for this material? It is nearly absent from Earth as a natural resource. Millions of kilograms of it are present in lunar soil, albeit at very low concentrations. It may be the fuel for the next generation of electric power plants, providing nearly pollution-free power. It may, in the 21st century, replace our dwindling supplies of fossil fuels. It may be worth $2,000,000/kg. Along with deuterium, which can be extracted from sea water, He-3 is the primary fuel of a clean nuclear fusion reactor currently being investigated by U.S., European, and Japanese fusion research scientists. Some of these scientists believe that a demonstration fusion power reactor using the He-3/deuterium reaction can be built within 10 or 15 years and a commercial power reactor within 20 years. It would generate only a very slight amount of radioactivity, equivalent in nature to that produced by hospitals in their nuclear medicine areas. When used in this plant, He-3 would have so much energy that it would require only 20 tons-less than one Shuttle load-to supply all the electricity used in the United States in a year. The current cost of fuel used to provide this electricity is tens of billions of dollars-and going up. We can estimate that the single Shuttle-load of He-3 might be worth about this same amount-or more when the environmental impact of fossil fuels is included.
Solvency—Generic
Helium-3 Produces Revenue

Dillow 5/5 (Doug is a Contributor at Popular Science, Researcher at Popular Science, and Magazine Staff Writer at Newser 5/5/11 2:39 “Former Apollo Astronaut and Senator Says Mining Helium on the Moon Could Solve The Global Energy Crisis”http://www.popsci.com/science/article/2011-05/former-apollo-astronaut-says-moon-mining-could-solve-global-energy-crisis)

So how does Schmitt’s plan break down? We’ll need $5 billion for a helium-3 fusion demonstration plant, because as of right now no such thing exists. We’ll also need to invest $5 billion more in a heavy-lift rocket capable of launching regular moon missions, something akin to the Apollo-era Saturn V. A moon base for mining the stuff would cost another $2.5 billion, and though Schmitt didn’t really specify in his recent presentation to a petroleum conference, the other $2.5 billion could easily be chalked up to operating costs in an endeavor of this magnitude. But it could pay for itself while developing critical spaceflight technologies and enabling a mission to Mars. Schmitt says a two-square-kilometer swath of lunar surface mined to a depth of roughly 10 feet would yield about 220 pounds of helium-3. That’s enough to run a 1,000-megawatt reactor for a year, or $140 million in energy based on today’s coal prices. Scale that up to several reactors, and you’ve got a moneymaking operation. 
Solvency—Generic
Helium-3 Mining Is Economical—Mining Operations Are Self-Sustaining And Energy Production Is More Efficient Than Alternatives.
D’souza, Otalvaro & Singh 6 (HARVESTING HELIUM-3 FROM THE MOON An Interactive Qualifying Project Report submitted to the Faculty of the WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Bachelor Science by Marsha R. D’Souza Diana M. Otalvaro Deep Arjun Singh Date: February 17, 2006 http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf)

Helium-3 has been recognized as a useful energy source because it can be used in a nuclear fusion reaction to generate vast amounts of energy. The abundant He-3 in the Moon needs to be mined and extracted before using it. There is about one million metric tons of He-3 in the lunar regolith that has been deposited over time due to solar winds (Lewis, 1990). The production of 1kg of He-3 would require the mining of about 120,000 metric tons of the lunar soil (Lewis, 1990). Other valuable elements like He-4, nitrogen, carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide and hydrogen could also be extracted that are of commercial value. The hydrogen can be used to generate electricity in fuel cells, which can be used to sustain the working of various machines and modules on the Moon. Furthermore, by combining with oxygen found in lunar rocks the hydrogen could also be used to make water, and also as rocket propellant. The nitrogen could be used to grow 19 plants in pressurized greenhouses, the carbon could be used in manufacturing, and the He-4 could be used as a ‘power plant working fluid’ and for pressurization (Lewis, 1990). The idea of mining and getting the He-3 to Earth is very attractive, as has been recognized by the scientists at the University of Wisconsin, because of its efficiency and potential. He-3 is considered to have a value of about $1 billion a ton on Earth, and its energy potential is considered to be 10 times more than what is contained in all the known recoverable fossil fuels on Earth, and about twice that is contained in the uranium which is used in fast breeder reactors (Lewis, 1990). Another fascinating estimation is that 25 metric tons of He-3 reacted with deuterium would have provided all the electricity used in the United States in 1986. The following is an example of how

Solvency—Generic
The Benefits Of Helium-3 Outweigh The Costs—It Is The Only Economically Viable Justification For Continued Space Travel.

Barnatt no date (Christopher is currently the Director of Teaching in Nottingham University Business School, “Helium-3 Power Generation” http://www.explainingthefuture.com/helium3.html)

One of many problems associated with using helium-3 to create energy via nuclear fusion is that, at least on the Earth, helium-3 is very, very rare indeed. Helium-3 is produced as a by-product of the maintenance of nuclear weapons, which could net a supply of around 15Kg a year. Helium-3 is, however, emitted by the Sun within its solar winds. Our atmosphere prevents any of this helium-3 arriving on the Earth. However, as it does not have an atmosphere, there is nothing to stop helium-3 arriving on the surface of the Moon and being absorbed by the lunar soil. As a result, it has been estimated that there are around 1,100,000 metric tonnes of helium-3 on the surface of the Moon down to a depth of a few metres. This helium-3 could potentially be extracted by heating the lunar dust to around 600 degrees C, before bringing it back to the Earth to fuel a new generation of nuclear fusion power plants. As reported in an Artemis Project paper, about 25 tonnes of helium-3 -- or a fully-loaded Space Shuttle cargo bay's worth -- could power the United States for a year. This means that helium-3 has a potential economic value in the order of $3bn a tonne -- making it the only thing remotely economically viable to consider mining from the Moon given current and likely-near-future space travel technologies and capabilities.
Solvency—Generic

Helium-3 will ensure energy security and generate trillions of dollars of energy revenues.
Patricia Downing, Bechtel National, Inc, Mark A. Baxter, Southern Methodist University, and Edward D. McCullough Boeing Phantom Works, “Developing a Sustainable Lunar Economy:  Expanding the  Moon Base Beyond Exploration”, http://docs.cox.smu.edu/~maguiredocs/pdf/1-17-05%20last%20version%20LunarInd.v10(Final).AIAA(Jan05).pdf  
Energy is one of the most important lunar commercial opportunities, in part because there will be a great demand  for expanding energy supplies to power activity on the Moon. Perhaps even more important, depletion of terrestrial American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics  energy resources will create  an increasingly serious  need  for energy on Earth, and development of lunar energy resources will constitute an increasingly attractive supply source. The Maguire Energy Institute, based at Southern Methodist University, has been working to increase awareness of the seriousness  of future terrestrial energy shortages and the range of possible solutions available through the use of space resources. As part of this effort, the Institute is coordinating with a number of entities in the energy sector to encourage the use of space resources that will help meet terrestrial power  needs. The goal of these entities is to obtain investment funds to support the  development of power system infrastructure to mine Helium-3 on the Moon and to further enhance the development  of  space solar power.  They recognize clearly that energy security—while often taken for granted—actually constitutes a vital part of the foundation on which U.S. national security currently rests.  Maguire  forecasts that, by the middle of the 21 st  century, a near total exhaustion of terrestrial fossil  fuels may occur, even while being supplemented by alternative forms  of  energy (e.g., nuclear fission,  wind, solar.) Due to increasing costs of extraction, it is possible that commercial exhaustion could even occur many years prior to this. There is a very real opportunity to initiate a large-scale  commercial lunar  project in order to help satisfy future  energy needs. In order to be effective,  preparation for lunar energy resource  utilization must begin today. A  development of this magnitude could generate trillions of dollars of energy revenues and reposition America as a major energy provider in the expanding global marketplace.   2. Helium-3   The  desirability of Helium-3 is tied to the  fact that there is very little nuclear  waste  produced from a fusion reaction that uses Helium-3  as the fusion  source 5 .  Although a viable fusion  power  plant design has not yet been demonstrated, this analysis is based on the assumption that the requisite technology breakthroughs will occur. It is  estimated that  there is ten times  more energy in the Helium-3 on the Moon than in all of today's  economically recoverable coal, oil, and natural gas on Earth 6 . Today’s market value of the estimated quantity of lunar Helium-3 is  equivalent to $1.2 quadrillion dollars, or over 100 times the value of the United States total 2004 GDP. 
Solvency—Generic

Cost of He-3 increased from $150 per liter to $5,000 per liter due to shortages; mining is key to prevent overspending for helium 

Reed 2-19-2011(Christina Reed Christina is an author and science journalist who has written for Scientific American, Science, Nature, New Scientist and other print and online publications. Her books cover the history of the Earth and marine science during the 20th century. “The Fallout of a Helium 3 Crisis” 2-19-2011 http://news.discovery.com/earth/the-outfall-of-a-helium-3-crisis.html)

The gas is part of the leftovers that come from cooking up a hydrogen bomb, which requires uranium and a dash of tritium. When the radioactive tritium decays it produces helium-3. While there are other ways of decaying tritium without needing to build a bomb to do it, the United States has recently found itself in short supply of both tritium and the resulting helium-3. So short in fact, that last year when the looming crisis, which reporters had been covering for years, became official, the price of helium-3 went from $150 per liter to $5,000 per liter. “We think the correct price should be $1500,” Bentz said. The science, medical and security uses for helium-3 are so diverse that the crisis banded together a hodge-podge of universities, hospitals and government departments to try and find workable alternatives and engineer ways to recycle the gas they do have. “This has been a bad way to do good inter-agency cooperation,” said engineer Joe Glaser of the Department of Energy. A promising alternative gas for hunting down radioactive neutrons and gamma particles for example is boron, but for medical purposes nothing beats helium-3. For those suffering with asthma, cystic fibrosis, or other lung limitations, a simple X-ray will show the lungs as black holes in the body, a mystery box of trouble. But if a patient takes a breath of helium-3, the resulting MRI is so bright it looks as though the patient inhaled a light bulb. 
Solvency—Stimulus

Stimulus Key To The Economy—It Prevents Global Collapse, Unemployment, And Spiraling Recession.

Worth, Jim. Author, Journalist for the Huffington Post.  “Stimulating a Dead Economy.” Hufpost Business. June 17, 2011. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jim-worth/stimulating-a-dead-econom_b_878850.html
The U.S. economy is surviving only because of over-stimulation.  We're living on fumes in this country, and the pursuit of happiness has come to an end for millions of families!  Main Street is still suffering. But, the market is on Viagra, shored up by QE2, the Fed program to buy hundreds of billions of dollars in U.S. Treasury Bonds. As QE2 winds down, and the economy falters, the discussion turns to the possibility of QE3.  A tremendous number of band-aids have been administered to keep the U.S. economy from hemorrhaging; to prevent not only a domestic collapse, but a global one.  Each attempt to divert a financial disaster has had varying levels of success; many failing to achieve their intended goals.  Why have we needed so much stimulus?  To understand the economic dilemma this nation faces -- and what we have to overcome -- we must first understand how we got here.  Without going back too many years, most of our current economic morass was set in motion 30 years ago and has been compounded over the years by inept political leaders.  Americans are paying the price for overspending, underfunding, over regulating, under regulating, misplaced assistance, disproportionate taxation, misuse of funds, ill-conceived campaign financing, and political deceit.  But most Americans are unaware of the number and scope of the stimulus programs, or what affect they've had on the the recovery that we're so desperate for.  We've faced a myriad of issues -- the S&L crisis, dot.com bubble, two housing bubbles, a banking crisis, corporate bankruptcies, an unemployment crisis, an acceleration and increase in severity of natural disasters (global warming crisis), scams and Ponzi schemes, and costly wars.  Each has caused considerable economic damage, all requiring some form of stimulus to avoid a complete financial meltdown.  When we mention stimulus two programs immediately come to mind, TARP (Toxic Asset Relief Program) and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. Both are assessed with varying levels of equivocacy. But there are far more stimulus programs than these two -- some familiar, some hidden, some secret and potentially criminal.  Together they amount to trillions of dollars.  Republicans raged over the auto bailouts from TARP funds yet elicited not a whimper over the criminal AIG $64 billion money laundering scheme that benefitted Goldman Sachs and 8 other banks. Goldman alone received $12.9 billion from taxpayers through TARP.  The problem is, money for TARP was diverted from its intended purpose, used, instead, to save the banks sorry asses, AIG, and GMAC. The Fed then secretly purchased the $1.3 trillion of the banks' toxic assets, which TARP was created for. They're still holding those toxic securities because the banks cannot afford to repurchase them.  ARRA has been praised by some and vilified by others depending on their desired outcome. Like it or hate it we need honest discourse about its effectiveness.  An honest assessment would show that it clearly saved the economy from falling off the cliff and anyone who doesn't acknowledge that is either blind or lying. It saved jobs and prevented even greater unemployment. Without it unemployment would be over 12% -- killing any hope of recovery. Without it, states and municipalities would have already defaulted. 

Solvency—Stimulus

Helium-3 Mining Creates Jobs And Increases Education.

D’souza, Otalvaro & Singh 6 (HARVESTING HELIUM-3 FROM THE MOON An Interactive Qualifying Project Report submitted to the Faculty of the WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Bachelor Science by Marsha R. D’Souza Diana M. Otalvaro Deep Arjun Singh Date: February 17, 2006 http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf)

The Apollo missions have already had tremendous effects on science and technology and these were limited in extent and duration. The technical infrastructure that needs to be developed for a permanent mining mission is astounding and will result in a number of new jobs in the technical field. The offer and demand dynamics will respond to a shift in interest of young people to more scientifically oriented careers, especially in those countries with active resources dedicated to space exploration. However, we may also expect a renaissance of philosophy and the humanities, which would bloom as a response to the new horizons that space exploration opens. The questions of what is our role in the universe and what the limits to humanity are will be more relevant than ever before. 

Solvency—Price Spikes
Helium-3 Solves Price Spikes—It’s Cost Efficient And Eliminates Fossil Fuel Dependence.
Cheetham & Pastuf 7 (Brad Cheetham University at Buffalo Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering Dan Pastuf University at Buffalo Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering EE441 – Topics in Space Exploration and Development “Lunar Resources and Development” http://www.eng.buffalo.edu/~cheetham/index_files/Moon%20Paper%20441.pdf)

The numbers are staggering. According to Schmitt with an investment of $20 billion dollars (similar in size to the investment made to build the Alaskan oil pipeline) a company could establish a base on the Moon and produce Helium-3 for fusion reactors here on Earth (Schmitt). A 1000We fusion plant would require approximately 100 kg Helium-3 a year to operate. To produce this much Helium-3 it would be necessary to mine 2 km^2 to a depth of 3 meters. The most efficient way to retrieve contained volatiles is to only process the fraction < 100 micron. This is more efficient because these particles have greater surface area and thus contain more contained gas. This 100 kg would have a steam coal equivalent value of approximately $150 million if the cost of steam coal electricity was $2.50/million BTU (Schmitt). As energy prices increase and demand skyrockets across the planet (specifically India and China) the margins for a Helium-3 based energy business get better and better.
Solvency—Price Spikes

Helium-3 Solves Oil Dependence.

D’souza, Otalvaro & Singh 6 (HARVESTING HELIUM-3 FROM THE MOON An Interactive Qualifying Project Report submitted to the Faculty of the WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Bachelor Science by Marsha R. D’Souza Diana M. Otalvaro Deep Arjun Singh Date: February 17, 2006 http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf)

The question then becomes: how does exploring space change life on Earth? The answer is most probably “in more ways than we can foresee.” The palpable is, of course, the technological drive that will accompany space missions. The new scientific horizons will open branches of science that are either unknown or that had remained practically stagnant for the last couple of decades. Fusion technology will revive quantum electrodynamics, for example, and space flight will appeal again to classical mechanics in a powerful way. 7.7 Scenario 7 Another palpable effect of He-3 on Earth would be the political change that the end of the oil monopoly over energy production will bring about. The present tension between Middle Eastern, oil rich nations and western nations might subside once the exclusive power that Middle Eastern countries exert in determining oil production quotas and prices is no longer as critical for global energy production. It is the view of many political analysts today that the Intifadas and the fundamentalist movement that we are experiencing today is in part fueled by the economic boom that oil producing nations are undergoing as a result of high oil prices (Rifkin, 2002). Whether this view holds or not, the situation in the Middle East is prone to change dramatically at the end of the oil age. For once, economies that depend on oil revenue will be forced to diversify their income sources. Such change will bring about revolutionary movements that may very well change the structure of society. Will this result in an even more unequal distribution of power and resources between developing nations and developed nations? Again the answer to this question resides largely upon which nations will have cheap access to energy sources and which are dependent upon others for their energy income. It is here 96 that adherence to the UN treaty prescribing that all space resources should be used for the advancement of mankind is critical. A possible scenario that might follow from this principle would be that a few nations would directly harvest, transport and exploit He-3. For the mining privileges on the Moon, which is noted as belonging to all of mankind, these nations would be obliged to pay either royalties to all nations, or distribute electricity to other nations as a form of payment. This is a positive yet not ideal scenario. It is positive in that under-developed nations would obtain electricity directly and from it could develop industry. Nonetheless, industrialization and economic growth necessitates much more than electricity. It needs international investment and commitment, which might or might not be linked to He-3 or other alternative energy sources.
***ENVIRONMENT***
1AC

Contention [
] is the Environment:

Anthropogenic Carbon Emissions Caused By Burning Fossil Fuels Are Causing Global Warming—Our Efforts To Reduce Carbon Now Are Critical To Solve

Emily Figdor Director, Federal Global Warming Program, “CARBON-NEUTRAL POLICIES FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT,” CQ Congressional Testimony, May 17, 2007, p. lexis
Science is clear that the world faces dramatic consequences if we fail to rein in global warming emissions from the burning of fossil fuels. Yet, science is also clear that what we do now to reduce emissions can make a real difference and enable us to avoid the worst consequences of a warming world. Earlier this year, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) stated that the evidence of global warming is "unequivocal" and concluded that it is very likely (>90 percent probability) that human activities - primarily the burning of fossil fuels - are responsible for most of observed increase in global average temperature since the mid-20th century. The IPCC's scientific assessments, including the Fourth Assessment Report, which is being released over the course of 2007, are unparalleled in their rigor, comprehensiveness, and extensive review by both scientists and governments worldwide, including the United States government. As such, its conclusions should be given the utmost consideration by policymakers. The IPCC has found that global average surface temperature increased by more than 1.4o F (0.8o C) since the second half of the 19th century. Since 1975, temperatures have been increasing at a faster rate of about 0.36o F per decade. Globally, 11 of the last 12 years (1995-2006) rank among the 12 warmest years in the instrumental record. According to data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, the December 2006-February 2007 winter season was the warmest on record globally, and 2006 was the second warmest year on record for the contiguous United States. The IPCC has concluded "with high confidence" that human-caused warming over the last three decades "has had a discernible influence on many physical and biological systems," pointing to, among other things, changes in snow, ice, and permafrost; increased run-off and earlier spring peak discharge in many glacier- and snow-fed rivers; earlier timing of spring events; poleward and upward shifts in ranges in plant and animal species; and earlier migrations of fish in rivers. Other changes, such as the increase in intense tropical cyclone activity in the North Atlantic since about 1970, are consistent with the kinds of changes scientists expect to occur on a warming planet and are harbingers of the dramatic climate shifts that await us, unless serious action is taken to reduce global warming emissions. 

1AC
Carbon Dioxide Emissions Are Increasing—Fear of Nuclear Power Post-Fukushima Is Increasing Fossil Fuel Use.

J. P. Morgan Climate Care.  “Climate on the brink as 2010 carbon emissions reach all-time high.” J. P. Morgan ClimateCare.  May 31, 2011.
Global energy-related CO2 emissions soared last year to the highest carbon output in history, threatening an international goal to limit global warming to within safe levels, according to unpublished estimates from the International Energy Agency (IEA).  Emissions of 30.6 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide poured into the atmosphere over the past 12 months, a 5 percent increase on the previous record year, 2008. The IEA has calculated that for the world to escape the most dangerous effects of anthropogenic climate change, annual energy-related emissions should be no more than 32 billion tonnes by 2020. At present that limit will be exceeded nine years ahead of schedule.  Fatih Birol, an IEA chief economist said “this significant increase in CO2 emissions and the locking in of future emissions due to infrastructure investments represent a serious setback to our hopes of limiting the global rise in temperature to no more than 2°C.”  This comes amidst a crisis in the nuclear power industry, with Japan, Germany and Switzerland calling a halt to their reactor programs, post-Fukushima. The gap left by scaling down the world’s nuclear ambitions is unlikely to be filled entirely by renewable energy, as a spike in the global carbon price early this week marks renewed anticipation of reliance on fossil fuel power generation.  International negotiations to reach a new global treaty on climate change to replace the Kyoto protocol have also stalled; with rich and poor countries all claiming others are not doing sufficient to meet emissions targets. Birol urged governments to see this as a wake-up call prior to the next round of UN talks in Bonn, Germany, beginning on 6 June.  "If we have bold, decisive and urgent action, very soon, we still have a chance of succeeding," he said. 

1AC
Failure to Check Climate Change Will Eliminate All Life On Earth and Outweigh the Release of Every Nuclear Weapon on the Planet 

Richard Girling, “What will climate change do to our planet?” Times Online (London), March 11, 2007 (http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/science/article1480669.ece)
Although warming on this scale lies within the IPCC's officially endorsed range of 21st-century possibilities, climate models have little to say about what Lynas, echoing Dante, describes as "the Sixth Circle of Hell". To see the most recent climatic lookalike, we have to turn the geological clock back between 144m and 65m years, to the Cretaceous, which ended with the extinction of the dinosaurs. There was an even closer fit at the end of the Permian, 251m years ago, when global temperatures rose by - yes - six degrees, and 95% of species were wiped out.  "That episode," says Lynas, "was the worst ever endured by life on Earth, the closest the planet has come to ending up a dead and desolate rock in space." On land, the only winners were fungi that flourished on dying trees and shrubs. At sea there were only losers. "Warm water is a killer. Less oxygen can dissolve, so conditions become stagnant and anoxic. Oxygen-breathing water-dwellers - all the higher forms of life from plankton to sharks - face suffocation. Warm water also expands, and sea levels rose by 20 metres." The resulting "super-hurricanes" hitting the coasts would have "triggered flash floods that no living thing could have survived".  There are aspects of the so-called "end-Permian extinction" that are unlikely to recur - most importantly, the vast volcanic eruption in Siberia that spread magma hundreds of metres thick over an area bigger than western Europe and shot billions of tonnes of CO² into the atmosphere. That is small comfort, however, for beneath the oceans, another monster stirred - the same that would bring a devastating end to the Palaeocene nearly 200m years later, and that still lies in wait today. Methane hydrate.  Lynas describes what happens when warming water releases pent-up gas from the sea bed. "First, a small disturbance drives a gas-saturated parcel of water upwards. As it rises, bubbles begin to appear, as dissolved gas fizzles out with reducing pressure - just as a bottle of lemonade overflows if the top is taken off too quickly. These bubbles make the parcel of water still more buoyant, accelerating its rise through the water. As it surges upwards, reaching explosive force, it drags surrounding water ?up with it. At the surface, water is shot hundreds of metres into the air as the released gas blasts into the atmosphere. Shockwaves propagate outwards in all directions, triggering more eruptions nearby."  The eruption is more than just another positive feedback in the quickening process of global warming. Unlike CO², methane is flammable. "Even in air-methane concentrations as low as 5%," says Lynas, "the mixture could ignite from lightning or some other spark and send fireballs tearing across the sky." The effect would be much like that of the fuel-air explosives used by the US and Russian armies - so-called "vacuum bombs" that ignite fuel droplets above a target. According to the CIA, "Those near the ignition point are obliterated. Those at the fringes are likely to suffer many internal injuries, including burst eardrums, severe concussion, ruptured lungs and internal organs, and possibly blindness." Such tactical weapons, however, are squibs when set against methane-air clouds from oceanic eruptions. Scientists calculate that they could "destroy terrestrial life almost entirely" (251m years ago, only one large land animal, the pig-like lystrosaurus, survived). It has been estimated that a large eruption in future could release energy equivalent to 108 megatonnes of TNT - 100,000 times more than the world's entire stockpile of nuclear weapons. Not even Lynas, for all his scientific propriety, can avoid the Hollywood ending. "It is not too difficult to imagine the ultimate nightmare, with oceanic methane eruptions near large population centres wiping out billions of people - perhaps in days. Imagine a 'fuel-air explosive' fireball racing towards a city - London, say, or Tokyo - the blast wave spreading out from the explosive centre with the speed and force of an atomic bomb. Buildings are flattened, people are incinerated where they stand, or left blind and deaf by the force of the explosion. Mix Hiroshima with post-Katrina New Orleans to get some idea of what such a catastrophe might look like: burnt survivors battling over food, wandering far and wide from empty cities."  Then would come hydrogen sulphide from the stagnant oceans. "It would be a silent killer: imagine the scene at Bhopal following the Union Carbide gas release in 1984, replayed first at coastal settlements, then continental interiors across the world. At the same time, as the ozone layer came under assault, we would feel the sun's rays burning into our skin, and the first cell mutations would be triggering outbreaks of cancer among anyone who survived. Dante's hell was a place of judgment, where humanity was for ever punished for its sins. With all the remaining forests burning, and the corpses of people, livestock and wildlife piling up in every continent, the six-degree world would be a harsh penalty indeed for the mundane crime of burning fossil energy."  

1AC

Fossil Fuel Dependence Causes Ice Age And Prevents Necessary Technological Development That Prevents Extinction From Supernovas, Asteroids, And The Inhospitable Climate Of The Universe. Helium-3 Is Key To Solving.

Bill Walker, Research Associate at the Shay-Wright lab at UT Southwestern, Jul 31 2002, “The Case Against Human Extinction”, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/725634/posts 

The human species is not the source of ecological Original Sin. For any real "deep ecology" theory, the long-term survival of life requires an intelligent species to develop the necessary technologies. Contrary to myth, humans have benefited the ecosystem; already we may well have prevented the Final Ice Age. First of all, a reality check. All species up to this point have killed off other species. Nature (or the gods, if you prefer) gave them no choice, because they were all playing a zero-sum game. All life on Earth depended on two energy sources: the hydrogen fusion in the sun that powers photosynthesis in plants, and the radioactive decay energy that powers chemosynthetic bacteria in the deep-sea volcanic vents. All life is nuclear powered, but until recently no life form was making any new energy. From humble fern to mighty Tyrannosaurus, every life form had to displace another to take a share of the fixed amount of available energy. Winners lived, losers died. Reality check two: most everything is dead. The Solar System is not full of planets covered by sunlit glades and happy bunnies. The majority of the Sun's fusion energy that misses the Earth heads out into dead vacuum; a little bounces off dead asteroids, the dead acid clouds of Venus and the frozen dead wastes of Mars. You can't blame this on Homo sapiens or any other species. Entropy kills. Asteroids blast planets, supernovas irradiate systems light years away, planetary climates freeze and fry. Entropy is the ultimate source of ecological evil. We have only our intelligence to fight this ultimate enemy. The survival of other Earth species depends on how well we use the intelligence that grew out of our fight with other species over energy. Our Cro-Magnon ancestors played Nature's zero-sum gladiator game well. The woolly mammoth, the Maltese elephant, the North American ground sloth, and the carnivores that depended on them disappeared as humans took their energy. The process continued into historical times with the Dodo and the Moa, and continues today in the oceans as hunting humans with no concept of property rights race each other to the last fish. Once the convenient big game animals were gone, the descendants of the Cro-Magnons developed farming to take even more energy out of the ecosystem. Farmers take ALL the energy for themselves through their crops and herd animals. The early farming civilizations drove more species to extinction. As civilization developed in complexity, it demanded more and more energy. This energy came from the ecosystem in the form of firewood and the labor of agriculture-fed work animals. Just like flowering plants or dinosaurs, humans continued to displace earlier species and take their energy. But then, for the first time in two billion years, a new thing happened. Humans started to get energy from coal, oil, and natural gas. Energy that didn't come out of another currently living being (some of the gas was never in a living being). Some of this energy was converted to food energy; energy in nitrogen bonds in fertilizers, energy for tractors instead of draft animals and slaves. There could now be more humans without killing off other organisms to make room. In the 20th century United States, farms actually shrank and forests grew back. The new human powers also defended Earth against the Cold Death that killed Mars. In the time of the dinosaurs, perhaps the peak of biodiversity and ecological exuberance, there was a lot of carbon. The atmosphere was around 1% carbon dioxide. But as the radioactive energy that powers volcanoes runs down, carbon keeps getting trapped in dead organisms and covered by sediments, leaving the biosphere. During the last Ice Age the CO2 level fell below .02%. This is a serious problem for an ecosystem based on photosynthetic plants. Someone (perhaps his third grade teacher) should have told Al Gore; when the CO2 concentration is too low everything photosynthetic dies. In the 1800s, CO2 levels were measured at .028%. Human use of fossil fuels has raised that to .037%; still far below optimum for plant growth, but better. The slight increase in greenhouse effect also gives the Earth a little more protection against ending up like Mars, with our CO2 lying frozen on the ground. (It is, however, a VERY slight increase in greenhouse effect. Most of Earth's greenhouse effect comes from atmospheric water.) The dinosaur eras were 10 degrees warmer than today, and the ecosystem liked that just fine. It's been less than 15,000 years since the last Ice Age. Anyone concerned about the ecology as a whole must worry far more about Ice Age than about greenhouse effect. Of course at some point there will be enough carbon dioxide in the atmosphere to ensure against an asteroid hit or episode of volcano activity darkening the skies and triggering the next Ice Age. Fossil fuels can't be used forever, and they don't produce enough energy for a real technical civilization anyway. Burning coal may be good for the ecosystem as a whole, but it isn't good for individual humans. Just the radioactive pollution from coal burning is hundreds of times worse per watt than from even the current crop of early fission reactors. This radioactive pollution is miniscule compared to the natural background, but the chemical pollution from coal could be significant for long-lived, cancer-prone species like humans. Fortunately humans learned to tap nuclear energy directly. All life is nuclear-powered, but now humans can get their nuclear fuel from places denied to other life forms. Now, if they choose, humans can leave most of the solar energy that reached the Earth's surface for the use of other species. Life is no longer a zero-sum game. There is room for wolves, deer.... and woolly mammoths, with the new life-giving powers of biotechnology. Humans can not only live without exterminating, they can resurrect the long dead. Humans can even 
[CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED.]

[CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED.]

carry life to places that it has never been. Bacteria have probably journeyed between planets as well, but nuclear-powered humans can actually change the dead planets to make them support life. Or, if they choose, humans can continue the old genocidal ways. Unfortunately there are humans, like the Unabomber and Al Gore, that don't want to leave Earth's meager solar power for our cousin species. They want to darken the world with solar collectors and leave nothing alive underneath. Now, this could be done, given some optimistic engineering assumptions and a total disregard for environmental cost. Department of Energy report #:DOE/EIA-0484(2002) from March 26, 2002 estimates that the total human energy use in 2005 will be 439 quadrillion BTU, or 129 trillion kilowatt-hours. Solar energy reaches the Earth's orbit at the intensity of about 1.4 kilowatts per square meter. However, the Earth's surface receives only part of this due to clouds, dust, night, etc. So even a reasonable good location for solar power only gets an average of 200 watts per square meter. Assuming an unrealistically good solar-cell conversion efficiency of 20% cuts this to 40 watts per square meter. This energy has to be stored for use at night; an unrealistically good storage efficiency of 80% and now we're down to 32 watts per square meter. Ignoring transmission losses completely (this energy does have to get to Seattle and Sweden somehow), we find that we can produce this much energy while smothering all the life on only 176, 583 square miles. Of course the energy-storage system will cover up yet more area (especially considering that the only practical utility-size storage systems are hydroelectric dams.) So a static, impoverished, (this energy isn't going to be cheap) lower-technology human civilization could be powered at current levels by destroying all life in an area about the size of Texas. If humans do this, then they do deserve to be extinct... and they will be, because any civilization that turns inward and away from space is doomed to be blasted one of the many Earth-orbit-crossing asteroids anyway. But, if I were arguing before a jury of other species, I would ask them to withhold their judgment. It is likely that a few more of these destructive solar power plants will be built. But economic reality will check their spread. Eventually, the only solar power plants will be over other human structures, not over forest. In general, humans who use energy from outside the ecosystem will do better than those who try to live parasitically on the ecosystem. Within a few centuries almost all the original energy in Earth's biosphere will be returned to the use of other species because it will be cheaper to use other, more concentrated sources. Nuclear fusion from helium-3 extracted from the gas giants (or some other, more advanced nuclear energy source) will power a human civilization that protects the Earth's ecosystem from Ice Age and brings new ecosystems into being on other planets.    

1AC
Helium-3 Eliminates Fossil Fuel Dependence And Solves Global Warming.

D’souza, Otalvaro & Singh 6 (HARVESTING HELIUM-3 FROM THE MOON An Interactive Qualifying Project Report submitted to the Faculty of the WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Degree of Bachelor Science by Marsha R. D’Souza Diana M. Otalvaro Deep Arjun Singh Date: February 17, 2006 http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf)
Energy is the most important driving force for powering industrial nations. In fact, a measure of a country’s industrialization is its annual energy consumption. Fossil fuels like coal, petroleum and natural gas are the chief means by which most nations get their energy. Because of the world’s increasing standards of living and its increased dependence on oil, fossil fuel amounts might not last longer than a few decades. Also with the world’s population expanding to almost 12 billion by the year 2050, our oil demand will also increase drastically. Oil has become a key issue in the political and economic affairs of many nations especially after the United States second war with Iraq. In such cases of crisis, the development of He-3 will alleviate the dependency on crude oil. Fossil fuels also release a lot of harmful greenhouse gases into the atmosphere that have detrimental effects on the atmosphere, whereas the usage of He-3 fusion technology will be a great substitute to the fossil fuels as it doesn’t release any harmful byproducts. In addition to the non- polluting properties of He-3 fusion on Earth, the mining of He-3 from the Moon will not contaminate the Moon as the gases that are released during the extraction process (water and oxygen) aren’t harmful, and instead could be used for sustaining a lunar colony as outlined in the technical section. 

Now Is Key—To Solve Global Warming, Fusion Must Make The Most Substantial Reductions In the Second Half of the 21st Century.

John Clarke & Jae Edmonds, Joint Global Change Research Institute, “Why On Earth Fusion? Fusion: Energy Source for the Future,” AAAS Annual Meeting, February 19th, 2005 (fire.pppl.gov/aaas05_clarke_why.ppt)
Human induced climate change is a long-term issue with a characteristic time scale of 100 years or more, but with implications for present decision making. Climate change is all about technology and managing the development and deployment of succeeding generations of energy technology over the century ahead. Stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations means that the largest changes to the global energy system are in the second half of the 21st century. The good news:  The climate driven need for new technology will be largest when fusion is most likely to become available. The bad news:  It’s a competitive world. It takes more than a climate constraint to bring a non-emitting technology into the market. If a technology cannot deliver on cost, performance, other environmental concerns, health, and safety issues, its competitors will. Even if technically successful, fusion will compete with a portfolio of other technology responses. Fusion benefits from a climate constraints, but the benefit is relative. On the other hand, the value to successful fusion technology development is potentially very high Stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations is the goal of the Framework Convention on Climate Change Stabilizing the concentration of CO2 is a very long term problem Stabilization means that GLOBAL emissions must peak in the decades ahead and then decline indefinitely thereafter. 

Inherency—Global Warming
Fossil Fuel Dependence Causes Global Warming.

O’Driscoll and Vergano 7 (Fossil fuels are to blame, world scientists conclude  Updated 3/1/2007 10:04 PM ET By Patrick O'Driscoll (national correspondent, Denver bureau chief at USA TODAY, reporter at The Denver Post, Cover Story writer at USA TODAY) and Dan Vergano (member at National Association of Science Writers Fellow at Nieman Foundation for Journalism at Harvard Fellow at Nieman Foundation for Journalism USA TODAY) <http://www.usatoday.com/tech/science/2007-01-30-ipcc-report_x.htm>//DoeS

A major international analysis of climate change due Friday will conclude that humankind's reliance on fossil fuels — coal, fuel oil and natural gas — is to blame for global warming, according to three scientists familiar with the research on which it is based. The gold-standard Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report represents "a real convergence happening here, a consensus that this is a total global no-brainer," says U.S. climate scientist Jerry Mahlman, former director of the federal government's Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory in New Jersey. "The big message that will come out is the strength of the attribution of the warming to human activities," says researcher Claudia Tebaldi of the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) in Boulder, Colo. Mahlman, who crafted the IPCC language used to define levels of scientific certainty, says the new report will lay the blame at the feet of fossil fuels with "virtual certainty," meaning 99% sure. That's a significant jump from "likely," or 66% sure, in the group's last report in 2001, Mahlman says. His role in this year's effort involved spending two months reviewing the more than 1,600 pages of research that went into the new assessment. Among the findings, Tebaldi says, is that even if people stopped burning the fossil fuels that release carbon dioxide, the heat-trapping gas blamed most for the warm-up, the effects of higher temperatures, including deadlier heat waves, coastal floods, longer droughts, worse wildfires and higher energy bills, would not go away in our lifetime. "Most of the carbon dioxide still would just be sitting there, staring at us for the next century," Mahlman says.

Inherency—Fossil Fuels
Fossil Fuels Unable To Sustain Growing Populations—Helium-3 Fusion Is The Only Alternative.

Greatbatch 96; BEE, Cornell University. Fellow of the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers, the British Royal Society of Health, the American College of Angiography, and the American Association for Advancement of Science. “Helium-3 Fusion Energy: A National Imperative By 2050AD.” Nu Energy Horizons. http://www.nuenergy.org/alt/helium.htm

The world population will increase to ten billion people by the year 2050. By that time we will have exhausted all of the 7 trillion barrels of oil, equivalent to any kind of economically recoverable fossil fuel on earth. We will have run out of places to store the toxic wastes from our nuclear fission reactors. We will have no alternative resource but fusion energy.  The physics of present fusion energy, involving the fusion of deuterium and tritium in a thermonuclear reactor, the TOKAMAK, is approaching resolution but problems of reactor materials survival remain, which will probably take 30 years to work out. This is due to the very destructive neutrons generated in the reaction process.  In contrast, helium-3 is a completely clean source of energy. Two helium-3 atoms are fused in a thermonuclear reactor to produce normal helium and energy. The fuel is non-radioactive, the process produces no radioactivity, and the residue produces no radioactivity. It is the perfect energy source. However the helium-3 reaction takes place at 10 times the temperature of the TOKAMAK. It will probably take 10 to 20 years to work out the physics of containing the reaction.  There is very little helium-3 on earth, only that which was left here when the earth was formed, and some additional amount which we have made in our reactors since then. It is generated from nuclear reactions in the sun and comes to us on solar wind. None lands on earth because it is diverted away by the earth's magnetic field. But is does land on the moon. The moon is loaded with it. It is estimated that there is ten times as much helium-3 energy on the moon as our total historical inventory of fossil fuels. 25 tonnes of helium-3 (one shuttle load) would supply the total US energy needs for a whole year in 1993. The shuttle load would have a value of about 25 billion dollars, which would equate to oil at $7 per barrel.  But to mine it on the moon and to get it here we will need a space station by 2000 AD and a permanent human resident colony on the moon by 2010 AD. The by-products of processing ore on the moon will provide enough necessary materials like oxygen, nitrogen, carbon, etc. to make the colony self-sustaining.

Inherency—Fossil Fuels
Status Quo Energy Consumption Is Unsustainable—Earth Can No Longer Support The Population.

Benaroya, Haym.  Professor of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering, Rutgers University.  “Prospects of Commercial Activities at a Lunar Base.” Solar System Development Journal.  (2001) 1(2), 1-22.  July 7, 2011. http://coewww.rutgers.edu/~benaroya/publications/ssdj.pdf
The world population has finally recognized that we are polluting our nest. We are using energy at a prodigious rate (Fig. 1) (Siegfried, 1991). There is a demonstrated connection between the cost of energy, its availability and a nation’s standard of living. Long-term clean energy sources must be provided to assist not only with our future needs, but also with those of all nations’ current requirements. Energy sources are an important part of environmental thrusts. Nuclear research is progressing, but it does not promise near-term solutions and developing nations are reaching a plateau of available power. The emerging nations’ need for power must be balanced against potential environmental damage from such dangers as fossil fuel emissions (if there were enough fuel available), which could be greater than nuclear energy risks. Currently, the United States annually consumes approximately 3 trillion Kwh’s of electrical energy and, if this rate grows at only 2% per year, by 2050 United States power requirements will be around 9 trillion Kwh’s per year. Total world needs, assuming a very low use by developing nations (not a conservative estimate) easily exceeds an estimated 20 trillion Kwh’s by 2050. Even with an attendant tripling of non-nuclear systems, such as hydroelectric to avoid fossil fuel depletion, nuclear power system generation would have to increase by a factor of 6 to meet requirements. This increase in nuclear energy production flies in the face of a rising discontent with adverse environmental effects of nuclear waste disposal, where some plants are being converted to utilize fossil fuels. A clean renewable source of energy must be found and implemented. Space Colonization can lead to solutions to this problem.

Solvency—Global Warming

Helium-3 Solves Global Warming—Clean Nuclear Fusion Solves The Causes Of Climate Change.

Stansbery 11 (Dr. Eileen K. Stansbery, the Deputy Director, Office of Astromaterials Research and Exploration Science at NASA Johnson Space Center (JSC)NASA, June 25, 2011, http://ares.jsc.nasa.gov/humanexplore/exploration/exlibrary/docs/isru/06energy.htm)

There may be an opportunity for lunar resources to play a role in the energy industry here on Earth. Power generation is a vast and growing market. Energy is a product that may legitimately be worth bringing back to the Earth's surface from the Moon. How will we do this? In 1989, a NASA report concluded that, for the energy needs of the next century, we need to consider two alternatives enabled by a lunar outpost: solar energy collected on the lunar surface and beamed back to Earth via microwaves, and the return to Earth of a light isotope of helium, He-3. Both of these options would largely avoid the biggest problems of energy generation here on Earth: pollution, acid rain, ozone generation, carbon dioxide production with its potential for global warming, and large operations with highly radioactive fuels. 

Solvency—Fossil Fuels
Helium 3 Is Safe And Efficient—Mining Would Eliminate Fossil Fuel Dependence
Stefano Coledan 4  Mining The Moon December 7, 2004 12:00 AM http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/moon-mars/1283056
A sample of soil from the rim of Camelot crater slid from my scoop into a Teflon bag to begin its trip to Earth with the crew of Apollo 17. Little did I know at the time, on Dec. 13, 1972, that sample 75501, along with samples from Apollo 11 and other missions, would provide the best reason to return to the moon in the 21st century. That realization would come 13 years later. In 1985, young engineers at the University of Wisconsin discovered that lunar soil contained significant quantities of a remarkable form of helium. Known as helium-3, it is a lightweight isotope of the familiar gas that fills birthday balloons. Small quantities of helium-3 previously discovered on Earth intrigued the scientific community. The unique atomic structure of helium-3 promised to make it possible to use it as fuel for nuclear fusion, the process that powers the sun, to generate vast amounts of electrical power without creating the troublesome radioactive byproducts produced in conventional nuclear reactors. Extracting helium-3 from the moon and returning it to Earth would, of course, be difficult, but the potential rewards would be staggering for those who embarked upon this venture. Helium-3 could help free the United States--and the world--from dependence on fossil fuels. 
Solvency—Fossil Fuels

Helium-3 will ensure the US a supply of energy when other sources such as oil run out.

Marsha R. D’Souza,  Diana M. Otalvaro,  Deep Arjun Singh, WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE   Date: February 17, 2006, “HARVESTING HELIUM-3 FROM THE MOON “,http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf

The energy scenario today is governed by uncertainty and fear. Energy demand is  expected to increase eight fold by 2020 due  to an increase in population and energy  requirements, especially on the part of China and India. Alongside an increase in energy  demand, oil production is expected to peak within the next decade and, according to  conservative estimates, may be exhausted by the middle of the 21 st  century. Against this  reality, alternative energy sources are not only an “alternative,” but rather a necessity. It  is with this necessity in mind that exploration of He-3 fusion as a potential energy  substitute or a complement to other energy sources is being investigated.   He-3 is a heavy isotope of noble gas helium and is present everywhere in the  universe in varying amounts. The Earth’s supply of He-3 is negligible, but the mineral  was found in abundant quantities in soil samples taken from the lunar regolith in 1972 in  the exploratory mission, Apollo 17, led  by NASA. Since then, there has been  considerable interest among physicists, geologists, social scientists and economists in  extracting and using the He-3 available  in the Moon. The major arguments for the  exploration of He-3 are as follows: firstly, it has a high energy density when combined  with deuterium in a fusion reaction, hence only small amounts of He-3 are required to  supply the same amount of energy as large volumes of oil. Secondly, the low radioactive  waste emission and the safety of a He-3 fusion reaction are very attractive attributes when  compared to the high safety risks inherent in fission reactors used in nuclear power plants  today. Furthermore, He-3 provides us with  the opportunity of exploring and settling a  permanent base on the Moon, which would give us a solid base for further space  exploration .

***NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION***
Inherency—Nuclear Waste
Status Quo Nuclear Fusion Increases Proliferation—Research Programs Provide Cover For Weapon Development Using The Radioactive Waste Produced.  Helium-3 Eliminates Nuclear Waste, Preventing Proliferation.

Green 09; PhD University of Wollongong, honors degree in public health.  “New Types of Nuclear Reactors” energyscience.org.au http://www.energyscience.org.au/FS15%20Reactor%20types.pdf
 Some proponents of fusion falsely claim that fusion power systems pose no risk of contributing to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. In fact, there are several risks• The production or supply of tritium which can be diverted for use in boosted nuclear weapons. • Using the fusion reactor’s neutron radiation to bombard a uranium blanket (leading to the production of fissile plutonium) or a thorium blanket (leading to the production of fissile uranium-233). • Research in support of a (thermonuclear) weapon program. Fusion power R&D has already contributed to proliferation problems. According to Khidhir Hamza, a senior nuclear scientist involved in Iraq’s weapons program: “Iraq took full advantage of the IAEA’s recommendation in the mid 1980s to start a plasma physics program for “peaceful” fusion research. We thought that buying a plasma focus device ... would provide an excellent cover for buying and learning about fast electronics technology, which could be used to trigger atomic bombs.” 
Inherency—Terrorism
Current radioactive material is not properly secured and can be used in weaponry, such as dirty bombs. 

Fox News 08 (Fox news is a credible news source that has been providing information to the public since 1996, Fox News, July 14, 2008, Report: Government Taking Too Long to Secure Dangerous Radioactive Material http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,382343,00.html) 
Radioactive material used for legitimate purposes in medical equipment and food, for instance, could be used to create an explosive device known as a dirty bomb. Experts believe such an attack would be contained to a small area but could have significant psychological impact and have serious economic consequences because of cleanup problems. The Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks prompted the government to do a better job of securing nuclear and radiological materials. And nearly seven years later, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission says these materials are much more secure. But congressional investigators say it's not enough. According to a Government Accountability Office report released Monday, new requirements to ensure that a person purchasing or carrying radioactive materials has a reason to do so is more than three years behind schedule. In a probe last year that set up a bogus company, investigators said they were able to obtain a license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission that allowed them to buy enough radioactive material for a small dirty bomb. 

Inherency—Terrorism
Terrorists Empirically Obtained Nuclear Waste From Fission Plants.

States News Service, “REP. MARKEY DEMANDS FULL ACCOUNTING, REPORT ON MISSING NUCLEAR MATERIALS”, April 22, 2004
Rep. Edward Markey (D-MA), a senior member of the Homeland Security Committee and the House Energy and Commerce Committee, the panel which oversees nuclear power regulation, today released the following statement regarding the missing nuclear rods from the spent fuel storage pool at the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Powerplant: "Once again the material that could be fashioned by terrorists into a 'dirty bomb' has disappeared from a secure nuclear facility right here in the United States. We all share the hope of the spokesman for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) that the two missing fuel rods are only hiding deep in the storage pool; but hoping is not believing. The NRC continually responds to such cases of missing radioactive materials with a laissez-faire attitude, telling the public that they're probably lying around "somewhere". When will the NRC realize that "somewhere" could end up being in a dirty bomb detonated in the middle of an American city? It is time for the NRC to crack down on those responsible for these materials, implement new security regulations, and impose high penalties for those who don't comply.   The security of radioactive dirty bomb materials is paramount in this age of terrorism, and it is not sufficient to have the persons responsible for the whereabouts of these two rods speculating about innocent explanations when it is perfectly possible that the material has been stolen. Today I will be sending a letter to the NRC calling on the Commission to conduct a full inventory of the nation's legacy of spent nuclear fuel and other radioactive materials and to report to Congress regarding what is missing and what is not. The war on terror will not succeed if we tolerate sloppy security at the potential sources of dirty bomb material, including especially the spent fuel facilities at our nation's nuclear power plants." 
Impact—Dirty Bombs
Dirty bombs pose a threat to national security.

David Ballingrud, Science Writer for Saint Petersburg (Florida) Times, Saint Petersburg Times, “"Dirty bomb:' low-tech, but high fear”, http://www.sptimes.com/2002/06/11/Worldandnation/_Dirty_bomb___low_tec.shtml, 2002
Most bombs are weapons of brute force. The bigger the explosion, the more effective the bomb. A "dirty bomb" would be an exception - an insidious weapon of fear and disruption far worse than the destruction it might cause. For that reason, a dirty bomb is considered attractive to terrorists. It is a low-tech project that can be assembled from a wide range of ingredients: Find some radioactive material, wrap it around a core of ordinary high explosives and blow it up.   There is no nuclear explosion with a dirty bomb. There is, however, the dispersal of nuclear contamination and all the fears that go with it. "A dirty bomb can be an effective bomb whether large or small," said physicist David Wright of the Union of Concerned Scientists. "If a terrorist can obtain spent fuel rods from a power plant, for example, he could make a large dirty bomb and cause widespread contamination and some deaths." No dirty bomb has been used, and lethality estimates vary widely. Under one scenario in a Pentagon study, a backpack-sized 100-pound bomb with weak radioactive particles, such as those used in cancer treatment, detonated near the Washington Monument would kill no one with radiation. At the other extreme, a truck-mounted device with the same amount of explosives, but with more than 100 pounds of bundled spent nuclear fuel rods, would produce potentially lethal doses of radiation for up to about half a mile. But even with weaker radioactive material and a smaller explosion, Wright said, "there would be tremendous disruption." A large area of a city would have to be evacuated and decontaminated, "with tremendous economic impact." Contamination is hard to clean up, he said. "It gets in the cracks and crevices of the sidewalks and buildings, and some buildings might have to be demolished. If this took place in the middle of, say, the financial district in Manhattan, you can imagine the disruption." And the fear. While deaths might be light, a dirty bomb could cause a higher incidence of cancer in residents even decades after the attack.
Solvency—Nuclear Waste
Helium-3 Solves Nuclear Proliferation—Helium-3 Fusion Reduces The Production Of Fissile Material That Is Produced In Status Quo Fusion.

J. F. Santarius, G. L. Kulcinski, L. A. El-Guebaly, and H. Y. Khater. Professors at Fusion Technology Institute, University of Wisconsin.  “Could Advanced Fusion Fuels Be Used With Today’s Technology?” Journal of Fusion Energy. Volume 17. No. 1. 1998. http://www.springerlink.com/content/q81305u163620k03/fulltext.pdf

An important distinction between D-3He and D-T power plants is that D-3He power plants could not produce fissile fuel and contribute to nuclear proliferation. This statement is based on the fact that the thicknesses of radiation shields for the superconducting magnets in D-3He fusion cores are typically a factor of two less than required for D-T fuel. This difference stems from the 10-30 times lower neutron particle production of D-3He fuel compared to D-T fuel. In such reactors, the use of D-T fuel instead of D-3He fuel would both overheat and damage the superconducting magnets to unacceptable levels. Inserting a fissile-fuel breeding blanket with in- creased shielding into a D-3He fusion chamber would be very time consuming at best, because the fusion chamber would not be designed for routine changeout and would require significant, possibly infeasible, plasma and heating parameter alteration. As discussed in the previous section, some tritium would be produced, but it is not considered a serious concern for nuclear proliferation in comparison to fissile materials. Although the contention that a D-3He power plant would avoid nuclear proliferation hazards remains to be quantified, the neutron production difference from D-T is sufficiently large that the statement can be made with considerable confidence.
Solvency—Nuclear Waste
Status Quo Nuclear Fuel Provides Material For Nuclear Weaponry—Only Helium-3 Provides A Safe Energy Source.

Borg 07 (Jim Borg, assistant city editor at Honolulu Star-Bulletin, participant, Korea-U.S. Journalism Exchange at East-West Center, reporter at Honolulu Star-Bulletin, Star Bulletin, graduated from Northwestern University, University of Hawaii at Manoa, University of California, Santa Barbara, February 18, 2007, http://archives.starbulletin.com/2007/02/18/news/story02.html)

As distinct from nuclear fission -- the splitting of heavy atoms and the force behind atomic bombs -- fusion involves combining light atoms, usually hydrogen or helium or their cousins. The technology behind sustaining a large-scale fusion reaction may be decades away, but Schmitt said a small reaction involving deuterium and helium-3 has already been achieved at the University of Wisconsin. "At this experimental level, it is a very real thing," he said. Deuterium, or heavy hydrogen, has a neutron in addition to normal hydrogen's single proton and electron. Helium-3 carries one neutron instead of two. The beauty of helium-3, Schmitt said, is that its fusion products include no radioactive waste. Unlike other types of nuclear fuel, it has no weapons applications, he added. And helium-3 fusion rockets would be perfect for voyages to Mars and beyond, he said. The scientists painted a colorful picture of a future lunar mining town with adventurous but disciplined quasi-permanent settlers that live off the land and combine science with commercial interests. "Prospecting and extracting resources will create new capabilities and opportunities for the scientific exploration of the moon," said Taylor. "Science and applied science are two parts of the same coin." Although helium-3 concentrations measure only about 20 parts per billion in the moon's topsoil layer, it is believed to be common across the lunar surface. "That's a bit low, but we mine things now that are valuable enough at 20 parts per billion," he said. Schmitt said helium-3 fusion offers a ray of hope for an energy-ravenous world that will reach a population of 10 billion by around 2050, particularly as fossil fuels dwindle. 
Solvency—Detection
Helium-3 Is Key To Detect Dangerous Nuclear Materials—The Status Quo Shortage Prevents Detection And Increases The Probability Of Nuclear Terrorism.

Homeland Security Newswire 10 (Homeland Security Newswire is the official messenger of information directly from the Department of Homeland Security, Department of Homeland Security, April 20, 2010, “The U.S. faces severe helium-3 shortages; nuclear detection, science suffer” http://www.homelandsecuritynewswire.com/us-faces-severe-helium-3-shortages-nuclear-detection-science-suffer) 
This week, members of the U.S. Congress will consider what to do about a serious shortage of helium-3 that is disrupting both scientific research and nuclear security. Helium-3 is invaluable for some scientific instruments, but supplies have been used up in making security systems to detect dangerous nuclear materials, and production can not be increased. On Thursday, a House subcommittee will try to pin down what went wrong and how to fix the problem.  New Scientist’s Jeff Hecht writes that the decay of tritium, the radioactive heavy-hydrogen isotope used in nuclear weapons, long produced more helium-3 than could be used. The United States, however, stopped making new tritium in 1988, and so the remaining supply has been dwindling as it decays. Around a decade ago, the stockpiles of tritium and helium-3 seemed adequate, with only about 10,000 liters used each year, largely in neutron detection and cryogenics (see NAS: Selling Vast Federal Helium Reserves Is a Mistake,” 9 February 2010 HSNW).  All this changed with the deployment of neutron detectors in security systems searching for illicit plutonium and other nuclear materials. Nearly 60,000 liters of helium-3 were used per year in 2007 and 2008 — about 80 percent for neutron detection.  “Everyone who uses helium-3 is getting pinched,” says William Halperin of Northwestern University in Evanston, Illinois. 
Solvency—Detection
Helium 3 is key to nuclear detection—but supplies are low.

HSNW 2/28 (Homeland Security Newswire February 28 2011 “Helium-3 shortage endangers nuclear detection capabilities”http://www.homelandsecuritynewswire.com/helium-3-shortage-endangers-nuclear-detection-capabilities)

Demand for radiation detectors has surged as a result of increased efforts to stop nuclear proliferation and terrorism, but production of helium-3, a critical element in nuclear detection technology, has not kept pace and existing stockpiles are quickly dwindling; in 2010 demand for helium-3 was projected to be 76,000 liters per year; the United States only produces 8,000 liters of helum-3 a year; last year the U.S. stockpile of helium-3 was at less than 48,000 liters; alternatives are currently in the early stages of development and researchers have found several promising leads; when an alternative is found, current radiation detection equipment will have to be replaced with the new technology Demand for radiation detectors has surged as a result of increased efforts to stop nuclear proliferation and terrorism, but production of helium-3, a critical element in nuclear detection technology, has not kept pace and existing stockpiles are quickly dwindling. Helium-3 is primarily used in security applications as it is highly sensitive to the neutrons that are emitted by plutonium. Roughly 80 percent of helium-3 supplies are used for national security. According to Wired’s Danger Room, helium-3 does not naturally occur in large quantities and it represents less than 0.0002 percent of all helium. Helium-3 is currently produced by harvesting tritium, a heavy isotope of hydrogen that is used to enhance the yield of nuclear weapons. Tritium has not been produced since 1988 and led to reduced helium-3 production levels. Helium-3 is now primarily obtained from dismantled or refurbished nuclear weapons. Since 9/11 demand for radiation detectors increased sharply, however production failed to increase. In 2010 demand for helium-3 was projected to be 76,000 liters per year, but the United States only produces 8,000 liters of it a year. Moreover, last year the U.S. stockpile of helium-3 was at less than 48,000 liters. The United States has stopped exporting the gas and the International Atomic Energy Agency was informed that it must diversify its sources for helium-3. Other countries have also followed suit and reduced its exports. From 2004 to 2008, the United States imported roughly 25,000 liters of helium-3 each year from Russia, but in August of 2008 Russia declared that it was “reserving its supplies for domestic use.” Dr. William K. Hagan, the acting director of the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office at DHS, said that the shortage of helium-3 could affect the handheld and backpack detectors used by the U.S. Coast Guard, Customs and Border Protection, and Transportation Security Administration. After the shortage was first noticed by government officials in 2008, the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO) formed the Helium-3 Interagency Integrated Product Team (IPT) to manage the use of existing stockpiles of helium-3, investigate alternatives, and explore technologies to recycle helium-3 and extend current supplies. Alternatives are currently in the early stages of development and researchers have found several promising leads including the use of boron trifluoride, lithium-loaded glass fibers, and boron-lined proportional counters as potential substitutes. Thomas R. Anderson, a representative of General Electric Energy, which manufactures radiation detectors, said, “Up to six different neutron-detection technologies may be required to replace helium-3 detectors” for its four main uses and “[a] drop-in replacement technology for helium-3 does not exist today.” When an acceptable alternative is found, current radiation detection equipment will have to be replaced with the new technology. In the meantime, industrial manufacturers of detection equipment have been diversifying their helium-3 sources and turning to recycling old helium-3 canisters.

A2 Nuclear Waste Safe

1. Nuclear waste facilities are vulnerable to terrorist attacks—al Qaeda and Chechen terrorist groups prove.  That’s Reuters in 11.

2. Terrorists have empirically obtained nuclear material to build weapons that could destroy the economy and civilization.  The magnitude of such an attack outweighs all other considerations—nuclear waste must be removed even if nuclear terrorism is a low risk.  That is Ferguson in 4 and Reuters in 11.

3.Terrorists have the ability to obtain nuclear materials.

Nuclear Weapons & Global Security 8 (08/19/08 “Nuclear Terrorism Overview”http://www.ucsusa.org/nuclear_weapons_and_global_security/nuclear_terrorism/technical_issues/nuclear-terrorism-overview.html)

Of all the terrorist threats facing the United States and the world, perhaps the gravest is the possibility of terrorists constructing or obtaining a nuclear weapon and detonating it in a city. If a terrorist group exploded just one nuclear weapon, hundreds of thousands of people could die. Because there is no effective protection against a nuclear blast, the only real solution is to prevent terrorists from obtaining nuclear bomb materials or weapons in the first place. The United States and other countries are paying insufficient attention to this problem and, in some cases, pursuing policies that increase the risk of terrorists acquiring nuclear weapons. A nuclear weapon requires either highly enriched uranium (HEU) or plutonium. Fortunately, these materials are not found in nature and are difficult to produce. This means there are only two plausible ways for terrorists to acquire nuclear weapons. First, they could steal an intact nuclear weapon from existing arsenals or purchase a stolen weapon. More likely, terrorists could acquire the material needed to build a nuclear weapon and the expertise to construct a workable bomb from this material. Because only a relatively small amount of HEU or plutonium is needed to build a bomb, terrorists could feasibly steal enough material to build one or more nuclear weapons. A crude nuclear weapon would use 40-50 kilograms (88-110 pounds) of HEU; a more sophisticated design would require 12 kilograms (26 pounds) of HEU or 4 kilograms (9 pounds) of plutonium. The theft of HEU would be especially worrisome, because it is relatively straightforward to make a bomb using this material.

A2 Unsuccessful Weapon Construction

1. Terrorists obtain the resources necessary for bombs through purchase or theft of radioactive waste from nuclear power plants.  That’s Ferguson in 4.

2.  Terrorists obtain “leaked knowledge” about bomb construction, providing necessary skills and resources to construct nuclear weapons. That’s Speice in 6.

3. The magnitude of successful nuclear terrorism outweighs all other considerations—the skill and materials needed are obtainable by terrorists, increasing the risk and the magnitude.

Nuclear Weapons & Global Security 8 (08/19/08 “Nuclear Terrorism Overview”http://www.ucsusa.org/nuclear_weapons_and_global_security/nuclear_terrorism/technical_issues/nuclear-terrorism-overview.html)

Of all the terrorist threats facing the United States and the world, perhaps the gravest is the possibility of terrorists constructing or obtaining a nuclear weapon and detonating it in a city. If a terrorist group exploded just one nuclear weapon, hundreds of thousands of people could die. Because there is no effective protection against a nuclear blast, the only real solution is to prevent terrorists from obtaining nuclear bomb materials or weapons in the first place. The United States and other countries are paying insufficient attention to this problem and, in some cases, pursuing policies that increase the risk of terrorists acquiring nuclear weapons. A nuclear weapon requires either highly enriched uranium (HEU) or plutonium. Fortunately, these materials are not found in nature and are difficult to produce. This means there are only two plausible ways for terrorists to acquire nuclear weapons. First, they could steal an intact nuclear weapon from existing arsenals or purchase a stolen weapon. More likely, terrorists could acquire the material needed to build a nuclear weapon and the expertise to construct a workable bomb from this material. Because only a relatively small amount of HEU or plutonium is needed to build a bomb, terrorists could feasibly steal enough material to build one or more nuclear weapons. A crude nuclear weapon would use 40-50 kilograms (88-110 pounds) of HEU; a more sophisticated design would require 12 kilograms (26 pounds) of HEU or 4 kilograms (9 pounds) of plutonium. The theft of HEU would be especially worrisome, because it is relatively straightforward to make a bomb using this material.

A2 Alt Causes

1. He-3 key to prevent terrorism for 2 reasons:

A. The largest stockpiles of nuclear waste are from nuclear reactors. This makes them the easiest targets for fissile materials. However, fusion solves this because of low amounts of radioactive waste from He-3 and no fissile materials, that’s Bilder 9

B. Helium is crucial for detection of radioactive materials. Absent Helium, nuclear terrorism will rise substantially, that’s Wald 5/28
2. Empirically proven – criminal activity involving radioactive materials are on the rise – terrorists have been known to steal fissile materials from nuclear reactors to make dirty bombs, that’s Ferguson and Potter 4. 

3. Try or die – only way to solve nuclear terrorism is to transition to Helium 3. Nuclear conflict resulting from weapons means immediate extinction and lasting impacts of environmental degradation that renders the earth inhabitable for future generations.
***COLONIZATION***
Solvency—Colonization
Mining Makes Colonization Possible—It Produces An Environmentally Sustainable Environment With All The Resources Key To Human Survival.

Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf
How would lunar He-3 be extracted and transported to Earth?29 Because the solar wind components are weakly bound to the lunar regolith, 0 it should be relatively easy to extract them utilizing reasonable extensions of existing technology. In one proposed scenario, once a lunar base is established, robotic lunar mining vehicles fitted with solar heat collectors would: (1) traverse appropriate areas of the Moon's surface-probably, in particular, the lunar maria, or "seas"-scooping up the loose upper layer of the lunar regolith and sizing it into small particles; (2) utilize solar energy to process and heat the collected regolith to the temperatures necessary to release, separate, and collect in a gaseous state the He-3, along with certain other solar-wind elements embedded in the regolith particles; (3) discharge the spent regolith back to the lunar surface; and (4) return with the collected He-3 and other gaseous byproducts to the lunar base. 3' The collected He-3 gas could then be liquified in the lunar cold and transported to Earth, perhaps in remotely-operated shuttles.3 2 Importantly, this type of mining operation could result in the collection not only of He-3 but also significant amounts of hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen, carbon dioxide, and water, all potentially very useful-indeed, perhaps indispensable-for the maintenance of a lunar base or further outer space activities such as expeditions to Mars or other planets. 33 Since He-3 is believed to comprise only a small proportion of the lunar regolith, it will probably be necessary to proce ss large amounts of lunar regolith in order to obtain the quantities of He-3 necessary to sustain a large-scale terrestrial He-3-based power program. However, the extraction of He-3 and other solar wind components from the lunar soil seems in itself unlikely to have a significant detrimental impact on the lunar environment because the regolith will be discharged back to the Moon's surface immediately after processing. 34

Solvency—Colonization
Helium-3 Key To Colonization—Provides Power And Resources Necessary For Life On The Moon.

Cheetham & Pastuf 7 (Brad Cheetham University at Buffalo Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering Dan Pastuf University at Buffalo Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering EE441 – Topics in Space Exploration and Development “Lunar Resources and Development” http://www.eng.buffalo.edu/~cheetham/index_files/Moon%20Paper%20441.pdf)

Another resource that is potentially extremely valuable is the isotope Helium-3. This is implanted in the lunar regolith by the solar wind, similar to hydrogen. Schmitt argues that Helium-3 itself would justify a permanent lunar base operated by a corporation. The potential of this resource is staggering, unfortunately until fusion reactors are better developed its value is reduced. The promise of Helium-3 fusion is a completely clean source of electricity with no danger of radiation or nuclear proliferation. It would be a power source that theoretically could be stored in the back of a pick-up truck. Due to the physics of Helium-3 fusion efficiencies for power generation could theoretically approach 70% (Schmitt 45).

***SCIENTIFIC COOPERATION***
Solvency—Helium-3
The Unique Promise Of Helium-3 Promotes International Scientific Cooperation.

Post, Richard F. Department of Applied Science, University of California. February 2000. “Resource Letter IMCF-1: Inertially and magnetically confined fusion.” American Journal of Physics. Volume 68, Issue 2, pp. 105. http://ajp.aapt.org/resource/1/ajpias/v68/i2/p105_s1
For almost five decades there has been under way a major international research effort to achieve the controlled release of fusion energy for practical purposes. Since the outset the motivation has not changed: to bring to earth the same primal source of energy that sustains our sun and all of its companion stars. For the peoples of the world the attainment of fusion not only would mean access to a virtually inexhaustible source of energy to sustain their lives, but there also would be a consequence of possibly even greater longterm significance: The use of fusion energy in its evolutionary form would neither pollute the atmosphere nor result in long-term radioactive waste. A major incentive for the achievement of fusion power is that its primary fuel—deuterium, ‘‘heavy hydrogen’’—is an essentially limitless resource. Present in the amount of 1 atom of deuterium for every 6000 atoms of ordinary hydrogen, the waters of the ocean represent a virtually inexhaustible source of fusion fuel. If it was consumed at a rate such that its energy released would be equal to 100 times the present total rate of energy production in the world, deuterium would last longer than the estimated age of our sun before it was exhausted. In the shorter run we would most likely use a ‘‘high-octane’’ fuel, namely a 50–50 mix of deuterium and the heaviest isotope of hydrogen, tritium, ‘‘D–T fuel’’ for short. Radioactive, but with a short ~12-yr! half-life, tritium can be generated in a fusion power system by capturing the neutrons released by the D–T fusion reaction itself in a ‘‘blanket’’ containing lithium ~also an abundant element!, yielding tritium, ordinary helium, and additional energy. Also possible, and attractive because only charged particles are released in its reaction, is the fusion reaction between deuterium and the light isotope of helium, Helium-3. Helium-3 is released in the course of another fusion reaction, the deuterium–deuterium ~D–D! reaction. These considerations imply that fusion has the potential to become a ‘‘permanent’’ solution to humankind’s need for energy. These strong motivations have meant that, despite the immense scientific–technological challenge that fusion represents, substantial international support has been maintained by all of the major industrialized nations since the initiation of fusion research in the 1950s. In recent years, as the scientific aspects of the research have come closer to their goal, and the expense of new experimental devices has increased, there has emerged a growing trend toward jointly sponsored experiments. This trend is but another aspect of the almost uniquely cooperative nature of most fusion research. Since its declassification ~in 1958, at the Geneva ‘‘Atoms for Peace’’ conference sponsored by the United Nations!, fusion research has been notable for the high degree of scientific cooperation and information exchange that has taken place among all participants. 
Solvency—Sci Coop
Cooperation On Mega-Projects Like Helium-3 Mining Is Critical To Solving All Global Problems Of The 21st Century—Pollution, Health, Food, Water and National Security Depend on Cooperative Scientific Relations

John H. Moore, President, Sigma Xi, “International Cooperation: A Scientific Imperative,” American Scientist, July-August, 1998 (http://www.americanscientist.org/template/AssetDetail/assetid/30743;jsessionid=baa9...)
The witnesses in this hearing identified many reasons why international scientific cooperation is important—perhaps more than ever. Research in some subjects has become too costly for any nation to bear alone. Many problems whose solutions require scientific knowledge and expertise do not respect national borders—transborder environmental pollution, health, energy, food, water, national security. Scientific talent and world-class facilities are located in many nations around the globe, and solving leading problems requires the best teams that can be assembled. Certain scientific problems require access to particular geographic sites (the tropics, the polar regions, and so forth, as Tom Ratchford pointed out in his testimony). In an age when technology is of great economic importance, it is in the national interest of many countries to cooperate in science and thereby gain access to new results and remain informed about the latest developments.  Perhaps less widely understood is that the conditions for international scientific cooperation are changing rapidly with developments in international communications. Collaborations may be workable with little or no need for physical proximity, and the identification of potential research partners is much easier than 20 years ago. For this reason, witnesses saw a changing role for the federal government in international cooperation. There is less need for direct government intervention in "small" science. Individual cooperative efforts can be arranged more easily and with less red tape if they are made directly by the individuals involved. For this category of cooperation, the government role should simply be to provide research funding through research grants made by the usual peer-review methods. Of course, in view of the importance of international cooperation, special consideration might be given to proposals that incorporate it.  The important role for government lies in "big" science—in the megaprojects and large-scale research activities that require international cooperation because of their cost. As one witness pointed out, these projects entail significant management problems, to which it might be added that governmental processes seem not to be ideally suited to efficient management of such projects. However, continued progress in a number of fields requires projects on a scale that only government funding can support.  

Solvency—Sci Coop
Scientific Cooperation is Crucial to Avoiding the Horrors of the 20th Century and Promote Global Peace—These Efforts Spill Over and Ultimately Eliminate the Threat of Nuclear War

Secretary-General Kofi Annan, “IF SCIENCE IS TO REACH ITS FULL POTENTIAL FOR PEACE, SAYS SECRETARY-GENERAL, WORLD MUST DO MORE TO END CONFLICTS, ADDRESS INEQUALITIES,” December 8th, 2002 (http://domino.un.org/unispal.nsf/361eea1cc08301c485256cf600606959/2dbdf78cd682371d85256c8b0051ea2a!OpenDocument) 

Scientists play a crucial role in international affairs, not only in the realm of security and disarmament, but also on challenges ranging from economic development and human rights to the environment and public health.  That involvement derives from our basic concern for human welfare and is founded in the deep similarities between the ethos of science and the 20th-century project of international organization.Science and international organization are both constructs of reason, engaged in a permanent struggle against the forces of unreason.  Throughout the 20th century, we have seen outbursts of unreason that surpass in horror and human tragedy any the world has seen in the entire modern era.  And, as you well know, scientists and their research have, throughout history, all too often been used for destructive purposes – from war and conflict to colonialism and exploitation.  But we have also managed to build up the international edifice of reason, through international agreements addressing global problems and the proliferation of weapons to environmental degradation. We are living in a period of unprecedented advances in science.  Science has contributed immensely to the development of modern society, and the application of scientific knowledge continues to furnish powerful means for solving many of the challenges facing humanity.  The advances made in recent years in genetic science and biotechnology hold out extraordinary prospects for mankind as a whole and for the individual. At the same time, the way in which scientific endeavours are pursued around the world is marked by clear inequalities.  Developing countries, for example, generally spend well below 1 per cent of their gross domestic product on scientific research, whereas rich countries devote between 2 per cent and 3 per cent.  The number of scientists in proportion to population in the developing countries is 10 to 20 times smaller than in developed countries.  Ninety-five per cent of new science in the world today is created in the countries comprising only one-fifth of the world's population; the remaining four-fifths contribute only 5 per cent of new science.This unbalanced distribution of scientific activity generates serious problems, not only for the scientific community in the developing countries but also for development itself.  It further increases the disparity between the advanced and the developing countries, creating social and economic problems at national and international levels.  The idea of two worlds of science is anathema to the scientific spirit.  It will require the commitment of institutes such as yours to reverse this trend, and make the benefits of science available to all. The State of Israel made a wise decision early in its history – at a time when it was a poor developing country – to build a strong basic science community and to do it by linking closely with the international scientific community.  The fruits of this early decision have been plain to see in the Weizmann Institute and the well-being of the country.  By the same token, Israeli scientists have worked closely with their counterparts in other countries of the region on problems of health, agriculture and water.  Such international scientific cooperation across adversarial boundaries offers hope for a future peace. A central condition for development and cooperation is peace.  For all the bridges science can build across the gaps between rich and poor, developed and developing, none is strong enough to withstand the force of war and violence.  If science is to reach its full potential – drawing on the cooperation and collaboration of great minds from every country – we must do more to end conflicts, and address the inequalities that divide us.While peacemaking and peacebuilding are often considered to be the preserve of political leaders and diplomats, I have long believed that lasting peace must come from the effects of individual men and women of conscience, who reject hatred and hostility in favour of all the opportunities that cooperation provides.  Scientists have long played leading roles in promoting understanding and dialogue, and pushing leaders to resolve differences peacefully.I am thinking here of the ways scientists can engage each other and build bridges of understanding, in circumstances where States cannot do so directly.  One famous example is the Pugwash Conference movement and the leadership provided by Joseph Rothblat.  Launched by the Russell-Einstein Manifesto of 1955, it has brought Russian and Western scientists together for more than 40 years to develop common understanding of the dangers of nuclear war and of the measures that can help reduce those dangers. In recent years, Pugwash has constructed a strong dialogue between North and South, seeking the application of science to problems of development.  Over the years, scientists from the Weizmann Institute have participated in these efforts. While some may imagine that scientific cooperation is limited to areas of common research, in fact it has often been conducive to wider cooperation through "spill-over" processes of various kinds.  When, for example, technicians cooperate to solve a technical problem, their very success encourages others to widen the sphere of cooperation to other issuesFinally, scientists have long played important roles in the field of disarmament and the prevention of violent conflict – by making clear the sheer scale of devastation that modern weapons can bring about.  The Nuclear Cities Initiative and the Nunn-Lugar efforts on Soviet denuclearization are just two such prominent examples.  "Lab to Lab" cooperation helped lay the groundwork for cooperative nuclear disarmament and arms control between Russia and the United States following the cold war.  

***POLITICS***
Politics Link – Plan Popular 

Obama’s new budget comprises of private funding for space initiatives 

James Bacchus, Former Member of Congress, Posted: February 9, 2010 11:32 AM, “Obama's Plan for NASA and Reaffirming Our Commitment to Space Exploration”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/james-bacchus/obamas-plan-for-nasa-and_b_455074.html

Back on earth, President Obama's proposed budget for the space program envisions a radical redesign of America's space program for a new era. If the President is a socialist, as so many of his adversaries claim, his space proposals certainly don't show it. He wants to stake the future of much of the U.S. manned space program on the success of free private enterprise. In a recent national poll, 63 percent of Republicans said they think the President of the United States is a socialist. Even a few Democrats may agree. But look closely at what he has recommended in his proposed budget for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. Something entirely different emerges. 

Obama wants Helium 3

Mark Whittington, Clean Energy Examiner , June 22, 2010 9:32 am CT “Obama is ignoring helium 3 on the moon which could provide clean energy”, http://www.examiner.com/clean-energy-in-houston/obama-is-ignoring-helium-3-on-the-moon-which-could-provide-clean-energy
When President Barack Obama proposed that America bypass the Moon in his plan for deep space exploration, he may also have proposed bypassing a solution for clean, limitless energy. Billions of years of solar wind have deposited an isotope called Helium 3 into the lunar soil, thanks to an absence of an atmosphere and magnetic field on the Moon to stop it. Some scientists suggest that helium 3 could power fusion power plants. Unlike nuclear and some other forms of fusion, a helium 3 fueled reactor would produce regular helium and protons, the latter of which would be converted directly into electricity. There would be no need for a generator to take the heat generated from a reactor to produce power. There would be no radioactive byproducts. Some 40 tons of helium 3, mined from the Moon, would provide all the power for the United States for a year. Scientists estimate that there may be about a billion tons of helium 3 deposited in lunar soil. 

Congress wants Helium 3

By Jeremy Hsu Posted 04.19.2010 at 3:31 pm, “Congress to Address Helium-3 Shortage Hurting Scientific Research and Nuclear Security”, http://www.popsci.com/science/article/2010-04/helium-3-shortage-hits-scientific-research-and-nuclear-security 

A large Cold War supply of helium-3 has begun to rapidly run out, due to heavy demand from U.S. scientists who need the gas for neutron detectors and cryogenic experiments. Almost 60,000 liters of helium-3 were used in 2007 and 2008, compared to just 10,000 liters used annually about 10 years ago. A House subcommittee has been convened to search for a solution this week, New Scientist reports. The U.S. formerly stockpiled helium-3 from the decay of tritium, the radioactive hydrogen isotope used to make nuclear weapons. That helium-3 supply stopped growing for the most part when the U.S. ceased making tritium in 1988. But in an ironic twist, the fast-growing use of neutron detectors in security systems designed to detect illegal plutonium and other nuclear materials has dramatically eaten into the helium-3 stockpile. 
Plan Is Popular—Politicians Interested In Eliminating Dependence On Foreign Fossil Fuels.

Stefano Coledan.  Popular Mechanic. “Mining The Moon.” December 7, 2004. http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/moon-mars/1283056

Small quantities of helium-3 previously discovered on Earth intrigued the scientific community. The unique atomic structure of helium-3 promised to make it possible to use it as fuel for nuclear fusion, the process that powers the sun, to generate vast amounts of electrical power without creating the troublesome radioactive byproducts produced in conventional nuclear reactors. Extracting helium-3 from the moon and returning it to Earth would, of course, be difficult, but the potential rewards would be staggering for those who embarked upon this venture. Helium-3 could help free the United States--and the world--from dependence on fossil fuels.  That vision seemed impossibly distant during the decades in which manned space exploration languished. Yes, Americans and others made repeated trips into Earth orbit, but humanity seemed content to send only robots into the vastness beyond. That changed on Jan. 14, 2004, when President George W. Bush challenged NASA to "explore space and extend a human presence across our solar system."  It was an electrifying call to action for those of us who share the vision of Americans leading humankind into deep space, continuing the ultimate migration that began 42 years ago when President John F. Kennedy first challenged NASA to land on the moon. We can do so again. If Bush's initiative is sustained by Congress and future presidents, American leadership can take us back to the moon, then to Mars and, ultimately, beyond. 

Politics Link – Plan Popular

Helium-3 begins to gain attention within Congress. The government has recognized the need for obtaining this isotope for energy use. 

Congressional Research Service 10 (Congressional Research Service is a department within the US Congress, Congressional Research Service, October 10, 2010, “CRS -- The Helium-3 Shortage: Supply, Demand, and Options for Congress”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/?)

The federal response to the helium-3 shortage began only after the shortage had occurred. Policy was established first by an ad-hoc interagency group formed by the Departments of Energy (DOE), Homeland Security (DHS), and Defense (DOD), and then by an interagency committee established by the National Security Staff. The committee developed a rationing scheme for allocating the available helium-3. Some federal and private-sector users received no allocation or an amount less than they had planned. Several federal agencies are investigating alternative sources of helium-3 and ways to reduce the demand.  Congress is just beginning to grapple with the helium-3 problem. In April 2010, Congress held its first hearing whose main subject was helium-3. So far, congressional attention appears to be focused on oversight of the current situation, how it arose, and the processes currently in place for addressing it. In future hearings and legislation, Congress may address additional issues, such as increasing the helium-3 supply, reducing demand, or changing how supply is allocated.  This report discusses the nature of the shortage; federal actions undertaken so far to address it; current and potential sources of helium-3 and options for increasing the supply; current and projected uses of helium-3 and options for reducing the demand; and options for allocating the supply if it continues to fall short of the demand. 
Politics Link – Plan Unpopular

Moon Agreement Unpopular—The Agreement Prevents The Popular Privatization Of Space.

Bilder, Richard B. Foley & Lardner-Bascom Emeritus Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin Law School. “A Legal Regime for the Mining of Helium-3 on the Moon: U.S. Policy Options.” Fordham International Law Journal. Volume 33, Issue 2. Article 1. 2009. http://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/Helium-3+Law+Review+Article.pdf

While this Article suggests that there are now good arguments for the United States to ratify and accede to the Moon Agreement, preferably-and collectively-with other space powers, under arrangements that would ensure that the legal regime established pursuant to article 11 fully satisfies U.S. requirements, 57 the fact remains that U.S. ratification may not currently be politically attainable. As was the case when the agreement was first presented to the Senate in 1980, influential and respected individuals and groups within the United States continue to strongly oppose U.S. ratification. They remained convinced that the agreement's fundamental cast, especially its provisions characterizing lunar resources as the "common heritage of mankind" and mandating the establishment of an "international regime," will in practice inhibit the private and public development and exploitation of He-3 and other lunar resources, and, in particular, create such uncertainty for private enterprise as to effectively discourage, if not prevent, private investment and industry from playing any meaningful role in the exploitation of such resources-a role they believe essential to the successful commercial development of such resources. 158 It may be argued that, given the risks and uncertainty necessarily involved in the development of lunar He-3-based fusion energy, the enormous investment certainly required, and the likely very long time horizon before any financial return, the prospect of private enterprises choosing to play a leading role in He-3 or other lunar resource development-at least without substantial government assistance-is open to question. 159 However, the 1980 Senate hearings and subsequent lack of administration interest in the agreement suggest that, if such opposition persists, the prospect for Senate advice and consent to ratification any time soon remains uncertain.1 60 
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