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PLAN

The United States federal government should fund the Constellation program.
Inherency
Obama’s “Flexible Path” plan and cancellation of the Constellation program cuts NASA funding to 6 billion
Todd Halvorson, 10 ‘ Kennedy Space Center Bureau Chief, April 14, 2010, Florida Today [Andrew Alvarado]  
Armstrong's crewmate Buzz Aldrin, the second man to stand on the moon, has endorsed the proposal, saying it will "allow us to again be pushing the boundaries to achieve new and challenging things beyond Earth."  Obama's plan would extend International Space Station operations through 2020 and direct NASA to invest $6 billion in the development of commercial space taxi services for astronauts traveling to and from the outpost. But it would kill Project Constellation and the Ares rockets and Orion spacecraft NASA has been developing for six years at a cost of more than $9 billion. "It appears that we will have wasted our current $10 -plus billion investment in Constellation and, equally importantly, we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what we have discarded," the former astronauts said. Armstrong, Lovell and Cernan all said the Ares I and Ares V rockets were patterned after the modular concept Werner von Braun employed for developing the Saturn 1B and Saturn V rockets that took American astronauts to the moon. The three raised serious concerns about the idea of shifting the responsibility for designing, developing and operating the rockets and spacecraft flown by U.S. astronauts from NASA to the private sector. "The availability of a commercial transport to orbit as envisioned by the president?s proposal cannot be predicted with any certainty, but is likely to take substantially longer and be more expensive that we would hope," the astronauts said. "Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downward slide to mediocrity," they said. "America must decide if it wishes to remain a leader in space. If it does, we should institute a program which will give us the very best chance of achieving that goal."
Leadership

Leadership declining now due to cancellation of the constellation program

Elizabeth Newton and Michael Griffin Center for System Studies, University of Alabama 11

Space Policy, “United States space policy and international partnership,” 1/8/2011 [Lockwood]
3. Will the USA have more influence on the world stage? 3.1. Perceptions of style President Obama’s 2010 policy is notable for the shift over the 2006 version, which most agree to be more a stylistic change of tone, rather than one of substance. The messages conveying the need for multilateral action are likely to be welcome to external audiences’ ears and suggest a more consultative approach. That said, the cancellation of the Constellation program was done without prior notice or consultation with international partners, and much of the debate on the subject has centered on the domestic repercussions of the decision, not the impact on the partners. There is evidently a mismatch between intent and such unilateralist actions. 3.2. Perceptions of reliability as a partner The president’s request and congressional authorization for continued funding of the ISS’s operations delivers on commitments made to international partners beginning in the mid-1980s when the program was conceived. However, without a successor system to the Shuttle, the USA has abrogated intergovernmental agreements to provide crew and cargo transportation, and crew rescue, as partial compensation for partner investments in the ISS’s infrastructure and operations. Reliance on the Russian Soyuz for limited down-mass cargo transport seriously inhibits the value that can be realized from ISS utilization until a commercial solution is available. In addition, the USA’s unilateral abandonment of the Moon as a near-term destination shakes partners’ political support for their exploration plans, some of which were carefully premised on US intentions, and more than five years of collaborative development of lunar base plans. 3.3. Leadership The USA is a majority funder for many space programs and is a technology leader, two features which have provided sufficient motivation for partners to accept US leadership, even when unfortunately high-handed. It is a stunning failure of political will to lack a successor system to the retiring Space Shuttle, and so the US cedes leadership in human spaceflight with its inability to access the ISS independently, for itself or for its partners, until a new commercial capability has been demonstrated. The USA further relinquishes leadership when abandoning years of work on strategic planning and guidance, the evaluation of alternatives, and orchestration of diverse but important contributions that were manifested in the Global Exploration Strategy. Sudden redirections without consultation are not hallmarks of leadership and will no doubt motivate partners to do more unilateral planning and execution, at least for a while. Finally, leadership in the future is at risk: how can the USA hope to influence outcomes and protect interests e strategic, commercial, and cultural e on the Moon if it is not present? 4. Conclusion Is the USA better off with the new (emerging) space policy? In some areas, yes, in some, no; and in some, it is too early to tell. In human spaceflight chronic under-funding and a political failure to persist toward goals have engendered a repetitive and distasteful cycle of churn that in the long haul is more expensive than if a plan had been committed to and executed. Policy changes on some fronts will be celebrated by international partners and rued on other fronts, where continued interdependence will be approached cautiously. We should be diligent in monitoring whether the risks and time-delays created by policy change are proven to be worth the benefits, that is, we need to create a ‘closed loop’ on the system, to gauge regularly and systematically whether we are achieving what we want. A vision of American excellence and leadership in security, political economy, and influence provides a framework for this evaluation and for the goals that we set for ourselves. While accountability and data are not beloved in the political process, we will not be able to move beyond debates that the majority of Americans view as arcane, unless we zero in on data-driven evaluations of policy’s performance. Magical thinking might make for good politics, but it makes poor policy.
This means America has shifted away from its traditional leadership role in space

Stone 2011, Christopher, policy analyst and strategist, “American leadership in space: leadership through capability,” The Space Review, Mar. 15,
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.
Constellation’s flight capabilities critical to U.S. leadership –absent this, other countries will rush to fill creating a destabilizing and adverse effect

Schmitt, Former U.S. Senator, Aerospace consultant and advisor and Former Chair NASA Advisory Council, 9-(Harrison, “Liberty and Space

Leadership,” http://www.spacenews.com/commentaries/liberty-and-space-leadership.html) 

The Apollo 11 40th anniversary celebrations and the confirmation of Charles Bolton as the new NASA administrator has not removed the morale-bending cloud of uncertainty created by the inaction of the current administration relative to space policy. The lack of initiative by President Barack Obama indicates that he does not understand the role space plays in the future of the United States and of liberty. Between 2005 and 2008, the NASA Advisory Council continuously reviewed all aspects of the Constellation Program under then-President George W. Bush. The Council’s conclusion can be summarized as follows: Constellation constitutes an extremely important, technically well-conceived, highly challenging, and grossly underfunded effort to return Americans to deep space, including eventual flights to Mars. By lack of congressional and Bush administration action, however, Constellation not only never received the administration’s promised funding but was required: 1) to continue the construction of the international space station (ISS), which was badly underbudgeted by the NASA administrator, the Office of Management and Budget, and ultimately the Congress, prior to Mike Griffin’s tenure at NASA; 2) to accommodate numerous major overruns in the Science programs, which are largely protected from major revision or cancellation by congressional interests; 3) to manage the agency without hire and fire authority, which is particularly devastating to the essential hiring of young engineers; and 4) to eat the redirection and inflation-related costs of several Continuing Resolutions. Whatever course is set by the new administration, these four fundamental restrictions to success must be eliminated or the risk of program failure and of loss of future missions and crews will reach unacceptable levels. In spite of these difficulties, history tells us that an aggressive program to return Americans to deep space, initially the Moon and then to Mars, must form an essential component of national policy. Americans would find it unacceptable, as well as devastating to human liberty, if we abandon leadership in deep space to the Chinese, Europe or any other nation or group of nations. Potentially equally devastating would be loss of access to the energy resources of the Moon as fossil fuels diminish on Earth. In the harsh light of history, it is frightening to contemplate the long-term, totally adverse consequences to the standing of the United States in modern civilization of a decision to abandon deep space. What, then, should be the focus of national space policy in order to maintain leadership in deep space? Some propose that we concentrate only on Mars. Without the experience of returning to the Moon, however, we will not have the engineering or physiological insight for many decades to either fly to Mars or land there. Others suggest going to an asteroid. As important as asteroid diversion from a collision with the Earth someday may be, just going there is hardly a stimulating policy initiative, and it is a capability that comes automatically with a return to the Moon. Returning to the Moon and to deep space constitutes the right course for the United States. Human exploration of space embodies basic instincts — the exercise of freedom, betterment of one’s conditions and curiosity about nature. These instincts have been manifested in desires for new homelands, trade and knowledge. For Americans particularly, such instincts lie at the very core of our unique and special society of immigrants. Over the last 150,000 years or more, human exploration of Earth has yielded new homes, livelihoods, know how and resources as well as improved standards of living and increased family security. In historical times, governments have directly and indirectly played a role in encouraging exploration efforts. Private groups and individuals often have taken additional initiatives to explore newly discovered or newly accessible lands and seas. Based on their specific historical experience, Americans can expect that the benefits sought and won in the past also will flow from their return to the Moon, future exploration of Mars and the long reach beyond. To realize such benefits, however, Americans must continue as the leader of human activities in space. With a permanent resumption of the exploration of deep space, one thing is certain: Our efforts will be comparable to those of our ancestors as they migrated out of Africa and into a global habitat. Further, a permanent human presence away from Earth provides another opportunity for the expansion of free institutions, with all their attendant rewards, as humans face new situations and new individual and societal challenges. The competitve international venue remains at the Moon. Returning there now meets the requirements for a U.S. space policy that maintains deep space leadership, as well as providing major new scientific returns and opportunities. Properly conceived and implemented, however, returning to the Moon prepares the way for a new generation to go to Mars. The current Constellation Program contains most of the technical elements necessary to implement a policy of deep space leadership, particularly development of a heavy-lift launch vehicle, the Ares 5. In addition, Constellation includes a large upper stage for transfer to the Moon and other destinations, two well-conceived spacecraft for transport and landing of crews on the lunar surface, strong concepts for exploration and lunar surface systems, and enthusiastic engineers and managers to make it happen if adequately supported. The one major missing component of a coherent and sustaining architecture may be a well-developed concept for in-space refueling of spacecraft and upper rocket stages. The experience base for developing in-space refueling capabilities clearly exists based on a variety of past activities, including ISS construction. Again, if we abandon leadership in deep space to any other nation or group of nations, particularly a non-democratic regime, the ability for the United States and its allies to protect themselves and liberty for the world will be at great risk and potentially impossible. To others would accrue the benefits — psychological, political, economic and scientific — that the United States harvested as a consequence of Apollo’s success 40 years ago. This lesson has not been lost on our ideological and economic competitors. American leadership absent from space? Is this the future we wish for our progeny? 
[INSERT HEG IMPACT]

Aerospace
The Current Cancellation strategy will destroy the current aerospace industry, create massive unemployment, and put America’s entire space future at risk

NYT 10 (Jack Duffy, July 18th 2010, “New Mission for American Aerospace Giants,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/19/business/global/19iht-ravspace.html [JUNEJA])

NEW YORK — For Boeing, Lockheed Martin and the other aerospace giants that have been the backbone of the American space effort for decades, the shift in U.S. space policy announced by President Barack Obama means a major change in mission. Mr. Musk said that the successful launch of its Falcon 9 rocket was a major victory “for NASA’s plan to use commercial rockets for astronaut transport.” After working for decades with largely one customer — the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration — to ferry astronauts and equipment into orbit, major players in the aerospace industry are facing a commercial market with a range of entrepreneurs who say they can do that work for less. Under Mr. Obama’s ambitious initiative, NASA would rely on commercial companies to provide a kind of taxi service to the International Space Station, while focusing its efforts on missions into deep space with international partners. How the aerospace industry establishment will fit into this new plan remains far from clear, analysts say. “I see a certain analogy with what happened when computers went from being room-sized to being on the desktop,” said Louis D. Friedman, executive director for Planetary Society, a space exploration advocacy group. “Some companies barely survived, while others adapted and thrived. I think we are going to see something like this in the aerospace industry.” The most immediate effect of the proposed policy shift will be on jobs. Mr. Obama’s plan to cancel the Constellation program, started five years ago by President George W. Bush to send astronauts back to the moon, could mean the end of nearly 12,600 jobs, according to estimates by aerospace contractors. The cuts would fall most heavily on Alabama, California, Florida, Texas and Utah, and political opposition from those states has been vociferous. The Constellation program has already cost American taxpayers about $9 billion. The end of Constellation would largely stop work on the Ares I rocket, which was to replace the space shuttle for carrying astronauts into orbit and would scale back work on the Orion crew capsule, which was to ride atop the Ares I. Lockheed Martin said more than 2,000 jobs depended on the Orion program, while Boeing said 1,500 jobs would be affected by the retirement of the space shuttle and the canceling of Constellation. Alliant Techsystems, known as ATK, said the ending of Ares I would put 5,000 jobs at risk at its plants and those of its subcontractors. Mr. Obama has said that the changes do not amount to a retreat from manned spaceflight and that adding private entrepreneurs to the mix will create a more vibrant industry with more astronauts in space and more business for established companies and newcomers alike. One established player that appears to accept Mr. Obama’s plan is United Launch Alliance, a 50-50 joint venture of Boeing and Lockheed Martin. The company, whose Atlas and Delta rockets have carried military and commercial satellites into space for decades, said it had no plans to cut any jobs. “Just the opposite,” a U.L.A. spokesman said. “The president’s new plan could have a significant increase in demand coming from NASA and could create new jobs at U.L.A.,” the spokesman said, adding that U.L.A.’s long record of successful launchings made it “very different from new entrants.” One new entrant much on the minds of the aerospace community is Space Exploration Technologies, founded by Elon Musk, the Internet entrepreneur who helped found the payment system PayPal. The company, which did not exist a decade ago, has $2.5 billion in contracts, including $1.6 billion from NASA to provide a minimum of 12 flights to deliver cargo to the space station starting in 2011. The company, known as SpaceX, bolstered the credibility of Mr. Obama’s plan by launching into orbit last month the Falcon 9, a rocket measuring 158 feet, or 48 meters, and weighing 735,000 pounds, or 335,000 kilograms. The rocket, which the company said cost about $50 million, put a model of its Dragon capsule into orbit about 160 miles, or 260 kilometers, above the Earth without a hitch — an unusual development for a maiden flight. SpaceX, which plans to launch a fully operational rocket and capsule this summer before sending one to the International Space Station next year, said the successful June trial was a major victory “for NASA’s plan to use commercial rockets for astronaut transport.” The part of Mr. Obama’s plan that calls for missions that leave the Earth’s orbit to explore deep space will probably not be spelled out for several years. Mr. Obama has said that NASA will start developing a heavy-lift rocket for deep-space missions by 2015. That gap of several years between the planned end of the Constellation program and the start of work on a new heavy-lift vehicle does not please the aerospace contractors, who say they could shift at least some workers who might otherwise be laid off into a new deep-space program. It is also dangerous, some analysts say, because after canceling the Ares I, the United States would have no backup rocket if new commercial companies failed to deliver on their promises. “It’s a risky strategy,” said Loren B. Thompson, an analyst at the Lexington Institute, a research group financed in part by military contractors. “Our capacity to send man-rated rockets into space is at risk.” In a statement in response to Mr. Obama’s April 15 speech at the Kennedy Space Center in Florida outlining his new policy, Boeing emphasized the need for immediate development of a heavy-lift vehicle. “We have the technology and the people to commence development of these vehicles now,” Boeing said. Accelerated development of a deep-space launching vehicle and capsule “could achieve maximum benefit for American tax dollars by drawing on the cutting-edge technology already being developed for the Constellation program,” Boeing said. John M. Logsdon, the former director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, said he had no doubt that NASA would contract for a heavy-lift vehicle sometime in the next few years and that the traditional aerospace companies would get the bulk of this work. “But in the short-term, they stand to lose the contracts for Constellation and all that goes with it,” he said “They are trading contracts in hand for some very uncertain contracts in the future.”
Moreover, the trade- off between Constellation and Obama’s new ‘flexible’ path has numerous economic implications- loss of space assets, economic competitiveness, and the aerospace industry

Newton, Director for Space Policy, Center for System Studies. University of Alabama in Huntsville, 11- (Space Policy: “United States space policy and international partnership.” 7/9/11. https://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/United+States+Space+policy+and+international+partnership+-+newton.pdf [JUNEJA])

One might also mention, under the theme of security, the USA’s ability to access its strategic assets in space. On the civil space side, the ‘gap’ in the government’s ability to access the International Space Station (ISS), a >$70 billion asset, after the Shuttle’s retirement is certainly detrimental from a strategic point of view. The USA will be dependent on the goodwill of international partners until an as-yet-unrealized commercial capability becomes available. However even then, the policy’s lack of support for having an independent federal capability is worrying, for it is tantamount to relying on FedEx without the back-up of a US postal service; or on commercial airlines without alternative military air transport; or on commercial weather forecasting without a National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Agency (NOAA). 2. Will the USA have a stronger political economy? Multiple dimensions need to be considered in answering this question. 2.1. Economic competitiveness US industry holds a minority (about 30e40%) market share of global space services, a situation that may be partially attributed to export control regulations. Triggered by the presidential space policy, the Department of Defense (DoD), in conjunction with the Departments of State and Commerce, has initiated a review of export controls affecting aerospace suppliers on the global market. More expansive reconsideration of export control faces stiff scrutiny in Congress from members loathe to have US technology potentially integrated into weapons systems that could be used against US soldiers. The DoD’s plans for block buys of evolved expendable launch vehicles should also provide a stable revenue stream to support companies becoming more competitive. 2.2. Innovation President Obama’s budget request and Congress’ authorization law support new funding for NASA’s development of ‘gamechanging’ technology. One problem created, however, is that, by proposing cancellation of the Constellation program, the policy removed the near-term destination and overarching architecture that provide the defining requirements for technology development. ‘Flexible path’ approaches and one-off destinations such as an asteroid risk disaggregating the agency’s technology work into a set of sand-boxes that cannot be integrated into subsequent systems development down the line. The historical record is rife with publicly funded technology initiatives that failed to deliver value for the investments made, absent well-defined system requirements. Further, spin-out commercialization of technology developed in the public sector occurs at a low, perhaps even inconsequential, rate; the government is not an effective economic engine. 2.3. Sustainment of national capability The DoD’s acquisition changes portend an improvement in the USA’s ability to sustain its aerospace industrial base. Block buys will create more predictable, higher volume demand for suppliers, intended to help stabilize the workforce. Nevertheless, the ‘greying’ of the aerospace workforce, with more than half eligible for retirement in the next five years, creates continued risk that valuable knowledge will not be transferred to the younger workforce, because opportunities for experience on flight systems are limited. 2.4. Market creation The president’s new policy endeavors to jump-start a private sector-led space transportation market by canceling plans for a government transportation system to deliver cargo and crew to low-Earth orbit and redirecting the funds toward procuring a yettobe developed commercial solution which proponents purport will be more cost-efficient. This decision has its curious origins in a juncture of circumstances: first, the Office of Management and Budget’s drive to downsize the agency; second, ascendant special interests over-anxious for market conditions that do not yet exist and frustrated with a status quo manifested in a mature bureaucracy’s methodical execution. Commercial demand for cargo and crewtransport to low-Earth orbit is currently non-existent, and will be so for the foreseeable future, so it is specious to characterize the government’s paying for system development to meet limited government demand as ‘market creation’. Historically, market creation has occurred when the government’s long-term needs guaranteed a predictable and relatively high-volume of purchases, or when the government served as an anchor tenant, establishing a long-term need for service, rather than serving as an ‘investor of last resort’ to underwrite the entirety of system development because private capital markets will not. Space will only truly be brought into the USA’s economic sphere when some commercially viable enterprise is invented that either serves a stable user-base in space or that uses the resources of low-Earth orbit, the lunar surface, or other destinations. It is worth noting that an international, government lunar base would have constituted one such stable market for logistics and supplies that could have spawned a commercial market. ISS utilization, in contrast, will not require a comparable magnitude or frequency of service.

[AEROSPACE IMPACT]

Solvency

NASA funding critical to aerospace leadership – economy, science, and national security

AIA 9 American Institute of Aeronautics, “NASA Funding Critical to US Leadership in Space” 6/19/2009,  http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/aia_news/2009/nasa_funding_critical_to_us_leadership_in_space/. Herm 

NASA stands front and center as the most visible representation of the U.S. space program and is critical to our country’s future leadership and competitiveness, AIA Vice President of Space Systems J.P. Stevens said Thursday. “Over the last 50 years, space technologies have increasingly become an important part of our nation’s economic, scientific and national security fabric,” Stevens said in testimony to the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. “However, other nations are making rapid advancements, and our leadership in space is no longer guaranteed.” AIA strongly supports the current proposed NASA budget of $18.7 billion, however, Stevens noted that zero growth is budgeted through 2013. "This is a real concern. The Chinese absolutely want to send humans to the moon and are putting in the resources to make it happen,” said Stevens in response to a question. “If we continue to delay our programs, it's quite possible that the Chinese will return to the moon first.”
Funding NASA critical to boost economy

Kosmas, Suzane Kosmas, Member of the US House of Representatives, 09- (“Spaceflight operations and economic Recovery,” 1/23/2009, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2009-01-23/news/myword23kosmas_1_spaceflight-space-operations-economic-recovery [JUNEJA])

One of the keys to job growth and economic recovery is to fully fund NASA so that we can restore funding to science programs, repair hurricane damage and minimize our space-flight gap by extending the shuttle program and accelerating Constellation. Kennedy Space Center is an economic engine for the 24th District as well as the entire state, employing tens of thousands of Floridians. But like many others, KSC and surrounding local businesses are feeling the economic strain. In order to ensure a robust Space Coast economy, we must do all that we can to protect the highly skilled work force at KSC and the small businesses that support the center's operations. Last week, details of the economic recovery package were made public. The initial plan calls for $600 million for NASA's science and aeronautics programs, as well as funding to repair some of the damage caused by natural disasters in 2008. While I applaud this much-needed infusion of funds, I believe it does not go far enough, especially in light of funding shortfalls caused by flat budgets in recent years. That is why I sent a letter to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and House leadership urging an additional $2 billion in the economic stimulus for NASA's exploration systems and space operations. We would be remiss to leave out funding for human space exploration from this recovery package. If the goal of this legislation is to stimulate our economy, support science, and maintain and create highly skilled jobs, there is no better place to dedicate resources than to our human spaceflight program. Small businesses in nearly every state supply NASA programs, employing more than half a million Americans and contributing nearly $100 billion to our economy in 2004 alone. The reach of the space economy is broad, and its contributions are vital to enhancing our nation's economy and technological leadership. Increasing funding for NASA in the recovery package will allow for the extension of our shuttle program and the acceleration of the Constellation program while providing an immediate and long-term economic boost to the 24th District, as well as the rest of Florida and communities across our nation. Minimizing the spaceflight gap will ensure that taxpayer dollars, which would otherwise go to foreign countries to ferry our cargo and astronauts to space, will stay in the United States and drive our economy. In addition, the benefits of NASA's space operations go beyond pure economics. Technologies developed for human spaceflight improve the quality of life for all our citizens and lead to discoveries that enable us to address important issues facing our nation, including developing alternative energy, improving health care, strengthening commerce and communications, and studying and understanding climate change. I will do everything I can to ensure that Kennedy Space Center and our local businesses are protected and given the opportunity to thrive. 
***Obama’s New Plan+Inherency ***
A. New Plan Expensive 

Obama’s New Plan will invest 6 billion until we find a more efficient program 

Todd Halvorson, 10 ‘ Kennedy Space Center Bureau Chief, April 14, 2010, Florida Today                   [Andrew Alvarado]  Armstrong's crewmate Buzz Aldrin, the second man to stand on the moon, has endorsed the proposal, saying it will "allow us to again be pushing the boundaries to achieve new and challenging things beyond Earth."  Obama's plan would extend International Space Station operations through 2020 and direct NASA to invest $6 billion in the development of commercial space taxi services for astronauts traveling to and from the outpost. But it would kill Project Constellation and the Ares rockets and Orion spacecraft NASA has been developing for six years at a cost of more than $9 billion. "It appears that we will have wasted our current $10 -plus billion investment in Constellation and, equally importantly, we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what we have discarded," the former astronauts said. Armstrong, Lovell and Cernan all said the Ares I and Ares V rockets were patterned after the modular concept Werner von Braun employed for developing the Saturn 1B and Saturn V rockets that took American astronauts to the moon. The three raised serious concerns about the idea of shifting the responsibility for designing, developing and operating the rockets and spacecraft flown by U.S. astronauts from NASA to the private sector. "The availability of a commercial transport to orbit as envisioned by the president?s proposal cannot be predicted with any certainty, but is likely to take substantially longer and be more expensive that we would hope," the astronauts said. "Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downward slide to mediocrity," they said. "America must decide if it wishes to remain a leader in space. If it does, we should institute a program which will give us the very best chance of achieving that goal."

B. Counter Productive 

Obama’s “Flexible Path” strategy inefficient – counter-productive

Washington Post 10 (By Joel Achenbach Washington Post Staff Writer Tuesday, February 2, 2010, “NASA's new plan: Technology comes before the destination” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/02/AR2010020201775.html Herm

The dramatic decision by the Obama administration to kill NASA's Constellation program, and with it the plan to send astronauts back to the moon to create a lunar base, has incited controversy across the space industry. It has also create a swarm of uncertainties. The old NASA strategy set a destination first, and developed technology -- rockets and a crew capsule -- to get there. The new strategy calls for pouring billions into space technologies without defining the destination. The idea is to create technological flexibility so that astronauts could potentially visit a variety of locations in the inner solar system, including the moon, near-Earth asteroids and possibly Mars or the moons of Mars. The "Flexible Path" strategy was favored by the advisory panel appointed last year by President Obama to review NASA's options. The NASA administrator, Charles Bolden, a former astronaut appointed by Obama to run the agency, Tuesday denied that NASA's future has become nebulous. "We are now going to have the national debate about where we should be going in space exploration," Bolden said at the National Press Club. "For any of you who think we are abandoning human space flight, I just respectfully disagree. . . . We are not drifting." NASA officials say they want the agency to become an engine of innovation. The Obama budget funnels $6 billion over five years to an effort to create a commercial taxi that would carry astronauts to the international space station. But the budget does not come close to providing the additional $3 billion a year that the advisory panel said NASA needed to create a robust human space flight program. Michael Griffin, who led NASA to the final moment of the Bush administration, and who was the leading champion of the Constellation program, said Tuesday that the agency has never been primarily in the technology development business. "It's a stupid strategy," Griffin said. "You have to decide what it is you want to do, and then you go after the technology required to do it. It is not a productive or efficient strategy to decide that, first, I'm going to develop technology, and then I'll figure out where to use it." 

C. Generic Fails

New strategy fails – empirics 

Handlin, 10 - space writer and college student (Daniel, “Looking For A Silver Bullet”, The Space Review, 5/3, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1619/1) Herm 

The Obama administration has essentially pitched its proposal thus: NASA will say to private companies, “go and produce a working spacecraft, and then we’ll use it”, and then, in effect, sit back and watch. If the company delivers, great; if not, NASA hasn’t lost much. This arrangement sounds great if it could successfully produce reliable, quality products time and time again. But in fact, this approach is frighteningly reminiscent of a process that today causes many in today’s defense industry to shudder: Total System Performance Responsibility (TSPR). TSPR was an idea hatched in the days of the Clinton Administration as part of an attempt to drastically reduce the cost of defense acquisition in the aftermath of the Cold War. The underlying premise behind TSPR was that too much money was being spent on government employees who specialized in defense acquisition and who oversaw defense contracts let to private companies. Instead of relying on government to oversee the development of weapons systems, TSPR had the contractor itself totally responsible for the performance of the system it delivered—hence Total System Performance Responsibility. This is quite reminiscent of what the Obama Administration is proposing; rather than have NASA oversee spacecraft development at each contractor, NASA will simply specify its requirements and then let the private contractors take responsibility for delivering the spacecraft, supposedly precipitating huge economies in cost and time. Except, TSPR did not work. In fact, not only did it not work, but as former Martin Marietta head A. Thomas Young recently stated before the House Science and Technology Committee, “Projects were a disaster and TSPR was judged by all to be a total failure.” In essence, what happened is that the USAF and NRO eliminated many of their key project managers and systems engineers, thereby losing decades of institutional knowledge and memory for systems engineering and management of large-scale space projects. Space projects that were “beneficiaries” of the TSPR approach include the Future Imagery Architecture (which the New York Times called “the most spectacular and expensive failure in the 50-year history of American spy satellite projects”), the NPOESS weather satellite, (whose cost had increased by about $7 billion—more than 100%—since its inception in 1994, and which was cancelled in February) and SBIRS High (which a 2003 DoD report said “could be considered a case study for how not to execute a space program”—and it was only about $1 billion and 33% over budget when that report was written; today it is more than $7.5 billion over budget and nearly a decade behind schedule). 

Obama’s plan leads to unmitigated disasters – empirics 

Handlin, 10 - space writer and college student (Daniel, “Looking For A Silver Bullet”, The Space Review, 5/3, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1619/1) Herm 

President Obama’s space speech on April 15—almost certainly the only space speech he will make during his administration—was full of inspiring rhetoric but quite devoid of detail. The key thrust of the plan, though, involves scrapping the Ares 1/Orion replacement for the Shuttle and substituting a commercially developed vehicle. The premise is that NASA will buy rides on commercially offered spacecraft, and move toward a paradigm closer to buying tickets on an airline to space, rather than acting as an entity that builds an airliner every time it wants to fly. This sounds like a great idea. It seems logical that private industry, free of the bureaucracy and inefficiency of government, could develop spacecraft more cheaply, faster, and for less risk than an “in-house” NASA spacecraft and then offer use of these spacecraft to the government at lower cost than present human launch services. This would be phenomenal for the space industry. But it’s just not that simple. This is not a new idea. The Obama Administration is not the first to suggest the idea of circumventing the government acquisition system by contracting directly with private industry. And the problem is, when variants of this idea have been tried in the past, not only did they not work, but they turned out to be unmitigated disasters. 

D. Kills Econ
The trade- off between Constellation and Obama’s new ‘flexible’ path has numerous economic implications- loss of space assets, economic competitiveness, aerospace industry

Newton, Director for Space Policy, Center for System Studies. University of Alabama in Huntsville, 11- (Space Policy: “United States space policy and international partnership.” 7/9/11. https://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/United+States+Space+policy+and+international+partnership+-+newton.pdf [JUNEJA])

One might also mention, under the theme of security, the USA’s ability to access its strategic assets in space. On the civil space side, the ‘gap’ in the government’s ability to access the International Space Station (ISS), a >$70 billion asset, after the Shuttle’s retirement is certainly detrimental from a strategic point of view. The USA will be dependent on the goodwill of international partners until an as-yet-unrealized commercial capability becomes available. However even then, the policy’s lack of support for having an independent federal capability is worrying, for it is tantamount to relying on FedEx without the back-up of a US postal service; or on commercial airlines without alternative military air transport; or on commercial weather forecasting without a National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Agency (NOAA). 2. Will the USA have a stronger political economy? Multiple dimensions need to be considered in answering this question. 2.1. Economic competitiveness US industry holds a minority (about 30e40%) market share of global space services, a situation that may be partially attributed to export control regulations. Triggered by the presidential space policy, the Department of Defense (DoD), in conjunction with the Departments of State and Commerce, has initiated a review of export controls affecting aerospace suppliers on the global market. More expansive reconsideration of export control faces stiff scrutiny in Congress from members loathe to have US technology potentially integrated into weapons systems that could be used against US soldiers. The DoD’s plans for block buys of evolved expendable launch vehicles should also provide a stable revenue stream to support companies becoming more competitive. 2.2. Innovation President Obama’s budget request and Congress’ authorization law support new funding for NASA’s development of ‘gamechanging’ technology. One problem created, however, is that, by proposing cancellation of the Constellation program, the policy removed the near-term destination and overarching architecture that provide the defining requirements for technology development. ‘Flexible path’ approaches and one-off destinations such as an asteroid risk disaggregating the agency’s technology work into a set of sand-boxes that cannot be integrated into subsequent systems development down the line. The historical record is rife with publicly funded technology initiatives that failed to deliver value for the investments made, absent well-defined system requirements. Further, spin-out commercialization of technology developed in the public sector occurs at a low, perhaps even inconsequential, rate; the government is not an effective economic engine. 2.3. Sustainment of national capability The DoD’s acquisition changes portend an improvement in the USA’s ability to sustain its aerospace industrial base. Block buys will create more predictable, higher volume demand for suppliers, intended to help stabilize the workforce. Nevertheless, the ‘greying’ of the aerospace workforce, with more than half eligible for retirement in the next five years, creates continued risk that valuable knowledge will not be transferred to the younger workforce, because opportunities for experience on flight systems are limited. 2.4. Market creation The president’s new policy endeavors to jump-start a private sector-led space transportation market by canceling plans for a government transportation system to deliver cargo and crew to low-Earth orbit and redirecting the funds toward procuring a yettobe developed commercial solution which proponents purport will be more cost-efficient. This decision has its curious origins in a juncture of circumstances: first, the Office of Management and Budget’s drive to downsize the agency; second, ascendant special interests over-anxious for market conditions that do not yet exist and frustrated with a status quo manifested in a mature bureaucracy’s methodical execution. Commercial demand for cargo and crewtransport to low-Earth orbit is currently non-existent, and will be so for the foreseeable future, so it is specious to characterize the government’s paying for system development to meet limited government demand as ‘market creation’. Historically, market creation has occurred when the government’s long-term needs guaranteed a predictable and relatively high-volume of purchases, or when the government served as an anchor tenant, establishing a long-term need for service, rather than serving as an ‘investor of last resort’ to underwrite the entirety of system development because private capital markets will not. Space will only truly be brought into the USA’s economic sphere when some commercially viable enterprise is invented that either serves a stable user-base in space or that uses the resources of low-Earth orbit, the lunar surface, or other destinations. It is worth noting that an international, government lunar base would have constituted one such stable market for logistics and supplies that could have spawned a commercial market. ISS utilization, in contrast, will not require a comparable magnitude or frequency of service.

E. NASA should Continue 
NASA should continue its funding for Orion 

Ellegood, Space Policy Analyst at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical

University, 10 (March 29, Edward, “Looking forward to Tax Day”, “The

Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1597/1)[Andrew Alvarado]
Orion: The NASA-designed Orion crew capsule is farther along than any other human- carrying vehicle currently under development. Along with other elements of Constellation (like upper-stage engine development), this is one project that should continue. The fact that Florida has invested over $30 million in its development is no small matter, but more important is the fact that this capsule is being developed to support both LEO and beyond- LEO missions, making it a vital part of the Flexible Path exploration plan. The President should announce the resumption of Orion’s development at KSC.

F. New Policy Won’t Go To the Moon

New NSP won’t send us to the Moon 

Phil Plait, 10’  the creator of Bad Astronomy, is an astronomer, lecturer, and author. After ten years working on Hubble Space Telescope and six more working on astronomy education, he struck out on his own as a writer.  http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2010/04/15/obama-lays-out-bold-and-visionary-revised-space-policy/ [Andrew Alvarado]
Part of that desire is for this to have political support and funding to make it possible. Too often, NASA has been told to go do something but not given the money to do it, and that’s a major factor that we’re where we are right now. Obama’s new policy, with one exception, will give NASA what it needs to be visionary again. That one exception — not returning to the Moon — is a strong one for me, and I will see what I can do to get it put back in. I’m just one guy, but I’ll talk to folks and see what trouble I can stir up. In the meantime, I’ll also caution that at this moment, these are just words from the President. Good words, and hopeful ones, but just words. It will take deeds to see this through: a clear plan by the White House, cooperation from Congress, and a commitment from NASA to see this policy through. If those things can happen, then for NASA, for America, and for humanity, then the sky is no longer the limit.

***Leadership Advantage ***

A. Canceling the constellation Bad for Leadership
Canceling the Constellation program would put us behind in Space Leadership 

Todd Halvorson, 10 ‘ Kennedy Space Center Bureau Chief, April 14, 2010, Florida Today [Andrew Alvarado]  CAPE CANAVERAL — President Barack Obama's plans for NASA could be "devastating" to the U.S. human space flight program and "destines our nation to become one of second- or even third-rate stature," three American astronaut heroes said Tuesday. Neil Armstrong, who rarely makes public comments, was the first human to set foot on the moon. Jim Lovell commanded the famous Apollo 13 flight — an aborted moon mission. And Apollo 17 commander Gene Cernan remains the last human to walk on the lunar surface. In a statement e-mailed to longtime NBC space correspondent Jay Barbree of Merritt Island, all three took exception with Obama's plan to cancel NASA?s return-to-the-moon program, dubbed Project Constellation. They said Obama's plan to shift the responsibility for launching U.S. astronauts from NASA to commercial companies would be a mistake and likely would take "substantially longer and be more expensive than we would hope." "To be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second- or even third-rate stature," the three said. The statement came just two days before Obama is scheduled to visit Kennedy Space Center to explain his vision for NASA. 

Canceling the Constellation killed Space Leadership 

Dinerman 2010, Taylor, Space Review Columist, has written on space and defense issues for the Wall Street Journal, National Review, Ad Astra, Space Society and Space News; Senior Editor at the Hudson Institute, consultatnt for the DOD, “The Collapse of NASA?” Hudson New York, June 9,  http://www.hudson-ny.org/1366/the-collapse-of-nasa                                     [Andrew Alvarado] The attempt to kill George W. Bush's Constellation Program has thrown NASA and the US space industry into chaos. If the next human to set foot on the Moon is not a US astronaut, that change will be seen by the rest of the world as a major humiliation for this country. Those who say, "Been there, done that" will be answered with, "Can't go there, can't do that." In his testimony at the May 12th hearing, former astronaut Neil Armstrong said, "If the leadership we have acquired through our investment is allowed to simply fade away, other nations will surely step in where we have faltered. I do not believe that this would be in our best interest." Although the Constellation Program may have been modestly underfunded, it was based on technological and political reality. The new "Obama Program," however, currently proposed as a substitute for the Constellation, recommend a "flexible path" to human space exploration, yet provides no solid goals or timelines, and only a few vague promises that, with "game changing technology," NASA will someday be able to visit an asteroid or, in the very long term, send people to the moons of Mars. It is, as Apollo Astronaut Gene Cernan before a US Senate Committee on May 12th put it, "a travesty which flows against the grain of over 200 years of our history." The proposal is also based on the idea that the US cannot be the world's leader in space technology. It must now seek to subordinate its space ambitions to the international community. Even to the extent of killing off large segments of the space industry.

Leadership declining now – cancellation of the constellation program

Elizabeth Newton and Michael Griffin Center for System Studies, University of Alabama 11

Space Policy, “United States space policy and international partnership,” 1/8/2011 [Lockwood]

3. Will the USA have more influence on the world stage? 3.1. Perceptions of style President Obama’s 2010 policy is notable for the shift over the 2006 version, which most agree to be more a stylistic change of tone, rather than one of substance. The messages conveying the need for multilateral action are likely to be welcome to external audiences’ ears and suggest a more consultative approach. That said, the cancellation of the Constellation program was done without prior notice or consultation with international partners, and much of the debate on the subject has centered on the domestic repercussions of the decision, not the impact on the partners. There is evidently a mismatch between intent and such unilateralist actions. 3.2. Perceptions of reliability as a partner The president’s request and congressional authorization for continued funding of the ISS’s operations delivers on commitments made to international partners beginning in the mid-1980s when the program was conceived. However, without a successor system to the Shuttle, the USA has abrogated intergovernmental agreements to provide crew and cargo transportation, and crew rescue, as partial compensation for partner investments in the ISS’s infrastructure and operations. Reliance on the Russian Soyuz for limited down-mass cargo transport seriously inhibits the value that can be realized from ISS utilization until a commercial solution is available. In addition, the USA’s unilateral abandonment of the Moon as a near-term destination shakes partners’ political support for their exploration plans, some of which were carefully premised on US intentions, and more than five years of collaborative development of lunar base plans. 3.3. Leadership The USA is a majority funder for many space programs and is a technology leader, two features which have provided sufficient motivation for partners to accept US leadership, even when unfortunately high-handed. It is a stunning failure of political will to lack a successor system to the retiring Space Shuttle, and so the US cedes leadership in human spaceflight with its inability to access the ISS independently, for itself or for its partners, until a new commercial capability has been demonstrated. The USA further relinquishes leadership when abandoning years of work on strategic planning and guidance, the evaluation of alternatives, and orchestration of diverse but important contributions that were manifested in the Global Exploration Strategy. Sudden redirections without consultation are not hallmarks of leadership and will no doubt motivate partners to do more unilateral planning and execution, at least for a while. Finally, leadership in the future is at risk: how can the USA hope to influence outcomes and protect interests e strategic, commercial, and cultural e on the Moon if it is not present? 4. Conclusion Is the USA better off with the new (emerging) space policy? In some areas, yes, in some, no; and in some, it is too early to tell. In human spaceflight chronic under-funding and a political failure to persist toward goals have engendered a repetitive and distasteful cycle of churn that in the long haul is more expensive than if a plan had been committed to and executed. Policy changes on some fronts will be celebrated by international partners and rued on other fronts, where continued interdependence will be approached cautiously. We should be diligent in monitoring whether the risks and time-delays created by policy change are proven to be worth the benefits, that is, we need to create a ‘closed loop’ on the system, to gauge regularly and systematically whether we are achieving what we want. A vision of American excellence and leadership in security, political economy, and influence provides a framework for this evaluation and for the goals that we set for ourselves. While accountability and data are not beloved in the political process, we will not be able to move beyond debates that the majority of Americans view as arcane, unless we zero in on data-driven evaluations of policy’s performance. Magical thinking might make for good politics, but it makes poor policy.

Cancellation of the Constellation Program leads to massive job cuts and surrenders leadership in space

Sam Gustin Masters from Columbia school of journalism and winner of the New York Press Award, 11. “Senators Blast Obama’s Plan to Scrap Moon Mission” from Daily Finance http://www.dailyfinance.com/2010/02/02/senators-blast-obamas-plan-to-scrap-moon-mission/ Herm
Critics of Obama's plan -- particularly those in Congress who have delivered influential space constituencies -- unloaded on the president's decision. Sen. Richard Shelby, the Alabama Republican and ranking member of the Senate subcommittee with jurisdiction over NASA, said the budget "begins the death march for the future of U.S. human space flight." Alabama is home to NASA's Marshall Space Center, which is developing two key Constellation launch vehicles, Ares I and Ares V. "We cannot continue to coddle the dreams of rocket hobbyists and so-called 'commercial' providers who claim the future of U.S. human space flight can be achieved faster and cheaper than Constellation," Shelby said in a statement. Sen. Orrin Hatch, the powerful Utah Republican, said the Obama budget means the U.S. is "poised to send NASA back to the pre-Sputnik era by seriously damaging our nation's manned space flight capacity." 'Thousands Of Jobs At Risk' "It is ironic that as Space Shuttle launches draw to a close, the Obama administration wants to let the curtain fall on the federal government's ability to launch astronauts into space by canceling the Constellation project and thus surrendering the U.S.'s leadership role in space exploration," Hatch said in a statement, adding that "this budget proposal puts thousands of jobs at risk for Utahns who are working on the Ares I rocket." Utah is home to Alliant Techsystems, commonly known as ATK, which calls itself "the world's top producer of solid rocket propulsion systems," and has been building the Ares ships, among other key Constellation components. "It is not clear why at this time the nation would consider abandoning a program of such historic promise and capability -- with so much invested," ATK said in a statement. Utah's other senator, Republican Bob Bennett, said a statement cited by The Salt Lake Tribune that ending the Constellation project, "will devastate our industrial base, put us at a global competitive disadvantage, and cost us thousands of high-paying jobs in Utah at a time when we can least afford it." 

Obama plan decks leadership and destroy 20,000 private sector jobs (REP UTAH!!!!!)

Bishop 10 Rob Bishop, Congressional Representative from Utah, 2/25/2010, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html?pg=1 Herm

The president's proposals for NASA will, however, destroy U.S. leadership in space exploration. Russia and China will control space. Instead of sending 40 or so American astronauts to space each year, we will end up sending four or five. And they will essentially be trying to hitch a ride on a Russian or Chinese rocket. The Obama plan will also destroy 20,000 private sector jobs, if not more. By my estimation, we stand to lose around 2,000 jobs right here in Utah — a complete contradiction to an administration that say jobs are the priority. And these aren't minimum wage jobs. They are high-skilled jobs in science, math and engineering. This seems hypocritical from an administration that says it wants to encourage kids to take science, math and engineering classes.

Cancellation of constellation compromises our space leadership

Armstrong et al, Apollo 11 Commander, also signed by James Lovell and Eugene Cernan, other Apollo astronauts, 11- (Neil, Open letter to the Obama Administration, 4/13,

http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/36470363/ns/nightly_news/ [JUNEJA]) 

The United States entered into the challenge of space exploration under President Eisenhower’s first term, however, it was the Soviet Union who excelled in those early years. Under the bold vision of Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon, and with the overwhelming approval of the American people, we rapidly closed the gap in the final third; of the 20th century, and became the world leader in space exploration. America’s space accomplishments earned the respect and admiration of the world. Science probes were unlocking the secrets of the cosmos; space technology was providing instantaneous worldwide communication; orbital sentinels were helping man understand the vagaries of nature. Above all else, the people around the world were inspired by the human exploration of space and the expanding of man’s frontier. It suggested that what had been thought to be impossible was now within reach. Students were inspired to prepare themselves to be a part of this new age. No government program in modern history has been so effective in motivating the young to do “what has never been done before.” World leadership in space was not achieved easily. In the first half-century of the space age, our country made a significant financial investment, thousands of Americans dedicated themselves to the effort, and some gave their lives to achieve the dream of a nation. In the latter part of the first half century of the space age, Americans and their international partners focused primarily on exploiting the near frontiers of space with the Space Shuttle and the International Space Station. As a result of the tragic loss of the Space Shuttle Columbia in 2003, it was concluded that our space policy required a new strategic vision. Extensive studies and analysis led to this new mandate: meet our existing commitments, return to our exploration roots, return to the moon, and prepare to venture further outward to the asteroids and to Mars. The program was named "Constellation." In the ensuing years, this plan was endorsed by two Presidents of different parties and approved by both Democratic and Republican congresses. The Columbia Accident Board had given NASA a number of recommendations fundamental to the Constellation architecture which were duly incorporated. The Ares rocket family was patterned after the Von Braun Modular concept so essential to the success of the Saturn 1B and the Saturn 5. A number of components in the Ares 1 rocket would become the foundation of the very large heavy lift Ares V, thus reducing the total development costs substantially. After the Ares 1 becomes operational, the only major new components necessary for the Ares V would be the larger propellant tanks to support the heavy lift requirements. The design and the production of the flight components and infrastructure to implement this vision was well underway. Detailed planning of all the major sectors of the program had begun. Enthusiasm within NASA and throughout the country was very high. When President Obama recently released his budget for NASA, he proposed a slight increase in total funding, substantial research and technology development, an extension of the International Space Station operation until 2020, long range planning for a new but undefined heavy lift rocket and significant funding for the development of commercial access to low earth orbit. Although some of these proposals have merit, the accompanying decision to cancel the Constellation program, its Ares 1 and Ares V rockets, and the Orion spacecraft, is devastating. America’s only path to low Earth orbit and the International Space Station will now be subject to an agreement with Russia to purchase space on their Soyuz (at a price of over 50 million dollars per seat with significant increases expected in the near future) until we have the capacity to provide transportation for ourselves. The availability of a commercial transport to orbit as envisioned in the President’s proposal cannot be predicted with any certainty, but is likely to take substantially longer and be more expensive than we would hope. It appears that we will have wasted our current $10-plus billion investment in Constellation and, equally importantly, we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded. For The United States, the leading space faring nation for nearly half a century, to be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second or even third rate stature. While the President's plan envisages humans traveling away from Earth and perhaps toward Mars at some time in the future, the lack of developed rockets and spacecraft will assure that ability will not be available for many years. Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downhill slide to mediocrity. America must decide if it wishes to remain a leader in space. If it does, we should institute a program which will give us the very best chance of achieving that goal. 

Loss of Constellation shuttle program makes current hegemony and future hegemonic erosion inevitable- space assets and global competition

Newton, Director for Space Policy, Center for System Studies. University of Alabama in Huntsville, 11- (Space Policy: “United States space policy and international partnership.” 7/9/11. https://ddw11.wikispaces.com/file/view/United+States+Space+policy+and+international+partnership+-+newton.pdf [JUNEJA])

3. Will the USA have more influence on the world stage? 3.1. Perceptions of style President Obama’s 2010 policy is notable for the shift over the 2006 version, which most agree to be more a stylistic change of tone, rather than one of substance. The messages conveying the  need for multilateral action are likely to be welcome to external audiences’ ears and suggest a more consultative approach. That said, the cancellation of the Constellation program was done without prior notice or consultation with international partners, and much of the debate on the subject has centered on the domestic repercussions of the decision, not the impact on the partners. There is evidently a mismatch between intent and such unilateralist actions. 3.2. Perceptions of reliability as a partner The president’s request and congressional authorization for continued funding of the ISS’s operations delivers on commitments made to international partners beginning in the mid-1980s when the program was conceived. However, without a successor system to the Shuttle, the USA has abrogated intergovernmental agreements to provide crew and cargo transportation, and crew rescue, as partial compensation for partner investments in the ISS’s infrastructure and operations. Reliance on the Russian Soyuz for limited down-mass cargo transport seriously inhibits the value that can be realized from ISS utilization until a commercial solution is available. In addition, the USA’s unilateral abandonment of the Moon as a near-term destination shakes partners’ political support for their exploration plans, some of which were carefully premised on US intentions, and more than five years of collaborative development of lunar base plans. 3.3. Leadership The USA is a majority funder for many space programs and is a technology leader, two features which have provided sufficient motivation for partners to accept US leadership, even when unfortunately high-handed. It is a stunning failure of political will to lack a successor system to the retiring Space Shuttle, and so the US cedes leadership in human spaceflight with its inability to access the ISS independently, for itself or for its partners, until a new commercial capability has been demonstrated. The USA further relinquishes leadership when abandoning years of work on strategic planning and guidance, the evaluation of alternatives, and orchestration of diverse but important contributions that were manifested in the Global Exploration Strategy. Sudden redirections without consultation are not hallmarks of leadership and will no doubt motivate partners to do more unilateral planning and execution, at least for a while. Finally, leadership in the future is at risk: how can the USA hope to influence outcomes and protect interests e strategic, commercial, and cultural e on the Moon if it is not present?

Canceling the Constellation program would put us behind in Space Leadership 

Todd Halvorson, 10 ‘ Kennedy Space Center Bureau Chief, April 14, 2010, Florida Today [Andrew Alvarado]  CAPE CANAVERAL — President Barack Obama's plans for NASA could be "devastating" to the U.S. human space flight program and "destines our nation to become one of second- or even third-rate stature," three American astronaut heroes said Tuesday. Neil Armstrong, who rarely makes public comments, was the first human to set foot on the moon. Jim Lovell commanded the famous Apollo 13 flight — an aborted moon mission. And Apollo 17 commander Gene Cernan remains the last human to walk on the lunar surface. In a statement e-mailed to longtime NBC space correspondent Jay Barbree of Merritt Island, all three took exception with Obama's plan to cancel NASA?s return-to-the-moon program, dubbed Project Constellation. They said Obama's plan to shift the responsibility for launching U.S. astronauts from NASA to commercial companies would be a mistake and likely would take "substantially longer and be more expensive than we would hope." "To be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second- or even third-rate stature," the three said. The statement came just two days before Obama is scheduled to visit Kennedy Space Center to explain his vision for NASA.
B. Us leadership On the Brink/ Must Act
U.S Space Leadership is on the Brink - 

Alex Hannaford 11’ , Writer, author, journalist, June 17, 2011, The Sunday Telegraph/ The Ottawa Citizen [Andrew Alvarado] HOUSTON — Jake Stanfill will never forget the day his parents took him down to the beach at Sebastian Inlet, Florida. It was April 12, 1981 and he was 11 years old. Sixty-five-or-so kilometres up the coast, but clearly visible to the Stanfills and their friends who had gathered on the warm sands and were now looking skyward, the space shuttle Columbia was preparing for liftoff. It was a clear day and, as a vertical plume of bright white smoke shot heavenward, the young Jake — one of thousands of spectators who witnessed the launch — watched the shuttle roll over on its back and then separate from its boosters. He turned to his parents. “Tears were streaming down their faces with pride,” he says. “It was then I realized we were on the cusp of something the world had never seen.” On Friday, July 8 — just over 30 years on from that inaugural launch — Chris Ferguson, Rex Walheim, Sandy Magnus and Doug Hurley will suit up and climb into the space shuttle Atlantis bound for the International Space Station (ISS). The foursome will make history as the last crew ever to fly a NASA space shuttle mission. The significance of this final flight is not lost on the international space community, or on the astronauts themselves. The spacecraft is, in the words of Sandy Magnus, the only woman on board that final Atlantis mission, “the most unique vehicle that human beings have ever built.” Columbia’s first trip into orbit, which launched the shuttle program, quickly became a symbol of U.S. power and dominance. It was a middle finger to Russian premier Konstantin Chernenko at a time when president Ronald Reagan was imposing diplomatic and economic pressure on the Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War. A statement by Reagan, read to Columbia’s crew, said: “You go forward this morning in a daring enterprise and you take the hopes and prayers of all Americans with you. As you hurtle from Earth in a craft unlike anything ever constructed, you will do so in a feat of American technology and American will.” “Did it blow people’s minds? Certainly,” says Valerie Neal, a curator of human space history at the Smithsonian Museum in Washington. “It was an awesome achievement — something people took great pride in. This technology held the promise of space flight becoming routine, and simply by looking like an aircraft, it was easy to extrapolate that it could operate like airplanes operate and that some day, ordinary people could go into space as well. In that early ’80s flush of optimism, this was the way of the future.” The shuttle program was the result of a decision by president Richard Nixon’s administration to shut down the Apollo program to reduce federal spending. “People were not impressed with that,” says John Logsdon, a professor, author of several books about manned space flight and a NASA advisory council committee member. “We couldn’t give up after Apollo. We’d already demonstrated leadership in getting people to the moon, so it was ours to keep or to lose. One of the main reasons the Nixon White House gave approval for the shuttle program was to carry on with the impression — and reality — of American leadership in space.” The shuttle was cheaper than Apollo and would allow routine, low-cost access to Earth’s orbit. To be successful, though, it would need to run like a commercial airline and make weekly flights. But although politicians, scientists and even astronauts saw the shuttle largely in terms of its cost-effectiveness, the public saw it rather differently, their imaginations fired by a craft that embodied the magic of space exploration. Unlike the crafts that came before it, the shuttle could make repeat missions, thanks to advanced technology developed by NASA. “When you re-enter (the Earth’s atmosphere) in a capsule,” Magnus says, “you basically put some ablative material on the bottom of it and the protective coating just burns away; there’s nothing fancy going on there. But with the shuttle, you can’t have a wing that burns away.” So a heat shield made up of special thermal tiles was developed using material processes that are still considered cutting-edge 30 years later. Many missions on from that first flight, it’s easy to forget what an incredible thing it is. The spacecraft is being retired because of doubts about safety and because it’s never come close to flying the 50 missions a year that NASA envisaged. (It has never flown more than nine.) But, says Magnus, the shuttle has a multitude of achievements to its name. “It has repaired satellites; it’s deployed satellites; it’s done science missions and astronomy missions; it has allowed for the assembly of the space station. And one of the unique things that it can also do is bring stuff back. We’ve never had that capability before and nor will we in the near future.” Over the past three decades, the shuttle has also launched the Hubble Space Telescope (and fixed it four times) and repaired orbiting spacecraft. Shuttle technology has been used in artificial hearts, home insulation, landmine removal, and prosthetic limbs. An experiment on roses aboard the Columbia even resulted in a new smell used in fragrances. On its final mission, Atlantis will be taking along a cargo carrier with food, clothing, science equipment and spare parts. And when it returns from the ISS, this celestial workhorse’s final cargo will be a broken pump the size of a small shed. It too is to be scrapped. The status of NASA’s last shuttle mission had been a matter of conjecture. Endeavour was to become the last shuttle when it left Cape Canaveral on May 16, but the space agency had enough funding to launch one more in order to transport more supplies to the ISS. Almost a year ago, reports said Atlantis had just made its final landing after 25 years, 32 flights and more than 120 million miles. “The legacy of Atlantis is now in the history books,” a NASA commentator announced. His eulogy was premature. Nevertheless, as it ends its shuttle program, NASA finds itself at a crossroads. A period of uncertainty now looms over the future of manned U.S. space flight. The organization is retiring what some feel is a perfectly operational vehicle in favour of … what? Nothing has been readied to replace it. 

America has shifted away from its traditional leadership role in space

Stone 2011, Christopher, policy analyst and strategist, “American leadership in space: leadership through capability,” The Space Review, Mar. 15,
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.

America must engage itself in space before other countries take the lead

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
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.

America has showed signs of dependence on other countries in space

Air Force Association, accessed June 27, 2011, “Cancellation of NASA’s Constellation Program”, http://www.afa.org/edop/2010/nasas_constellation_program.asp, originally published 2010
One can argue the scientific merit of manned exploration of the moon, asteroids, and perhaps Mars. There are certainly other ways of doing at least some of that exploration. But what cannot be argued is the intangible value of demonstrating a technological capability that is a part of a portfolio of capabilities that translate into a position of leadership around the world. We know that the U.S. is not the only country that has (or had, in our case) aspirations of manned exploration missions on the moon. What is clear from President Obama’s decision is that the next human to set foot there will not be American. The Constellation cancellation also means that, once the Shuttle is retired this year, we will no longer have a governmental capability to place astronauts in orbit around the earth or beyond. Instead, we will rely on the Russians to provide transportation to the International Space Station (ISS.) By agreement, that is a U.S. responsibility, which means we will be paying the Russians for that service. Relying on another country for this service, particularly one with which we do not always see eye-to-eye, carries a degree of risk. NASA also has plans to fund commercial U.S. firms to develop the capability to safely transport cargo and humans to and from the ISS. Whether that can actually be achieved and when it can be achieved are subjects of debate at this point, and the costs of those services are highly speculative at best. The bottom line is that there is no shortage of risk with either the Russian or the commercial option.

C. Constellation Key To Leadership
Constellation solves leadership – Competitors 

Frank Wolf House of Representatives – Appropriations committee 10

Space News, “Don’t Forsake US Leadership in Space” 4/25/2010 http://spacenews.com/commentaries/100425-dont-forsake-leadership-space.html [Lockwood]

Space exploration has been the guiding star of American innovation. The Mercury, Gemini, Apollo and shuttle programs have rallied generations of Americans to devote their careers to science and engineering, and NASA’s achievements in exploration and manned spaceflight have rallied our nation in a way that no other federal program — aside from our armed services — can. Yet today our country stands at a crossroad in the future of U.S. leadership in space. President Barack Obama’s 2011 budget proposal not only scraps the Constellation program but radically scales back U.S. ambition, access, control and exploration in space. Once we forsake these opportunities, it will be very hard to win them back. As Apollo astronauts Neil Armstrong, Jim Lovell and Gene Cernan noted on the eve of the president’s recent speech at Kennedy Space Center, Fla.: “For The United States, the leading space faring nation for nearly half a century, to be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second or even third rate stature.” In terms of national security and global leadership, the White House’s budget plan all but abdicates U.S. leadership in exploration and manned spaceflight at a time when other countries, such as China and Russia, are turning to space programs to drive innovation and promote economic growth. Last month, China Daily reported that China is accelerating its manned spaceflight development while the U.S. cuts back. According to Bao Weimin with the Chinese Academy of Sciences, “A moon landing program is very necessary, because it could drive the country’s scientific and technological development.” In a recent special advertising section in The Washington Post, the Russian government boasted of its renewed commitment to human spaceflight and exploration. Noting the White House’s recent budget proposal, the piece said, “NASA has long spent more money on more programs than Russia’s space agency. But President Barack Obama has slashed NASA’s dreams of going to the moon again. … At the same time, the Russian space industry is feeling the warm glow of state backing once again. There has been concerted investment in recent years, an investment that fits in well with the [Vladimir] Putin doctrine of trying to restore Russian pride through capacity.” Manned spaceflight and exploration are one of the last remaining fields in which the United States maintains an undeniable competitive advantage over other nations. To walk away is shortsighted and irresponsible. Our global competitors have no intention of scaling back their ambitions in space. James A. Lewis with the Center for Strategic and International Studies recently said that the Obama administration’s proposal is “a confirmation of America’s decline.” The 2011 budget proposal guarantees that the United States will be grounded for the next decade while gambling all of our exploration money on unproven research-and-development experiments. Although I am an ardent supporter of federal R&D investments, I believe it is unacceptable that the administration would gamble our entire space exploration program for the next five years on research. The dirty little secret of this budget proposal is that it all but ensures that the United States will not have an exploration system for at least two decades. That is a fundamental abdication of U.S. leadership in space — no matter how much the administration tries to dress it up. Our international competitors are not slowing down, and neither should we.

Constellation key to economy and space leadership 

Ken Kremer, Staff writer for USA Today, 10
“Obama Made Mistake Cancelling NASAs Constellation; Sen. Bill Nelson”, March 20 2010, http://www.universetoday.com/60294/obama-made-mistake-cancelling-nasas-constellation-sen-bill-nelson/, [Zheng] 
 “The President made a mistake,” said Sen. Bill Nelson (D) of Florida in referring to President Barack Obama’s recent decision to completely terminate Project Constellation from the 2011 NASA Budget. “Because that is the perception. That he killed the space program.” “I know him [Obama] to be a vigorous supporter of the manned space program”, Nelson added. “But he certainly has not given that impression. The President is going to have to prove that when he comes here on April 15,” said Nelson. He was referring to the upcoming “Space Summit” scheduled to take place at or near the Kennedy Space Center on April 15. “The President made a mistake” in cancelling Project Constellation says Florida Sen. Bill Nelson. Constellation was the designated human spaceflight successor program to the Space Shuttle program which is currently planned to shut down by the end of 2010. Comprised of the Ares 1 and Ares 5 booster rockets and Orion manned capsules, Constellation would have sent humans flying to exciting destinations of exploration beyond low earth orbit for the first time since the Apollo lunar landings ended in 1972. The ambitious targets included the Moon, Mars, Asteroids and Beyond. Sen. Nelson made his remarks on March 19 at a public space forum co-hosted by Brevard Community College in Cocoa, Florida, which is the local college located only a few miles distant from KSC and also by the local newspaper Florida Today. Nelson was joined by KSC Director Bob Cabana, a former astronaut who flew 4 space shuttle missions. Over 100 residents attended the space forum. Up to 9000 workers at the Kennedy Space Center (KSC) are fearful of swiftly losing their jobs and livelihoods in the aftermath of the imminent dual cancellation of the Shuttle and Constellation programs. Tens of thousands more jobs will be extinguished as well in other states across the US. “By saying they were cancelling the Constellation program, the perception is that the President is killing the manned space program”. “The President made a mistake. He made a mistake because he did not stand up and lay out his budget for the space program and outline what his goal is, which is Mars, and how we should go about getting there for the space program. The President should have used the word restructure not cancel with regard to Constellation”. President Obama’s cancellation of Project Constellation has been vigorously criticized by key members of both houses of the US Congress, including Democrats and Republicans, since the moment that word first leaked of the Presidents decision to kill the moon program announced by President George Bush in 2004. Many political and industry leaders have harshly labeled this decision as an “Abdication of US Leadership in Space”, which amounts to nothing less than a “US Space Surrender” that will begin the “Death March of US Human Spaceflight”. They also fear that the massive job cuts will result in catastrophic devastation to the local effected economies as well as a swift erosion of the science and technology base across America. “This is a tough time for our people because they are facing dislocation and the loss of jobs in a terrible time which is an economic recession”, explains Nelson. 

American leadership in space would speak to the strength of the nation

Stone 2011, Christopher, policy analyst and strategist, “American leadership in space: leadership through capability,” The Space Review, Mar. 15,
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”.

Constellation’s flight capabilities critical to U.S. leadership –absent this, other countries will rush to fill creating a destabilizing and adverse effect

Schmitt, Former U.S. Senator, Aerospace consultant and advisor and Former Chair NASA Advisory Council, 9-(Harrison, “Liberty and Space

Leadership,” http://www.spacenews.com/commentaries/liberty-and-space-leadership.html) 

The Apollo 11 40th anniversary celebrations and the confirmation of Charles Bolton as the new NASA administrator has not removed the morale-bending cloud of uncertainty created by the inaction of the current administration relative to space policy. The lack of initiative by President Barack Obama indicates that he does not understand the role space plays in the future of the United States and of liberty. Between 2005 and 2008, the NASA Advisory Council continuously reviewed all aspects of the Constellation Program under then-President George W. Bush. The Council’s conclusion can be summarized as follows: Constellation constitutes an extremely important, technically well-conceived, highly challenging, and grossly underfunded effort to return Americans to deep space, including eventual flights to Mars. By lack of congressional and Bush administration action, however, Constellation not only never received the administration’s promised funding but was required: 1) to continue the construction of the international space station (ISS), which was badly underbudgeted by the NASA administrator, the Office of Management and Budget, and ultimately the Congress, prior to Mike Griffin’s tenure at NASA; 2) to accommodate numerous major overruns in the Science programs, which are largely protected from major revision or cancellation by congressional interests; 3) to manage the agency without hire and fire authority, which is particularly devastating to the essential hiring of young engineers; and 4) to eat the redirection and inflation-related costs of several Continuing Resolutions. Whatever course is set by the new administration, these four fundamental restrictions to success must be eliminated or the risk of program failure and of loss of future missions and crews will reach unacceptable levels. In spite of these difficulties, history tells us that an aggressive program to return Americans to deep space, initially the Moon and then to Mars, must form an essential component of national policy. Americans would find it unacceptable, as well as devastating to human liberty, if we abandon leadership in deep space to the Chinese, Europe or any other nation or group of nations. Potentially equally devastating would be loss of access to the energy resources of the Moon as fossil fuels diminish on Earth. In the harsh light of history, it is frightening to contemplate the long-term, totally adverse consequences to the standing of the United States in modern civilization of a decision to abandon deep space. What, then, should be the focus of national space policy in order to maintain leadership in deep space? Some propose that we concentrate only on Mars. Without the experience of returning to the Moon, however, we will not have the engineering or physiological insight for many decades to either fly to Mars or land there. Others suggest going to an asteroid. As important as asteroid diversion from a collision with the Earth someday may be, just going there is hardly a stimulating policy initiative, and it is a capability that comes automatically with a return to the Moon. Returning to the Moon and to deep space constitutes the right course for the United States. Human exploration of space embodies basic instincts — the exercise of freedom, betterment of one’s conditions and curiosity about nature. These instincts have been manifested in desires for new homelands, trade and knowledge. For Americans particularly, such instincts lie at the very core of our unique and special society of immigrants. Over the last 150,000 years or more, human exploration of Earth has yielded new homes, livelihoods, know how and resources as well as improved standards of living and increased family security. In historical times, governments have directly and indirectly played a role in encouraging exploration efforts. Private groups and individuals often have taken additional initiatives to explore newly discovered or newly accessible lands and seas. Based on their specific historical experience, Americans can expect that the benefits sought and won in the past also will flow from their return to the Moon, future exploration of Mars and the long reach beyond. To realize such benefits, however, Americans must continue as the leader of human activities in space. With a permanent resumption of the exploration of deep space, one thing is certain: Our efforts will be comparable to those of our ancestors as they migrated out of Africa and into a global habitat. Further, a permanent human presence away from Earth provides another opportunity for the expansion of free institutions, with all their attendant rewards, as humans face new situations and new individual and societal challenges. The competitve international venue remains at the Moon. Returning there now meets the requirements for a U.S. space policy that maintains deep space leadership, as well as providing major new scientific returns and opportunities. Properly conceived and implemented, however, returning to the Moon prepares the way for a new generation to go to Mars. The current Constellation Program contains most of the technical elements necessary to implement a policy of deep space leadership, particularly development of a heavy-lift launch vehicle, the Ares 5. In addition, Constellation includes a large upper stage for transfer to the Moon and other destinations, two well-conceived spacecraft for transport and landing of crews on the lunar surface, strong concepts for exploration and lunar surface systems, and enthusiastic engineers and managers to make it happen if adequately supported. The one major missing component of a coherent and sustaining architecture may be a well-developed concept for in-space refueling of spacecraft and upper rocket stages. The experience base for developing in-space refueling capabilities clearly exists based on a variety of past activities, including ISS construction. Again, if we abandon leadership in deep space to any other nation or group of nations, particularly a non-democratic regime, the ability for the United States and its allies to protect themselves and liberty for the world will be at great risk and potentially impossible. To others would accrue the benefits — psychological, political, economic and scientific — that the United States harvested as a consequence of Apollo’s success 40 years ago. This lesson has not been lost on our ideological and economic competitors. American leadership absent from space? Is this the future we wish for our progeny? 

Loss of launcher capability underscores our space leadership, spilling over to overall U.S dominance

Stout 09-(“U.S. Space Leadership: Reverting to the Mean?” October 29, 2009. http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nssc/op-ed/american_spacepower_reverting_to_the_mean.pdf [JUNEJA])

The phrase „reverting to the mean‟ is often used in the financial industry to address the nearly inevitable likelihood that a fund or stock‟s spectacular success over the long term (think ponzischeme king Bernie Madoff) is simply unsustainable. Reverting to the mean is viewed with such certainty it is sometimes linked two other high-probability events, death and taxes. But just what causes something to revert to the mean? Often it‟s because of changed conditions like market competition, consumer preferences, or government intervention (which itself is capable of pulling a company‟s returns back to earth or conversely, back from Chapter 11). Gaming is another great example of reverting to the mean: think about how many people had to lose money so that guy shilling for the gambling house on the radio could say “I won a hunnert fiftysix thousand dollars and you can be a winner too.” For some time, U.S. space programs have been reverting towards the mean. Ok, while there really isn‟t a real mean for space programs, the general idea is relative to the U.S., others are catching up, and relative to these others, the United States is not nearly as dominant as it has been. This seems to be especially true regarding the United States as a space launching nation. Need proof? Let‟s see--China now has a serious commercial space program and a robust manned space flight effort as well. When they get their heavy lift Long March 5 on line in 2014, they‟ll be capable of launching a wide variety of very heavy payloads including up to 55000 pounds to a low earth orbit, as well as to geosynchronous orbit and beyond. Russia? They possess the know-how behind the amazing RD-180 engines and some exceedingly mature space launch systems. Besides the space shuttle, the Russian Soyuz and Proton systems provide rides to the International Space Station. Arianespace? That French-led endeavor, along with its nine other European partners, are probably pretty happy with the Ariane 5‟s 32 consecutive successful launches. How about some other space launching nations that few seldom think of like India, Japan, and Iran? So far, indigenous South and North Korean space programs have only been suborbital…so far. Reverting to the mean for U.S. human space flight isn‟t too bothersome--unless you‟re NASA-as the value of manned space flight is basically a spectacular stunt, kind of like a grizzly bear dunking a basketball. First you say “Wow!” Then you say “Weird.” Next, it‟s “Are you going to eat the rest of that hot dog?” Finally you say “Why is that bear dunking a basketball anyway?” From a military perspective however, a loss of U.S. space launch leadership is more problematic: space launch is that necessary first enabler for all other operations in the space domain, such as the traditional unmanned space missions of providing ISR, communications, weather, and GPS that not only enable the U.S. military but are also thoroughly intertwined with our economy. Just as the United States has a national security requirement to be capable of performing military missions in the air, on the ground, and on and under the sea, we similarly have a need to be able to get to space and to operate our space systems. If we lose the ability to get to space, we put our capacity to operate in the space domain at serious risk. Because of the decision made to get military payloads off the space shuttle following the 1986 Challenger disaster and because we were then in the Cold War, a number of already developed space launch systems came quickly into great prominence. The Atlas and Titan programs provided ICBM-based space launch vehicles and the Delta program, which started life as the Thor IRBM did the same. However, these recycled rockets, especially Titan in its heavy-lift configuration, were not particularly responsive nor were they cheap. As their fly-out approached, this afforded the military space community an opportunity to envision cheaper, better, and faster ways of getting to space, which became the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle program. But the assumptions associated with the EELV program-that an “explosion” of commercial space activities would provide the military the ability to reduce its own launch costs by sharing expenses with other space launch users--has never come close to fulfillment. The lack of a robust U.S. commercial space launch industry for the size payloads the military and intelligence communities commonly fly has in fact resulted in massive EELV cost overruns and even more consolidation within the U.S. space launch service industry. Now, the high cost of getting to space (as well as the high cost of satellites and associated space systems) is dragging U.S. space programs back towards the mean. With the DoD space systems, this is the culmination of excessive rework, of a requirements process that has trends towards exquisite solutions, the planned use of not-ready technologies, funding instability, and too often, a lack of government and contractor proficiency. Other nations seem to lack many of the costbusting challenges the U.S. suffers from including their reduced labor rates and less entangled bureaucracies. 

Constellation key to space leadership – multiple reasons 

Neil Armstrong et al 10 

MSNBC, “Armstrong: Obama NASA plan 'devastating'”, 13 April 2010, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/36470363, [Zheng] 

Although some of these proposals have merit, the accompanying decision to cancel the Constellation program, its Ares 1 and Ares V rockets, and the Orion spacecraft, is devastating. America’s only path to low Earth orbit and the International Space Station will now be subject to an agreement with Russia to purchase space on their Soyuz (at a price of over 50 million dollars per seat with significant increases expected in the near future) until we have the capacity to provide transportation for ourselves. The availability of a commercial transport to orbit as envisioned in the President’s proposal cannot be predicted with any certainty, but is likely to take substantially longer and be more expensive than we would hope. It appears that we will have wasted our current $10-plus billion investment in Constellation and, equally importantly, we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded. For The United States, the leading space faring nation for nearly half a century, to be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second or even third rate stature. While the President's plan envisages humans traveling away from Earth and perhaps toward Mars at some time in the future, the lack of developed rockets and spacecraft will assure that ability will not be available for many years. Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downhill slide to mediocrity. America must decide if it wishes to remain a leader in space. If it does, we should institute a program which will give us the very best chance of achieving that goal. 

Constellation key prevent ceding space leadership to China and Russia 

Washington Post 10 

“Editorial: Losing it in space”, 13 April 2010, http://m.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/13/losing-it-in-space/, [Zheng]

Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, Texas Republican, has argued that the most practical move would be to keep funding the space shuttle program until a replacement vehicle is ready. That way, the nation would maintain the continuity of space travel and avoid further erosion of its faltering space program. As NASA’s wings are clipped, our competitors soar. The U.S. space agency even had to sign a $340 million deal with Russia on April 6 to transport astronauts to the International Space Station through 2014. By then, China intends to conduct an ambitious schedule of flights with its Shenzhou spacecraft. It doesn’t take much imagination to envision the day when NASA must pay its Asian competitor large sums for American astronauts to ride into orbit as passengers. Thanks to Mr. Obama, the United States will be dependent on Russia and China for space travel. The space program is a great symbol of the American spirit of achievement. The day this nation cedes the conquest of space to others is the day we admit that we have forfeited our competitive exceptionalism. Earth-centric activities like the study of the Antarctic shrimp ecosystem and automobile anomalies should be left to others. A less-costly NASA should be relieved of extraneous responsibilities and allowed to retain its core mission - one that no other agency can accomplish - the exploration of space. 

Constellation key to US space leadership 

Tom Moser, former Director of Engineering at NASA, 10 

Aviation Week, “Benefits of the Constellation Program”, 22 February 2010, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/jsp_includes/articlePrint2.jsp?storyID=xml/awst_xml/2010/02/22/AW_02_22_2010_p08-204176-01.xml&headLine=, [Zheng] 

President Barack Obama’s 2011 NASA budget proposal puts the U.S. leadership in space at risk (AW&ST Feb. 8, p. 20). It will have just the opposite results of President John F. Kennedy’s space initiatives. Under those initiatives, America developed technologies and capabilities that benefit every human in the U.S. every day, such as weather, navigation and communication satellites. The lunar exploration program with astronauts and robots was not the sole reason for these capabilities, but was the spark plug. Obama’s proposed budget cancels the Constellation Program—the follow-on to the lunar program—under which technologies and systems to explore the Moon and Mars would be developed. We were not smart enough then to realize the benefits from the Kennedy initiatives, and we are not smart enough to envision the new benefits. It does not make sense to cancel the Constellation Program, which is making good progress, and focus on climate change, developing an undefined rocket, and relying on the Russians and concepts by the private sector for human space transportation. NASA should be allowed to continue with the Constellation Program and encourage and enable the private sector to provide transportation services in parallel with the government systems. 

Cancelling Constellation allows Russia and China to surpass us in space 

The Daily Telegraph 10 

“China could pass US in space race”, 16 April 2010, Newspaper, [Zheng] 

THE United States is at risk of losing the space race to Russia and China because of cutbacks that will be introduced in Barack Obama's new space programme. The President was due to make his case to a skeptical space community at the Kennedy Space Centre in Florida last night. He also faces a battle with Congress over his plans virtually to scrap the Constellation project, which is designed to return Americans to the Moon by 2020. The White House has been forced on the defensive by the President's decision to institute a complicated system of public and private flights to the International Space Station and other destinations. His spokesman Robert Gibbs said the new plans would provide "greater investment in innovation, more astronaut time in space, more rockets launching sooner, and a more ambitious and sustainable space programme for America's future". But opposition is rising in Congress, which must approve the plans, prompting Mr. Obama to retain a small part of Constellation. Neil Armstrong warned in an open letter this week that Mr. Obama's proposal "destines our nation to become one of second or even third rate stature". China has announced that it intends to leapfrog the US by putting a large spacecraft in orbit before the end of this decade, at which point American astronauts are still likely to be travelling to the space station on Russian vessels. Although it is rarely said publicly, consecutive US administrations have decided that the old levels of spending on space are unaffordable. Mr. Obama's space experts believe co-operation with other nations is the only realistic long-term option. 

Constellation key to the economy, space industry, and leadership 

Jim Maser, Chairman of the Corporate Membership Committee American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics  and President Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne Canoga Park, California, 11
"Jim Maser: House of Representatives Testimony", 30 March 2011, http://www.prattwhitney.com/media_center/executive_speeches/jim_maser_03-30-2011.asp, [Zheng 
It is true that we face many other significant challenges and that our country is going through a period of transition. However, we must not lose sight of the fact that the aerospace industry directly employs more than 800,000 people across the country, and supports more than two million middle class jobs and 30,000 suppliers from all 50 states, with total industry sales in 2010 exceeding $216B. As a result, the health of the aerospace engineering and manufacturing base in America is a crucial element of our continued economic recovery and employment growth. But in addition to that, the aerospace industry is unique in its contribution to national security. And if the highly skilled aerospace workforce in the United States is allowed to atrophy, it will have widespread consequences for our future wellbeing and success as a nation. The U.S. space community is at a crossroads and facing an uncertain future that is unlike any we have seen in decades. This uncertainty significantly impacts our nation’s ability to continue exploring space without being dependent on foreign providers. It also has implications for our national security and the U.S. industrial base. Thirteen months ago, NASA administrator Charlie Bolden called me, as well as several other aerospace manufacturers, to tell us that the Constellation program had been cancelled. In the 13 months since that call, NASA has yet to identify a strategy to replace the Space Shuttle. There does not appear to be consensus within the Administration regarding the need for the Space Launch System (SLS) and Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle (MPCV), and clearly there is not a consensus between Congress and the Administration on NASA’s priorities. This uncertainly has our industry partners and suppliers very concerned about how we can position our businesses to meet NASA’s needs, while retaining our critical engineering and manufacturing talent. It is creating a gap which our industry will not be able to fill. When the Apollo program ended in 1975, there was a gap of about six years prior to the first flight of the Space Shuttle program. However, the Shuttle program had been formally announced in January 1972. So, although there was a gap in U.S. human spaceflight, there was not a gap in work on the next generation system. Clearly this transition was difficult for industry. NASA budgets were reduced but the industry adapted to this new reality. During the Space Shuttle era, we saw NASA budgets flattening, declining to less than one percent of the federal budget. And although the space industry would have liked to have seen overall increases, we knew how to plan our business, how to invest, how to meet our customers’ needs, and how to compete. But the situation now is much worse. It poses a much greater risk to the U.S. space community, to the engineering workforce, and to U.S. leadership in space. The difference between the Apollo-Shuttle transition and the Shuttle-next generation space exploration system transition is the perilous unknown. We simply do not know what is next. Congress passed an authorization bill that directs NASA how to move to the next generation program. But NASA has said that due to the Constellation contractual obligations they are limited in moving forward with the Authorization bill. This situation is creating a host of problems, and it urgently needs to change. If NASA is going to be relieved of Constellation obligations, we need to know how the workforce will be transitioned and how the many financial investments will be utilized for future exploration efforts. Whereas the Apollo-Shuttle transition created a gap in U.S. human access to space, this next transition is creating a gap in direction, purpose, and in future capabilities. In order to adequately plan for the future and intelligently deploy resources, the space community needs to have clear goals. Up until two years ago, we had a goal. We had a national space strategy and the plan to support it. Unfortunately, at this point, that plan no longer exists. This lack of a unified strategy coupled with the fact that the NASA transition is being planned without any coordination with industry leaders, makes it impossible for businesses like mine to adequately plan for the future. How can we right-size our businesses and work towards achieving greatest efficiency if we can’t define the future need? This is an impossible task. So, faced with this uncertainty, companies like mine continue fulfilling Constellation requirements pursuant to the Congressional mandate to capitalize on our investment in this program, but we are doing so at significantly reduced contractual baseline levels, forcing reductions in force at both the prime contractor and subcontractor levels. This reality reflects the fact that the space industrial base is not FACING a crisis; we are IN a crisis. And we are losing a National Perishable Asset ... our unique workforce. The entire space industrial base is currently being downsized with no net gain of jobs. At the same time we are totally unclear as to what might be the correct levels needed to support the government. Designing, developing, testing, and manufacturing the hardware and software to explore space requires highly skilled people with unique knowledge and technical expertise which takes decades to develop. These technical experts cannot be grown overnight, and once they leave the industry, they rarely return. If the U.S. develops a tremendous vision for space exploration five years from now, but the people with these critical skills have not been preserved and developed, that vision will disappear. We need that vision, that commitment, that certainty right now, not five or ten years from now, if we are going to have a credible chance of bringing it to fruition. In addition to difficulties in retaining our current workforce, the uncertainty facing the U.S. space program is already having a negative impact on our industry’s ability to attract new talent from critical science, technology, engineering and mathematics. Young graduates who may have been inspired to follow STEM education plans because of their interest in space and space exploration look at the industry now and see no clear future. This will have implications on the space industrial base for years to come. Access to space plays a significant part in the Department of Defense’s ability to secure our nation. The lack of a unified national strategy brings uncertainty in volume, meaning that fixed costs will go up in the short term across all customers until actual demand levels are understood. Furthermore, the lack of space policy will have ripple effects in the defense budget and elsewhere, raising costs when it is in everyone’s interests to contain costs. Now, it is of course true that there are uncertainties about the best way to move forward. This was true in the early days of space exploration and in the Apollo and Shuttle eras. Unfortunately, we do not have the luxury of waiting until we have all the answers. We must not “let the best be the enemy of the good.” In other words, selecting a configuration that we are absolutely certain is the optimum configuration is not as important as expeditiously selecting one of the many workable configurations, so that we can move forward. This industry has smart people with excellent judgment, and we will figure the details out, but not if we don’t get moving soon. NASA must initiate SLS and MPCV efforts without gapping the program efforts already in place intended to support Constellation. The time for industry and government to work together to define future space policy is now. We must establish an overarching policy that recognizes the synergy among all government space launch customers to determine the right sustainable industry size, and plan on funding it accordingly. The need to move with clear velocity is imperative if we are to sustain our endangered U.S. space industrial base, to protect our national security, and to retain our position as the world leader in human spaceflight and space exploration. I believe that if we work together we can achieve these goals. We are ready to help in any way that we can. But the clock is ticking. 

D. Leadership Key to soft Power
Human spaceflight is critical to overall leadership- grants soft power 

Mindell et al., Director of the Space, Policy, and Society and Research Group of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 08- (David,

“The Future of Human Spaceflight” Report of the Space, Policy, and Society Research Group, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, December 2008, http://web.mit.edu/mitsps/MITFutureofHumanSpaceflight.pdf [JUNEJA])

Closely related to the exploration objective, then, are those of national pride and international prestige. Rockets and spacecraft are powerful symExploration is an expansion of human experience, bringing people into new places, situations, and environments, expanding and redeﬁ ning what it means to be human Buzz Aldrin EVA Gemini 12 8bols, and since its origins human spaceﬂ ight has been promoted and received as an indicator of national strength and purpose. During the Cold War, the Soviet Union and the United States upheld human spaceﬂ ight as the badge of national leadership, technological strength, and political resolve. Lyndon Johnson perhaps put it best when he said “In the eyes of the world ﬁ rst in space means ﬁ rst, period; second in space is second in everything.” By this argument, any nation advanced and focused enough to send people into space must be set to deﬁ ne the future. Any nation that could muster the resources, master the technologies, and exhibit the long-term focus to mount human missions into space must be capable of other great feats, be they military, economic, or cultural. Though the Cold War rivalry has faded, its presumption that leadership in space correlated with economic, political, and cultural leadership had wide impact. As many observers have noted, human spaceﬂ ight is an instrument of soft power – it serves as an example for members of other nations and cultures to emulate and follow. Incorporating this logic as their own, other nations have accepted the notion that human spaceﬂ ight is a marker of modernity and ﬁ rst-class status. In China and Japan, not to mention numerous other nations who have ﬂ own people on American or Russian ﬂ ights, astronauts remain public ﬁ gures of iconic “rock star” status. When Russian President Vladimir Putin wrote to President Hu Jintao after the ﬁ rst Chinese human spaceﬂight, he congratulated him on the “successful advancement of your country along the path of comprehensive development, of its becoming a modern world power.”

Scientific leadership solves soft power

Nina Federoff Penn State professor and Obama secretary of state science and technology adviser 11
Congressional Testimonies, “Testimony Before the House Science Subcommittee on Research and Science Education,’ 4/28/2011 http://gop.science.house.gov/Media/Hearings/research08/April2/fedoroff.pdf
Chairman Baird, Ranking Member Ehlers, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to discuss science diplomacy at the U.S. Department of State. The U.S. is recognized globally for its leadership in science and technology. Our scientific strength is both a tool of “soft power” – part of our strategic diplomatic arsenal – and a basis for creating partnerships with countries as they move beyond basic economic and social development. Science diplomacy is a central element of the Secretary’s transformational diplomacy initiative, because science and technology are essential to achieving stability and strengthening failed and fragile states. S&T advances have immediate and enormous influence on national and global economies, and thus on the international relations between societies. Nation states, nongovernmental organizations, and multinational corporations are largely shaped by their expertise in and access to intellectual and physical capital in science, technology, and engineering. Even as S&T advances of our modern era provide opportunities for economic prosperity, some also challenge the relative position of countries in the world order, and influence our social institutions and principles. America must remain at the forefront of this new world by maintaining its technological edge, and leading the way internationally through science diplomacy and engagement. Science by its nature facilitates diplomacy because it strengthens political relationships, embodies powerful ideals, and creates opportunities for all. The global scientific community embraces principles Americans cherish: transparency, meritocracy, accountability, the objective evaluation of evidence, and broad and frequently democratic participation. Science is inherently democratic, respecting evidence and truth above all. Science is also a common global language, able to bridge deep political and religious divides. Scientists share a common language. Scientific interactions serve to keep open lines of communication and cultural understanding. As scientists everywhere have a common evidentiary external reference system, members of ideologically divergent societies can use the common language of science to cooperatively address both domestic and the increasingly transnational and global problems confronting humanity in the 21st century. There is a growing recognition that science and technology will increasingly drive the successful economies of the 21st century. Science and technology provide an immeasurable benefit to the U.S. by bringing scientists and students here, especially from developing countries, where they see democracy in action, make friends in the international scientific community, become familiar with American technology, and contribute to the U.S. and global economy. For example, in 2005, over 50% of physical science and engineering graduate students and postdoctoral researchers trained in the U.S. have been foreign nationals. Moreover, many foreign-born scientists who were educated and have worked in the U.S. eventually progress in their careers to hold influential positions in ministries and institutions both in this country and in their home countries. They also contribute to U.S. scientific and technologic development: According to the National Science Board’s 2008 Science and Engineering Indicators, 47% of full-time doctoral science and engineering faculty in U.S. research institutions were foreign-born. Finally, some types of science – particularly those that address the grand challenges in science and technology – are inherently international in scope and collaborative by necessity. The ITER Project, an international fusion research and development collaboration, is a product of the thaw in superpower relations between Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S.

E. US Key

America must lead the world into space

Stone 2011, Christopher, policy analyst and strategist, “American leadership in space: leadership through capability,” The Space Review, Mar. 15,
When it comes to space exploration and development, including national security space and commercial, I would disagree somewhat with Mr. Friedman’s assertion that space is “often” overlooked in “foreign relations and geopolitical strategies”. My contention is that while space is indeed overlooked in national grand geopolitical strategies by many in national leadership, space is used as a tool for foreign policy and relations more often than not. In fact, I will say that the US space program has become less of an effort for the advancement of US space power and exploration, and is used more as a foreign policy tool to “shape” the strategic environment to what President Obama referred to in his National Security Strategy as “The World We Seek”. Using space to shape the strategic environment is not a bad thing in and of itself. What concerns me with this form of “shaping” is that we appear to have changed the definition of American leadership as a nation away from the traditional sense of the word. Some seem to want to base our future national foundations in space using the important international collaboration piece as the starting point. Traditional national leadership would start by advancing United States’ space power capabilities and strategies first, then proceed toward shaping the international environment through allied cooperation efforts. The United States’ goal should be leadership through spacefaring capabilities, in all sectors. Achieving and maintaining such leadership through capability will allow for increased space security and opportunities for all and for America to lead the international space community by both technological and political example.

***Aero-Space Advantage ***
A. Cancellation Kills Aerospace/ Falling Behind

The cancellation of the constellation program hurt America’s aerospace industry while causing a job loss

Air Force Association, accessed June 27, 2011, “Cancellation of NASA’s Constellation Program”, http://www.afa.org/edop/2010/nasas_constellation_program.asp, originally published 2010
There is no question that the cancellation of the Constellation program will result in the elimination of tens of thousands of jobs around the country. Not only will major suppliers feel the impact, but so will second and third tier suppliers, not to mention other collateral business fallout. The magnitude of the job loss is catastrophic enough, particularly when the nation is experiencing an unemployment rate of nearly 10%, but compounding the effect is the fact that jobs being lost are exactly the types we would like to retain if we are serious about remaining in a position of world leadership…highly technical design, engineering, and manufacturing jobs, most of which are fairly high paying. There is also a significant negative impact on the United States aerospace industrial base. As an example, we currently have but one or two companies in this country that can reliably produce large scale solid rocket boosters. The elimination of Constellation eliminates the need to produce those boosters, and as a result, the capability to do so will likely wither away. There is money in the NASA budget for research on large rockets, but there is a huge difference between R&D capability and production capability. Let us also not forget that our Armed Forces depend on these same companies to produce large missiles and boosters for our national defense. The DOD is not currently procuring enough large missile or booster systems to keep these companies afloat, either. In fact, it was the combination of military and NASA business that enabled a booster production capability to be maintained in this country. Since the NASA aerospace industrial base and the DOD aerospace industrial base are inherently intertwined, a significant negative impact on one has the same impact on the other.

US is the leader is aerospace but losing steam – challengers

Albaugh 4/27 -- Fellow of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics and member of the International Academy of Astronautics (4/27/2011 , Jim Albaugh, “Keeping America’s Lead in Aerospace”, Speech to the 10th Annual Aviation Summit US Chamber of Commerce, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/speeches_testimony/ Herm 

I believe we’re at a crossroads. No one is ahead of America in aerospace, at least not yet. The U.S. is the undisputed leader. We build the most efficient and capable commercial airplanes in the world. The weapons systems we produce are unmatched, Our commercial and military satellites are phenomenal in what they can do, And our orbital manned space program – a program the United States will walk away from this year – is second to none. But our leadership is being threatened by other countries intent on replacing the U.S. as the world’s leader in aerospace. Today, we’re not trying to reclaim our lead. We’re trying to keep it. The question is: Will we take the steps required to maintain our leadership? Or will we allow aerospace and aviation to join the list of industries that America used to lead?

The Current Cancellation strategy will destroy the current aerospace industry, create massive unemployment, and put America’s entire space future at risk

Duffy, Reports for the New York Times, 10 (Jack, July 18th 2010, “New Mission for American Aerospace Giants,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/19/business/global/19iht-ravspace.html [JUNEJA])

NEW YORK — For Boeing, Lockheed Martin and the other aerospace giants that have been the backbone of the American space effort for decades, the shift in U.S. space policy announced by President Barack Obama means a major change in mission. Mr. Musk said that the successful launch of its Falcon 9 rocket was a major victory “for NASA’s plan to use commercial rockets for astronaut transport.” After working for decades with largely one customer — the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration — to ferry astronauts and equipment into orbit, major players in the aerospace industry are facing a commercial market with a range of entrepreneurs who say they can do that work for less. Under Mr. Obama’s ambitious initiative, NASA would rely on commercial companies to provide a kind of taxi service to the International Space Station, while focusing its efforts on missions into deep space with international partners. How the aerospace industry establishment will fit into this new plan remains far from clear, analysts say. “I see a certain analogy with what happened when computers went from being room-sized to being on the desktop,” said Louis D. Friedman, executive director for Planetary Society, a space exploration advocacy group. “Some companies barely survived, while others adapted and thrived. I think we are going to see something like this in the aerospace industry.” The most immediate effect of the proposed policy shift will be on jobs. Mr. Obama’s plan to cancel the Constellation program, started five years ago by President George W. Bush to send astronauts back to the moon, could mean the end of nearly 12,600 jobs, according to estimates by aerospace contractors. The cuts would fall most heavily on Alabama, California, Florida, Texas and Utah, and political opposition from those states has been vociferous. The Constellation program has already cost American taxpayers about $9 billion. The end of Constellation would largely stop work on the Ares I rocket, which was to replace the space shuttle for carrying astronauts into orbit and would scale back work on the Orion crew capsule, which was to ride atop the Ares I. Lockheed Martin said more than 2,000 jobs depended on the Orion program, while Boeing said 1,500 jobs would be affected by the retirement of the space shuttle and the canceling of Constellation. Alliant Techsystems, known as ATK, said the ending of Ares I would put 5,000 jobs at risk at its plants and those of its subcontractors. Mr. Obama has said that the changes do not amount to a retreat from manned spaceflight and that adding private entrepreneurs to the mix will create a more vibrant industry with more astronauts in space and more business for established companies and newcomers alike. One established player that appears to accept Mr. Obama’s plan is United Launch Alliance, a 50-50 joint venture of Boeing and Lockheed Martin. The company, whose Atlas and Delta rockets have carried military and commercial satellites into space for decades, said it had no plans to cut any jobs. “Just the opposite,” a U.L.A. spokesman said. “The president’s new plan could have a significant increase in demand coming from NASA and could create new jobs at U.L.A.,” the spokesman said, adding that U.L.A.’s long record of successful launchings made it “very different from new entrants.” One new entrant much on the minds of the aerospace community is Space Exploration Technologies, founded by Elon Musk, the Internet entrepreneur who helped found the payment system PayPal. The company, which did not exist a decade ago, has $2.5 billion in contracts, including $1.6 billion from NASA to provide a minimum of 12 flights to deliver cargo to the space station starting in 2011. The company, known as SpaceX, bolstered the credibility of Mr. Obama’s plan by launching into orbit last month the Falcon 9, a rocket measuring 158 feet, or 48 meters, and weighing 735,000 pounds, or 335,000 kilograms. The rocket, which the company said cost about $50 million, put a model of its Dragon capsule into orbit about 160 miles, or 260 kilometers, above the Earth without a hitch — an unusual development for a maiden flight. SpaceX, which plans to launch a fully operational rocket and capsule this summer before sending one to the International Space Station next year, said the successful June trial was a major victory “for NASA’s plan to use commercial rockets for astronaut transport.” The part of Mr. Obama’s plan that calls for missions that leave the Earth’s orbit to explore deep space will probably not be spelled out for several years. Mr. Obama has said that NASA will start developing a heavy-lift rocket for deep-space missions by 2015. That gap of several years between the planned end of the Constellation program and the start of work on a new heavy-lift vehicle does not please the aerospace contractors, who say they could shift at least some workers who might otherwise be laid off into a new deep-space program. It is also dangerous, some analysts say, because after canceling the Ares I, the United States would have no backup rocket if new commercial companies failed to deliver on their promises. “It’s a risky strategy,” said Loren B. Thompson, an analyst at the Lexington Institute, a research group financed in part by military contractors. “Our capacity to send man-rated rockets into space is at risk.” In a statement in response to Mr. Obama’s April 15 speech at the Kennedy Space Center in Florida outlining his new policy, Boeing emphasized the need for immediate development of a heavy-lift vehicle. “We have the technology and the people to commence development of these vehicles now,” Boeing said. Accelerated development of a deep-space launching vehicle and capsule “could achieve maximum benefit for American tax dollars by drawing on the cutting-edge technology already being developed for the Constellation program,” Boeing said. John M. Logsdon, the former director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, said he had no doubt that NASA would contract for a heavy-lift vehicle sometime in the next few years and that the traditional aerospace companies would get the bulk of this work. “But in the short-term, they stand to lose the contracts for Constellation and all that goes with it,” he said “They are trading contracts in hand for some very uncertain contracts in the future.”

Canceling Constellation kills the aerospace industry – statements from the DoD and Senate prove 

Jim Hillhouse,  Former Space Shuttle Technician and Columnist @ Amerispace, 10 

AmericaSpace, 14 February 2010, “Obamas Move To End Constellation Prompts Industrial Base Questions”, http://www.americaspace.org/?p=1034, [Zheng] 
The issue of the effects upon our nation’s aerospace industrial base of canceling NASA’s Project Constellation is the subject of the Space News article, Obamas Move To End Constellation Prompts Industrial Base Questions. According to the article, people from Rep. Bob Bishop, whose Utah Congressional district includes ATK, the maker of the Constellation first stage, to Marion Blakey of the Aerospace Industries Association, have expressed concerns that canceling Constellation could have a long-term, negative impact on the nation’s ability in solid motors, launch and range infrastructure, and aerospace workers. Once [lost aerospace workers are] out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back. Representative Bishop stated in the interview with Space News that, It’s not a spigot you can turn on and off, Bishop said in a Feb. 9 interview. Once they’re out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back. Aerospace Industries Association president Blakey, in a February 3rd statement, Although investment in commercial space will create new opportunities, we are concerned that the cancellation of the Constellation program may have a lasting impact on our workforce and the unique skills they bring to our industrial base. According to Gary Payton, a retired military astronaut and currently DoD’s Undersecretary for Space Programs, We share an industrial base with NASA — on solids, liquids, range infrastructure and a work force, he said during a media roundtable here organized by the Space Foundation. So, with the cancellation of the Constellation program … we have got a lot of work to do with NASA to figure out how to maintain a minimum industrial base on liquid-rocket engines and solid-rocket motors. Of some interest is the statement on February 12 by NASA senior management that Administrator Charles Bolden consulted senior Pentagon officials, including Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn and Pentagon acquisition chief Ashton Carter, about the industrial base ramifications of canceling Constellation. According to NASA’s Deputy Administrator Garver, Very senior discussions were held over the last six months between NASA and [the Defense Department] on this topic, so it is not something that was not discussed. I feel industrial base issues are completely legitimate because having the best defense industrial and technology base in the world is not a birthright. Last year, Undersecretary Carter stated that industrial base issues need to have a higher priority in future decisions by those in government when making decisions about whether or not to cancel advanced technology programs. Carter said on September 9, 2009, I feel industrial base issues are completely legitimate because having the best defense industrial and technology base in the world is not a birthright. In light of Carter’s statement, it sure would be interesting to learn what Carter and Lynn told NASA Administrator Bolden. On February 3, 2010 at a hearing before the House Armed Services Committee, Rep. Bob Bishop asked Secretary of Defense Robert Gates if anyone within the Obama administration, at NASA, or OMB, consulted with him or the Department of Defense on the potential impacts of NASA’s termination of the Constellation program and Ares rocket programs. Secretary Gates responded by stating that he “had indeed not been consulted” by anyone at NASA or anyone in the Administration regarding the implications this would have on national security and preserving a vital segment of the defense industrial base. Of interest is why NASA’s version of events does not match what Secretary Gates said. Perhaps the disagreement between NASA’s and Secretary of Defense Gates’ versions of reality has to do with how NASA Administrator posed the question of industrial base ramifications due to Constellation’s termination. Whehter those questions were posed by NASA Administrator Bolded as what-if’s rather than done-deal might be the reason that Gates was not notified by DoD staff. None-the-less, it is something that bears examination. Constellation’s loss is going to have some effect on our nation’s aerospace industrial base; nobody knows how much. 

Canceling Constellation left the door open for other countries to go into Space 

Berger 7’  Eric is the Houston Chronicle's space, weather and science reporter.software consultant and space enthusiast, recently visited China for two weeks to work with IBM China. http://blog.chron.com/sciguy/2007/04/guest-blogger-china-will-go-to-the-moon-in-10-years/  [Andrew Alvarado]

The Chinese space agency could land its first astronauts on the moon within a decade in a move that would mark the beginning of a new age of lunar exploration, experts said today. The decision by the Obama administration to scrap Nasa's plans to return to the moon leave China well placed to become the second nation to land humans on the lunar surface. "The moon is an obvious target for China and they could be there in 2020," said Ken Pounds, professor of space science at Leicester University. The US president's budget proposal, unveiled on Monday, lacked the funds to sustain Nasa's $81bn Constellation programme, the spaceships and rockets designed to put humans back on the moon by 2020. But the decision to scrap Nasa's plans for a permanent return has left the door open for other countries. China has lifted astronauts into orbit and sent its first robotic missions to the moon. India found water on the surface with its first lunar mission last year, and plans to launch astronauts into Earth orbit in 2016. Japan, too, has sent a satellite to the moon, returning extraordinary HDTV video of the surface. With the US space agency out of the running, the leading contender for a return to the moon is China.

B. Key To Leadership
Aerospace leadership necessary – laundry list 

Marion C. Blakey, President and Chief Executive officer, AIA, 11  "Second to None - Maintaining U.S. Aerospace Leadership in the 21st Century"

http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/speech_063011.pdf June 30, 2011 Herm 

Which is why I found the President’s comments yesterday against business aviation so baffling. In October, Mr. Obama endorsed bonus depreciation as a way to incentivize business investment. On Tuesday, he praised Alcoa workers for making the wings of Air Force One (the biggest corporate jet in America, by the way…PAUSE…) and he said “Almost every airplane in the world has some kind of Alcoa product in it” Then, the very next day, he says he wants to kill any tax incentive to buy the business jets that have Alcoa products in them. It’s baffling and disturbing. Because today we face stark choices that boil down to one big question: Will we give America a future filled with promise by continuing to invest in U.S. leadership in global aerospace, or will we consign aerospace to the list of great industries that America once led? Consider some points: • One half of U.S. aerospace engineers are eligible to retire come 2015. America is simply not producing enough new engineers to replace them—and preserve and build on the base of knowledge and expertise they represent. • In 2010, for the first time in 100 years, the U.S. has no new manned military aircraft in design. As a result, America risks losing design and development capabilities that will be hard – if not impossible – to restore. • Next month the U.S. will retire an incredible national capability – NASA’s space shuttle. We will lay off more than 3,000 space workers, put the expertise and experience of tens of thousands of space engineers on ice and risk relying on Russia and other nations for human access to the high frontier space. • Our defense strategy hinges on giving U.S. troops overwhelming battlefield advantages through advanced weaponry. Our nation counts on those contributions, but has no coherent industrial policy to ensure their delivery. Despite that, aerospace and defense continue to deliver….. so far. Jim Albaugh, president and CEO of Boeing Commercial Airplanes, sums up America’s predicament well. He calls it “intellectual disarmament,” which – combined with reduced R&D spending – risks surrendering our lead in aerospace, both civil and defense. Our stark choices center on the crisis of national deficit and debt. Congress intends to reduce both mainly through spending cuts. Now we all recognize the severity of the fiscal crisis and the need for sacrifices to resolve it. The challenge, of course, lies in making wise, well-informed cuts that minimize harm to our future competitiveness and global leadership.

Aerospace competitiveness kt global leadership- current cuts destroy this

Thompson 9- (David Thompson, President of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “The Aerospace Workforce” 12/10/2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg54449/html/CHRG-111hhrg54449.htm. [JUNEJA])

General Issues Related to the Aerospace Workforce The overall U.S. aerospace workforce faces a number of challenges, as identified by several reports and analyses on the topic. Those issues include the aging of the aerospace workforce, the stability of space-related programs, the skills required for major programs, and the status of the pipeline for future workers. According to the Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry's 2002 report, ``The contributions of aerospace to our global leadership have been so successful that it is assumed U.S. preeminence in aerospace remains assured. Yet the evidence would indicate this to be far from the case. The U.S. aerospace industry has consolidated to a handful of players from what was once over 70 suppliers in 1980 down to 5 prime contractors today. Only one U.S. commercial prime aircraft manufacturer remains. Not all of these surviving companies are in strong business health. The U.S. airlines that rely upon aerospace products find their very existence is threatened. They absorbed historical losses of over $7 billion in 2001 and potentially more this year. The U.S. space industrial base is closely coupled to the aerospace workforce because the capabilities of the industrial base and the business opportunities pursued by the aerospace industry must be coordinated with and supported by the skills and talent of the U.S. aerospace workforce. The Aerospace Commission recognized the importance of these elements to U.S. leadership in space: ``Global U.S. aerospace leadership can only be achieved through investments in our future, including our industrial base, workforce, longterm research and national infrastructure.'' 

C. Key Econ

Aerospace Vitality key to the Economy

Thompson 9- (David Thompson, President of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “The Aerospace Workforce” 12/10/2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg54449/html/CHRG-111hhrg54449.htm. [JUNEJA])

According to testimony by Mr. J.P. Stevens, Vice President, Space Systems for the AIA, to the Space and Aeronautics Subcommittee in June 2009, AIA ``represents nearly 300 manufacturing companies with over 660,000 high-wage, highly skilled aerospace employees across the three sectors: civil aviation, space systems and national defense. This includes over 140,000 workers who make the satellites, space sensors, spacecraft, launch vehicles and ground support systems employed by NASA, DoD, [Department of Defense] NOAA, [National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration] NRO [National Reconnaissance Office] and other civil, military and intelligence space efforts . . . . Aerospace indirectly supports 2 million middle class jobs and 30,000 suppliers from all 50 states.'' The Space Report 2009, a report of the Space Foundation, used workforce data from six North American Industry Classification System codes and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics to calculate that, during 2007, a total of 262,741 Americans worked in the following areas of the space industry--search, detection, and navigation instruments; guided missile and space vehicle manufacturing; guided missile and space vehicle propulsion unit and propulsion unit parts manufacturing; other guided missile and space vehicle parts and auxiliary equipment manufacturing; satellite telecommunications; space research and technology. [The space research and technology code is defined as including ``government establishments primarily engaged in the administration of operations of space flights, space research, and space exploration. Included in this industry are government establishments operating space flight centers.''] In addition, there is an emerging commercial space industry that plans to offer various commercial space and launch services and one issue for the hearing is to understand the relevant aerospace workforce and industrial base issues for this segment of the space industry. Space Industry Wages Space industry jobs are high paying jobs. According to the Aerospace Facts & Figures, a publication of the AIA, ``On average, the aerospace workforce is highly-skilled, specialized, and productive. Although aerospace workers comprised only 4.7 percent of the total manufacturing workforce, their compensation represented 7.1 percent of the total annual payroll for all manufacturing.'' The Space Report 2009 states that ``the combined average annual salary across the six core U.S. space industry sectors analyzed was $88,092 in 2007, nearly double the average salary of U.S. professionals in the average private sector overall. For the first time on record, professionals in the federal space research and space vehicle manufacturing sectors earned an average salary above six figures, more than $101,000, or 2.3 times that of the average U.S. private sector worker.'' In addition, The Space Report 2009 notes ``Growth in space industry employment delivers a disproportionately large boost to the economy compared to economic growth in other sectors due to high wage levels in the space industry.'' The report also state that, ``Not only are U.S. space industry salaries high, they are growing. In 2003, the average U.S. space industry salary, adjusted for inflation to 2007 dollars, was $81,991. In real terms, U.S. space professionals made nearly S7,000 more on average in 2007 than they had five years prior, a real wage increase of 7.4%.'' 

A healthy aerospace industry is critical to the economy

Sanchez, Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade, 11- (Francisco, ITA: Mary Trupo “AEROSPACE INDUSTRY IS CRITICAL CONTRIBUTOR TO U.S. ECONOMY ACCORDING TO OBAMA TRADE OFFICIAL AT PARIS AIR SHOW.” June 21, 2011. http://trade.gov/press/press-releases/2011/aerospace-industry-critical-contributor-to-us-economy-062111.asp [JUNEJA])

 “The U.S. aerospace industry is a strategic contributor to the economy, national security, and technological innovation of the United States,” Sánchez said. “The industry is key to achieving the President’s goals of doubling exports by the end of 2014 and contributed $78 billion in export sales to the U.S. economy in 2010.” During the U.S. Pavilion opening remarks, Sánchez noted that the aerospace sector in the United States supports more jobs through exports than any other industry. Sánchez witnessed a signing ceremony between Boeing and Aeroflot, Russia’s state-owned airline. Aeroflot has ordered eight 777s valued at $2.1 billion, and the sales will support approximately 14,000 jobs. “The 218 American companies represented in the U.S. International Pavilion demonstrate the innovation and hard work that make us leaders in this sector,” said Sánchez. “I am particularly pleased to see the incredible accomplishments of U.S. companies participating in the Alternative Aviation Fuels Showcase, which demonstrates our leadership in this important sector and shows that we are on the right path to achieving the clean energy future envisioned by President Obama.” The 2011 Paris Air Show is the world’s largest aerospace trade exhibition, and features 2,000 exhibitors, 340,000 visitors, and 200 international delegations. The U.S. aerospace industry ranks among the most competitive in the world, boasting a positive trade balance of $44.1 billion – the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing industry. It directly sustains about 430,000 jobs, and indirectly supports more than 700,000 additional jobs. Ninety-one percent of U.S. exporters of aerospace products are small and medium-sized firms. International Trade Administration The International Trade Administration (ITA) is the premier resource for American companies competing in the global marketplace. ITA has 2,100 employees assisting U.S. exporters in more than 100 U.S. cities and 77 countries worldwide. For more information on ITA visit www.trade.gov.

Aerospace industry is critical to sustaining the overall economy- loss means massive unemployment and spillover to other sectors

Faux, founder, and now Distinguished Fellow, at the Economic Policy Institute, 02- (Jeff, EPI: “The Aerospace Sector as a National Asset.” THIS TESTIMONY WAS GIVEN BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON THE FUTURE OF THE UNITED STATES AEROSPACE INDUSTRY. July 19, 2002. http://www.epi.org/publications/entry/webfeatures_viewpoints_airspace_natlasset/ [JUNEJA])

The aerospace industry is a unique strategic asset for America. In addition to its obvious national security benefits, the industry makes, and must continue to make, a critical contribution to our economic growth and rising living standards. U.S. aerospace is a major source of: Technological innovation with substantial spillovers to other industrial and commercial sectors. High wage employment, which spreads the benefits of rising productivity throughout the U.S. economy. Exports, which America will need to substantially increase in order to resolve the growing problem of our current account deficit and rising foreign debt. Thus, a healthy aerospace industry ought to be a primary goal of our nation's economic policy. It represents the cumulative private and public investments of past decades. Allowing it to wither is, in effect, a national decision to abandon those investments. Lose the People, Lose the Industry We cannot separate the industry from its labor force. Indeed, it is the highly trained technical workers and their tradition and culture of technological innovation that comprise the core value of this asset. People are not commodities that can be discharged this year and immediately replaced "off the shelf" next year. If we lose the people, we lose the industry. In recent years, we have been losing the people. Between 1989 -- the peak of the last business expansion -- and 2001, the aerospace industry lost 524,000 jobs. Total employment in the aerospace sector at the end of this period, 2001, was 790,000. This includes workers developing and manufacturing aircraft and engines, guided missiles, space vehicles, component parts, and other aerospace related employment (Table 1). These high-wage, high skill jobs are part of the core foundation of the modern U.S. economy. Technologically-intensive aerospace production creates extremely important positive spillover effects for the rest of the economy. For every one aerospace worker, 3.9 other jobs are created. In comparison, every job in the retail trade sector generates only .9 other jobs. While aerospace workers are losing their jobs, the rest of the U.S. economy is not producing jobs that demand these workers' high skills. The Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that Aerospace production workers have hourly earnings roughly 1.4 times that of the average hourly earnings for all manufacturing workers and 2.2 times that of hourly earnings for retail trade workers. A 1996 survey of aerospace workers laid off from the Lockheed-Martin plant in Marietta, Georgia and from the Boeing plant in Seattle, Washington, found that less than 17 percent were re-employed in the aerospace industry. Of those workers who found any new employment, nearly half reported earning less than 75 percent of their previous hourly wage. Aerospace Employment Outlook The future is not bright. It is true that the aging U.S. civilian air fleet will have to be refurbished at some point, but U.S. producers' share of both world and domestic markets is eroding. Airbus continues to make inroads and the foreign content of domestically produced aircraft is expanding. Both aspects of growing international competition pose threats to future employment in the U.S. aerospace industry. Table 4 shows the outlook for U.S. aerospace employment through 2010 under three different growth scenarios. The high growth scenario assumes that Boeing's share of the world market for commercial airplanes will grow while the foreign content of U.S. aerospace products, through outsourcing and offsets, remains constant. Under this scenario, U.S. aerospace employment would add 110,600 jobs between 2002 and 2010. The medium growth scenario assumes that Boeing's current market share remains unchanged while the foreign content of U.S. output is held constant. Under the medium growth scenario, U.S. aerospace employment will fall 76,300 jobs between 2002 and 2010.

Aerospace industry impact the economies of all 50 states as well the United States overall international economic competitiveness

Space ref 02- (“Commission Study Shows Economic Importance of U.S. Aerospace and Aviation Industry at the National, State, and Local Levels” October 31, 2002. http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=9708 [JUNEJA])

WASHINGTON- According to a report released today the Commission on the Future of the U.S. Aerospace Industry, the U.S. civil and commercial aerospace and aviation industry employed more than two million workers in 2001, with an annual average wage of $47,700. The industry has a major economic and employment impact in all 50 states and is a substantial force in civil, military, and space manufacturing and operations in nearly half of the nation's states. Download report The statistics are revealed in an extensive national and state-by-state analysis of the aerospace and aviation industry released here today by the Commission on the Future of the U.S. Aerospace Industry, a 12-member panel formed in 2001 by President George W. Bush and the U.S, Congress. The industry statistical study - U.S. Aerospace and Aviation Industry: A State-by-State Analysis - examines the industry by direct employment, wages, establishments, and payroll. The 112-page report provides government officials, industry leaders, academicians, and others with objective, comparative economic data about the industry in today's national and global economy. In releasing the report, Commission Chairman Robert S. Walker noted that "A strong aerospace industry is essential to enable the United States to defend itself, compete in the global marketplace, maintain a highly skilled workforce, and provide all Americans with the ability to travel safely and securely anywhere in the world." Walker further explained, "The data will assist policymakers and the public in understanding the economic stakes at hand as the commercial aerospace industry faces the challenges of market forces, homeland security, and foreign competition. The state-by-state report shows that the air transportation segment of the aerospace and aviation industry was the leading employer with more than 1.3 million jobs in 2001. Air transportation workers earned an average of $40,600 per year. The leading centers of aviation employment were California, Texas, Illinois, Florida and New York. The study also shows that aircraft and parts manufacturing employed some 462,200 workers, with an average annual salary of $57,200. The leading centers of aircraft and parts manufacturing by state in 2001 were Washington, California, Kansas, Texas, and Connecticut. Other data breakouts by sector include Guided Missile Manufacturing, Satellite Communications, Space Research and Technology, and Search and Detection Manufacturing. "The significance of our analysis," Walker explained, "lies in the illustration of the importance of the aerospace and aviation industry to the economic health of every state economy. California, Texas and Washington lead by most aerospace and aviation metrics. At the same time, however, the report demonstrates that Alabama, Arizona, Georgia and Kansas are home to strong industry clusters - a fact some may find surprising." The statistical data in this study also include pertinent aerospace and aviation workforce and economic impact data for leading U.S. metropolitan areas, including Seattle, Los Angeles, Dallas/Ft. Worth, Phoenix, Boston, Atlanta, New York, Wichita, and Chicago. Statistics used in the report are based on the most recently available U.S. government data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics and are limited by the Standard Industrial Classification system. The study does not measure the additional jobs generated by aerospace and aviation in states and localities. For example, workers in food service, security, and fire service jobs at airports or NASA centers are not included. While the analysis includes military suppliers, it does not include military workers at facilities such as U.S. Air Force and U.S. Navy aviation bases. "Those jobs, however, are a vital part of our economy and our defense structure and are dependent on the existence of the U.S. aerospace industry," Walker remarked. While the figures provided by the government are the latest official data, they don't reflect the significant downturn of the industry since the terrorist acts of September 11, 2001. Since then, the industry has experienced a serious decline. The statistical data was collected and compiled by Content First, a Washington, D.C-based. research and information services firm. The Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry is a congressionally mandated commission, as established in Section 1092 of the Floyd D. Spence National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001, Public Law 106-398. The Commission was formed to study the future of the United States aerospace industry in the global economy, particularly in relationship to United States national security; and to assess the future importance of the domestic aerospace industry for the economic and national security of the United States. The Commission will issue its final report on November 18, 2002. 

A healthy Aerospace Industry is critical to boosting the economy 

Asian Aerospace 09- (“Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America.” August 2009. http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_strength_aug09.pdf [JUNEJA])

Aerospace and defense is a powerful economic engine. We must keep the industry strong. As the U.S. economy moves through uncertain times, America’s aerospace industry remains a powerful, reliable engine of employment, innovation, and export income. Aerospace contributed $95.1billion in export sales to America’s economy last year. 1 Conservatively, U.S. aerospace sales alone account for 3-5 percent of our country’s gross domestic product, and every aerospace dollar yields an extra $1.50 to $3 in further economic activity. 2 Aerospace products and services are pillars of our nation’s security and competitiveness. In these challenging times, the aerospace industry is solidly and reliably contributing strongly to the national economy and the lives of millions of Americans. We strongly believe that keeping this economic workhorse on track is in America’s best interest, To accomplish this, our government must develop policies that strengthen the positions of all workers in all industries, especially economic producers like aerospace and defense. This paper explains what’s at stake, and ways to ensure that a proven economic success continues to endure and thrive. 

D. Key to Aerospace
Constellation secures aerospace dominance and stimulates the economy – private actors fail 

Orin Hatch, Senator of Utah, 10 

US Federal News Service, “SEN. HATCH PREDICTS DIRE CONSEQUENCES IF PRESIDENT SCRAPS CONSTELLATION, ARES PROGRAMS”, 22 April 2010, Proquest, [Zheng] 
In testimony today on Capitol Hill, Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) said President Obama's plan to scrap the Constellation and Ares Rocket programs will cost jobs, more money and endanger national security. Speaking to the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice and Science, Hatch said studies indicate "approximately 12,000 jobs will be lost when the Space Shuttle program ends next year and at least another 12,000 will lose their jobs if Project Constellation is terminated." "If Project Constellation is cancelled," Hatch warned, "our nation's objective of sending an astronaut to Mars will be replaced with the fleeting hope that one day, some day, we will be able to explore the cosmos again. In addition, our national security could be irretrievably harmed." Hatch's complete remarks to members of the Senate subcommittee follow: Chairwoman Mikulski, Senator Shelby, Senator Bennett, and Members of the Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies, thank you for affording me the opportunity to make these brief comments during the Subcommittee's hearing on the National Aeronautics and Space Administration's ("NASA") Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request. For more than 50 years, our nation has made a commitment to lead the world in space exploration. This was never more eloquently expressed then by President John F. Kennedy when he said: "... our leadership in science and industry, our hopes for peace and security, our obligations to ourselves as well as others, all require us to...become the world's leading space-faring nation." I believe NASA Administrator, Charlie Bolden, recently echoed this sentiment when he expressed his strong support for a space program that inspires the creation of the technological innovations which are essential to our nation's future prosperity. Therefore, I am puzzled by the Administration's Fiscal Year 2011 NASA Budget Request. This proposal calls for the termination of Project Constellation, and its associated rocket systems, the Ares I and "heavy-lift" Ares V. As a result, if ratified by Congress, our nation could capitulate its position as the world leader in space exploration as well as forgo the technological harvest which has historically accompanied such endeavors. Let me be clear, if Project Constellation is cancelled, our nation will not, in the near- future, be able to travel beyond low-Earth orbit. This is ironic considering the President's and NASA Administrator Bolden's recent statements that the ultimate objective of our space program is Mars. To be fair, the President has spoken of choosing a new heavy-lift system by 2015. Yet, in a time of greatly diminished financial resources, we cannot afford to throw away the $10 billion our nation has invested in Project Constellation and the Ares systems and then spend billions more to research and develop new heavy-lift technologies. This point is especially germane since the other heavy-lift technologies contemplated may or may not match the capabilities of solid rocket motors. I believe Neil Armstrong, the first man on the moon, James Lovell, the commander of Apollo 13, and Eugene Cernan, the commander of Apollo 17, said it best. If we follow the Administration's plan "we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what will be discarded." This conclusion was echoed by the independent Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel, which in 2009 stated "to abandon Ares I as a baseline vehicle for an alternative without demonstrated capability nor proven superiority, or even equivalence, is unwise and probably not cost-effective." In other words, an alternative to Project Constellation will take years of additional time and cost billions more. Some opponents argue Project Constellation is a troubled endeavor. The truth is quite to the contrary. Just last fall, the world witnessed the launch of the Ares I-X rocket from the Kennedy Space Center in a stunning and successful test. In addition, the heavy-lift Ares V is designed to leverage the engineering and technologies used on Ares I. Therefore, one can surmise, in the end, there will be overall savings using this comprehensive approach versus the piecemeal approach proposed by the Administration. Together, the Ares system of rockets provides our nation and our astronauts with the most reliable, most affordable, and safest means of reaching low-Earth orbit and beyond - a fact which NASA itself has affirmed. Let me emphasize that point. Ares is the safest system. Nothing comes close. The 2005 NASA Exploration Systems Architecture Study, of which Administrator Bolden was a member of the study's independent review team, concluded the Ares system is ten times safer than the current Space Shuttle. This was reaffirmed by the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel which stated that "the ability of any current COTS design to close the gap or even provide an equivalent degree of safety is speculative." The Panel also concluded that "switching from a demonstrated, well-designed, safety-optimized system to one based on nothing more than unsubstantiated claims would seem a poor choice." This only underscores the Administration's proposal relies on utilizing unproven private businesses as the means to transport our astronauts to the International Space Station. It also should be noted, many of the companies which are expected to bid for these contracts are start-ups. These new start-ups do not have any experience in carrying humans, or even cargo, into space. In addition, even under these corporations' most optimistic near-term proposals, their systems will not be able to travel beyond low-Earth orbit. Some have argued, in this difficult fiscal environment, Project Constellation is simply too expensive and should fall victim to the budget ax. Again, this is not the case. The Administration's proposed plan actually increases NASA's budget by more than $6 billion over the next five fiscal years. In addition, cancelling the Ares system, and the plans associated with it, will cost the taxpayer an addition $2.5 billion because of contractual obligations. On top of these costs, since private businesses have never previously developed a low-Earth orbit system to transport humans to the International Space Station or a heavy-lift system to explore deeper into the cosmos, one can naturally hypothesize lengthy delays and expensive cost overruns for this novel venture. It is also not hard to imagine when the inevitable delays and cost overruns occur that these private enterprises will turn to the government with requests for additional funds. Project Constellation should also be seen as an investment in our nation's future economic competitiveness. In fact, studies have shown for every dollar invested in space exploration, seven dollars has been returned to our economy through the development of new technologies and industries. For example: the revolutionary developments in computers, smoke detectors, water filters, portable X-ray machines, Computer-Aided Topography, Magnetic Resonance Imaging technologies, and advanced plastics are a few of the thousands of products which were developed because of the space program. In addition, I learned, just this week, the Boeing Corporation's work on the International Space Station's electrical systems led to the development of the electrical systems for the 787 Dreamliner, which will be a major U. 

E. Destroys Aerospace

The Current Cancellation strategy will destroy the current aerospace industry, create massive unemployment, and put America’s entire space future at risk

Duffy, Reports for the New York Times, 10 (Jack, July 18th 2010, “New Mission for American Aerospace Giants,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/19/business/global/19iht-ravspace.html [JUNEJA])

NEW YORK — For Boeing, Lockheed Martin and the other aerospace giants that have been the backbone of the American space effort for decades, the shift in U.S. space policy announced by President Barack Obama means a major change in mission. Mr. Musk said that the successful launch of its Falcon 9 rocket was a major victory “for NASA’s plan to use commercial rockets for astronaut transport.” After working for decades with largely one customer — the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration — to ferry astronauts and equipment into orbit, major players in the aerospace industry are facing a commercial market with a range of entrepreneurs who say they can do that work for less. Under Mr. Obama’s ambitious initiative, NASA would rely on commercial companies to provide a kind of taxi service to the International Space Station, while focusing its efforts on missions into deep space with international partners. How the aerospace industry establishment will fit into this new plan remains far from clear, analysts say. “I see a certain analogy with what happened when computers went from being room-sized to being on the desktop,” said Louis D. Friedman, executive director for Planetary Society, a space exploration advocacy group. “Some companies barely survived, while others adapted and thrived. I think we are going to see something like this in the aerospace industry.” The most immediate effect of the proposed policy shift will be on jobs. Mr. Obama’s plan to cancel the Constellation program, started five years ago by President George W. Bush to send astronauts back to the moon, could mean the end of nearly 12,600 jobs, according to estimates by aerospace contractors. The cuts would fall most heavily on Alabama, California, Florida, Texas and Utah, and political opposition from those states has been vociferous. The Constellation program has already cost American taxpayers about $9 billion. The end of Constellation would largely stop work on the Ares I rocket, which was to replace the space shuttle for carrying astronauts into orbit and would scale back work on the Orion crew capsule, which was to ride atop the Ares I. Lockheed Martin said more than 2,000 jobs depended on the Orion program, while Boeing said 1,500 jobs would be affected by the retirement of the space shuttle and the canceling of Constellation. Alliant Techsystems, known as ATK, said the ending of Ares I would put 5,000 jobs at risk at its plants and those of its subcontractors. Mr. Obama has said that the changes do not amount to a retreat from manned spaceflight and that adding private entrepreneurs to the mix will create a more vibrant industry with more astronauts in space and more business for established companies and newcomers alike. One established player that appears to accept Mr. Obama’s plan is United Launch Alliance, a 50-50 joint venture of Boeing and Lockheed Martin. The company, whose Atlas and Delta rockets have carried military and commercial satellites into space for decades, said it had no plans to cut any jobs. “Just the opposite,” a U.L.A. spokesman said. “The president’s new plan could have a significant increase in demand coming from NASA and could create new jobs at U.L.A.,” the spokesman said, adding that U.L.A.’s long record of successful launchings made it “very different from new entrants.” One new entrant much on the minds of the aerospace community is Space Exploration Technologies, founded by Elon Musk, the Internet entrepreneur who helped found the payment system PayPal. The company, which did not exist a decade ago, has $2.5 billion in contracts, including $1.6 billion from NASA to provide a minimum of 12 flights to deliver cargo to the space station starting in 2011. The company, known as SpaceX, bolstered the credibility of Mr. Obama’s plan by launching into orbit last month the Falcon 9, a rocket measuring 158 feet, or 48 meters, and weighing 735,000 pounds, or 335,000 kilograms. The rocket, which the company said cost about $50 million, put a model of its Dragon capsule into orbit about 160 miles, or 260 kilometers, above the Earth without a hitch — an unusual development for a maiden flight. SpaceX, which plans to launch a fully operational rocket and capsule this summer before sending one to the International Space Station next year, said the successful June trial was a major victory “for NASA’s plan to use commercial rockets for astronaut transport.” The part of Mr. Obama’s plan that calls for missions that leave the Earth’s orbit to explore deep space will probably not be spelled out for several years. Mr. Obama has said that NASA will start developing a heavy-lift rocket for deep-space missions by 2015. That gap of several years between the planned end of the Constellation program and the start of work on a new heavy-lift vehicle does not please the aerospace contractors, who say they could shift at least some workers who might otherwise be laid off into a new deep-space program. It is also dangerous, some analysts say, because after canceling the Ares I, the United States would have no backup rocket if new commercial companies failed to deliver on their promises. “It’s a risky strategy,” said Loren B. Thompson, an analyst at the Lexington Institute, a research group financed in part by military contractors. “Our capacity to send man-rated rockets into space is at risk.” In a statement in response to Mr. Obama’s April 15 speech at the Kennedy Space Center in Florida outlining his new policy, Boeing emphasized the need for immediate development of a heavy-lift vehicle. “We have the technology and the people to commence development of these vehicles now,” Boeing said. Accelerated development of a deep-space launching vehicle and capsule “could achieve maximum benefit for American tax dollars by drawing on the cutting-edge technology already being developed for the Constellation program,” Boeing said. John M. Logsdon, the former director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, said he had no doubt that NASA would contract for a heavy-lift vehicle sometime in the next few years and that the traditional aerospace companies would get the bulk of this work. “But in the short-term, they stand to lose the contracts for Constellation and all that goes with it,” he said “They are trading contracts in hand for some very uncertain contracts in the future.”

Cancellation of Constellation has big consequence for the fore runners in the aerospace industry

LA Time 10- (W.J. Hennigan, Los Angeles Times Writer, February 4, 2010, “Proposed NASA budget plots entrepreneur-friendly course”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/feb/04/business/la-fi-nasa4-2010feb04 [JUNEJA])

President Obama's plan to abandon a return mission to the moon and rely more on private start-ups would be a blow to big contractors like Northrop and Boeing while encouraging smaller rivals. Big defense firms are reeling from President Obama's call to reshape NASA and scrap plans for sending astronauts back to the moon, an ambitious endeavor that would have meant billions of dollars in spending to develop new rockets and spacecraft. The potentially seismic shift for the aerospace industry was announced Monday, the seventh anniversary of the loss of the space shuttle Columbia, and came as defense companies were bracing for a pullback in the Pentagon's spending on weapons. But NASA's new direction could be a boon to private space entrepreneurs, who have thus far been funding their ventures mostly on their own dime. If the plan makes it through Congress -- a big if at that -- funding for spacecraft development could shift dramatically from entrenched defense firms to privately funded start-ups. "Obviously, we're disappointed at the direction the administration seems to be taking," said Randy Belote, spokesman for Century City-based Northrop Grumman Corp., which is working on the lunar lander for NASA's next moon mission. "If the budget does go through, this will be a whole different ballgame. And we're going to have to look at our options very closely before we go forward." The shift may already be underway. This week, NASA awarded $50 million in research funds to five private companies to design prototypes for a vehicle that could carry crew to the International Space Station. They would replace the space shuttle, which is scheduled to stop operating this year. "The president has asked NASA to partner with the aerospace industry in a fundamentally new way, making commercially provided services the primary mode of astronaut transportation to the International Space Station," NASA Administrator Charles Bolden said as he unveiled the space agency's spending plans Monday. The new direction would also bring an end to NASA's 5-year-old Constellation program to put astronauts back on the moon by 2020. Under the program, NASA is working on developing a new rocket, the Ares 1, a crew capsule and a lunar lander, similar to the Apollo program. But canceling Constellation is not expected to be easy. The government has already poured $9 billion into the program, which has created thousands of jobs in about 40 states -- and that's not including the hundreds of small-business suppliers across the country. "When the president says that he's going to cancel Constellation, I can tell you that to muster the votes and to overcome that, it's going to be very, very difficult," said Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), whose state is expected to lose 7,000 jobs when the space shuttle program is mothballed. Obama's plans for the space agency also call for restructuring the way that big contracts are awarded. Typically, multibillion-dollar projects such as Constellation have been awarded to a major aerospace firm, which in turn doled out work to subcontractors. "It looks like those days are history," said Edmund G. Memi, a spokesman for Boeing Co. "There's going to be a change in procurement. Change is always difficult. But if that's the way it is, then we'll find a way to adapt." Boeing, which has a large contingent of aerospace engineers in El Segundo, Huntington Beach and Seal Beach, recently got $18 million in seed money to develop space crew transportation systems. It received an additional $6.7 million for technology development for its joint rocket venture with Lockheed Martin Corp. But the contracts are a far cry from the awards it got in the past. In 2007, Boeing won an $800-million contract to develop the avionics for the Ares I rocket. The contract, which has meant 400 jobs, is now in jeopardy under the new budget plan Many small, local firms could also be left in the lurch. Votaw Precision Technologies in Santa Fe Springs is a subcontractor to Lockheed Martin, which got a $6.4-billion contract to build the crew capsule for the Constellation program. The 100-employee firm makes specialized tools for assembling rockets. Votaw's work on the Constellation program, which makes up about 20% of the company's business, came just as it was laying off 25 employees because of the space shuttle cancellation and the overall downturn in the aerospace business. "A program like Constellation could provide us with about 15 years of work," said Scott Wallace, Votaw's president. "If that's pulled out from under us, it would really hurt." 

F. US Losing Know

US losing its space power now

Ake Fagrell, statistician at Arbetsgivarverket/Swedish Agency for Government 

Employers, 10 

Aviation Week, “US Risks Loss of Space Power”, 22 February 2010, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/jsp_includes/articlePrint2.jsp?storyID=xml/awst_xml/2010/02/22/AW_02_22_2010_p08-204176-02.xml&headLine=U.S.%20Risks%20Loss%20Of%20Space%20Power, [Zheng] 
U.S. space policy, or rather lack of such a policy, is increasingly becoming more and more incomprehensible. First, there was the move to box the U.S. into a corner where , for at least a half decade or so, it will be dependant upon Moscow to ferry astronauts to and from the International Space Station. The Russians will do the job, but on their conditions. The vulnerability of America will be total. Second, President Barack Obama wants to cancel the Constellation Program . There must be broad smiles in Beijing these days. The Chinese goal of sending people to the Moon will not be slowed , but accelerated as their space effort gains in ability and confidence. When the Chinese walk on the Moon, as they undoubtedly will around 2020, they will be the masters of such an achievement. America’s Apollo landings will have been forgotten , having occurred before the vast majority of the Earth’s population was born . In the eyes of the world in 2020, China will be the technological leader, not the U.S. Cancellation of the Constellation Program is not only a matter of abandoning a Moon base and throwing away billions of dollars. The U.S. will be giving up its leadership in space exploration. 

China, Japan, and India challenging the US in space 

The New Zealand Herald 09 

“US dreams brought down to Earth”, 11 July 2009, Newspaper, [Zheng] 

China and India are hot on the heels of America in the charge to push into space. Five years ago Yang Lee Wei became China's first astronaut, a feat which underlined the fact that Beijing could achieve what it wanted without getting budgets approved or policy endorsed. Unlike the hoopla which attended the Apollo moonshot 40 years ago, the world may not know whether China wants to land on the moon until it does. It boasts of its triumphs, but the regime conceals its failures. Former Nasa administrator Mike Griffin said he believed China had the capability to get to the moon and he wouldn't be surprised if the next person to walk on the moon was Chinese. India is the other nascent space nation. India worked with the Soviet Union in the 1970s on space programmes and flew its first cosmonaut in 1982. Delhi has committed US$1.2 billion to a 10-year plan for human space flight and has sent a robotic probe to the moon. Both China and India have a telling advantage over the Apollo years - they are streets ahead in technology. Japan has also got into the space act. It has a big laboratory at the International Space Station, where Japanese astronauts have been going for nine years. Tokyo wants to land robots on the moon to collect samples and return to Earth around the year 2020, followed by a manned resource survey mission sometime between 2025 and 2030. 

G. Key to DOD
AeroSpace is critical for DOD support 

Bearden 09’ David A. Bearden, NASA Advanced Programs Directorate, NASA Programs Division 2Space Launch Projects, Launch Systems Division, Authorized by: Civil and Commercial Operations, “Human-Rated Delta IV Heavy Study Constellation Architecture Impacts’’ [Andrew Alvarado] 
There are significant risks and opportunities inherent to NSS from a NASA HR Delta IV H program. The increased production rates from the human-rated launch program should have positive effects on ULA hardware cost and reliability, as well as the ULA vendor industrial base. This should result in 50improved support to the DOD. However, the focused demands from a human-rated space program could draw attention from critical NSS needs. The greatest risk comes from a proliferation of multiple and diverse requirements and conflicting U.S. Government demands, which may impact DOD (and potentially NASA) programs in terms of priorities or staff support. It is strongly recommended that any actions be cooperatively managed by all stakeholders via a formal risk and opportunity management program. Multiple HR Delta IV H configurations have the potential of creating a significant impact to the NSS manufacturing and supplier base. Inconsistent requirements may cause confusion, whereas completely common systems may be unaffordable. To achieve the greatest benefit, a trade study that examines options of HLV CBC and second-stage commonality between DOD and AeroSpace vehicles (e.g., structures, engines, avionics, controls, etc.) is needed as an opportunity pursuit. An optimum solution should be pursued that maximizes commonality as an overall cost-benefit solution from supplier manufacturing through launch operations. The trade study needs to consider that implementation of the HR Delta IV H solutions on the AeroSpace launch vehicles will result in an increased reliability for DOD missions. Improved hardware production costs should be anticipated due to increased CBC, RL10, and RS-68 production rates. However, the maximum benefit can be expected only if a cooperative, joint Air Force/NASA/ULA process is pursued that maximizes the returns to all stakeholders. Most of the opportunities identified rely on a comprehensive cooperative agreement coupled with contract provisions to realize the benefits. A significant risk to NSS missions is the potential standdown that would result from an anomaly/ failure of HR Delta IV H hardware or software, whether it occurs prelaunch or during flight. Although the HR Delta IV H is expected to have an increased overall reliability, anomalies and failures are a fact of life in space launch operations, particularly during the developmental period. This risk should also be considered reciprocal to NASA missions. Therefore, a cooperative data- sharing program is paramount to minimize residual impacts. This should be viewed as a significant benefit of the cooperative action between the Aerospace and NASA. The launch infrastructure assessment identified potential operational impacts when sharing current Delta IV H infrastructure at SLC-37. Shared operations within the SLC-37 complex could encounter operational, security, or safety conflicts, depending on the location and launch manifest requirements. Implementation of the SLC-39 launch option mitigates this risk, since the likelihood of interference is considered low and should be isolatable between programs, except for range-driven requirements. These risks should be no more significant than current risks. Operating the HR Delta IV H/Orion operations out of SLC-39 also enhances the integrated operations with Ares V, but is not considered an influence in this NSS impact assessment.

H. Aero Key to Constellation
AeroSpace is key Constellation Development of  cost efficient Technology 

Space X 08’  - Staff Writers of Cape Carnival Florida Space Center, http://www.space-travel.com/reports/ASRC_Aerospace_Contributes_To_NASA_Constellation_System_999.html [Andrew Alvarado] 

An Alaska Native Corporation headquartered in Greenbelt, Maryland, ASRC Aerospace is providing technical design support and project planning to the Constellation Ground Operations Project Office and the Engineering Directorate at Kennedy Space Center. ASRC Aerospace is a key asset in supporting program trade studies, development of the program's requirements, development of the program's design concepts and products, and operations formulation phase.The GO project is responsible for the launch site development, ground processing and operations efforts at the launch, landing, and retrieval sites in support of the Constellation Program. In addition, the GO project supports spacecraft and launch vehicle design for operability and interface definition to Ground Systems. Launch site development includes new and modified facilities, Ground Support Equipment (GSE), and launch processing planning efforts. The goal is to provide safe and economical maintenance and checkout, preflight servicing, and launch and landing recovery.The models developed by ASRC Aerospace's Systems Integration group were just a few of the many images used by NASA to depict current design concepts. These images have been shown in Aviation Week (December 10, 2007 issue) and The Florida Today newspaper. "Our team is providing personnel who can introduce lessons learned through program management, systems engineering, design and operations experience from previous human space flight development programs," explained Dick Lyon, Vice President of Florida Operations for ASRC Aerospace. "The company is assisting KSC in concept development and oversight of processing facilities and systems, command and control systems, mechanical structures, fluids systems, communications and data systems, and logistics systems." The primary focus for ASRC Aerospace is to assist KSC in the design, development, implementation and sustaining engineering of those previously mentioned systems and facilities. The design effort will continue through the Ares 1/Orion project and into the Ares V project development phase. Specific design accomplishments include providing system architecture support to the baseline effort of the Command, Control and Communications architecture that will be used to checkout the Ares I spacecraft. ASRC Aerospace has prepared the requirements documentation for all CxP GO elements, systems, and subsystems. This involves detailed analysis of all electrical and mechanical systems to determine planned use and operational needs. ASRC Aerospace also tailored a Monte Carlo simulation program incorporating specific criteria and utilized it to perform the analysis for the Pad 39B Lightning Protection System. The analysis resulted in validating a three tower design concept thus providing a considerable cost savings compared to the original four tower design concept.
*** National Security Advantage *** 

A. BMD 

Constellation key to missile defense and national security this comes first – constitutional duty

Bishop 10 Rob Bishop, Congressional Representative from Utah, 2/25/2010, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html?pg=1 Herm

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, canceling the Constellation program and the Ares rocket will harm U.S. missile defense efforts and our national security. The same kinds of jobs and technology needed to send men to the moon are the same set of skills needed to build defensive missiles. Whether it's lifting man or missiles into space, the skilled work force and solid rocket motors come from the same industrial base. When you cut one, you hurt the other. Last year, the administration cut our U.S. missile defense system and some jobs were lost. The cancellation of Constellation would essentially wipe out the rest. This would destroy the U.S. industrial base and make us militarily vulnerable to countries like North Korea and Iran. A report to Congress last year pointed out that delays in the NASA Ares program could have "significant negative impact" on the industrial base for missile production. If delays are "significant" an outright cancellation would be overwhelming. We will lose not just our capabilities for space exploration, but our capability to protect our homeland. Our nation will be less secure. Maintaining leadership in space and creating jobs is important, but fulfilling our constitutional duty to provide for the common defense is an absolute must.

Cancellation of Constellation puts America’s space future at risk- compromises BMD

Klamper, Reports for Space News, ’10 (Amy, February 12th 2010, “Obama’s Move To End Constellation Prompts Industrial Base Questions,” http://www.spacenews.com/policy/100212-end-constellation-prompts-industrial-base-questions.html [JUNEJA]) 

WASHINGTON — Industry advocates are voicing concern with U.S. President Barack Obama’s decision to cancel NASA’s Moon-bound Constellation program and the threat it poses to America’s aerospace work force and U.S. strategic missile arsenals, but Defense Department officials said the two agencies are forging a plan to sustain the nation’s solid-rocket motor industrial base. Rep. Rob Bishop (R-Utah) is among those railing against Obama’s proposal to scrap NASA’s plan to replace its space shuttle fleet with new rockets and spacecraft in favor of relying on commercial crew taxis to get astronauts to the international space station and back. “This is not money-saving. This is having some kind of half-baked scheme that we can commercialize this,” said Bishop, whose district is home to ATK Space Systems, the Magna, Utah-based solid-rocket motor manufacturer that is building the first stage of Constellation’s Ares 1 rocket and major subsystems for its launch abort system. ATK executives told investors Feb. 4 that canceling Ares 1 would cost the company $650 million in contract backlog. While Bishop’s congressional district stands to lose 2,000 jobs under Obama’s proposal, the outspoken U.S. missile defense proponent said there is more at stake than northern Utah’s employment outlook. Shutting down Constellation, he said, threatens the nation’s ability to produce solid-rocket motors needed for ballistic missiles. “It’s not a spigot you can turn on and off,” Bishop said in a Feb. 9 interview. “Once they’re out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back.” ATK and Sacramento, Calif.-based Aerojet are the only U.S. companies producing large solid-rocket motors for space launchers and strategic missiles. Gary Payton, a retired military astronaut and former senior NASA official who serves as U.S. Air Force deputy under secretary for space programs, told reporters Feb. 4 the service was still assessing the industrial base impacts of canceling Constellation. “We share an industrial base with NASA — on solids, liquids, range infrastructure and a work force,” he said during a media roundtable here organized by the Space Foundation. “So, with the cancellation of the Constellation program … we have got a lot of work to do with NASA to figure out how to maintain a minimum industrial base on liquid-rocket engines and solid-rocket motors.” NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver told Space News following a Feb. 11 presentation at the Federal Aviation Administration’s 13th Annual Commercial Space Transportation Conference here that NASA Administrator Charles Bolden consulted senior Pentagon officials, including Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn and Pentagon acquisition chief Ashton Carter, about the industrial base ramifications of canceling Constellation. “Very senior discussions were held over the last six months between NASA and [the Defense Department] on this topic, so it is not something that was not discussed,” Garver said. Addressing the same conference, Air Force Gen. Robert Kehler, commander of Air Force Space Command in Colorado Springs, Colo., said NASA’s new direction could have both positive and negative impacts on his command. “Number one, there’s an impact on us in terms of the manufacture of solid-rocket motors and engines and things like that we’ll have to go sort our way through as we understand more clearly what this all means,” Kehler told conference attendees via telephone from his office at Peterson Air Force Base. Kehler said the president’s decision to do away with Constellation and foster new commercial space transportation services presents both opportunities and challenges for the Air Force. “I’m not a glass-half-empty kind of guy on this one,” he said. “I think we’ve got some opportunity there to go work together with NASA and commercial to make sure that we are preserving the essential pieces of the industrial base we have to go preserve.” Kehler said that while the U.S. need for solid rocket boosters is unlikely to return to Cold War levels, the Defense Department is looking at a concept for maintaining a “family of motors” for use by the Air Force, Navy, Missile Defense Agency and others. He said the Pentagon included money it its 2010 and 2011 budget request to fund a “very, very low rate of production” of Air Force Minuteman rocket motor casings and propellant.

B. Generic National Security 
Constellation key to national security – cancelling leaves country stagnant in national security

Slazer, 11 – Vice President of the Space Aerospace Industries Association, also Director NASA/Civil Space at Mcdonnell Douglas Corporation (Frank, “Contributions of Space to National Imperatives”, Senate Hearing, 5/18, http://commerce.senate.gov/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=e26b4dcb-ee2c-4ada-95fa-b996c307692d Herm

The U.S. military and national security communities rely on the space industrial base to provide them with capabilities required to keep our nation secure. Our space industrial base designs, develops, produces and supports our spacecraft, satellites, launch systems and supporting infrastructure. These systems are often produced in small or even single numbers. We need to keep this base healthy to maintain our competitive edge. Interruptions or cancellations negatively impact large companies and can be catastrophic to smaller firms—often the only entities with the unique abilities to produce small but critical components on which huge portions of our economy, infrastructure and security depend. As an example, only one firm in the United States produces ammonium perchlorate—a chemical used in solid rocket propellants including the space shuttle solid rocket motors, other space launchers and military applications. Retiring the shuttle will impact all these other users as costs rise due to a smaller business base. 5 The U.S. military and national security communities rely on the space industrial base to provide them with capabilities they require to keep our nation secure. Due to export restrictions on space technology and limited commercial markets for space systems, key elements within industry often must depend on stable government programs for survival. This two-way, symbiotic relationship means that in order to keep our overall national security strong, both sides of this relationship are critical. Given the lack of a large external space market, such as exists in civil aviation, if government spending pulls back from investing in the space domain—be it in NASA, the Defense Department or Intelligence Community—the industrial base will shrink accordingly. This will mean capacity loss and potentially leaves the United States incapable of building certain national security assets in the future.

Constellation kt national defense and economic stability

Thompson 9- (David Thompson, President of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “The Aerospace Workforce” 12/10/2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg54449/html/CHRG-111hhrg54449.htm. [JUNEJA])

And the debate about job creation, the intent was to create high-quality jobs that paid good wages and reward important skills. Those are the very jobs that are the norm in the aerospace industry. The automotive industry has been decimated. In last week's Aviation Week included an article about how the automotive industry is looking toward aerospace for their displaced manufacturing technical workforce. We cannot, cannot, let a similar fate befall our aerospace industries, the industries we depend on for our national defense are simply too important to lose. The decisions we are making in Washington have effects far beyond the obvious. I have stated repeatedly that we must continue to stay the course with the Constellation program and not just because of the significant job loss that would follow were we to cancel it. Stopping and starting a major program is not how you develop a technical workforce, attract workers,  inspire engineers or stabilize a local or national economy. 

C. Space Race
Cancellation of Constellation is a threat to national security – space race

Sirdofsky 10 Daniel Sirdofsky, writer for the Medill National Security Zone at Northwestern University, 5/24/2010, http://nationalsecurityzone.org/site/new-nasa-budget-a-national-security-threat/ Herm
WASHINGTON – President Barack Obama’s new NASA budget has received substantial criticism over the last three months due to his decision to cancel the Constellation program, which oversees all manned spaceflight in the ​​ United States. Instead of directly owning, operating and creating vehicles that are capable of ferrying humans to and from space, the Obama administration will hand over the responsibility to private industry, and merely take on the role of overseer to make sure the technology is safe​. Obama’s most vocal critics have been members of Congress with National Aeronautics and Space Administration spaceflight centers in their districts and states. But a number of space experts, including former NASA administrator Michael Griffin (who used to oversee Constellation), have spoken out as well. Some critics have said that private industry is not yet equipped to handle such a task. They also question paying $2.5 billion to close down the project, when progress was being made with the Ares 1 rocket, which was supposed to be the Space Shuttle’s successor. Both of these claims are valid and a cause for concern. But one assertion has been voiced by some in Congress to exaggerate the importance of the proposal: that canceling this project is a threat to our nation’s security. “Manned spaceflight and our ability to be dominant in that area is a national security issue, not just a scientific issue,” said Rep. Parker Griffith, R-Ala., whose district includes NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center. “When the president said (at his April 15 speech at the Kennedy Space Center) we were not in a space race, I think his advisers had not informed him that ​China, Russia, India and other nations in fact are competing with us for dominance in space but also in manned spaceflight.”

***Commercial Advantage***

A. Commitment to constellation Key to Commercial

A full commitment to Constellation will create the heavy lift capabilities to go beyond Earth’s orbit – this is a vital demonstration to spur commercial space investment

Handlin, 10 - space writer and college student (Daniel, “Looking For A Silver Bullet”, The Space Review, 5/3, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1619/1)

There’s the question of what the purpose is of purposely designing a “stripped-down” Orion in order to serve as a lifeboat, especially when Obama said that that vehicle (or something similar to it) will later be used for deep-space missions anyway. It seems as if Orion is being stripped-down just to prove that Constellation was “bad” and that this something different, even while we are planning to later build it back up into the vehicle that was planned to have been built in the first place. Could someone in the White House really have proposed this convoluted and wasteful idea with a straight face?

But ultimately, and most importantly, there is the question of space leadership. One thing that 2008 Obama (the one who supported Constellation) and Neil Armstrong, Jim Lovell, Gene Kranz, Eugene Cernan, and other Apollo heroes all agree on is that American leadership in space is vital to the national security and long-term economic prowess of this country, and that Constellation is key to maintaining that leadership. By sacrificing our guaranteed capability to reach space with crewed vehicles and shredding our plans for Beyond Earth Orbit (BEO) exploration, we are giving up our recognition of America’s aerospace industry as a national source of pride and technological leadership.

The key axiom that is being lost in the noise of the Obama space policy rollout is that the exploration and use of space is not done best by governments, nor is it done best by private industry. What do I mean by this? In the very long term, I think that private industry represents the true future of space exploration. But we’re not yet at that point. In today’s world, space exploration is a public good: something that, like defense, is best undertaken by government and private industry working in partnership.

Almost no one remembers the Aldridge Commission Report, released in 2004. While the report was in general too vague for specific policy recommendations, it did make one excellent point about the nature of the government-private partnership in the exploration of space. The report advocated the idea that NASA should be a nimble, focused, risk-taking, trailblazing agency that took the risks and great expense of opening up some new destination so that private industry could follow. For the Moon, for example, NASA would decide its goal was the Moon, it would develop and prove the necessary spacecraft to reach it, and set up an initial outpost. Now private industry has access to the technical lessons learned and perhaps the spacecraft designs developed by NASA, and since the risk has been reduced by NASA’s flights, it’s now possible for private industry to lay out reasonable business plans for development of the Moon as a commercial destination. NASA blazes the trail, and private industry follows and develops each place. This would allow both government and private industry to bring their strengths to bear on opening up the space frontier (in the former case, enormous resources in terms of money, talent, and an ability to take greater risk; in the latter, time and the mandate to develop profitable enterprises and long-lasting infrastructures in space).

The Obama space policy tries to mislead people into thinking it is this idea, but it is not. In the Aldridge “vision”, one has a space agency that decides it wants to reach a destination, focuses much of its energy and resources on that mission, spends enormous and money and takes great risk to develop the necessary technology, and lays the groundwork for private industry to follow. In the Obama plan, NASA funds random, haphazard technology development programs with little relation to each other in the hope that one will produce a “breakthrough” that will allow NASA to do something unspecified, while also hoping that one of about six or seven companies successfully develops a manned spacecraft so that it doesn’t have to buy more spacecraft seats from the Russians. There is no similarity between these two scenarios.

Burt Rutan, surely one of the leading figures in the private space industry, has expressed this same concern with the Obama approach. As he points out, “It is a good idea indeed for the commercial community to compete to re-supply the ISS and to bring about space access for the public to enjoy. I applaud the efforts of SpaceX, Virgin and Orbital in that regard and feel these activities should have been done at least two decades ago. However, I do not see the commercial companies taking Americans to Mars or to the moons of Saturn within my lifetime and I doubt if they will take the true Research risks (technical and financial) to fly new concepts that have low confidence of return on investment.” This is precisely the issue outlined above, and precisely why the Obama space policy fails to optimally leverage the American space industry.

The government-private partnership that is lacking in the Obama policy is what allowed a program like COTS/CRS to work well; NASA was able to fund private development of cargo spacecraft as a supplement to the guaranteed space access it was developing. In addition, it was advantageous to farm out some of the LEO resupply work since NASA was focused on a BEO destination, the Moon. Now that the partnership is effectively gone, and something like COTS/CRS will have the enormous requirements problem thrust upon it since it now must become the nation’s guaranteed access to space. While a failure to deliver on COTS/CRS was financially embarrassing before the Obama policy, it was little more than that. Now failure to follow through on such a contract, for whatever reason, becomes a national security and foreign policy concern, imperiling our ability to reach space at all while raising the prospect of sending many more hundreds of millions of dollars to Russia (or maybe China or India, one day).

At the end of the day, the Obama policy is set to repeat the mistakes of the past, both in terms of silver bullet contracting and destroying infrastructure; it makes little sense on a number of points; it fails to utilize the capabilities of America’s aerospace industrial base; and ultimately it devalues American space leadership, to say nothing of the generation of students it will fail to inspire. I cannot close this better than someone who has walked on the Moon, so to quote the Armstrong letter, “For The United States, the leading space faring nation for nearly half a century, to be… with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation

B. Gov Incentives Don’t Solve

Low demand, high cost barriers and minimal returns mean that government incentives won’t create an effective private launch market.

Sterner, 10 – fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, national security and aerospace consultant in Washington, DC. He has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee (Eric, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction,” April,

http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/797.pdf)

NASA seems to assume that buying human spaceflight services will lead to lower prices. Typically, in a free market, price falls as the result of competition among suppliers to offer better goods and services for any given number of customers. Is that a reasonable expectation in the case of commercial human spaceflight? The short answer is no. Simply put, a competitive, free-market in commercial human spaceflight is unlikely to develop for several reasons.

1. First, developing a spacecraft capable of safely launching people into orbit, operating there, and returning them safely to the planet is extraordinarily difficult, with extremely low tolerances for risk. For comparison purposes, launching SpaceShip 1, a privately-developed and revolutionary spacecraft capable of carrying people to suborbital space, requires roughly 2% of the total energy required to take the same mass to low-earth orbit.24 Solving such complex problems is not beyond the wherewithal of the private sector. After all, the bulk of NASA’s spacecraft were developed by contractors, and the private sector developed, owns and operates much of the nation’s infrastructure. Human spaceflight to LEO is different, however, than developing or operating the complex terrestrial systems frequently created by the private sector. It requires the development of entirely new technologies and capabilities, for which there has been no private demand or commercial reward. So, there have not been sufficient incentives for the private sector to bring its otherwise healthy abilities to mobilize massive amounts of capital or solve complex problems to bear. There simply is no useful comparison between the public and private sector interests when it comes to human spaceflight. Indeed, to date, only three governments have been able to organize the financial, organizational, scientific, and technical resources to achieve this task. At the time, two of them were superpowers and the third appears to be on the verge of becoming one.

2. Second, solving those technical challenges is extraordinarily expensive, creating a high barrier to entry into the market segment by new, potential suppliers, assuming there is an expectation of an adequate payoff after such market entry. Arguably, NASA’s initial expenditures may offset this by providing “seed” money that enables private entrants to raise more private capital at a lower cost, while its demand for services theoretically creates a payoff. Still, for reasons discussed below, that “seed” money will likely be wholly inadequate. According to a study commissioned by the Commercial Spaceflight Industry, total cumulative investment committed to the commercial human spaceflight through the fall of 2009 was $1.46 billion—including government funding— of which just $838 million remained available.25 While this may seem like a significant amount of money, in aerospace development programs it is not. For comparison purposes, Boeing (a commercial company using commercial practices to develop a commercial product for mature markets and using well understood technology) pegged the cost of developing the first three Boeing 787 Dreamliners at roughly $2.5 billion.26 Meanwhile, revenue for actual commercial spaceflight services offered by the industry between 2006 and 2008 (inclusive), totaled $117.6 million. (Any revenue for an industry that cannot currently provide the services it offers reflects confidence on the part of those paying customers in the industry’s ability to do so in the future.) The industry derives significant other revenue from selling hardware, engineering services, and other non-commercial services, in which case they may differ insignificantly from aerospace firms not focused on commercial human spaceflight.

3. Third, U.S. government demand for human spaceflight services is modest. Ideally, a full crew complement aboard the International Space Station is 6-7 people, each of whom stays for roughly 6 months. Each of these individuals has to be launched to orbit and returned to earth, totaling a minimum of 1214 round trip seats to LEO. In practice, the demand for human access to LEO is higher because the ISS partners launch more astronauts to ISS than are needed to maintain a full crew complement. Of the universe of individuals launched to orbit, some become crewmembers; some pilot spacecraft back and forth; and some simply visit. In 2010 NASA will launch four shuttle missions carrying a total of 25 people to orbit, but ISS will only be crewed by 12 people, not all of whom are Americans. So, for the sake of argument, assume that the U.S. government demand for human access to space is 25 round trips to LEO per year. NASA’s recent annual cost to own and operate the space shuttle has been about $3 billion, roughly $120 million a seat.27

Additionally, two factors create downward pressure on that demand. The ISS partners can maintain the station with fewer people; it is not mandatory that six people occupy the ISS at all times or that a separate person ferry them to orbit. Moreover, several of those crew slots are controlled by other ISS partners, most notably including the Russian government, which has its own means, indeed, the only means, of reaching the ISS after 2010. Indeed, the United States’ obligations to the International Space Station partners require it to provide round trips for 8 people. Without plans for human spaceflight beyond the International Space Station, even this demand will collapse after 2020 when the International Space Station is retired.

C. Gov Solves

Maintaining a government run human space program is vital to commercial space development – it will reduce risk and catalyze the launch market 

Pace, 11 - Director of the Space Policy Institute and a Professor of Practice in International Affairs at George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs, From 2005-2008, he served as the Associate Administrator for Program Analysis and Evaluation at NASA (Scott, Hearing of the House Committee on Science, Space, and Technology Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics Hearing “A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry” 3/30, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Pace_House_Testimony_033011.pdf

Major policy questions remain unanswered that complicate transition efforts. Perhaps foremost among them is whether or not there is a need for independent U.S. government human access to space, and if not, the identification of those entities upon which we are willing to depend for such access. In my view, the U.S. government should have its own means for ensuring human access to space even as it makes increasing use of commercial services or international partners. Just as a diversified portfolio needs bonds as well as stocks, a “public option” is an important and crucial part of a diversified portfolio for a strategic national capability like human space flight. Complete reliance on commercial or international services is an excessively risky approach that can deter innovation in those areas as they become “too important to be left alone.” It was the existence of Constellation that enabled prudent risk taking in commercial cargo services and contemplation of eventual procurement of commercial crew services.

A corollary question is: what is the proper role of NASA for the human expansion into space, given NASA’s disparate functions as “innovator and technology developer” vs. “designer/developer/smart buyer” of new systems, and “system operator” vs. “service customer”? The Administration’s proposals for human space flight appear to have a clear policy theme – that there is no compelling need for a U.S. government human space flight program and that all necessary objectives and risks can be meet by private contractors using government funding with reduced if not minimal oversight. The technical complexities and risks of human space flight make it an activity distinct from buying normal commercial goods and services. A policy approach that pretends or assumes that it is not distinct is unlikely to succeed – just as the unrealistic flight rates planned for the Shuttle in the 1970s or the large commercial markets for EELVs in the 1990s did not succeed.

The government has several proper roles to play in the next generation of human space exploration and those roles can and should evolve in parallel over time. It is time to push carefully for greater reliance on commercial cargo services to the International Space Station. It is subsequently possible to define a path for commercial crew services that operate in addition to, but not to the exclusion of, U.S. government capabilities. To fully rely on commercial or government approaches, to the exclusion of the other, would place all human space flight by the United States at risk, public and private.

D. Commercial Key to Aero Space

Commercial Travel Increases Aero-Space ability 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct) (Pitman)
The authors argue that the creation of a popular new industry of passenger space travel could be economically and socially very beneficial in creating new employment in aerospace and related fields in order to supply these services. In doing so, the application of nearly a half-century of technological development that has yet to be used commercially could create many new aerospace engineering business opportunities. In addition, by growing to large scale, space tourism has unique potential to reduce the cost of space travel sharply, thereby making many other activities in space feasible and profitable. The paper discusses the scope for new employment, stimulating economic growth, reducing environmental damage, sustaining education particularly in the sciences, stimulating cultural growth, and preserving peace by eliminating any need for "resource wars".

E. Reducing Launch Costs Key to Devolopment

Reducing Launcher costs and Growth of Consumer Market Key to space Development 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct) (Pitman)
Reducing the cost of space travel to 1% of existing launch vehicles' costs, in combination with the growth of a new consumer service market in space, would greatly aid the growth of many commercial space activities, thereby creating numerous new business opportunities both on Earth and in space. This process is already at work on a small scale in relation to sub-orbital ﬂight services: in addition to a large number of travel companies acting as agents for sub-orbital ﬂights (including JTB, the largest travel company in Japan), Zero-G Corporation supplies parabolic ﬂight services, Bigelow Aerospace
 is developing the first space hotel, Spaceport Associates advises on spaceport design, Orbital Outfitters Inc. supplies customised ﬂight suits, spaceports are being developed in several places, and several support organisations have been established. All of this activity is occurring some years before the first high-priced services even start, so a much wider range of different space travel-related businesses are sure to grow in future.
F. Key To Asteroid Mineing

As activates in space expand asteroids will be unitized 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct) (Pitman)
 As activities in orbit expand progressively, they could grow to include use of materials extracted from the Moon and near-Earth asteroids and cometoids, of which the potential has been researched for several decades [11]. Due to the much higher cost of activities in orbit than on the surface of the Earth, orbiting hotels seem likely to create the first market for non-terrestrial materials like ice, water, oxygen and hydrogen, as discussed in [12]. 

G. Allows For SPS

Lunch Costs Decrees Allows For SPS

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct) (Pitman)
 Another potentially major space-based industry, which has been held back for 40 years by high launch costs, is the supply of solar power from space to Earth. Although the potential of this system was recognised in studies by the US Department of Energy in the late 1970s, and confirmed in the 1990s [13], total funding has remained minimal. However, progress could be rapid once launch costs fall to a few percent of ELV costs [14]. Hence, as passenger space travel activities expand to large scale, a growing range of manufacturing activities in Earth orbit, on the lunar surface and elsewhere could develop spontaneously, driven by entrepreneurial effort to exploit new business opportunities opened up by the growth of new commercial markets in Earth orbit. These will in turn open the door to the large-scale space activities described in [11]. 

Low Cost Launchers Key to SPS 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)(Pitman) 

A second possibility, which has been researched for several decades but has not yet received funding to enable testing in orbit, is the delivery of continuous solargenerated power from space to Earth. Researchers believe that such space-based solar power ( SSP
) could supply clean, low-cost energy on a large scale, which is a prerequisite for economic development of poorer countries, while avoiding damaging pollution. However, realisation of SSP
 requires much lower launch costs, which apparently only the development of a passenger space travel industry could achieve. Hence the development of orbital tourism could provide the key to realising SSP
 economically [14].

SPS Help Solves the environment 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)(Pitman) 

Clean energy produced by SSP
 could eliminate the environmental impact of space travel, and even make it "carbon neutral" if this is considered desirable [25]. Moreover, SSP
 has a much shorter energy pay-back time than terrestrial solar energy, due to the almost continuous supply of power which it can generate, rather than only in day-time during clear weather. Some critics claim that space travel will become a significant environmental burden [26]. However, while superficially correct in the short term, this is the opposite of the truth over the longer term. It would be a dangerous error to prevent the growth of space tourism in order to avoid its initial, minor environmental impact, since this would prevent a range of major benefits in the future, including the supply of lowcost, carbon-neutral SSP
, and other space-based industry
H. Orbital Travel 

Orbital Travel would stimulated and create an endless market 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct) (Pitman)
The growth of orbital passenger space travel to several million passengers/year over a few decades would represent a direct commercial turnover of some 100 billion Euros/year. In such a scenario of rapid growth, annual investment in new facilities, research and development might add the same amount again. Indeed, having reached such a scale, there would be no foreseeable limit to further growth—in particular it need not be limited, like terrestrial activities, by environmental or political constraints. Quite apart from the numerous opportunities which such a scenario offers for growth of the space industry, it also offers great potential benefits for humanity, in several different fields, as discussed in turn in the following.
I. Orbital travel Solve Poverty

Space Travel Solves Poverty 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)(Pitman)
In most countries, most of the population do not have economically significant land holdings, and so employment is the economic basis of social life, providing income and enabling people to have stable family lives. The high level of unemployment in most countries today is therefore not only wasteful, it also causes widespread poverty and unhappiness, and is socially damaging, creating further problems for the future. One reason for investing in the development of passenger space travel, therefore, is that it could create major new fields of employment, capable of growing as far into the future as we can see. As of 2001, the hotel, catering and tourism sector was estimated to employ 60 million people world-wide, or 3% of the global workforce, and 6% of Europeans [15]. Hence we can estimate that the passenger air travel industry, including airlines, airports, hotels and other tourismrelated work, indirectly employs 10–20 times the number of people employed in aircraft manufacturing alone. Likewise, passenger space travel services could presumably create employment many times that in launch vehicle manufacturing—in vehicle operations and maintenance, at spaceports, in orbiting hotels, in many companies supplying these, in services such as staff training, certification and insurance, and in a growing range of related businesses.This possibility is particularly valuable because high unemployment, both in richer and poorer countries, has been the major economic problem throughout the world for decades. Consequently the growth of such a major new market for advanced aerospace technology and services seems highly desirable, as discussed further in [16]. By contrast, in recent years employment in the traditional space industry in USA and Europe has been shrinking fast: a 2003 report by the US Federal Aviation Administration
 stated that employment in launch vehicle manufacturing and services fell from 28,617 in 1999 to 4828 in 2002, while employment in satellite manufacturing fell from 57,372 to 31,262 [17]. Likewise, European space industry employment fell by 20% from 1995 to 2005; the major space engineering company Astrium
 cut 3300 staff from 2003 through 2006; and in 2005 alone, European prime contractors cut 13.5% of their staff or some 2400 people [18]. Unfortunately, the probability of space industry employment recovering soon is low, because satellite manufacturing and launch services face both low demand and rapidly growing competition from India and China, where costs are significantly lower. It is therefore positively bizarre that government policy-makers have declined to even discuss the subject of investing in the development of passenger space travel services, and have permitted no significant investment to date out of the nearly 20 billion Euro-equivalents which space agencies spend every year! This is despite the very positive 1998 NASA
 report "General Public Space Travel and Tourism
" [19], and the NASA
-funded 2002 "ASCENT" study referred to above [2,3]. In the capitalist system, companies compete to reduce costs since this directly increases their profits. However, reducing the number of employees through improving productivity raises unemployment, except to the extent that new jobs are created in new and growing industries. In an economy with a lack of new industries, increasing so-called "economic efficiency" creates unemployment, which is a social cost. In this situation, governments concerned for public welfare should either increase the rate of creation of new industries, and/or slow the elimination of jobs, at least until the growth of new industries revives, or other desirable counter-measures, such as new social arrangements, are introduced. These may include more leisure time, job-sharing, and other policies designed to prevent the growth of a permanent "under-class" of unemployed and "working poor"—a development which would pose a major threat to western civilisation. One of the many ill effects of high unemployment is that it weakens governments against pressure from corporate interests. For example, increased restrictions on such undesirable activities as arms exports, unfair trade, environmental damage, corporate tax evasion, business concentration, advertising targeted at children, and anti-social corporate-drafted legislation such as the "codex alimentarus", "tort reform" and compulsory arbitration are socially desirable. However, when unemployment is high, corporations' arguments that government intervention would "increase unemployment" have greater inﬂuence on governments. As outlined above, the opening of near-Earth space to large-scale economic development, based initially on passenger space travel services, promises to create millions of jobs, with no obvious limits to future growth. At a time when high unemployment is the most serious economic problem throughout the world, developing this family of new industries as fast as possible should be a priority for employment policy. To continue economic "rationalisation" and "globalisation" while not developing space travel is self-contradictory, and would be both economically and socially very damaging. 

J. Endless Growth (Econ)

Not Developing Space constrains the Economy 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)(Pitman)
 The continuation of human civilisation requires a growing world economy, with access to increasing resources. This is because competing groups in society can all improve their situation and reasonable fairness can be achieved, enabling social ethics to survive, only if the overall "economic pie" is growing. Unfortunately, societies are much less robust if the "pie" is shrinking, when ethical growth becomes nearly impossible, as competing groups try to improve their own situation at the expense of other groups. Continued growth of civilisation requires continual ethical evolution, but this will probably be possible only if resources are sufficient to assure health, comfort, education and fair employment for all members of society. The world economy is under great stress recently for a number of reasons, a fundamental one being the lack of opportunities for profitable investment—as exemplified by Japan's unprecedented decade of zero interest-rates. This lack of productive investment opportunities has led a large amount of funds in the rich countries to "churn" around in the world economy in such forms as risky "hedge funds", causing ever greater financial instability, thereby further weakening economic growth, and widening the gap between rich and poor. Increasing the opportunities for profitable, stable investment requires continual creation of new industries [16]. Governments today typically express expectations for employment growth in such fields as information technology, energy, robotics, medical services, tourism and leisure. However, there are also sceptical voices pointing out that many of these activities too are already being outsourced to low-cost countries which are catching up technologically in many fields [20]. Most of the new jobs created in the USA during the 21st century so far have been low-paid service work, while the number of US manufacturing jobs has shrunk rapidly [21]. It is thus highly relevant that aerospace engineering is a field in which the most technically advanced countries still have a substantial competitive advantage over later developing countries. Hence, if a commercial space travel industry had already been booming in the 1980s, the shrinkage in aerospace employment after the end of the "cold war" would have been far less. Consequently it seems fair to conclude that the decadeslong delay in developing space travel has contributed to the lack of new industries in the richer countries, which is constraining economic growth and causing the highest levels of unemployment for decades. The rapid economic development of China and India offers great promise but creates a serious challenge for the already rich countries, which need to accelerate the growth of new industries if they are to benefit from these countries' lower costs without creating an impoverished under-class in their own societies. The long-term cost of such a socially divisive policy would greatly outweigh the short-term benefits of low-cost imports. The development of India and China also creates dangers because the demands of 6 billion people are now approaching the limits of the resources of planet Earth. As these limits are approached, governments become increasingly repressive, thereby adding major social costs to the direct costs of environmental damage [22]. Consequently, as discussed further below, it seems that the decades-long delay in starting to use the resources of the solar system has already caused heavy, selfinﬂicted damage to humans' economic development, and must be urgently overcome, for which a range of policies have been proposed in [23,24]. 

K. Consumer key

Policy Makers Must empivise on the Consumer 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)(Pitman)
The continuing heavy dependence of the space industry on taxpayer funding, despite cumulative investment of some 1 trillion Euro-equivalents, is due to the simple fact that those directing the industry have chosen not to supply services which large numbers of the general public wish to buy. Yet it is elementary that only by doing this can the space industry grow into a normal commercial activity. Doing so will create an industry which raises private investment to develop new, better and larger facilities in order to sell better services to ever-more customers—in the familiar "virtuous circle" of business growth. Eventually this activity may even reach a scale sufficient for the tax revenues it generates to repay the public investment to date. In successful companies, investment is skillfully judged so as to produce goods and services for which there will be large commercial (i.e. non-governmental) demand. If this earns sufficient profits, then the activity will continue to grow spontaneously for decades or more, like manufacturing of cars or airliners. If, instead, funds intended for investment are spent on developing non-commercial products, such as expensive surveillance satellites or a space station for which the only significant customer is government, then clearly the space industry is doomed to remain forever a small, taxpayer-funded activity—a hindrance rather than a help to economic growth. Economic policy-makers responsible for deciding the public budget for space development must no longer rely exclusively on the advice of the space industry itself, which ever since its origin has had different objectives than the economic benefit of the general public. That is, economic policy-makers, who are responsible for tens of trillions of Euros of activity, must take the initiative to ensure that passenger space travel services are developed as soon as possible. There are many ways in which private investments in this field can be facilitated and supported, without governments themselves either planning or managing the projects. Among other steps, this will require the important institutional innovation of collaboration between civil aviation and civil space activities. Since, even with today's knowledge, researchers foresee the possibility of economic development in space growing to a scale similar to terrestrial industry [11]. This field of industry must be considered as having the potential to become a major new axis for economic growth—equivalent in importance to the aviation industry, but with minimal environmental impact, as discussed below—and therefore deserving of the most serious and urgent attention by economic policymakers. 

L. Low Launch Cost Solve Climate 

Low Cost Launchers allow Cheap Climate Sats 

 Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)(Pitman) 

 Economic development in space based on low launch costs could contribute greatly, even definitively, to solving world environmental problems. As a first step, substantially reducing the cost of space travel will reduce the cost of environment-monitoring satellites, thereby improving climate research and environmental policy-making. 

***Exploration Advantage***

A. Heavy Lifter Key to Exploration 

Heavy Lift is essential to Human Exploration (alt Tag Space is key All Manors US Life) (alt Tag Must explore above earth orbit to explore right)

Plans Committee (A NASA Committee The Committee was established to conduct the review comprised 10 members with diverse professional backgrounds, including scientists, engineers, astronauts, educators, executives of established and new aerospace firms, former presidential appointees, and a retired Air Force General. The Committee was charged with conducting an independent review of the current program of record and providing alternatives to that program (as opposed to making a specific recommendation) that would ensure that “the nation is pursuing the best trajectory for the future of human spaceflight—one that is safe, innovative, affordable and sustainable.”) 09 “Seeking A human Spaceflight Program worthy of a Great Nation) October 2009 (http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/396093main_HSF_Cmte_FinalReport.pdf) [Pitman}

We explore to reach goals, not destinations. It is in the definition of our goals that decision-making for human spaceflight should begin. With goals established, questions about destinations, exploration strategies and transportation architectures can follow in a logical order. While there are certainly some aspects of the transportation system that are common to all exploration missions (e.g. crew access and heavy lift to low-Earth orbit), there is a danger of choosing destinations and architectures first. This runs the risk of getting stuck at a destination without a clear understanding of why it was chosen, which in turn can lead to uncertainty about when it is time to move on. Since 1972, the destination for U.S. human exploration of space has been confined to low-Earth orbit. Following the loss of Columbia, a strong national consensus emerged that we should move beyond low-Earth orbit once again, and explore the inner solar system. The question arises, “What is the point of doing so?” The answers to this question help to identify the goals of human spaceflight. While it was not specifically within the Statement of Task of the Committee to advise on the rationale for a human spaceflight program, the Committee felt compelled to at least review the likely goals as a foundation for its further deliberations. Human spaceflight produces important tangible benefits to society. Human spaceflight is a technologically intensive activity, and during its execution new technologies are derived that have benefit to other government and commercial users of space, and to products that touch Americans daily. Access to and development of space is critical to our national welfare, and a well-crafted human exploration program can help to develop competitive commercial industries and important national capabilities. We explore our first destinations in part to learn how better to explore more challenging sites in the future   Human and robotic explorations both contribute to the expansion of scientific knowledge. Human explorers are most effective when exploring complex destinations, and particularly in endeavors such as field geology. Human exploration also addresses larger goals. We live in an increasingly multi-polar world, and human space exploration is one domain in which the United States is still the acknowledged leader. Human exploration provides an opportunity to demonstrate space leadership while deeply engaging international partners. Chapter 8 will discuss the potential of partnerships in exploration. Human exploration of space can engage the public in new ways, inspiring the next generation of scientists and engineers, and contributing to the development of the future workforce in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM). By viewing other planets as well as our own from deep space, exploration helps to shape human perceptions of our place in the universe. There was a strong consensus within the Committee that human exploration also should advance us as a civilization towards our ultimate goal: charting a path for human expansion into the solar system. It is too early to know how and when humans will first learn to live on another planet, but we should be guided by that long-term goal. In developing alternatives for human spaceflight plans, the Committee was guided by these tangible, less-tangible and long-term goals. In Chapter 6, the Committee returns to these goals as the basis for developing evaluation measures against which the options will be evaluated. 

Constellation is Key to Exploration and is Effective

Pace, 11 - Director of the Space Policy Institute and a Professor of Practice in International Affairs at George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs, From 2005-2008, he served as the Associate Administrator for Program Analysis and Evaluation at NASA (Scott, Hearing of the House Committee on Science, Space, and Technology Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics Hearing “A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry” 3/30, (Pitman)

The Constellation Program achieved notable maturity as a flight system, as evidenced by the successful completion of a Preliminary Design Review in March 2010. This review, following the successful Preliminary Design Reviews of the Ares-I launch vehicle and the Orion spacecraft, signaled the completion of a coherent Program technical approach that aligned content, budget and schedule for Phase I Capability, or LEO missions to the ISS. Key development flight and ground tests helped the Program to gauge programmatic risk by providing hard data in areas having the most uncertainty, providing confidence in the Agency’s ability to execute the Constellation Phase I Capability development within cost & schedule commitments. Associated with this review, the Constellation Program also successfully completed the Phase I Safety Review, addressing all hazards that would lead to loss of life or loss of mission for the integrated system including the launch vehicle, spacecraft, and ground systems. Technical studies continued on the Constellation Program Phase II content, which would enable missions to the Moon & beyond, with technology maturation, trade studies, and programmatic planning scenarios all under concurrent development for the Altair Lunar Lander, the Ares V heavy lift launch vehicle, and Lunar surface habitats. The overall feasibility of the Constellation Program Phase II architecture was successfully demonstrated at the Lunar Capability Concept Review conducted in 2008. A listing of key achievements for the projects comprising the Constellation Phase I Capability is provided below.

Without Constellation- space exploration will come to an end in America forever

Friedman, recently stepped down after 30 years as Executive Director of The Planetary Society. He continues as Director of the Society's LightSail Program and remains involved in space programs and policy. Before co-founding the Society with Carl Sagan and Bruce Murray, Lou was a Navigation and Mission Analysis Engineer and Manager of Advanced Projects at JPL, 2011- (Lou, The Space Review, “A dark future for exploration,” 3/7, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1795/1 [JUNEJA])

 I closed my column last week saying, “Like the faded maritime powers of the 16th century, Russia is headed to be in space what Portugal and Holland became on the oceans: forgotten explorers. There is a lesson for the US here: Things can change quickly.” They sure do. NASA is now not just paralyzed, but its vital signs are weakening. Eleven months ago fans of space exploration cheered as President Obama, for the first time since John Kennedy, went on the road to support a program for a new venture of human exploration: “We’ll start by sending astronauts to an asteroid for the first time in history. By the mid-2030s, I believe we can send humans to orbit Mars and return them safely to Earth. And a landing on Mars will follow.” Then Congress went to work and, today, we have no coherent human space exploration goals, objectives, or program. We instead have a weak jobs program, spending money on a cancelled project and ordering a new rocket-to-nowhere project. In that same speech the president said, “We will ramp up robotic exploration of the solar system” and “We will increase Earth-based observation to improve our understanding of our climate and our world.” In his very next budget submission last month, with still no budget passed by Congress for the current fiscal year, he proposed elimination of robotic precursor missions, a decrease in planetary science funding, and delays of vitally needed Earth science missions (a need which just increased as a result of the loss of Glory). All of the proposed increases that were submitted to Congress last year (and which they failed to act upon) are eliminated. In addition, the budget submission ignored the James Webb Space Telescope and the future Mars program—kicking the can of their consideration down the road. NASA is now not just paralyzed, but its vital signs are weakening. Later today the National Academy of Sciences Planetary Decadal Survey report is being released. The Survey was to evaluate a plethora of planetary exploration riches and decide priorities in order to reap rewards from a new era of exploration. International flagships would be sent to Mars and the Outer Planets while smaller ships were to continue making new discoveries throughout the solar system. Instead, as the report indicates, there will be no plethora of riches; we’ll be lucky to get a collection of rags. The Survey team accepted guidelines and constraints imposed by the agency for both cost and budget and came up with the inevitable result: we can’t continue Mars landers and we can’t have an Outer Planets Flagship. We will not search nearby worlds for signs of extraterrestrial life, and we’ll accept a new era with fewer missions and less science. Human space exploration was torpedoed last year. This year the robots are being fired upon. It is my view that without space exploration—new adventures to new worlds and scientific discovery about our universe—there will be little reason for NASA’s existence and the space agency will wither as its public support diminishes. I am not sure about the European reaction to the diminishing of plans for the joint Mars lander program and Outer Planets Flagship, but I am not optimistic about Europe’s independent ability to take over space exploration. Interfax reported this week that Russia has developed a “space strategy” that includes the exploration and development of the moon, Mars, and beyond. (Was this a reaction to my criticism of last week? I wish I had that power.) Maybe the tide will turn again—for as I said, things change quickly. Right now it seems that America is headed for exploration oblivion. Right now it seems that America is headed for exploration oblivion. There is a view that space exploration can wait. At least three heads of NASA in the past thirty years advised those of us in The Planetary Society to “take a deep breath” and wait until enabling technologies made it cheaper to go to space. That philosophy led to a dark decade of no exploration in the 1980s (and to more expensive access to space). Similarly, I have met many political leaders and heard reactions like, “Mars (or Europa) has been there for billions of years, it can wait a few more years until we solve our problems on Earth.” There are two things wrong with this reaction. First, we are not solving our problems here on Earth—we are actually ignoring them or making them worse. Second, Mars and Europa care not a whit when we get there, but we Earthlings—and, specifically, our children—do. We will raise a generation that ceases from exploration and knows not the place from which it came. (I apologize to T.S. Eliot.) Sure, we have a financial debt to deal with, but we are also passing along an intellectual and inspiration debt to the next generation. The question now for those interested in space exploration to decide is whether we, like the Planetary Decadal Committee, accept the “realities,” and go back to our labs (figuratively) to think small, or do we try to change the realities? 

B. Multiple Destinations

Multiple destinations for outer space exploration 

Plans Committee (A NASA Committee The Committee was established to conduct the review comprised 10 members with diverse professional backgrounds, including scientists, engineers, astronauts, educators, executives of established and new aerospace firms, former presidential appointees, and a retired Air Force General. The Committee was charged with conducting an independent review of the current program of record and providing alternatives to that program (as opposed to making a specific recommendation) that would ensure that “the nation is pursuing the best trajectory for the future of human spaceflight—one that is safe, innovative, affordable and sustainable.”) 09 “Seeking A human Spaceflight Program worthy of a Great Nation) October 2009 (http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/396093main_HSF_Cmte_FinalReport.pdf) [Pitman}

The Moon has been the nation’s principal focus of human space exploration beyond low-Earth orbit since President Kennedy set it as a national goal in 1961. But there are  many places humans could explore in the inner solar system, each with benefit to the public, as well as opportunities for scientific discoveries, technology development and steady progress in human exploration capabilities. Among these destinations are our own Moon, as well as Mars and its moons. (See Figure 3.2-1.) Other potential destinations include the near-Earth objects, asteroids and spent comets that pass near the Earth. There are also important locations in free space that are of interest, including the Earth’s Lagrange points. These are sites at the edge of the Earth’s influence, which will be important future points for observation toward the Earth and away from it. For example, the James Webb Space Telescope, the successor to the Hubble Space Telescope, will be placed at a Lagrange point. The Lagrange points might also be the nodes of a future space transportation highway through the inner solar system. There is a progression in time and difficulty in reaching these destinations. Lunar orbit, the Lagrange points, near-Earth objects, and a Mars fly-by are the easiest in terms of energy required. It actually requires less energy to fly by Mars than to land on and return from the surface of the Moon. Next in terms of energy requirements is the lunar surface, followed by Mars orbit. The surface of Mars requires the most energy to reach. An analysis of the duration to reach these destinations yields a slightly different order. The Moon is days away, the Lagrange points weeks, the near-Earth objects months, a Mars fly-by a year, and a Mars landing is the longest—about 900 days for a round trip using the most likely approach. Among practical criteria to apply in selecting destinations are questions such as: How difficult is the destination to reach? How long will it take? How dangerous will the mission be? How expensive and sustainable will it be? The key framing question for this chapter is: What is the most practicable strategy for exploration beyond low-Earth orbit? Options include: • Mars First, with a Mars landing after a brief test flight program of equipment and procedures on the Moon. • Moon First, with surface exploration focused on developing capability for Mars. • Flexible Path to Mars via the inner solar system objects and locations, with no immediate plan for surface exploration, then followed by exploration of the lunar and/or Martian surface. In assessing these choices, the Committee examined a number of scenarios, performing new analyse and reviewing existing studies from the Constellation Program and other NASA architecture studies dating back to Apollo. The Committee listened carefully to alternate views presented by a number of other organizations, including the Mars Society and the Planetary Society

C. Mars First

Mars is the most important planet to colonize and key to human expansion  

Plans Committee (A NASA Committee The Committee was established to conduct the review comprised 10 members with diverse professional backgrounds, including scientists, engineers, astronauts, educators, executives of established and new aerospace firms, former presidential appointees, and a retired Air Force General. The Committee was charged with conducting an independent review of the current program of record and providing alternatives to that program (as opposed to making a specific recommendation) that would ensure that “the nation is pursuing the best trajectory for the future of human spaceflight—one that is safe, innovative, affordable and sustainable.”) 09 “Seeking A human Spaceflight Program worthy of a Great Nation) October 2009 (http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/396093main_HSF_Cmte_FinalReport.pdf) [Pitman}

A human landing that leads to an extended human presence on the Martian surface stands prominently above all other opportunities for human space exploration. Mars is somewhat smaller than Earth, has about three-eights its surface gravity, a thin atmosphere consisting mostly of carbon dioxide, and water. (See Figure 3.3.1-1.) It therefore possesses potential resources that can be used for life support and propellent. If humans are ever to live for long durations on another planetary surface and move toward permanent expansion of human civilization beyond the Earth, it is likely to be on Mars (Figure 3.3.1-2.) Mars is unquestionably the most scientifically interesting destination in the inner solar system. Mars has a planetary history similar to that of the Earth. It had a period of volcanic  activity. At one time, water ran freely on its surface. Its atmosphere evolved over time, much as ours did. And there is the distinct potential that life could have begun to evolve on Mars. Learning about Mars would teach us a great deal about the Earth. Furthermore, the scientific community that studies Mars generally agrees that its exploration could be significantly enhanced by direct participation of astronaut explorers. The Committee finds that Mars is the ultimate destination for human exploration of the inner solar system 

***NASA***

A. NASA Funding Key

NASA funding critical to aerospace leadership – economy, scientific, and national security

AIA 9 American Institute of Aeronautics, “NASA Funding Critical to US Leadership in Space” 6/19/2009,  http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/aia_news/2009/nasa_funding_critical_to_us_leadership_in_space/. Herm 

NASA stands front and center as the most visible representation of the U.S. space program and is critical to our country’s future leadership and competitiveness, AIA Vice President of Space Systems J.P. Stevens said Thursday. “Over the last 50 years, space technologies have increasingly become an important part of our nation’s economic, scientific and national security fabric,” Stevens said in testimony to the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. “However, other nations are making rapid advancements, and our leadership in space is no longer guaranteed.” AIA strongly supports the current proposed NASA budget of $18.7 billion, however, Stevens noted that zero growth is budgeted through 2013. "This is a real concern. The Chinese absolutely want to send humans to the moon and are putting in the resources to make it happen,” said Stevens in response to a question. “If we continue to delay our programs, it's quite possible that the Chinese will return to the moon first.”

Funding NASA critical to boost economy

Kosmas, Suzane Kosmas, Member of the US House of Representatives, 09- (“Spaceflight operations and economic Recovery,” 1/23/2009, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2009-01-23/news/myword23kosmas_1_spaceflight-space-operations-economic-recovery [JUNEJA])

One of the keys to job growth and economic recovery is to fully fund NASA so that we can restore funding to science programs, repair hurricane damage and minimize our space-flight gap by extending the shuttle program and accelerating Constellation. Kennedy Space Center is an economic engine for the 24th District as well as the entire state, employing tens of thousands of Floridians. But like many others, KSC and surrounding local businesses are feeling the economic strain. In order to ensure a robust Space Coast economy, we must do all that we can to protect the highly skilled work force at KSC and the small businesses that support the center's operations. Last week, details of the economic recovery package were made public. The initial plan calls for $600 million for NASA's science and aeronautics programs, as well as funding to repair some of the damage caused by natural disasters in 2008. While I applaud this much-needed infusion of funds, I believe it does not go far enough, especially in light of funding shortfalls caused by flat budgets in recent years. That is why I sent a letter to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and House leadership urging an additional $2 billion in the economic stimulus for NASA's exploration systems and space operations. We would be remiss to leave out funding for human space exploration from this recovery package. If the goal of this legislation is to stimulate our economy, support science, and maintain and create highly skilled jobs, there is no better place to dedicate resources than to our human spaceflight program. Small businesses in nearly every state supply NASA programs, employing more than half a million Americans and contributing nearly $100 billion to our economy in 2004 alone. The reach of the space economy is broad, and its contributions are vital to enhancing our nation's economy and technological leadership. Increasing funding for NASA in the recovery package will allow for the extension of our shuttle program and the acceleration of the Constellation program while providing an immediate and long-term economic boost to the 24th District, as well as the rest of Florida and communities across our nation. Minimizing the spaceflight gap will ensure that taxpayer dollars, which would otherwise go to foreign countries to ferry our cargo and astronauts to space, will stay in the United States and drive our economy. In addition, the benefits of NASA's space operations go beyond pure economics. Technologies developed for human spaceflight improve the quality of life for all our citizens and lead to discoveries that enable us to address important issues facing our nation, including developing alternative energy, improving health care, strengthening commerce and communications, and studying and understanding climate change. I will do everything I can to ensure that Kennedy Space Center and our local businesses are protected and given the opportunity to thrive. 

B. Leads to Infighting 
Canceling of Constellation leads to agency infighting – kills NASA effectiveness 

Taylor Dinnerman, senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch, 10 

The Space Review, “NASA’s dangerous new year”, 4 January 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1538/1, [Zheng] 

If the Constellation program is killed—and make no mistake, if Ares 1 is killed Constellation dies as well—then the result will not be a smooth transition to a new “Flexible Path” program, but an ugly fight over money and jobs in which any exploration goals will be of secondary importance at best. It is hard to see how a new policy could be sold to either Congress or the public. The Augustine committee report gives a number of so-called “Public Engagement justifications” for the various proposed Flexible Path steps. For example, the Lunar Flyby option one is “Return to Moon any time we want”. Yet, as soon as the public understands that this does not mean we can land there, the value of the operation will be questioned. Likewise, while a trip to the Earth-Moon L-1 Lagrange point would be presented to the public as “On-Ramp to the interplanetary highway,” critics will call it a trip to a mathematical abstraction. Some member of Congress will no doubt ask, “How do you plant a flag in empty space?” If Congress were to go along with the Flexible Path option, they would be openly admitting that they made big mistakes in 2005 and 2008 when they endorsed the Constellation architecture by large bipartisan majorities. Not only that, but they would be asked: if NASA got it wrong last time, how do we know that they will get it right this time? Inside NASA the problems could get nasty in a quiet and insidious fashion. Centers such as Huntsville, if ordered to slow down or cancel work on Ares 1, would work hard to find ways to undermine the decision. Institutional insubordination is not unknown inside the federal government; we certainly saw a lot of it over the last eight years. In the 1980s and early 1990s NASA certainly suffered from a bad case of it. The “One NASA” concept that Sean O’Keefe tried to put in place was reluctantly accepted, but it didn’t change many long-held attitudes. Holding the agency together in the face of a painful disappointment, such as we may see when the White House makes its decision, will be an exceptionally difficult job. The temptation will be for every man and woman, and for the Centers and programs, to scramble indiscriminately to grab what they can. Any unified vision will disappear and it would be years before NASA could regain the relative balance it has built up since recovering from the loss of Columbia. 

***Constellation is good***
A. Good For Econ

Constellation key to the economy – Jobs and tech development

Suzane Kosmas House of Representatives 9

Orlando Sentinel, “Funding NASA will boost economy” 1/23/2009, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2009-01-23/news/myword23kosmas_1_spaceflight-space-operations-economic-recovery [Lockwood]

One of the keys to job growth and economic recovery is to fully fund NASA so that we can restore funding to science programs, repair hurricane damage and minimize our space-flight gap by extending the shuttle program and accelerating Constellation. Kennedy Space Center is an economic engine for the 24th District as well as the entire state, employing tens of thousands of Floridians. But like many others, KSC and surrounding local businesses are feeling the economic strain. In order to ensure a robust Space Coast economy, we must do all that we can to protect the highly skilled work force at KSC and the small businesses that support the center's operations. Last week, details of the economic recovery package were made public. The initial plan calls for $600 million for NASA's science and aeronautics programs, as well as funding to repair some of the damage caused by natural disasters in 2008. While I applaud this much-needed infusion of funds, I believe it does not go far enough, especially in light of funding shortfalls caused by flat budgets in recent years. That is why I sent a letter to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and House leadership urging an additional $2 billion in the economic stimulus for NASA's exploration systems and space operations. We would be remiss to leave out funding for human space exploration from this recovery package. If the goal of this legislation is to stimulate our economy, support science, and maintain and create highly skilled jobs, there is no better place to dedicate resources than to our human spaceflight program. Small businesses in nearly every state supply NASA programs, employing more than half a million Americans and contributing nearly $100 billion to our economy in 2004 alone. The reach of the space economy is broad, and its contributions are vital to enhancing our nation's economy and technological leadership. Increasing funding for NASA in the recovery package will allow for the extension of our shuttle program and the acceleration of the Constellation program while providing an immediate and long-term economic boost to the 24th District, as well as the rest of Florida and communities across our nation. Minimizing the spaceflight gap will ensure that taxpayer dollars, which would otherwise go to foreign countries to ferry our cargo and astronauts to space, will stay in the United States and drive our economy. In addition, the benefits of NASA's space operations go beyond pure economics. Technologies developed for human spaceflight improve the quality of life for all our citizens and lead to discoveries that enable us to address important issues facing our nation, including developing alternative energy, improving health care, strengthening commerce and communications, and studying and understanding climate change. I will do everything I can to ensure that Kennedy Space Center and our local businesses are protected and given the opportunity to thrive.

NASA crew transportation programs key to the economy – cancellation devastates long-term investors

Slazer, 11 – Vice President of the Space Aerospace Industries Association, also Director NASA/Civil Space at Mcdonnell Douglas Corporation (Frank, “Contributions of Space to National Imperatives”, Senate Hearing, 5/18, http://commerce.senate.gov/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=e26b4dcb-ee2c-4ada-95fa-b996c307692d Herm

At a time when the space shuttle is being retired and the United States is paying Russia over $60 million a seat to get crews to the International Space Station, it is critical that NASA’s new programs for exploration and crew transportation be adequately funded to remain on track. Fifty years after astronaut Alan Shepard became America’s first man in space, two generations of Americans have never known a time when we were not engaged in human space flight. But let us be clear, this is a legacy not an entitlement— without continued investment, this could become the last generation of Americans being members of a space faring society. In addition to workforce impacts, failure to stick to a space program funding plan makes it difficult to manage them effectively; sends mixed signals to an industry making long term investments; and places these programs at risk of overruns or cancelation—jeopardizing the investments already made by taxpayers. NASA’s research and development efforts have consistently produced ground-breaking technologies with benefits for nearly everyone on the planet. Investments made in NASA have produced invaluable benefits to our national security, economic prosperity and national prestige and should be pursued as sound economic stimulus.

B. Good For Co-OP
We need a cooperative program like constellation to save long term human space flight

Ehrenfreund et al. Space Policy Institute and ESPI 10

Science Direct “Cross-cultural management supporting global space exploration,” Volume 66, Issues 1-2, Jan-Feb 2010 https://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/080609%20Logsdon.pdf [Lockwood]

Political changes, environmental concerns and rapid population growth from now to at least 2030 will provide a dynamic landscape for the development of a global space exploration program [20]. Recent and future geopolitical developments and funding constraints of major space powers made it clear that international cooperation will be even more important for future long-term space exploration. New axes of partnerships and cooperation mechanisms and actors have emerged in the last decades. Stakeholders such as industries, non-governmental organizations, transnational companies and the public, will be more involved in the future planning and execution of space activities. In this evolving space exploration context, the case for increasing consideration of cross-cultural management in space exploration activities, particularly among the main space powers, the United States, Russia, Europe, Japan, Canada, China and India, will thus be a key to long-term sustainable exploration endeavors. The cultural dimensions according to “Hofstede” provide are liable analytical framework but new cross-cultural elements and dimensions are also needed to ensure long-term success. This will include a cultural sensitive workforce and strong public support to foster transnational alliances between new stakeholders and emerging space nations. It will be important to implement current practices and new ideas of cross-cultural management to raise the awareness and bridge the gap between different cultures even within space-faring nations. Cross-cultural management is needed to balance cultural differences, negotiation styles, management styles, and communication tactics to tackle efficiently mankind's next grand challenge that is long-term space exploration.

The continuation of the Constellation program will enhance international cooperation and put US in the leader position

John Logsdon, 2011, space policy institute, “Change and continuity ins US space policy,” Volume 27 Issue 1, Feb

2. Enhanced international cooperation

The new National Space Policy directs US government agencies to look for increased opportunities for international cooperation in a wide variety of areas, ranging from space science to space surveillance and maritime domain awareness. This approach reflects the broader foreign policy strategy of the Obama administration. For example, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said in a July 2010 speech: Our approach to foreign policy must reflect the world as it is, not as it used to be. It does not make sense to adapt a 19th-century concert of powers or a 20th-century balance-of-power strategy. We cannot go back to Cold War containment or to unilateralism…. We will lead by inducing greater cooperation among a greater number of actors and reducing competition, tilting the balance away from a multi-polar world and toward a multi-partner world. This approach stands in rather stark contrast to the unilateralist path to leadership articulated in the 2006 Bush administration space policy. It also recognizes that in the space arena other nations and groups of nations have developed, and are continuing to develop, world-class space capabilities, and that unless they are engaged with the USA as they pursue their own objectives, other poles of space leadership will emerge. Included in areas for increased cooperation are several national security and dual use space activities, in particular space situational awareness. In pursuit of the policy’s objectives, representatives of the Department of State and Department of Defense have in recent months carried out a series of consultations in various venues around the world regarding ways of working together in such areas; this represents a significant departure from past US practice, and could represent a significant change in how the USA advances its own interests in the security space arena. NASA is currently constrained in its ability to seek new cooperative opportunities, although outreach in space and Earth science to new as well as traditional partners is being pursued. However, the confusion in the US human spaceflight effort makes it particularly difficult for the USA to maintain its leading position in this arena. After spending several years following the US lead in planning for a Moon-focused global exploration program, other countries (or at least their space agencies) were among those surprised by the unilateral US decision to abandon the lunar goal. The choice of a near Earth object as the initial destination for US exploration does not offer many opportunities for non-US contributions. Only if the USA reverses its policy of not accepting non-US contributions to future space transportation systems could there be a significant global exploration effort initially focused on destinations other than the Moon; indeed, such a policy reversal might even enable a truly international return to the Moon. 
***Politics***

A. Wolf Likes It

Wolf likes the plan – he’s key

Frank Wolf House of Representatives – Appropriations committee 10

Space News, “Don’t Forsake US Leadership in Space” 4/25/2010 http://spacenews.com/commentaries/100425-dont-forsake-leadership-space.html [Lockwood]

That is why I joined with 14 other members of Congress on a bipartisan letter to urge NASA Administrator Charles Bolden to allow his experts to develop better alternatives within the existing budget request. Unfortunately, the administration continues to reject any overtures from Congress to discuss a genuine, bipartisan compromise. It’s no surprise that so few members of Congress saw value in participating in the president’s speech at Kennedy Space Center. I believe the plan that has been put forward not only has dangerous consequences for U.S. leadership and education, but also may endanger our astronauts’ safety and further limit our access to the international space station. Strategic concerns aside, it’s further troubling that the White House plan was hastily developed without proper vetting from NASA’s scientific, engineering and human spaceflight experts. The Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee noted in its report that “space operations are among the most demanding and unforgiving pursuits ever undertaken by humans.” NASA’s work force has 40 years of experience in human spaceflight, having learned by tragedy and success. That is why it should be the NASA experts — not political appointees in the White House — who determine the safest course of action for human spaceflight. In a recent letter to me, the committee’s chairman, former Lockheed Martin chief Norm Augustine, wrote that the White House proposal “was not one of the specific options contained in our panel’s report.” Despite administration officials’ efforts to cloak their misguided proposal under the guise of an Augustine commission recommendation, the American people can see through this. Nearly every former and current NASA leader, astronaut, flight director or expert I have spoken with vehemently opposes the proposed changes to the exploration and human spaceflight programs. As Apollo 10 and 17 astronaut and “last man on the Moon” Cernan recently said, “Now is the time for wiser heads in Congress to prevail. Now is the time to overrule Mr. Obama’s pledge to mediocrity. Now is the time to be bold, innovative and wise in deciding how we invest in the future of America.”

B. Plan popular Utah

Plan popular – Utah congressional delegation

Deseret News 10 (Deseret News is local newspaper for Utah, “Utahns decry Obama's plans for NASA” April 16, 2010, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700024806/Utahns-decry-Obamas-plans-for-NASA.html?pg=2)

The Obama speech did nothing to placate Bishop, who reiterated his and the Utah congressional delegation's deep opposition to Obama's retooling of the agency's overall mission from human travel to investigating deep space via instruments and propulsion methods yet to be developed. The Constellation program works and emphasizes safety, Bishop said. Canceling it amounts to turning over "the heavens to the Russians and the Chinese probably for most of our lifetime and has the unintended consequence of hurting education, aerospace and — ironically enough — defense and jobs.

C. Plan Popular Shelby Bennett Hutchinson
Reviving Constellation secures capital with Shelby, Bennett, and Hutchinson 

The Hill 10 

“Senators go to bat for NASA’s Constellation program”, 14 May 2010, http://thehill.com/blogs/hillicon-valley/technology/97925-senators-go-to-bat-for-nasas-constellation-program, [Zheng] 
Supporters of NASA's manned spaceflight program took action Thursday to oppose President Obama's plan to slash funding. The Senate Appropriations Committee voted unanimously to reinforce a current law requiring congressional approval before cutting funding for the Constellation program. Republican Sens. Richard Shelby (Ala.) and Bob Bennett (Utah) sponsored the measure, which was tacked onto a $58.8 billion emergency spending bill funding the war in Afghanistan. Bennett said the amendment ensures the administration cannot end the program or terminate current Constellation contracts without congressional approval. Shelby said the administration is violating the spirit of the law by attempting to quash Constellation from within NASA. "The president's NASA proposal has no clear direction other than to cancel Constellation, at any price, even if it means relinquishing our leadership in space," said Shelby in a statement. "NASA is now attempting to undermine current law as it relates to Fiscal Year 2010 Constellation funding by slow rolling contracts and pressuring companies to self-terminate. It is disappointing that the political appointees at NASA have so much trouble following the letter and spirit of law." Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-Texas) also expressed support for the measure and criticized the administration for interfering with NASA contracts. “The administration's proposals have not been approved by Congress and probably will not be, and it was premature for them to begin terminating procedures,” Hutchinson told the Houston Chronicle. “In the supplemental bill, we were able to stop the administration from terminating contracts for work on the Constellation program,” she added. 

D. Popular Hatch
Hatch wants Constellation – saves 2,000 Utah jobs 

Deseret News 10 
“Bennett, Hatch seek to save Constellation program, Utah jobs”, 22 April 2010, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700026626/Bennett-Hatch-seek-to-save-Constellation-program-Utah-jobs.html?pg=1, [Zheng] 
Utah's U.S. senators charged Thursday that President Barack Obama's proposal to cancel the Constellation program to return to the moon and Mars violates the law, costs too much, is not supported by science and will destroy America's rocket manufacturing capabilities. Sens. Bob Bennett and Orrin Hatch , R-Utah, made those statements in a Senate Appropriations subcommittee hearing, hoping to convince Senate appropriators to reject Obama's proposals and keep Constellation and its Ares rocket programs alive, which would save 2,000 Utah jobs at Alliant Techsystems. 

E. Public Likes It

Constellation popular with the pubic – polls prove 

Karlyn Bowman, senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, 10 

Forbes, “The Final Countdown”, 15 March 2010, http://www.forbes.com/2010/03/12/space-nasa-constellation-program-opinions-columnists-karlyn-bowman.html, [Zheng] 
On March 7 the White House announced that President Obama will host a conference on space policy next month to discuss a "new vision for America's future in space" and the "new course the administration is charting for NASA and the future of U.S. leadership in human space flight." News reports suggest that the president, who hasn't had much to say about the space program, is getting significant pushback from legislators and others on the administration's "new course," particularly its plan to kill NASA's Constellation program. Constellation aimed to put astronauts back on the moon in 2020. In addition, America's last shuttle mission is scheduled for September. How do Americans feel about the space program? In a poll conducted in 1961, before John Kennedy called on the nation to commit itself to "achieving the goal, before this decade is out, of landing a man on the moon and returning him safely to Earth," Gallup asked people about the project. Sixty-five percent approved of the goal of sending a man to the moon, with 20% saying they did not. A 2009 Pew Research Center poll found that Americans considered the moon landing and the space program as America's greatest achievement over the past 50 years, followed closely by electing a black president. In a Gallup poll conducted last summer on the eve of the 40th anniversary of the moon landing, 58% said the space program had produced enough benefits to justify its costs, up from 41% in 1980, 47% in 1995 and 55% in 1998. Fifty-four percent of those who were at least 10 years old (they are now over age 50) when the 1969 moon landing occurred said the program had justified its costs, but even more of those who were under age 50 did (63%). 
F. Canceling Constellation Hurts Obama 

Obama is losing Popularity die to the shut down of the Constellation Program 

Dinerman 2010, Taylor, Space Review Columist, has written on space and defense issues for the Wall Street Journal, National Review, Ad Astra, Space Society and Space News; Senior Editor at the Hudson Institute, consultatnt for the DOD, “The Collapse of NASA?” Hudson New York, June 9,  http://www.hudson-ny.org/1366/the-collapse-of-nasa                                    [Andrew Alvarado] The Constellation Program emerged in the aftermath of the Colombia disaster of February 2003; and was called the Vision for Space Exploration. It was at first hailed as the answer to NASA's prayers -- just the sort of clear direction that many of the agency's longstanding critics had demanded. Unlike George H.W. Bush's similar Space Exploration Initiative, which was eviscerated by Congress in 1991 and 1992, the Vision was carefully planned to be acceptable to a large bipartisan majority in Congress. To achieve that, this program, renamed Constellation, had to be technologically conservative; it also had to make full use of the existing workforce and infrastructure.The resistance to Obama's program on Capitol Hill and elsewhere is fierce. NASA Administrator Bolden has literally had to beg his own employees for support. Meanwhile, supporters and skeptics are at each others throats. The damage this is doing to personal and professional relationships inside the space industry is real and lasting.

G. Congress Likes it

Congress supports Constellation

Logsdon, 11 - Space Policy Institute, Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University (John, “A new US approach to human spaceﬂight?,” Space Policy, February, Science Direct)

4. Congress objects

It should have come as no surprise to advocates of the new strategy that the relevant members and committees of Congress were skeptical, if not directly hostile, to the new strategy. Even in September 2009, when Norm Augustine had testiﬁed before both the House Committee on Science and the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, almost all members had pushed Augustine to explain why his committee had not recommended increasing the budget for Constellation to get the program back on schedule, or close to it, rather than suggesting alternatives to the “program of record”. Many members were more interested in making statements in support of their constituents’ interests than they were in listening to Augustine’s explanations.

So when a new strategy reﬂecting the conclusions of the Augustine Committee’s ﬁndings came before those same two committees after the release of the president’s budget, there was a great deal of hostility evident among some members, such as Senators Richard Shelby (R-AL) and David Vitter (R-LA) and Representatives Bart Gordon (D-TN), Gabrielle Giffords (D-AZ) and Ralph Hall (R-TX). Gordon was chair of the House Committee on Science and Giffords the Chair of its Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. Senator Shelby was able to get written into law a prohibition against NASA cancelling any Constellation contracts. One sticking point among many members was that some $9 billion had already been spent on the program, and it seemed prudent not to write off that investment. Trying to ﬁnd some form of compromise between the congressional concerns and the White House proposal were Senators Bill Nelson (D-FL) and Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-TX). They were the chairman and ranking minority member of the Senate Science and Space Subcommittee, and were looked to by other senators without direct space interests for leadership in crafting the Senate reaction to the White House.

Although many of those who had crafted the new space strategy were veterans of Washington politics, in developing the new approach there seems to have been little attention paid to its political feasibility - or at least, if political impacts were considered, they were not given much importance. Cancelling Constellation would mean terminating contracts worth billions of dollars and would inﬂuence the job prospects of thousands of NASA and contractor workers. The ﬁrms who would suffer from cancelled contracts quickly organized lobbying efforts against the president’s proposal; they found allies among senators and representatives whose constituents would be most affected by the proposed changes. They were able to convince such revered ﬁgures as Apollo astronauts Neil Armstrong, James Lovell, and Eugene Cernan to testify against the president’s proposals. Former administrator Grifﬁn spoke skeptically about the changes to Constellation. The supporters of the new strategy were handicapped by the inability, or unwillingness, of NASA leaders to provide a coherent defense of the president’s proposals and by the fact that those in the private sector who most stood to beneﬁt from the new approach were relatively uninﬂuential politically. Thus the ﬁrst round of congressional hearings on the new strategy and the NASA budget during the February-March period did not bode well for the initiative’s success.

H. Plan Bipartisan 
NASA has bipartisan support - senators want to expand programs. 
Chang, 2010 - Kennedy Space Center, Florida Kenneth Cheng published April 15, 2010 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/16/science/space/16nasa.html (Andrew Giovanny Alvarado) 
The tweaks appear to reflect political calculations. Florida and its 27 electoral votes are a likely key battleground in the next presidential election. On board Air Force One with the president on the flight to the Kennedy Space Center were two Democratic members of Congress from Florida: Senator Bill Nelson and Representative Suzanne M. Kosmas, whose district includes the Kennedy Space Center.Representative Sheila Jackson Lee, a Democrat who represents parts of Houston close to the Johnson Space Center, was one of the attendees. Mr. Olson, a Republican, did not receive an invitation to the conference. Whether appeals for loyalty from Democrats would succeed in gaining Congressional support is unclear. NASA has traditionally received strong support from both political parties, and the opposition to Mr. Obama’s plans has also been bipartisan. Ms. Kosmas, for example, is a co-sponsor of a bill to extend operations of the space shuttles, and Mr. Nelson has pushed for continued work on Constellation rockets as precursors to a heavy-lift rocket.“I’m encouraged,” Mr. Nelson said, although he said he would continue pushing to continue development of the Constellation rockets. Reviving Orion could mollify Lockheed Martin executives upset over the proposed cancellation. The Orion work is done largely at the Johnson Space Center and at Lockheed Martin facilities in Boulder, Colo.While using Orion as a space station lifeboat may be politically savvy, some space experts, particularly those associated with the Constellation program, said the economic and technical rationale for the decision eluded them. It would take about $8 billion to finish the development of the current incarnation of Orion; a simpler version would most likely still cost several billion dollars.
Constellation hugely popular with Congress – recent bills prove 
Neil Armstrong 11 

USA Today, “Is Obama grounding JFK's space legacy?”, 25 May 2011, Lexis, [Zheng] 
By 2005, in keeping with President Kennedy's intent and America's resolve, NASA was developing the Constellation program, focusing on a return to the moon while simultaneously developing the plans and techniques to venture beyond, and eventually to Mars. The program enjoyed near-unanimous support, being approved and endorsed by the Bush administration and by both Democratic and Republican Congresses. However, due to its congressionally authorized funding falling victim to Office of Management and Budget cuts, earmarks and other unexpected financial diversions, Constellation fell behind schedule. An administration-appointed review committee concluded the Constellation program was "not viable" due to inadequate funding. President Obama's proposed 2011 budget did not include funds for Constellation, therefore essentially canceling the program. It sent shock waves throughout NASA, the Congress and the American people. Nearly $10 billion had been invested in design and development of the program. Many respected experts and members of Congress voiced concern about the president's proposal. Some supported the president's plan ,but most were critical. The supporters' biases were often evident, particularly when there was a vested or economic interest in the outcome. Obama's advisers, in searching for a new and different NASA strategy with which the president could be favorably identified, ignored NASA's operational mandate and strayed widely from President Kennedy's vision and the will of the American people. "We intend to be first. In short, our leadership in science and in industry, our hopes for peace and security, our obligations to ourselves as well as others, all require us to make this effort, to solve these mysteries, to solve them for the good of all men, and to become the world's leading space-faring nation." Congress, realizing the devastating effects to the plans, program and morale of those trying to keep America in the forefront of exploring the universe and expanding the human frontier, worked diligently to steer NASA's program back toward Kennedy's goals. Congress passed an authorization bill directing NASA to begin development of a large rocket capable of carrying humans toward the moon and beyond and to continue development of a multipurpose spacecraft based on the configuration that was being developed in the Constellation program. However, the president's 2012 budget reduced funding significantly below the authorized amount for both the big rocket and the multipurpose crew vehicle. On the other hand, the president's budget had significantly increased funding over the congressional direction in the area of space technology research programs and the development of rockets and spacecraft by the commercial entrepreneurs. Congress stated that rather than depending on NASA subsidies, the development of commercial sources to supply cargo and crew to the International Space Station should be a partnership between government and industry. Entrepreneurs in the space transportation business assert that they can offer such service at a very attractive price conveniently not factoring in the NASA-funded development costs. These expenditures, including funds to insure safety and reliability, can be expected to be substantially larger and more time consuming than the entrepreneurs predict. The response to Kennedy's bold challenge a half-century ago has led to America's unchallenged leadership in space. We take enormous pride in all that has been accomplished in the past 50 years. And we have the people, the skills and the wherewithal to continue to excel and reach challenging goals in space exploration. But today, America's leadership in space is slipping. NASA's human spaceflight program is in substantial disarray with no clear-cut mission in the offing. We will have no rockets to carry humans to low-Earth orbit and beyond for an indeterminate number of years. Congress has mandated the development of rocket launchers and spacecraft to explore the near-solar system beyond Earth orbit. But NASA has not yet announced a convincing strategy for their use. After a half-century of remarkable progress, a coherent plan for maintaining America's leadership in space exploration is no longer apparent. "We have a long way to go in this space race. But this is the new ocean, and I believe that the United States must sail on it and be in a position second to none." President Kennedy Kennedy launched America on that new ocean. For 50 years we explored the waters to become the leader in space exploration. Today, under the announced objectives, the voyage is over. John F. Kennedy would have been sorely disappointed. Apollo astronauts Neil Armstrong, Jim Lovell and Gene Cernan all commanded moon missions. Armstrong was the first man to reach the lunar surface, and Cernan was the last to leave it. 
Constellation has bipartisan support 

The Houston Chronicle 10 

“A small step for bill - but a leap for JSC NASA budget that saves jobs, programs OK'd by Senate committee NASA: Bill has a way to go before it's law”, 16 July 2010, Lexis, [Zheng] 
A NASA budget bill passed by a Senate committee Thursday restores a majority of programs at Johnson Space Center that would have been cut under President Barack Obama's plan for the space agency. The $19 billion budget provides for an additional space shuttle mission next summer, the continued development of a crew capsule and expedited development of a heavy-lift rocket. As many as 7,000 jobs in Clear Lake were at risk under Obama's plan, which called for the cancellation of the Constellation program to develop NASA's next generation of rockets and spacecraft and to return humans to the moon. "The bill that we put out of committee today preserves our workforce, our creativity and the commitment to humans in space," said Texas Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, a co-author. Under the Senate plan, 80 to 85 percent of those job cuts would not occur, estimated Bob Mitchell, president of the Bay Area Houston Economic Partnership. Although the White House has not formally signaled its approval of the Senate plan, there may be enough carrots in the proposed legislation to win Obama's support. "We think this is a great start," said Lori Garver, NASA's deputy administrator. "It accomplishes the major shifts the president set out to have for the space program." An unnamed White House official not authorized to comment said "the bill appears to contain the critical elements necessary for achieving the president's mission for NASA." The White House may support the bill because it allows Mars to remain the primary destination - Constellation focused on going back to the moon - and the Senate plan includes robust financing for commercial spaceflight, an industry the president is keen to grow. However the Senate bill preserves core elements of the Constellation program. The bill calls for NASA to build a heavy-lift rocket that can lift at least 70 tons to orbit by the end of 2016, as well as a crew capsule that will probably look a lot like Orion. Under the president's plan, commercial providers were to step in within a few years to begin delivering payloads of supplies to the International Space Station, and crew by the middle of this decade. Hutchison and Sen. Bill Nelson of Florida, a former astronaut and co-author of the bill, said they were not willing to fully rely on commercial providers yet for these critical services. By directing NASA to build and fly its own rockets now, the bill ensures that Johnson Space Center will play a key role in the future of human spaceflight by training astronauts, managing construction of rockets and directing their flight in space. "This solidifies the fact that the Johnson Space Center will remain the home of human space exploration," Mitchell said. A victory for NASA With bipartisan support the bill passed out of the Senate's Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation on Thursday. Yet it has a way to go before becoming law. If so inclined, the president could probably exert enough political pressure to prevent a full Senate vote. And the U.S. House must also develop its own bill soon. Nevertheless, since the February release of the president's budget proposal for NASA, this week's actions have left Johnson Space Center supporters feeling as though they have won a major battle, perhaps the definitive one, on NASA's fate. 

Constellation has bipart support – cites multiple senators 

Desert News 10 

“Congress strikes back over Obama rocket cuts, lost Utah ATK jobs”, 3 February 2010, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700006895/Congress-strikes-back-over-Obama-rocket-cuts-lost-Utah-ATK-jobs.html, [Zheng] 
Republicans and Democrats took some early shots Wednesday at the Obama administration's proposal this week to end NASA's Constellation program to return to the moon, which could cost hundreds of jobs at rocket manufacturer ATK in Utah. Rep. Ralph Hall, R-Texas, ranking Republican on the House Science Committee, started to read a statement criticizing that proposal during an aerospace subcommittee hearing on NASA programs, but paused and said, "I'm so damn mad I can't read this thing." Then he said, "I cannot understand how this administration can rationalize its decision to scrap Constellation and simply start anew, especially given the strong support it has received in Congress. It is naive to assume that a do-over will somehow deliver a safer, cheaper system faster than the current path we're on." He added, "The Ares launcher and Orion crew vehicle have been designed to be a very safe and robust system. They have undergone rigorous engineering reviews. American taxpayers have invested $9 billion — and the agency and its contractors have spent five years — working to ensure that Constellation will be flexible, affordable and safe." Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, D-Ariz., chairwoman of the aerospace subcommittee, said, "I fear that we may soon abandon our vision" to explore the universe and attract bright minds into the space program. She told how a century before Columbus, the Chinese had a vast fleet that explored the Indian Ocean but abandoned it because of costs and may have missed discoveries made by Columbus. She added, "How ironic then that today we consider abandoning our space worthy vessels, ending a half century of American leadership in space exploration just as the Chinese ramp up their own space program and aim for the moon." Rep. Pete Olson, R-Texas, ranking Republican on the aerospace subcommittee, read from a report issued last month by the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel that said abandoning the Constellation program "for an alternative without demonstrated capability or proven superiority is unwise and probably not cost-effective." Vice Admiral Joseph W. Dyer, chair of that advisory panel, also testified, "If the goal is to minimize the gap between the (space) shuttle and the follow-on, the Ares 1 offers the safest, quickest opportunity and probably the most cost-effective one." In a separate House Armed Forces Committee meeting, Rep. Rob Bishop, R-Utah, said cancellation of Constellation may also hurt defense programs by laying off rocket scientists needed to keep several other defense rocket programs alive and viable. "This really is rocket science, and therefore we must make every effort to preserve and continue these cutting-edge scientific advancements for future generations," Bishop said. Under questioning by Bishop, Defense Secretary Robert Gates said one consulted with the Defense Department about how cutting the Constellation program may affect defense programs. Bishop also said that "thousands of people in Utah … are losing good-paying, high-tech jobs. Many of the employees at ATK have been with the Minuteman program for 35 years or more and have unique experience and capability that will now be lost to our country." 

I. Bipartisan Support for Space Exploration 

Foust 11 [Dr Jeff Foust is an aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher. He is the editor and publisher of The Space Review and has written for Astronomy Now and The New Atlantis.[1] He has a bachelor's degree in geophysics from the California Institute of Technology and a Ph.D in planetary sciences from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.[2] http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/06/05/competing-heavy-lift/  (Andrew Giovanny Alvarado)]

Here’s something you don’t see every day: a Tea Party group saying it’s in agreement with a pair of Democratic senators. Florida-based TEA Party in Space (TPIS), part of the larger Tea Party Patriots coalition, announced Monday that it has “publicly praised” a letter from Sens. Barbara Boxer (D-CA) and Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) to NASA administrator Charles Bolden last month asking for a competitive bidding process for NASA’s Space Launch System heavy-lift rocket. In the statement, TPIS claimed Congress “tried to earmark $12 billion for existing Shuttle and Constellation contractors” with the language in last year’s NASA authorization act. “It is time to bring competition and fiscal sanity back into the NASA procurement system,” TPIS spokesman Everett Wilkinson said in the statement.On the surface, a poll appears to offer good news to proponents of human spaceflight: a press release yesterday claims that “an overwhelming majority of Americans say they don’t want America’s manned space program to end”. The poll, performed by Mason-Dixon Polling & Research and commissioned by Ron Sachs Communications, found that 57% of Americans believed the US should “continue to be a world leader in manned space exploration”; splits among Republicans, Democrats, and independents showed little variation. While there may be considerable debate about the effectiveness of various commercial crew development efforts, as well as the congressionally-mandated Space Launch System and Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle, there’s clearly no shortage of plans for follow-on human spaceflight programs. Moreover, the poll doesn’t ask what people would do in order to

J. Privatization unpopular

Privatization unpopular – backlash proves 

Klamper 10 Editor and publisher at SpaceNews, April 26, 2010, Amy Klamper, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/100129-angst-greets-obama-space-plan.html (Andrew GIovanny Alvarado) 
Washington - U.S. President Barack  Obama’s plan to scrap NASA’s Moon-bound Constellation program and turn to private companies for launching astronauts into space provoked a strong bipartisan rebuke from the Alabama, Florida and Texas congressional delegations several days before the president was slated to deliver his annual budget request to Congress. House and Senate lawmakers from the three states home to NASA’s lead human spaceflight centers unleashed a barrage of criticism in advance of the Feb. 1 release of Obama’s 2011 budget request, which an administration official said would increase NASA spending by $6 billion over the next five years, keep the international space station in service through at least 2020, cancel the agency’s 5-year-old Constellation program to build new rockets and spacecraft optimized for the Moon and fund a $6 billion effort to foster development of commercial systems for ferrying astronauts to the international space station.Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), chairman of the Senate Commerce Committee panel that oversees NASA, said in a Jan. 29 statement that if reports of the White House plan are accurate, “then the president’s green-eyeshade-wearing advisors are dead wrong.”Nelson, whose state is home to Kennedy Space Center, said he would “fight for NASA, and for the thousands of people who stand to lose their jobs.”Rep. Bill Posey (R-Fla.) called Obama’s plan “a giant leap backwards” and Rep. Suzanne Kosmas (D-Fla.) said it was “simply unacceptable” and vowed to “fight back” to preserve Kennedy contractor jobs that stand to be lost when shuttle flights end. Texas lawmakers were similarly disgruntled about the plan and what it might mean for NASA’s Johnson Space Center, which has been in charge of the Constellation program since its 2005 inception. Republican Reps. Ralph Hall, Pete Olson, and Michael McCaul and Democratic Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee all issued testy press releases in the wake of media reports about the president’s NASA plans.Sen. Mary Landrieu (D-La.) said she would try to shield work at NASA’s Michoud Assembly Facility in New Orleans from any job losses associated with the Constellation program’s cancellation. Michoud workers have been counting on Ares and Orion to make up for the loss of the space shuttle external tank work done there.Sen. Richard Shelby (Ala.), the ranking Republican on the Senate Appropriations commerce, justice, science subcommittee, said canceling Constellation and turning over crew transportation to the private sector threatens to make the astronauts launched on NASA’s final shuttle mission in September the last Americans sent into space from U.S. soil until well after 2020.“China, India, and Russia will be putting humans in space while we wait on commercial hobbyists to actually back up their grand promises,” Shelby said in a Jan. 29 statement to Space News, referring to companies banking on NASA to guarantee a market for the  space transportation systems they seek to develop. Shelby, whose state is home to NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center in Huntsville, where the Constellation program’s Ares 1 and Ares 5 rockets are currently in development, dismissed the proposed $6 billion commercial crew initiative as  “a welfare program for amateur rocket companies with little or nothing to show for the taxpayer dollars they have already squandered.”Brett Alexander, president of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation here, said Obama’s proposed $6 billion investment would not only get astronauts back to launching on U.S. vehicles faster than Constellation, but would also “create more jobs per dollar” by leveraging private investment.Alexander said Constellation has failed to live up to the Vision for Space Exploration he helped craft as a White House policy analyst under former President George W. Bush.“I was a primary author of the Vision for Space Exploration, and I really wanted it to succeed. I am not happy that five years later it has to be retooled completely,”  Alexander said. “But they chose the most expensive architecture and they had cost and technical issues with it. The cost overruns are astonishing.”A White House panel appointed last year to review NASA’s human spaceflight plans said Constellation was well-managed and technically feasible but likely to cost more than the nation would be willing to spend. The panel suggested the White House consider canceling Ares 1 and foster development of commercial crew systems instead.John Logsdon, a space policy expert here familiar with Obama’s plan, said the emphasis on commercial crew does not mean that NASA will neglect development of the type of heavy-lift rocket it will need to conduct manned missions beyond low Earth orbit by the early 2020s. In the near term, he expects to see NASA invest in heavy-lift technology and do more to engage its international partners.“It’s a fairly sophisticated
Commercial Ventures are unpopular – no ranking chairs want to transition away from NASA

Morring 10 [Frank, Jr. Feb 26, 2010, McGrill Hall companies http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2010/02/26/01.xml&headline=NASA%20Plan%20Falls%20Flat%20In%20Congress (Andrew Giovanny Alvarado)]

NASA’s proposed policy turnaround faces stiff bipartisan opposition in Congress, which twice authorized the George W. Bush administration’s Constellation program with bipartisan support. In back-to-back Senate and House hearings by the NASA authorizing committees this week, members from both parties sharply questioned Administrator Charles Bolden about the new plan he was defending. No lawmaker in either hearing endorsed the change. Objections to it fall into two broad categories — the lack of a clear objective in space for the new program, and the “faith-based” belief, in the words of one House member, that a commercial route to orbit for U.S. astronauts is better than the government-managed Ares I and Orion vehicles. Members also are irritated over delays in getting specifics of the broad-brush plan released Feb. 1, and the apparent lack of consultation outside a small administration circle in the decision to make such a “radical” change away from a space policy Congress has endorsed.“This is a dangerous path that not only threatens our leadership and our highly skilled work force, but also threatens the very existence of America’s human spaceflight efforts, and the utilization of the International Space Station,” said Rep. Ralph Hall of Texas, the ranking Republican on the House Science and Technology Committee. Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), chairman of the Senate subcommittee that authorizes NASA spending, said Feb. 24 he wants Bolden to find a way to continue using the Ares I crew launch vehicle as a test bed for future Earth-to-orbit transportation technology, even if NASA shifts to reliance on commercial vehicles for crew transportation to the space station.Nelson, who strongly backed Bolden for the administrator’s post, suggested that the $2.5 billion in NASA’s Fiscal 2011 budget request for terminating Constellation contracts could better be used in additional technology research. Florida stands to lose 7,000 space jobs when the shuttle fleet is retired after four more flights, and Nelson complained that abruptly canceling Constellation as well deprives his constituents of at least a chance at replacement work. “We simply must do right by the men and women who have made this space program great,” Nelson said.Rep. Bart Gordon (D-Tenn.), chairman of the House science panel, said Feb. 25 he fears the companies that take over U.S. crew transport will become “too important to fail,” and thus require government bailouts. “Is NASA going to be on the hook to keep them in business?” he asked Bolden, noting that for the moment there is no other commercial market for trips to orbit. Bolden says Mars remains the ultimate goal of human space exploration, and argues the new program is designed to make it possible to get there with human explorers sooner. He told Gordon his confidence in the commercial sector is based as much on the track record of the U.S. aerospace industry in space over the past 50 years as in the promises of startup companies just entering the field. Pressed by Nelson, who has complained that President Barack Obama has not personally stated a clear destination for the U.S. space program, Bolden testified that while Mars is NASA’s ultimate goal, the agency isn’t ready to go there anytime soon. “If you gave me an infinite pot of money I could not get a human to Mars within the next 10 years,” he said Feb. 24.

***A2 ***
A2: Private Actor

Low demand, high cost barriers and minimal returns mean that government incentives won’t create an effective private launch market.

Sterner, 10 – fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, national security and aerospace consultant in Washington, DC. He has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee (Eric, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction,” April,

http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/797.pdf)

NASA seems to assume that buying human spaceflight services will lead to lower prices. Typically, in a free market, price falls as the result of competition among suppliers to offer better goods and services for any given number of customers. Is that a reasonable expectation in the case of commercial human spaceflight? The short answer is no. Simply put, a competitive, free-market in commercial human spaceflight is unlikely to develop for several reasons.

1. First, developing a spacecraft capable of safely launching people into orbit, operating there, and returning them safely to the planet is extraordinarily difficult, with extremely low tolerances for risk. For comparison purposes, launching SpaceShip 1, a privately-developed and revolutionary spacecraft capable of carrying people to suborbital space, requires roughly 2% of the total energy required to take the same mass to low-earth orbit.24 Solving such complex problems is not beyond the wherewithal of the private sector. After all, the bulk of NASA’s spacecraft were developed by contractors, and the private sector developed, owns and operates much of the nation’s infrastructure. Human spaceflight to LEO is different, however, than developing or operating the complex terrestrial systems frequently created by the private sector. It requires the development of entirely new technologies and capabilities, for which there has been no private demand or commercial reward. So, there have not been sufficient incentives for the private sector to bring its otherwise healthy abilities to mobilize massive amounts of capital or solve complex problems to bear. There simply is no useful comparison between the public and private sector interests when it comes to human spaceflight. Indeed, to date, only three governments have been able to organize the financial, organizational, scientific, and technical resources to achieve this task. At the time, two of them were superpowers and the third appears to be on the verge of becoming one.

2. Second, solving those technical challenges is extraordinarily expensive, creating a high barrier to entry into the market segment by new, potential suppliers, assuming there is an expectation of an adequate payoff after such market entry. Arguably, NASA’s initial expenditures may offset this by providing “seed” money that enables private entrants to raise more private capital at a lower cost, while its demand for services theoretically creates a payoff. Still, for reasons discussed below, that “seed” money will likely be wholly inadequate. According to a study commissioned by the Commercial Spaceflight Industry, total cumulative investment committed to the commercial human spaceflight through the fall of 2009 was $1.46 billion—including government funding— of which just $838 million remained available.25 While this may seem like a significant amount of money, in aerospace development programs it is not. For comparison purposes, Boeing (a commercial company using commercial practices to develop a commercial product for mature markets and using well understood technology) pegged the cost of developing the first three Boeing 787 Dreamliners at roughly $2.5 billion.26 Meanwhile, revenue for actual commercial spaceflight services offered by the industry between 2006 and 2008 (inclusive), totaled $117.6 million. (Any revenue for an industry that cannot currently provide the services it offers reflects confidence on the part of those paying customers in the industry’s ability to do so in the future.) The industry derives significant other revenue from selling hardware, engineering services, and other non-commercial services, in which case they may differ insignificantly from aerospace firms not focused on commercial human spaceflight.

3. Third, U.S. government demand for human spaceflight services is modest. Ideally, a full crew complement aboard the International Space Station is 6-7 people, each of whom stays for roughly 6 months. Each of these individuals has to be launched to orbit and returned to earth, totaling a minimum of 1214 round trip seats to LEO. In practice, the demand for human access to LEO is higher because the ISS partners launch more astronauts to ISS than are needed to maintain a full crew complement. Of the universe of individuals launched to orbit, some become crewmembers; some pilot spacecraft back and forth; and some simply visit. In 2010 NASA will launch four shuttle missions carrying a total of 25 people to orbit, but ISS will only be crewed by 12 people, not all of whom are Americans. So, for the sake of argument, assume that the U.S. government demand for human access to space is 25 round trips to LEO per year. NASA’s recent annual cost to own and operate the space shuttle has been about $3 billion, roughly $120 million a seat.27

Additionally, two factors create downward pressure on that demand. The ISS partners can maintain the station with fewer people; it is not mandatory that six people occupy the ISS at all times or that a separate person ferry them to orbit. Moreover, several of those crew slots are controlled by other ISS partners, most notably including the Russian government, which has its own means, indeed, the only means, of reaching the ISS after 2010. Indeed, the United States’ obligations to the International Space Station partners require it to provide round trips for 8 people. Without plans for human spaceflight beyond the International Space Station, even this demand will collapse after 2020 when the International Space Station is retired.

Regulatory overlap prevents commercial spaceflight

Sterner, 10 – fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, national security and aerospace consultant in Washington, DC. He has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee (Eric, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction,” April,

http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/797.pdf)

A Congressional hearing revealed an already extant conflict over responsibilities between the Federal Aviation administration, which has legal responsibility for regulating commercial human spaceflight, and NASA, which is responsible for the safety of its astronauts.32 Given the nature of bureaucratic politics, it is quite likely that both agencies will impose different sets of standards on commercial human spaceflight service providers. Those regulatory burdens may well flow down to suborbital service providers as well, since NASA has raised the possibility of using those service providers to enable government research. A mature industry with a healthy demand for its services may be able to respond to and carry such burdens. The commercial human spaceflight industry, which is still in its infancy, may be stifled by them. Of equal concern, it should be noted that the Congress imposed several non-mission related requirements on Constellation, such as maintaining the workforce and using as much shuttle-heritage hardware as possible. These kinds of requirements do not usually contribute to performance or cost-effectiveness, but serve other legitimate public policy goals. There is some indication that leading members of Congress will seek to impose them on the commercial industry if the industry becomes the primary means of carrying Americans to orbit.33

Subsidizing the aerospace industry fails

Eric R. Sterner ‘10 Eric R. Sterner is a fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, held senior staff positions on the House Armed Services and Science committees, and served in the office of the secretary of defense and as associate deputy administrator for policy and planning at NASA. William B. Adkins is president of Adkins Strategies, held a senior staff position on the House Science Committee and served at the Naval Research Laboratory and National Reconnaissance Office. “R&D Can Revitalize the Space Industrial Base”2/22 http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=782
Furthermore, the space industrial base, particularly the second- and third-tier suppliers, has not been immune to the steady decline in the overall U.S. manufacturing base, which has been exacerbated by the recent economic downturn. Particular attention needs to be given to these lower-tier suppliers because that is often where unique, specialized skills reside.

It is tempting to throw money at these problems, but dollars will not solve them. Resources are clearly necessary, but not sufficient, for a healthy space industrial base. Today, the United States often spreads the funding available around industry to protect as many jobs and heritage capabilities as possible, but such subsidies represent a hollow approach. “Keep alive” funding will not revitalize industry; it only promotes stagnation.

A Commercial Actor should not do constellation (Alternative Tag No exploration or effect missions can be done in space without the Constellation Heavy Lifter  

 Young, 10 – former Director of NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center and President and Chief Operating Officer of Martin Marietta (A. Thomas, TESTIMONY TO THE COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY May 26, 2010 http://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.science.house.gov/files/documents/hearings/052610_Young.pdf(Pitman)

Continuation of the International Space Station is an area of apparent consensus. A launch vehicle and crew capsule for transportation to and from the Space Station are required. I believe the most appropriate option is Ares 1 and Orion. NASA should be directed to develop a plan for transporting humans to and from Earth orbit. The Ares 1 and Orion elements of Constellation should not be cancelled. The results of the NASA plan development may suggest changes to Constellation. A disappointing truth is the proposed NASA FY 2011 budget, in my opinion, is not adequate to support a credible, implementable Space Station Program and a credible, implementable beyond‐Earth‐orbit exploration program. A credible Space Station program, without commercial crew, needs to be defined. An exploration program with a heavy lift launch capability, an exploration capsule, a focused technology program and an exploration concept with destinations and dates also needs to be determined. Cost estimates, with substantive independent systems engineering and independent cost assessment, need to be developed. Timely completion of these proposed actions is necessary to allow resolution of current human spaceflight uncertainties. Only then can credible decisions be made as to the future of human spaceflight. In summary, do not approve commercial crew, continue the Ares 1 and Orion programs and do the necessary in depth analysis and study that was absent from the proposed FY 2011 budget to define the human exploration program worthy of a great nation. Only then can the value of the program be judged against credible plans and budget. Above all else, do not approve a human spaceflight program without adequate resources to assure success. We have traveled that road too many times with the same unsuccessful result. 

Private Sectors are suffering because of expensive equipment 

The Economist 08’ - Space Technology “Gravity is not the main obstacle for America’s space business. Government is” [Print Edition/peer reviewed] http://www.economist.com/node/11965352/print [Andrew Alvarado]
Whatever its cause, a CSIS study published in February concluded that America was being harmed. Second- and third-tier companies are important innovators. Moreover, in fields like solar cells, travelling-wave tubes and read-out integrated circuits, there is either only one domestic supplier or a financially weak supplier. The situation is so bad, say some, that the Pentagon fears it may have to start buying satellite components overseas—rather as NASA, America’s space agency, is scrabbling around to find transport to carry its astronauts to the international space station (see article). Mr Rouge thinks the health of the industry should be a matter of military concern. It is not only private companies that are suffering. 

A2: Spending DA

Aerospace leadership boosts the economy – GDP and exports 

Albaugh 4/27 -- Fellow of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics and member of the International Academy of Astronautics (4/27/2011 , Jim Albaugh, “Keeping America’s Lead in Aerospace”, Speech to the 10th Annual Aviation Summit US Chamber of Commerce, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/speeches_testimony/ Herm 

To understand why that’s so important, we have to look at what aerospace has done for our country. I was fortunate enough to join this industry in the final quarter of a remarkable century. To me, American aerospace defined the 20th Century. It helped win World War II. It brought the world closer together with commercial air travel. It changed the way we communicate with commercial satellites. And, of course, it changed forever how we look at the world around us when man first walked on the Moon. I am also convinced that aerospace will define the 21st century. The question is, will it be U.S. aerospace that does it? That’s a critical question because what we do helps keep America strong. No industry has a bigger impact on exports. It tips the balance of trade in our favor by about $53 billion. President Obama has set the goal of doubling U.S. exports in five years. Aerospace will be essential to help us reach that goal. When you look at direct 1 and secondary impacts, it's been estimated that U.S. civil aviation alone is responsible for 12 million jobs and contributes to more than 5 1/2 percent of the US GDP.
Plan saves money and has been successfully tested

Bishop 10 Rob Bishop, Congressional Representative from Utah, 2/25/2010, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html?pg=1 Herm

For years, we've known the space shuttle would be phased out. The replacement, which has already been through extensive research, development and testing, is the Ares rocket, part of the Constellation program. The Ares, named by Time magazine as the No. 1 invention of 2009, was successfully test-launched less than four months ago. NASA itself called it a "spectacular launch." Everything seemed on-course for America to retain a safe and reliable vehicle for space travel and maintain leadership in space — until Obama released his proposed budget this month. The Obama budget would cancel the Constellation program, cancel the Ares I rocket for manned space travel, cancel the Ares V rocket for cargo and cancel the Orion manned space capsule. The only apparent replacement for all of this is some nebulous funding for grants to commercialize our space exploration with no tested or proven alternative. It would be one thing if gutting the space program was an attempt to save money. But it isn't. In fact, the Obama plan does not eliminate wasteful spending. It actually adds an additional $1.5 billion to the NASA budget, but spends it in the wrong places.

A2 Constellation Bad

Constellation cancelled for all the wrong reasons- political motivation and incompetence in the Augustine Commission

Horowitz, former NASA Associate Administrator of Exploration Systems Missile Directorate, 2011- (re-published by AmericaSpace via Jim Hillhouse, prolific space columnist and shuttle technician, “A Trajectory to Nowhere,” May 8, http://www.americaspace.org/?p=7621 [JUNEJA])

AmericaSpace Note: In May 2010, the Mars Society carried an op-ed post by former NASA Associate Administrator of Exploration Systems Mission Directorate Scott J. “Doc” Horowitz titled, “A Trajectory to Nowhere“. In his post, “Doc” laid-out why Constellation was being wrecked based on…”misinterpretations” of the Augustine Committee’s conclusions. Without comment, the Mars Society removed Doc’s post. With permission from “Doc” Horowitz, AmericaSpace is proud to repost “A Trajecory to Nowhere” and also place a pdf version in our “Library” section. There is quite a bit of discourse over the future of NASA’s Exploration Program. As one who has participated in the Shuttle Program and the Exploration Program and spent a good deal of time in the sixty-four square mile logic-free zone (Washington DC), I would like to try and clarify some of the myths surrounding the current debate. Myth 1: The current debate is about technical and programmatic issues with NASA’s Constellation Program. The current debate has nothing to do with technical/programmatic issues, it is completely politically motivated and being driven by a few people in the current administration (Lori Garver, NASA Deputy Administrator, Jim Kohlenberger, Office of Science and Technology Policy Chief of Staff, and Paul Shawcross, Chief of the Science and Space Branch at the Office of Management and Budget). Their objective is to cancel the “Bush” program and punish the states (Alabama, Texas) that “didn’t vote for us anyway”. Myth 2: The Constellation Program is on an “unsustainable trajectory”. This of course is the administration’s entire platform (excuse) for wanting to cancel the Constellation Program. They used a simple 3 step process to create this catch-phrase. Immediately reduce the Constellation Budget by 20% in the FY 2010 budget when the new administration took office. Gather a commission to study the program populated with as few people that know anything about real development programs as possible and have agendas aligned with the desired outcome. Produce a report with “options”, but insufficient data to support recommendations and pick the ones that cancel the current program even though there is no data supporting any “sustainable” alternatives. So what the Augustine Commission found out was that the Constellation Program was underfunded (didn’t need a commission to tell us that), but more importantly, it was well managed and capable of dealing with technical issues expected in a program of this magnitude. In fact Norm Augustine testified before Congress that: “We did review the program, its management. We believe it to be soundly managed… We saw no problems that appear to be unsolvable given the proper engineering talent, the attention, and the funds to solve them.” The commission also used data provided to them by the Aerospace Corporation to come to the conclusion that the Constellation Program was on an “unsustainable trajectory”. The commission took the budget estimates for the Constellation Program and added 50% to the costs. While this may be appropriate for a brand new program in the early formulation stages, this is completely inappropriate for a program that has passed its early milestones and has a very detailed basis of estimate appropriate for having completed its Preliminary Design Review (PDR). So the combination of a reduced budget (FY 2010) and an inflated cost estimate produced the desired result (the program would take forever to complete). The fact is, that with the FY 2011 top-line budget submit (the best top-line budget NASA has had since the inception of Constellation) there are plenty of funds available for NASA to complete Ares I/Orion by 2015 and to return astronauts to the moon by 2022 using the Ares V as a first step to moving further out into the solar system (NEOs, Mars, LeGrange Points, etc.) The president’s FY 2011 NASA budget request doesn’t save the taxpayers any money, in fact it increases NASA’s budget and proposes to spend it on technology development projects, robotic missions, and increased earth-science missions. While these are worthy endeavors, they are not “sustainable”. Every time NASA has gone down the “technology development” path without a clearly defined mission to focus “technology development”, the result has been the same: no operational system gets developed, and NASA’s top-line budget becomes a target for OMB and Congress and gets reduced by 25%. Myth 3: The Commercial Orbital Transportation System (COTS) is capable of safely transporting our astronauts to the ISS sooner and for significantly less money than the government developed system. Safety: Basically, the Augustine Commission chose to ignore all of the data that showed that Ares I/Orion were significantly safer than any other alternatives. The Valador report commissioned by NASA to support the Augustine Commission stated: “the Ares I launch vehicle… is clearly the safest launch vehicle option, and the only one having the potential to meet a target of 1 in 1000 probability of LOC (Loss of Crew).” “The simplicity of the Ares I design makes the mature Ares I clearly superior to all other vehicles, no matter what choice of quantification method…” It also determined the Probability of a Loss of Crew (LOC) for the Ares I rocket is 1 in 1,918, which is more than ten times better than the Space Shuttle and over twice as good as any other alternative even with “human-rating” modifications. Schedule: I am a big fan of commercial space. I “wrote the check” to RpK and SpaceX for $500M to provide seed money that initiated COTS. Unfortunately, RpK failed to meet their milestones and had their Space Act Agreement terminated. The original SpaceX manifest included six test flights of the Falcon 9 rocket to be completed by September 2009. Currently their first test flight is scheduled for May of 2010 (this rocket stuff is more difficult than it looks). All of the reviews of alternative methods to deliver a crewed capsule to ISS estimate that the earliest operational date would be 2016. Cost: The COTS providers (Orbital and SpaceX) were awarded firm fixed price contracts totaling $3.5B to deliver approximately 40MT of cargo to the ISS. This plus the $500M already invested in COTS results in a cost of $100,000/kilo ($45,000/lb) to deliver cargo to ISS. If the Ares I/Orion were flown at a similar rate (6 flights/year) the fully-burdened government cost for delivering cargo to ISS would be about $70,000/kilo ($32,000/lb)! While it is my hope that the “commercial” providers will be able to reduce costs and stimulate the market place, to date there is no data to indicate that this is the case, and as I have learned over the years “hope is not a management tool”. As hard as it is to make a business case for transporting cargo to orbit, making the case for transporting humans is even more difficult. In fact the White House advisor on Science and Technology Policy, John Holdren, testified that there was no real research or verification done on the viability of the approach for the commercial market to sustain America’s space future. The only source this Administration can cite is a 2002 Futron study that has proven to be overly optimistic. This study was based on a survey of affluent individuals that predicted that 33 commercial passengers would have flown by 2010 (only 8 tourists have paid Russia $20M each to date) and as many as 60 passengers per year would be flying in 2021. In summary this administration has been trying to come up with a plan for the last year and a half and after hearing all of the testimonies and reviewing all of the facts it has become obvious to me (and to the Congress) that the leadership team at NASA has decided that they simply do not want to do Constellation, at any cost, and are willing to cede US leadership in space. The facts show the current real program is safer, more affordable, timelier, and making better progress towards our nation’s exploration goals, than this faith-based initiative “trajectory to nowhere” the current administration is trying to sell us. 

A2: X Program Better 
Constellation is better than alterative programs and its cancellation has thrown NASA into a destructive turmoil

Dinerman, Respected space writer regarding military and civilian space activities, 10- (Taylor, “The Collapse of NASA?” June 9, 2010. http://www.hudson-ny.org/1366/the-collapse-of-nasa [JUNEJA])

The attempt to kill George W. Bush's Constellation Program has thrown NASA and the US space industry into chaos. If the next human to set foot on the Moon is not a US astronaut, that change will be seen by the rest of the world as a major humiliation for this country. Those who say, "Been there, done that" will be answered with, "Can't go there, can't do that." In his testimony at the May 12th hearing, former astronaut Neil Armstrong said, "If the leadership we have acquired through our investment is allowed to simply fade away, other nations will surely step in where we have faltered. I do not believe that this would be in our best interest." Although the Constellation Program may have been modestly underfunded, it was based on technological and political reality. The new "Obama Program," however, currently proposed as a substitute for the Constellation, recommend a "flexible path" to human space exploration, yet provides no solid goals or timelines, and only a few vague promises that, with "game changing technology," NASA will someday be able to visit an asteroid or, in the very long term, send people to the moons of Mars. It is, as Apollo Astronaut Gene Cernan before a US Senate Committee on May 12th put it, "a travesty which flows against the grain of over 200 years of our history." The proposal is also based on the idea that the US cannot be the world's leader in space technology. It must now seek to subordinate its space ambitions to the international community. Even to the extent of killing off large segments of the space industry. The Constellation Program emerged in the aftermath of the Colombia disaster of February 2003; and was called the Vision for Space Exploration. It was at first hailed as the answer to NASA's prayers -- just the sort of clear direction that many of the agency's longstanding critics had demanded. Unlike George H.W. Bush's similar Space Exploration Initiative, which was eviscerated by Congress in 1991 and 1992, the Vision was carefully planned to be acceptable to a large bipartisan majority in Congress. To achieve that, this program, renamed Constellation, had to be technologically conservative; it also had to make full use of the existing workforce and infrastructure. The resistance to Obama's program on Capitol Hill and elsewhere is fierce. NASA Administrator Bolden has literally had to beg his own employees for support. Meanwhile, supporters and skeptics are at each others throats. The damage this is doing to personal and professional relationships inside the space industry is real and lasting. Ever since it was created by President Eisenhower in 1958, NASA has had a powerful grip on the American imagination. As Tom Wolfe put it: " The 'space race' became a fateful test and presage of the entire Cold War conflict between the 'superpowers' the Soviet Union and the United Startes. Surveys showed that people throughout the world looked upon the competition… as a preliminary contest proving final and irresistible power to destroy." After a rough start, the Apollo Moon landing in 1969 ended the first phase of the space race with a decisive American victory. The pictures of astronauts standing next to the flag became a permanent part of America's global image. So much so, in fact, that US enemies almost always subscribe to the belief that the Moon landings were faked. After Apollo, it became commonplace to say that NASA lost its way. On the contrary, the agency has, with remarkable tenacity, pursued an human space exploration agenda that has provided the framework for almost everything it does. First, they pursued a low-cost, safe,reliable Earth to Orbit transportation system, The Shuttle, which was supposed to provide; but due to cost-cutting by the Nixon administration and Congressional Democrats, led by Edward Kennedy and Walter Mondale in the early 1970s, it failed to live up to its potential. The agency also wanted a Space Station as a stepping stone to the Solar System. The existing International Space Station (ISS) may not be in the ideal orbit for interplanetary exploration, but it does exist and this alone is a tribute to NASA's powerful institutional will. A permanent base on the Moon, and eventually a manned landing on Mars, were the ultimate goals of the US space agency. President George W. Bush's Science Advisor, John Marbuger, explained what the end result would be during a speech in March 2006: "As I see it, questions about the the (NASA) Vision boil down to whether we want to incorporate the Solar System in our economic sphere or not." The proposal to replace the shuttle with a commercial taxi service has gotten a lot of attention. The concept is not new. During the Bush administration, NASA set up the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) contracts, the of which were to provide cargo services to the Space Station. It was hoped that later ones would be able to carry astronauts. Sadly, the firms involved have found that they needed a lot more time and money than originally planned. Whether Bolden said it or not, there is a better than even chance that at some point they will need to be bailed out. At one time, the US-manned space program was something that the overwhelming majority of Americans could be proud of; with a few exceptions, it enjoyed strong bipartisan and popular support. It has so much visibility that many people believe it gets as much as 20 percent of the federal budget, instead of the the real number which is a little more than one-half of one percent. Now it is the object of a nasty political squabble -- mostly between the White House and Congress as a whole, rather than between Republicans and Democrats. While a few leaders in Washington are seeking a compromise, the fight over Constellation has been getting nasty. Senator Richard Shelby (R Al.), the most eager supporter of the Moon Mission, may attach an amendment forbidding NASA to cancel the Constellation to a "must pass" military appropriations bill. This would insure the programs survival at least until 2012. The turmoil inside the agency is costing time and money. Worse, it is biting into the necessary trust that is essential to all involved in the program. As long as people inside both NASA and its contractors are worried about the future of their jobs, and the possibility that they may be wasting their efforts either by working on the President's program or by working on Constellation, the situation is ripe for trouble. 

A2: Internatinal Actor 

International CP fails - other countries don’t want to work with the U.S because of Export Controls 

The Economist 08’ - Space Technology “Gravity is not the main obstacle for America’s space business. Government is” [Print Edition/peer reviewed] http://www.economist.com/node/11965352/print [Andrew Alvarado]
The result is a system that is too successful in keeping American technology out of foreign hands. Before 1999, when the State Department took over the export regulation of satellites, America dominated commercial satellite-making with an average market share of 83%. Since then, this share has declined to 50%, according to Space Review. ITAR’s critics blame the change in export controls. As bidding opened in July this year for the €3.4 billion ($5 billion) of contracts for Galileo, a constellation of 30 positioning satellites being built by the European Union and the European Space Agency, European officials cited export controls as a reason for avoiding anything to do with America wherever possible.
At the start of the decade, Alcatel Alenia Space (now Thales Alenia) announced that it would create an “ITAR-free” spacecraft, purged of all American components. Between 1998 and 2004 the company doubled its market share to over 20%, becoming perhaps the greatest beneficiary of export policies. Export controls also prompted the European Space Agency to pay to develop a European supplier of solenoid valves, so that European space-propulsion systems do not depend on this American part. Similarly, Telesat, Canada’s satellite-fleet operator, has said that ITAR is one of the reasons it has selected European satellite builders in recent competitions. And in 2005 EADS Sodern, a French maker of satellites’ control and positioning systems and subsidiary of the Franco-German company EADS, said it would start to phase out its American supplier base.

Meanwhile, American components and satellites are suffering because of the cost and delays in doing business with the firms that make them. International companies cannot access an inventory of vital American satellite components and place orders as the need develops because each component must run the gauntlet of export controls. Whether the component is a motor, a control valve, a star tracker, an antenna or a chip, it is simpler to look for non- American alternatives. For years, critics have grumbled about the export controls at meetings. Until recently, the State Department ignored such complaints. Mr Chao, of CSIS, reckons this attitude is changing. The marketing of the ITAR-free satellite woke people up. More than that, though, he says that data have started to accumulate.

In 2006 a survey of American industry executives found that ITAR’s licensing requirements were hard to understand and took an unpredictable amount of time to negotiate; this hindered strategic decisions. And in 2007 a survey of around 200 space companies by the Air Force Research Laboratory cited export controls as the highest barrier to foreign markets.

A2 : Tech Capabilities of other countries 

Space Race is all Lies, Countries could only send tech beyond Earth 

 Space Review 08 ‘  “The Space Review: Exploding Moon myths: or why there’s no race to our nearest neighbor”  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/999/1  [Andrew Alvarado] 

A “space race” to the Moon

This is the most common myth about all the new lunar activity. That’s not surprising considering that it’s the easiest explanation and the one that reporters are most familiar with—they think that they understand space races. All that activity must be due to competition, right? It must be because all of these countries are struggling to get to the Moon first, or best, or some other competitive goal. But it’s not really true. If you look at the stated reasons for each of these missions and apply a little filtering and some knowledge of space policy and technical capabilities, it becomes obvious that the actual explanation is much less exciting: many of these missions are happening because these countries have recently acquired the capability to go beyond Earth orbit, and the Moon is the closest—and therefore easiest— target beyond Earth orbit. That’s it. It’s that simple.

There are of course other targets beyond Earth orbit, including Mars, Venus, near Earth objects (i.e. asteroids), and comets. But these are generally out of reach for less mature space powers. The European Space Agency, which is quite mature, has mounted missions to Mars, Venus, and a comet—but no lunar missions other than SMART-1. Japan has also mounted a mission to an asteroid. But those missions require more resources and capabilities than the Moon, such as access to deep space communications and better navigation. So for countries like China and India, the Moon is an easy first step beyond low Earth orbit, but essentially their gateway to more ambitious missions beyond the Moon. Many of the current plans for exploring the Moon were developed with little regard to what other countries are doing, and certainly not in response to them. In fact, that’s part of the problem; there’s little coordination between the participants when coordination might produce complementary data instead of redundant data. But there is some cooperation. The Indian spacecraft, for instance, will carry American and European instruments. The Russian spacecraft, if it gets built, may carry Japanese impactors intended for Lunar-A. The relevant space agencies are planning, or at least discussing, sharing their data. This is not a “space race” by any definition.

Only the U.S has any interest in sending Humans into Space 

Space Review 08 ‘  “The Space Review: Exploding Moon myths: or why there’s no race to our nearest neighbor”  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/999/1  [Andrew Alvarado]
Naturally, all these robotic missions have led to press speculation that they are simply precursors to human missions to the Moon. But there is only one country with declared ambitions to send humans to the Moon, the United States. NASA’s Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter is clearly designed to support the human lunar program, and its primary mission is to return high resolution maps of the lunar surface for planning operations for humans. No other country—not Germany, India, Russia, Japan or China—has intentions of sending humans to the Moon. Russia has discussed the possibility of tourist missions around the Moon (remember their motto: “Please send money.”). India has announced preliminary plans to launch a human spacecraft in perhaps ten years, and recently at the International Astronautical Federation (IAF) conference in India some of their officials mused that they might like to send humans to the Moon—someday.

China is more complicated, however.

American Space Tech is Superior but faces risk of other countries receiving it  
The Economist 08’ - Space Technology “Gravity is not the main obstacle for America’s space business. Government is” [Print Edition/peer reviewed] http://www.economist.com/node/11965352/print [Andrew Alvarado] 
IN THE spring of 2006 Robert Bigelow needed to take a stand on a trip to Russia to keep a satellite off the floor. The stand was made of aluminium. It had a circular base and legs. It was, says the entrepreneur and head of Bigelow Aerospace in Nevada, “indistinguishable from a common coffee table”. Nonetheless, the American authorities told Mr Bigelow that this coffee table was part of a satellite assembly and so counted as a munition. During the trip it would have to be guarded by two security officers at all times. Exporting technology has always presented a dilemma for America. The country leads the world in most technologies and some of these give it a military advantage. If export rules are too lax, foreign powers will be able to put American technology in their systems, or copy it. But if the rules are too tight, then it will stifle the industries that depend upon sales to create the next generation of technology. It is a difficult balance to strike and critics charge that America has erred on the side of stifling. They claim that overly strict export controls have so damaged the space industry that America’s national security is now threatened by its dwindling leadership in space technology. The system, they complain, fails to distinguish between militarily sensitive hardware that should be controlled and widely available commercial technologies, such as lithium-ion batteries and solar cells. The zealous application of the export rules is the American space industry’s biggest handicap.
A. Asia 
Asian Countries have had failed missions even with emerging technical capabilities 

Space Review 08 ‘  “The Space Review: Exploding Moon myths: or why there’s no race to our nearest neighbor”  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/999/1  [Andrew Alvarado]

Of course, three of these countries are Asian, leading many in the press to talk about an “Asian space race,” even if they have no data to back it up. There is no Asian space race, and just because three Asian countries are sending missions to the Moon does not mean that they are racing each mission had a string of bad luck. An Earth-orbiting satellite named Hiten deployed a small spacecraft named Hagoromo, which failed to reach lunar orbit. The Japanese then sent Hiten on a slow trip to the Moon, but it lacked sophisticated instruments or an imager, and has been largely forgotten. Throughout the 1990s the Japanese space agency worked on a more sophisticated follow-on spacecraft called Lunar-A, which suffered from numerous managerial and technical problems and was finally canceled early this year. Had Lunar-A not run into problems, then Japan’s lunar program would have appeared much more methodical, with regular, if infrequent, lunar probes starting seventeen years ago. Instead, the press has misinterpreted Japan’s long, if low-key, interest in the Moon as a reaction to China.

Similarly, the fact that China and India have lunar spacecraft does not represent a race between them, but the fact that their economies and technical capabilities are recently emerging. Their respective governments want to demonstrate to their own people, and also the rest of the world, that they have sophisticated capabilities, “technonationalism,” to borrow a phrase from space analyst Joan Johnson-Freese. But they’re not “racing” each other, and there is every indication that they would be pursuing the same policy even if their Asian counterpart was not.

B. China
China has no interest in sending people to the moon or space because of technical efforts 

Space Review 08 ‘  “The Space Review: Exploding Moon myths: or why there’s no race to our nearest neighbor”  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/999/1  [Andrew Alvarado]

As Jim Oberg, a well-known and longtime observer of the Soviet and Russian space programs has noted, today we know far more publically about what the Chinese space plans are than we ever did about what the Soviet plans were during the Cold War. The Chinese release photographs and video of their spacecraft, talk about them at conferences and special events (see “China, competition, and cooperation”, The Space Review, April 10, 2006), and even produce PowerPoint slides on their future plans. They have made clear that their lunar robotic plans include an orbiter in 2007, a soft landing in 2012, and lunar sample return in 2017. Their human plans are slightly more obscure, but Chinese officials have stated that their goal is to conduct a spacewalk in 2008, a rendezvous perhaps by 2010, followed eventually by a small space station by 2015. They have also stated that they have no plans for landing humans on the Moon in the next decade, but might begin thinking about it only after they have conducted a sample return mission by 2017.
After Chang’e was launched, Chinese officials were even more blunt. In its November 5 issue Aviation Week & Space Technology quoted several Chinese space officials emphatically denying that they have any manned lunar plans, and all noting that China lacks the technology or the expertise to undertake such a mission. This was borne out by a peculiar observation made by a lot of people at the recent IAF conference in India: virtually no Chinese space officials showed up despite the fact that China is located right next door to India. When one of the few who did show was queried about it, he said that virtually everybody was involved with the Chang’e launch and could not attend. Certainly the launch was important to China, but so is showing off to the rest of the world at space conferences, and their lack of attendance is consistent with what the officials told Aviation Week: the Chinese simply don’t have the depth of technical experience to do much more than they are doing already.

Of course, they could be lying. But why should they? Or more precisely, why should they tell the truth about the rest of their civil space program and lie about this? Chinese officials prefer secrecy and obfuscation to baldfaced lies. They keep their military space plans secret, but they talk about their space exploration efforts quite a lot. And so far their statements concerning space exploration have been consistent with their actions, so allegations of deception require a higher standard of proof than simply a gut instinct.

C. Germany 
Germany hype about space race is another hoax made created by the media 

Space Review 08 ‘  “The Space Review: Exploding Moon myths: or why there’s no race to our nearest neighbor”  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/999/1  [Andrew Alvarado]

The recent press coverage of Germany’s possible interest in the Moon is yet another demonstration of how the press can get it wrong about this subject. To be fair, the article itself was pretty clear: the German government did not announce an actual lunar program, even if Reuters chose the misleading and awkward headline “Germany Plans Unmanned Lunar Orbit.” (How does one plan a “lunar orbit” anyway?) A senior government official merely acknowledged that the German aerospace agency was submitting a plan for a Lunar Exploration Orbiter to the government leadership for approval. The German government long ago gutted its space program following reunification in order to divert money to rebuilding the former East Germany—in some ways putting German aerospace in the same situation as emerging space powers like China and India. But Germany’s recent announcement was not a complete surprise to close observers of international space programs. A German company recently completed a government funded study of a potential planetary exploration program called Mona-Lisa which includes both lunar orbiters and landers. So clearly somebody in the German government was thinking about changing course and possibly reinvigorating their space program. Whether the German government wants to truly revive its moribund space program remains an open question. But the German parliamentary official stated why he thinks Germany should do this and it has nothing to do with a space race (Asian or Aryan), resources, or humans, although he said it would be “useful” for scientific research. “It is,” he said, “a chance for Germany to prove its competence in this area.” India, China, and Japan have all said that same thing. It’s too bad that often the press prefers their myths to the facts. A brochure on the Mona-Lisa study can be found here. The author wishes to acknowledge the assistance of Paolo Ulivi.

A2: ITAR
ITAR is Obsolete and Counter-productive  

The Economist 08’ - Space Technology “Gravity is not the main obstacle for America’s space business. Government is” [Print Edition/peer reviewed] http://www.economist.com/node/11965352/print [Andrew Alvarado]
In 2005 the European Space Agency concluded that ITAR made its co-operation with NASA’s Mars rover “too complicated to be feasible” and that it had to become more autonomous. Others have warned that delays in agreements allowing Americans to speak with foreigners (known as technical-assistance agreements) are a threat to the safe operation of the International Space Station.Mr Beavin explains that ITAR may define technology “exports” as any disclosure to foreign nationals, such as web posts, international scientific meetings and exchanges, conferences and technical data. “The academic world is used to sharing and it really makes it hard for scientific exchange. Nobody wants to be slapped with a gigantic fee or go to jail. It is scaring everyone into not talking, and that’s crippling for science.”
Around the world, space-faring nations such as China and India are making great progress, whether they have access to American technology or not. Mike Gold, director of Bigelow Aerospace’s office in Washington, DC, has nothing good to say about the country’s export policy: “if the purpose of ITAR is to lose billions of dollars of business, ship jobs overseas, and the Iranians and the Chinese get the same technology anyway, then mission accomplished.” The regime, he says, is obsolete and counterproductive.
Illustration by Frazer Hudson Mr Gold believes that the State Department has failed to take the time and effort to distinguish between space technologies, as the law allows. Instead, he charges, the bureaucracy has taken the “safe and easy” option and declared everything to be a munition until proven otherwise. Given the fuss over the way the Commerce Department administered the legislation, perhaps that should come as no surprise.
Unless ITAR Legislation is changed other countries are blocked off from U.S tech which is key to solvency 

The Economist 08’ - Space Technology “Gravity is not the main obstacle for America’s space business. Government is” [Print Edition/peer reviewed] http://www.economist.com/node/11965352/print [Andrew Alvarado]
In December Bigelow Aerospace filed a commodity-jurisdiction request which would oblige the Directorate of Defence Trade Controls to rule whether one of its products, a set of inflatable space habitats, should be on the State Department’s munitions list. Although it is unclear how far the request will get, it may be the first direct challenge to the department’s implementation of ITAR for space technology. There are signs of change. In late January the White House made some small adjustments to the way the ITAR regulations would be administered. The most important was a promise that licensing decisions would be taken within 60 days of an application. Mr Rouge says that work is also afoot to update the munitions list, which contains the set of military technologies that must be protected. The idea is to make sure the right technologies are controlled. “We are in the process of setting up to do that. We now understand the problem and its ramifications.” And Mr Rouge says that Congress and the White House are weighing whether to change the ITAR legislation itself. When might this happen? “It’s a pre-decisional situation,” he says obliquely. Mr Chao thinks that such a reform would represent a sea-change in export legislation. Such change is overdue. There can be a trade-off between trade and security, but America’s regime is so badly designed that it can have more of both. This means spending less time on schemes to control the movement of coffee tables, and more on what really matters.
ITAR has major defects -> foreign countries developing better tech 

McHale 9’ John McHale - Chief at the Edwards Airforce Base, “Itar Compliance ignorance is no excuse”  http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/display/article-display/367164/articles/military-aerospace-electronics/volume-20/issue-8/features/special-report/itar-compliance-ignorance-is-no-excuse.html  [Andrew Alvarado] 

The ITAR is fraught with complications that make it easy for companies to make mistakes if they are not vigilant. Georgi says she typically sees about five areas where companies slip up.

The first most common mistake Georgi sees among small businesses new to export compliance is the lack of any compliance program internally. They need to invest money and training in one person internally to handle the compliance process, she says. Many businesses in this economy are so focused on sales that they do not spend the appropriate time making sure all their products are properly licensed, Georgi says.

Some companies also believe that having a compliance program on paper is enough, which is a mistake, Georgi notes. “Their program is largely ineffective because it does not tie in with actual company procedures or because they don’t have the trained export compliance personnel to help with issues,” Georgi says. A third mistake that results in a vast number of violations is company failure to classify long-term products as ITAR or Commerce controlled, Georgi says. “Often I hear ‘we’ve been making this product for 50 years; it’s OK,’” Georgi explains. “Well, it doesn’t matter how long you’ve been making it, it still needs to be licensed or it is a violation.” Another compliance oversight occurs when a “company has missed something in their program–such as foreign national employees or foreign procurement of controlled parts–or they don’t have controls that follow shifting programs or products,” Georgi notes. She calls this situation “ITAR creep”–when the company thinks they have covered every angle, but something sneaks up on them and they have a violation. A fifth circumstance is when a company sees a potential export problem with one of its orders, knows it is a red flag, but goes ahead anyway because “they are so hot for the sale,” Georgi says. This very dangerous, she adds. “When you have a red flag, you need to stop and look into it,” Georgi says. “In the ITAR world, you need to make sure you identify all the potential problems.” XE’s Jones says one of the biggest mistakes she sees companies make is with their record keeping. They have a tendency to focus on getting the license, but then fail to maintain their records, she continues. They need to answer all the requirements, “show that they did what they said they would do,” in case the government comes calling, Jones says. “It’s a lot more comprehensive than a driving or fishing license. Even a driving or fishing license has follow-on obligations–a munitions export license is no different in that but more complex.” Just knowing what the proper records are is still not enough, Jones says. When doing export compliance, it is important to become intimately familiar with the process that supports the generation of each record, so that when someone wants to review or validate what you did, no one has to scramble, she explains. “The records are right where you put them for when you need them.” Another area that requires close attention is writing product descriptions for a license application, Jones says. Companies “need to be aware of who their audience is. You need to look at it through the eyes of a customs official. Just because it looks right to you, doesn’t mean it will to them,” she adds. Prime contractors are set up well with large export compliance staffs and systems, but in such large organizations miscommunications sometimes happen, Jones says. Often someone will say “I didn’t know that was ITAR controlled, or a defense item, etc.” Also sometimes they are so focused on what is happening now they do not plan for what may happen down the road with inventory that may be exported a year or two years later, Jones says. They still get the license and do the paperwork right, but find themselves scrambling at the last minute because they lacked foresight, she adds.

At small corporations, people are often too busy and need to focus on the definitions, Jones says. They need to understand “what they are doing, and keep it simple, breaking the compliance process down into simple elements.” Officials at FLIR Systems, a designer of electro-optics and thermal imaging systems in Beaverton, Ore., recognized that fact and took it a step further at the Paris Air Show earlier this summer, says David Strong, vice president of marketing at FLIR. FLIR made up a brochure to give to all their employees outlining the export compliance rules they were to follow while they were in Paris, Strong says. The State Department “was impressed with how organized we were,” he adds. However, Strong says he wishes the State Department would loosen its controls. There are many foreign companies that “make very high-quality products,” Strong says. “We need to be competitive with them.”
ITAR Regulations are flawed  -> filled with Corruption 

McHale 9’ John McHale - Chief at the Edwards Airforce Base, “Itar Compliance ignorance is no excuse”  http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/display/article-display/367164/articles/military-aerospace-electronics/volume-20/issue-8/features/special-report/itar-compliance-ignorance-is-no-excuse.html  [Andrew Alvarado] 

When a small company makes an ITAR violation, it does not typically make a ripple in the news industry; however, over the years, there have been a few cases that grabbed the world’s attention.

Export compliance made headlines in 2003 when Loral Space & Communications Corp., Boeing, and Hughes Electronics allegedly provided satellite launch rocket integration and failure analysis services in China during the 1990s, says Kay Georgi, partner at the Arent Fox law firm in Washington. Boeing acquired Hughes in the interim. The problem was that the satellites themselves were commercial but the launch vehicles are defense items and fell under the ITAR, Georgi says. The process of integrating the satellites with the launch vehicles and determining the causes of launch failure subjected the services to the ITAR, she says. In reaction to these investigations, Congress placed virtually all commercial satellites and space equipment under ITAR controls, Georgi says. The most high profile of fines hit ITT Corp. in 2007, she says. ITT was charged with illegally transferring classified and export-controlled, night-vision technology to foreign countries, according to a Department of Justice (DOJ) letter from John Brownlee, U.S. Attorney for the Western District of Virginia on the ITT case. The company had to plead guilty to two felony charges and pay $100 million in fines and forfeitures, according to the DOJ release. ITT had to pay $100 million in fines forfeitures–$20 million fine to the Department of State (DOS), $2 million statutory fine as part of the guilty plea; $28 million forfeiture to the U.S. government–some of which will be shared with state, local, and federal law enforcement agencies for their work during this investigation and “$50 million in restitution to the victims of their crimes– the American soldier,” stated the DOJ document. DOJ suspended the $50 million fine for five years, during which ITT must invest and develop night vision technology for the U.S. military and the U.S. government maintains “Government Purchase Rights” to all technology developed– meaning the government can share any of the ITT technology with competing defense contractors for future contracts, the DOJ document states. The money spent on the technology must also be approved by the U.S. Army Night Vision & Electronic Sensors Lab in at Fort Belvoir, Va. Any of the $50 million unspent after five years must be paid to the U.S. government. In 2008 Lockheed Martin and Northrop Grumman were also charged with major ITAR violations. More information on ITT, Lockheed Martin, and Northrop Grumman can be found on the State Department website at http://www.pmddtc.state.gov/compliance/consent_agreements.html. In 2008 the Department of State charged Lockheed Martin Corp. with violations of the Arms Export Control Act and the ITAR for providing classified and unclassified technical data related to the sales of Hellfire missiles to the United Arab Emirates in 2003–2004. The letter states that Lockheed Martin officials had thought that “because the UAE already possessed inventory of the missiles an export license to export the associated technical data (i.e., performance specifications) must have already been in place.” The State Department letter also states that Lockheed Martin took “steps to secure the return of the classified material to the U.S.” According to the State Department Order document Lockheed Martin had to pay a civil fine of $4 million and provide full disclosure to the State Department DOS. Also in 2008 Northrop Grumman was nailed for unauthorized export of controlled parts and technology for commercial inertial navigation units, according the State Department Web site. According to the State Department Order document on the website Northrop Grumman was ordered to pay a civil fine of $15
*** Generic Solvency***
A. Commercial Launcher Subsidize launch costs

Commercial launches subsidize the cost of future space efforts 

Ellegood, Space Policy Analyst at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical

University, 10 (March 29, Edward, “Looking forward to Tax Day”, “The

Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1597/1)[Andrew Alvarado]
Commercial Crew and Cargo: NASA is correct in asserting that commercial launchers can and should be entrusted with responsibility for transporting cargo and crew to LEO. The government blazed the trail to LEO and the private sector should now populate it while NASA focuses on the next frontier. The valid concerns about availability, cost, and safety for government customers are being addressed by NASA’s efforts to assist and support multiple suppliers. (It won’t hurt to also have a government-run heavy-lift vehicle that can also carry humans.) The President should reaffirm his support for commercial launches to support NASA missions, and identify KSC as the center responsible for procuring such launches.

B. Key to RND
KSC funding key for R&D development 

Ellegood, Space Policy Analyst at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical

University, 10 (March 29, Edward, “Looking forward to Tax Day”, “The

Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1597/1)[Andrew Alvarado]
Technology Development and Diversification: Florida’s economy has been whiplashed by repeated changes in NASA’s launch programs, dating back to the Apollo Program’s cancellation in the 1970s. The state is keenly interested in diversifying its role beyond being simply a launch site, and has been working to leverage KSC’s limited role in various non-launch programs to establish a more robust space R&D capability in the state. NASA’s well-conceived plan for a sustained agency-wide technology development program can do much to diversify KSC’s mission in ways that are entirely appropriate for the agency and the center. The President should announce a leadership role for KSC in some new technology development initiatives, in areas such as on-orbit refueling, lunar and planetary surface operations, and other areas.These ideas are not new. In many ways, they make use of the better elements of Constellation to reduce future risks. They also make appropriate use of Florida’s critically skilled space industry workforce and the Cape’s multi-billion dollar infrastructure. More importantly, they recognize and expand NASA’s role as an international leader in space exploration and aerospace R&D, without treating the agency as a high-tech jobs program. The problem, obviously, is cost. I doubt President Obama can announce all of these things without pledging some additional funds for NASA. Let’s hope he comes to Florida with a bag of cash too.

***Random***
A. Shuttle Program 

Cancellation of the Shuttle Program will increase unemployment- Apollo proves

REUTERS 10- (Nicholas Wethington, staff writer, Universe Today. "End of Shuttle Program Will Slow Florida's Economy." 15 January 2010

<http://www.universetoday.com/50343/end-of-shuttle-program-will-slow-floridas-economy> [JUNEJA]).

NASA’s Space Shuttle, which will make its last flight sometime later this year, has been a boon to the local economy surrounding the Kennedy Space Center, which is located in Cocoa, Florida. The closest county, Brevard, is where many of the workers that help maintain and launch the shuttle reside, and because of the presence of the space center, many a bar, restaurant, and local business have thrived. This is in part due to those that work in the space industry, both for NASA itself and many of its private contractors. There are also the thousands of tourists that flock to the region to view launches and take tours of the Kennedy Space Center. All this, however, will change once the shuttle program is finished, and with five-year gap (at least) until the Constellation program gets rolling, the “Space Coast” may take quite a hit economically. The end of the shuttle program will potentially eliminate as many as 7,000 – 8,000 jobs, some of which will need to be filled once again when the Constellation program is in full swing. But during the gap, many workers are expected to vacate the area in search of jobs elsewhere. This will impact the local economy that relies on these residents, and as many as 14,000 workers in the area may be indirectly affected. According to a state study, in the 2008 fiscal year NASA generated $4.1 billion dollars in revenue and benefits for the state. $2.1 billion of that was in household income, and over 40,000 jobs were created due to NASA-related activities. The local unemployment rate has already risen to 11.9 percent at present, largely due to the nationwide economic problems. Housing and construction have taken a hit as well, and will continue to suffer as the area sees the space workers leave. This is the second time in NASA’s history that they’ve had to wind down a human space program, the first being the Apollo missions which ended in 1972. After the end of Apollo, Brevard county saw a dramatic downturn in the economy, as 10,000 workers left the region to find jobs and unemployment rose to 15 percent. Estimations of the economic aftereffects of the end of the shuttle program aren’t as grim as those figures for the post-Apollo period, but there will be repercussions nonetheless. 

B. Space Exploartion Needs Co-op
Space Exploration Needs CO-OP

Plans Committee (A NASA Committee The Committee was established to conduct the review comprised 10 members with diverse professional backgrounds, including scientists, engineers, astronauts, educators, executives of established and new aerospace firms, former presidential appointees, and a retired Air Force General. The Committee was charged with conducting an independent review of the current program of record and providing alternatives to that program (as opposed to making a specific recommendation) that would ensure that “the nation is pursuing the best trajectory for the future of human spaceflight—one that is safe, innovative, affordable and sustainable.”) 09 “Seeking A human Spaceflight Program worthy of a Great Nation) October 2009 (http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/396093main_HSF_Cmte_FinalReport.pdf) [Pitman}

The U.S. human spaceflight program appears to be on an unsustainable trajectory. It is perpetuating the perilous practice of pursuing goals that do not match allocated resources. Space operations are among the most demanding and unforgiving pursuits ever undertaken by humans. It really is rocket science. Space operations become all the more difficult when means do not match aspirations. Such is the case today. The nation is facing important decisions on the future of human spaceflight. Will we leave the close proximity of lowEarth orbit, where astronauts have circled since 1972, and explore the solar system, charting a path for the eventual expansion of human civilization into space? If so, how will we ensure that our exploration delivers the greatest benefit to the nation? Can we explore with reasonable assurances of human safety? Can the nation marshal the resources to embark on the mission? Whatever space program is ultimately selected, it must be matched with the resources needed for its execution. How can we marshal the necessary resources? There are actually more options available today than in 1961, when President Kennedy challenged the nation to “commit itself to the goal, before this decade is out, of landing a man on the Moon and returning him safely to the Earth.” First, space exploration has become a global enterprise. Many nations have aspirations in space, and the combined annual budgets of their space programs are comparable to NASA’s. If the United States is willing to lead a global program of exploration, sharing both the burden and benefit of space exploration in a meaningful way, significant accomplishments could follow. Actively engaging international partners in a manner adapted to today’s multi-polar world could strengthen geopolitical relationships, leverage global financial and technical resources, and enhance the exploration enterprise. 

C. Timeframe

Constellation would begin in 2015 and be fully operational by 2020
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Science Direct “Cross-cultural management supporting global space exploration,” Volume 66, Issues 1-2, Jan-Feb 2010 https://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/080609%20Logsdon.pdf [Lockwood]

In the new millennium the major space-faring countries have developed plans for ambitious space exploration programs to return to the Moon and to travel to Mars. US President George W. Bush announced a new US Space Exploration Strategy in early 2004 [4]. The document identifies “the return to the Moon by 2020”, as the first main goal and “as the launching point for missions beyond”. The schedule foresees robotic probes on the lunar surface with subsequent human missions in the next decade, “with the goal of living and working there for increasingly extended periods of time”. The new exploration program includes the construction of a new space transportation architecture, habitats and bases for Moon and eventually for Mars. Those endeavors will be realized in the framework of the “Constellation Program”. Its purpose is to design and build the US spacecraft for the next generation of human space flight. Main components of the Constellation program are the Ares 1 and Ares 5 launch vehicles and the Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle. Full operation of Orion is expected in 2015 and there turn of humans to the Moon is currently planned for 2020. The US conducted several successful robotic Mars exploration missions, including Viking, Mars Path finder, the MER rovers and the Phoenix mission. The Mars Science Laboratory to be launched in 2011 will likely be followed by a series of surface missions conducted in collaboration between the US and Europe.

D. China Going to the moon in 10 Years
China is going to the Moon in 10 years 

Berger 7’  Eric is the Houston Chronicle's space, weather and science reporter.software consultant and space enthusiast, recently visited China for two weeks to work with IBM China. http://blog.chron.com/sciguy/2007/04/guest-blogger-china-will-go-to-the-moon-in-10-years/  [Andrew Alvarado]

I have just returned from a two-week visit to mainland China, and I had an opportunity to ask a number of young, technically trained Chinese that I met there what is going on with their space program. The short answer is that China is going to the moon within ten years, and, in a direct quote from one person, “will not be making the same mistake the Americans did.”
What mistake did we make, you may ask? The mistake of not staying there permanently.
The Chinese I spoke with are all under 30 and very well-educated (they’re among the IBM China research staff). They see their space program as another way of gaining international stature and respect, as well as an opportunity to exploit resources they might find on the moon.
There are ads on Chinese TV (similar to the ones here that Boeing and Lockheed do for the International Space Station), showing a Chinese rocket carrying their astronauts into a lunar orbit (I don’t speak or read Chinese, so I can not tell you what was being said in these ads, but the general idea was unmistakable).

Their excitement over their space program reminded me of the excitement we had over our Apollo-era program, as I am old enough to remember the space race between the USA and the Soviet Union. The odd thing, I thought, was that there is no space race driving the Chinese program; they view us as being too timid in our approaches and, in any case, too tied down with the ISS and the Shuttle, although they do greatly admire our technical capabilities.  It appears that a lot of what the Chinese are doing with their space program is being dreadfully underreported in the Western media; part of this is because of the secrecy the Chinese government has around the program, and part, I think, is because we (the West) still view them as something of a backward society. In my opinion, we should be paying a lot more attention to what they are doing in space. Bottom line: the Chinese are going to the moon, going soon, and staying there
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