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1NC Prizes CP
The National Aeronautics and Space Administration should issue a Centennial Challenge to _________.
Prizes solve the case and avoid the link to spending
Wagner 11 

(Erika, Director of X-Prize Foundation, in an interview with Sander Olson, "X-Prize director describes incentive prizes in an interview with Sander Olson", 6/3/11, nextbigfuture.com/2011/06/x-prize-director-describes-incentive.html//avi)
Question: What is the return on investment for the prize? The Ansari X PRIZE provides a good example. A $10 million initial investment led to $100 million in spending by teams, which in turn led to a $1.7 billion investment by private industry. Now the field of private space exploration of space is about to grow exponentially, as a direct result of that initial $10 million investment. Question: Are there any prizes without any purse? Sure, a perfect example is the North American Solar Challenge, which was oriented towards college teams. Despite the fact that there was no financial purse for that prize, the winning team still invested about $4 million dollars in equipment and labor, and an entire ecosystem of technologies and engineers emerged in pursuit of the bragging rights. Question: What is the X PRIZE grand challenges course? Through the X PRIZE Labs program, we teach courses at MIT, the University of Washington and University of Southern California. The classes are designed to teach the theory and practice of prize design. We hope to also be teaching in Bombay and Delhi next year, and a number of other Universities have expressed an interest in training their students how to ask good questions around the world’s biggest problems. Question: Could you describe the process by which the foundation decides which prizes to offer? We primarily use three sources for inspiration. In our X PRIZE Labs, we like to ask our students "if you had $10 million to invest in an X PRIZE, what would you ask the world to achieve?". Second, we have an annual Visioneering event, in which we bring together 100 of the brightest minds that we know to help us understand what they see as the most pressing opportunities for innovative breakthroughs. Third, we have corporate clients suggest challenges to us. So for instance, we are now working with Qualcomm on a prize for an AI physician's assistant that can diagnose diseases as well as board-certified physicians. Question: What X PRIZE excites you the most? The X PRIZE Lab@MIT developed a competition several years ago in the field of global health. After deep dives into a number of pressing problems, our students identified tuberculosis diagnostics as an area that could benefit from an X PRIZE. The current method we have for identifying TB patients is 100 years old and only accurate about 50% of the time. A cheaper, more accurate TB test for use in the developing world could save hundreds of thousands of lives per year. I would love to see a competition that brought dozens of universities, biotech firms, and medical innovators to help address this challenge. Question: What are the operational costs of running an X PRIZE? The rough rule of thumb is that the operational costs are equal to the prize costs. So to have a $10 million prize costs us around $20 million total. This is because there are costs related to research, supporting infrastructure, judges, personnel, media attention, and so forth. Question: Who decides the terms of the prize? For each prize that we offer, we have a team of advisors. We are currently designing an X PRIZE for autonomous vehicles, and we have a team of experts from the auto industry, robotics, racing, and even public relations who are providing input. We don't want to create a prize that could be won tomorrow, but an impossible challenge won’t attract the world’s best innovators either. It’s finding that intersection of audacity and achievability that’s the key to a successful X PRIZE. Question: How many x-prizes are currently active? There are two X PRIZEs and one smaller X CHALLENGE that are active today. The Archon Genomics X PRIZE offers $10 million for sequencing 100 genomes in 10 days. The Google Lunar X PRIZE gives $30 million for the first private lunar rover broadcast back HD video from the surface of the moon. The Wendy Schmidt Oil Cleanup X CHALLENGE focuses on the next generation of oil spill cleanup technology. Question: So the funding for prizes comes from corporate and philanthropic sources? Funding comes from corporate, philanthropic, and Government sources. There are actually over $300 million in large prize purses up for grabs around the world. The Obama administration put out a policy directive last year stating that Federal agencies should consider prizes as part of their incentive portfolio. So federal agencies are now using prizes as well as grants and contracts. Corporations are using prizes for incentivizing internal innovation, as in the Cisco iPrize; for crowdsourcing solutions to pressing corporate challenges, as in the Netflix Prize; and for raising awareness around industry issues, as in the Progressive Insurance Automotive X PRIZE. Question: Is there any particular technology for which an —X PRIZE should be offered but isn't? There are many worthy candidates that we are currently exploring. We are looking at autonomous cars, deep sea exploration platforms, clean cookstoves for the developing world, brain-computer interfaces, carbon capture and reuse technologies, energy storage, and many others. There is no shortage of promising areas that could directly benefit from incentivized competition. Question: If you had a billion dollars to invest in any technology, how would you spend it? Prizes aren't good for stimulating basic science, and we need to have a strong science infrastructure in this country. I am a passionate advocate of human space exploration, especially when we ask in what ways these capabilities can directly benefit humanity. So I would invest in a mix of basic R&D, social entrepreneurship, and high-risk technology programs that push our frontiers of knowledge and physical exploration. Prizes would definitely be part of that portfolio. Question: Are there any foreign prizes offered? Yes, a perfect example is the Saltier Prize in Scotland. Scotland wants to be a leader in the field of wave and tidal energy, so they offered a large prize for advancements in that area. Another example is the Ibrahim prize, which is offered by the Mo Ibrahim foundation. This prize offers a multimillion dollar reward for effective African leaders who peacefully step down from office when their term ends. The X PRIZE Foundation has just opened an office in India, and there are plans for new X PRIZE Labs at foreign universities as well. Question: It seems as if the X PRIZE concept has grown exponentially over the last 10 years. The X PRIZE has grown from a single prize, the Ansari X PRIZE, to over $65 million in prizes. That number continues to grow. Industry is becoming increasingly interested in the concept of using prizes to spur technological innovation and to solve specific problems. Question: What do you see as the most disruptive technology to be developed during the next decade? I personally think the field of energy storage is critically important, because it in turn affects so many other fields. Half the prizes that I've examined are energy limited. In everything from exoskeletons to deep sea exploration to electric cars and aircraft, energy storage is a serious limiter to numerous innovations. In order to make renewable energy feasible, we have to devise better ways to store energy. But the beauty of the X PRIZE is that we don't have to pick any particular technologies - we simply offer the prizes and let the competition begin.

2NC CP
Prizes can solve any mainstream NASA objectives
Boyle 4 

(Alan Boyle is a science writer for MSNBC; he has won awards from the National Academies, the American Association for the Advancement of Science, the National Association of Science Writers, the Society of Professional Journalists, the Space Frontier Foundation, the Pirelli Relativity Challenge and the CMU Cybersecurity Journalism Awards program. He is the author of "The Case for Pluto," "NASA plans contests for space feats", 5/7/04, www.msnbc.msn.com/id/4907485/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasa-plans-contests-space-feats//avi)

What's the benefit of prizes? Sponberg said they fill a particular niche in technology development. "You want to set up something that's not impossible, but at the same time something where there's no obvious path for getting to the objective," he said. Offering a prize opens up a technological field to nontraditional players, and get more brainpower devoted to a tough-to-crack problem. "Competitors tend to spend more than the actual value of the prize, which is huge leverage," Sponberg said. But for now, there are no plans to expand the win-a-prize approach to NASA's mainstream programs, such as space station operations, robotic exploration of Mars or future human missions to the moon. Some industry observers say more competition — even in those core NASA programs — is just what the space agency needs. For example, Jerry Pournelle, who is well-known as a science-fiction author as well as a technology commentator, suggested that every NASA mission could have a parallel prize feature: "If anybody else could do it first for half the price, they'd get the money." SpaceX's Musk made a similar suggestion in this week's testimony: "One interesting option might be to parallel every major NASA contract award with a prize valued at one-tenth of the contract amount. If another company achieves all of the contract goals first, they receive the prize and the main contract is canceled. At minimum, it will serve as competitive spur for cost-plus contractors."
Prizes spur technological development and are cheaper than the plan

Rochon 6 

(Laura Rochon, Johnson Space Center, "NASA encouraging space entrepreneurs, one Cup at a time", 11/20/06, www.jsc.nasa.gov/jscfeatures/articles/000000572.html//avi)
 “We may not see the impacts for years to come, but private space delivery will benefit us all,” West said. “The market will develop, and NASA wants U.S. companies to be there to fill the need -- that way, the U.S. remains the world’s leader, and NASA can continue to push further into the unknown.” Modeled after the Orteig prize won by Charles Lindbergh for his non-stop flight from New York to Paris in 1927, the initial Ansari X PRIZE purse of $10 million was won by Burt Rutan in 2004 when SpaceShipOne became the first private human spacecraft to fly two suborbital flights in five days. At this year’s X PRIZE Cup, NASA put up $2.4 million total for three spotlight competitions -- the Lunar Lander, Tether and Beam Power Challenges. The funding comes from NASA’s Centennial Challenges. Ken Davidian, who has a management role in the program, explained that one of the goals is to stimulate fresh ideas and to identify new and non-traditional sources of these innovations. Another goal is to reach the public. “People are interested in the competition aspect because it’s dramatic, it’s unscripted -- it’s science theater,” Davidian said. The Lunar Lander Challenge, which accounts for the biggest slice of the prize at $2 million, was envisioned to spur on private development of the next-generation lunar landing system -- a space vehicle capable of ferrying humans or cargo back and forth between the moon’s orbit and surface. To win, a vehicle has to complete two flights between two concrete landing pads within 2.5 hours. NASA also committed $200,000 each for the Tether and Beam Power Challenges. In the Tether Challenge, teams must develop a new material that is 50 percent stronger than what is available today. In the Beam Power Challenge, or “space elevator games,” teams design and build a robotic vehicle that climbs a ribbon using power beamed to it from an external source. This year’s aim was about 55 feet, with a future goal of hundreds, then thousands of miles. Davidian believes NASA is interested in helping new space industries be competitive. “For a long time, private industry has been saying they can do that cheaper and more efficiently so NASA is willing to give them a chance,” he said. “We’re saying, ‘build a lunar lander and show us that it works and then you’ll win the prize.’ It’s incredible, but once you make it a game, it becomes popular. Centennial Challenge is ‘popular science.’” Foale agrees. “I think it’s a low-risk investment with the potential for large gains to NASA, if NASA is able to look at the new ideas produced,” he said. This year nobody scored the prize money, but NASA funds remain an inducement for next year’s contenders or until the conditions of the challenges have been met. And when it happens, Diamandis expects it will be a win-win for all. “NASA gets a new generation of entrepreneurial companies and potentially new breakthrough technology,” he said. “The competing teams get a prize which helps them raise money to fund their research and development, and X PRIZE gets great educational and inspirational content to drive attendance and viewership.”
Prizes Key
Prizes are the only way to motivate successful private development
Murphy 5 

(Robert Murphy is an adjunct scholar of the Mises Institute. He teaches economics at Hillsdale College, "A Free Market in Space", January 2005, mises.org/freemarket_detail.aspx?control=525//avi)

On October 4, 2004, the privately funded SpaceShip-One climbed to an altitude of over 70 miles, clinching the $10 million "X Prize." Many analysts were excited by the prospects for commercial space travel, and the day when orbital or even interplanetary flights would be affordable for the average person. As if to rebut the naysayers who dismissed SpaceShipOne as a mere tourist attraction for millionaires, Las Vegas hotel magnate Robert Bigelow capitalized on the event by announcing a $50 million prize for the first team to put a privately funded space station into orbit. Beyond the obvious implications for sci-fi buffs and other space enthusiasts, the episode sheds light on the versatility of free enterprise. Most obvious, we see that the government is not necessary for space exploration; engineers and pilots do not suddenly become smarter when they are hired by NASA. Indeed, because a free market in space industries would be open to all competitors, we have every reason to expect technological innovation to be much quicker than in a monopolized space program. In a free market, the maverick pioneer just needs to convince one or a few capitalists (out of thousands) to finance his revolutionary project, and then the results will speak for themselves. In contrast, an innovative civil servant at NASA needs to convince his direct superiors before trying anything new. If his bosses happen to dislike the idea, that’s the end of it. Prior to the exploits of SpaceShipOne, the standard justification for government involvement in space was that such undertakings were "too expensive" for the private sector. But what does this really mean? The Apollo moon program certainly didn’t create labor and other resources out of thin air. On the contrary, the scientists, unskilled workers, steel, fuel, computers, etc. that went into NASA in the 1960s were all diverted from other industries and potential uses. The government spent billions of dollars putting Neil Armstrong on the moon, and consequently the American taxpayers had billions fewer dollars to spend on other goods and services. This is just another example of what Frédéric Bastiat described in his famous essay, "That Which Is Seen, and That Which Is Not Seen." Whenever the government creates some public work, everyone can see the obvious benefits. For example, everyone can appreciate the fact that we put a US flag on the moon, and listened as Neil Armstrong apparently flubbed his memorized line. Or to use a more mundane example, everyone can see a beautiful new sports stadium financed (in part) by tax dollars. What people can’t see are the thousands of other goods and services that now won’t be enjoyed, because the scarce resources necessary for their production were devoted to the government project. Politicians may break moral laws, but they can’t evade economic ones: If they send a man to the moon (or build a new stadium), consumers necessarily must curtail their enjoyments of other goods. Thus the question becomes: Was the Apollo program (or new stadium) sufficiently valued by consumers to outweigh its opportunity cost (i.e., the value consumers place on the goods that now cannot be produced)? At first glance, this seems to be a difficult question to answer. After all, how can we possibly compare the benefits of the Apollo program with, say, the benefits of the additional shoes, diapers, automobiles, research on cancer, etc. that could have been alternatively produced? The short answer is, we can’t. This is just a specific example of the more general principle elaborated by Ludwig von Mises: the impossibility of economic calculation under socialism. Even if a central planning board were truly benevolent, and even if it had access to all of the technical conditions (such as resource supplies and technological recipes) of the economy, the planners would be at a loss to deploy the scarce resources in an efficient way. There would be no way to determine whether the chosen output goals were good ones, or whether an alternative plan could have provided the subjects with a better outcome. The above analysis might puzzle the reader. Yes, it is certainly difficult in practice to tell whether the Apollo program (or any other government project) is worth its cost, but isn’t that true of any undertaking? Why should this be a unique drawback for government endeavors? The crucial difference is that private projects are subject to the profit and loss test. The owner of a private firm must pay market prices for all of his or her scarce resources. If the consumers do not then voluntarily spend enough money on the final product or service to recoup these expenditures, this is the market’s signal that the resources are more urgently needed in other lines (according to the consumers). It can never be the case that all entrepreneurs find a particular resource "too expensive" to use; if no entrepreneurs were buying it, then the price of this resource would fall until some did. For example, it would be unprofitable—"wasteful"—to use gold in the construction of bridges; the extra money motorists would pay to drive across a golden bridge would not cover the additional expense. Yet it is profitable to use gold in the construction of necklaces or rings. Consumers are willing to pay enough for golden necklaces (versus silver or copper ones) that it makes it worthwhile for jewelers to buy gold for this purpose. Hence, the high price of gold is (among other things) a signal to engineers not to use gold in building bridges, because consumers would rather the scarce metal be used in jewelry. The principle is the same when it comes to space travel. The reason private entrepreneurs would never have financed the moon program in the 1960s is that the financial returns from such a project wouldn’t come close to covering the expenses. Yet this is just the market’s way to tell these entrepreneurs that the computers, scientists’ labor, fuel, etc. would be better devoted to other ends. By seizing tax dollars and financing the Apollo program, President Kennedy et al. simply forced Americans to forgo the thousands of products that, according to their own spending decisions, they would have preferred to the space adventures. Is this perspective crude materialism? Surely, there are all sorts of things that are not profitable in the narrow sense, and yet are of tremendous importance to humanity. Consequently, are we not in need of noble politicians acting in the public interest? Well, consider the $10 million dollar X Prize. This was a gift designed to promote space exploration. The same is true of Bigelow’s $50 million prize. The private sector’s promotion of abstract knowledge (as opposed to practical, marketable discoveries) is nowhere better demonstrated than in the Clay Mathematics Institute’s million dollar awards for the solution to any of seven important problems. Historically, there were many rich patrons of the arts and science; didn’t the Vatican pay Michelangelo not only to create beautiful art but also to increase donations? Indeed, it is a common misconception that in the free market, "the highest bidder" determines things. No, in a free market, the owner determines the use of a piece of property. When a man lets his teenage son take the car for the night, is he renting it to the highest bidder? Of course not. A system of property rights, and the freely floating prices that accompany the exchange of these rights, is necessary to ensure the best possible use of resources. This is true in something as mundane as car production, or something as exotic as trips to Mars. The private sector can finance safe and efficient space exploration, but it will only do so in projects where the benefits (including donations from enthusiasts) truly outweigh the costs.
Prizes are the best way to stimulate innovation
KEI 8 
(Knowledge Energy International, NGO, "Selected Innovation Prizes and Reward Programs", 2008, www.usa.gov/webcontent/reqs_bestpractices/challenges/documents/historyofchallengesandprizes.pdf//avi)
We have largely, but not exclusively, focused on ex ante prizes that specify, in advance, a desired outcome and a reward for obtaining it in order to incentivize innovation, rather than ex post prizes that honor or reward achievements after the fact. However, the distinctions are not black and white. For example, in some cases, prizes are announced as rewards for achievements in a particular area, such as to promote sustainable energy, but the criteria for winning are not very specific. Such prizes likely stimulate innovation, but they are not as relevant to this survey as prizes that are more clearly obtainable if one performs in less ambiguous ways. We include many different types of innovation prizes, but the survey is weighted toward examples that are more specific regarding the outcomes that are rewarded. Prizes are grouped by subject matter, and then listed chronologically from earliest to latest as determined by the year in which the prize was initially offered. In addition to the many prize competitions that were actually implemented, several are included that were proposed by legislators or political candidates or parties that so far have not been implemented. The prizes included in this survey were chosen for a variety of reasons. Some are prominent, and others are not. The list of prizes is not exhaustive and is more complete in some fields than in others. Taken together, the examples are intended to illustrate the possibilities that prizes offer. As is evident from the examples, there is considerable diversity in the purposes, designs, management structures and performance of various innovation prizes. Some prizes have been very successful, while others have been mired in controversy, or did not induce the desired result. The amount of the prizes varies considerably, from $2.56 (the Knuth Reward Checks) to a proposed prize fund of more than $80 billion per year (S.2210, 110th Congress, the Medical Innovation Prize Fund of 2007). The literature on innovation prizes is surprisingly incomplete, but one does find extensive references to the use of prizes to stimulate innovation in the 18th and 19th centuries, for a wide range of purposes, only a handful of which are reported here. Enthusiasm for the use of prizes seemed to wane in the late 19th century and in the 20th century, only to see a new and still-expanding interest in the early 21st century. Cash prizes are only one of many different ways to stimulate innovation. Grants and other up-front research subsidies and the prospect of marketing monopolies enforced by patents and other intellectual property rules are also important mechanisms. The relationship between prizes, intellectual property rights, and grants varies considerably in the examples reported here. In many cases, prizes have been proposed as an additional incentive that would supplement the rewards from exclusive rights associated with patents. In other cases, the prizes are designed as a substitute for, or an alternative to, a patent-enforced monopoly. In the 20th century, government research institutions in France, Germany, the UK and elsewhere largely replaced prizes with systems of grants, and courts have allowed privately endowed prizes to be converted to grant programs. The advantages of grants and temporary patent-enforced monopolies as mechanisms for financing research into innovation are many. It is often difficult to measure or pre-specify useful outcomes from research, and a system that only relies upon performance, such as prizes, can fail to provide the type of sustainable support that is needed for systems of science and innovation, and low expected probabilities of success may unduly discourage effort or investment, factors that have certainly contributed to the rise of a grants economy. The traditional patent system provides opportunities for inventors and entrepreneur to identify useful innovations that have commercial value, outside of the supervision of a tradition-bound and cautious bureaucracy, and the market-driven valuation of patented inventions creates enormous incentives for investment in the development and commercialization of new products and services. In terms of resources, grants and the prospect of temporary monopolies have generated enormous resources for research and development activities, far more than the level of funding now available for prizes. Prizes, however, offer certain important advantages over grants or temporary monopolies. When designed well, prizes can reach a wider community of problem solvers than will grants and, like the prospect of a commercial monopoly, bring in new actors following unconventional approaches, and stimulate private decision-making and entrepreneurship. Prizes can be used when the desired output is not patentable, or the use of the patent system is too costly and bureaucratic, or when the private market for the outcome is inadequate or does not exist. If prizes are used as an alternative to a monopoly as the incentive for private investment, it is possible to avoid a wide range of costs associated with monopolies, including not only high prices and barriers for access to the inventions, but also obstacles to follow-on innovation. Prizes can also be tailored as incentives in ways that are simply not possible with rewards that are tied to the monopoly prices of the outputs. Some of the areas where prizes are thought to have important advantages are cases where it socially and economically important to have marginal cost pricing and/or free access to the outputs of the R&D efforts, or where it is important to reward the development of translational and transition technologies and products that will not by themselves be commercially viable, but which serve to advance the state of the useful arts and sciences. All systems to finance innovation have shortcomings. The challenges associated with the use of prizes are several, including difficulty in specifying and measuring the outcomes to be rewarded, and the financing of the rewards. The majority of the prizes discussed below are sui generis in nature, focusing on specific problems to be addressed, and outside of specific prize endowments, without a sustainable system of finance. For example, all of the new prizes in the areas of transportation, power, and climate change follow this traditional approach of sui generis specification of rewarded outcomes and intellectual property rules, and episodic funding. In the minority, but of interest, are the more ambitious efforts to use prizes as a systematic mechanism to reward innovation, with sustainable systems of finance. The often disparaged Soviet Union system of rewarding innovation with “Authorship Certificates” achieved sustainable finance by tying prize rewards to a fraction of savings achieved by innovations. While the now discontinued Soviet approach did achieve successes in some areas, it operated in an economy where inventors had to rely upon the State to provide the planning, capital, energy and risk necessary to exploit the inventions, which was a severe shortcoming. An older experiment was the system used in Lyon, France in the 18th Century to reward innovations in the textile industry. Lasting many decades, and financed both through a tax on silk imports and contributions from members of the Grand Fabrique textile guild, the Lyon system is considered by many to be a powerful and successful example of the use of prizes to stimulate both innovation and the diffusion and use of the innovations, in a system where invention was considered a public good. The Lyon system also explicitly rewarded technology transfer and sequential innovation. More recently, the proposed U.S. Medical Innovation Prize Fund would reward private drug developers who are successful at registering new medicines that improve healthcare outcomes with enormous levels of sustainable funding tied to annual GNP levels, completely eliminating the need for monopolies on new medicines. No program to stimulate innovation guarantees success. The prize competitions discussed below sometimes succeeded impressively, but not always. Failures are not unique to prizes. For example, despite billions of dollars in grants from the National Institutes of Health and other donors and the existence of strong exclusive rights for patents, there is a paucity of progress for the treatment of Alzheimer’s disease. Similarly, there has been almost no significant innovation in terms of tuberculosis testing for more than a century. The administration of some prizes were fraught with difficulty, but so are some grant programs, and patent systems are subject to a plethora of well-known shortcomings. Each instrument has strengths and weaknesses, and the results will vary. Today many philanthropists, businesses and governments are looking to prizes as an incentive mechanism that can complement or compete with grants or marketing monopolies. The context is very important, as the goals and problems that motivate the creation of the prizes vary considerably. At a minimum, prizes can extend the community of actors working to solve innovation challenges beyond those who would be supported by grant programs. Prizes can also be used to overcome access problems otherwise caused by monopolies, or to stimulate innovation in areas where patents are irrelevant or ineffective. But prizes may also be used in combination with grants and/or marketing monopolies. Prizes are, however, increasingly becoming part of the policy framework for stimulating innovation, and play an important role in shaping our knowledge ecology.

AT: Administration Costs
Other organizations pay administration costs
Space Daily 11 

("NASA And Worcester Polytechnic Institute Are Challenge Partners", 2/8/11, www.spacedaily.com/reports/NASA_And_Worcester_Polytechnic_Institute_Are_Challenge_Partners_999.html//avi)
NASA has signed an agreement with the Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) of Worcester, Mass., to manage the Sample Return Robot Challenge, one of the agency's new Centennial Challenges prize competitions. The challenge will demonstrate how a robot can locate and retrieve geologic samples from varied terrain without human control. This challenge has a prize purse of $1.5 million. The objective of the competition is to encourage innovations in automatic navigation and robotic manipulator technologies. Innovations stemming from this challenge are intended to improve NASA's capability to explore a variety of destinations in space and enhance the nation's robotic technology for use in industries and applications on Earth. "WPI has significant experience managing robotic competitions and brings extensive subject matter expertise to the partnership, making them a great choice to manage the Sample Return Robot Challenge," said Larry Cooper, program executive for NASA's Centennial Challenges Program at agency headquarters in Washington. "We look forward to WPI overseeing the competition and bringing together innovative teams with creative problem-solving ideas." In response to a NASA solicitation, WPI submitted a proposal last fall for this partnership opportunity. The institute will begin detailed preparations for the challenge, publish rules and register competitors. The competition is expected to take place in the spring of 2012. In the Centennial Challenges program, NASA provides the prize purse but the competitions are managed by non-profit organizations that cover the cost of operations through commercial or private sponsorships. This agreement marks the first time NASA has partnered with a university to manage a Centennial Challenge. The Centennial Challenges seek unconventional solutions to problems of interest to NASA and the nation. Competitors have included private companies, student groups and independent inventors working outside the traditional aerospace industry. Unlike contracts or grants, prizes are awarded only after solutions are successfully demonstrated. There have been 20 Centennial Challenges competition events since 2005. NASA has awarded $4.5 million to 13 different challenge-winning teams. Last July, NASA announced the Sample Return Robot Challenge along with two other new challenge competitions; the Night Rover Challenge and the Nano-Satellite Launch Challenge. NASA hopes to select partnering organizations for these two new challenges in the coming months.
Administration costs nothing to NASA
WPI 11 
(Worcester Polytech, "NASA Selects WPI as Partner for 'Centennial Challenge' Robotics Competition", 2/7/11, www.wpi.edu/news/20101/2011nasa.html//avi)
There have been 20 Centennial Challenges competition events since 2005, and through this program, NASA has awarded $4.5 million to 13 different winning teams. The Centennial Challenges seek unconventional solutions to problems of interest to NASA and the nation. Competitors have included private companies, student groups and independent inventors working outside the traditional aerospace industry. Unlike contracts or grants, prizes are awarded only after solutions are successfully demonstrated. Through this program, NASA provides the prize purse, but the competitions are managed by non-profit organizations that cover the cost of operations through commercial or private sponsorships. For more information about the program and descriptions of each of the challenge competitions, visit: http://www.nasa.gov/challenges.

AT: Prizes are Small
Even if prizes are small they are still effective

Mckinsey and Company 9 

(global management consulting firm, “And the winner is …” Capturing the promise of philanthropic prizes", 2009, www.mckinsey.com/app_media/reports/sso/and_the_winner_is.pdf//avi)
Given the often high costs of participation and slim likelihood of success, it may seem irrational for competitors to spend so much time and money on speculative awards. But many factors beyond money motivate aspiring innovators. First, as Peter Diamandis, Chairman and founder of the X PRIZE Foundation observed, prize competitors are typically confident and risk-loving individuals; hence they tend to systematically overestimate their chances of winning.37 Indeed, many of the participants that we interviewed were absolutely convinced they were going to win, if not this year, then surely the next. Second, prizes often signal a potential market that competitors might capitalize on if their ideas are part of an eventual commercial offering. Many of the initial competitors in the Ansari X PRIZE are now part of the burgeoning personal space travel market. Third, many competitors are motivated for intrinsic reasons: the opportunity to compete, to solve a difficult problem, to learn, to develop a network of like-minded inventors, or simply to be a part of history. Finally, the recognition accompanying a prize can be very valuable in itself. For the winners of the Goldcorp Challenge—which focused on finding new veins of gold in an old mine—the $575,000 in prize money barely covered the cost of the project. But the publicity impact was enormous. In the words of winner Nick Archibald, “it would have taken [our company] years to get the recognition in North America that this [single] project gave us overnight.”38
AT: Prizes fail/Winners bad
Prizes are empirically effective—Ansari X proves

Xinhua 6 

("NASA sets up multi-million dollar challenge for lunar lander", 5/6/06, english.peopledaily.com.cn/200605/06/eng20060506_263475.html//avi)
According to Shana Dale, NASA's Deputy Administrator, the first multi-million-dollar NASA Centennial Challenge will be managed by the X PRIZE Foundation, which has launched the Ansari X PRIZE to encourage private companies' sapceflight attempt. In 2004, privately-built "spaceship1" won the Ansari X PRIZE after flying out of the aerosphere. Since then some experts believe offering a prize is an effective and economical model for acceleration breakthroughs in science and technology. The competition will require a vehicle to simulate a trip between the Moon's surface, to lunar orbit and back to the lunar surface. It is divided into two levels. Level 1 requires a vehicle to take off from a designated launch area, rocket up to 150 feet (50 meters) altitude, then hover for 90 seconds while landing precisely on a landing pad 100 meters away. The more difficult course, level 2, requires a vehicle to take off from a designated launch area, rocket up to 150 feet (50 meters) altitude, then hover for 180 seconds before landing precisely on a simulated, rocky, lunar surface 100 meters away. For both levels, the vehicle has the option to refuel before conducting the required return level to the original starting point, the X PRIZE Foundation said. The 2.5-million bounty is the total prize purse for the competition. Level 1 will offer 350,000 dollars for first place and 150,000 for second. Level 2 will offer 1.25 million to the winner, 500,000 for second place and 250,000 for third place.
Companies that lose the competition are picked up later for other missions-no single winner is actually picked
Hsu 11

Jeremy, senior writer for Innovation News Daily, June 23, “Spinning Robotic Landers Make Space Exploration a Hop and Skip” Hsu, Space.com. http://www.space.com/12048-spinning-landers-planetary-explorers.html 
A former robot contender for the Google Lunar X Prize may find resurrection as a robotic lander for surface missions to planets and moons across the solar system. Its secret rests in a spinning midsection based on proven satellite technology that ensures almost unshakable stability. The spinning lander could land and hop across alien surfaces on springy legs that have the flexibility "between a golf club shaft and a fishing pole," said Rex Ridenoure, president and CEO of Ecliptic Enterprises in Pasadena, Calif. His company holds pending patents on the space technology that originated with Harold Rosen, a satellite pioneer. One version of the lander intended for an asteroid mission might have extra detachable harpoon legs to temporarily anchor itself to the rock, Ridenoure told a crowd of scientists and engineers at the 9th IAA Low-Cost Planetary Missions Conference here. Another version aimed at Europa might add a drill for tapping the Jupiter moon's icy secrets. Whatever the destination, the spinning design ensures a relatively easy landing compared to most space missions. "The neat thing is that the thing will not tip over," Ridenoure said. "The thing will just hop and bounce and skitter until it comes to a stop." That vision began with Rosen, a former engineer for the Hughes Aircraft Company who first harnessed spinning back in 1965 as a way to stabilize satellites holding the same geostationary orbit above the Earth. His dual-spin design kept the main satellite body spinning while an instrument platform remained motionless. Space explorers such as Galileo have also used the dual-spin concept. But even after Rosen retired from Hughes Space & Communications (now Boeing Satellite Systems), he harbored unfulfilled hopes of using spinning for stabilized robotic landings. Rosen got his chance when the Google Lunar X Prize first debuted in 2007. The lunar landing competition offers a $20 million grand prize for landing a robot on a lunar surface, having it travel at least 1,650 feet (500 meters) and send data and images back to Earth. The Southern California Selene Group formed by Rosen to compete in the Google Lunar X Prize included Ridenoure at Ecliptic Enterprises. The team designed a three-legged robotic contender, but eventually withdrew from the competition in 2008 after expressing philosophical differences with the X Prize Foundation's vision for commercializing space and human exploration. But the spinning lander concept has not died. Rosen handed off the technology to Ecliptic, and the company is now fielding queries from anyone interested in a possible low-cost lander mission. For comparison, the Southern California Selene Group had planned on a total mission cost of $20 million to $30 million while competing for the X Prize. The spinning lander is small enough to reach many solar system targets by riding aboard a private Falcon 9 rocket developed by the commercial spaceflight firm SpaceX, Ridenoure said. And there is always the opportunity to pull up stakes and move if the original landing site doesn't work out. "Once you get down on the surface, if you rotate the payload around and don't like the site, you can hop to another one," Ridenoure said.

NASA does not pick winners-funding is determined by who wins the competition and has the best plan

X Prize Foundation 11
(X Prize Foundation, nonprofit spaceflight-incentivizing organization, June 22, http://www.xprize.org/about/who-we-are)
The X PRIZE Foundation is an educational (501c3) nonprofit organization whose mission is to bring about radical breakthroughs for the benefit of humanity, thereby inspiring the formation of new industries and the revitalization of markets that are currently stuck due to existing failures or a commonly held belief that a solution is not possible. The foundation addresses the world’s Grand Challenges by creating and managing large-scale, high-profile, incentivized prize competitions that stimulate investment in research and development worth far more than the prize itself. It motivates and inspires brilliant innovators from all disciplines to leverage their intellectual and financial capital. The X PRIZE Foundation conducts competitions in four Prize Groups: Education & Global Development; Energy & Environment; Life Sciences; and Exploration (Ocean & Deep Space). It is a US-based organization led by Chairman & CEO, Dr. Peter H. Diamandis and Co-Chairman & President, Robert K. Weiss, as well as governed by a group of visionary leaders including the Board of Trustees, Vision Circle members, Spirit of Innovation members, corporate partners and sponsors. Today, the X PRIZE Foundation is widely recognized as the leader in fostering innovation through incentivized competition.

The government does not pick winners. The prize is based on a fair competition
Diamandis 09
(Peter, chief executive of X Prize Foundation, CEO of Zero Gravity Corporation, co-Founder and Director of Space Adventures, Ltd, chairman of Rocket Racing League, October 4, “Reflections on the 5 Year Anniversary of the Ansari X Prize, http://thelaunchpad.xprize.org/2009/10/personal-spaceflight-industry.html) 

When the X PRIZE was announced on May 18th, 1996 (before it was even called the Ansari X PRIZE), I knew of maybe three or four potential companies (teams) that might compete for the purse. I was shocked in the final result to have 26 teams from 7 nations in the running. In retrospect, I would probably say that the 26 teams could be divided into three groups. The first group, about 1/3 of the field had a shot of building the vehicle… they had a strong design, a strong team and the money or the ability to raise the funding. The second group had a strong design, a strong team but lacked the real ability to raise the funds, and the final group were those who we registered, but were unlikely to ever make anything significant happen beyond their basic concept. We discussed in the early days the criteria for registration, and the conditions under which we would turn away teams. Gregg Maryniak would always remind us that we “didn’t want to turn away those pesky bicycle mechanics from Dayton Ohio.” In retrospect, Burt truly had a commanding lead ahead of the pack. Both the Da Vinci Project and Armadillo were there as leading contenders, but had a significant way to go in their financing and construction. Regardless, I would always remind the media and remind Burt that Admiral Byrd (first person to fly to the North Pole in an airplane) was the leading contender for the Orteig Prize, but Byrd crashed on take-off and a somewhat unknown aviator, Charles Lindbergh, ultimately claimed the purse.

AT: Low quality
Only effective technology is rewarded—this maximizes the incentive for quality

Petro 10

(ANDREW PETRO is the program executive for the Innovation Incubator in the Innovative Partnership Program Office at NASA Headquarters, "Open-Door Innovation", Spring 2010, Ask Magazine, www.nasa.gov/pdf/443541main_ASK_38_Spring_2010.pdf//avi)
Opening the door to all interested individuals and groups and providing the incentives of prize money and publicity increase the chances that valuable new technologies will be developed. As part of that openness, we at NASA don’t manage the activities of the competitors at all. We set the challenges; teams work on their own and show up with their solutions. The Centennial Challenges program does not offer awards for good proposals or designs; only ideas that have been demonstrated to work in the real world receive awards. Most successful innovations are built on repeated failures that show innovators what does not work and point the way to what might—failure is an investment in learning. But closely monitored budgets and schedules and constant scrutiny make it hard for most large organizations, including NASA, to tolerate much failure. The small start-ups, academic teams, and individuals who enter the challenge competitions can give themselves permission to fail, and their failures sometimes lead them to valuable new ideas.
AT: Privatization Bad
CP doesn’t cause full privatization—benefits outweigh the costs

Rausch 9 

(John Rausch, writer for the Dynamo, a Roosevelt Institute chapter, "A Different Take on Space Research", 10/28/09, www.thedynamo.org/index.php/a-different-take-on-space-research//avi)

Although the $10 million was difficult to raise, it pales in comparison to NASA's budget, which is well in excess of $17 billion, and may exceed $18 billion in the next few years. Personally, I have never been a fan of complete government control over the space industry, but I understand why many people are. From a military standpoint, having corporations in control of space rather than the government is risky and could be disastrous. From a legal standpoint, having corporations stake out parts of space (or equity on the moon, as the TED speaker jokes about) is unprecedented and messy. Privatization of space would cause a lot of work for a lot of bureaucrats, and a plethora of new legal issues. But I am still forced to wonder, if so much was accomplished with only $10 million, what could be done with just one tenth of NASA's budget? Privatization would be a risk, of course. However--if it is regulated properly--I feel that the sheer potential for growth vastly outweighs the risks involved. I suggest that the government begins taking a limited role, offering prizes modeled after the X-Prize, and letting capitalism handle the rest. I am not proposing dissolving NASA, immediately privatizing the industry, or making any other severe, rash decisions.  I am simply proposing an experiment.  NASA has had over fifty years to establish an efficient model for space exploration.  Now, it's time to allow for some competition. 

AT: Perm

NASA intervention breeds bureaucracy and inhibits innovation
Gingrich 11

(Newt, 58th Speaker of the United States House of Representatives from 1995 to 1999, 2012 Republican presidential candidate, fellow at American Enterprise Institute, fellow at Hoover Institution, New Hampshire GOP presidential primary debate, “Newt Gingrich on Space Exploration: 'NASA Is Standing in the Way'”, Fox News, http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2011/06/14/newt-gingrich-on-space-exploration-nasa-is-standing-in-way/)

Well, sadly — and I say this sadly, because I'm a big fan of going into space and I actually worked to get the shuttle program to survive at one point — NASA has become an absolute case study in why bureaucracy can't innovate. If you take all the money we've spent at NASA since we landed on the moon and you had applied that money for incentives to the private sector, we would today probably have a permanent station on the moon, three or four permanent stations in space, a new generation of lift vehicles. And instead what we've had is bureaucracy after bureaucracy after bureaucracy, and failure after failure. I think it's a tragedy, because younger Americans ought to have the excitement of thinking that they, too, could be part of reaching out to a new frontier. You know, you'd asked earlier, John, about this idea of limits because we're a developed country. We're not a developed country. The scientific future is going to open up, and we're at the beginning of a whole new cycle of extraordinary opportunities. And, unfortunately, NASA is standing in the way of it, when NASA ought to be getting out of the way and encouraging the private sector.
Private action alone is key—government intervention collapses the economy
The Economist 9

(November 13, “Space. the fiscal frontier”, The Economist, http://www.economist.com/node/14742748)
There is no realistic alternative to private enterprise advancing the cause of space if you believe it is important for life as we know it to become multi-planetary. Only the private sector is capable of improving the cost and reliability of space transport to the degree necessary to establish self-sustaining life on Mars. At current public-sector costs and reliability, even if the world already possessed rockets and spacecraft that could take humans to Mars, we would bankrupt the global economy and suffer loss of life that is intolerable in the modern era.  Some may be surprised to hear me assert that the commercial sector would improve reliability so dramatically, thinking perhaps that companies would make unsafe decisions to achieve low cost. Not at all—it is very unprofitable to kill customers! The airline and car industries are almost entirely private and both have incredibly impressive safety records. In fact, you may be surprised to learn that your probable lifespan would actually be higher if you lived every minute of it on a commercial airliner. 
Solvency: Full Missions

Centennial Challenges can be used for full missions

Malik 5 (Tariq Malik, writer fo MSNBC and Space.com, "Turn moon dirt into oxygen and win a prize", 5/19/05, www.msnbc.msn.com/id/7913785/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/turn-moon-dirt-oxygen-win-prize//avi)
 ““It our hope to kind of seed some of the long-term technologies that we’re going to need for future exploration,” Brant Sponberg, NASA’s Centennial Challenges program manager, said in a telephone interview. In the MoonROx contest, NASA and the Florida Space Research Institute challenge inventors to pull at least 11 pounds (5 kilograms) of breathable oxygen from a volcanic ash-derived lunar soil substitute called JSC-1. But it doesn’t end there. Participants not only have to extract the oxygen, but must accomplish the feat within eight hours. The competition expires June 1, 2008. “Oxygen extraction technologies will be critical for both robotic and human missions to the moon,” said Sam Durrance, executive director for the Florida Space Research Institute. “Like other space-focused prize competitions, the MoonROx challenge will encourage a broad community of innovators to develop technologies that expand our capabilities.” Earlier this year, NASA detailed two other centennial challenges. The 2005 Beam Power Challenge will award $50,000 to the first team that can use wireless technology to lift a weight off the ground. Such technology could eventually be employed to beam payloads off Earth. Meanwhile, the 2005 Tether Challenge calls for teams to build the strongest tether of a specific diameter. The tethers will each be stretched to the breaking point, with winners advancing through the ranks toward a final showdown with NASA’s “house tether,” made of existing material. Beat the “house tether” and you snag $50,000. NASA plans to set aside about $80 million towards Centennial Challenge prizes over the next five years to encourage private space technology development. Partly spurred by the $10 million Ansari X Prize for a private, manned suborbital spaceflight — which was snared last year by Scaled Composites’ SpaceShipOne — the cash prize is also geared to help support NASA’s space exploration vision. Advertise | AdChoices That vision, announced by President Bush on Jan. 14, 2004, calls for a resurgence of human missions to the moon by 2020, as well as the ultimate push out to Mars and beyond. “The use of resources on other worlds is a key element of the vision for space exploration,” Craig Steidle, NASA’s associate administrator for the exploration systems mission directorate, said in a statement. “This challenge will reach out to inventors who can help us achieve the vision sooner.” Sponberg said that more challenges will be announced in upcoming weeks, and may include additional contests to develop off-planet resource utilization tools or astronaut support systems. Other front-runners for near-term contests could challenge innovators to develop a better spacesuit glove or an unmanned, lighter-than-air vehicle that could one day lead to a Venus or Mars probe. Longer-term challenges may call for full-up space missions or complex demonstrations, such as a high-precision landing, Sponberg added. “I think it adds great dimensions to our [exploration vision],” Sponberg said of the Centennial Challenges program. “It’s a great way to reach out to innovators that we couldn’t before.”

Solvency: Asteroids
Incentives solve asteroid detection
NASA 10 
("Mission Directorate: Space Technology", 2/19/10, www.nasa.gov/pdf/428439main_Space_technology.pdf//avi)

The Centennial Challenges program seeks innovative solutions to technical problems that can drive progress in aerospace technology of value to NASA's missions in space operations, science, exploration and aeronautics. Beginning in FY 2011, Centennial Challenge activities associated with the Innovative Partnerships Program are transferred to the Space Technology Program. Centennial Challenges encourage the participation of independent teams, individual inventors, student groups and private companies of all sizes in aerospace research and development, and seek to find the most innovative solutions to technical challenges through competition and cooperation. NASA's original seven prize challenges have been successful in encouraging broad participation by innovators across our nation and across generations. Many of these technical challenges also have direct relevance to national and global needs such as energy and transportation. Prize programs encourage diverse participation and multiple solution paths. A measure of diversity is seen in the geographic distribution of participants (from Hawaii to Maine) that reaches far beyond the locales of the NASA Centers and major aerospace industries. The participating teams have included individual inventors, small startup companies, and university students and professors. An example of multiple solution paths was seen in the 2009 Regolith Excavation Challenge. NASA can typically afford one or two working prototypes in a development program but at this Challenge event, over twenty different working prototypes were demonstrated for the NASA technologists. All of these prototypes were developed at no cost to the government. For three years of competitions with dozens of teams investing tens of thousands of hours, NASA spent only $750,000 in prize money. The return on investment with prizes is exceptionally high as NASA expends no funds unless the accomplishment is demonstrated. NASA provides only the prize money and the administration of the competitions is done at no cost to NASA by non-profit allied organizations. For the Lunar Lander Challenge, twelve private teams spent nearly 70,000 hours and the equivalent of $12 million trying to win $2 million in prize money. Prizes also focus public attention on NASA programs and generate interest in science and engineering. Live webcasts of Centennial Challenge competitions attract thousands of viewers across the nation and around the world. The 2009 Power Beaming completion resulted in over 100 news articles and web features. Prizes also create new businesses and new partners for NASA. The winner of the 2007 Astronaut Glove Challenge started a new business to manufacture pressure suit gloves. Armadillo Aerospace began a partnership with NASA related to the reusable rocket engine that they developed for the Lunar Lander Challenge, and they also sell the engine commercially. In selecting topics for prize competitions, NASA consults widely within and outside of the Federal Government. The $10 million per year FY 2011 request for Centennial Challenges will allow NASA to pursue new and more ambitious prize competitions. Topics for future challenges that are under consideration include revolutionary energy storage systems, solar and other renewable energy technologies, laser communications, demonstrating near-Earth object survey and deflection strategies, innovative approaches to improving the safety and efficiency of aviation systems including Next Generation Aeronautics efforts, closed-loop life support and other resource recycling techniques, and low-cost access to space. Annual funding for Centennial Challenges allows new prizes to be announced, addressing additional technology challenges that can benefit from the innovation of the Citizen inventor.
Solvency: Prize Value
Offering a prize bigger than $1 million solves

Space Frontier Foundation 6

(space advocacy group, "Save Centennial Challenges - Space Leaders Call on Congress to Restore Funding", 11/27/06, www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=21363//avi)
Using the FY2005 appropriation, NASA is currently funding seven prizes, most of which carry annual purses well under $1 million. Leveraging other organizations and companies, administer the prizes using their own funds, these seven prizes have already attracted extensive worldwide media coverage and have encouraged teams to spend millions of dollars of private research money far more than the prize purses themselves to pursue these areas of research needed by NASA. The first year of the Northrop Grumman sponsored Lunar Lander Challenge generated flights that set world records for robustness and reusability of rocket engines all before the agency awarded a single dollar on the program. "Contests like the Northrop Grumman Lunar Lander Challenge not only speed new technologies, they create a sense of competition and excitement, while inspiring a new generation of science, math, and engineering students," said Peter H. Diamandis, Chairman and CEO of the X Prize Foundation. "We're seeing partnerships between NASA, non-profits, traditional aerospace companies, and the leanest and most entrepreneurial of start ups and it's all being covered in major media outlets worldwide. NASA can't buy that kind of positive publicity." The program's funding difficulties have largely resulted from the unique nature of prize appropriations. Traditionally, it has been hard for Congress to deal with money that is not spent on an annual basis, especially when other programs may appear to be short on funds. Yet, this is the key to prizes. Knowing that the purse is waiting and fully funded allows competitors to raise the resources needed and creates momentum over time until one person or team succeeds in winning. For example, in the first year of the DARPA Grand Challenge, no teams were able to complete the required course. Yet, one year later, several teams did so, led by Stanford University, who took home $2 million. "Congress, and in particular the Senate, needs to understand how prizes work," said Rick Tumlinson, founder of the Space Frontier Foundation. "They see the money sitting there unspent and it makes them salivate. But with a prize, just because it hasn't been won yet doesn't mean it has failed. Quite the opposite." Added Whitesides: "Take the current challenges for example, because the money is there already, waiting to be won, teams are working all across America right now, from universities and high school labs to commercial firms and even private individuals, each developing new concepts from beamed power to lunar landers to new types of aircraft � all of them striving to cross the line first." The Centennial Challenges budget currently represents well under one percent of NASA's budget in fact, it only makes up about one-twentieth of a percent. With that minimal expenditure, NASA is already driving innovation, attracting new ideas and new investors to the industry, and inspiring students across the country. However, studies have shown that larger value, higher visibility prizes could have an even greater effect. Thus many supporters are calling not just to save the challenges, but to increase them. "The Centennial Challenges funding shouldn't just be restored, it should be significantly increased. $30M per year would be a reasonable annual budget," concluded Tumlinson. "Dollar for dollar, they are the absolute best investment NASA is making in our future in space right now."

Solvency: Innovation
CP stimulates the space industry and solves innovation
Stine 9

(Deborah D. Stine, Specialist in Science and Technology Policy, CRS Report for Congress, "Congress Federally Funded Innovation Inducement Prizes", 7/29/09, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40677.pdf//avi)

Overall, the amount of team diversity (representing small and large businesses, high school and university students, and enthusiastic hobbyists and garage mechanics) and the variety of technologies implemented exceeded Agency expectations. As the prize purses increase, the amount of participation and level of technical maturity and ingenuity will also increase. In the past competitions where the prize purses were on the order of $300,000 each, it is estimated that the 10-15 participating teams represented an investment of $50,000 -$100,000 each. In the competition with a $2 million prize purse, teams invested on the order of $250,000 - $500,000 each. In addition, NASA states that “Centennial Challenge competitions have spurred the creation of new businesses and products, including innovations in pressure suit gloves and reusable rocket engines.”54 NASA makes the following assessment of the Centennial Challenge competitions: Prize programs encourage diverse participation and multiple solution paths. A measure of diversity is seen in the geographic distribution of participants (from Hawaii to Maine) that reaches far beyond the locales of the NASA Centers and major aerospace industries. The participating teams have included individual inventors, small startup companies, and university students and professors. An example of multiple solution paths was seen in the Regolith Excavation Challenge. NASA can typically afford one or two working prototypes but at this Challenge event, sixteen different working prototypes were demonstrated for the NASA technologists. All of these prototypes were developed at no cost to the government. The return on investment with prizes is high as NASA expends no funds unless the accomplishment is demonstrated. NASA provides only the prize money and the administration of the competitions is done at no cost to NASA by non-profit allied organizations. For the Lunar Lander Challenge, twelve private teams spent nearly 70,000 hours and the equivalent of $12 million trying to win $2 million in prize money. Prizes also focus public attention on NASA programs and generate interest in science and engineering. During the recent Lunar Lander Challenge, a live webcast had over 45,000 viewers and over 100,000 subsequent downloads. Prizes also create new businesses and new partners for NASA. The winner of the 2007 Astronaut Glove Challenge started a new business to manufacture pressure suit gloves. Armadillo Aerospace began a partnership with NASA related to the reusable rocket engine that they developed for the Lunar Lander Challenge, and they also sell the engine commercially.55
NASA has no imagination-privatization key to innovation
Schmitz 11
(Barbara A., writer for AirVenture.org, quoting Burt Rutan, aerospace engineer, designer of Voyager and SpaceShipOne, and the winner of Ansari X Prize, “Rutan: Opportunities best for commercial space flight”, AirVenture, June 24, http://www.airventure.org/news/2010/100729_rutan.html)

In fact, Scaled Composites has been growing rapidly, with the company tripling its size during the recession. "But we need more people to build spaceships in the shop and more engineers," Rutan said. "We will need to increase the size of our company 15 to 20 percent this year." Technology goes through cycles, as products build and then fade when new ones replace the old, Rutan said. "It doesn't build at all if it is developed and used by the government," he said. "But once it is handed off to the private sector, something very different happens." Not only will the demand grow, but the price will also come down, Rutan predicted, and you attract new investors who realize the potential the industry holds. To predict the future, you first need to understand the history of space exploration. It began, in earnest, about 50 years ago when the U.S. government was in a race with the USSR, he said. "America accelerated its efforts to do good things in space and to regain its national prestige," Rutan said. "The world was looking at our adversary as being technologically better than us. And in those days that meant something to Americans, and it meant a lot to American leadership." The United States succeeded in its efforts. It developed five different launch systems in seven years. The United States made nine missions to the moon, six that landed on the lunar surface. "We took enormous risks," Rutan said. "But somewhere along the line, risks became unacceptable, and that stifled ingenuity." More recently, the government canceled Orion/Ares, a move that Rutan supports. "The biggest problem I had with it is that it used steel-case solid rockets off the shuttle," he said. "This whole program was developed and designed and laid out specifically…without learning anything new. "When we went to the moon the first time, we learned a lot of new stuff," Rutan said. "If we're spending money to develop a shuttle, we ought to learn something to help us get to Mars." Rutan said NASA should give 10 to 15 percent of its budget to new space companies like Elon Musk's SpaceX without regulating how to spend the money. "That would allow them to not (have to) beg for commercial investment, while still working in an entrepreneurial mode."
Solvency: General
Centennial Challenges can be used in any tech area
Petro 10
(ANDREW PETRO is the program executive for the Innovation Incubator in the Innovative Partnership Program Office at NASA Headquarters, "Open-Door Innovation", Spring 2010, Ask Magazine, www.nasa.gov/pdf/443541main_ASK_38_Spring_2010.pdf//avi)
We are currently in the process of choosing some new challenges. We have solicited ideas from scientists and engineers within NASA and from the public. Almost two hundred ideas were submitted, and some of them will be reflected in the new prize challenges. In addition to benefiting NASA missions, we are also interested in prize challenges that address national and global needs such as energy, climate change, health, and education. Innovation from Anywhere The winners of the challenges show that innovation comes from diverse and sometimes unexpected sources. The first Astronaut Glove Challenge was won by Peter Homer, who developed his design working alone at his dining room table in Maine. Homer conducted dozens of failed experiments that helped him arrive at the winning design. After winning the prize he formed his own company to manufacture pressure-suit gloves and related products. Another competitor in that challenge, Ted Southern, is a costume designer from New York who partnered with a former rival and won the second-place prize in the latest astronaut glove competition. In the first two years of the Regolith Excavation Challenge, no team came close to meeting the requirements: to create a self-propelled robot that could dig up and dump at least 150 kilograms of lunar soil into a container in thirty minutes. Then, in 2009, three of the twenty-three participating teams far surpassed the requirements. The winner of the $500,000 prize was a team from Worcester Polytechnic Institute led by undergraduate Paul Ventimiglia. Their excavator moved 440 kilograms, almost three times the amount required. Many prize competitors are existing small businesses; these small companies find that the prize competitions allow them to focus their efforts and provide them with visibility and credibility not easily attained in fields that are often dominated by large corporations. That was the outcome for Armadillo Aerospace, based in northern Texas, and Masten Space Systems of Mojave, California, the two Lunar Lander Challenge winners. Both companies have been recognized nationally as entrepreneurs and are pursuing new opportunities with potential commercial and government customers.

Prizes solve any NASA mission

Petro 10

(ANDREW PETRO is the program executive for the Innovation Incubator in the Innovative Partnership Program Office at NASA Headquarters, "Open-Door Innovation", Spring 2010, Ask Magazine, www.nasa.gov/pdf/443541main_ASK_38_Spring_2010.pdf//avi)
Prize competitions are only one of many ways to pursue research and development at NASA, and they offer some unique features not found in conventional contracts and grants. Prize competitors do not only need to meet a given budget, schedule, and set of performance requirements. Challenge teams need to do things as inexpensively as possible since they are spending their own money. They not only need to meet a schedule, they need to do things more quickly than their competitors. And they not only need to meet the performance requirements, they need to exceed them by as large a margin as possible if they expect to win a prize. The prize competition ensures that solutions are found in a cost-conscious and effective way, and the government expends no money at all unless a solution is demonstrated. Defining the Challenges Not all interesting technical problems necessarily make good prize challenges. The goals need to be both measurable and relevant to present and future NASA missions. Ideally, a challenge should involve a technological advancement that is interesting and valuable but not on the critical path for any existing program, since the outcomes are naturally unpredictable. And they must have the right degree of difficulty—achievable, but hard enough to require real innovation and be a meaningful advance on existing technologies. Technology areas with the potential for commercial opportunities are good for challenges since that provides an important added incentive to competitors. Among the challenges offered so far have been development of a new, more flexible spacesuit glove; a reusable rocket that can make two successful flights with accurate landings in a fixed time period; wireless power transmission; super-strength materials; and a regolith excavator that can dig and transport lunar soil. A new green aviation challenge under way is to build an aircraft that can fly at least 200 miles in less than two hours with an efficiency equivalent to 200 passenger-miles per gallon.
Solvency: Leadership
Prizes solve leadership—they generate the necessary innovation

CSF 11 

(Commercial Spaceflight Federation, "Commercial Spaceflight Federation Applauds Boost to Innovative Technology Programs in New NASA Budget", 2/15/11, www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=32762//avi)
Washington, D.C., Tuesday, February 15, 2011 - The Commercial Spaceflight Federation today welcomed the strong support for space technology investments in the new NASA FY2012 proposed budget, including such high-profile programs as Commercial Reusable Suborbital Research, Centennial Challenges, and NASA's commercial parabolic flight program. CSF President Bretton Alexander stated, "Consistent with the NASA Authorization Act of 2010, these investments in space technology R&D represent a renewed focus by NASA on innovation, which is the seed corn of American economic competitiveness. Between 2005 and 2009, NASA's technology programs were cut more than 50%, and we applaud NASA's plan to reverse this decline. Robust funding for technology R&D will help ensure that the United States remains a global leader in space." Specific technology programs that are part of the new NASA budget include: - NASA's Commercial Reusable Suborbital Research (CRuSR) program, funded at $15 million per year, which will give scientists and students access to conduct research using low-cost commercial suborbital vehicles. - NASA's Centennial Challenges Program, funded at $10 million per year, which offers incentive prizes in the mold of the $10 million Ansari X PRIZE to spur innovation in diverse areas of space technology. - NASA's Facilitated Access to the Space Environment for Technology Development and Training (FAST), funded at about $2 million per year, a commercial parabolic flight program to conduct research and technology development on "zero gravity" aircraft. - Other exciting NASA technology programs, including: Cryogenic Propellant Transfer and Storage, In-Space Propulsion, Space Power Generation and Storage, Nuclear Systems, Lightweight Materials and Structures, Human-Robotic Systems, Autonomous Systems, Next-Generation Life Support, Adaptive Entry Systems, and In-Situ Resource Utilization. CSF Executive Director John Gedmark stated, "These will be some of NASA's most high-profile, exciting programs. They are what the nation needs to generate new technology breakthroughs and precisely the kind of programs that will inspire the next generation to go into fields of science and engineering." NASA's decision to increase technology funding follows a letter released last September by a group of 14 Nobel Laureates to Congress that emphasized the importance of technology investment, stating: "Innovative technology development must once again become a high priority at NASA.... We urge that NASA's total technology investment be increased." CSF Executive Director John Gedmark concluded, "Yesterday's technologies are not sufficient to keep America in first place in the global race for economic competitiveness. Technology innovation is what got America to the moon in the 1960s, and we need a renewed focus on technology to drive NASA forward in the 21st century. NASA and private industry can work together to find innovative technological solutions to today's spaceflight challenges."
Solvency: Economy
Private investments solve the economy

Klotz 10 

(Irene, writer for Discovery, "NASA FORMER ADMINISTRATOR WEIGHS IN ON OBAMA NO-MOON PLAN", 1/29/10, news.discovery.com/space/nasa-former-administrator-weighs-in-on-obama-no-moon-plan.html//avi)
NASA investment in the commercial spaceflight industry is a win-win decision: commercial crew will create thousands of high-tech jobs in the United States, especially in Florida, while reducing the spaceflight gap and preventing us from sending billions to Russia. This is on par with the early days of aviation and the U.S. Airmail Act, which spurred the growth of an entire new industry that now adds billions to the US economy every year. At a time when job creation is the top priority for our nation, a commercial crew program will create more jobs per dollar because it leverages millions in private investment and taps the potential of systems that serve both government and private customers. We have a tremendous opportunity here to jump-start private activity in low-Earth orbit that will further lower the cost of access to space and unleash the economic potential of space long promised. Working with NASA, industry can develop the capabilities to safely launch U.S. astronauts just as commercial spaceflight providers are already trusted by the U.S. government right now to launch multi-billion dollar military satellites, upon which the security of our Nation and lives of our troops overseas depend. Investing $6 billion will fund a full program of multiple winners for commercial crew, so that robust competition in the marketplace can reduce costs and generate innovation. We are excited to see such a significant commitment from the Obama Administration and NASA leadership for pursuing this important initiative for NASA and the nation. 
Spending = NB

Funding is already allocated in NASA’s budget
CSF 11 

(Commercial Spaceflight Federation, "Commercial Spaceflight Federation Applauds Boost to Innovative Technology Programs in New NASA Budget", 2/15/11, www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=32762//avi)

Specific technology programs that are part of the new NASA budget include: - NASA's Commercial Reusable Suborbital Research (CRuSR) program, funded at $15 million per year, which will give scientists and students access to conduct research using low-cost commercial suborbital vehicles. - NASA's Centennial Challenges Program, funded at $10 million per year, which offers incentive prizes in the mold of the $10 million Ansari X PRIZE to spur innovation in diverse areas of space technology. - NASA's Facilitated Access to the Space Environment for Technology Development and Training (FAST), funded at about $2 million per year, a commercial parabolic flight program to conduct research and technology development on "zero gravity" aircraft. - Other exciting NASA technology programs, including: Cryogenic Propellant Transfer and Storage, In-Space Propulsion, Space Power Generation and Storage, Nuclear Systems, Lightweight Materials and Structures, Human-Robotic Systems, Autonomous Systems, Next-Generation Life Support, Adaptive Entry Systems, and In-Situ Resource Utilization. CSF Executive Director John Gedmark stated, "These will be some of NASA's most high-profile, exciting programs. They are what the nation needs to generate new technology breakthroughs and precisely the kind of programs that will inspire the next generation to go into fields of science and engineering." 
Costs of the prize are comparatively small

Olsen 6 

(Stefanie Olsen, writer for ZD Net, "NASA launches lunar lander contest", 5/5/06, www.zdnet.com/news/nasa-launches-lunar-lander-contest/147947//avi)
"NASA's exploration vision calls for putting humans back on the moon in the next decade. The vehicles to land on the moon no longer exist," X Prize Chairman Peter Diamandis said in a statement. "We believe that entrepreneurial companies can build these lunar spaceships, and a Lunar Lander Challenge can stimulate the required technology in an efficient and rapid fashion." Private-industry space flight is a hot area of development. Many tech visionaries, such as Microsoft co-founder Paul Allen, have engineered their own spacecraft to compete in the Ansari X Prize, a $10 million challenge to promote commercial space tourism. In addition, there's the Rocket Racing League, a New York-based venture designed to turn rocket racing into a commercial sport. The Lunar Lander competition has two parts. The first requires a vehicle to launch from a designated area, rocket up to 150 feet (50 meters) in altitude, and then hover for 90 seconds. The vehicle then must land precisely on a pad 100 meters away. Prizes for "level 1" are $350,000 for first place and $150,000 for second place. The second course requires a vehicle to launch from an area, rocket up to 150 feet (50 meters) in altitude, and then hover for 180 seconds before landing precisely on a simulated, rocky, lunar surface 100 meters away. Level 2 prizes are $1.25 million to the winner, $500,000 for second place and $250,000 for third. If no one wins, the funds will be held over for next year's competition. According to X Prize spokesman Ian Murphy, an unannounced partner is donating the remaining $500,000 in prize money. The challenge will ultimately be renamed in June when X Prize unveils the name of the sponsor and team contestants, Murphy said. For NASA, the $2 million prize money is a small price to pay for the promise of technical innovation from private industry or untapped genius. The contest does not grant NASA intellectual property rights to winners' inventions, but the space agency asks contestants to be willing to negotiate licensing rights in good faith if it shows interest in a particular technology or design. Brant Sponberg, the manager of NASA's Centennial Challenge program, said the agency decided to offer the challenge that way, because it may end up being interested in a losing team's invention rather than the winner's. "It's really a good way for us to tap into the types of folks that don't normally participate in NASA competitions, or through our regular contracts and grants. It could be geniuses in a certain field, smart university students or emerging companies with valuable technology innovation," Sponberg said.
Does not link to net benefit-funding provided by NASA
Alexander 09
(Sonja, November 2, “NASA and X Prize Announce Winners of Lunar Lander Challenge”, NASA press release, http://www.nasa.gov/home/hqnews/2009/nov/HQ_09-258-Lunar_Lander.html
In the Level 1 competition, Armadillo Aerospace previously claimed the first place prize of $350,000 in 2008. Masten Space Systems qualified for the remaining second place prize on Oct. 7, 2009, with an average landing accuracy of 6.3 inches. Because there were no other qualifying Level 1 flights this year, the Masten team will receive the second place prize of $150,000. NASA's Centennial Challenges program's goals are to drive progress in aerospace technology that is of value to NASA's missions; encourage participation of independent teams, individual inventors, student groups and private companies of all sizes in aerospace research and development; and find innovative solutions to technical challenges through competition and cooperation. The Northop Grumman Lunar Lander Challenge is one of six Centennial Challenges managed by NASA's Innovative Partnership Program. The competition was managed for NASA at no cost to the taxpayer by the X PRIZE Foundation under a Space Act Agreement. NASA provided all of the prize funds.
Politics = NB
Recent challenges prove there’s no attention

Brockert 11
Ben Brockert is a rocket specialist at Armadillo Aerospace, "NASA’s new robot challenge", 6/6/11, www.thespacereview.com/article/1858/1//avi)
On May 27, Worcester Polytechnic Institute posted draft rules for the Sample Return Robot Challenge, a new NASA-funded Centennial Challenge. The publication of the rules has not received much press: it appears that the only way one would know of their existence is by having previously subscribed to their mailing list.

***Tax Credits CP
1NC 

The United States federal government should issue tax credits to private companies to (insert plan text). 
Tax credits increase investment and revenue to private companies 

Wu  5 – Wu, Yonghong, Volume 24, pg. 785-802, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management,.  (“Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management”, Yonghong Wu's research primarily focuses on the interconnections among public finance, technological innovation, and economic development., Assistant Professor, Ph.D., Public Administration (2004), Syracuse University Dr. Wu's research agenda has been extended in both state & local public finance and science & technology policy - two of his fields of expertise, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/30162680.pdf?acceptTC=true). 

This research explores firms’ responses to tax incentives designed to stimulate research and development spending.  Much of the extant research addressing this question uses only U.S. data.  While the evidence is mixed, the cost-effectiveness of the tax incentives (dollars of incremental R&D stimulated per dollar of tax incentive) is typically estimated in this literature between $1 and $2.  Accordingly, on average, each dollar of taxes foregone seems to produce at least one additional dollar of R&D spending.  The only Canadian studies addressing this issue use either a weak survey method (Canadian Department of Finance, 1997b) or report a broad range of estimated responses (Bernstein, 1986).

Exploiting a cross-country difference, we compare the R&D spending of companies in Canada and the U.S that have been matched on size and industry.  Controlling for other determinants of R&D spending, we compare these two sets of companies to examine the cost effectiveness of the tax credits in each country.  In our more conservative approach that controls for prior year’s R&D, we estimate that the U.S. incentive, on average, produces $2.96 of additional R&D per dollar of tax revenue foregone, and the Canadian incentive, on average, produces $1.30 per dollar foregone.  Furthermore, the evidence is most consistent with both Canadian and U.S. firms responding to incentives produced by differing tax credit rates, as implicitly assumed in the U.S. credit design but not in the Canadian credit design (which implicitly assumes firms respond to the total credit received due to their financial constraints). Thus, the U.S. credit design is estimated to provide a larger incentive for the same price.  In addition, our research suggests that operating cash flows, the ability to capitalize development costs, and unusually high earnings affect R&D investments.30 The investment model of R&D also shows a dichotomy between the behavior of firms that do not face financial constraints versus those that do.  Supplemental tests provide evidence that is consistent with this model. Our research contributes to the extant literature by, first, rigorously examining the cost effectiveness of the R&D credit in Canada.  The Canadian Department of Finance survey simply asked companies how much they would reduce R&D spending if the existing system were discontinued.  Our research design, using inferences from company spending behavior, provides more defensible evidence.  Second, there is an ongoing debate over whether incentives should apply to incremental spending only (and its definition) or to all spending.  We report some direct evidence on the relative impact of the two credit designs on firms currently conducting R&D.  No previous study has examined both types of systems at once.  Finally, we provide unique evidence on the investment effects of the Canadian financial reporting rule that allows Canadian firms to capitalize some R&D costs.
Avoids spending – tax credits don’t spend money 
Solvency – revenue 

Tax credits increase investment and revenue to private companies 

Wu  5 – Wu, Yonghong, Volume 24, pg. 785-802, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management,.  (“Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management”, Yonghong Wu's research primarily focuses on the interconnections among public finance, technological innovation, and economic development., Assistant Professor, Ph.D., Public Administration (2004), Syracuse University Dr. Wu's research agenda has been extended in both state & local public finance and science & technology policy - two of his fields of expertise, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/30162680.pdf?acceptTC=true). 

This research explores firms’ responses to tax incentives designed to stimulate research and development spending.  Much of the extant research addressing this question uses only U.S. data.  While the evidence is mixed, the cost-effectiveness of the tax incentives (dollars of incremental R&D stimulated per dollar of tax incentive) is typically estimated in this literature between $1 and $2.  Accordingly, on average, each dollar of taxes foregone seems to produce at least one additional dollar of R&D spending.  The only Canadian studies addressing this issue use either a weak survey method (Canadian Department of Finance, 1997b) or report a broad range of estimated responses (Bernstein, 1986).

Exploiting a cross-country difference, we compare the R&D spending of companies in Canada and the U.S that have been matched on size and industry.  Controlling for other determinants of R&D spending, we compare these two sets of companies to examine the cost effectiveness of the tax credits in each country.  In our more conservative approach that controls for prior year’s R&D, we estimate that the U.S. incentive, on average, produces $2.96 of additional R&D per dollar of tax revenue foregone, and the Canadian incentive, on average, produces $1.30 per dollar foregone.  Furthermore, the evidence is most consistent with both Canadian and U.S. firms responding to incentives produced by differing tax credit rates, as implicitly assumed in the U.S. credit design but not in the Canadian credit design (which implicitly assumes firms respond to the total credit received due to their financial constraints). Thus, the U.S. credit design is estimated to provide a larger incentive for the same price.  In addition, our research suggests that operating cash flows, the ability to capitalize development costs, and unusually high earnings affect R&D investments.30 The investment model of R&D also shows a dichotomy between the behavior of firms that do not face financial constraints versus those that do.  Supplemental tests provide evidence that is consistent with this model. Our research contributes to the extant literature by, first, rigorously examining the cost effectiveness of the R&D credit in Canada.  The Canadian Department of Finance survey simply asked companies how much they would reduce R&D spending if the existing system were discontinued.  Our research design, using inferences from company spending behavior, provides more defensible evidence.  Second, there is an ongoing debate over whether incentives should apply to incremental spending only (and its definition) or to all spending.  We report some direct evidence on the relative impact of the two credit designs on firms currently conducting R&D.  No previous study has examined both types of systems at once.  Finally, we provide unique evidence on the investment effects of the Canadian financial reporting rule that allows Canadian firms to capitalize some R&D costs.
Empirically tax credits increase investments and revenue to private companies 

Hall 92 – , Bronwyn, Working Paper N 4240  (“R&D Tax Policy During the Eighties, Success or Failure?”, http://www.nber.org/papers/w4240.pdf).  Working Paper 4240, Bronwyn H.  is Professor in the Graduate School at the University of California at Berkeley and a Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research and the Institute for Fiscal Studies, London. She is also the founder and partner of TSP International, an econometric software firm. Professor  currently serves as an associate editor of the Economics of Innovation and New Technology and Industrial and Corporate Change and as advisory editor of Research Policy. She is a member of the U.S. Federal Economic Statistics Advisory Committee, and several research advisory boards 
The GAO study (1989) estimated that the R&E tax credit stimulated between $1 billion and S2.5 billion dollars additional spending on research at a cost in foregone revenue of approximately $7 billion dollars during the 1981 to 1985 period. Baily and Lawrence (1992) obtained much higher estimates using aggregate data, averaging about 2.8 billion 1982 dollars per year from 1982 to 1989. The present study shows that the earlier GAO estimates and other studies cited may have understated the benefits of the tax credit, and that the Baily and Lawrence estimates may be closer to the truth. I estimate that the additional spending stimulated in the short run was about $2 billion 1982 dollars per year, while the foregone tax revenue was about $1 billion dollars per year.18 However, it needs to be kept firmly in mind that my tax data estimates are not likely to be as good as those constructed using IRS data, and that it might be worthwhile to update earlier studies which made use of these confidential data. Still, the numbers reported here do suggest that the credit is now having an impact, after a somewhat slow beginning. Although firms undoubtedly tried to claim some unqualified expenditures under the credit, the total amounts disallowed remain fairly small. In addition, there has always been an incentive to relabel investment expenses as R&D in the tax system, and this type of relabeling is already in the base level of R&D from which the incremental effect is calculated. For both these reasons, it seems likely that a large share of the reported increase in R&D in response to the tax credit is real, rather than spurious.

Tax credits encourage wary investors – mining proves 

Lark 7 – , Eva-Jane, Eva-Jane is a Vice-President and Investment Advisor with BMO Nesbitt Burns, one of Canada’s largest full-service investment firms. For over years, she has provided expert advice on a wide variety of investment and wealth management issues. She has presented papers at space conferences, starting with the Investment Financing of Exploration. In that effort, she took a probing look at how historical journeys of exploration had been funded, discovering a number of parallels facing the space exploration community today. She has been an invited speaker, panellist and judge (Heinlein Business Plan Competition) to discuss topics including: financing for new space companies and markets; business accelerators; business case issues facing Space-Based Solar Power as a future energy source; and for her insights as a keen observer of the emerging new space industries. She was among the contributors to the NSSO’s (National Security Space Office) Space-Based Solar Power Architecture Study in, with her work featured as the study’s central business case analysis. Eva-Jane is a Fellow of the Canadian Securities Institute and holds an Honours Bachelors Degree in Commerce. She is a member of the Management Advisory Board for the Center for Space Power at Texas A&M University (now called SERC – Space Engineering Research Center) and SPACE Canada (20 2006, “Investment Financing of Exploration to New Worlds”, http://evainterviews.files.wordpress.com/2009/05/isdcpaper2006.pdf).
Mining companies have raised almost twice as much equity capital on the TSX (Toronto Stock Exchange) and TSX Venture exchanges in Canada as on any other major exchange in the world.How are exploration companies financed? For a senior (large) mining company, exploration tends to be financed internally. The junior exploration companies usually raise funds by issuing shares. This could be by private placement – issuing shares to institutions or highly qualified investors, called “sophisticated investors”, avoiding the need (and the cost) to prepare and issue a prospectus. (A prospectus is a legal document that describes securities being offered for sale to the public. It must be prepared in conformity with requirements of applicable securities commissions.) They might also sell shares through the TSX or an appropriate stock exchange. If the owners don’t want to dilute the existing ownership by offering more shares, they could borrow, either through bank financings or debt (bond/debenture/convertible bond) offerings. ISDC 2006:  Investment Financing of Exploration to New Worlds9To encourage investment in exploration and mining in Canada, the federal and some provincial and territorial governments offer tax incentives. In October 2000, the federal government introduced a 15% non-refundable tax credit known as the Investment Tax Credit for Exploration (ITCE). This is in addition to the existing 100% deduction of eligible exploration expenditures. These “super” flow-through shares, as investors know them, have been used successfully in the past to help finance discoveries. Between October 2000 and December 31, 2003, over $750 million in flow-through financing has been raised for exploration in Canada. This financial incentive encourages exploration within the country, with the intention of replenishing mineral reserves that have been depleted by mining. Because the investment is 115% deductible against other income, it encourages investors to take risks they might otherwise not consider.More commonly used in producing oil and gas companies than juniors (oil and gas or mining), an operating company may adopt a legal structure of a trust instead of a corporation. This allows all income (after expenses but before taxes) to flow through to the investors as income and the taxes to be paid in their hands instead of the companies’. Any exploration tax credits would also be passed through to the investor. These income trusts can be very attractive to investors who want current income flow as opposed to capital appreciation. Techniques used by the mining companies could easily be applicable to space exploration funding. The tax incentives of an exploration tax credit deductible against other income would make these types of high-risk investments more attractive and encourage investment by investors who might otherwise be scared off by the risks involved. In providing these credits, a government would encourage the development of their commercial space industries, resulting in job creation and the multiplier benefits these bring to their economy and society. Since these types of jobs would likely need a higher degree of education, it would also result in the additional benefits to society that would accrue from a well-educated labour force

Solvency – innovation 

Boeing shows that tax breaks spur innovation 

European Commission 7 – Commission (2-22-07, “Boeing-Airbus WTO Dispute: the EU Challenge to US Government Subsidies to Boeing”, http://www.defense-aerospace.com/article-view/feature/80524/eu-states-its-case-in-airbus_boeing-dispute.html), 

BRUSSELS --- Following the United States’ unjustified and unilateral withdrawal from the 1992 bilateral EU-US Agreement on Trade in Large Civil Aircraft and the initiation of WTO dispute settlement procedures against the EU, the EU for its part on 6 October 2004 decided to mirror the US steps by initiating WTO dispute settlement procedures regarding a number of US measures, including federal and state subsidies.  A WTO panel was set up thereafter (for details of the procedure see http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/november/tradoc_129465.pdf - updated regularly).  The EU has undertaken numerous good faith attempts towards a negotiated solution to the differences of opinion between the EU and the US, without success to date. In its WTO case against the US, the EU is challenging various US Federal, State and local subsidies benefiting Boeing, totalling USD 23.7 billion in WTO-inconsistent subsidies over the past two decades and up to 2024. At federal level, Boeing benefits from numerous types of R&D support provided by NASA and the Department of Defense (DOD). This support includes contracts for R&D work to be carried out by Boeing (ultimately benefiting Boeing's LCA division and Boeing's aircraft models), reimbursement of Boeing's own R&D expenses, extensive cooperation with NASA and DOD engineers at no cost to Boeing, and use of testing facilities and equipment, also at no cost to Boeing. This support is coupled with the transfer of patents and other vital knowledge to Boeing, and reinforced by stringent restrictions on the application and use of such knowledge by foreign competitors. The EU estimates the benefits of US federal research programs to Boeing at around USD 16.6 billion over the last two decades. At federal level Boeing also enjoys significant tax breaks under the Foreign Sales Corporation and successor legislation. That legislation has already been found to constitute prohibited export subsidies by multiple WTO panels and the WTO Appellate Body. The EU estimates these tax benefits at a value to Boeing's LCA division of USD 2.2 billion over the period 1989-2006. A recent official IRS Memorandum suggests that US exporters, including Boeing, would continue to benefit from the illegal tax breaks even after the end of 2006 which should have marked the end of all benefits under the FSC and successor legislation. At the State and local level, illustrative examples of subsidies to Boeing include a USD 4 billion package in the State of Washington (combining tax breaks, tax exemptions or tax credits and infrastructure projects for the exclusive benefit of Boeing) and a USD 900 million package in the State of Kansas in the form of tax breaks and subsidised bonds, some of which are known as "Boeing Bonds". These will be enjoyed by Boeing until 2024. The EU will demonstrate before the WTO panel that the lavish subsidies benefiting Boeing has allowed Boeing to engage in aggressive pricing of its aircraft which has caused lost sales, lost market share and price suppression to Airbus on a number of select markets. It will also show that Boeing received illegal export subsidies: in addition to the Foreign Sales Corporation programme, the Washington State package was made contingent upon Boeing's export performance. Finally, the EU will also demonstrate that the US has caused serious prejudice to the EU's interests by violating the EU-US 1992 Agreement. The EU remains open to pursuing a negotiated solution. However, the starting point for such negotiations should be realistic, balanced and pragmatic. 
Tax breaks have spurred innovation and job creation in RD

Program on America and the Global Economy 11 – on America and the Global Economy (11 4, “Tax Policy, Innovation, and Job Creation”, http://americaandtheglobaleconomy.wordpress.com/2011/04/04/tax-policy-innovation-an-job-creation/, on America and the Global Economy, which is part of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, a non-partisan, non-advocacy forum engaged in the study of domestic and international affairs.  Here we hope to provide insights into not only domestic and international economic developments, but a myriad of other related issues as well.  Specifically we hope to become a source of reasoned and informed dialogue about globalization (including international trade and finance), innovation, education, and competitiveness.)
As the American economy looks to recover from the crippling unemployment of the last few years, both states and the federal government are proposing expanded tax credits for research and development to help spur job growth. The current federal R&D (or “R&E”) tax break of 14% is set to expire at the end of the year, and President Obama has proposed to extend the credit and expand it to 20%.  A Treasury Department report released last week forecasted that the new policy would attract “nearly 1 million research workers” by creating a positive environment for innovation and closing tax loopholes that “incentivize investment in overseas jobs.” The Obama strategy hopes to encourage high-paying research jobs to take root in the United States in an effort to keep the research climate in America internationally competitive.   A bipartisan group of congressmen is supporting the American Research and Competitiveness Act, co-sponsored by Democratic Rep. John Larson of Connecticut, and Republicans Erick Paulsen of Minnesota, and Kevin Brady and Michael McCaul of Texas. At a nanotechnology factory in Arkansas, Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner touted the new plan as “part of a comprehensive reform of the corporate tax system to make American companies more competitive.  Reform that eliminates loopholes and preferences, lowers the tax rate on investments in the United States, and replaces a complicated muck of temporary provisions, with a more powerful, but more targeted set of permanent incentives, like the R&E tax credit.”Not all levels of government embrace the expansion of R&D tax incentives, however, as last week New Hampshirevoted down a doubling of its tax break citing its tight budgetary situation.  Should the federal measure become law, a report by Information Technology and Innovation Fund predicts it will create “162,000 jobs in the short run,” a $66 billion increase in GDP and 4,000 new patents. Larry Irving, vice president of Global Government Affairs at HP announced his company’s support for the bill, which “would support our efforts as we look to innovate for the future.”
Financial incentives encourage development

Lepore 5 – , Debra, Debra Facktor has over years experience in the aerospace industry, nearly all of which involved start-up projects or companies.  She is president of DFL Space LLC, a small business based near Seattle, Washington,  focused on engineering innovative business strategies.  She brings her clients a unique blend of entrepreneurial, technical, and international skills that balance big picture visions with tactical implementation. She is also the Executive Liaison for Stevens Institute of Technology School of Systems and Enterprises (20, “Commercial Acquisition Strategies for Space Exploration,” http://www.rocketplanekistler.com/newsinfo/publications/AIAA05_2725_2AcquisitionStrategies.pdf).
Financial incentives can have a material effect on increasing private investment in space activities that could  benefit NASA and industry.  Examples include R&D tax credits, local tax credits (roads, facilities, 

employment), tax-free spaceport bonds, and other federal, state and local incentives.  The first step would be to  review current and previous legislations and case studies (such as ship-building, state of Oklahoma launch  vehicle development incentives) to see what works, what doesn’t and why.  State and local development  authorities would also contribute to the discussion.  The group would propose new initiatives and explore how  NASA would/could work with Treasury Department, other agencies, and Congress as necessary to provide tax  or other financial incentives that stimulate private investment.
Solvency – jobs

Tax credits create jobs and foster growth of the technology and RD sector – UK proves 

Palmer 10 – , Maija, 3-15-10, Technology Correspondent for Financial Times (“IT companies call for tax relief”, http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/06c90532-2def-11df-a971-00144feabdc0.html)
The government should cut taxes in order to foster growth and create 250,000 new jobs in the information technology sector, according to some of the UK’s leading technology companies, including Alchemy, Iris and Kewill. The companies argue that the UK’s technology sector, which employs about 1.5m people, could take over from declining manufacturing and financial services as an engine of national economic growth. “It is now widely recognized that we need to rebalance the UK economy. Rightly, there’s a rush towards engineering and manufacturing. But software and technology are also going to be at the heart of growth in the 21st century,” said John Higgins, director general of Intellect, the trade body that represents more than 750 UK technology companies. “We ask why, when the UK has world-class science, managers, software engineers and international tech companies working here, there are too few UK tech companies in the FTSE 250?” Mr Higgins said. The Conservative Party last week outlined plans to make the UK government the most tech-friendly in the world, should they come to power in the next election. The Labour government’s Digital Economy Bill, meanwhile, is aimed at keeping the UK at the forefront of technology innovation. Technology companies say, however, that the government needs to make a number of tax cuts to help accelerate growth in the sector. They are outlined in a manifesto, which will be published this week. Measures would include extending the research and development tax credits currently provided for small companies to all enterprises. Small companies of fewer than 500 employees and sales of less than €100m ($152m) a year can get taxes reduced by 175 per cent of what they spend on research. The system has provided about £3bn worth of support to businesses over the past 10 years.
Extending the R&D scheme to larger companies could encourage more investment in research and patents, and Ernst & Young, the accountants, estimated this could create more than 131,000 new jobs in the IT industry. IT companies also call for a cut in the tax on foreign direct investment to encourage more overseas technology companies to locate in the UK. Getting foreign companies to create labs and service centres in the UK would create high-tech jobs and help form more technology clusters. The one in Cambridge, which has 1,400 IT companies in a 25-mile radius, has been the breeding ground for many of the UK’s largest technology businesses, including Arm and Autonomy. A 10 per cent cut in the FDI tax rate could create more than 68,000 new jobs in the IT sector, according to Ernst & Young. Technology companies would also like to see an extension of the government’s Enterprise Investment Scheme, which gives tax relief to investors in start-up companies, and more generous relief for corporate venturing, where bigger companies invest in small ones. “We are not asking for billions of pounds, just for some of the tax incentives to get tweaked a bit,” said Richard Holway, an IT analyst and entrepreneur, who has been involved in drafting the manifesto.

Tax credits incentivize commercial space industry  

Blasingame 10– , Meredith, Mississippi Law Journal, 80 Miss (“COMMENT: NURTURING THE UNITED STATES COMMERCIAL SPACE INDUSTRY IN AN INTERNATIONAL WORLD: CONFLICTING STATE, FEDERAL, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, Speakers Bureau Chair for Mississippi Law Journal).  L.J. 741, 

III. STATE INCENTIVES FOR THE COMMERCIAL SPACE INDUSTRYA. General Incentives States offer a variety of tax, zoning, and other incentives to attract businesses that will create jobs and other economic benefits. n84 States are especially interested in attracting businesses with high-paying jobs like the commercial space transportation sector. Many states offer the commercial space sector not only traditional incentives but also the typically higher incentives offered to high-technology businesses. These include tax rebates or exemptions; tax incentives aimed at particular industries, such as high technology tax credits, rewards for providing jobs that are high-paying relative to the local median income, research and development tax credits, and exemption or advantage zones designed to encourage an increase in the standard of living, employment, or population in a specific area of the state. n85 Additionally, some companies are attracted by university or industry development zones that encourage a particular industry and university to collaborate, often by sharing facilities, and are frequently accompanied by local incentives. n86  [*756]  A few states offer incentives specific to the space transportation industry. These usually take the form of infrastructure-providing entities like space authorities, which are often staffed by people educated in the field who serve as contact points and advocates within the state, and space ports. n87 Additionally, they may have bonding authority that allows them to finance infrastructure that would be extremely expensive for a launch provider to provide on its own. n88 Moreover, some states have recently begun enacting informed consent and tax incentives aimed at the space transportation industry

Tax credits to private space companies attracts jobs, builds companies, and strengthens econ
Baker 10 – ¸ Leroy (19 10, “Tax Breaks To Boost Private Space Exploration”, http://www.tax-news.com/news/Tax_Breaks_To_Boost_Private_Space_Exploration____44876.html, Tax-News.com, New York)
United States Senator Bill Nelson has announced legislation that would offer major tax and other incentives to encourage growth in the private space exploration industry. Nelson's plan would create up to five regional business enterprise zones around the country as "magnets for commercial space ventures."

As it grapples with record federal deficits, the Obama administration no longer perceives the funding of space exploration a priority and is cancelling the space shuttle program. One more shuttle flight is scheduled for next year after the Senate approved a bill to provide additional funding to the program, but a cloud of uncertainty currently hangs over the US space industry, not to mention the hundreds of high technology firms supplying equipment to the US space program. Nelson's bill, known as the Commercial Space Jobs and Investment Act of 2010 would create a new 'commercial space capital formation credit' allowing investors to claim a tax credit worth 20% of their equity investment in a business producing equipment such as launch vehicles and re-entry vehicles. The equity investment would have to be held for a minimum of five years for the investor to qualify for the tax credit. The bill would also give the Secretary of Commerce authority to designate up to five 'Commercial Space Enterprise Zones' in areas suffering from high unemployment or economic dislocation. Companies established in these zones would be entitled to an enhanced research and development tax credit of 30% (instead of 20%) and could claim a special depreciation allowance on 'qualified commercial space property.'  Nelson, a Florida Democrat, says that his proposals would attract jobs to areas where there are lots of scientists and engineers, especially near places where the space exploration is already well established, such as Florida's Kennedy Space Center (KSC). “President Kennedy was right when he predicted that space exploration would create a great number of new companies and strengthen our economy,” Nelson said. “What we’re doing now is everything we can to ensure KSC’s continued importance to our nation’s space exploration effort, while also broadening the economic opportunities along our Space Coast.”  Frank DiBello, President of Space Florida said that Nelson's proposals represent "a significant step forward in ensuring the right incentives are in place to attract industry to Florida, and the broader domestic marketplace." "This bill will stimulate the commercial space industry to create jobs in our state, at a time when we need it most," he added.
2NC CP

Research and Development allow innovation for any project  

Moris et al, 8 – et al., Fransisco, John Jakowksi, Pierre Perolle, National Science Foundation, The Journal of Technology Transfer, Volume 33, Number, 123-130, DOI: .1/s1091-007--6 (January 31 2 10 007 2008 6, “Advancing measures of innovation in the United States”, http://www.springerlink.com/content/464508674h56l624/fulltext.html)
The development of R & D—creative work undertaken on a systematic basis to increase the stock of knowledge and its use—and other innovation-related metrics is driven by a number of factors, including the evolving nature of innovation and related policymaking needs, advances in theories and measurement methodologies, and accounting guidance or regulatory changes impacting business records. In spite of these manifold confounding factors, there is wide interest in and an increasing demand for information on innovative activities, outputs, and impacts. This is most simply because innovation contributes to economic productivity and national competitiveness, and more generally furthers social and national goals (Griliches 2000; NRC 2005a), as recognized by the American Competitiveness Initiative (ACI) (OSTP 2006) and in the recently enacted America COMPETES Act (P.L. 110–69).1 For the purposes of national surveys on R & D and related activities, internationally accepted methodology has been documented in the Frascati Manual for collecting R & D statistics (OECD 2002), the OSLO Manual for collecting innovation statistics (OECD 2005a), and related technology manuals dealing with issues of globalization and technology measurement (Arundel et al. 2006).2 Innovation itself is defined as the implementation or introduction of new products, production processes, and business practices (e.g., organizational or marketing methods) in the marketplace (see paragraph 146, OSLO Manual). On the other hand, innovation activities are defined as “the scientific, technological, organizational, financial, and commercial steps” leading to innovation (paragraph 40). Based on these definitions, R & D and related technological activities are innovation activities in the sense of inputs or precursors to innovation. The OSLO Manual guides the EU community innovation surveys (CIS) and similar surveys in other countries (Arundel et al. 2006). In the US, the biennial publication Science and Engineering Indicators (NSB 2008) compiles data on R & D, scientists and engineers, scientific publications, patents, and related indicators from survey and other sources. However, the US does not conduct a separate, nationally representative survey of innovation although it has conducted studies and pilot projects (NRC 1997, 2005b) and it is currently engaged in several statistical projects as described briefly below and elsewhere in this special issue.
The scope of innovation metrics is quite broad, covering inputs, infrastructure and context variables, processes and linkages, immediate outputs, and impacts (e.g., sales of new products; productivity changes).6 Not surprisingly, official statistics in this area span a number of administrative databases (e.g., patents and government budgets) and several establishment and household surveys across different components of the US statistical system. From the point of view of data development, OMB statistical policies (e.g., respondent burden issues), accounting, tax, and other regulatory guidance impacting business records, and international comparability are all relevant. Examples of ongoing international statistical collaboration include productivity measurement, R & D capitalization in the Systems of National Accounts (SNA) Manual, and indicators on the globalization of innovation (OECD 2005b, 2006b; UN 2007). 

There is a rich history of academic research and empirical data collections that inform such indicator development, but not always in a systematic or complementary fashion. For example, the chain-linked model of innovation stresses the role of feedbacks and linkages among elements of the innovation process (Rosenberg 1982). In contrast with linear models of innovation, R & D may or may not be the starting point for a new product, and technological needs may inspire new basic research questions. Further, within a systemic view, innovation involves the interaction of socioeconomic institutions (e.g., Nelson 1993). Nevertheless, R & D and technology have long been recognized as drivers of long-term productivity and output growth (CBO 2005; Griliches 2000; Smith and Barfield 1996). Researchers have also examined the role of information and IT in growth and competitiveness (NRC 2007a; Stiglitz 2000).

Indeed, a vigorous research agenda involving US researchers and Federal statistical agencies is advancing the measurement of intangible assets, including R & D capital, computer software, and other firm-specific assets. This work includes business accounting research, productivity and economic growth studies, and national economic accounts (Corrado et al. 2005; Jorgenson and Landefeld 2005; Lev 2001; Robbins and Moylan 2007). For ongoing work on economic and R & D data sharing or integration see Abowd et al. (2004), NRC (2006), and US Census Bureau et al. (2005).9 Related research includes methodological work on business dynamics, small firms, and entrepreneurship statistics (see NRC 2007d and references therein).

Across advanced economies, however, inputs and outputs (such as educational degrees, employment, R & D, scientific publications, and patents) have proven easier to measure compared with processes and long-term outcomes or impacts. At the same time, local and international linkages have come to the fore (Niosi 1999) given that industrial innovation is increasingly performed collaboratively, requiring partners (e.g., universities and Federal labs) outside the performing organization or national boundaries (Audretsch and Feldman 1996; Chesbrough et al.2006; OECD 2006a). These trends have prompted further research questions such as the role of complementary assets and intermediaries (e.g., services and contract organizations); the extent and impact of innovation networks, foreign direct investment, and trade; and the proper design of public policies and R & D management in a global context (Archibugi and Iammarino1999; Gallaher and Petrusa 2006; Howells 2006; Teece 1986; von Zedtwitz and Gassmann 2002). Organizational innovations and new business models have also been recognized as integral components of the innovation process (Chesbrough 2007; OECD 2005a).10 For studies addressing continuing data needs on the creation, diffusion, and impact of knowledge in the context of theoretical, measurement, and policy-making challenges see Audretsch et al. (2002), Gault and Earl (2006), Griliches (2000), Hulten (2007), NRC (2005b), OECD (2007b), and Smith (2005). For comparative studies on innovation policy and indicators see NRC (2007b) and OECD (2007a).
Politics N/B

Tax credits for tech. companies are not unpopular
Moore 11

Jack, writer for ExecutiveGov.com, March 11, “Bipartisan Bill Would Make R&D Tax Credit Permanent”, ExecutiveGov, http://www.executivegov.com/2011/03/bipartisan-bill-would-make-rd-tax-credit-permanent/
A bipartisan group of lawmakers has introduced a bill that would make permanent a research-and-development tax credit, a proposal for which the technology industry is lining up its support. Introduced by Rep. Kevin Brady (R-Texas), the bill boasts a bipartisan mix of co-sponsors, including Silicon Valley Democrat Anna Eshoo (D-Calif.), Doris Matsui (D-Calif.), John Larson (D-Conn.), Erik Paulsen (R-Minn.) and Michael McCaul (R-Texas).

Tax credits don’t cause controversy—R&D tax credit proves

Tung 11
Sarah, writer at the Washington Bureau, March 16, “Texas lawmakers help in bid for research jobs”, The Chronicle, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/chronicle/7475435.html
With the U.S. unemployment rate hovering around 9 percent, job creation is one of the rare issues that can cross party lines. A bipartisan group of lawmakers, including Texas Republican Reps. Kevin Brady and Michael McCaul, is pushing legislation designed to simplify and strengthen the research and development tax credit by increasing it from 14 percent to 20 percent and making it permanent for businesses and investors. Making the R&D tax credit permanent could be of special benefit to the state's energy industry - both fossil fuel and alternative energy - as well as Houston's medical research community and Texas high-tech companies.  "America is the world's top innovator," said Brady, R-The Woodlands, chief author of the bill. "But our share of the world's research and development pie is shrinking." He said the U.S. needs to "make sure America is the first choice for R&D jobs." The American Research and Competitiveness Act of 2011 is co-sponsored by two California Democrats who represent high-tech districts, Anna Eshoo and Doris Matsui, along with a member of the House Democratic leadership, John Larson of Connecticut, and Minnesota Republican Erick Paulsen. "This is an issue that is not partisan at all," Larson said. "This is an issue that cuts to the core of who we are as a nation - manufacturing is a part of our DNA."
Avoids politics – tax credits bills passed in Congress

Bloomberg 10 – AP, Bloomberg, (September, “2010 Small Business Jobs Bill – Tax Breaks, Credits, SBA Loans, and Bonus Depreciation”, http://www.savingtoinvest.com/2009/03/tax-breaks-in-obamas-15-billion-small.html)

[Update Sep 2010] Following on from President Obama’s plans to help small business, Congress and the President have approved the Small Business Jobs Bill ( H.R. 5297) to cut taxes, provide more SBA funding and ease credit for small businesses (details below). The legislation would create a $30 billion lending program and provide small businesses with $12 billion in tax breaks, including more generous write-offs for equipment purchases. “Reinvigorating our economy in the short run and rebuilding it over the long term is not a one-step process,” Obama said today. “But this is a critically important one and I am grateful to those senators on the Republican side of the aisle willing to take this vote on behalf of America’s small- business owners.” The lending program is designed to help small business owners who have seen the value of real estate and other types of loan collateral sapped by the recession. The $30 billion lending program would be reserved for banks with less than $10 billion in assets. The bill cut fees on loans offered through the government’s Small Business Administration (SBA) and raises the limits on SBA loans from $2 million to $5 million. The $30 billion lending program would work by creating a fund that directly invests in “smaller” local and community banks (<$10 billion in assets) through purchasing preferred stock, which returns between 1% to 7% in dividends to the government based on how effective their small business lending programs are. For example, a bank that boosts their small business lending by 10% over last year’s levels would only have to pay the government a 1% dividend. Whereas banks that do not increase their small business lending, could face a dividend repayment of up to 7%. The preferred stock return is also one way the government is able to ensure banks lend money (a major issue with the TARP bank bailouts) and also to pay for this lending program without significantly adding to the deficit.
Tax credit legislation for RD has been bipart in Congress
Tung 11 – Sarah, //, (3-18-11, “Lawmakers unite to make R&D tax credit permanent”, http://articles.sfgate.com/2011-03-18/business/29141148_1_r-d-tax-credit-credit-expansion-job-creation, Hearst Newspapers.)
With the U.S. unemployment rate hovering around 9 percent, job creation is one of the rare issues that can cross party lines. A bipartisan group of lawmakers, including California Democratic Reps. Doris Matsui and Anna Eshoo, is pushing legislation designed to simplify and strengthen the research and development tax credit by increasing it from 14 percent to 20 percent and making it permanent for businesses and investors. The legislation could be of particular benefit to Northern California's growing alternative energy industry and high-tech companies in Silicon Valley. "This is truly a bipartisan effort to restore our economy and create jobs for the American people," said Matsui, D-Sacramento. The American Research and Competitiveness Act of 2011 is co-sponsored by House Democratic leader Rep. John Larson of Connecticut, as well as Minnesota Republican Erick Paulsen, and two Texas Republicans who represent high-tech districts, Kevin Brady and Michael McCaul.” There are very few easy answers to improving the economic outlook of our nation," said Eshoo, D-Palo Alto. "But updating the R&D tax credit is one of them." Since its implementation in 1981, the expiration date for the R&D tax credit has been extended 14 times. It is set to expire at year-end. If passed, the legislation would cost about $100 billion over 10 years. President Obama's proposed 2012 budget supports making the R&D credit permanent and expanding it by 20 percent. "We punted this ball many times down the road," Matsui said at a news conference. "It's time now to get serious." By making the credit permanent, entrepreneurs and innovators will be able to make long-term investment decisions for their businesses. Richer incentives for R&D would motivate companies to invest more in innovation. The expansion of the tax credit could "spur the creation of 162,000 jobs in the short run," according to a study released by the Information Technology and Innovation Fund in 2010. That group also estimated a credit expansion would lead to a $66 billion increase to the annual GDP and nearly 4,000 new American patents. Matsui said her district of Sacramento is fast becoming the "clean tech capital," with more than 200 clean energy companies based in the community. Sierra Energy, a small but growing company based in Davis, communicated the need to fully extend the R&D tax credit. For small companies trying to raise money for their technologies, private capital isn't always readily available, said Michael Hart, president and CEO of Sierra Energy. That's where the government can step in. There is a gap, or "valley of death," between the research and development phases of innovation, according to Hart. "There's a ton of government money (through grants) out there for the 'R.' The problem is, development is where (money) actually matters."
Tax credits can help encourage companies to cover that gap. With the expansion of tax credits, Sierra Energy will be able to double its size to about two dozen people. And that's exactly what Matsui hopes will happen. This bill will help "the many small- and medium-sized businesses that are ready to lead our country toward continued economic prosperity," she said.

Tax cut package shows that Congress will pass tax credits 

Associated Press 10 – (12/17/10 ”Tax Cut Package Passed by Congress: See the Bill’s Highlights, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/12/17/tax-cut-package-passed-by_n_798099.html). 
Highlights of the tax package passed by Congress late Thursday and sent to President Barack Obama. It would cost about $858 billion; most provisions, which were to expire Jan. 1, would be extended for two years, unless noted.

The package extends:

_Lower rates for taxpayers at every income level. The top rate, on taxable income above $379,150, would stay at 35 percent, instead of increasing to 39.6 percent. The bottom rate, on taxable income below $8,500 for individuals and $17,000 for married couples, would stay at 10 percent, instead of increasing to 15 percent. Cost: $186.8 billion.

_More generous itemized deductions for high-income households. Cost: $20.7 billion.

_A more generous $1,000 child tax credit. Cost: $71.7 billion.

_Marriage penalty relief, increasing the standard deduction for married couples. Cost: $18 billion.

_A more generous Earned Income Tax Credit for low-income families. Cost: $15.7 billion.

_A series of tax breaks for students and their families, including interest deduction for student loans and an exemption for employer-provided educational assistance. Cost: $3.3 billion.

_A deduction for tuition and related expenses for higher education, for 2010 and 2011. Cost: $1.2 billion.

_A tax credit of up to $2,500 for students' higher education expenses. Cost: $17.6 billion.

_The top capital gains tax rate of 15 percent. Cost: $25.9 billion.

_The top tax rate on dividends of 15 percent. Cost: $27.3 billion.

_Through 2011, enhanced jobless benefits for people who have been unemployed for long stretches. Cost: $56.5 billion.

_A series of incentives for selling, using and producing alternative fuels, including ethanol. Many of the provisions expired at the end of 2009. They would be extended through 2011. Cost: $11.3 billion.

_A $250 deduction for out-of-pocket classroom expenses by teachers, for 2010 and 2011. Cost: $390 million.

_A federal income tax deduction for state and local sales taxes, taken mostly by people who live in the nine states without state income taxes, for 2010 and 2011. Cost: $5.5 billion.

_The ability of older Americans to withdraw up to $100,000 a year from Individual Retirement Accounts, tax-free, to donate to certain public charities, for 2010 and 2011. Cost: $979 million.

_A business tax credit for research and experimentation expenses, for 2010 and 2011. Cost: $13.3 billion.

_Tax breaks for capital improvements to restaurants and other retail buildings, for 2010 and 2011. Cost: $3.6 billion.

_A tax break for active investors in foreign-based banking, securities and insurance firms, for 2010 and 2011. Cost: $9.2 billion.

_Increased depreciation and expensing for capital investments by businesses. Cost: $21.8 billion.

The package also:

_Spares more than 20 million middle-income households from tax increases averaging $3,900 from the Alternative Minimum Tax in 2010 and 2011. Cost: $136.7 billion.

_Imposes a lower estate tax for the next two years, allowing couples to pass estates as large as $10 million to heirs tax-free. The balance would be taxed at 35 percent. Cost: $68.1 billion.

_Provides a one-year Social Security tax cut for all wage earners, from 6.2 percent to 4.2 percent. Cost: $112 billion.

Spending N/B

Tax credits don’t spend money 

Supreme Court case rules tax credits not spending 

Business Insider 11 – Insider, (April 10, “Tax credits are not Government Spending?” http://www.businessinsider.com/tax-credits-are-not-government-spending-2011-4)

The current case, Arizona Christian School Tuition Organization v. Winn et al., involves not direct government spending on an unconstitutional activity but rather a tax credit that serves the same purpose as a spending program. Arizona allows taxpayers to claim a non-refundable credit of $500 a year ($1,000 for couples) for donations to qualified school tuition organizations (STOs), which then use the funds to support tuition payments to private schools. The original suit claimed that STOs violated the First Amendment’s prohibition of government activities promoting the “establishment of religion” because tuition payments could go to parochial schools. In a 5-4 decision, the Court ruled that the challenged tax credit was not government spending and therefore the claimants lacked the standing to sue allowed in Flast. Unlike spending, the majority argued, tax expenditures do not necessarily affect the tax bills of others; that is, the government won’t necessarily raise taxes to cover the revenue cost of a tax credit. In fact, the opinion claimed, “the purpose of many governmental … tax benefits is ‘to spur economic activity, which in turn increases government revenues.’” And further, private school tuition assistance might induce some students to switch from public to private schools, thus reducing government costs. Since tax expenditures thus don’t necessarily harm taxpayers, they have no right to sue.
New NASA budget allocates funding for commercial sector 

Amos 11 – , Jonathon, (February 14, “Nasa Budget Boosts Private Space”, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-12461058, BBC Correspondent )
US President Barack Obama wants more money to go towards developing commercial rockets and capsules to take American astronauts into orbit. In his 2012 budget request for NASA, Mr Obama is asking Congress for $850m to help seed the development of a series of private space vehicles.
The sum is a $238m increase on the 2011 budget which, although authorized, has not actually yet been implemented. The request for NASA as a whole is $18.7bn - the figure it works to now.

And under this proposed budget, it is envisaged NASA would stay working at $18.7bn right through to the Fiscal Year 2016. Like all parts of government, the US space agency is having to operate under a stop-gap measure called a "continuing resolution". This has frozen the federal budget at 2010 levels while lawmakers on Capitol Hill try to agree a fiscal future for the country. There are many implications that follow from the latest budget request, but it is the detail on human spaceflight which is likely to catch the eye. NASA is about to retire its space shuttles, and will become reliant on Russian Soyuz capsules to get its astronauts to the International Space Station. The agency is hoping this Russian dependence can be limited to just a few years by promoting a domestic private launch services industry. It believes US firms' rocket and capsule designs can be matured with incentive payments distributed under its Commercial Crew Development (CCDev) programme. This would then leave Nasa free to lead a project to produce a much bigger rocket and crew vehicle capable of travelling beyond the station to destinations such as asteroids and Mars. The new budget request calls for $2.81bn to be spent in 2012 on this new heavy-lift Space Launch System (SLS) and its Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle (MPCV). But whereas the 2012 sum to help advance commercial rocket and capsule services is more than was authorised for 2011, the figure requested for the SLS and the MPCV enjoys no such hike. And, indeed, in future years the progress on the SLS and MPCV would be slowed under the new request. It envisages holding spending at $2.81bn for 2013 when Congress had expected to see expenditure of just over $4bn. This, say commentators, is likely to lead to a repeat of last year's sharp disagreements between the White House and Capitol Hill on human spaceflight policy. "The centrepiece for us is the International Space Station," explained Nasa Administrator Charles Bolden. "If I want to sustain the ISS and have it safe for crews, I need to have a way to get cargo and crew there as quickly as we can - to decrease or at least hold the gap between the end of the shuttle era when we then have to rely on foreign entities to get there, and the beginning of a domestic commercial capability. With that goal in mind, we changed the balance of funding to commercial crew and the vehicles themselves." The Commercial Spaceflight Federation (CSF), which includes in its membership the recipients of CCDev funds, welcomed the strong support for its cause in the proposed budget. CSF President Bretton Alexander said: "In this constrained fiscal environment, commercial spaceflight is more important than ever. Nasa's Commercial Crew programme will result in significant savings to the US taxpayer, and will cut the amount of money the nation has been sending to Russia every year. Leveraging private investment is the only way Nasa can make its dollars go farther in these times of belt-tightening." NASA’s proposed spending was part of a $3.73 trillion budget request the president sent to congress on Monday.

New NASA budget allocated for research and development of private industries

Atkinson 10 – ¸Nancy, (February 1, “NASA Budget Details: Constellation Cancelled, But Where to Next?”, http://www.universetoday.com/53232/nasa-budget-details-constellation-cancelled-but-where-to-next/, Nancy is the senior editor for Universe Today, a space and astronomy news website. She is also on the production team for the Astronomy Cast podcast, and is the project manager for the International Year of Astronomy's 365 Days of Astronomy podcast. )
We’ve lost the Moon. But have we gained the solar system while boosting commercial space ventures? “The President’s Budget cancels Constellation and replaces it with a bold new approach that invests in the building blocks of a more capable approach to space exploration,” states the Office of Management and Budget’s Fact Sheet on NASA’s 2011 budget. NASA will get additional $6 billion over the next five years tacked on to the current budget of just under $18 billion. The budget information released so far does not provide for a specific destination for humans in space. So, while some see this new direction as a course correction; others see it as an endgame. With an extension to the International Space Station to 2020, humans may well be stuck in low Earth orbit for at least another decade. In this budget, the Ares rocket is history, and while no decision has been made on a heavy lift vehicle – necessary to launch humans beyond low-Earth orbit – NASA has been directed to continue research on such a vehicle that will “increase the capability of future exploration architectures with significantly lower operations costs than current systems – potentially taking us farther and faster into space.” But in this proposed budget, which must be approved by Congress, NASA will provide funds for commercial space companies to build vehicles to ferry astronauts to and from the ISS. With the space shuttle program ending this year, NASA had agreed to pay Russia $50 million a seat. Commercial space companies could likely provide the seats for less money, but their vehicles are not yet human rated or tested. It is true that the Constellation program was “over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies.” But $9 billion has already been spent on developing the Ares rockets and the Orion crew capsule, and $2.5 billion is in the budget proposal to close out Constellation. Proponents of Obama’s budget proposal say moving towards using private commercial space companies will create more jobs per dollar because the government’s investment would be leveraged by millions of dollars in private investments. “NASA investment in the commercial spaceflight industry is a win-win decision,” said Bret Alexander, president of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation, in a statement released last week. “Commercial crew will create thousands of high-tech jobs in the United States, especially in Florida, while reducing the spaceflight gap and preventing us from sending billions to Russia.’ NASA already has contracts with SpaceX and Orbital Sciences Corp. to bring cargo to the station, and . SpaceX is also developing vehicles to bring astronauts to orbit and back. Already, some say they will fight this budget. “I, for one, intend to stand up and fight for NASA, and for the thousands of people who stand to lose their jobs,” said Senator Bill Nelson last week, as rumors were flying and details about the budget were leaking out. With the US facing a federal deficit of $1.26 trillion in 2011, Obama federal budget proposal puts a three-year freeze on most non-defense discretionary spending after 2011, which the president believes will save $250 billion over the next 10 years. So, giving NASA the $6 billion over the next five year is a way to circumvent that freeze for NASA.
The budget proposal also includes:
$183 million to extend operations of the ISS past its previously planned retirement date of 2016. NASA will deploy new research facilities to conduct scientific research and test technologies in space. New capabilities could include a centrifuge to support research into human physiology, inflatable space habitats, and a program to continuously upgrade Space Station capabilities.

$600 million to complete the final five shuttle missions, allowing for a safe and orderly retirement of the Space Shuttle program even if its schedule slips into Fiscal Year 2011.

$1.2 billion for transformative research in exploration technology that will involve NASA, private industry, and academia, sparking spin-off technologies and potentially entire new industries.

$150 million to accelerate the development of new satellites for Earth Science priorities.

$170 million to develop and fly a replacement of the Orbiting Carbon Observatory, a mission to identify global carbon sources and sinks that was lost when its launch vehicle failed in 2009.

$500 million to contract with industry to provide astronaut transportation to the ISS, reducing the sole reliance on foreign crew transports and catalyzing new businesses and significant new jobs.
Increases Scientific Understanding of the Solar System and Universe

$3.2 billion for science research grants and dozens of missions and telescopes studying theplanets and stars – including new missions such as the successor to the Hubble Space Telescope, missions to study the Moon, and two Mars exploration missions.

$14 million ($420 million over five years) for a mission to the Sun, flying through its outer atmosphere to better understand how it is heated and how it ejects the stream of charged particles known as the solar wind.

Increase funding to detect asteroids that could potentially pose a hazard to the Earth.

Increase annually the percentage of NASA higher education program student participants employed by NASA, aerospace contractors, universities, and other educational institutions.
Empirically tax credits increase investments and revenue to private companies 

Hall 92 – , Bronwyn, Working Paper N 4240  (“R&D Tax Policy During the Eighties, Success or Failure?”, http://www.nber.org/papers/w4240.pdf).  Working Paper 4240, Bronwyn H.  is Professor in the Graduate School at the University of California at Berkeley and a Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research and the Institute for Fiscal Studies, London. She is also the founder and partner of TSP International, an econometric software firm. Professor  currently serves as an associate editor of the Economics of Innovation and New Technology and Industrial and Corporate Change and as advisory editor of Research Policy. She is a member of the U.S. Federal Economic Statistics Advisory Committee, and several research advisory boards 
The GAO study (1989) estimated that the R&E tax credit stimulated between $1 billion and S2.5 billion dollars additional spending on research at a cost in foregone revenue of approximately $7 billion dollars during the 1981 to 1985 period. Baily and Lawrence (1992) obtained much higher estimates using aggregate data, averaging about 2.8 billion 1982 dollars per year from 1982 to 1989. The present study shows that the earlier GAO estimates and other studies cited may have understated the benefits of the tax credit, and that the Baily and Lawrence estimates may be closer to the truth. I estimate that the additional spending stimulated in the short run was about $2 billion 1982 dollars per year, while the foregone tax revenue was about $1 billion dollars per year.18 However, it needs to be kept firmly in mind that my tax data estimates are not likely to be as good as those constructed using IRS data, and that it might be worthwhile to update earlier studies which made use of these confidential data. Still, the numbers reported here do suggest that the credit is now having an impact, after a somewhat slow beginning. Although firms undoubtedly tried to claim some unqualified expenditures under the credit, the total amounts disallowed remain fairly small. In addition, there has always been an incentive to relabel investment expenses as R&D in the tax system, and this type of relabeling is already in the base level of R&D from which the incremental effect is calculated. For both these reasons, it seems likely that a large share of the reported increase in R&D in response to the tax credit is real, rather than spurious.

Aff: CP unpopular 

CP unpopular – Three past attempts shot down

Jobes 4 – , Douglas, (11-15-2004, “Will government-sponsored space prizes fly?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/270/1, president of The Space Settlement Institute.)
Efforts to pass government-sponsored monetary incentives for private space development have an abysmal track record in Congress. During the 1990’s, for example, a series of bills were introduced by Congressman Bob Walker (then chairman of the House Science Committee) designed to provide very substantial tax breaks for private sector “space corporations” as well as for investors who purchased stock in such companies. The first, the “Space Transportation Services Purchase Act” of 1993 (also known as the Omnibus Space Commercialization Act), included a substantial section providing significant tax deductions for space businesses and investors. This bill died at the end of the 103rd Congress in December 1994 due to inaction by the House. The tax incentives section of that bill was reintroduced by Walker in June 1995 as the “Space Business Incentives Act”. This version of the legislation died in the House Ways and Means Committee at the end of the 104th Congress. Then, in 1996, a subsequent bill by Walker, the “Space Commercialization Promotion Act,” achieved approval by the House, but then died after being sent to the Senate for consideration.

Aff: Can’t colonize

Only government has capital and resources for colonization – empirics 
Hickman 99 – , John, JOURNAL OF EVOLUTION AND TECHNOLOGY, Volume, Associate Professor of Government, Department of Government and International Relations, Berry College (4 November 1999, “The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects”,http://www.transhumanist.com/volume4/space.htm)
When space development enthusiasts describe how permanent human communities might be established in space, they often draw analogies to the European colonization of the Americas and to the “winning” of the western frontiers of the United States and Canada, analogies which are often given a very contemporary libertarian spin.  Complex historical processes are offered up as examples of the triumph of individualism and private enterprise.

The unspun truth about European colonization in the Americas, and in Asia and Africa, is that the state played a central role in all colonial enterprises.  European colonies often emerged out of trading ventures organized as joint stock companies chartered by the colonizing state and  in which the crown invested both its prestige and its capital.  Colonial territory was conquered  and defended by soldiers and sailors paid either by the colonizing state or the local colonial state.  Plantations and mines were often directly owned by the local colonial state.  Trading monopolies and tax privileges granted by the colonizing state to the local colonial state were used to attract capital investment.  Indeed, conceptual distinctions between public and private economic activity which seem so clear today were much less clear in the heyday of colonialism.

The unspun truth about the “winning” of the western frontiers of the United States and Canada make for even poorer libertarian dramas.  Notwithstanding all the hardy pioneers in their covered wagons, the western frontier of the United States was really “won” by the U.S. Army  and the construction of the railroads which were capitalized by enormous Federal land grants.[5]  Similarly, the western frontier of Canada was “won” by cash grants, subsidies, loans, and the guarantee of bond issues by the Canadian government to finance the construction of the railroads.

A better historical analogy for establishing permanent human communities in space is actually provided by one of the greatest civil engineering project of this century--the construction of the Panama Canal.  As would be true with any very large space development project, constructing the Panama Canal required that tough new engineering and science problems had to be overcome in an unforgiving environment, a labor force had to be imported and supported, and sufficient capital had to be invested despite the fact that private investors could not or would not provide the financing necessary to complete the task.  After twenty years of failed efforts by private French firms to dig a canal across the isthmus of Panama and the failure of a private American firm to dig a canal through Nicaragua, it was the United States government that successfully completed the construction of the Panama Canal.[6]  Financing by the United States government and management by U.S. Army engineers succeeded where the private sector failed.  Engineering problems more difficult than those which were encountered in constructing the Suez Canal were solved, yellow fever and malaria were effectively controlled, a new sovereign nation-state was created, and world commerce was facilitated.[7]  Not bad for government work.
Very large space development projects should be understood as massive public works projects constructed to provide the environmental and economic requirements for permanent human settlement beyond Earth.  If these new human settlements are to attract and keep the kind of people needed, then they will have to be livable communities.  Making them livable will provide plenty of scope for private firms to profit from the provision of goods and services.  But private firms will not do the heavy lifting necessary to finance the construction of the very large space project within which and around which such a livable community may grow.

Aff: No investers 
No investment in large projects – federal support necessary – empirics 

Hickman 99 – , John, JOURNAL OF EVOLUTION AND TECHNOLOGY, Volume, Associate Professor of Government, Department of Government and International Relations, Berry College (4 November 1999, “The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects”,http://www.transhumanist.com/volume4/space.htm)
The lesson is that, ceteris paribus, very large space development projects are probably too unattractive as investments for private investors and lenders.  For the current generation of space development enthusiasts, indoctrinated in the principles of neo-classical or free market economics popularized in the Reagan years, this is a very disquieting conclusion.  Many exhibit a fierce libertarianism.  They share an ideological conviction that private enterprise and unfettered markets are capable of overcoming almost any technological or economic obstacle.[4]  Government appears less as the driving force for space exploration than as the political and bureaucratic obstacle to technological innovation and the commercial development of space.  Given the disappointing performance of NASA in the 1970's and 1980's, convictions such as  these are hardly surprising (Kay 1995:161-171).  Space development enthusiasts watched as government funding for NASA programs declined steadily while important opportunities for commercial launch capability and space industrialization in near Earth space were lost.  Yet the “lessons” drawn about from the disappointments of the 1970's and 1980's are probably the wrong lessons for space development. Government participation in the economic development of space is essential.  Why else would promoters combine libertarian denunciations of the government’s role in space development with political demands for indirect subsidies in the form of tax credits for space commerce and the privatization of public assets in the form of the International Space Station (Lehrer 1999). Complaints about the role of government in space development would be more convincing if private sector efforts in space had produced comparable results.  Government space programs can point to records of successfully launching interplanetary probes and spacecraft with human crews. Even after all the excuses have been made, the record of private sector accomplishments in space is unimpressive.  Of course, identifying space sector efforts as “private” is somewhat problematic because many employ technology developed with government funds, or employ castoff parts and borrowed facilities from government programs, or anticipate that the government will be their primary buyer.
Aff: Perm
Job training and education is necessary for successful private companies – gov is key 

Inslee 11 – , Jay, Forbes, Jay represents Washington state's First Congressional District in the U.S. House of Representatives (June 3, “How Government should Promote Innovation”, http://www.forbes.com/2011/06/03/how-government-should-promote-innovation_2.html).
Farmers say not to eat your seed corn. When it comes to crafting the federal budget, now and in the future, we would be wise to abide this old adage--by growing, not starving our innovative spirit, the basis of America's economic success. To accomplish this, our government must work alongside the private sector to make critical investments, using our limited resources more efficiently to cultivate a true innovation agenda. The first component of our innovation agenda must focus on the research and development tax credit. A generation ago the United States was one of the first nations to encourage private sector R&D through tax credits. Since then, a wide range of economists have agreed that every tax credit dollar stimulates anywhere from $1 to $3 in additional private investment on the part of U.S. companies. Unlike many other items in the tax code, R&D actually spurs investment and a greater return. In December 2010 the current R&D tax credits were extended. However their rates are not only uncertain in the long term, making long-term investments difficult for companies, but are far below what we can and should be doing to invest in a true innovation economy. Even though the U.S. devotes 2.5% of its gross domestic product to R&D, our country now finds itself trailing 16 other Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development nations when it comes to R&D incentives. Historically great innovation has come out of small companies. Yet it is small companies that don't have the resources to invest in--and successfully execute--long-term, high-risk projects. That is why R&D financial support from both the public and private sectors must focus on small companies. America needs these companies to spur the innovation economy. But in many cases, particularly in long-lead-time but critical fields such as energy and medical technology, the mismatch between private-sector investment timing and commercial success is preventing important industries from flourishing and important products from getting to market. Direct financial investment is only one method of government involvement. Innovation can also be spurred by bringing capital and entrepreneurs together. The emphasis should be on linking the best and brightest in critical scientific and technology areas. We need coordination and capital strategically applied to ideas and entrepreneurs, with the ultimate goal of speeding up efforts to commercialize. It is commercialization that produces jobs and economic growth. A prime example of commercialization and public-private financial collaboration is EnerG2, a leading energy storage startup based in Seattle. The company was spun out from the University of Washington with a mission to invent and innovate nano-structured, next-generation energy storage breakthroughs. Today devices made possible by EnerG2's products are being increasingly embraced by the automotive industry for hybrid-electric vehicles, by electronics manufacturers for enhancing the life and usability of consumer goods, and by a variety of industrial customers to deliver an ever-increasing breadth of new ways to improve energy efficiency. Without public-private collaboration, which has involved from the United States Department of Energy, the University of Washington and a number of private investors and institutions, EnerG2's materials would never have been brought to market and made an important and continuing contribution to energy efficiency. Yet R&D and entrepreneurship alone will not complete our innovation agenda. To do that we must add in additional job training and education. Without the right human capital, we will never be able to develop and market the next wave of 21st-century medical devices, biotechnology discoveries, or clean energy advances. Even in tough budget times these investments are critical. The reemergence of an American innovation economy is being delayed--perhaps dangerously--by underinvestment in education and training. According to a study from Deloitte, Oracle and the Manufacturing Institute, executives at 63% of life science companies and 45% of energy companies say they are currently afflicted with a skills shortage. And this gap will only widen as legions of accomplished, experienced and well-educated baby boomers retire in the coming years. There is no quick fix here. Certainly we need improved math and science education in our schools, but government can also play a role by offering incentives to companies that establish substantive technology training programs designed to prepare employees for the coming era of innovation. Achieving the right blend between the public sector and private industry is a complicated economic endeavor. But neither the private sector's invisible hand nor governmental heavy-handedness can be the solution. It is true that we cannot spur an innovation agenda without the government, but it is equally true that the government cannot replace private-sector market forces. It is imperative that the public and private sectors start working together. It's the combination of R&D tax credits, improved education and training, and public-private collaboration--for small companies--that's fast and efficient and will ultimately help keep our great innovations here at home, for the benefit of American workers and families. By planting our seed corn, instead of eating it, we will reap the economic benefits.

Aff: decreases innovation

Tax credits stifle innovation and exclude certain businesses 

Manufacturer’s Monthly 10 – Monthly, (June 22, “R&D Tax Credit To Hurt Innovation: AI Group”, http://www.manmonthly.com.au/news/rampd-tax-credit-to-hurt-innovation-ai-group)

The Australian Industry Group (Ai Group) has released a survey suggesting the Government’s proposed changes to the R&D tax concession will lead to a “significant fall” in business research and development in Australia. According to the report, more than 45% of respondents currently using the R&D tax incentive would reduce their innovation efforts if the Government's proposed changes were implemented. In its Federal Budget in May, the Government announced a proposed increase in benefits available to companies investing in research and development, by moving the R&D tax concession from a tax deduction to a tax credit scheme. The Government also proposed to restrict supporting activities claims which are said to make-up a proportion of R&D expenditure claims. According to Ai Group chief executive, Heather Ridout, in making only minor amendments to its R&D Bill, the Government has lost the opportunity to remove the severe restrictions on eligibility for the tax incentive. "While to date, Ai Group has supported elements of the changes to the R&D tax incentive, the Government’s decision to continue with its flawed approach leaves business little choice but to call for the Bill to be opposed in the Senate,” said Ridout. “While regrettable, this now appears to be the only way to avoid the damage to business research and development that our survey confirms would flow from the Government’s approach.” Ai Group’s survey, called Business R&D, included large and small businesses from across a range of industries, including manufacturing. The report backs-up feedback reportedly received by Ai Group from across its membership. The report points to the disconnection between the design of the proposed new R&D tax incentive and the reality of how business R&D is carried out. "The Government’s approach is based on a narrow conception of R&D as laboratory work and does not adequately recognise the nature of the real innovation process. If implemented it would see a large proportion of existing investment in R&D activities ruled ineligible for the tax incentive,” said Ridout. “According to the Ai Group survey, more than 45% of respondents currently using the R&D tax incentive would reduce their innovation efforts if the Government's proposed changes were implemented. For smaller businesses the outlook is worse with more than 54% expecting to reduce their R&D activities. A further 10% of all businesses remain uncertain of the impact and less than 7% would increase their R&D investments. “A reduction in R&D would undermine the significant progress business has made over the past decade in boosting expenditure on R&D as a share of GDP. Instead of fostering innovation and business R&D, the Government’s plan will put it into reverse.”

***Generic 
Solvency: General

Privatization leads to more and faster innovation than government control
Diamandis 03

(Peter, chief executive of X Prize Foundation, CEO of Zero Gravity Corporation, co-Founder and Director of Space Adventures, Ltd, chairman of Rocket Racing League) March 1, “An Interview with Peter Diamandis”, HobbySpace, http://www.hobbyspace.com/AAdmin/archive/Interviews/Advocacy/PeterDiamandis.html
I am a space enthusiast and support space activities regardless of funding source, scale and size. I believe that providing spaceflight for the general public is not and is unlikely to be part of the mission of governmental space programs. The government's role is two-fold: research and development on one end of the spectrum, and exploration on the other end. So long as the government has the only ride into space, it will not be available for the rest of us to go. In addition, the government is unable to take the levels of risk that the private sector can take in developing, testing and implement new launch approaches. The analogy between the early room-size government computers and today's laptops is probably appropriate. The profit motive afforded by the future space-tourism market (in the short term) and the space-based resource market (in the long-term) will be the most critical driver to create a new generation of low-cost, safe spaceships. Eventually suborbital flights will lead to orbital flights, space hotels, colonization and beyond.
Private companies are less expensive and more efficient

Guterl 09

(Fred, writer for Newsweek, October 9, “A Private Space Shuttle”, Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/10/08/a-private-space-shuttle.html)

The shortfall may force NASA to open up its space-exploration program to commercial operators to a degree that's unprecedented in its history. The move could create opportunities for the modern equivalents of Young and Bradford—entrepreneurs willing to risk their livelihoods on making the exploration of space affordable by not only designing and building ships for NASA, but also by providing shuttle services to deliver NASA astronauts or equipment to their targets. In the past, NASA has been deeply involved in managing design and development work by outside contractors, a messy process that made the shuttle expensive and unsafe, rather than cheap and safe. Now the agency is under pressure to step back and buy services wholesale from private firms. Instead of established pillars of the military-industrial complex like Lockheed, NASA could find itself in business with flashy entrepreneurs like Richard Branson, whose Virgin Galactic space-tourism outfit plans to offer two-and-a-half-hour flights into low Earth orbit, perhaps as soon as early 2011, for a starting price of only $200,000 per astronaut. It might one day also be ferrying astronauts and cosmonauts to the space station. "We're talking about a movement from where the government has been the prime contractor, managing situations with a very hands-on role, to a situation where they are just a customer," says Larry Williams, vice president of strategic relations for SpaceX, the space firm started by PayPal founder Elon Musk. "It would sort of be the role FedEx plays with the U.S. Postal Service, which many people don't know is their biggest customer. Because FedEx is so efficient at moving packages, the Postal Service realizes it can just pay FedEx to move packages between cities." That model, says Williams, is what NASA is looking toward and what it is already starting to do with smaller companies like SpaceX. The first assignment is cargo. NASA designed the Orion capsule only for astronauts, leaving the private sector, with seed money, to devise a way to get supplies to the station. Last year it awarded two contracts: $1.6 billion to SpaceX for 12 launches, and $1.9 billion to Orbital Sciences Corp. for eight trips. To fulfill the contract, SpaceX is now building the Falcon 9 booster, which will carry an unmanned capsule that can dock with the ISS. Astronauts will offload cargo and send the capsule back down. Orbital expects to have a similar vehicle, Taurus II, ready to go in 2011. "At the end of the day, from NASA's perspective, they don't care how you get the mail there," says Williams. "They just want it delivered." The next step is to work out similar deals with private firms to send astronauts aloft. To do that, NASA will have to relinquish some of its oversight of crew safety. This isn't entirely without precedent: NASA already relies on Russia to bring some astronauts to and from the ISS on its Soyuz spacecraft. But NASA has never entrusted a private firm to carry a crew. To make its human spaceflight program work, it will have to start. The potential cost savings is enormous. SpaceX claims it could adapt its cargo-carrying spaceship for ferrying a human crew in less than three years, once it gets the green light. It expects to offer a round-trip ticket for about $20 million per astronaut—less than half what Russia charges.

Private space exploration and development is extremely profitable
Diamandis 10

(Peter, chief executive of X Prize Foundation, CEO of Zero Gravity Corporation, co-Founder and Director of Space Adventures, Ltd, chairman of Rocket Racing League) “Space: The Final Frontier of Profit?”, Wall Street Journal, February 13, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059350409331536.html?mod=wsj_share_twitter
Two fundamental realities now exist that will drive space exploration forward. First, private capital is seeing space as a good investment, willing to fund individuals who are passionate about exploring space, for adventure as well as profit. What was once affordable only by nations can now be lucrative, public-private partnerships. Second, companies and investors are realizing that everything we hold of value—metals, minerals, energy and real estate—are in near-infinite quantities in space. As space transportation and operations become more affordable, what was once seen as a wasteland will become the next gold rush. Alaska serves as an excellent analogy. Once thought of as "Seward's Folly" (Secretary of State William Seward was criticized for overpaying the sum of $7.2 million to the Russians for the territory in 1867), Alaska has since become a billion-dollar economy.

Solvency: Exploration

Private companies can achieve exploration
Thomas 7
(Cathy Booth, writer for Time magazine, February 22, “The Space Cowboys”, Time, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1592834,00.html)

Ever since Alan Shepard became the first American in space in 1961, NASA has controlled our mission in space. It became a sacred place, untouchable, a museum open only to select government employees. Fewer than 500 people have reached space since Shepard; Branson plans to double that number in Galactic's first year. NASA's idea of progress is to return to the moon, nearly a half-century later. Last year the agency spent nearly $5 billion sending highly trained astronauts to the ISS, largely to ferry supplies and fix the AC and other sputtering plumbing. The new generation of entrepreneurs is betting it can do what NASA does--only better and cheaper, with cushier seats and cool views for paying customers. Far from fighting these space invaders, NASA is pushing such ideas as FedEx--like service to lunar outposts, private fueling stations in orbit and space tourism. "We're entering a renaissance period of space exploration," NASA administrator Michael Griffin said in January. Like the Renaissance, he said, wealthy entrepreneurs will--in fact, must--take the lead in commercializing technology. 
Profit motive key to effective space development and exploration

Capstone Report 11
June 22, “DARPA reaches for the stars”, Capstone Report, http://capstonereport.com/2011/06/22/darpa-reaches-for-the-stars/12192/

All are good reasons. However, they ignored the most fundamental reason to explore space—PROFIT. After all like the prophet said, “The stars are full of (p)latinum.” Ok, so maybe the character Quark wasn’t a prophet, but there is wisdom in those words. The profit motive is one of the best reasons to push into space, and leveraging the profit motivation will provide innovation. When you consider the migration of mankind into a spacefaring species, you should consider history as a guide. The best examples come from the Age of Discovery. What drove most enterprises to the New World? Profit. Nations backed the venture because of the way increased revenues would augment their power. Individuals invested in the ventures because they expected a return on their investment. Men took sail not only for the sake of discovery, but also for the sake of the sake of gold and land. Pushing into popular culture again to find another quote, “Human behavior is economic behavior. The particulars may vary, but competition for limited resources remains a constant. Need as well as greed have followed us to the stars, and the rewards of wealth still await those wise enough to recognize this deep thrumming of our common pulse.” (A character from Sid Meir’s classic Alpha Centauri. Yes, I spent way too much time playing computer games in college instead of studying.) Those trying to encourage the push into space should harness this key element of human nature. Organizers should consider the creation of Space Age equivalent of the East India Company. You want serious public involvement? Sell shares of stock in a company at reasonable prices broadly to as many people as possible and not to just a few elites who do business with Goldman Sachs or Morgan Stanley. Of course, this type of venture with a focus on profit eliminates the need for broad popular support of the program. Management would need to please stockholders and not the political class in Washington or the voting public. There is elegance in looking to business as a leader—it skips past the nonsense of America’s political process caused by serious budget problems. Involving the public is good, but depending on it would be a disaster.
Solvency: Capabilities
Private companies already have the capabilities for space exploration
Stern 10 

(S. Alan Stern is an aerospace consultant and NASA's former associate administrator in charge of science. He chairs the Commercial Spaceflight Federation's Suborbital Applications Researchers Group, "Going commercial frees NASA for deeper space", 5/14/10, articles.orlandosentinel.com/2010-05-14/news/os-ed-alan-stern-spaceflight-051410-20100513_1_human-spaceflight-orbit-private-industry//avi)
Are governments the only entities that can build human spacecraft? No, actually every human spacecraft ever built for NASA was built by private industry. Is the scope of the investment required for human spaceflight too large for private industry? No — large Comsat constellations cost more than the commercial crew systems envisioned to take astronauts to and from low-Earth orbit. Of course, there are human lives at stake in space missions with crew, but commercial firms have lives at stake in industries as diverse as trucking, oil exploration, aviation and nuclear power. Why should space travel to destinations closer than most transcontinental airline flights, be considered so different? In fact, there really is no fundamental reason that human orbital transport to low-Earth orbit must remain the practice only of governments a full half-century after it began.

Private spaceflight is a feasible alternative-empirically proven
Harwood 10
(William, December 8, “Private Space Exploration Passes Milestone”, CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-501465_162-20025012-501465.html
A commercially developed rocket critical to the long-term health of the International Space Station blasted off Wednesday on a long-awaited test flight, boosting an untried cargo craft into orbit for a maiden shakedown cruise. Along with testing the two-stage Falcon 9 rocket, making only its second flight after a maiden launch in June, Space Exploration Technologies Corp. managers and engineers looked forward to automated maneuvers by the Dragon cargo craft before a guided re-entry and a parachute-assisted splashdown in the Pacific Ocean off the coast of Mexico. Running a day late because of work to cut away a cracked section of the rocket's second-stage engine nozzle, the booster's nine first stage Merlin engines roared to life at 10:43 a.m. EST and quickly throttled up to full thrust. After a final round of lightning-quick computer checks, hold down clamps released and the 157-foot-tall rocket majestically climbed away from launch complex 40 at the Cape Canaveral Air Force Station. The early moments of the flight appeared normal as the white booster streaked away to the east through a cloudless blue sky trailing a brilliant jet of flame and a billowing cloud of exhaust. The first stage engines shut down as planned just under three minutes into flight, the stage fell away and the single engine in the second stage ignited for a planned six-minute boost to orbit. Television views from a camera mounted at the base of the second stage showed first stage separation and the ignition of the second stage engine, its nozzle glowing cherry read from the heat of combustion. The second stage appeared to fire normally, shutting down nine minutes after liftoff. About 35 seconds later, the Dragon cargo craft could be seen in another "rocket cam" video feed separating from the second stage, released into a roughly circular 186-mile-high orbit tilted 34 degrees to the equator. The flight plan called for a series of automated maneuvers to mimic critical phases of an approach to the International Space Station. The spacecraft subsequently parachuted without problem into the Pacific Ocean, 500 miles off the Mexican coast. The launching was the first of three financed by NASA under its Commercial Orbital Transportation Services -- COTS -- program, an initiative intended to encourage development of private sector rockets to deliver cargo to the International Space Station after the space shuttle is retired next year. SpaceX has a $1.6 billion Commercial Resupply Services contract with NASA to provide 12 cargo flights to the station for delivery of more than 44,000 pounds of equipment and supplies. The contract may be expanded to cover additional flights, boosting its value to some $3.1 billion. Three test flights are planned under a separate contract valued at up to $278 million. SpaceX has spent more than $600 million of its own money developing the Falcon family of rockets, the Dragon spacecraft and other components. SpaceX had hoped to launch the Falcon 9/COTS-1 mission Tuesday, but the flight was delayed 24 hours to fix a problem with two cracks in the outermost section of a rocket nozzle extension used by the second stage engine. The cracks were caused by "fluttering" produced by a nitrogen purge venting onto the thin nozzle. The nozzle extension is not needed for the test flight and engineers simply cut the damaged section away and installed a diffuser on the vent line to prevent additional problems. An initial launch attempt Wednesday was called off two minutes and 50 seconds before a planned 9:06 a.m. liftoff because of a "false abort" indication in ground system telemetry. The problem was corrected and the countdown was recycled for 10:43 a.m.

Privatization is feasible-space companies are capable-empirically proven
Shiga 10

(David, writer for New Scientist, December 23, “2011 preview: private space flight takes off”, NewScientist, http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg20827924.100-2011-preview-private-space-flight-takes-off.html
On 8 December, the California-based firm SpaceX launched its Dragon capsule into orbit and safely parachuted it into the ocean - the first time a private company has achieved the feat. Under a contract signed with NASA in 2008, the Dragon capsule will carry cargo to the International Space Station. SpaceX founder Elon Musk hopes it will eventually be permitted to carry astronauts as well. NASA, facing the retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2011, is actively encouraging the development of private space taxis. In 2010 alone it distributed $50 million to private space firms, including SpaceX, and Congress is considering spending hundreds of millions more in 2011. So what do we have to look forward to in 2011? SpaceX plans two more demonstration flights, the first of which will likely blast off mid-year and is expected to fly within a few kilometres of the ISS. The second would actually dock with the station, marking another first for a non-governmental spacecraft. Virgin Galactic, the space tourism company founded by airline mogul Richard Branson, is also set to take some giant leaps forward in 2011. In October 2010, the company carried out the first unpowered flights of SpaceShipTwo. The suborbital vehicle was lofted up to an altitude of nearly 14 kilometres by a carrier plane called WhiteKnightTwo, before gliding back down to Earth. SpaceShipTwo, which is modelled on the X-Prize-winning SpaceShipOne, will launch into space for the first time during test flights in 2011. If the tests are a success, passenger flights could begin as soon as late 2011. Several other companies, such as Boeing, have long-term plans to offer rides into space. But Virgin Galactic and SpaceX are likely to dominate headlines in the coming year, and may make 2011 the most exciting yet for private space flight.

Commercial companies are capable- they already operate in space
FAA 11

(Federal Aviation Administration, January, “Commercial Space Transportation: 2010 Year In Review”, http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/ast/media/2010%20Year%20in%20Review.pdf)
The commercial space transportation market is driven largely by the demand for launches of GEO telecommunications satellites, and to a lesser (but growing) extent, a variety of NGSO satellites. Since 2006, about 65 percent of commercial launches have been to GEO, which generates more revenue than the NGSO market and generally deploys larger payloads. The GEO launch rate has increased slightly in the last few years. However, this share of GEO payloads is decreasing and more NGSO payloads have been launched recently. The supply of launch vehicle options continues to increase, despite only a marginal increase in demand for launches. Competition remains strong between U.S., European, multinational, and Russian providers, while new entrants are joining, re-joining, or advancing toward the commercial market. For example, the Land Launch version of the Zenit, the Dnepr, the Soyuz (launched and marketed by Arianespace), and the Falcon 9 are all competing for commercial launches. The Japanese are marketing the H-IIA commercially, while the Indians and Chinese, although limited by the U.S. export policies, are also targeting commercial launch customers.
Solvency: Earth Observation
Companies have the capabilities for Earth observation

Glass 11 

(Jon Glass, freelance writer, "Satellite Piggy-Back Rides: Earth-Observation Community Looks to Private Sector to Host Satellite Payloads", 2/7/11, www.geoplace.com/ME2/dirmod.asp?sid=&nm=&type=MultiPublishing&mod=PublishingTitles&mid=13B2F0D0AFA04476A2ACC02ED28A405F&tier=4&id=03124DE447C34ABCB3F7B621E7E45863//avi)
Commercial satellite companies are offering the Earth-sciences community a faster and less-expensive way to launch sensors needed to collect vital Earth-observation data and perform a range of scientific missions from space. This capability, known as "hosted payloads," is a cost-effective and timely way to deploy remote Earth- and space-monitoring instruments on host satellites, which are primarily created to provide commercial voice, data and other telecommunications services. The public/private partnerships enabled through hosted payloads carry benefits for satellite communication firms and public agencies aiming to stem cost overruns and schedule delays associated with many large, government-run satellite programs. The March 2010 cancellation of the U.S. government’s problem-plagued National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Satellite System (NPOESS), for example, underscores the role hosted payloads can play to ensure continuity of data collection necessary for predicting global climate change and making accurate weather forecasts. NPOESS was designed to support the Department of Defense, NASA and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). When it was halted, the budget had more than doubled to nearly $14 billion, and the project was at least six years behind schedule. Budgetary pressures now are forcing the scientific community to rethink old ways of doing business in space.
Solvency: Mining
Private companies have capabilities for mining—Google X prize proves

Werner 11 
(Debra, writer for Space News, "X Prize Hopeful Moon Express Seeks Riches in Lunar Regolith", 4/13/11, www.spacenews.com/venture_space/110413-prize-hopeful-moon-express.html//avi)
 “Getting Silicon Valley excited about an exploration mission reaching out to the moon and beyond is a great opportunity for commercial space,” Richards said. The Moon Express team conducted its first test flight April 9 of a miniature radar designed to assist the firm’s lunar lander in touching down. The radar, being developed by Moon Express with technical support from Tomas Svitek, president of Stellar Exploration Inc., was bolted to the outside of an airship and tested during a flight from Moffett Field in Mountain View, Calif., to Los Angeles. Moon Express chartered the airship owned by Airship Ventures, a company founded in 2007 to offer sight-seeing trips throughout California. Stellar Exploration of San Luis Obispo, Calif., developed a previous version of the miniature radar under a Small Business Innovative Research contract with the NASA Ames Research Center of Mountain View. Although Moon Express officials declined to offer a detailed timeline for lunar expeditions, Richards said the team hopes to send a spacecraft to the Moon “possibly in 2013, but more likely in 2014” to win the Google Lunar X Prize. While winning that prize is not the primary goal of the Moon Express creators, it is “the golden ring,” he added. The Google Lunar X Prize offers a $20 million award for the first commercial firm to reach the surface of the Moon, travel 500 meters and send high-definition imagery to Earth. The grand prize is scheduled to decrease to $15 million after any government-funded mission explores the lunar surface. The X Prize Foundation of Playa Vista, Calif., also plans to award $5 million to the second-place team as well as $4 million in bonus prizes for completing a variety of objectives including nighttime operations, traveling more than 5 kilometers on the lunar surface, detecting water and landing near an Apollo site. Any prizes left unclaimed expire at the end of 2015, according to the X Prize website. In addition to seeking X Prize money, the Moon Express team is “investigating the compelling possibility of developing lunar resources,” Richards said. Recent NASA missions, including the Lunar Crater Observation and Sensing Satellite and Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter, revealed the presence of volatile organic compounds including methane, ammonia, hydrogen gas, carbon dioxide and carbon monoxide. Those compounds could be used to support lunar bases or to facilitate future exploration beyond the Moon, NASA officials said. The Moon Express team, however, is more interested in discovering resources that offer near-term economic benefit such as platinum group metals, Richards said. Due to their unique catalytic and corrosion-resistant properties, platinum group metals have many industrial applications and are a key element of emerging fuel cell technologies. Moon Express officials plan to use the lander’s miniature radar to survey the lunar surface and search for metals left there by asteroid bombardment. Three out of every 100 lunar craters were created by the impact of metallic asteroids, said Dennis Wingo, author of “Moonrush: Improving Life on Earth with the Moon’s Resources” and leader of the Moon Express team’s effort to analyze the data gathered by lunar missions. As a result, lunar samples obtained during the Apollo missions show that the lunar regolith has a dispersed, fine metallic powder, said Wingo, who is also the president of Skycorp. Inc. of Huntsville, Ala. While that metallic powder has value, “what we really want to find is big chunks,” Wingo said. To find those chunks, Wingo is analyzing data from lunar missions including Apollo, NASA’s Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter launched in 2009 and the Moon Mineralogy Mapper, a NASA instrument that traveled into lunar orbit in 2008 on India’s Chandrayaan-1 spacecraft. Carle Pieters, a professor of Planetary Geosciences at Brown University in Rhode Island, and principal investigator for NASA’s Moon Mineralogy Mapper, said that while mineral resources are plentiful on the Moon, little is yet known about their concentration. The Moon Mineralogy Mapper has detected many radioactive elements as well as iron-bearing minerals including pyroxene and olivine, Pieters said. In January, NASA announced plans to buy data from three teams competing for the Google Lunar X Prize: Moon Express, Astrobotic Technology Inc. of Pittsburgh and Dynetics Inc. of Huntsville. The contracts awarded under the space agency’s Innovative Lunar Demonstration Data project provide each team with $500,000 for data related to lunar vehicle testing. They also enable the firms to compete for approximately $30 million in NASA lunar data contracts during the next five years.

Solvency: SPS
Private companies can solve SPS 

Betancourt 10 (Kiantar Betancourt is a third-year student at the University of Maryland School of Law, specializing in environmental and international law, "Space Based Solar Power: Worth the effort?", 8/28/10, spaceenergy.com/AnnouncementRetrieve.aspx?ID=56407//avi)
A few private companies have emerged all with the goal of developing a viable business plan for SBSP. Space Energy, Inc., a pioneer in commercial SBSP, plans to a have a test satellite in orbit in approximately 10 years.[71] Space Energy, Inc. understands that building a test satellite, demonstrating the feasibility of the technology, is only the beginning.[72] Peter Sage of Space Energy, Inc. recently stated in an interview, “Once we’ve demonstrated that we can wirelessly beam power accurately to the ground…we will have taken a massive step forward to prove SBSP is a technology of the future that has the potential to really fill a gap in the world’s energy needs”.[73] Another SBSP company, Solaren, recently signed a power purchase agreement with Pacific Gas & Electric planning to provide them 200 megawatts of electricity over 15 years beginning in 2016. [74] Another company, the Space Island Group, wants to use technology already developed by NASA to build orbiting space stations out of empty fuel tanks discarded by shuttles reaching orbit.[75] The Space Island Group plans to rent out these converted fuel tanks and use the proceeds to finance the startup costs for a large solar powered satellite.[76]  If Space Energy, Solaren, Space Island Group, or any of its competitors are successful in creating the first working prototype they can expect large returns and many more competitors to follow.  IV. Technical and Financial Challenge: The Problem of Launch Costs The biggest challenge to SBSP is the high launch costs of getting its satellites into space. At current rate launching payloads into low-earth orbit costs $6k to $10k per kilogram.[77] The cost of SBSP at that rate would well exceed the cost of coal powered electricity of 8-10 cents per kilowatt.[78]  Without any further improvement to current technology, to supply power at 8-10 cents per kilowatt, launch costs would need to fall as low as $440 per kilogram.[79] As the private space industry expands costs are expected to fall significantly in the coming decades.[80] Virgin Galactic, founded by Sir Richard Branson, and SpaceX, founded by Elon Musk, are two such companies working to lower to the cost of space travel.[81] SpaceX’s Falcon 1 rocket successfully reached orbit for the first time in Sept. 2008.[82] The company is developing a much larger rocket, Falcon 9, which will be capable of carrying payloads up to 12 tons into orbit.[83] Mr. Musk estimates the Falcon 9 could bring the launch costs down to $3k per kilo, and with reuse of each launcher eventually down to $1k per kilo.[84] High initial launch costs could also be alleviated if they were distributed amongst a larger group of participants joined by their interest in creating SBSP. If the NASA, ESA, and JAXA worked together the initial startup costs of SBSP could be distributed and would not place as great a burden on the individual parties. Such cooperation is not unprecedented. The International Space Station, a joint effort of 16 countries, has cost the U.S. and its partners over $100 billion dollars over the past 15 years.[85] A similar effort, for a price tag closer to 10 billion could see the development of the first prototype of SBSP.[86] If JAXA or a private company are able to complete the first working prototype the argument for SBSP will become even stronger. Prohibitive launch costs remain the number one technical and financial barrier to SBSP though it seems over time this problem will diminish. Improving the international legal framework governing space law is of equally important to the realization of SBSP.  

Solvency: SETI

Companies can conduct SETI

Edwards 5

(Chris, director of tax policy studies at Cato Institute, senior economist on congressional Joint Economic Committee, 2005, “Downsizing The Federal Government”, http://www.cato.org/downsizing-government/Downsizing-the-Federal-Government.pdf)
John Stuart Mill noted this evolution of government bureaucracies in his 1861 book on representative government: ‘‘The disease which afflicts bureaucratic governments . . . is routine . . . whatever becomes a routine loses its vital principle, and having no longer a mind acting within it, goes on revolving mechanically, though the work it is intended to do remains undone.’’ Mill’s description fits many federal agencies. Consider NASA. The space agency began its life with high ambition and was initially able to attract the best and brightest. But over time, the entrepreneurial types left, routine took over, and the rot set in. In the 1960s NASA played a role in winning the Cold War by ensuring that the United States was the leader in space. But NASA is now obsolete. It has foundered with poor management, cost overruns, and unclear goals. Its manned space flight program, in particular, makes little sense. In recent decades, private businesses, such as communications satellite firms, have gained a foothold in space. In 2004 Burt Rutan put the world’s first privately financed astronaut into space with an innovative spaceship design and a small $20 million budget. Entrepreneurs such as Virgin Group founder Richard Branson are planning for space tourism flights to begin later in the decade. In the 1990s the government cut off funding for NASA’s Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence project, which uses radio telescopes to search for life on other planets. Private funders have stepped in to create a SETI Institute, and the project is now thriving. The Washington Post recently observed that Silicon Valley techies have infused the project with money and unconventional technical ideas, bringing a new respect and energy to the organization. Some argue that being cast away by the federal government was the best thing that could have happened to SETI, that it has become stronger and more innovative in the private sector than it ever could have as part of a public bureaucracy. The rest of NASA ought to be terminated or privatized as well. Unfortunately, NASA funding is sustained by politics. As President Bush was beginning his reelection effort in 2004, the White House cast about for an uplifting initiative. They came up with a nutty scheme to send a manned space mission to Mars called ‘‘Vision for Space Exploration.’’ The public has not asked for a Mars mission, NASA would probably bungle it, and the costs of such a mission would be astronomical over the next couple of decades—just as the costs of programs for the elderly are exploding. Unfortunately, politics won the day because House Majority Leader Tom Delay (RTX) pushed the funding through Congress because his district—home of the Johnson Space Center—would be a big winner. Defenders of federal programs often suggest that even if federal programs are old and decrepit there are no private alternatives available. But in many cases it is the existence of government programs and regulations that prevents entrepreneurs from providing an alternative. For example, NASA has discouraged private competition, and the threat of regulation has been a hurdle to the private space industry.

Solvency: ISS
Private companies can succeed in ISS development

Smith 11 

(Phil Smith is a Senior Space Analyst with The Tauri Group, "The Year Ahead in Commercial Space Transportation", 1/11/11, moonandback.com/2011/01/11/the-year-ahead-in-commercial-space-transportation//avi)
In addition to these orbital launch developments, 2011 will see the emergence of commercial suborbital activity by a variety of companies around the world. Perhaps the most well known of these is Virgin Galactic, which will offer flights aboard its SpaceShipTwo (SS2) fleet beginning late in the year or early 2012. The first SS2, VSS Enterprise, has been undergoing captive carry and glide flights throughout 2010, and will continue to be tested in 2011, culminating with a variety of rocket-powered suborbital flights under an FAA experimental permit. Only when the tests are completed and meet safety standards will the vehicle be licensed to carry passengers. The Spaceship Company, a joint venture between Virgin Galactic and spacecraft builder Scaled Composites, will manufacture the SS2 fleet, which will be operated from Spaceport America in New Mexico and other sites around the world. Between five and 10 one-year experimental permits are expected to be issued by the FAA for a variety of companies developing commercial suborbital vehicles. In most cases, these suborbital programs are developmental steps toward providing orbital services in the future, preparing the field by increasing awareness among potential customers, motivating venture capitalists to invest in the projects and related markets, and redirecting profits to orbital development programs. The ISS may prove to be a nexus for commercial space development, an outcome not anticipated when the station was conceived. Through NASA technology development and services contracts, companies will be able to pursue and mature human and cargo transportation systems. These efforts, in turn, may contribute to related markets, like DragonLab flights for countries that cannot otherwise afford to indigenously build and launch astronauts and space stations. Bigelow Aerospace, based in Nevada, will introduce its Sundancer and BA-330 inflatable space station modules in the middle part of this decade. In 2010, Bigelow and Boeing became partners in building CST-100, an in-space vehicle being developed using NASA’s CCDev funding. While Bigelow’s inflatable modules will be freefliers and can be combined to form multi-module stations, they may also be connected to ISS depending on how NASA and industry see future use of this complex. Virginia-based Space Adventures has also signed on with Boeing to market seats aboard the CST-100.

Solvency- Orbital Activities

The private sector would better handle activities within Earth’s orbit

Griffin 2011 (Gerry, former director of NASA's Johnson Space Center in Houston, April 5, “U.S. mustn’t give up on space”, USA Today, 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/2011-04-06-column06_ST1_N.htm#)
We're challenged by tight federal budgets. Space, for many, is taking a back seat to other dominant needs. But that back-seat  mentality has resulted in a hefty price tag for a front seat. With the necessary retirement of the space shuttle, our country faces a price tag of $63 million per seat on the Russian Soyuz to get to the ISS that we initiated and helped construct. While that is discouraging, we have an encouraging near-term solution for human spaceflight in this country. We have a promising commercial spaceflight industry, ripe with possibility. To turn that possibility into reality, it's time for Congress to stop arguing over the detailed allocation of the next NASA budget and approve the agency's $850 million request for the support of commercial spaceflight. Going forward, commercial space companies and NASA must be considered partners, not competitors, in the U.S. human spaceflight enterprise. NASA's plan to support commercial spaceflight would significantly strengthen the agency's chances to have humans explore beyond Earth orbit once again. Human spaceflight to and from Earth orbit provided by commercial companies would enable NASA to focus more of its energies and very constrained budget on exploration beyond Earth's orbit. Today, it will be better, even necessary, to have NASA focus its tight resources on preparing to send astronauts ultimately to destinations such as Mars. Specifically, commercial human spaceflight would benefit NASA by:•Shrinking the gap in U.S. launch capability after the space shuttle retires. This acceleration is possible because commercial rockets already exist. Existing companies can provide the launch vehicles, spacecraft and space systems to operate in Earth orbit, while allowing NASA to put its resources into exploration. •Although no space mission is without risk, commercial space companies — working with NASA — can and will transport astronauts safely to and from Earth orbit. Indeed, NASA and the Defense Department already trust commercial space companies to launch unpiloted spacecraft valued in the billions of dollars. •Providing lower cost access to the space station using U.S. (instead of Russian) launch vehicles and spacecraft. NASA is developing new launch vehicles and spacecraft capable of exploration beyond Earth orbit. These systems also could be used for frequent "taxi missions" to and from the ISS. But the case can be made that doing so would cost more than the commercial option, and although no one yet knows the exact numbers, the cost difference will be significant. 

The private sector would better handle activities within low-Earth orbit
Cameron 2010 (James, member of NASA Advisory Council from 2003 to 2005, writer and director, “The right way forward on space exploration”, The Washington Post, February 5, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/04/AR2010020402439.html)

In response, the president and NASA have crafted a bold plan that truly makes possible this nation's dreams for space. Their plan calls for the full embrace of commercial solutions for transporting astronauts to low Earth orbit after the space shuttle is retired this year. This frees NASA to do what it does best: deep space exploration, both robotic and human. By selecting commercial solutions for transportation to the international space station, NASA is empowering American free enterprise to do what it does best: develop technology quickly and efficiently in a competitive environment.  As Peter Diamandis, chairman of the nonprofit X Prize Foundation, wrote this week: "The U.S. Government doesn't build your computers, nor do you fly aboard a U.S. Government owned and operated airline. Private industry routinely takes technologies pioneered by the government and turns them into cheap, reliable and robust industries." When the shuttle is finally retired after about three decades of service, the United States will be dependent on the Russian Soyuz to get our astronauts to the international space station, at a cost of $50 million per person. But under the new NASA plan, private industry will take over this capability within a few years, much more quickly than Constellation would have, and at a competitive price. The money saved will be plowed into research and development of robotic explorers that will act as precursors and technology demonstrators, paving the way for human exploration of the moon, asteroids and Mars. Additional funding has been committed to the development of advanced propulsion technology, which can bring down the cost of spaceflight. And the space station's lifespan will be extended several years, which in turn will increase the science yield and satisfy our international partners. This cooperative international effort is important as a model for how future large-scale missions will be organized and funded. In addition, money is being made available to both Earth and planetary science, which can help us understand climate change on our own world and the processes at work on some of the other worlds in our solar system. Over the past 15 years, I have gotten to know a lot of people at NASA while working on projects to advance space and ocean exploration. I've found that many, if not most, started as starry-eyed childhood dreamers. Maybe they loved science-fiction stories, with their promise of alien worlds, or maybe they were geeks like me, peering through a telescope in the back yard until their moms yelled again for them to come inside -- "It's a school night!" They grew up to become engineers, brilliant planetary scientists and steely-eyed missile men who collectively have pushed our human presence out to the moon and our robotic presence not just to Mars but also to the outer reaches of the solar system. I applaud President Obama's bold decision for NASA to focus on building a space exploration program that can drive innovation and provide inspiration for the world. This is the path that can make our dreams in space a reality. 
Solvency-DEEP SPACE

Commercial companies better handle deep space activities
Boaz 08

(David, executive vice president of the Cato Institute, September 15, “Space Privatization-from Cato to the BBC”, CATO Institute, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/space-privatization-from-cato-to-the-bbc/)
In the premier issue of BBC Knowledge, the Cambridge University astrophysicist Martin Rees makes several provocative arguments about manned space flight. They are: •The completion of the International Space Station (ISS) comes with a price tag of $50 billion, with the only profit being the cooperation with foreign partners. •There is no scientific, commercial, or military value in sending people to space. •Future expeditions to the Moon and beyond will only be politically and financially feasible if they are cut-price ventures. He concludes that fostering good relations with other countries is insufficient justification for the expenditures, and that NASA should move aside and allow the private sector to play a role in manned space flight. The cost of these activities must lessen if they are to continue, and that will only happen with a decrease or removal of government involvement. Rees observes that only NASA deals with science, planetary exploration, and astronauts, while the private sector is allowed to exploit space commercially for things such as telecommunications. However, there is no shortage of interest in space entrepreneurship: wealthy people with a track record of commercial achievement are yearning to get involved. Rees sees space probes plastered with commercial logos in the future, just as Formula One racers are now. Those ideas may sound radical, but not if you’ve been following the work of the Cato Institute. As long ago as 1986, Alan Pell Crawford wrote hopefully that “space commercialization … is a reality,” and looked forward to the country making progress toward a free market in space. The elimination of NASA was a recommendation in the Cato Handbook for Congress in 1999. Edward L. Hudgins, former editor of Regulation magazine, wrote a great deal about private options in space. In 1995, he testified before the House Committee on Appropriations that the government should move out of non-defense related space activities, noting the high costs and wastefulness incurred by NASA. In 2001, Hudgins wrote “A Plea for Private Cosmonauts,” in which he urged the United States to follow the Russians (!) in rediscovering the benefits of free markets after NASA refused to honor Dennis Tito’s request for a trip to the ISS. Hudgins testified again before the House in 2001, this time before the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. He noted that since the beginning of the Space Age, NASA has actively discouraged and barred many private space endeavors. This effectively works against the advancement and expansion of technology, while pushing out talent to foreign countries who court American scientists and researches to launch from their less-regulated facilities. In “Move Aside NASA,” Hudgins reported that neither the station nor the shuttle does much important science. This makes the price tag of $100 billion for the ISS, far above its original projected cost, unjustifiable. Michael Gough in 1997 argued that the space “shuttle is a bust scientifically and commercially” and that both successful and unsuccessful NASA programs have crowded out private explorers, eliminating the possibility of lessening those problems. Molly K. Macauley of Resources for the Future argued in the Summer 2003 issue of Regulation that legislators and regulators had failed to take into account “the ills of price regulation, government competition, or command-and-control management” in making laws for space exploration. We welcome the BBC and the Astronomer Royal to the cause of private, entrepreneurial exploration of the cosmos. Hat tip to Michael Gough and Diana Lopez.

Solvency-COLONIZATION/MANNED MISSIONS
Colonization and manned missions can be executed by private companies

Rees 09

Martin, Cambridge University astrophysicist and cosmologist, Astronomer Royal, Master of Trinity College, Cambridge, President of the Royal Society from 2005 to 2010, July 22, “Our next giant leap will need private backing”, The Times, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/guest_contributors/article6722405.ece)

Any of these motives could drive the first travellers to Mars, or the first long-term denizens of a lunar base. Manned spaceflight could be a lot cheaper if it were not state-funded or a multinational programme, but bankrolled privately. There have long been maverick dreamers with schemes for space exploits. Such enthusiasts now include wealthy people with genuine commercial and technical savvy. Companies funded by Jeff Bezos, of Amazon, and Elon Musk, the founder of PayPal, are developing new rockets. The recent “Google prize” to launch a robotic lunar lander is engaging many ingenious inventors, and leveraging far more money than the prize itself. Potential sponsors with an eye on posterity might note that Queen Isabella is now remembered primarily for her support of Columbus. If humans venture back to the Moon and beyond, they may carry commercial insignia rather than national flags. Perhaps future space probes will be plastered in logos, as Formula One racers are now. Perhaps “robo-wars” in space will be a lucrative spectator sport. Perhaps pioneer settlers in space communities will live (and even die) in front of a worldwide audience — the ultimate in “reality TV”. One plausible scenario would involve a permanently manned lunar base, pioneers on Mars, and perhaps small artificial habitats cruising the solar system, attaching themselves to asteroids or comets. 

Solvency-Jobs/Leadership
Supporting private space flight creates jobs and maintains space leadership
Richardson 2010 (Bill, governor of New Mexico, February 23, “Commercial Spaceflight: Creating 21st Century Jobs”, The Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/gov-bill-richardson/commercial-spaceflight-cr_b_473509.html)
Picture how different your life would be if commercial air travel didn't exist -- and imagine the millions of jobs that would vanish. Fortunately, commercial passenger aviation does exist and it exists because the U.S. government in the 1920s wisely decided to begin flying "air mail" on commercial airplanes, accelerating the growth of the entire passenger airline industry. President Obama's bold, new plan for NASA, announced earlier this month, makes an equally wise decision by promoting the growth of commercial spaceflight. This is a win-win decision; creating thousands of new high-tech jobs and helping America retain its leadership role in science and technology. President Obama's decision to invest in this growing industry comes at a perfect time. Entrepreneurial companies like Virgin Galactic, Scaled Composites, SpaceX, Sierra Nevada Space Systems, Masten Space Systems, Armadillo Aerospace, XCOR Aerospace, and Blue Origin are investing their own money, right now, to create new jobs across the nation, including my home state of New Mexico, as they roll out innovative space vehicles. Even the larger, more traditional firms that build launch vehicles for government satellite missions are throwing their hat into the ring to launch new commercial space activities. Commercial spaceflight represents the type of dynamic innovation that we need to create 21st century jobs. Indeed, commercial space companies are one of the few industries that have continued to hire people during the recession. Our modern economy depends on space -- it is woven into our social fabric, from bank transactions and weather forecasts that depend on satellite signals, to GPS and the latest overhead images by commercial spacecraft that will help us rebuild Haiti. America's commercial space industry can bring private investment to the table and enable government dollars to go much further in meeting our goals. Our nation's military already benefits from the use of commercial communications and remote sensing satellites, and trusts the commercial sector to launch critical military satellites on rockets designed and built commercially. Now NASA is poised to follow in the same direction by placing an emphasis on commercial space. In New Mexico, our support for commercial spaceflight is already reaping benefits. About 500 New Mexicans are now on the job, creating the first commercial spaceport in the world. Another 300 new jobs are expected this year. The spaceport is fulfilling its promise of inspiring young people to study math and science and developing our statewide economy. Our anchor tenant, Virgin Galactic, recently unveiled its completed, environmentally friendly spacecraft, and has over forty two million dollars deposited in reservations. The demand is there, and New Mexico will get its return on investment. Americans will get their return on investment, too. The excitement of commercial spaceflight is already inspiring kids to pursue careers in science and technology, something our nation desperately needs to remain competitive with emerging powers like China. Commercial space also offers an opportunity as Congress ponders how to create more jobs and cut the budget deficit. First, by partnering further with commercial industry; NASA can invest its limited tax dollars in new jobs and entire new industries. By lowering the price and increasing the frequency of human access to space, NASA astronauts, private explorers, and scientific ventures help strengthen the space economy. Second, it's vital that our space program be frugal while simultaneously producing more benefits for the American people. Commercial space will create immediate jobs, reduce costs, and allow NASA to do more with less. The government and private sector can work collaboratively to accelerate technology and innovation in space that will create a better tomorrow for all mankind. We have no time to waste -- in a few months the aging Space Shuttle will fly its final mission and America will be without a space vehicle for the first time in over three decades. I am pleased that President Obama and NASA chief Charlie Bolden have decided to promote commercial spaceflight -- let's get to work building this growing industry! The Wright Brothers would be proud.

Solvency: Space Leadership
Privatization solves space leadership

Stern 10 

(S. Alan Stern is an aerospace consultant and NASA's former associate administrator in charge of science. He chairs the Commercial Spaceflight Federation's Suborbital Applications Researchers Group, "Going commercial frees NASA for deeper space", 5/14/10, articles.orlandosentinel.com/2010-05-14/news/os-ed-alan-stern-spaceflight-051410-20100513_1_human-spaceflight-orbit-private-industry//avi)
To the contrary, there are many reasons that the development of private, commercial human spaceflight vehicles in the U.S. is desirable for the nation. These include: Competition-driven innovation and price pressure that commercial practices foster can only make human spaceflight ever more common and U.S. leadership in this domain ever clearer. The spin-off development of related commercial companies supporting space tourism, orbital research stations and future applications are pregnant with economic promise for aerospace industry and the United States. Thousands of high-paying jobs would be generated across the U.S. to support commercial space lines. Having a diverse suite of U.S. manned spaceflight systems to access space is inherently robust. It is only by freeing NASA from routine human transport to low-Earth orbit that we can afford to once again see American astronauts exploring distant worlds. For this reason, if Congress doesn't adopt the administration's more economical, commercial crew to low-Earth-orbit strategy, there is little chance we — rather than the Chinese, Russians and Indians — will be exploring worlds and making history in space in the future in coming decades.
Privatization is key to maintaining U.S. leadership in space
Stern 10
(S. Alan, aerospace consultant, former associate administrator for NASA, chairman of Suborbital Applications Researchers Group, May 14, "Going commercial frees NASA for deeper space", Orlando Sentinel, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2010-05-14/news/os-ed-alan-stern-spaceflight-051410-20100513_1_human-spaceflight-orbit-private-industry)

To the contrary, there are many reasons that the development of private, commercial human spaceflight vehicles in the U.S. is desirable for the nation. These include: Competition-driven innovation and price pressure that commercial practices foster can only make human spaceflight ever more common and U.S. leadership in this domain ever clearer. The spin-off development of related commercial companies supporting space tourism, orbital research stations and future applications are pregnant with economic promise for aerospace industry and the United States. Thousands of high-paying jobs would be generated across the U.S. to support commercial space lines. Having a diverse suite of U.S. manned spaceflight systems to access space is inherently robust. It is only by freeing NASA from routine human transport to low-Earth orbit that we can afford to once again see American astronauts exploring distant worlds. For this reason, if Congress doesn't adopt the administration's more economical, commercial crew to low-Earth-orbit strategy, there is little chance we — rather than the Chinese, Russians and Indians — will be exploring worlds and making history in space in the future in coming decades. What are we waiting for?
Privatization is key to maintaining U.S. leadership in space
Stern 10
(S. Alan, aerospace consultant, former associate administrator for NASA, chairman of Suborbital Applications Researchers Group, May 14, "Going commercial frees NASA for deeper space", Orlando Sentinel, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2010-05-14/news/os-ed-alan-stern-spaceflight-051410-20100513_1_human-spaceflight-orbit-private-industry)

Are governments the only entities that can build human spacecraft? No, actually every human spacecraft ever built for NASA was built by private industry. Is the scope of the investment required for human spaceflight too large for private industry? No — large Comsat constellations cost more than the commercial crew systems envisioned to take astronauts to and from low-Earth orbit. Of course, there are human lives at stake in space missions with crew, but commercial firms have lives at stake in industries as diverse as trucking, oil exploration, aviation and nuclear power. Why should space travel to destinations closer than most transcontinental airline flights, be considered so different? In fact, there really is no fundamental reason that human orbital transport to low-Earth orbit must remain the practice only of governments a full half-century after it began.
Without commercial spaceflight, the United States will lose its leadership in space

Griffin 2011 (Gerry, former director of NASA's Johnson Space Center in Houston, April 5, “U.S. mustn’t give up on space”, USA Today, 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/2011-04-06-column06_ST1_N.htm#)
•Without commercial spaceflight, NASA astronauts likely will not fly into space from American soil for years to come. An extended hiatus in U.S.-funded human spaceflight increases the risk of losing public interest and, perhaps, even more NASA funding. The time for commercial spaceflight is now, and Congress should approve the full budget $850 million request to ensure that we make transport to and from Earth orbit less expensive and more commonplace.

Solvency: Economy/Competitiveness
Private industry involvement solves economic growth and competitiveness—we only have to win partial solvency
Peterson 10

(G.P. Peterson is president of Georgia Tech, Washington Times, "PETERSON: Reinventing NASA", 4/23/10, www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/23/reinventing-nasa//avi)
To move beyond the moon will require new transportation architectures, propulsion systems and a host of other technological innovations. This new vision of U.S. space exploration encourages NASA to collaborate with academia, private industry and its international partners to design and develop these technologies, a challenge that couldn’t be more timely. A commitment to working with start-up companies to develop the technologies and hardware necessary for success will inspire and create a new generation of businesses and technology-focused jobs and will nurture and strengthen our top research institutions. With this new emphasis, NASA will return to its roots as an important catalyst for innovation and economic expansion for the U.S. economy. Aerospace companies aren’t created in a vacuum. The fundamental ideas and breakthroughs that form the core of these businesses are typically developed at research institutions, focused on fundamental science and commercializing the technologies developed. These institutions have historically served as the cradle of progress, providing opportunity in all sectors of our economy. In an almost prescient manner, the president’s budget request for NASA lays a foundation for future generations of technologists, engineers and scientists by committing to major new initiatives in education, from middle and high schools to the university and postgraduate level. One of the most exciting elements is a new graduate fellowship program - equivalent in stature to current opportunities from the National Science Foundation - that will enable 500 graduate students per year to develop new technologies and work at NASA research centers. This new attitude is truly reflective of the 21st century, engaging industry, academia and our international partners to work together and collaborate in order to reach once unimaginable goals. Space is a big place with many compelling destinations. Focusing NASA’s budget on the technology of space travel will unleash a host of new options for exploration well beyond Earth’s orbit. A future sojourn to the lunar regions - which admittedly is a worthy goal and still has plenty of terrain left to explore - could one day prove easy by comparison. The president has presented us with a difficult challenge, one that will push our definition of progress and the limits of our imagination. If we succeed - even partially - we will in the process have created exciting new industries and dynamic new traditions and will have re-established the United States as the premier center of innovation and technological development in the world.
Commercial spaceflight avoids spending-better for economy

Baker 10

(Diana, writer for Daily American, March 10, “U.S. should save money, not spend traveling to space”, Daily American, http://articles.dailyamerican.com/2010-03-10/news/29151520_1_space-exploration-outer-space-stimulus-funds//avi)

Despite the national economic crisis, the federal government continues to appropriate funds for exorbitantly expensive space exploration programs. Studying outer space is a never-ending task that will soak up American’s hard-earned tax dollars indefinitely. Aside from matters of national security, the United States government has absolutely no reason to fund space exploration. I concede that valuable scientific knowledge may be garnered from the pursuit, but I feel that private entrepreneurs should fund the quest for such knowledge. The United States government is undeniably in a state of crisis. Each day, the national debt soars higher and more signs of the faltering economy become evident. We are indebted to hostile foreign nations, and are acting in ways that will pass trillions of dollars in debt to our great-grandchildren. This dire situation calls for a serious cutback in the size of government and the budget. 

The private sector profits greatly with private spaceflight

Guterl 09

(Fred, writer for Newsweek, October 9, “A Private Space Shuttle”, Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/10/08/a-private-space-shuttle.html)

Virgin Galactic makes even bigger promises. Its tourist service will use a ship designed by Burt Rutan, who in 2004 won the $10 million X Prize for being the first private rocket builder to send a person out of the atmosphere. Rutan's design for Virgin has already made 16 test flights. A futuristic plane called the WhiteKnightTwo flies up to 15 kilometers, where the small SpaceShipOne continues on for another 95 kilometers into space. Because the ship is made of carbon composite materials and uses a novel hybrid rocket motor that burns both nitrous oxide and rubber, Virgin thinks it will be able to keep costs low and the environmental impact to a minimum. In addition to the tourism enterprise, it plans to start a commercial service in 2014 to launch small satellites for less than $3 million each—one 10th what it costs now. The service could be adapted to take crew members to the ISS, says president Will Whitehorn. A journey of six astronauts would cost less than $1.5 million. If Virgin and other commercial firms can deliver, Earth orbit will be far more accessible than it's ever been before. Although it would still be a stretch for all but the wealthiest people, costs could come down low enough to jump-start markets for tourism. Bigelow Aerospace, funded by real-estate mogul Robert Bigelow, is already designing orbital hotels; all the firm needs is a cheap way of getting to orbit and back. The big sticking point, however, will be safety. Even though NASA holds the safety of its crew paramount, it still hasn't been able to escape the occasional disaster, like the loss of the Columbia shuttle and its crew in 2003. Commercial firms will have to meet or exceed NASA's safety ratings by learning from its mistakes—the space shuttle is unreliable, in part, because its all-purpose design is overly complex. Private firms will have to use simple technologies designed for specific purposes. How well they can do so safely will become apparent over the next few years. A bigger question is what role private firms will play in going to the moon and beyond. So far, NASA has focused on the possibility of using private services to get astronauts to low Earth orbit, where the ISS and many satellites currently fly. To go to the moon and, eventually, Mars, NASA needs a bigger rocket capable of sending a crew, with equipment and supplies for a long-duration trip, beyond the tether of Earth's gravity. It might be able to entice commercial firms to undertake their own big rockets if there were some payoff down the road. There may be commercial opportunities on the moon; China, for instance, is interested in deposits of helium-3, a substance that could be used for nuclear fusion reactors back on Earth. Many seemingly ridiculous ideas for generating energy and beaming it back to Earth now seem much less so, thanks to the climate crisis.
Free market is a viable alternative
Allen 10
(JoAnne, correspondent for Reuters, February 2, “NASA picks 5 firms for commercial spaceflight plan”, Reuters, http://uk.reuters.com/article/2010/02/02/us-obama-space-grants-idUKTRE61157I20100202)

The U.S. space agency on Tuesday awarded $50 million in grants to five private firms in a first step to implement President Barack Obama's vision of turning over space transportation to the commercial sector. NASA Administrator Charles Bolden also deflected criticism by some U.S. lawmakers that Obama's proposal would topple the United States from its preeminent role in space exploration. "We are not abandoning human space flight by any stretch of the imagination, Bolden said at a news conference. "We are probably on a new course, but human space flight is in our DNA." Obama's budget plan, unveiled on Monday, scuttles the Constellation program, begun under former President George W. Bush to return humans to the moon and spends $6 billion over five years to develop commercial space transportation. Obama's NASA proposal hands over more space operations to the commercial sector, saying it will create thousands of new jobs and hold costs down. Some members of Congress promised a fight to save the symbolic but costly lunar program. Senator Richard Shelby, the senior Republican on the appropriations subcommittee handling NASA funding, called the Obama plan a "death march" for human space flight. Bolden said NASA teams were working on developing a new plan for exploration with the moon, Mars and asteroids as possible destinations, but no timetable has been set. "I think we're going to get there, perhaps, quicker than we would have done before," Bolden said, referring to the plan to partner with private industry. "We're departing from the model of the past, in which the government funded all human space activities," Bolden said. "This represents the entrance of the entrepreneurial mind-set into a field that is poised for rapid growth and new jobs." The firms selected by NASA to spur development of private sector manned spaceflight are: * Sierra Nevada Corp, Louisville, Co. $20 million * The Boeing Company, Houston $18 million * United Launch Alliance, Centennial Co. $6.7 million * Blue Origin, Kent, Wash. $3.7 million * Paragon Space Development Corp, Tucson $1.4 million NASA already has contracts with Space Exploration Technologies and Orbital Sciences Corp to deliver cargo to the International Space Station. SpaceX and other firms also are developing spaceships that can carry passengers to orbit and back.

AT: Safety

Private companies equal NASA in safety and performance
Gedmark 11

(John, Founding Executive Director of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation, June 20, “Commercial Spaceflight Federation Supports Use of Space Act Agreements”, Space Travel, http://www.space-travel.com/reports/Commercial_Spaceflight_Federation_Supports_Use_of_Space_Act_Agreements_999.html)

For the next phase of NASA's Commercial Crew Development Program, following CCDev Rounds 1 and 2, the Commercial Spaceflight Federation strongly supports the use of Space Act Agreements (SAAs) under NASA's Other Transaction Agreements (OTA) authority, rather than a Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR)-based approach. SAA's are the best means for NASA to support commercial development of systems to transport crew and cargo to the Space Station. Over the last 30 years, the Air Force and NASA have made numerous attempts to replace some of the capabilities of the Space Shuttle, such as satellite launch, cargo transport, and human transport. Examples include Ares I, COTS Cargo, Orbital Space Plane (OSP), VentureStar/X-33, Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV), National Launch System (NLS), and X-30/National Aerospace Plane (NASP). The contrast is stark: of these programs, only the programs that used OTAs resulted in new launch vehicles successfully flying to orbit. A primary example is the successful development of the two Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicles (EELVs) under Air Force OTAs with Boeing and Lockheed Martin. Both companies received $500 million from the government and contributed additional funds of their own. Both programs successfully met requirements levied by the federal government, and have since been used to launch our Nation's most critical national security space assets for nearly a decade. Another example is NASA's COTS Cargo development program, also conducted under an SAA/OTA, was the first NASA program since 1981 to result in a new launch vehicle and spacecraft successfully reaching orbit. Space Act Agreements embody a public-private partnership between both NASA and the company to develop a capability that is to be used for both government and private purposes. SAAs let companies focus on the most essential aspects of a program, meeting the requirements for performance and safety at a reduced cost.
Past events prove private spaceflight is safe

FAA 11

(Federal Aviation Administration, January, “Commercial Space Transportation: 2010 Year In Review”, http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/ast/media/2010%20Year%20in%20Review.pdf)
Overall, 23 commercial orbital launches occurred worldwide in 2010, representing 31 percent of the 74 total launches for the year. This marked a decrease from 2009, which saw 24 commercial orbital launches worldwide, out of a total of 78 launches Russia conducted 13 commercial launch campaigns in 2010, bringing its international commercial launch market share to 57 percent for the year. This was an increase from 2009, driven by an additional Soyuz and Proton launch and two more Dnepr launches. There were four FAA/AST-licensed orbital launches, accounting for 17 percent of the worldwide commercial launch market in 2010. Europe attained a 26 percent market share, conducting six commercial Ariane 5 launches. Of the 74 worldwide orbital launches, there were four launch failures, all of which were non-commercial launches. The first failure of the year was by an Indian GSLV Mark 2 launch vehicle, while attempting to launch the GSAT 4 telecommunications and navigation satellite to geosynchronous orbit (GEO) on April 14. The Korean KSLV 1 failed to launch a Korean low Earth orbit (LEO) atmospheric research satellite, STSAT 2B, on June 8. The third launch failure was a Proton M launch vehicle carrying three Russian Glonass navigation satellites on December 5. Finally, a second attempt by India to launch its GSLV rocket carrying Insat 4D GEO communications satellite also resulted in a failure on December 25.
AT: Trust
NASA trusts private companies

Powers 11

(Scott, writer for Orlando Sentinel, June 17, “NASA'S path to the future is 'clear,' panel says”, Orlando Sentinel, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2011-06-17/news/os-nasa-panel-beyond-shuttle-20110617_1_clear-path-nasa-authorization-bill-manned-spaceflight-program)
NASA has a "clear path" to the future and times will be good again one day at Kennedy Space Center — even though the 30-year space-shuttle program ends in July and the agency has not yet revealed the next goal for its manned spaceflight program. That was the unanimous opinion of a panel that included U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Florida and KSC Director Robert Cabana discussing what lies "beyond the shuttle" on Friday. They spoke in the first of a series of forums on Florida's future sponsored by the Orlando Sentinel and the University of Central Florida. "There is a perception that we do not have a clear path," Nelson said. "The fact is … there is a clear path forward." The path he described, laid out in the NASA authorization bill he co-sponsored last fall, involves: •Expectations that the budding commercial space flight program will blossom, largely at KSC, leading to cargo hauls to the International Space Station as early as late this year, and privately launched manned flights to the station as early as 2014.
Spending = NB

CP would avoid excessive government spending
Baker 10

(DIANNA BAKER, writer for Daily American, "U.S. should save money, not spend traveling to space", 3/10/10, articles.dailyamerican.com/2010-03-10/news/29151520_1_space-exploration-outer-space-stimulus-funds//avi)
Each day, the national debt soars higher and more signs of the faltering economy become evident. We are indebted to hostile foreign nations, and are acting in ways that will pass trillions of dollars in debt to our great-grandchildren. This dire situation calls for a serious cutback in the size of government and the budget. Despite the national economic crisis, the federal government continues to appropriate funds for exorbitantly expensive space exploration programs. Studying outer space is a never-ending task that will soak up American’s hard-earned tax dollars indefinitely. Aside from matters of national security, the United States government has absolutely no reason to fund space exploration. I concede that valuable scientific knowledge may be garnered from the pursuit, but I feel that private entrepreneurs should fund the quest for such knowledge. If more Americans were aware of the ways their tax dollars are currently allotted, I expect they would be outraged by the fiscal irrationality of space exploration. NASA.gov reports that the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s 2010 budget was $18.69 billion. Since the advancement of science is not a primary goal of our government, it is outrageous that such funds are appropriated to the administration. Recently, the Tribune Review reported $85 million in federal stimulus funds were allotted for the study of the space-related concept of dark energy. Dark energy is a highly ambiguous substance; scientists are not positive the material exists, and its existence will likely have no impact on the daily lives of Americans. It is nonsensical to direct economic stimulus funds to such a futile study. Perhaps the epitome of financial irresponsibility was the Mars Climate Orbiter disaster of 1999. CNN.com reports that confusion between English and metric measurements prompted a total loss of the $125 million mission. It is shameful that such a costly mission resulted in no scientific advancement. In summary, exploring outer space does not positively influence the daily lives of most Americans. Considering the ever-increasing costs of space programs, the federal government should turn over space exploration to the free market. Taxpayers deserve and expect to have their hard-earned monies directed to more relevant causes than probing for water on Mars.

Politics = NB
There’s no attention towards smaller projects

Carril 10

(Luis Fernández Carril is a graduate student working on a PhD in Science and Culture at the Instituto Tecnológico y de Estudios Superiores de Monterrey, "NASA’s breakdown or breakthrough?", 3/8/10, www.thespacereview.com/article/1578/1//avi)
The new fiscal year 2011 budget request for NASA, released last month, has caused immediate controversy. Most of the attention has been placed on the future of space exploration and the ending of very expensive projects. However, the budget proposal has been overlooked in other aspects. The future of NASA is up in the air. A new strategy has been proposed, and while for some the future is uncertain, for others it is a great opportunity for research and knowledge acquisition. The reactions after the NASA budget request was released have focused on the future of space exploration without regard of the science funding needed to get it done in the first place, as it has also been requested. Throughout 2009, NASA administrator Charles Bolden and the White House conducted a series of investigations regarding the future of the space agency. Three different commissions were set in motion to conduct investigations: the Review of US Human Space Flight Plans Committee (known as the Augustine Committee), the Institutional Readiness Project (IRP) for organizational changes, and a recently released report on Assessment of Selected Large-Scale Projects by the United States Government Accountability Office. All three reports lead to the recently proposed budget. The budget proposal sent by the President has created turmoil in the media, in Congress, and in the general public. Most of the attention has been devoted to plans to cancel the Constellation Program, started in 2004 by President George W. Bush through the Vision for Space Exploration. This means an end to the Ares rocket construction and the Orion crew capsule. Over $9 billion has already been invested in the project and a sudden cancelation has created concern and instant debate regarding the presidential proposal. Following the mentioned reports, the Obama administration proposes to continue with the retirement of the Space Shuttle, as originally planned, and to extend the life of the International Space Station (ISS) to 2020. With this, the US will not have a vehicle to send humans to the ISS other than through the Russians, while waiting for the development of rocket technologies by the private industry as proposed in the budget. An immediate rush of opinions arose the first week of February concerning the dismantlement of the Constellation project. The future of human space exploration is the primary issue of Congressional attention to date. To cancel Constellation, after $9 billion invested in it, and get nothing but a test flight using old technology, and to have an unproven path towards outsourcing NASA’s future in human space exploration is not to be taken lightly. It is hard to steer the wheel radically like the present administration intends to after such an enormous investment has been thrown away. However, NASA’s budget proposal for FY2011 includes much more than to scrap Constellation. Little attention has been placed on other aspects of the budget proposal. The investment placed on the ISS is actually a major issue. Assembly of the ISS is scheduled to be completed this year. It can and will be used to its full potential. Members of Congress should also pay attention to the science that will be practiced inside the ISS. It has been said that the future of space exploration is at risk, but the research practiced in zero gravity environments is also a big contribution to space exploration, as NASA noted in a press release last month:
Congress only cares about appropriating funds for new programs like the plan

Powell 9 

(STEWART M. POWELL, HOUSTON CHRONICLE, "Moon mission gets help in Congress", 12/21/09, www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/6780240.html//avi)
The little-noticed legislative maneuver could yield massive payoffs for the Houston area, which has tens of thousands of jobs tied to manned space exploration. The congressional action hands NASA supporters additional leverage in their behind-the-scenes campaign to persuade Obama to budget an extra $3 billion a year to finance the return of astronauts to the moon by 2020 rather than revamping — and cutting — the manned space effort. “Congress' commitment to our nation's human spaceflight program is unwavering with respect to the path we have already charted,” says Rep. Pete Olson, R-Sugar Land, whose congressional district includes Johnson Space Center. “The debate should not be if we are moving forward, but how we are going to pay for it.” Democrats in the House and Senate joined forces with Sen. Richard Shelby, R-Ala., in the end-of-year legislative avalanche to insert language into a must-sign spending package that requires the president to ask Congress for all the money that would be needed to adjust the scope or timetable of human spaceflight. None of the $18.7 billion given NASA to spend this year and in future years “shall be available for the termination or elimination” of any part of the Constellation program, the legislation declares, or to “create or initiate a new program” without “subsequent appropriations acts.” The language prevents the White House from using a common end-run presidents often employ: changing an existing federal program unilaterally and then asking Congress to “reprogram” existing funds to pay for it. Obama signed the language into law on Wednesday as part of a book-thick spending package providing $448 billion to departments and agencies throughout the federal government. The congressional action underscores that the next steps for the costly but politically popular space program must be “a collaborative effort between the Congress and the administration since Congress has the purse, the money,” says Sen. John Cornyn, R-San Antonio. White House quiet The White House and NASA will have to “convince enough key members of Congress of the wisdom of any changes,” added space historian John Logsdon, author of The Decision to Go to the Moon: Project Apollo and the National Interest. “That likely means showing how the changes will serve the interests of constituencies in Florida, Alabama, and Texas — at least in the long run.” Those three states have huge stakes in manned space operations, with Florida's Kennedy Space Center handling launches, Alabama's Marshall Space Flight Center handling propulsion and Houston's Johnson Space Center handling mission control. Obama met with NASA administrator Charlie Bolden, a former astronaut and retired Marine Corps general, on Wednesday to discuss his plans “against a backdrop of serious challenges with the existing program,” said White House spokesman Nicholas Shapiro. White House officials declined to address the impact of the congressional language or outline Obama's timetable for rolling out his own plan for manned space operations. His blueprint is expected as part of his budget request in February for the 2011 fiscal year. Party-line vote Congress' latest move reflects deepening intervention, with “a trend over the last several years for the Senate in particular to be more directive,” says Scott Pace, a former NASA executive directing the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University. Congress, for example, has forced NASA to triple the number of separate appropriation accounts under congressional scrutiny to give lawmakers deeper line-by-line authority over spending. Despite the stakes, the congressional constraints on the president's maneuvering room were adopted on largely party-line votes, with Democrats joined by only three Republicans in the Senate and none in the House. Texas' two Republican senators — Kay Bailey Hutchison and Cornyn — voted against the measure in part because of opposition to federal spending in other areas. Six Texas Republicans representing House districts in the greater Houston area also voted against the constraints. Three Houston-area Democrats backed the measure. “Although funding was restored to the president's request for NASA, it is still not enough for a robust human spaceflight program,” said Olson, the freshman lawmaker whose district includes JSC. “That fact, combined with all of the misguided programs and increases throughout the entire bill prevented me from voting for it.” Over the years, Congress has had little hesitation in telling federal agencies — particularly the Pentagon — how and where to spend money, often in the districts of powerful lawmakers. “This is normal American politics,” says space historian Logsdon. “It is just a bit more visible than usual because the stakes for the space program are so high.”
The core controversy on space is over big-ticket expensive programs—small incentives don’t apply

Pasztor 10

(ANDY PASZTOR, Wall Street Journal, "NASA Gets Flak on New Course", 3/1/10, online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704089904575093913217247250.html//avi)
Last week's controversy extends well beyond personalities. A good deal of the disagreement reflects lawmakers looking to protect thousands of local federal and contractor jobs, after being blindsided by last-minute White House decisions seeking to cancel existing multi-billion-dollar NASA programs. The debate has created warring factions inside NASA, according to people familiar with the details, pitting high-level program managers against each other and prompting maneuvers to save traditional, big-ticket programs by quietly enlisting allies among established aerospace contractors and in Congress. Some critics fault Mr. Bolden for failing to alert industry executives and congressional leaders about the abrupt change in direction. Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, the Arizona Democrat who chairs a Science subcommittee that oversees NASA, said last week that proposing such dramatic changes "without consulting with members [of Congress], without talking to the defense industry [and] without building a coalition...is hard to stomach." Even some staunch champions of privately developed human spacecraft question some of NASA's latest goals.Renowned engineer and aerospace pioneer Burt Rutan last week sent a letter to lawmakers expressing concern that commercial entrepreneurs didn't have the incentives to take astronauts beyond low-earth orbit. In an email on Friday, Mr. Rutan elaborated by saying that for decades NASA hasn't developed any new manned spacecraft, and "the new plan almost guarantees another decade or two of the same behavior." Inside and outside NASA, there already are indications that Mr. Bolden and White House officials may have to accept compromises sharply reducing the $6 billion, five-year plan they proposed to kick-start commercial human spaceflight. Sen. Bill Nelson, a Florida Democrat who is personally close to Mr. Bolden and played a major role in helping him become NASA administrator, suggested last week that lawmakers were likely to continue funding certain government heavy-lift rocket endeavors that the White House wants to scrap. NASA's critics could persevere partly because Congress previously adopted language prohibiting Mr. Bolden from modifying, canceling or starting major programs without first getting explicit legislative approval. Criticism of Mr. Bolden's actions came from unexpected directions. Various lawmakers typically supportive of NASA requests said they were "floored" or shocked by the budget package. 
***Aff Answers

Links to Poltics: General
Privatizing space is unpopular in Congress
Associated Press 10 
(Seth Borenstein and Alice Chang, "Obama: Outsource outer space", 1/31/10, www.lacp.org/2010-Articles-Main/020110-OutsourceOuterSpace.htm//avi)
The Obama administration today will propose in its new budget spending billions of dollars to encourage private companies to build, launch and operate spacecraft for NASA and others. Uncle Sam would buy its astronauts a ride into space just like hopping in a taxi.
The idea is that getting astronauts into orbit, which NASA has been doing for 49 years, is getting to be so old hat that someone other than the government can do it. It's no longer really the Right Stuff. Going private would free the space agency to do other things, such as explore beyond Earth's orbit, do more research and study the Earth with better satellites. And it would spur a new generation of private companies - even some with Internet roots - to innovate.

But there's some concern about that - from former NASA officials worried about safety and from congressional leaders worried about lost jobs. Some believe space is still a tough, dangerous enterprise not to be left to private companies out for a buck. Government would lose vital knowledge and control, critics fear. 

Prizes Links to Politics
Funding prizes is unpopular in Congress

Whittington 11 

(Mark R. Whittington is the author of Children of Apollo and The Last Moonwalker, "Newt Gingrich Prefers Space Prizes Over NASA Projects to Continue Exploration", 5/12/11, news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110512/pl_ac/8463287_newt_gingrich_prefers_space_prizes_over_nasa_projects_to_continue_exploration//avi)
First, there is the problem of getting Congress to approve it. Congress has chronically underfunded the Centennial Challenge program, which costs just tens of millions. Asking Congress to appropriate and leave aside as much as $25 billion may be asking too much of the political culture. 

Congress hates Centennial Challenges

Berger 4
(Brian Berger, Space News Staff Writer, "Financial Request for NASA's Centennial Challenge Goes Back to Congress", 6/25/04, www.space.com/186-financial-request-nasa-centennial-challenge-congress.html//avi)
But Democrats on the subcommittee, including Reps. Nick Lampson, Sheila Jackson Lee and Bernice Johnson (all from Texas), expressed reservations about relying on prize money to spur technological innovation. "While establishment of a NASA prize program is certainly worth considering, we should not be lulled into thinking that it is any substitute for providing adequate funding for NASA's R&D programs," said Lampson, the subcommittee's ranking Democrat. Lampson and Jackson Lee also raised questions about how the prize money would be treated by congressional appropriators and other budgeteers. Congressional sources told Space News that appropriators on both sides of the political aisle are less than enthusiastic about the prospect of giving NASA so-called no year money. As one Republican staffer pointed out, Centennial Challenges would require lawmakers to chose between funding a concrete request and appropriating federal funds for a prize that might never be awarded. 
AT: Doesn’t Go through Congress
Large prizes require Congressional approval

Leatherwood 4 (G.B. Leatherwood, writer for Space Future, "New NASA Program: The Centennial Challenge", 7/14/04, www.spacefuture.com/journal/journal.cgi?art=2004.07.14.centennial_challenge//avi)
Still to be approved is the budget for the program. Current budget allotments may permit award of prizes up to $250,000 by the end of calendar year 2004, but continuing funds and authorization for larger prizes (possibly up to $30 million) will depend on US Congressional approval. A partnership relationship with private investors is being actively explored as one avenue of funding. "However," Sponberg says, " we will make sure that anyone partnering with us in the funding will not be a competitor for prizes in the same field as the partnership."

Prizes Fail
Even with prizes private space efforts fail
Whittington 11 

(Mark R. Whittington is the author of Children of Apollo and The Last Moonwalker, "Newt Gingrich Prefers Space Prizes Over NASA Projects to Continue Exploration", 5/12/11, news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110512/pl_ac/8463287_newt_gingrich_prefers_space_prizes_over_nasa_projects_to_continue_exploration//avi)
Second, there is a question of whether even $20 billion and $5 billion are adequate incentives to jump start a private space race to Mars and the Moon respectively. Boasting of certain space entrepreneurs aside, cis-lunar and interplanetary flight are orders of magnitude more challenging than even launching people into low Earth orbit. A $50 million orbital space prize offered by Bigelow Aerospace went with no takers. Current commercial orbital space efforts are dependent on massive government subsidies and promise of lucrative government contracts.
NASA has no access to space—this makes failure inevitable
Hill 4 

(Tom Hill is an aerospace engineer working with weather satellites. His book, Space: What Now? is scheduled for publication in December, "Beware prize fatigue", 6/28/04, www.thespacereview.com/article/172/1//avi)
No matter what the project, one fact that remains is that a ride into orbit is the biggest hurdle for the sample-return mission and others like it, with the cheapest launch opportunities lying outside The United States, off-limits for the prize competition. NASA’s stated that they’re trying to get prize rules written to allow launches on foreign vehicles, which opens the prospect of relatively cheap flights to LEO but also raises the specter of export control regulations on a prize-competing spacecraft. Is this starting to sound like an old-fashioned NASA project yet?
There’s no source of income
Hill 4 

(Tom Hill is an aerospace engineer working with weather satellites. His book, Space: What Now? is scheduled for publication in December, "Beware prize fatigue", 6/28/04, www.thespacereview.com/article/172/1//avi)
Perhaps the criteria for the differences between a “spectacular” and a “mundane” prize are the promises of a free-standing business venture after said prize is won. For example, Burt Rutan and Paul Allen have already created a company to take SpaceShipOne’s technology forward in the case they like the answers they get about operations and maintenance costs for their experimental project. Assuming that the technical and regulatory hurdles remaining for the venture are cleared, an optimistic viewpoint is that they could be flying paying customers by the end of this year. In the case of a sample return capsule from low Earth orbit, the only viable source of income right now is a government-run, partially-completed, undermanned international project known as the ISS. It’s possible that another station will fly in the coming years, but can a sample-return capsule production business survive the intervening years between winning a prize and selling their services to a possible commercial station without continuing business from the existing station?

Prizes will be diluted

Hill 4 

(Tom Hill is an aerospace engineer working with weather satellites. His book, Space: What Now? is scheduled for publication in December, "Beware prize fatigue", 6/28/04, www.thespacereview.com/article/172/1//avi)
Another factor that NASA must contend with is something I call prize fatigue. This will come into play when there are dozens of small prizes available for competition, diluting the number of inventors/entrepreneurs and news agencies interested in each particular prize. It’s true that more than 20 teams showed varying progress vying for the X Prize, but how many are going to turn out for an astronaut glove improvement prize? How will the numbers change when there are simultaneous prizes for aerocapture demonstrations and sample return missions from the Earth going on? We’ll have to see. Of course, one of the advantages of prizes is that no money is paid unless the prize is won. That sounds great in theory, but how many managers want to run a program where the stated goal is to give out prizes, and only 10% of the prizes are being won or competed for? This is another area where the old-school aerospace/government mindset may detract from the lofty goals of Centennial Challenges.

Government Key
Privatization is impossible without NASA

Hickam 7

(Homer Hickam is an engineer, former NASA designer and astronaut trainer, "NASA vs. the far-out space nuts", 10/3/07, www.latimes.com/la-op-dustup3oct03,0,4382440.story//avi)
What I'm getting at is that even with my libertarian tendencies, I see a place for federal agencies like NASA to use public funds to accomplish great technological things that are necessary to keep us a great and modern country but that private enterprise simply can't do. Energy is one of those areas (fusion energy and clean-burning coal technology should be national priorities). Another is transportation (the interstate and high-speed rail), and so is pure scientific research in areas that help us understand our planet and ourselves even if they never have any commercial application (e.g. studying the fumaroles at the bottom of the ocean). In NASA's case, the few coins of the public purse the agency gets are for the express purpose of building the machines that will allow us to go into, explore and ultimately live in space. Private enterprise has some interest in seeing that dream accomplished, but the technology to make it happen — beyond brief Rutan-like jumps into space — is currently beyond its capability or interest. NASA has to prime the commercial pump by creating big technology and then handing it over. We have a history of doing that kind of thing, so we know it works. The old Army arsenal system, for instance, invented new ordnance for decades using knowledge and craftsmen not available to normal commerce. An example is the famous World War II-era M-1 Garand, which was a federal arsenal design. So rather than being an impediment, NASA can and should be the driver of commerce, the provider of the technology necessary to make some big money in space. The truth is that private enterprise already has a huge presence up there. It's not NASA but commercial companies that send all those communications satellites rocketing aloft to the tune of billions of dollars of profits every year. Boeing, LockMart and hundreds of other companies, large and small, work in the space business, and they also create new techniques and technology; but they'd be nowhere if NASA and the Department of Defense hadn't shown the way by funding the first big rockets and satellites. And commercial companies will stay where they are unless these same agencies build the big, new machines to take us farther out. In other words, as far as science and technology are concerned, government and commerce have a symbiotic relationship. Of course, it's best when you have a government that knows when to get out of the way. That sometimes requires a little bureaucratic head-knocking, but I'm sure Congress is up to the task. Well, I'm not sure, considering who's running that show in Washington; but I'm ever hopeful anyway. I guess that's why they call me the Rocket Boy.
Government research is a prerequisite
Wall 10

Mike, Space.com senior writer, October 30, “Want to Mine the Solar System? Start With the Moon”, Space.com, http://www.space.com/9430-solar-system-start-moon.html

Most panelists agreed that economics will ultimately drive such extractive enterprises. Private industry, rather than government, will be doing most of the heavy lifting. However, government leadership and investment will likely be needed to get these businesses off the ground, several panelists said. Some people in the aerospace industry are skeptical about the feasibility of extraterrestrial mining operations, Spudis said. To get them onboard, government should demonstrate the necessary technologies and know-how. "Let the government lead the way, and let the private sector follow," Spudis said. Government could also prime the pump for private industry, some panelists said, spurring demand for rocket fuel sold from orbiting filling stations. "An appropriate government investment can catalyze it," Greason said. "Government shows the initial demand and the private sector figures out how to provide the supply." The panel agreed about the transformative potential of extraterrestrial resource extraction. Once business gets a foothold in space, and it becomes obvious how much money there is to be made, space will open up to humanity. The sky is no longer the limit. "Once you do that, you have economic escape velocity," Greason said. "If we can get there, the stars are ours."

Private technology isn’t stable—government research is key
AFP 10 
(Agence France-Presse, "Private industry in space a risky, slow business: experts", 2/3/10, www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jBukIQI6Wq7frEdCLRiBKq-7j3GA//avi)
WASHINGTON — NASA's plan for the private sector to build spacecraft to fly astronauts to the International Space Station is a high-risk undertaking that won't show results for years, experts said. The abrupt shift "harnesses our nation's entrepreneurial energies, and will create thousands of new jobs," the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy said in a statement issued as the budget for the fiscal year that begins October 1 was unveiled Monday. It also reflects a key recommendation made by the high-level Augustine Commission, which President Barack Obama set up last year to review US human space flight plans and come up with a successor to the space shuttle, which winds down in late 2010 after nearly 30 years of service. The US space agency's plan to turn manned space flight over to private enterprise was met with a less-than-enthusiastic reception in some quarters. Obama has "accepted the move to put our human access to space on a commercial footing, with great uncertainty as to safety, schedule and cost," wrote four-time space shuttle astronaut Tom Jones in the magazine Popular Mechanics. John Logsdon, former head of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, said critics of the new policy were "mainly concerned about safety." Similar concerns about commercially built space vehicles figured high up in a report issued last month by the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel (ASAP). "No manufacturer of commercial orbital transportation services is currently qualified for human-rating requirements, despite some claims and beliefs to the contrary," ASAP's panel of independent experts said. The annual report also warned it would be "unwise" to drop NASA's Ares 1 rocket, part of the costly Constellation project that was effectively killed by the budget plans, and hand over the ferrying of astronauts to the ISS to private industry. ASAP was set up by Congress in 1967 after a flash fire ripped through a command module during a launch pad test of the Apollo/Saturn space vehicle, killing three astronauts on board. Elon Musk, chief executive of SpaceX, one of the new generation of privately-owned companies with an eye on space, ripped into the ASAP report as "random speculation." "If they are to say such things, then they ought to say it on the basis of data, not on random speculation," Musk, whose eight-year-old company has built and tested a launcher, said in an interview with Spaceflight Now. Charles Precourt, former chief of NASA's astronaut corps and now an executive at aerospace and defense firm Alliant Techsystems, said in The Wall Street Journal that farming out large portions of the manned space program to private firms would be an "extremely high risk" path. Putting all of NASA's spacecraft-building eggs in the basket of private industry was foolhardy, former astronaut Tom Jones said. "Betting our nation's sole access to space on industry's ability to replicate 50 years of NASA experience on the fly is unwise. NASA should fly a new crewed spacecraft as quickly as possible, then move to commercial firms once they have a proven record of reliable cargo services," he wrote. 

No Incentive

No profit motive-private companies will lose money

Gagnon 3
Bruce, former coordinator of the Florida Coalition for Peace and Justice, co-founder and coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, July 26, “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1
Gagnon states, “As the privateers move into space...they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars.” If only this were viable, I would have a much easier time arguing for colonization. There are not too many things worth $10,000/pound in propellant to get something back from the Moon or more from Mars. Gold weighs in at $6,250/pound. Even Helium-3 (3He) does not fit the bill. Let’s wait for someone to have a commercially viable reactor before we invest in going to the Moon to extract the 3He on a large scale.

Privatization Causes Debris
Privatization increases space debris
Gagnon 3
Bruce, former coordinator of the Florida Coalition for Peace and Justice, co-founder and coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, July 26, “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict”,http://www.space4peace.org/articles/road_to_conflict.htm 

We've all probably heard about the growing problem of space junk where over 100,000 bits of debris are now tracked on the radar screens at NORAD in Colorado as they orbit the earth at 18,000 m.p.h.  Several space shuttles have been nicked by bits of debris in the past resulting in cracked windshields.  The International Space Station (ISS) recently was moved to a higher orbit because space junk was coming dangerously close.  Some space writers have predicted that the ISS will one day be destroyed by debris. As we see a flurry of launches by private space corporations the chances of accidents, and thus more debris, becomes a serious reality to consider.  Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space.  The time as certainly come for a global discussion about how we treat the sensitive environment called space before it is too late. 

No Savings
Privatization does not save money-causes expensive militarization
Gagnon 3
Bruce, former coordinator of the Florida Coalition for Peace and Justice, co-founder and coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, July 26, “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict”,http://www.space4peace.org/articles/road_to_conflict.htm 

Plans are now underway to make space the next "conflict zone" where corporations intend to control resources and maximize profit.  The so-called private "space pioneers" are the first step in this new direction.  And ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the "shipping lanes" on and off the planet Earth. After Columbus returned to Spainwith the news that he had discovered the "new world," Queen Isabella began the 100 year process to create the Spanish Armada to protect the new "interests and investments" around the world.  This helped create the global war system. Privatization does not mean that the taxpayer won't be paying any more.  Privatization really means that profits will be privatized.  Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit.  Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new "frontier" of conflict is created.
Accidents Bad
Any accidents will destroy the private industry

Greenfieldboyce 11

(Nell, KQED News, "NASA Prepares For Risks In Private Space Travel", 1/28/11, www.kqed.org/news/story/2011/01/28/42908/nasa_prepares_for_risks_in_private_space_travel?source=npr&category=science//avi)
But a deadly accident like Challenger could have serious ramifications for the fledgling commercial space industry as it tries to take over the job of ferrying astronauts up to low Earth orbit and the International Space Station. Any accident would probably result in a long investigation and spaceflights being grounded — after Challenger and Columbia, it was years before the shuttles flew again. What would that do to a private company? "A lot depends on how the private company reacts, and a lot of it depends on the root cause of the failure," says Ken Bowersox, a former NASA astronaut who now works on safety issues for SpaceX, one of the private companies vying to someday take NASA astronauts and other paying customers to orbit. "But you can imagine that any company in that situation would have a lot of pressure on it," says Bowersox. NASA would also be under scrutiny, even if it didn't own the spacecraft carrying its astronauts, says Ed Mango, who heads the space transportation planning office at Kennedy Space Center in Florida. For a few years after the space shuttles become museum exhibits, NASA astronauts will get to space on Russian Soyuz capsules. But Mango says that by around 2015 or 2016, it's possible that astronauts could be riding on the outer space version of rental cars — spacecraft designed and owned not by NASA but by private companies. Even if that happens, though, "the responsibility for the mission is still ultimately accountable to NASA," Mango says. "And if the vehicle does not fly right, then we will be held accountable for what has happened." Designing To NASA's Standards So NASA has been preparing a list of safety standards that a private spaceship would have to meet before any NASA astronaut climbs onboard. Some space industry watchers have criticized a draft of these standards as being too onerous. But Bowersox says his company is just glad to finally get this guidance from NASA. "Safety is our No. 1 priority at SpaceX when it comes to building our rockets," he says. An unmanned test version of the SpaceX capsule has already launched, orbited Earth and returned as planned. If the company has a number of successful missions carrying cargo, people could be next. And just because the SpaceX rocket ship is designed to be cheap, that doesn't mean it won't be safe, says Bowersox. "Let's look at a Ferrari and a Honda Civic," he says. "They're greatly different in cost, but would you say that the little economy cars are less safe or more safe than the Ferrari?" Other companies, such as Orbital Sciences Corporation of Virginia, also hope to soon offer crew launching services for NASA. Handling A Disaster Mango says government officials are discussing what might need to be done to ensure that a commercial space company could financially survive the aftermath of a disaster, if NASA had come to depend on its launch services for astronauts. "In general, we are looking at that," says Mango. "We don't have a solution that's pounded flat. We are looking at it." It's unclear how the public would feel about a major disaster with a private spaceship, if people started riding them. John Logsdon, a space policy expert with George Washington University, says if an accident occurred during some of the first commercial trips up, it might create doubt about whether private companies can really manage the risks of human spaceflight 
Other: Generic Politics Link

Space policy is massively unpopular

Whittington 11 

(Mark R. Whittington is the author of Children of Apollo and The Last Moonwalker. He has written on space subjects for a variety of periodicals, including The Houston Chronicle, The Washington Post, USA Today, the L.A. Times, and The Weekly Standard., "Is Apollo Still a Valid Model to Explore Space 50 Years After JFK's Speech?”, 5/24/11, news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110524/pl_ac/8531671_is_apollo_still_a_valid_model_to_explore_space_50_years_after_jfks_speech//avi)
Large scale, expensive space projects need to be nurtured and protected from the inevitable political opposition and tendency to change things in mid stream. Lyndon Johnson provided that service to see Apollo through. The first Bush could not manage to save his space exploration program from Congressional budget cutters. The second Bush succeeded a little better, but faltered when it came to ensuring sufficient funding over several years. Oddly enough, the tendency to announce space policy and then not see it through has afflicted President Obama as well. His abrupt cancellation of the Constellation program has gotten a hostile reception in the Congress. Even some of the most fervent supporters of the Obama policy suggest that it will be changed by the next president. And when the next president makes that change, he or she needs to learn the lesson of the why the Apollo model worked for Kennedy and not for either Bush. It is not because of the Cold War or lack thereof. It was because of the lack of follow through. If the next president proposes to return to the Moon, he or she needs to be prepared for years of cajoling, threatening, bargaining, and back room dealing. It is only thus that great things like going to the Moon get accomplished in Washington.
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