***SOLVENCY
ISS Fails F/L
Any possible function of the ISS doesn’t work or could be solved by an alternative
Launius 08 – chief historian of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (Roger D., “Space stations for the United States: An idea whose time has come—and gone?,” Acta Astronautica, 4/17/08, sciencedirect)
9. Reconsidering the rationale for the space station

Even as these efforts continued, much of the discussion of ISS had devolved into a debate over questions of mismanagement, cost, and purpose. That last question, concerning purpose, has proven the most contentious [45]. It appears that space stations, which had so dominated thinking about human space exploration throughout the twentieth century, would be overcome by events in the new century. Always space stations had been envisioned as launching points for any mission to the Moon of to Mars. Using the space station as a base camp, according to this thought process, humanity would be able to return to the Moon and establish a permanent human presence there. Using the space station as a waypoint above the gravity well, it would no longer be quite so hard to go elsewhere in the solar system. But it quickly became apparent that ISS, with its 


51 inclination orbit and spare capabilities, would have limited usefulness for that purpose [46].

At the same time, the expectation that ISS would become a centerpiece of research in orbit, what some have referred to as an “NIH in space,” held certain attraction at least for a time. Who knew what manner of bio-technical discoveries might spring from research conducted there? Others have emphasized the station's significance as a laboratory for the physical sciences, with materials processing in microgravity the chief research effort. Still others suggested that human factors research might gain a leap forward because of the work on ISS, simply because data about changes to the bodies of astronauts engaging in long duration spaceflight would expand the base of scientific knowledge. Finally, some have contended that ISS offered a platform for greater scientific understanding of the universe, especially about the origins and evolution of the Sun and the planets of this solar system. Those four scientific endeavors—bio-tech research, materials science, human factors, and space science—represented a panoply of scientific opportunities once ballyhooed by advocates of the ISS [47].

The expectation of path-breaking research on-orbit continues to abound. In 2001 Representative Ralph M. Hall (then Democrat-Texas), speaking at the American Astronautical Society's Goddard Memorial Symposium, commented that while elements of ISS had been launched and crews placed aboard, he questioned NASA's resolve to utilize this new capability. He challenged NASA, “After all of the taxpayer dollars that have been invested in the Space Station, we will need to ensure that we wind up with the world-class research facility that we have been promised.” As an aside to his prepared remarks, Hall added that NASA had better find a way to use the ISS effectively. He said that some astounding scientific discovery should be forthcoming—he specifically mentioned a cure for cancer—or the program could rapidly lose political support [48].

It looks like this happened only five years into the new century. Even the NASA administrator has called ISS, along with the Space Shuttle, a “mistake.” As reported in a page one story in USA Today on September 29, 2005, Mike Griffin said, “It is now commonly accepted that [shuttle and station] was not the right path,…We are now trying to change the path while doing as little damage as we can.” Seemingly, ISS is irrelevant to NASA's task of exploring beyond Earth orbit. But how do we change the path? Does it involve quietly withdrawing the resources necessary to utilize ISS and reprogramming it for other purposes? Does it involve turning ISS over to another entity? Does it involve both of those options and perhaps others? [49].

Avoiding a debacle concerning the utilization of ISS will require dealing with four major factors currently limiting use. The first is the problem of space access. With the Space Shuttle fleet grounded through the summer of 2005 following the Columbia accident of February 1, 2003, reaching ISS became a task not without difficulties. The shuttle provided enormous capability to bring cargo and equipment to ISS, to say nothing of the components for completing it, and offered as much as a 20,000 pound down-mass capability in any return to Earth. Its hiatus meant that the crew complement shrunk by one-third and the ability to move experiments and other components to and from ISS was limited to Soyuz capsules and Progress resupply modules. That problem did abate when the shuttle returned to on-going flights in 2005, but with the prospect of the shuttle's retirement a long-term issue looms on the horizon. Second, crew time on orbit is another limiting factor, and one closely related to the access issue. Aggressively working to ensure a larger crew aboard ISS, and maximizing their time to support research activities, is a prudent course. Third, the development of experiments and funding available to conduct them should take a higher priority place at NASA than is presently the case. Even understanding the very real limitations of funding for science vis-à-vis other critical priorities, it is important that NASA make a good-faith effort to make ISS a world-class research facility as it has promised for more than two decades. Finally, there are on-going bureaucratic challenges, some of them relating to international commitments, some domestic that require continuing diligence [50].

At a fundamental level, notwithstanding Ralph Hall's quixotic call for curing cancer, the spaceflight community cannot abandon serious efforts to utilize ISS. It plays into the hands of those who advocate a zeroing out of the human spaceflight effort in the United States. As the New York Times editorialized on November 25, 2001: “in truth, it has never been clear just what science needs to be done on a permanently manned platform in space as opposed to an unmanned platform or an earthbound facility” [51]. If humanity uses the space station neither as a base camp to go elsewhere nor as a facility for research, just what then is its purpose?

Ext – Launch Problems
Multiple reasons for no solvency—launch problems and uncertain future prevent maximization of ISS facilities 

GAO 09 (United States Government Accountability Office, “INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION: Significant Challenges May Limit Onboard Research,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d109.pdf)
NASA faces several significant challenges that may impede efforts to maximize utilization of all ISS research facilities, including: • the impending retirement of the Space Shuttle in 2010 and reduced launch capabilities for transporting ISS research cargo once the shuttle retires, • high costs for launches and no dedicated funding to support research, • limited time available for research due to the fixed size of crew and competing demands for the crew’s time, and • an uncertain future for the ISS beyond 2015.
Launch vehicles make solvency impossible—too weak and only can hold small amount of crew members 

GAO 08 (“NASA Challenges in Completing and Sustaining the International Space Station,” http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=gao&docid=f:d08581t.pdf)
In addition to potential development challenges, the international partner vehicles have constraints in terms of what they can take to and from the ISS in comparison to the shuttle. NASA’s current plans to manage the gap after the shuttle retirement do not take into account the possibility of delays in the development of these vehicles, and even if they do come on line on time, NASA officials estimate that there will be a significant shortfall to the ISS of at least 114,199 pounds (or 51.8 metric tons) in cargo re-supply capability. These vehicles were designed to augment the capabilities of the shuttle and have significantly less capability to deliver cargo to the ISS. The shuttle can carry a maximum cargo of close to 38,000 pounds (17,175 kg.). In comparison, the European ATV’s maximum capability is 16,535 pounds (7,500 kg.) and the Japanese HTV’s average capability is 13,228 pounds (6,000 kg.). The HTV and ATV are expendable vehicles. NASA can use them for trash removal, but cannot carry cargo or scientific experiments back to earth because the vehicles disintegrate when re-entering the atmosphere. The Russian Progress and Soyuz vehicles also have very limited cargo capacity. For example, the Progress has an average capability of 5,732 pounds (2,600 kg.)—roughly one-seventh the shuttle’s capability. The Progress, like the ATV and HTV, is an expendable vehicle. The Soyuz can transport three crew persons to the ISS and can serve as a rescue vehicle capable of taking three crew members back to earth. Unlike the ATV and HTV, the Soyuz does have the capacity to bring down cargo—roughly 132 pounds (60 kg.). NASA officials have stated that until NASA deploys its new crew exploration vehicles or commercial vehicles become available, NASA will be dependent on the Russian vehicles for crew transportation services and on the Japanese and European vehicles for limited cargo services whenever they become available.

Ext – Qualified Astronauts
Qualified ISS astronauts are limited—even if they increase missions to the space station they wont be able to solve because no one can do the missions 
GAO 09 (United States Government Accountability Office, “INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION: Significant Challenges May Limit Onboard Research,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d109.pdf)
Because of internal restructuring in the recent past, NASA has decentralized its expertise in key scientific disciplines germane to ISS research, and a small number of personnel ultimately left the agency. According to congressional testimony given by an ISS researcher and according to others we spoke with, NASA has reassigned a number of experts within the agency whose experience would have been helpful for biological and microgravity research on board the ISS. Specifically, in the mid-1990s, NASA began making cuts to its gravitational biology program, and in 2004, it merged its Office of Biological and Physical Research, including the Physical Sciences Division, into ESMD. NASA ultimately eliminated research in these areas that was not deemed essential to achieving the Vision. Though NASA may have decided that these experts were not necessary based on its new internal direction in research goals, lack of these personnel complicates supporting other researchers using the available ISS research facilities and conducting research separate from NASA’s goals. For example, according to a senior official from the nonprofit USRA, NASA has a contract with USRA at Glenn Space Center to assist researchers conducting studies at the National Center for Microgravity Research because NASA no longer has the broad base of scientific experts available to provide this service to potential microgravity researchers. NASA directs other users to implementation partners, or companies that have scientific and technical expertise that can assist users in developing hardware and experiments. With NASA having lost scientific expertise in certain areas, there is a shortage of experts able to assist ISS researchers who are not conducting research pertinent to NASA’s goals in developing and conducting their experiments.
Ext – Tech Failures
ISS is the worst idea NASA has ever had—multiple tech failures and waste of billions of dollars

Kluger 2007

Jeff Kluger is a licensed attorney, and intermittently taught science journalism at New York University. Kluger is a senior writer for TIME. He joined TIME as a contributor in 1996, and was named a senior writer in 1998. He has written a number of cover stories, including reports on the Mars Pathfinder landing, the loss of the shuttle Columbia and the collision aboard the Mir space station. Is the Space Station a Money Pit? http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1632890,00.html
There are bad ideas, and then there are true historic stinkers. Put the International Space Station in that second category. Today, the most underachieving machine NASA ever dreamed up got into trouble again, when computers that control the station's oxygen, water supply and orientation failed. With the three-man station crew just joined by the seven visiting astronauts of the space shuttle Atlantis, the specter of Apollo 13 on a grand scale — with 10 astronauts in danger this time instead of merely three — immediately arose. The good news is, the shuttle and station astronauts are in nowhere near the danger the 1970 lunar crew was; in fact, they're not in much danger at all. The bad news is, the station has once again proven itself unworthy of all of the time, money and attention that has been lavished on it over the last two decades. It's no surprise that there are a lot of things that can go wrong with a machine like the space station — and no shame when some of them do. The orbiting complex is 240 ft. long at its maximum, weighs 471,444 lbs. and encloses 15,000 ft. of habitable space. It is being built and maintained principally by NASA, the European Space Agency and the space agencies of Russia, Japan and Canada, an arrangement that spreads the costs and the burdens but also diffuses the responsibility. If your SUV occasionally needs a trip to the shop, imagine what it takes to keep a complicated leviathan like this going.

ISS fails—multiple problems like precise orientation and computer failures

Kluger 2007

Jeff Kluger is a licensed attorney, and intermittently taught science journalism at New York University. Kluger is a senior writer for TIME. He joined TIME as a contributor in 1996, and was named a senior writer in 1998. He has written a number of cover stories, including reports on the Mars Pathfinder landing, the loss of the shuttle Columbia and the collision aboard the Mir space station. Is the Space Station a Money Pit? http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1632890,00.html
A bigger potential problem is the loss of precise control over station orientation. Part of the reason for Atlantis's current visit is to install a new pair of solar arrays, just two of several such reflective wings that help supply the station with power. But collecting solar energy means being able to keep yourself pointed toward the sun, not so easy if you're drifting off center. The computers also help orient the station to avoid space debris and move into position for docking with the shuttle or arriving cargo ships. For now, the shuttle's thrusters and the station's own gyroscopes will keep things reasonably stable, but that is not a permanent fix.

***SCIENCE ADV
ISS Fails - Science

There’s a reason 25 different proposals exist to terminate the program – rising costs, repeated delays, downsizings, and management difficulties

NY Times 01 (“A Space Station Out of Control,” Opinion and Editorial, 11/25/01, 

Title: A space station out of control, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?&id=GALE%7CA81780253&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=STND&sw=w)

The international space station -- the centerpiece of the American manned space program -- has encountered severe cost and management difficulties that could damage its value as a platform for conducting ''world class'' science, the supposed goal of the project. No more urgent task will confront the next administrator of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration than to get this troubled program under control. 

The station, which is now partially assembled and circling overhead with three astronauts aboard, has had a difficult evolution since President Ronald Reagan first ordered it built in 1984. Costs have escalated, forcing repeated delays, redesigns and downsizings, and Congress has considered no less than 25 different proposals to terminate the program. 

This page has long been skeptical of the value of the station given its rudimentary technology, huge cost and lack of a clear mission that required the permanent presence of astronauts on a platform in low Earth orbit. But it is getting harder and harder to consider backing out. Billions have already been spent by the United States, 14 other countries are spending large sums of their own, and the initial modules are already up and functioning. 

No unique scientific benefit from ISS
NY Times 01 (“A Space Station Out of Control,” Opinion and Editorial, 11/25/01, 

Title: A space station out of control, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?&id=GALE%7CA81780253&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=STND&sw=w)

Nobody doubts that the station has been a great engineering achievement, demonstrating that astronauts can indeed erect a platform in space with few glitches. It is NASA's managerial performance that has been dismal. Early this year the agency shocked the administration and Congress by revealing that it would overshoot a $25 billion Congressional cap by almost $5 billion, exclusive of the $18 billion needed for shuttle flights to boost astronauts and hardware into orbit. Worse yet, nobody could be sure that that was the end of the cost overruns. 

Faced with this latest crisis, the administration forced NASA to scale back its plans for the station, an approach that was endorsed this month by a special task force led by Thomas Young, a retired Martin Marietta executive and former NASA official. The solution recommended by the Young panel was to hold the program to a simple core station, able to accommodate only three crew members for lengthy stays, while giving NASA two years to get its management act together before deciding whether to complete a station able to support six or seven people as had been expected. President Bush's choice to be the next NASA administrator, Sean O'Keefe, deputy director of the Office of Management and Budget, has made it clear that he will vigorously carry out the Young panel's recommendations. 

Should NASA fail to meet the challenge over the next two years, we could be left with a station of minimal capabilities. A crew of only three would have little chance of performing outstanding science. Huge cuts in research equipment will also curtail research. A proposal to add additional crew time by extending the length of shuttle and Soyuz visits to the station looks mostly like a stopgap measure. 

The Young panel urged that the highest priority be given to research aimed at enabling humans to survive for long periods in space, a prerequisite for more ambitious space exploration. Meanwhile, four Nobel Prize winners have urged that the station support potentially ''groundbreaking'' research in physics in low gravity. But in truth, it has never been clear just what science needs to be done on a permanently manned platform in space as opposed to an unmanned platform or an earthbound facility. 

The space agency has two years to improve its managerial and financial skills and to set clear priorities for what it actually intends to do in the unique low-gravity environment of space. Then a decision can be made on whether to expand the station to full capability or continue to limp along with a three-person core. If the prospects look really bleak two years from now, NASA might consider downgrading the station to an unmanned platform for automated experiments that would be tended occasionally by visiting astronauts. 
Ext – Limited Crew Times

Limited crew time and lifeboat constraints make science research impossible 

GAO 09 (United States Government Accountability Office, “INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION: Significant Challenges May Limit Onboard Research,” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d109.pdf)
NASA also ranks limited crew time as a significant constraint for science on board the ISS. The size of the crew on board the station is constrained at six by the number of spaces available in the “lifeboats,” or docked spacecraft that can transport the crew in case of an emergency. As such, at present crew time cannot be increased to meet increased demand. Further, crew time is shared between NASA and its international partners (JAXA, ESA, CSA, and Russia). According to NASA, the ISS crew members work 8.5 hours a day, and during this time they conduct maintenance, vehicle traffic operations, training, medical operations, human research experiments, and the experiments of NASA and the international partners. NASA documentation shows that the remaining crew time will be spent eating, sleeping, and exercising. Figure 1 depicts the crew time allocations among NASA and its international partners; it also depicts the percentages of crew time available to NASA and its international partners as negotiated in agreements. According to NASA, the USOS is allocated half of the crew time available on the ISS, with the other half going to the Russian segment. NASA told us that it and the international partners (excluding Russia) will have 35 hours per week of scheduled crew time to share in conducting research.
Ext – No scientific discoveries
20 years of technology proves ISS won’t discover new science

Kluger 2007

Jeff Kluger is a licensed attorney, and intermittently taught science journalism at New York University. Kluger is a senior writer for TIME. He joined TIME as a contributor in 1996, and was named a senior writer in 1998. He has written a number of cover stories, including reports on the Mars Pathfinder landing, the loss of the shuttle Columbia and the collision aboard the Mir space station. Is the Space Station a Money Pit? http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1632890,00.html
The larger question, as always, is why we're bothering with this whole program in the first place. The station was originally proposed 23 years ago as an $8 billion orbiting laboratory that would perform cutting-edge biological research, manufacture new and highly marketable materials impossible to make in the gravity environment of Earth and generally pay for itself many times over. Close to two decades past deadline and now carrying a projected $100 billion price tag, it has not returned a lick of good science — nor is it likely to. Meantime, it's diverting billions from NASA's budget that could better be spent on the agency's brilliantly successful unmanned space program, as well as its promising efforts to return astronauts to the moon and eventually explore Mars.

***COOPERATION ADV
Space Cooperation Fails F/L

Nationalism prevents any genuine cooperation 0ver the ISS

Crooks 09 – M.D. in Security Studies (Heather R., “Transatlantic Relations:  The Role of Nationalism in Multinational Space Cooperation,” Naval Postgraduate School, June 2009, http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

Aside from the current space policy, nationalism can also be found in NASA projects. The ISS provides an excellent example of U.S. nationalism in practice in terms of attitude and self-identity. For instance, the original name of the ISS was Freedom. As the number of partners increased, the name of the station continued to change (Alpha, then eventually ISS) and contracts were “lost” by the U.S. in favor of money and technology from cooperative partners. On the economic side, the U.S. has put forth the largest sum of funding for the ISS, at a total of $40B by the end of 2008.67 To that end, the U.S. lays claim to a majority of the station regardless of the “international” nature of the program. It is, after all, the International Space Station, not the U.S. Owns Controlling Interest Station. Another example of U.S. nationalism in space programs is the International Telecommunications Satellite Consortium (INTELSAT) program. The Communication Satellite Corporation (COMSAT) was established via the Communications Satellite Act of 1962 and was U.S. government owned. When INTELSAT came online in 1964, COMSAT satellites were used. As noted by Johnson-Freese, the U.S. offered to “provide benefits to others in areas which did not negatively affect U.S. national interest as inducement for cooperation, while ensuring no technology transfer from the United States.”68 Thus the U.S. ensured its pivotal role in this international cooperation all the while keeping its technology close hold. As previously mentioned, INTELSAT resisted launching European commercial satellites in order to maintain the lion’s share of the program,69 yet another example of nationalism in play. 
Nationalism in space has been evident for decades, from INTELSAT in the 1960s to the present-day ISS. Strong themes of nationalism can be found from the new U.S. National Space Policy to the means of achieving the goals set forth in the policy. While nationalism is something that will continue to be a factor in space decisions, cooperation is obviously not out of the question. The challenge is to understand the specific conditions under which it can be reduced successfully.

Cooperation in space fails—too many barriers and unilateral action solves better

Pravda 10 (“International Cooperation in Space is Impossible,” http://english.pravda.ru/science/tech/20-05-2010/113443-space_cooperation-0/)
If Columbia had not crashed, astronauts would have continued flying to the ISS and back on board NASA’s shuttles, whereas Russia’s role would have been much less important. The problems connected with international cooperation between the members of the ISS project and their dependence on Russia and the USA made NASA’s John Logsdon come to conclusion that the ISS program experience was negative for its members. As for the international cooperation in post-ISS projects, Barack Obama traditionally sees his major objective at this point in preserving America’s leadership in the organization of international efforts to explore the Moon, Mars, etc. Unlike Russia, the USA has no official document related to the space exploration program that would stipulate the nation’s future dependence on cooperation with other countries. The possible consequences of such dependence can be seen in the canceled program of another manned flight to the moon. If the USA had accepted Roskosmos’s request to include Russia in the project, the results would have led to lamentable consequences for Russia. Michael Griffin, a former head of NASA, said in 2006 that cooperation works best only if it is based on you-pay-for-yourself principle. Russia would have ended up with nothing if it had been accepted. A look back at the history of space exploration clearly shows that most significant and technological progress was achieved at the time when it was connected with the solution of strictly national, not international problems of space exploration. Superpowers used space technologies to demonstrate their scientific and technological strength. This competition gave a powerful incentive to the development of space industries in Russia and the United States. International cooperation in space nowadays is impossible.

Cooperation Fails Ext  - Nationalism

Nationalism specifically hampers cooperation between ESA and NASA
Crooks 09 – M.D. in Security Studies (Heather R., “Transatlantic Relations:  The Role of Nationalism in Multinational Space Cooperation,” Naval Postgraduate School, June 2009, http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

Transatlantic partnerships have become integral to the success of modern-day aerospace programs. As with all such collaboration between nations concerning high-technology, conflicts have and continue to arise between the United States (U.S.) and Europe concerning joint space initiatives. This thesis investigated multiple case studies of space cooperation between the European Union (EU) and the U.S., as well as what this could mean for future partnerships. Included in this analysis was the politics of space in a multinational context, as well as the potential conflicts between multinational cooperation and nationalism. This thesis investigated the hypothesis that nationalism has been the major driver within the European Space Agency (ESA), as well as between ESA and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), hampering multinational cooperation.

Cooperation Fails Ext – Barriers

Cooperation impossible—Wolf Clause bans bilateral plans and funding for joint missions 

Xinhua News Agency May 19, 2011 NASA Denies Entry To Chinese Journalists For Shuttle Launch http://www.space-travel.com/reports/NASA_Denies_Entry_To_Chinese_Journalists_For_Shuttle_Launch_999.html
China's scientists have played a crucial role in designing and manufacturing some core parts of the device. However, Chinese journalists who hoped to cover the launching of Endeavour were simply denied entry to the site by a ban initiated by Frank Wolf, chairman of the Committee of Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies in the House of Representatives. The United States' National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) revoked the media passes granted to journalists from China due to the ban, or the "Wolf Clause", which was regarded as "discriminative" by even Americans themselves. On April 15, U.S. President Barack Obama signed into law the budget bill for fiscal year 2011 which will end on Sept. 30 after the House of Representatives passed it. The bill included a clause which bans any China-U.S. joint scientific research activities related to NASA or coordinated by the White House's Science Policy Office. Under the clause in the budget bill, none of the Congress-approved funds for the U.S. government "may be used for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration or the Office of Science and Technology Policy to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company." It also applies the limitation "to any funds used to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized" by NASA. As a result, Chinese journalists were denied the opportunity to make live coverage of the shuttle's blast-off, just as their peers from other countries have done. The Chinese journalists were also kept away from NASA's press conferences.
Cooperation Fails Ext – China Specific
Cooperation is impossible—China

Richburg 11. Keith B, writer for the Washington Post. Mistrust stalls U.S.-China space cooperation. Saturday, January 22, 2011; 9:26 PM. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/01/21/AR2011012104480.html
But as China ramps up its space initiatives, the diplomatic talk of cooperation has so far found little traction. The Chinese leadership has shown scant interest in opening up the most sensitive details of its program, much of which is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA). At the same time, Chinese scientists and space officials say that Washington's wariness of China's intentions in space, as well as U.S. bans on some high-technology exports, makes cooperation problematic. For now, the U.S.-China relationship in space appears to mirror the one on Earth - a still-dominant but fading superpower facing a new and ambitious rival, with suspicion on both sides. "What you have are two major powers, both of whom use space for military, civilian and commercial purposes," said Dean Cheng, a researcher with the Washington-based Heritage Foundation and an expert on the Chinese military and space program. NASA's human spaceflight program has been in flux in recent years, fueling particular concern among some U.S. observers about the challenge posed by China's initiatives in that area. There is "a lot of very wary, careful, mutual watching," Cheng said. Song Xiaojun, a military expert and commentator on China's CCTV, said that substantial cooperation in the space field is impossible without mutual trust. Achieving that, he said, "depends on whether the U.S. can put away its pride and treat China as a partner to cooperate on equal terms. But I don't see that happening in the near future, since the U.S. is experiencing menopause while China is going through puberty."
Cooperation Fails Ext – Fluctuates

Space cooperation isn’t stable and won’t continue – fluctuates according to the economy and budgetary stringency
Wang 10. SHENG-CHIH,  Ph.D. Candidate Department of Political and Social Sciences Free University of Berlin, Germany. Surviving the Crises: The Changing Patterns of Space Cooperation among the United States, Russia, Europe, and China. Paper prepared for ECPR SGIR 7th Pan-European Conference on IR . 9-11 September 2010. http://stockholm.sgir.eu/uploads/Sheng-Chih%20Wang%20SGIR%202010%20Paper.pdf
The attempt of looking beyond appearances and explaining human practice in a deeper level of understanding differentiates social scientific knowledge from other forms of knowledge. Accordingly, practice is crucial to make theories tenable, and theories are indispensable to guide observations and identify underlying logics of practice. The two in-depth case studies explicate three significant findings. First, economic crisis and budgetary stringency make international cooperation in large-scale space application programs occur not only between allies such as Europe and the US, but also between rivals such as the US and the USSR/Russia, Europe and the USSR/Russia, and Europe and the PRC. Second, whether to conduct substantial exchange of technologies and funds in international space cooperation (i.e., variation of cooperation pattern) is determined by the degree of self-interest satisfaction rather than security relations, shared ideologies, or collective identities. Third, neoliberal institutionalism surprisingly explains not only US-European space interaction, but also US-USSR/Russia and Sino-European space interactions, which are conventionally regarded as the realm of realist explanation. In sum, rational cost-effective calculation of individual interests according to the international and domestic structures determines states’ strategies to achieve their respective goal
Space Cooperation Inevitably High F/L
Development and cooperation in space inevitable—the universe belonging to everyone is a consensus among many countries

ISRIA June 8, 2011 China willing to strengthen international cooperation on space development ISRIA is a global team of information and intelligence professionals provides an audience of decision-makers and news consumers around the world with a unique monitoring and insight into geopolitical and diplomatic developments. The company uses a wide array of human and electronic sources directly treated by our analytical center. http://www.isria.com/free/8_June_2011_203.php
In an interview in Vienna, the capital of Austria, Yang Liwei, the first Chinese astronaut that successfully flied to the space, said that the universe is the universe of all mankind, and it is inevitable for countries to cooperate during the development of the universe, which has also become a consensus reached by many countries. In this regard, China is making positive efforts, and the current situation shows that international cooperation "has good prospects." Yang Liwei is currently leading a delegation to attend "Space Day" activity held in the Vienna-based United Nations Centre. Starting from June 1, the United Nations Committee on Peaceful Uses of the Outer Space (COPUOS) held the event to commemorate the 50th anniversary of the first space flight by manned space pioneer Yuri Gagarin. In the interview, Yang Liwei briefed on the situation of China’s international cooperation in space field in recent years, including the joint development of spacesuit between China and Russia, and China’s sharing of some medical indicators and testing data with France during Shenzhou VII’s space flight. When introducing the current situation of China's manned space flight, Yang Liwei said that, according to plan, China will launch target spacecraft coded "Tiangong I" later this year, then launch Shenzhou VIII, and realize the rendezvous and docking between Shenzhou VIII and Tiangong I before the end of this year. Then, China will launch Shenzhou IX and Shenzhou X in 2012, and enable their unmanned or manned rendezvous and docking with Tiangong I. These efforts are aimed at making a breakthrough in spacecraft docking technology. On this basis, by 2016, some space laboratories will be sent to the space, and China will carry out space station construction in a stepwise way. "By 2020 or so, China's own large space station will appear in the space track orbiting the Earth. It will be a 60-ton space station with the design life of 10 years. It will not only be the supporting platform of Chinese space laboratories, but also be scalable." Yang Liwei said that in the next step, China will achieve long-term manned operation of the space station. The completion of all the work will lay a solid foundation for the further development of China's manned space project.

International cooperation high—joint ventures in satellites and decline of the USSR ensure joint projects not competition

Launius March 23, 2011 - Roger D Launius graduated from Gracfeland college and received his M.A. and Ph.D in history from Louisiana State University (“International Competition versus Cooperation in Space,” http://launiusr.wordpress.com/2011/03/23/international-competition-versus-cooperation-in-space/)
This suggests that international competition has not been the sole driving force in the U.S. space effort, and presidential leadership in undertaking it. Sometimes the successes of a program turn out to be more than envisioned, and such is the case with such U.S. space cooperative ventures as ISS. In the passage of years into the twenty‑first century the international use of satellites for telephones and for television and for guidance of ships at sea and for weather observation and for managing the Earth’s natural resources has made a large difference in the shape of world affairs, in bringing nations together. Perhaps the most important change in spaceflight has been a steady movement from U.S./U.S.S.R. competition to widespread international cooperation. To be sure, in NASA’s statutory statement of 1958 a mandate appeared for international cooperation: “The Congress hereby declares that it is the policy of the United States that activities in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.” President Kennedy asked the nations to “do the big things together.” The vision of a slain President nearly fifty years ago, for true international cooperation may yet be the future of space exploration. I would like to think so. 

Cooperation Inev – Roskomos

Cooperation inevitable—Roskomos ensures cooperation on space exploration and

Voice of Russia 11 (“Cosmonaut Kotov: Enjoying International Cooperation in Space,” 7/5/11, http://english.ruvr.ru/2011/07/05/52812867.html)
A physician by education and a great follower of Gagarin, Oleg Kotov, made 2 flights to the International Space Station in 2007 and 2009. Of late he has been often travelling around the world to speak to foreign audiences about Yuri Gagarin, whom, he says, many in the West view as a man belonging to the whole world rather than solely his native Russia. Now, 50 years since the first-ever space flight, space crews and their tasks are much more different than before. If in the past, space exploration programs were based on national ambitions of the states which conducted those programs, at present the situation is totally different. According to the official space exploration program of the Russian Federation, the nation’s space agency, Roskosmos, does not see activities outside Earth’s orbit without cooperation with other countries.
Cooperation Inev – Obama Space Policy

Space cooperation high in space science and observations—Obamas space policy proves 

Defense Daily 10 (“New Space Policy Promotes International Cooperation, Private Industry,” June 30, 2010 , Lexis Nexis)
The Obama administration  has issued a new national space policy that emphasizes international cooperation and support for a robust space industrial base. In a written statement issued June 28 by the White House, President Barrack Obama  said the new plan would "rapidly increase our capabilities in space while bolstering America's competitive edge in the global economy." "The United States will engage in expanded international cooperation in space activities," the policy document states. "The United States will pursue cooperative activities to the greatest extent practicable in areas including: space science and exploration; earth observations, climate change research and the sharing of environmental data; disaster mitigation and relief; and space surveillance for debris monitoring and awareness. "
Space Cooperation Bad – Competitiveness

Cooperation kills economic competiveness

Launius 2009. Roger D, Chair of the Division of Space History, National Air and Space Museum, chief historian of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, “United States Space Cooperation and Competition: Historical Reflections” Astropolitics Volume 7 Issue 2.
In addition to these important developments, the rise of competitive economic activities in space has mitigated the prospects for future collaborations. The competition for launch business, the competitive nature of space applications, and the rich possibilities for space-based economic activities have created a climate in which international ventures between national governments may once again become the exception. 26 John Krige astutely commented of late that ‘‘collaboration has worked most smoothly when the science or technology concerned is not of direct strategic (used here to mean commercial or military) importance. As soon as a government feels that its national interests are directly involved in a field of R&D [research and development], it would prefer to go it alone.’’ He also noted that the success of cooperative projects might take as their central characteristic that they have ‘‘no practical application in at least the short to medium term.’’ 27 I would add that the sole exception to this perspective might be when states decide that for prestige or diplomatic purposes it is appropriate to cooperate in space. 2

Unilateral Action Bad – Hurts Cooperation
Unilateral action on the ISS like the plan causes chaos and undermines cooperation
Aviation Week & Space Technology June 27, 2011 Cooperative Kerfuffle (Lexis Nexis) 
Despite its status as a shining example of international cooperation, the International Space Station has a harsh lesson to teach the five-member global partnership that built it: Unilateral decision-making can lead to chaos. Since NASA decided to end its aging cargo- and crew-carrying space shuttle program—a 2005 decision slated to take effect this summer—international partners contributing to the orbiting space complex, including NASA, have devised their own means of accessing the ISS. The result, according to European Space Agency (ESA) chief Jean-Jacques Dordain, is a crazy-quilt of smaller, less-capable cargo-hauling vehicles supplied by Europe, Japan, Russia and eventually the United States. Even worse, in the wake of the shuttle's retirement, space station astronauts will have to rely solely on Russian Soyuz capsules to reach the orbiting outpost for the foreseeable future. «The most important lesson we can draw from the ISS program is precisely the lack of a common transportation policy, which means today we are in a not very comfortable situation,» Dordain said June 20 at the Paris air show. While unilateral decisions to develop unique space transportation systems were justifiable, in hindsight, Dordain says, Canada, Europe, Japan, Russia and the U.S. could have done more to reach common ground. «It was anarchy, let's be clear about it,» he said.
***MISC
Debris kils ISS

The risk of debris disabling the international space station is extremely high – orbits in a danger zone
Powers 6/24/11 (Scott, “Space station faces steady threat from orbiting junk,” McClatchy Newspapers, http://www.sltrib.com/sltrib/world/52252297-68/space-station-nasa-debris.html.csp)

Now that the space shuttle is retired, NASA and space agencies around the world will focus on the International Space Station for the rest of this decade — and cross their fingers that it lasts that long.

The station, with its crew of six international astronauts, orbits Earth at an altitude of about 220 miles, a neighborhood that is increasingly cluttered by space junk, mainly parts of old rockets and satellites that were either abandoned or destroyed in orbit.

Thousands of pieces are big enough — and shooting through space fast enough — to seriously damage or destroy the $100 billion laboratory.

"The orbit they are flying in is the worst possible. … The Russians blew up all kinds of things in that damned orbit. So there are thousands of pieces in that particular orbit," said Christopher Kraft, a retired director of NASA’s Manned Space Flight Center.

The odds are against the station getting hit by debris big enough to destroy it before its planned abandonment in late 2020. But the threat is no long shot. NASA’s projections indicate the chance of a disastrous collision with space junk are about 1 in 13.

Most space debris — and the station itself — flies at or near orbital velocity of 17,500 mph. At that speed, collision with debris the size of a large bullet could blow open a hole in a station module, releasing the air inside. Larger pieces could destroy one or more of the modules.

In recent weeks, Kraft organized a belated campaign urging NASA to reconsider retiring all the shuttles, contending they are needed as emergency repair and rescue trucks. A June 30 letter he and Washington consultant Scott Spencer sent to NASA Administrator Charles Bolden and others was endorsed by other high-profile NASA retirees, including astronauts Bob Crippen, Neil Armstrong and James Lovell; flight director Gene Kranz; and space-station program director Tom Moser.

But a response by Bill Gerstenmaier, NASA associate administrator for space operations, said the station is "fully stocked" with spare components. "The space station has a spacewalk capability, with redundant suits and systems, which will allow crews to perform repairs on orbit without the need of the space shuttle," he said.

In addition, debris shields have been put in place around the station’s modules, and around critical life-support units. Air-pressure sensors in each module can trigger airlock closings. And two Russian Soyuz spacecraft wait as lifeboats.

"We’ve done our best to put ourselves in a good position, now that the shuttle is being retired," said NASA spokesman Kelly Humphries.

Still, the shields — made of layers of aluminum, ceramic and the Kevlar fabric used in bulletproof vests — can withstand only hits by tiny debris and micro-meteors; bigger things could blow through them.

And the threat posed by space junk is getting worse. In 2007 China blew up one of its satellites, dropping thousands of pieces into range of the station’s orbit. In 2009, an American and a Russian satellite collided, spreading more debris.

NASA, which evaluates risk in six-month increments, says there is a 1-in-114 chance a serious debris strike will partially disable the space station during the next six months, and 1 chance in 241 of a collision that kills astronauts or totally disables or destroys the station.

During the station’s lifetime, that works out to a 1-in-6 chance of a disabling strike — and a 1-in-13 chance of a fatal collision.

A 2007 task force reporting to NASA found slightly worse odds — estimating a 1-in-8 chance that an astronaut would die or the station would have to be abandoned.

The task-force chairman, retired NASA space-station program manager Tommy Holloway, praised Gerstenmaier for overseeing improvements the report recommended, principally retrofitting old modules with shields, and building a stock of repair supplies and tools. "But that only reduced it somewhat," Holloway said, adding that such collisions remain a "substantial risk over the lifetime of the program."

International space station will be destroyed—debris is gathering and incidents are getting increasingly more likely

Chang 11 - Chang graduated cum laude with a B.S. in physics from Princeton University in 1987 (Kenneth, “As debris zooms by, astronauts hunker down,” The International Herald Tribune)
One of the hundreds of thousands of pieces of space-age litter orbiting Earth has zipped uncomfortably close to the International Space Station. The six crew members of the space station took refuge in their ''lifeboats'' - two Soyuz space capsules they would use to escape a crippled station - as the unidentified object hurtled past them Tuesday at a speed of 47,000 kilometers, or 29,000 miles, per hour, missing the space station by only 335 meters, or 1,100 feet. ''We believe the probability that it would hit the station was about 1 in 360,'' said Lark Howorth, who leads the team at the National Aeronautics and Space Administration that tracks the space station's trajectory. NASA rules call for precautions when the risk of impact is greater than 1 in 10,000. In the section of the station run by the United States, astronauts closed the hatches in case the debris - commonly known as space junk - crashed through, to limit the danger of explosive decompression. To prepare for a rapid departure, the clamps holding the Soyuz capsules to the station were released. ''They would be one command away from releasing the hooks and undocking,'' said Edward Van Cise, NASA's lead flight director. Mission controllers gave the all-clear signal four minutes later. There was no sign of damage or impact to the station. It was only the second time in the 10-year history of people living on the space station that the crew had needed to take such precautions; on March 12, 2009, a piece of an old satellite motor went zipping by. If the station had been hit, the crew could have quickly undocked and returned to Earth. The risk of space junk hitting a Soyuz capsule is much slimmer. Usually, when NASA gets a warning, several days in advance, that something might come too close to the station, it moves the station by firing thrusters. Or, if a space shuttle happens to be visiting at the time, the shuttle can nudge the station out of danger. That has happened 12 times. This time, however, the warning came Monday evening, less than 15 hours in advance, too little time to plan a maneuver. Since the first artificial satellite, Sputnik 1, was launched in 1957, the space neighborhood has become cluttered with human-made detritus - more than half a million pieces, by recent estimates, from the size of a marble on up. If the orbits of two intersect, the result can be a destructive collision. ''It's getting kind of dangerous,'' said Jonathan McDowell, an astrophysicist at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics who has become an expert on space debris. ''Most active satellites now have a regular process of maneuvering to avoid debris.'' The debris includes spent rocket stages, and sometimes over time residual fuel combines and explodes. ''You now no longer have a rocket stage,'' Dr. McDowell said. ''You have 500 pieces of shrapnel.'' Also still in orbit are broken satellites or almost incidental litter. In the past, lens covers on satellite cameras and sensors were simply popped off and left to float away. Now satellite makers put lens caps on hinges. Military antisatellite tests also have made messes, notably when the Chinese blew up one of their satellites in 2007.

Ext- Debris highly probable
Debris is likely to hit ISS 

New York Times June 28, 2011 Kenneth Chang is a staff writer. Debris Gives Space Station Crew Members a 29,000-M.P.H. Close Call http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/29/science/space/29junk.html?_r=1
“It’s getting kind of dangerous,” said Jonathan McDowell, an astrophysicist at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics who has become an expert on space debris. “Most active satellites now have a regular process of maneuvering to avoid debris.” NASA estimates that for each six-month period, there is a 1-in-100 chance that some or all of the space station crew might need to evacuate, and most of that risk comes from the possibility of impact from debris or natural micrometeroids. Over 10 years, the current planned lifetime of the station, the cumulative risk is nearly one in five. “It’s at the level where it probably won’t happen in the lifetime of the station, but it could easily,” Dr. McDowell said. The debris includes spent rocket stages, and sometimes over time residual fuel combines and explodes. “You now no longer have a rocket stage,” Dr. McDowell said. “You have 500 pieces of shrapnel.” Also still in orbit are broken satellites or almost incidental litter. In the past, lens covers on satellite cameras and sensors were simply popped off and left to float away. Now satellite makers put the lens cap on a hinge. Military antisatellite tests also make a big mess, notably when the Chinese blew up one of their satellites in 2007. 
SQUO Solves – Other Countries Cooperating
Other countries solve the advantages—China launching space station now as well as the ESA 
The Guardian (London) April 27, 2011, “ Space: Meanwhile Chinese unveil their new space station plan”)
China has laid out plans for its future in space, unveiling details of an ambitious new space station yesterday to be built in orbit within a decade. The project, which one Nasa adviser describes as a "potent political symbol", is the latest phase in China's rapidly developing space programme. It is less than a decade since China put a human into orbit for the first time, and three years since its first spacewalk. The space station will weigh around 60 tonnes and consist of a core module with two laboratory units for experiments, according to the state news agency, Xinhua. Officials have asked the public to suggest names and symbols for the unit and for a cargo spacecraft that will serve it. Prof Jiang Guohua, from the China Astronaut Research and Training Centre, said the facility would be designed to last for around a decade and support three astronauts working on microgravity science, space radiation biology and astronomy. The project heralds a shift in the balance of power among spacefaring nations. In June, the US space agency, Nasa, will mothball its whole fleet of space shuttles, in a move that will leave only the Russians capable of ferrying astronauts to and from the International Space Station. The $100bn (£60bn) outpost is itself due to fly only until 2020, but may be granted a reprieve until 2028. Bernardo Patti, head of the space station programme at the European Space Agency (Esa), said: "China is a big country. It is a powerful country, and they are getting richer and richer. They want to establish themselves as key players in the international arena. "They have decided politically that they want to be autonomous, and that is their call. They must have had some political evaluation that suggests this option is better than the others, and I would think autonomy is the key word." He added that China's plans would be "food for thought" for policymakers elsewhere. Esa and other nations are already discussing a next-generation space station that would operate as a base from which to explore space beyond low-Earth orbit; future missions could return astronauts to the moon, land them on asteroids, or venture further afield to Mars. "Another country trying to build its own infrastructure in space is competition, and competition always pushes you to be better," Patti said. The central module of the Chinese space station will be 18.1 metres (59ft 5in) long, with a maximum diameter of 4.2 metres and a launch weight of 20 to 22 tonnes. The laboratory modules will be shorter, at 14.4 metres, but will have the same diameter and launch weight. Pang Zhihao, a researcher and deputy editor-in-chief of the magazine Space International, told Xinhua: "The 60-tonne space station is rather small compared with the International Space Station (419 tonnes) and Russia's Mir space station (137 tonnes), which served between 1996 and 2001. "But it is the world's third multi-module space station, which usually demands much more complicated technology than a single-module space lab." China is also developing a cargo spaceship, which will weigh less than 13 tonnes and have a diameter of no more than 3.35 metres, to transport supplies and equipment to the space station. John Logsdon, a Nasa adviser and former director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, said China's plans would give it homegrown expertise in human space flight. "A significant, and probably visible, orbital outpost transiting over most of the world would be a potent political symbol." 
Status quo solves—multiple countries are working on the ISS and it will be extended beyond 2020 

Europolitics October 26, 2010 SPACE EXPLORATION : EU DECLARES INTENTION TO EXPAND ISS USE 
The future of the International Space Station (ISS), the "science lab" that is permanently manned by an international crew and revolves around the Earth some 400 kilometres above the planet, was the focus of a 21 October Brussels conference on space exploration. The EU already operates a module on the space station - named Columbus - which, along with the Union's ATV supply craft, has ensured the EU's ongoing participation in the ISS venture. All conference participants agreed that the space station should be kept operational until at least 2020 and, if possible, beyond, and that other international partners should be encouraged to explore its scientific research possibilities. The US, which launched the project, also declared similar aspirations. The technical committee set up to prepare the conference - chaired by European Space Agency (ESA) astronaut Frank De Winne and comprising representatives of other European space agencies, the European Commission and the ESA - declared: The ISS is a perfectly successful example of international cooperation and must be regarded as the "first step" in the EU's space exploration adventure. According to the preliminary agenda, as defined by NASA, the space station was initially due to be abandoned in 2016 but it appears that its lifespan will now be prolonged. The conference demonstrated that the EU also supports this aim, as well as extending opportunities to other users to reduce costs, which, in the present climate of budgetary restrictions, is an obvious concern. Italy spoke directly about the "worrying" costs of the ISS, while Spain added that such costs must be "considerably reduced". The Netherlands, Austria, the United Kingdom, Luxembourg and Sweden concurred but all, along with major contributor Germany, also stressed the importance of "not neglecting the larger project". While the conference's conclusions were somewhat quiet on the topic of the ISS budget, they did refer to the political and financial support of the EU and new ESA members. A pilot phase, to which the space station's international partners gave their agreement, will make the ISS accessible to all member states, including those who are not yet ESA members. But the overall objective is much wider, with the participation of other European and non-European participants also set to be encouraged. Apart from the United States and the EU, the station's current international partners are Russia, Canada and Japan. And the aim is to encourage not just other participants but also other uses. For Frank De Winne, beyond its current scientific research, the ISS should also enable the development of technologies that will be needed to explore space in the future, to prepare the next stages of exploration, even manned exploration, beyond orbiting Earth. "We share the EU's interest in widening the use of the ISS," declared NASA's Laurie Leshin. Using the space station to improve knowledge of the climate and climate change was also strongly supported at the conference. International Space Agency Managing Director Jean-Jacques Dordain announced that a call for further proposals will be made during the coming weeks.

Status quo solves the advantages—multiple reasons space station is finished, Russian programs,  and private sector 

The Columbus Dispatch June 11, 2011 High achievement: The International Space Station is a marvel of technology, cooperation http://www.dispatch.com/live/content/editorials/stories/2011/06/11/high-achievement.html?sid=101
"Twelve years of building and 15 countries, and now it's the Parthenon in the sky and hopefully the doorstep to our future," said NASA astronaut Gregory Chamitoff, after the final spacewalk to attach an extension boom. "So congratulations, everybody, on assembly complete." Actually, this feat comes 27 years after President Ronald Reagan announced the U.S. would build a permanently manned orbiting laboratory. It required more than $100 billion in investment from the partnering nations, most of which came from American taxpayers. So it's a good thing the space station isn't being decommissioned in 2016, to fall into the ocean, as was the plan during the Bush administration. What a terrible waste that would have been after the torturous road to get here. NASA has found a way to guarantee its life through 2020, and the U.S. section serves as a national laboratory. The agency also has secured agreements from Japan and the European nations to continue working in the station past 2016. Almost four times as large as the Russian Mir, the ISS is almost 1million pounds and 357 feet long - 3 feet shy of the length of a football field, plus end zones. The living spaces are larger than a five-bedroom house, and it even has a gym. An acre of solar panels power the station, with electricity flowing through 8 miles of wire. The station's robot arm can lift 220,000 pounds, about the weight of one of the retiring shuttles. The station, at least the bulky parts, had to be finished by now; the shuttle is the only space vehicle in existence that can lift those kinds of payloads, and it is being mothballed. In mid-May, NASA signed a new deal with the Russian Space Agency for $753 million, guaranteeing 12 round trips to the space station for U.S. astronauts between 2014 and 2016. This divides out to $62.75 million per seat, which NASA officials say is fair. But as Administrator Charles Bolden points out, this expense and reliance on another government should prod the U.S. to keep pushing private space companies to perfect the means to transport our own astronauts and supplies into orbit.

SQUO Solves – US India Cooperation
India US cooperation on ISS now

PTI July 19, 2011 India, US may collaborate on ISS experiments http://ibnlive.in.com/generalnewsfeed/news/india-us-may-collaborate-on-iss-experiments/758981.html
India and the US may soon collaborate on experiments to be conducted on the orbital observatory -- International Space Station. "Recognising the research opportunities available on the International Space Station, both sides agreed to explore the possibilities of joint experiments," said a joint statement signed after the 2nd India-US Strategic Dialogue co-chaired by US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and External Affairs Minister S M Krishna. Top officials of NASA and ISRO also reviewed potential areas for future cooperation in earth observation, space exploration, space sciences and satellite navigation, it said. The two sides also agreed to speed up finalization of three new implementing arrangements for sharing satellite data on oceans and global weather patterns, a long-pending demand of India which needs the information for monsoon forecasting. India and the US also signed an agreement that would enable coooperation in research on the fundamental particles that make up the universe. "The US Department of Energy and India's Department of Atomic Energy signed an Implementing Agreement on Discovery Science that provides the framework for cooperation in accelerator and particle detector research and development at Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Thomas Jefferson National Accelerator Facility, and Brookhaven National Laboratory," the statement said.
India-US cooperation on ISS high now

Hindustan Times July 19, 2011 (LexisNexis)

Recognising the research opportunities available on the International Space Station, India and United States on Tuesday agreed to explore the possibilities of joint experiments. In a joint statement issued after the conclusion of the second US-India Strategic Dialogue here, both counties also agreed for early finalization of three new implementing arrangements for sharing satellite data on oceans and global weather patterns. According to the statement, the U.S. - India Joint Space Working Group on Civil Space Cooperation met in July 2011 in Bangalore. Building on the successful Chandrayan-1 lunar mission, NASA and ISRO reviewed potential areas for future cooperation in earth observation, space exploration, space sciences and satellite navigation. The two sides also agreed to expand upon previous work in the area of global navigation satellite systems (GNSS) with the goal of promoting compatibility and interoperability between the U.S. Global Positioning System, India's Navigation systems, and those of other countries. 
Turns the case—international cooperation key to space station

Abbey and Lane 05 [George, Baker Botts Senior Fellow in Space Policy at the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy at Rice University. He directs the Space Policy Program, which facilitates discussions on the future of space policy in the United States. From 1995 until 2001, he was Director of the Johnson Space Center in Houston, Texas. He holds the NASA Distinguished Service and the Outstanding Leadership and Exceptional Service Medals. He also served as a member of the Operations Team awarded the Presidential Medal of Freedom for their role in the Apollo 13 Mission and Neil, the Malcolm Gillis University Professor at Rice University. He also holds appointments as Senior Fellow of the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy, where he is engaged in matters of science and technology policy, and in the Department of Physics and Astronomy. Prior to returning to Rice University, he served in the federal government as Assistant to the President for Science and Technology and Director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, from August 1998 to January 2001, and as Director of the National Science Foundation and member (ex officio) of the National Science Board, from October 1993 to August 1998. He is a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, serving as a member of both the Academy’s Council and the Committee on International Security Studies, 2005, “United States Space Policy,” American Academy of Arts and Sciences, last accessed 6/27/11, http://bakerinstitute.org/publications/wp_aaas_spacePolicy.pdf] TD

This is not an invitation to partnership. Partnership, of course, does not exclude national objectives, but it does require a sharing of vision, objectives, and commitments, at the earliest stages of planning. Otherwise, the United States cannot expect other nations to participate enthusiastically and to provide the necessary staffing and funding. Based on the authors’ conversations, it is clear that scientists, engineers, and policy makers around the world perceive that the United States has no interest in bringing other nations into the planning process, though it expects them to take on the operation of the space station and to provide assistance for other U.S.-led space efforts when asked. Given the present limited U.S. capability to undertake a major program such as returning humans to the Moon and sending them, eventually, to Mars, it is clear that international cooperation is necessary for these missions. Furthermore, even if the United States had all the necessary resources,why would it make sense to go it alone in the scientific and human exploration of space? For international cooperation to be a realistic possibility the United States will have to take a very different approach to prospective partnerships, in tone and in substance. Whatever path the United States chooses to follow with its policies, America does not have a future in space—human exploration, space science, or commercial space activities—without considerable international cooperation. The degree of cooperation that will be necessary will not be possible under current export control and other restrictive policies. The International Space Station and the Space Shuttle programs, as well as many of the most successful robotic science missions, were accomplished with considerable international involvement and the free exchange of data and technical information. Neither of these programs could have been successful under any other conditions. The creation of complex systems, which operate in an integrated fashion in order to support human life in a hostile environment, requires an international partnership, with open discussions and sharing of information and technology. 

***OFFCASE
Militarization Turn
Sending new crews to the ISS could potentially be used for military applications
Petras 02 – Major in the USAF, Chief of Operations Law of the United States Space Command (“’Space force alpha’:  Military use of the international space station and the concept of ‘peaceful purposes,’” The Air Force Law Review, Maxwell AFB, Vol. 53 pg. 135, 47 pgs)

After cancellation of the MOL program, the concept of a military space station garnered remarkably little enthusiasm among American military leaders.8 A number of factors contributed to this lack of interest, including budgetary considerations, the government's "desire to minimize the visibility and notoriety of [its] military presence in space," and, perhaps most importantly, the lack of any "compelling arguments that having crews in orbit gives a State any particular useful military or strategic advantage."9 Yet, in a 1983 Department of Defense (DOD) study on the relation of military space activities to space stations, which concluded that there were "no identifiable mission requirements that could be uniquely satisfied by a manned space station" and "no current requirements... [for which] a manned space station would appear to provide a significant improvement to DoD over alternative methods of performing a given task," the Department nonetheless recognized the possibility that the situation could change over time and, accordingly, espoused its commitment "to developing a better understanding of the potential future uses for the role of man in space."10 In fact, the concept of "Military Personnel-in-Space" remains, to this day, a part of official DOD policy: 

Military Personnel-in-Space. The unique capabilities that can be derived from the presence of humans in space may be utilized to the extent feasible and practical to perform in-space research, development, testing, and evaluation as well as enhance existing and future national security space missions. This may include exploration of military roles for humans in space focusing on unique or cost-effective contributions to operational missions.11 

Thus, the "coolness" of the U.S. military toward the notion of stationing personnel in space notwithstanding, manned spaceflight continues to have significant military implications, if for no other reason than "the capacity to place personnel in orbit... allows for the active management by the crew on orbit of various technological capabilities that can be used for military applications."12 Furthermore, a State does not have to launch a military crew into Earth orbit in order to obtain militarily useful information from a crewed mission.13 For example, in the case of photoreconnaissance: 

[d]epending upon the sensing or photographic equipment onboard a space mission, even a civil crew... could obtain and deliver highly valuable military information ... [and,] [w]ithout access to flight telemetry and flight data products it would be impossible to know to what extent the crewed mission was or was not involved in information gathering of a military nature or of military value.14 

Continuing ISS activities will inevitably cause military applications
Petras 02 – Major in the USAF, Chief of Operations Law of the United States Space Command (“’Space force alpha’:  Military use of the international space station and the concept of ‘peaceful purposes,’” The Air Force Law Review, Maxwell AFB, Vol. 53 pg. 135, 47 pgs)

Meanwhile, the newly appointed NASA administrator17 has called for closer ties between his agency and DoD.18 Additionally, the United States and its partners are currently formulating plans for commercialization of the ISS,19 and insofar as these plans allow nonmilitary crews to perform ostensibly "commercial" activities with direct military applications for or on-behalf of national defense industries, there will inevitably be activities of a military nature or of military value taking place onboard the Space Station in the near future. 

The prospect of military use of the ISS undoubtedly raises questions about the permissibility of military activities within the confines of the 1998 Intergovernmental Agreement (1998 IGA) that established the ISS partnership;20 moreover, it rekindles an old debate about the lawfulness of military activities in outer space under international law generally. This latter dispute centers on the scope and applicability of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, and, specifically, the meaning of the language in Article IV relating to the use of space for "peaceful purposes,"21 with some arguing that peaceful purposes should be understood to be "nonmilitary," and others, including the United States, interpreting it as meaning "nonaggressive."22 Thus, the extent to which military-related activities may be lawfully carried out onboard the ISS has significant implications for the fifteen Partner States that are party to the 1998 IGA (the United States, Russia, Canada, Japan, and the eleven member states of the ESA23), as well as for other spacefaring States and international community as a whole. 

Militarization of space permits eventual space weaponization
Wolf 03 – completing M. Sc. With the European institute at the London School of Economics and Political Science in the United Kingdom (Johannes M., “‘Peaceful uses’ of outer space has permitted its militarization—

does it also mean its weaponization?,’” UNIDR, Disarmament Forum, 2003, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art1883.pdf.)
When attempting to differentiate between permitted and prohibited activities in outer space, it is essential to have an operational definition of the boundary between airspace (where certain activities ‘Peaceful uses’, militarization and weaponization are allowed) and outer space (where comparable activities are banned, restricted or otherwise regulated). Similar to the question of defining peaceful uses, the demarcation of airspace from outer space has been left to several interpretations. In practical terms, below an altitude of approximately 69 miles (about 110km), sustained orbit is practically impossible. Above an altitude of approximately 53–62 miles (about 85–100km) aerodynamic lift is largely non-existent. However, there are aircrafts that have flown higher than 62 miles and there are satellites and other spacecrafts that pass through orbits lower than 69 miles. While stating that outer space should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes, the OST fails to define the boundaries of the area to be kept free from military uses (the boundary between the airspace and outer space). The OST could have made a very useful contribution to the definition question had it been consistent in its use of the term ‘outer space’. The treaty sometimes speaks of outer space without any addition and in other instances of outer space as including the Moon and other celestial bodies.17 Other fora have not had greater success. Notwithstanding the fact that the definition problem has been on the agenda of COPOUS and its Legal and Scientific and Technical Subcommittees since 1959, there have been no concrete results in regards to the demarcation of outer space. It has also been a subject of considerable debate among experts on international law and on space law, yet no consensus has emerged. Weapons can be categorized according to deployment mode and with respect to their targets. There are weapons that can be based in space, in the air or on the ground. Similarly, these weapons can be aimed at targets in space, in the air or on the ground. For any future discussions on outer space activities, it will be essential to delimit airspace (where use of certain weapons would still be allowed) from outer space (where use of some weapons would not be). An agreed definition would eliminate the significant ‘grey area’ that has permitted the militarization of space and might one day permit its weaponization.

Ext – Peaceful purposes are a guise

Missions to the ISS could be perceived as militarization – development of new space launch vehicles have dual use capabilities 

Wolf 03 – completing M. Sc. With the European institute at the London School of Economics and Political Science in the United Kingdom (Johannes M., “‘Peaceful uses’ of outer space has permitted its militarization— does it also mean its weaponization?,’” UNIDR, Disarmament Forum, 2003, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art1883.pdf.) 

Sputnik transformed the dream of space exploration into reality. Four years later, Yuri Gagarin was the first human to see Earth from space. The launch of Sputnik marked the beginning of space exploration and with it the start of the debate surrounding the militarization of outer space. As work on space boosters progressed in the United States and the Soviet Union, more normative aspects of space travel began to be explored. Scholars, politicians and diplomats began to take an interest in the issue of space law—more specifically, what should and should not be permitted in space. With Gagarin’s flight, human beings became space travellers. Less than ten years later, men walked on the Moon. Since then, nine space stations have been built and occupied by astronauts from different countries and the International Space Station—a sixteen-nation joint endeavour—is currently under construction. Manned space vehicles, such as the Space Shuttle and the Russian Soyuz, now fly regularly between Earth and low Earth orbit. Besides exploration and scientific research, space is mainly used for the perspective it provides. This is done with the help of satellites. The satellite industry is the largest sector of commercial space activities today. Orbiting satellites, for example, facilitate communication between distant points on Earth. However, space has also become an important military tool. Satellites have become the eyes, ears and nerves of today’s military forces. This is true to such a degree that if the satellites of a space power were to be destroyed, its military capability would be reduced dramatically. Much of the difficulty of regulating activities in space is linked to the issue of dual use. This applies to the technologies that can be used interchangeably for space launch vehicles and for ballistic missiles intended as delivery vehicles for weapons. Even more so, the civilian or military purposes of satellites can be difficult to differentiate. This pertains especially to communication and observation satellites, as well as systems such as the Global Positioning System (GPS), which is used for the guidance of many precision weapons but also for various civilian consumer applications.

Ext - Turns Cooperation
Militarization of the ISS would undermine the IGA which is the basis for space cooperation

Petras 02 – Major in the USAF, Chief of Operations Law of the United States Space Command (“’Space force alpha’:  Military use of the international space station and the concept of ‘peaceful purposes,’” The Air Force Law Review, Maxwell AFB, Vol. 53 pg. 135, 47 pgs)

Thus, the extent to which military-related activities may be lawfully carried out onboard the ISS has significant implications for the fifteen Partner States that are party to the 1998 IGA (the United States, Russia, Canada, Japan, and the eleven member states of the ESA23), as well as for other spacefaring States and international community as a whole. 

II. THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT OF 1998 

The development and construction of an International Space Station (ISS) began in the mid-1980s, with the U.S. plan to place a permanently inhabited civil space station (known as "Space Station Freedom") into low-- earth orbit through a partnership with Canada, Japan, and a number of European countries.24 This "Space Station Freedom" initiative eventually culminated in the establishment of the 1988 Intergovernmental Agreement (1988 IGA)25 among the United States, the state partners of the European Space Agency (ESA),26 Japan and Canada. Under the 1988 IGA, the United States (NASA) would produce a "core U.S. Space Station," which would then be enhanced with elements produced by the ESA, the Government of Japan (GoJ), and Canada Space Agency (CSA), to create an "international Space Station complex."27 In addition to emphasizing the "civil" character of the space station, the 1988 IGA also specified that the station be used "for peaceful purposes, in accordance with international law," in order to "enhance the scientific, technological, and commercial use of space."28 

***MULTILATERAL COORDINATION BOARD CP
1NC Shell

The United States Federal government should submit the plan to the Memorandum of Understanding procedures for consultation with the ISS Multilateral Coordination Board.  The United States federal government should implement the results of the process.

Consultation is necessary to create genuine cooperation turning case
Petras 02 – Major in the USAF, Chief of Operations Law of the United States Space Command (“’Space force alpha’:  Military use of the international space station and the concept of ‘peaceful purposes,’” The Air Force Law Review, Maxwell AFB, Vol. 53 pg. 135, 47 pgs)

In addition to the formal procedures for multilateral management of the Space Station set forth in the Memoranda for Understanding (MOU), Article 23 of the 1998 IGA gives Partners (acting through their Cooperating Agencies) the right to request consultations with each other on "any matter arising out of Space Station cooperation" and exhorts the Partner of whom consultations are requested to "accede to such request promptly."49 Partners are further directed to use their "best efforts" to settle disagreements, either through the MOU procedures for multilateral management or consultation.50 If an issue cannot be resolved through consultations, Article 23 authorizes, but does not require, Partners to submit the matter to "an agreed form of dispute resolution such as conciliation, mediation, or arbitration."51 

INSERT MILTIARIZATION BAD NET BENEFIT 

Ext – MCB Needed for Cooperation
The Multilateral Coordination Board exists and is the body that coordinates ISS policies
Petras 02 – Major in the USAF, Chief of Operations Law of the United States Space Command (“’Space force alpha’:  Military use of the international space station and the concept of ‘peaceful purposes,’” The Air Force Law Review, Maxwell AFB, Vol. 53 pg. 135, 47 pgs)

A. Management 

Although the 1998 IGA gives the United States "the lead role" in overall management of the ISS,40 the agreement provides for participation of all five Partners in the management of the integrated facility,41 with "decisionmaking by consensus" being the goal.42 This multilateral management function is performed by the ISS Multilateral Coordination Board (MCB), which is comprised of representatives of NASA, ESA, CSA, RSA and Japan's 

Science and Technology Agency (STA), with the NASA representative serving as Chairman.43 

The MCB meets periodically, or at the request of any Partner, to coordinate on matters "affecting the safe, efficient and effective utilization" of the Space Station.44 

MOUs and multilateral agreements are the framework through which cooperation must occur
Miller 04 – Trainer at National Aeronautics and Space Administration (Tara S., “Partnership – The Way of the Future for the International Space Station,” Critical Chain Project Management, Shuttle Chapter, Volume 16, Issue 5, 2004, http://www.npma.org/Archives/Vol.16-5-Miller.pdf.)

The International Space Station (ISS) is being built by sixteen nations, which includes the United States, Canada, Russia, Japan, Brazil, and 11 European nations (Halvorson). Through the use of Memorandum’s of Understanding (MOUs) / bartering agreements, these countries have agreed to cooperate and work together to build a permanent science institute in space. The agreements established the framework for cooperation among the International Partners (IPs) on the design, development, operation, and utilization of the Space Station. The ISS is a very large, complex international cooperative science and engineering program. Each participating country is contributing its expertise to the space station. Astronauts from around the world will work together to connect the different sections of the International Space Station (ISS) in space (National Aeronautics and Space Administration Observatorium). The Reagan Administration, in 1984, first introduced the space station program. Since then, the station has been redesigned several times to control cost overruns and overcome technical flaws. The original international partners involved in this program were the European Space Agency (ESA), the National Space Development Agency of Japan (NASDA), and the Canadian Space Agency (CSA) (Aug. 1998). 

Ext – A2 Say No
The ISS is the epitome of teamwork and partnerships – other countries would definitely say yes

Miller 04 – Trainer at National Aeronautics and Space Administration (Tara S., “Partnership – The Way of the Future for the International Space Station,” Critical Chain Project Management, Shuttle Chapter, Volume 16, Issue 5, 2004, http://www.npma.org/Archives/Vol.16-5-Miller.pdf.)

The MOU with Russia covers the delivery of the FGB and the Service Module. Although late to the program, Russia brought vital expertise and became a key player in the development and design of the space station. It took 10 years of redesigns and negotiations to launch the first set of hardware for the space station in November of 1998 (Halvorson 1998). Russia launched the first element of the space station, called Zarya, into orbit. Zarya is the Functional Cargo Block; it was built by Russia and financed by the United States for $240 million (Halvorson 1998). The European Space Agency is another big player in the space station development. ESA consists of 11 countries working towards developing components for the space station. They have provided three Multi-Payload Logistics Modules and will also contribute the Columbus laboratory, a research module where astronauts will carry out experiments. ESA is also supplying the Automated Transfer Vehicle, which will carry cargo to the space station. The European contribution reflects about 10% of the development budget. It is believed Germany will pay 41% of the development costs of Europe’s contribution to the space station, France 27% and the Italians 19% (Jack 1995). The MPLMs were provided by the Italian Space Agency and delivered to NASA in August 1998. Ownership of the Centrifuge Accommodation Module, Nodes 2&3, the Unpressurized Logistics Carrier, and the EXPRESS Pallets will pass to NASA upon arrival to KSC. Japan will maintain ownership of the Japanese Experiment Module, ESA will maintain ownership of the Columbus Orbiting Facility, and Canada will maintain ownership of the Space Station Remote Manipulator System. Some engineers claim the space station is the greatest engineering effort of all time. Some even say that it cannot be done. This author feels the space station is an incredible assortment of partners working together to achieve a single mission, establishing a space station. This effort is the epitome of teamwork. Countries, which in the past fought with each other, are now working together to build and establish the greatest engineering feat of all mankind, the International Space Station. Partnerships are the way of the future. 

Even if consensus isn’t reached, the NASA representative as the Chairman would still enact the plan
Petras 02 – Major in the USAF, Chief of Operations Law of the United States Space Command (“’Space force alpha’:  Military use of the international space station and the concept of ‘peaceful purposes,’” The Air Force Law Review, Maxwell AFB, Vol. 53 pg. 135, 47 pgs)

This multilateral management function is performed by the ISS Multilateral Coordination Board (MCB), which is comprised of representatives of NASA, ESA, CSA, RSA and Japan's 

Science and Technology Agency (STA), with the NASA representative serving as Chairman.43 

The MCB meets periodically, or at the request of any Partner, to coordinate on matters "affecting the safe, efficient and effective utilization" of the Space Station.44 

In cases where consensus cannot be reached on a matter within the MCB's purview, the Chairman may unilaterally render a decision.45 However, the decision of the MCB Chairman does not affect the right of any Partner to submit the matter for consultations;46 moreover, pending resolution of the issue through consultations, a partner has the right not to implement the Chairman's decision with respect to its space station elements.47 The MCB Chairman may not, however, issue a unilateral decision where the lack of consensus relates to a matter outside the MCB's purview, e.g., "an issue not primarily technical or programmatic in nature, including such issues with a political aspect." Rather, resolution of such matters is to be pursued through consultation among the designated officials of the Partners concerned.48 

A2 Perm do the CP

New rules mean that NASA must consult before doing the plan, but negotiations are legally binding so implementation of the plan would be uncertain
Farand 02 (A. , “ISS Cooperation:  Recent Developments in Rule-Making,” Legal Affairs at the ESA Headquarters, August 2002, ESA bulletin)

The recent changes

Since preparations for utilisation of the International Space Station (ISS) are now fully under way, the cooperation’s management bodies established pursuant to the Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) linking NASA and each of the other Cooperating Agencies, have started to take decisions and develop detailed rules that affect the rights and interests of all players in the cooperation, including users and the Agencies, thus becoming the forums for developing far-reaching rules.

Until the adoption of the Code of Conduct for the ISS crew on 15 September 2000 by the Multilateral Coordination Board (MCB), the rule-making process for all aspects of the cooperation was based on high-level international negotiations between the Partner States or Partners, on the one hand, and the Cooperating Agencies, on the other, the latter also being referred to as ‘the Partners’. These negotiations have produced legal instruments which have been published and also posted on the Internet, and can therefore be consulted by anyone who is interested. Recent developments have shown that responsibility for rule-making on ISS cooperation is shifting from the relatively self-contained environment of international negotiations to a broader base that is more difﬁcult to control.

CP Avoids Militarization NB
Going through the MCB and MOU process is crucial to assuring that operations for the ISS will be peaceful
Miller 04 – Trainer at National Aeronautics and Space Administration (Tara S., “Partnership – The Way of the Future for the International Space Station,” Critical Chain Project Management, Shuttle Chapter, Volume 16, Issue 5, 2004, http://www.npma.org/Archives/Vol.16-5-Miller.pdf.)

The Multilateral Coordination Board (MCB) is established to meet periodically and when necessary to discuss the activities related to the operation and utilization of the space station. Through the use of established panels, the MCB is responsible for both short-term and long-term strategic planning and coordination of the operations and utilization of the space station. Accommodations aboard the Space Station are outlined in detail going so far as to establish percentages of use of each station module, i.e. NASA will retain use of 97.7% of the user accommodations on its laboratory modules, RSA will retain the use of 100% of the user accommodations, and ESA will retain the use of 51% of the user accommodations on its laboratory module. Crew time, as well as resources, transportation, and communication services are also outlined and established (U.S. Space Law 1998). Responsibilities for operations costs and activities are outlined in Article 9. In this article, the partners are tasked with minimizing the cost of the space station and minimizing the exchange of funds. Suggestions for minimizing the exchange of funds include bartering for the performance of specific operation activities, as discussed in Article 16 (U.S. Space Law 1998). Safety issues are discussed in Article 10 of the MOUs. Safety requirements are established in the design, development, operations, and utilization of the space station. NASA is responsible for the integration of the safety measurements; NASA and the international partners are also tasked with contingency procedures for on-orbit emergencies (U.S. Space Law 1998). Establishment of the space station crew is established in Article 11. Each partner is allocated percentages of flight crew opportunities. The Multilateral Crew Operations Panel (MCOP) is established in this article. It is the primary forum for top-level coordination and resolution of crew matters. The MCOP handles such matters as processes, standards, and criteria for selection, certification, assignment and training of the station crew. A Multilateral Medical Policy Board (MMPB) is also established to provide the coordination and oversight of the crew health issues. Each partner is responsible for the compensation, medical expenses, subsistence costs on Earth, and training for the space station crew it provides. A code of conduct is also established for the crewmembers (U.S. Space Law 1998). Article 12 discusses the transportation, communications, and other non-space station facilities involving the station. This article covers the launch and return transportation necessary to bring the crew to and from the station in normal and emergency situations. Each partner can provide or arrange with other partners the launch and return transportation services for its flight elements and crew. The partner providing the transportation can be reimbursed monetarily or in services. Space station communications will be provided by each partner and may include various forms, such as space and ground communications and satellite systems (U.S. Space Law 1998). Article 13 discusses the advanced development program for specific station design and development activities. Article 14 outlines the space station evolution. It discusses the stations evolutionary capability, maintains that it will remain a civil station, and that its operations will be for peaceful purposes and will be utilized in accordance with international law (U.S. Space Law 1998). Article 15 of the MOUs discuss the cross-waiver of liability, exchange of data and goods, treatment of data and goods in transit, customs and immigration, intellectual property and criminal jurisdiction. It basically refers to the provisions of the Intergovernmental Agreement (U.S. Space Law 1998). Financial arrangements are discussed in Article 16. This article addresses funding problems and the need to notify all partners in the event of financial issues. It also stresses minimizing the exchange of money and suggests that bartering for goods and services is the preferred option. In instances where ownership of space station elements is passing to NASA, no contracts have been written. The design, building, and delivery of these elements are being done strictly on a memorandum of understanding and bartering agreements (U.S. Space Law 1998). A public affairs plan is established under Article 17. Article 18 discusses the consultation and settlement of disputes in detail. According to the MOU, questions regarding the interpretation or implementation of the terms of the MOU should first be directed to the NASA Administrator and the specific partners Director General. If needed, the Minister of State for Science and Technology of Japan, the President of CSA, and the RSA General Director will also be consulted. If the issue cannot be satisfactorily solved, the Intergovernmental Agreement will prevail (U.S. Space Law 1998). The ISS program is a huge investment by the U.S. government. An issue of concern, especially to the international partners, is continued funding of the project by the U.S. Congress. International partners have expressed frustrations about the uncertainty of Congressional funding approval from year to year. If Congress should cut off funding to NASA for this program, the credibility of the United States as a reliable partner in international projects would be seriously compromised (Ang 1998). The Clinton Administration, in 1993, invited the RSA to join the space station partnership. One reason Russia was asked to join the space station program dealt with financial problems. However, since the inclusion of the RSA into the partnership, the ISS has become a foreign policy tool. The ISS is used to help prevent the transfer of advanced engine technology from Russia to other countries. It is hoped Russia’s space program can be used in a constructive manner, to ensure that inter-continental missile technologies do not fall into the hands of warring states. The inclusion of the RSA in this manner has also raised numerous policy questions and concerns. The primary concern within Congress is the unstable political and economic situation in Russia, which could ultimately delay the schedule of the ISS program, thus putting continued funding for the program in jeopardy (Ang 1998). The Russian space program has been very helpful to the U.S. since the Columbia accident, which has worked to strengthen the relationship between the countries.

Consensus through the MOU is necessary to maintain peaceful utilization of the space station
Memorandum of Understanding No Date (MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF JAPAN AND THE
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF

AMERICA CONCERNING COOPERATION ON THE CIVIL INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION, http://stage.tksc.jaxa.jp/spacelaw/kokusai_utyu/uchu_station/MOU.pdf)

8.1.b. The Multilateral Coordination Board (MCB) meets periodically over the lifetime of the program or promptly at the request of any partner with the task to ensure coordination of the activities of the partners related to the operation and utilization of the Space Station. The Parties to this MOU and the other partners will plan and coordinate activities affecting the safe, efficient and effective operation and utilization of the Space Station through the MCB, except as otherwise specifically provided in this MOU. The MCB comprises the designated representatives of NASA, the GOJ, ESA, CSA, and RSA. The NASA representative will chair the MCB. The Parties agree that all MCB decisions should be made by consensus. Where consensus cannot be achieved on any specific issue within the purview of the MCB within the time required, the Chairman is authorized to take decisions. Nothing in this paragraph shall, however, affect the rights of any partner to use the consultation and settlement of disputes provisions of Article 18. Pending resolution of these issues through consultations, in accordance with the mechanism established in Article 18, a partner has the right not to proceed with implementation of a decision with respect to its elements. If consensus cannot be achieved on issues not primarily technical or programmatic in nature, including such issues with a political aspect, the consultations and settlement of disputes provisions of Article 18 only will apply. The Parties agree that, in order to protect the interests of all partners in the program, the operation and utilization of the Space Station will be most successful when consensus is reached and when the affected partners’ interests are taken into account. MCB decisions will not modify rights of the partners specifically provided in this MOU. 

***DA LINKS
Tradeoff Link – Shuttle Replacement

Continuing ISS projects forces the US to bear the burden of most of the funds and trades off with a Space Shuttle replacement program
Klomp 10 – Major in the USAF (Jeremiah O., “Is Space Big Enough For a US-Sino Partnership,” Air Force Institute of Technology, April 2010, http://www.dtic.mil.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA537174&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

While Congress is often loathe to quit a worthwhile project, especially if it generates jobs, continuing alone impacts the entire space portfolio. The ‘saved’ jobs in one program may in fact be lost anyway to maintain costs, while new jobs that could have been created in new fields with new programs are not initiated due to lack of funds. The opportunity cost of these programs in terms of jobs not created is often the biggest loser in these cases. In addition to providing funding, the US is also generally responsible for the lion’s share of technology required to complete a project and it is rarely fully or fairly compensated for those contributions. Again, the ISS is a prime example of the US continuing to support a “worthwhile” project, despite other partners dropping out or significantly reducing the scope of their participation. Research and development dollars that could have been used to further other projects had to be redirected back to the ISS to complete the development of the remaining stages, putting other missions like the Space Shuttle replacement program in jeopardy.
Tradeoff Link - Colonization
Restarting the ISS would tradeoff directly with resources for colonizing the Moon/Mars

Launius 08 – chief historian of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (Roger D., “Space stations for the United States: An idea whose time has come—and gone?,” Acta Astronautica, 4/17/08, sciencedirect)

That question arose in a truly fundamental way on January 14, 2004, when President George W. Bush announced a Vision for Space Exploration that called for humans to reach for the Moon and Mars during the next 30 years. As stated at the time, the fundamental goal of this vision is to advance U.S. scientific, security, and economic interests through a robust space exploration program. In support of this goal, the United States announced it would:

• implement a sustained and affordable human and robotic program to explore the solar system and beyond;

• extend human presence across the solar system, starting with a human return to the Moon by the year 2020, in preparation for human exploration of Mars and other destinations;

• develop the innovative technologies, knowledge, and infrastructures both to explore and to support decisions about the destinations for human exploration; and

• promote international and commercial participation in exploration to further U.S. scientific, security, and economic interests.

In so doing the president called for completion of the ISS and retirement of the Space Shuttle fleet by 2010. Resources expended there would go toward creating the enabling technologies necessary to return to the Moon and eventually to Mars. By 2008, however, it had become highly uncertain that the initiative could be realized. It appeared increasingly that this proposal would follow the path of the aborted Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) announced with great fanfare in 1989 but derailed in the early 1990s [52].

ISS trades off directly with Mars Colonization and moon exploration 

Kluger 2007

Jeff Kluger is a licensed attorney, and intermittently taught science journalism at New York University. Kluger is a senior writer for TIME. He joined TIME as a contributor in 1996, and was named a senior writer in 1998. He has written a number of cover stories, including reports on the Mars Pathfinder landing, the loss of the shuttle Columbia and the collision aboard the Mir space station. Is the Space Station a Money Pit? http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1632890,00.html
The larger question, as always, is why we're bothering with this whole program in the first place. The station was originally proposed 23 years ago as an $8 billion orbiting laboratory that would perform cutting-edge biological research, manufacture new and highly marketable materials impossible to make in the gravity environment of Earth and generally pay for itself many times over. Close to two decades past deadline and now carrying a projected $100 billion price tag, it has not returned a lick of good science — nor is it likely to. Meantime, it's diverting billions from NASA's budget that could better be spent on the agency's brilliantly successful unmanned space program, as well as its promising efforts to return astronauts to the moon and eventually explore Mars.

Tradeoff Link – James Webb
International Space station fails in scientific development and trades off with the James Webb Space Telescope

Lawrence M Krauss July 21, 2011 is foundation professor and director of the Origins Project at Arizona State University, and the author of books including The Physics of Star Trek. The space shuttle programme has been a multi-billion-dollar failure http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2011/jul/21/space-shuttle-programme

Either aboard the shuttle or the International Space Station, astronauts have explicitly demonstrated that what we learn from sending people into space is not much more than how people can survive in space. The lion's share of costs associated with sending humans into space is devoted, as it should be, to making sure they survive the voyage. No other significant science has been learned by a generation's worth of round trips in near-earth orbit. Yes, there have been highlights, such as the Hubble Space Telescopelaunch and repair missions, which were not only exciting but useful. However, the real question is whether they were necessary to achieve the science goals. The initial HST repair mission was required because of poor engineering on the ground, which may even have resulted from the daunting requirement of creating a device that had to be designed to be deployed from the space shuttle. And given the $5bn or so price tag per year associated with the shuttle (leading to cost estimates ranging between $500m and $1.3bn per launch) compared with the total cost of, say $5-7bn over more than a decade for the James Webb Space Telescope, one wonders – as my colleague Robert Parks has mused – whether it would have cost less and been more efficient to merely send up another Hubble (on an unmanned rocket) instead of sending an expensive crew ship to repair the old one. Helping construct the International Space Station has been no serious justification for the shuttle programme. A largely useless international make-work project that was criticised by every major science organisation in the US, all that can be said for its scientific justification is that it now houses a $2bn particle physics experiment (the Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer) that managed to avoid serious scientific peer review during its development, otherwise it certainly would not have been recommended for funding.

Spending Link

ISS costs billions
USA Today 05 (Traci Watson, “NASA administrator says space shuttle was a mistake,” Science and Space, 9/27/05, http://www.usatoday.com/tech/science/space/2005-09-27-nasa-griffin-interview_x.htm)

The space shuttle and International Space Station — nearly the whole of the U.S. manned space program for the past three decades — were mistakes, NASA chief Michael Griffin said Tuesday. 

In a meeting with USA TODAY's editorial board, Griffin said NASA lost its way in the 1970s, when the agency ended the Apollo moon missions in favor of developing the shuttle and space station, which can only orbit Earth. 

"It is now commonly accepted that was not the right path," Griffin said. "We are now trying to change the path while doing as little damage as we can."

The shuttle has cost the lives of 14 astronauts since the first flight in 1981. Roger Pielke Jr., a space policy expert at the University of Colorado, estimates that NASA has spent about $150 billion on the program since its inception in 1971. The total cost of the space station by the time it's finished — in 2010 or later — may exceed $100 billion, though other nations will bear some of that.
	


Only now is the nation's space program getting back on track, Griffin said. He announced last week that NASA aims to send astronauts back to the moon in 2018 in a spacecraft that would look like the Apollo capsule.

The goal of returning Americans to the moon was laid out by President Bush in 2004, before Griffin took the top job at NASA. Bush also said the shuttle would be retired in 2010.

Griffin has made clear in previous statements that he regards the shuttle and space station as misguided. He told the Senate earlier this year that the shuttle was "inherently flawed" and that the space station was not worth "the expense, the risk and the difficulty" of flying humans to space.

But since he became NASA administrator, Griffin hasn't been so blunt about the two programs.

Asked Tuesday whether the shuttle had been a mistake, Griffin said, "My opinion is that it was. ... It was a design which was extremely aggressive and just barely possible." Asked whether the space station had been a mistake, he said, "Had the decision been mine, we would not have built the space station we're building in the orbit we're building it in."

Joe Rothenberg, head of NASA's manned space programs from 1995 to 2001, defended the programs for providing lessons about how to operate in space. But he conceded that "in hindsight, there may have been other ways."

Politics Links – NASA Shuttle Programs Unpopular
No congressional support—NASA’s inefficiencies make the plan politically explosive

Pasztor 7/22. Andy, writer for the wall street journal. NASA's Post-Shuttle Space-Exploration Plans Generate Little Excitement. July 22, 2011. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111903554904576460203278610600.html
Despite the fanfare surrounding Thursday's final shuttle landing, plans for future U.S. manned space exploration have failed to spark broad public excitement or congressional backing. Starting in the late 1980s, three presidents prior to Barack Obama proposed plans for rockets and spacecraft intended to replace the shuttle fleet operated by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, only to discover the projects were either unaffordable or lacked political support. So far, the Obama administration doesn't appear to be faring much better. The administration wants to rely on commercial space-taxis for the next decade or two to reach the orbiting International Space Station. But the planned commercial projects are years late, and critics worry there may be fewer of them than initially envisioned, which could hurt the program's reliability. The shortage of specifics is a big reason for today's apparent lack of national consensus over the agency's direction, according to lawmakers, industry officials and other NASA critics. "Not having a clear-curt mission is a very big deal," said Mark Albrecht, a former White House space official and U.S. space-industry executive. "We've been talking about what to do at the end of the shuttle era for 20 years," Mr. Albrecht said in a recent interview, "but the hard truth is we still don't have a concrete plan" for new technologies or destinations. Bolden, a former astronaut, has said U.S. leadership in space exploration would "persist for the foreseeable future . . . I'm very confident in that." Mr. Bolden tries to play down his disputes with lawmakers and some NASA contractors, saying that by 2025, U.S.-built hardware and American astronauts will be exploring distant parts of the solar system. "A lot of the controversy," he has said, stems from "people who are nervous about doing new things." In an interview earlier this week, Mr. Bolden said the Obama administration's vision of putting humans "in the vicinity of an asteroid" by 2025 and having astronauts orbit Mars "with the intent of landing" sometime after 2035 are comparable to the pivotal U.S. decision to put a man on the moon. Countering critics who say NASA isn't focused enough on a precise destinations, the NASA chief said "those are pretty specific goals," challenging enough to elicit widespread public support. The legislative tug-of-war over NASA's direction—and how much its current $18.7 billion budget will shrink—is bound to continue well past the shuttle's return. The House Appropriations Committee wants to lop off around $2 billion for next year. Mr. Bolden seeks to ramp up spending on commercial alternatives, but his foes on Capitol Hill want to shift more dollars to offshoots of traditional NASA-run programs—sometimes without opening the contracts to competitive bidding. If lawmakers succeed in mandating certain technologies, some champions of private space ventures say that would amount to the largest congressional earmark in history. Still, NASA's contentious dealings with Congress are unlike previous policy disputes. Two separate committees have threatened to subpoena documents lawmakers requested months ago related to a new rocket design, some of which NASA still hasn't handed over. Rep. Pete Olson, a Texas Republican whose district includes Houston's Johnson Space Center, summed up the unprecedented friction and distrust at a hearing last year, telling Mr. Bolden that his "ill-conceived decisions" and failure to keep lawmakers apprised of NASA's plans managed to "surprise, frustrate and anger those of us who have been your greatest advocates." NASA also faces engineering and management hurdles. Closely-held Space Exploration Technologies Corp., the best known pioneer in private space ventures, years ago was expected to conduct as many as 17 cargo missions to the station, partly to verify safety systems, before it would attempt to launch its first astronaut, according to government and industry officials. But now, with the kickoff of cargo trips taking longer than initially projected, NASA and the company are looking at beginning manned missions around the middle of this decade, following fewer in-flight safety checks.

Only a risk of GOP backlash

NYT 7/21. After the Space Shuttle. July 21, 2011.  http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/22/opinion/22fri1.html?_r=1
Now House Republicans want to cut NASA’s spending for all programs, both manned and unmanned, by 10 percent below the president’s request, with especially troubling cuts in some of the most important research areas. The House Appropriations Committee has approved a budget that would make deep cuts in planned spending on new space technologies, scale back NASA’s two highest-priority unmanned missions — to Mars and a moon of Jupiter — and eliminate NASA’s most important new space telescope (a successor to the Hubble), which is behind schedule and overbudget. NASA certainly needs to improve its efficiency. But it makes no sense to eviscerate programs that could yield cutting-edge technologies or important scientific findings.
Politics Link – Space Cooperation Unpopular

Plan causes political backlash—even NASA hates cooperation

Smith 11. (Marcia, “Rep. Wolf Reaffirms Opposition to Space Cooperation with China,” Space Policy Online, 5/11/11, http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1563:rep-wolf-reaffirms-opposition-to-space-cooperation-with-china&catid=91:news&Itemid=84)
Rep. Frank Wolf (R-VA), chairman of the House appropriations subcomittee that funds NASA, restated his well known opposition to U.S. space cooperation with China at a hearing of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission today. The commission was created by Congress in 2000 to report on the national security implications of the trade and economic relationships between the two countries. It held a hearing today about the implications of China's military and civil space activities. Witnesses included DOD's Greg Schulte and Rep. Wolf as well as two panels of experts. Rep. Wolf's statement was circulated by his staff. He began by expressing disappointment that NASA declined to participate in the hearing and that it was "reflective of this administration's abysmal record on American leadership in space." He went on to restate his well known views about why the United States should not cooperate with China because of human rights abuses and Chinese arms sales to countries like Iran, for example. He asserted that Presidential Science Adviser John Holdren told his subcommitee at a hearing last week that the Obama Administration does not intend to comply with a provision Wolf included in the Continuing Resolution that prohibits spending funds to work with China in any manner to plan or execute space cooperation. "I take this blatant disregard for the law very seriously and the committee is currently reviewing its options," he said.
Russia Aerospace Link
America’s loss is Russia’s gain—our evidence is reverse causal 

Hermant 7/23. America's loss is Russia's gain. Norman Hermant reported this story on Saturday, July 23, 2011 08:10:00. http://www.abc.net.au/correspondents/content/2011/s3276319.htm
ELIZABETH JACKSON: When the US space shuttle program ended last week, America's loss was Russia's gain. After decades of living in the shadow of NASA, the Russian space program has returned to manned space supremacy, at least temporarily. Until the US develops a new spacecraft, Russia's Cold War-era rockets are the only way for crews to reach the international space station. Here's our Moscow correspondent Norman Hermant. NORMAN HERMANT: The sound of Russian. The International Space Station or ISS will be hearing a lot of it as spacecraft approach until the middle of this decade. With the US space shuttle now history, Russia's Soyuz rocket and capsule, designed half a century ago, are the only way for crews to reach the ISS. Mikhail Marov is with the Russian Academy of Sciences. MIKHAIL MAROV: To keep it alive, without Soyuz support, it will be, you know, completely disaster. (Sound of rocket explosion) NORMAN HERMANT: It's quite a turnaround for Russia's space program that for a long while was starved of cash following the collapse of the Soviet Union. While the US spent nearly $200 billion on the shuttle program, Russia had to make do with Soyuz. It may be old technology, says Vyacheslav Rodin of the Institute of Space Research, but it's straightforward, and it works. "There is always a principle in our technology," he says. "That all construction should be made for a fool. And even a fool who will deal with them and with this equipment, won't be able to break it." NASA will pay Russia more than $50 million a seat to carry astronauts to the ISS. But according to Mikhail Marov, not everyone is celebrating Russia's return to space prominence. Is this a moment of pride, then, for the Russian space program? MIKHAIL MAROV: You said pride? No. We will continue exploitation our Soyuz having quite limited financial resources. Meantime, United States will be completely free and investing money for the new generation of transport vehicle. NORMAN HERMANT: Until a new American spacecraft is launched, expected within five years, to get to the ISS, all roads go through Russia, and the Cold War-era rocket it's launched nearly 2,000 times, and counting. ELIZABETH JACKSON: That report from our Moscow correspondent Norman Hermant.

Private Sector CP – General

NASA can commercialize activities for the ISS
Petras 02 – Major in the USAF, Chief of Operations Law of the United States Space Command (“’Space force alpha’:  Military use of the international space station and the concept of ‘peaceful purposes,’” The Air Force Law Review, Maxwell AFB, Vol. 53 pg. 135, 47 pgs)

Meanwhile, the newly appointed NASA administrator17 has called for closer ties between his agency and DoD.18 Additionally, the United States and its partners are currently formulating plans for commercialization of the ISS,19 and insofar as these plans allow nonmilitary crews to perform ostensibly "commercial" activities with direct military applications for or on-behalf of national defense industries, there will inevitably be activities of a military nature or of military value taking place onboard the Space Station in the near future. 

The prospect of military use of the ISS undoubtedly raises questions about the permissibility of military activities within the confines of the 1998 Intergovernmental Agreement (1998 IGA) that established the ISS partnership;20 moreover, it rekindles an old debate about the lawfulness of military activities in outer space under international law generally. This latter dispute centers on the scope and applicability of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, and, specifically, the meaning of the language in Article IV relating to the use of space for "peaceful purposes,"21 with some arguing that peaceful purposes should be understood to be "nonmilitary," and others, including the United States, interpreting it as meaning "nonaggressive."22 Thus, the extent to which military-related activities may be lawfully carried out onboard the ISS has significant implications for the fifteen Partner States that are party to the 1998 IGA (the United States, Russia, Canada, Japan, and the eleven member states of the ESA23), as well as for other spacefaring States and international community as a whole. 

Private Sector CP - Prizes
Prizes and incentives will fuel the private sector to make deliveries to the ISS
Huffington Post July 22, 2011 The New Space Biz: Companies Seek Cash In The Cosmos http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/07/22/new-space-business_n_907358.html
But Jain's company is by no means the only for-profit company in the space business. With NASA's space shuttle program over, the future of space travel, now more than ever, is in the hands of the private sector. A company called Astrobotic Technology is creating a lunar lander of its own, which it says could touch down on the moon's surface by 2013. And Richard Branson, the founder of Virgin, is at work on a project that will allow tourists to orbit the earth for $200,000 a trip. Other companies are taking over some of the NASA shuttles' less glamorous duties. Orbital Spacecraft, a manufacturer of satellites and rockets for military and commercial uses, is one of several businesses that NASA has contracted to deliver food, scientific supplies, and other cargo to the International Space Station. The deliveries are set to begin next year. Barry Beneski, a spokesman for the company, said, "In a much bigger and higher-tech sense, it's very similar to how you would hire Federal Express to deliver a package from New York to L.A." Another company taking over some of NASA’s delivery responsibilities is Space Exploration Technologies. Elon Musk, the company’s CEO and chief rocket designer, and the founder of PayPal, started the business in 2002 with 100 million dollars of his own money. Musk has said that it was his passion for space that inspired him to start the business. If he cared only about making profits, he said, he would have done something else. But the business is proving to be successful anyway -- it has posted profits for the last four years. NASA recently awarded the company 75 million dollars to make upgrades to its Falcon 9 rocket, so that it will eventually be able to carry astronauts into space. Top of Form

Bottom of Form

Boeing, one of NASA’s partners throughout the space program’s history, is developing another spacecraft designed to send astronauts to the International Space Station. The company says it expects to send people to the station by 2015. The spacecraft -- which visually resembles the Apollo spacecrafts -- will also send crew members to a private space station being built by Bigelow Aerospace, a private startup based in Nevada.

Private Sector CP – Specific Companies
Space X can solve the plan

Carreau 11 - a senior reporter, aerospace at Houston Chronicle News reporter, city hall and politics at Houston Post Suburban news reporter at Fort Worth Star-Telegram (“SpaceX Station Cargo Mission Planned,”  http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2011/07/20/02.xml&headline=SpaceX%20Station%20Cargo%20Mission%20Planned)
With the STS-135 space shuttle supply mission to the International Space Station drawing to a close, agency officials are honing plans for a late November launch of the SpaceX Falcon 9/Dragon on the first U.S. commercial cargo delivery mission to the orbiting science laboratory, NASA ISS program manager Mike Suffredini says. Agency and company officials reached agreement on planning dates of Nov. 30 for the launch and Dec. 7 for the rendezvous and berthing of the Dragon cargo spacecraft with the station during a July 15 meeting. The plan depends on how SpaceX intends to manage the deployment of two small satellites during the flight that could pose an impact hazard to the station. “I think we will find a way to sort that out,” Suffredini says. The strategy combines the second and third Dragon demonstration missions outlined in NASA’s Commercial Orbital Transportation Systems program agreement. SpaceX CEO Elon Musk proposed as much following the company’s Dec. 8 initial demonstration flight. Meanwhile, the four Atlantis astronauts entered the home stretch of STS-135 early July 19 as they departed the ISS with a sweeping arc over the top of the station to photograph portions of the solar power truss and the U.S., European and Japanese lab modules not accessible to camera-wielding astronauts on previous shuttle departures. Over a nine-day visit, Atlantis commander Chris Ferguson, pilot Doug Hurley, Sandra Magnus and Rex Walheim fortified the station with enough food, spare parts and other supplies to support six-person operations through 2012, long enough for NASA’s emerging commercial re-suppliers, SpaceX and Orbital Sciences Corp., to ramp up delivery operations. “The first hurdle is getting the first flight,” Suffredini says. “The next hurdle is to establish a number of flights in a row, and that will be a challenge.” During the post-shuttle era, NASA is counting on three missions annually from SpaceX and two from Orbital Sciences, in addition to cargo deliveries by Europe’s Automated Transfer Vehicle, Japan’s H-II Transfer Vehicle and Russian Progress capsules, to sustain station operations. Following their July 19 departure, the Atlantis crew surveyed the heat shielding on the wings and nose cap of their spacecraft for debris impact damage with the shuttle’s Orbiter Boom Sensor System. “I anticipate no issues in that regard,” NASA Mission Management Team Chairman LeRoy Cain told a news briefing. The astronauts will join with flight controllers for a pre-landing checkout of orbiter flight control and communications systems on the eve of their descent to Earth.

