ORS Neg

***AT Deterrence Adv***

---China Peaceful

China is not weaponizing.

Xinhua News Agency 2012 (“Chinese engineer defends expansion of space industry” March 1, 2012, Lexis)//ALo

A leading Chinese space engineer on Thursday [23 February] defended the rapid development of China's space industry, saying such programs pose no threat to any other country. "It's inappropriate to say that China's space industry will threaten other countries," said Qi Faren, the former chief designer of the Shenzhou spaceships series, in an exclusive interview with Xinhua ahead of the annual session of the National Committee of the Chinese People's Political Consultative Conference (CPPCC), the country's top political advisory body, to open Saturday. "A rapidly developing space industry does not mean China has renounced its peaceful commitment," said Qi, who is a member of the CPPCC National Committee. "All China is doing is to pursue a peaceful development of the space industry as planned." "Objectively speaking, China and the United States are now in a competition situation in developing space industry," Qi said when asked to comment on the two countries' space programs. The engineer said, in rapidly developing its own space industry, China has learned lessons from countries such as the United States and Russia. "We've avoided mistakes they made and did not detour," Qi said. In a white paper on China's space activities in 2011, China vowed to maintain a principle of peaceful development in its space missions and the use of outer space for peaceful purposes. China opposes the weaponization of, or an arms race in, outer space, according to the paper. 
The DoD admits China is peaceful 

Department of Defense, 2011, “ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 2011,” http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/2011_CMPR_Final.pdf 

Although the view is increasingly articulated that the time has come for China to discuss more candidly and pursue its national interests, the prevailing voices within China’s leadership have supported former paramount leader Deng Xiaoping’s dictum from the early 1990s that China should, ―observe calmly; secure our position; cope with affairs calmly; hide our capabilities and bide our time; be good at maintaining a low profile; and never claim leadership.‖ This guidance reflected Deng’s belief that PRC interests are best served by focusing on internal development and stability while steering clear of direct confrontation or antagonism with major powers. In December 2010, State Councilor Dai Bingguo specifically cited Deng’s guidance, insisting China adhered to a ―path of peaceful development‖ and would not seek expansion or hegemony. He asserted that the ―bide and hide‖ rhetoric was not a ―smokescreen‖ employed while China builds its strength, but rather an admonition to be patient and not stand out. 
China’s space presence is peaceful.

Wong and Change 2011 – (Edward and Kenneth, International Herald Tribune “Beijing adds fuel to global space race; As U.S. program shrinks, Chinese plan steadily builds capacity in 5 years” Pg. 3, Lexis)//ALo

China's ambitious new five-year plan for space exploration would move China closer to becoming a major rival of the United States at a time when the U.S. program is in retreat. Coupled with China's earlier vows to build a space station and put an astronaut on the moon, the plan announced Thursday conjured up memories of the Cold War space race between the United States and the Soviet Union. The United States, which has de-emphasized manned space flight in recent years, is now dependent on Russia for transporting its astronauts to and from the International Space Station. Russia, for its part, has suffered an embarrassing string of failed satellite launchings. China has been looking for ways to exert its growing economic strength and to demonstrate that its technological mastery and scientific achievements can approach those of any global power. Its new five-year plan calls for launching a space lab and collecting samples from the moon, all by 2016, along with a more powerful manned spaceship and space freighters. In recent years, China has also sought to build a military capacity in keeping with its economic might, building up its submarine fleet and, in 2011, testing its first aircraft carrier, a refurbished Soviet model. Under the new space plan, it would vastly expand its version of a Global Positioning System, which would have military as well as civilian uses. The plan shows how the government intends to draw on military and civilian resources to meet the goals, which the government is betting will also produce benefits for the Chinese economy. ''This approach offers lessons for other advanced space powers, including the United States, which needs to make sure it sustains its high-level investment in various aspects of space development across the board,'' said Andrew S. Erickson, a professor at the U.S. Naval War College who has studied the Chinese space program. While a leader in the private business of launching satellites, China is still years behind the United States in space. Its human spaceflight accomplishments to date put it roughly where the United States and the Soviet Union were in the mid-1960s. But China has consistently stuck to a development timeline for its program and met the realistic goals set out in its five-year plans. For human spaceflight, the plan lays out a continuation of China's steady but unrushed efforts to develop technologies and extend its capacities. It says that China will begin the work to land its astronauts on the moon, but it did not provide a target date for when they would go. ''I think it is a comprehensive, moderately paced program,'' said John M. Logsdon, former director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University. ''It's not a crash program.'' By contrast, NASA's direction tends to shift with every change of presidency. President George W. Bush called on NASA to return to the moon by 2020. President Barack Obama canceled that program and now wants the agency to send astronauts to an asteroid. NASA shut down its 30-year space shuttle program after a final flight in July. ''The one thing that is admirable about their program is they don't have fits and starts,'' said Joseph R. Fragola, a space safety expert who has visited the space facilities in China. ''Their program is low-budget, but it is laid out, and they follow it in an orderly process, and we don't do that.'' Experts say Beijing is approaching its space program the way it did its military modernization. In addition to the aircraft carrier, which it bought from Ukraine, China has also made a progress on an anti-ship ballistic missile, which could be deployed to ward off foreign warships. Last January, the Chinese military tested a stealth fighter hours before Robert M. Gates, the U.S. defense secretary at the time, met in Beijing with President Hu Jintao. Unlike in the United States, where there are separate military and civilian space programs, in China the People's Liberation Army is the driving force behind development of the space program. Civilian institutions, including various universities and laboratories, are part of the military-led efforts. In the white paper that laid out the plan, released by the State Council, the Chinese cabinet, the authors took pains to say that Beijing was not seeking to challenge any nation militarily with its space program. ''China always adheres to the use of outer space for peaceful purposes, and opposes weaponization or any arms race in outer space,'' the paper said. Analysts say one of the more notable goals of the five-year strategy is to further develop the Beidou Navigation Satellite System, which on Tuesday began providing navigation, positioning and timing data on China and surrounding areas. The white paper said China intended to have a global system by 2020, with 35 satellites in orbit. If it met that goal, China would join Russia in having a system that tries to rival the United States'. China has already launched 10 satellites for the Beidou system, and plans to launch six more in 2012. 
And, arguments about the inevitability of a Chinese attack assume that China is a monolithic actor when in reality there is a domestic debate.  Cooperation checks miscalc 

Manzo, 8 - CDI Research Assistant (Vince, “U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China,” 8/28, http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/StrategicDialoguePolicy.pdf)

The four viewpoints in the previous section represent a mere sampling of the voluminous body of opinions about China’s ASAT test, strategic thinking and intentions. A coherent and effective U.S. response to the test requires a basic understanding of China’s motivations, but this debate will not resolve itself anytime soon. Unfortunately, the United States cannot wait for perfect information because its current policy decisions will have an immediate impact.
What is to be done? The United States should avoid attributing China’s actions to a single objective. Policy decisions are rarely driven by a solitary goal, and never fit into a clear-cut, cookie-cutter explanation. This case is no exception. China’s decision to develop and test an ASAT weapon was probably driven by a variety of factors. “Hit-to-kill” technology is applicable to ASAT weapons as well as missile defense, and the United States and the Soviet Union have developed similar capabilities. Therefore, as Kulacki and Lewis suggest, China’s decision to pursue “hit-to-kill” research and development was probably not driven by a single objective, and its decision to test its investment is logical, if not condonable. Moreover, ASAT capabilities are probably attractive to China precisely because they could potentially serve several purposes, including function as an effective weapon against a superior and satellite-dependent military foe and as a tool to disable the satellites of a future U.S. missile defense system.  

In gauging China’s commitment to ASAT weapons, the United States should reject the certainty with which Tellis qualifies his argument. Neither the government of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) nor the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) is a monolith; a variety of opinions about ASAT weapons are probably vying for acceptance within both organizations. Considerations that inhibit ASAT testing, deployment and use resonate with some Chinese officials, while others are likely uncompromising in their belief that ASAT capabilities are a strategic necessity. Indeed, China’s track record in the Conference on Disarmament suggests that the proponents of arms control within the Chinese government must have some influence over national policy-makers.13 The evolution of U.S. strategic force posture and the broader U.S.-Sino relationship are two of the factors that will influence which camp wins the policy debate within the Chinese government. While the United States is not the pre-eminent issue influencing Chinese policy, to deny any causal link between U.S. policies and China’s decisions is irresponsible and excuses U.S. policy-makers from thinking through the immediate and indirect consequences of their choices.    
---Miscalc
No PLA miscalc 

Doctroff 11 (Tom, The Huffingtong Post “Standing Up to China, the Obama Way”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tom-doctoroff/standing-up-to-china-the_b_788704.html) 

Third, and fortunately, China knows its ascent will not continue without Western complicity. No matter how successful the central government is in rebalancing the economy toward domestic consumption, exports to Western markets, which have fueled more than 60% of economic expansion since 1990, will determine growth rates for decades to come. Even the military acknowledges armed conflict with the United States would strike a fatal blow to China's "peaceful rise." Importantly, China has always productively engaged with other societies -- from Indian Buddhism to American capital markets, absorbing new influences and applying them in Chinese contexts. After the Great Leap Backwards -- thirty years of economic and social disaster triggered by post-Liberation isolation -- it knows walls, at least outside cyberspace, are counterproductive. As one street smart sixty-year-old confided, "We're afraid of not having any friends." In China, there is no desire, even amongst reactionary military factions, to become divorced from global forces of progress. 

---Space War D
No space war or pre-emption – multiple warrants

Krepon 8 (“Opening Pandora’s Box”

Michael, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/SurvivalTellis.pdf, ken)

Because every spacefaring nation can lose badly in the event that vulnerable and essential satellites are damaged or destroyed, a rudimentary form of deterrence against satellite warfare existed during the Cold War. It continues to exist today. Deterrence of satellite warfare was far simpler and less expensive than nuclear deterrence because so much latent capability existed to harm satellites. Dedicated ASAT tests weren’t needed; they were kept to a minimum because they were provocative and dangerous. My own view, unlike the one imputed to me by Tellis, is that Beijing was not sending a cri de coeur on behalf of arms control with its ASAT test. Instead, Beijing was sending a deterrence message that, in the event of a crisis over Taiwan, the United States could not count on ‘owning’ space. Will major spacefaring nations again settle for a cheap form of deterrence against satellite warfare, or will they go down the space warfighting path suggested by Tellis? I believe there is reason to be optimistic rather than fatalistic. The more spacefaring nations become invested in satellites for economic growth, global commerce, and military capabilities, the more they will pause before opening Pandora’s Box. The constraints that worked against using satellites as target practice in the past are even stronger today. They will be stronger tomorrow, because dependency on satellites is growing in all spacefaring nations. I rest my case by citing as evidence the behaviour of the George W. Bush administration, which has not been shy about utilising American military superiority and about taking significant risks in pursuit of presumed security interests. Even the Bush administration – and even after the Chinese ASAT test – has refrained from undertaking the offensive ASAT programmes endorsed by Tellis. Notwithstanding existing US Air Force guidance and the Rumsfeld Commission’s recommendations, the Pentagon has so far confined its testing in space to the demonstration of multipurpose technologies that fall far short of dedicated ASATs. The United States, like China and Russia, is pursuing a hedging strategy in the event that the norm against harming satellites in crises or warfare is broken. This analysis suggests breaks in the logic train constructed by Tellis and others who advocate the testing and deployment of offensive counterspace capabilities. To be sure, ASAT programmes are driven by national interest, but national interest also recognises that a shooting war in space can have profoundly negative consequences. Chinese ASAT programmes do, indeed, have military logic, but it is probably incorrect to assume that Chinese space diplomacy serves entirely as a ruse to protect the PLA’s ASAT programmes. The Chinese government has many moving parts, and Beijing’s conspicuous silence after the January 2007 ASAT test suggests that the Foreign Ministry and the PLA tracks were not well coordinated. In all probability, Tellis is correct about PLA briefings to the Chinese leadership before the ASAT test, but it is also probably fair to conclude that the subject of debris did not figure prominently in these briefings. I believe that Tellis is correct in asserting that threats to space assets will grow, but so, too, will global dependency on satellites. In combination, these trend lines can continue to prevent space from becoming a shooting gallery. I happen to agree with Tellis that a treaty banning space weapons would be plagued by problems of definition, scope and verification. I appreciate Tellis’s cautious endorsement of a Code of Conduct for responsible spacefaring nations, an initiative of the Henry L. Stimson Center that has gained endorsement by the European Union and other governments. A Code of Conduct would, however, be greatly vitiated unless participating states agreed to a provision against harmful interference with satellites. When Tellis’s partial truths are complicated by other truths, the inadvisability of running and trying to win an offence–defence arms race in space becomes evident. There is nothing inevitable about the use of force against space objects. If this were the case, attacks on satellites would have already accompanied ground combat and deep crises. If common sense, let alone wisdom, prevails, barriers against attacking satellites can extend into the future as well. 
Capabilities do not indicate intent – taboo prevents use. 

Krepon et al, 11 – President of the Henry L. Stimson Center, also Theresa Hitchens, Director of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research and Michael Katz-Hyman, Research Associate at the Henry L. Stimson Center on the Space

Security and South Asia Projects (Michael, Toward a Theory of Space Power: Selected Essays, February, 
 HYPERLINK "http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf" 
http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf
)

These dilemmas are widely, but not universally, recognized. Together with the widespread public antipathy to elevating humankind's worst practices into space, they help explain why the flight-testing and deployment of dedicated space weapons have not become commonplace. These capabilities are certainly not difficult to acquire, as they are decades old. Indeed, tests of dedicated ASAT weapons have periodically occurred, and such systems were deployed for short periods during the Cold War. If the weaponization of space were inevitable, it surely would have occurred when the United States and the Soviet Union went to extraordinary lengths to compete in so many other realms. The weaponization of space has not occurred to date and is not inevitable in the future because of strong public resistence to the idea of weapons in space, and because most national leaders have long recognized that this would open a Pandora's box that would be difficult to close.

---Space War – Turn
Claiming that space weaponization is inevitable is a self-fulfilling prophecy 

Grondin, 08 US Governmentality and Exceptionalism in Outer Space:   The (Violent) Virtual Production of Enemies and Borders in Outer Space, David Grondin  Assistant Professor in American Studies and Global Politics  School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa, Paper presented at the ISA Convention, San Francisco  March 25, 2008
To understand how Space war can even be thought of before materializing, one has to understand how the national security state mindset works; it needs an enemy, a new political imagery and new geopolitical categories to make sense of the world and think US strategic actions in it (Shapiro, 1997: 104). Geostrategy becomes an inscription technology of power in Space that considers means to use violence to attain political objectives against abstract and remote enemies. There is a need of an abstract and undefined hostility and, writes Michael Shapiro, “with the narrative of writing technology as a frame, it is possible to deepen the appreciation of abstract enmity” (Shapiro, 1997: 92; my emphasis). Fuelled by the strategic context of the War on Terror, the US astropolitical dominant discourse on Space weaponization and Space warfare emerged as a way to “secure” the freedom of Space. Consequently, the US language of strategy is proof of attempts to cope with the multiscale transformations in warfighting and in the spatialities of conflicts as the US state wants to master the Space commons (as a geostrategic dimension). While outer space is still seen as being free from warfare technology, the US nevertheless prepares itself not to be caught unprepared should one entity choose to develop Space weaponry and deploy warfare technology that would undermine its sovereignty and Space leadership. The construction process of the enemy in outer space thus strangely recalls the Cold War logic and the strategic logic introduced by the atomic weapon – what Paul Virilio had termed “inversion”, when the enemy is created by the US itself and by its blind faith in technology. During the Cold War, this has meant that that its own weaponry, technology, and technoscientific know-how would lead the US to its own end. In the War on Terror, in the context of Space weaponization, this means that technology produced by the US is itself the enemy of the United States and its savior: “the faith that the U.S. government and others show in technology is disturbing. They don’t care that what they want is deemed impossible now; they assume that eventually anything will be technologically possible” (Gray, 2005: 34). This problematic logic is inherent in deterrence strategy, as deterrence highlights the ambiguity that lies behind the politics of protection, as it poses the armor as offense and defense (Virilio, in Der Derian, 1998: 48). No one doubts that the new strategic logic behind the Space warfare strategy bears the imprint of Ronald Reagan: obsessed with the idea that a nuclear war could not be won, he had begun strategic arms reduction talks with USSR so that none could ever be fought, thinking that it would render the atomic weapon obsolete and bring about the end of the threat of mutual assured destruction. He had consequently traded the mutual assured destruction logic for what he saw as a more ethical measure of ballistic missile defense system, going from a logic of deterrence to one of defense (Arquilla, 2006: 215-217). Reagan’s failed Strategic Defense Initiative (commonly known as the “Star Wars” program) has indeed laid grounds for what is now the US ballistic missile defense, officially deployed in 2004. But in trying to go beyond deterrence, protection becomes the only strategy worth pursuing, and in regard to outer space, it means to be ready to finally weaponize Space with the objective of preventing its weaponization. The antimissile shield is thus only the first step, as weaponization is thought to be the rational defensive/offensive measure to protect the nation and the globe. This self-fulfilling thinking is deeply problematic as it cannot escape bringing that which it first seeks to eradicate, that is, insecurity and uncertainty in international affairs and US homeland security.  
---Taiwan

No Impact – Taiwan not hotspot. 

Zhang 11 -Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong July 14

Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship The Prospects for Arms Control,” Asian Survey, Vol. 51, Number 2, pp. 311–332, Proquest

Until May 2008, the Taiwan Strait was a hot spot for military conflicts thatcould potentially drag China and the U.S. into a major war. This prospectput tremendous pressure on the PLA to search for ways to counter the massive conventional military superiority of the U.S. Now, because of Taiwan President Ma Ying-jeou’s accommodation strategy toward Beijing, a new cross-strait relationship has emerged. Military tension and pernicious mutual mistrust have given way to institutionalized dialogues, expanded economic integration, and greater people-to-people exchanges. Indeed, the Taiwan Strait situation has been completely altered since Ma assumed the presidency in May 2008. he Taiwan Afairs Oice of the State Council of China has declared that cross-strait relations have “achieved a historical transformation.” his new and positive assessment has drastically changed the PLA’s perception of the prospects for war in the strait, and thus the possibility of U.S. military intervention. Major GeneralPeng Guangqian of the PLA Academy of Military Sciences commented that economic integration and institutionalized political dialogues would makemilitary conflict in the Taiwan Strait “unlikely and even unthinkable.” 48 Yan Xuetong, an inluential Chinese international relations scholar with close ties to the military, has also revised his past pessimistic views. Whereas he once insisted that war in the strait was inevitable, he now believes that the probability is, currently, extremely low. 49 With minimized chances of military conlict occurring in the Taiwan Strait, the PLA should no longer be obsessed with the prospect of U.S. intervention. Indeed, the Taiwan Strait constitutes the only realistically plausible cause of war between China and the U.S. As noted earlier, Major General Jin Yinan recently concluded that the prospect of such a militaryconflict was extremely unlikely. The new Taiwan Strait situation could play a major role in improving theU.S.-China military space relationship. The fear of U.S. intervention wasonce an important reason for the PLA’s pursuit of space warfare capabilitiesNow, the Chinese military should perceive no compelling reason to developspace warfare capabilities to level the playing field.

No Taiwan Invasion.
Watts, 11 - Senior Fellow, Center for Strategic & Budgetary Assessments (Barry, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA; COMMITTEE: SENATE U.S.-CHINA ECONOMIC AND SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION,” 5/11, lexis)

The most common scenarios for a conflict between the United States and the PRC are built around a Chinese attempt to take Taiwan by military force. The first point to be made about the likelihood of such an attempt is that China has been fairly successful in pursuing the economic entanglement of Taiwan. In 2003 I participated in discussions of net assessment with senior Taiwanese national security officials held in Taipei. What struck me during that trip was the growing migration of Taiwan's advanced technologies and businesses to mainland China, lured by such incentives as lower labor costs. Since then, the indications are that the gradual economic entanglement of Taiwan has continued, and that it is leading in the long run to Taiwan's eventual economic "capture" by the PRC.
If this assessment is correct, then the chances of the PRC initiating a military takeover of Taiwan in 2012 or even 2020 appear to be quite low. Why use military force if economic entanglement leading to economic capture is succeeding? Note, too, that this approach embodies Sun Tzu's dictum that the acme of strategy is to subdue the enemy without fighting
***Development Adv***

Colonization

Colonization impossible – Microgravity
The Guardian (London) October 31, 2002
Humans were never designed for zero-G. We evolved to thrive, where muscles and skeleton, working against the Earth's gravity, makes them grow strong. Even with rigorous exercise, cosmonauts on the Mir space station lost 1-2% of their bone mass each month. The risk of breaking a bone during a three-year mission to Mars has been calculated at around 30%, with horrific consequences. "A limb fracture involving one of a six-person space crew could seriously compromise a mission's objectives," explains Jay Shapiro, at the National Space Biomedical Research Institute. For a human body, being weightless is like being confined to bed in a total body cast. Apart from bones, the muscles also waste away from lack of use, and some, like those in the calves, can lose around 20% of their mass in zero-G. Tendons and ligaments can weaken to the point that they tear like tissue paper. The lungs and other major organs suffer. Blood feels the lack of gravity, too. When we're standing on Earth, blood sinks to the feet and leaves the brain lighter, creating a gradient of blood pressure through the body. But in space, the pressure gradient disappears and the body thinks it's in trouble and makes less blood, which spells trouble for the heart. 

No colonization – Radiation causes birth defects 

Boyle 11 (Fort Collins Now/The Tribune and The Keene Sentinel reporter with a Bachelor of Arts degree with a double major in journalism and history. “Hazards of Space Would make sex up there difficult” http://www.popsci.com/science/article/2011-02/sex-space-would-be-problematic-nasa-researchers-say)

Here’s some futurey Valentine’s Day news: Future space colonists would likely be unable to procreate because of the ionizing radiation that permeates the solar system, according to a paper by NASA researchers. Radiation would probably sterilize female eggs as well as reduce male sperm counts, making it difficult if not impossible to conceive in space. If people were able to conceive, the developing embryo’s DNA could be damaged, causing serious birth defects. And even if space travelers give birth to a healthy baby, the newborn girls will likely be sterile, preventing the continuation of the colony. The researchers noted that current space shield technology is not advanced enough to protect space travelers from harmful radiation, especially from solar flares and galactic cosmic rays. Once Mars colonists were on the Red Planet, they could conceivably use Mars rock to build shelters, but after nine months of traveling, it may be too late.

Ion radiation is distinct from terrestrial radiation 

UAB 11 ( University of Alabama Study.  “Deep Space Travels Could Create Heart Woes for Astronauts”

http://www.uab.edu/news/latest/item/1039-deep-space-travel-could-create-heart-woes-for-astronauts)

Astronauts anticipate more trips to the moon and manned missions to Mars. But exposure to cosmic radiation outside the Earth’s magnetic field could be detrimental to their arteries, according to a study by University of Alabama at Birmingham researchers published April 6, 2011, online in the journal Radiation Research. 

Using an animal model, researchers assessed the affect of iron ion radiation commonly found in outer space to see if exposures promoted the development of atherosclerosis, as terrestrial sources of radiation are known to do. They observed that cosmic radiation accelerated the development of atherosclerosis, independent of the cholesterol levels or circulating white blood cells of the mice. It also worsened existing atherosclerotic lesions. 

“It’s well known that prolonged exposure to radiation sources here on Earth, including those used in cancer treatment, excessive occupational exposure and atomic bombs, are associated with an increased risk for atherosclerosis,” said Dennis Kucik, M.D., Ph.D., associate professor in the UAB Department of Pathology. “But cosmic radiation is very different from X-rays and other radiation found on Earth. The radiation risks of deep-space travel are difficult to predict, largely because so few people have been exposed.”Accelerated ions in cosmic radiation interact differently with objects and people, Kucik said. X-rays can be blocked by lead shields; however, cosmic radiation ions can become more dangerous when they interact with metals, generating secondary particles that also may have biological effects. Although it is possible to use other materials to shield against ion radiation, incorporating these into spacesuits presents significant challenges. 

Lack of gravity inhibits necessary health for pregnancies 

Giuseppe Lippi, professor and surgeon at Verona, 2-26-2008, “Abolishing the Law of Gravity,” Canadian Medical Association Journal, http://www.cmaj.ca/cgi/content/full/178/5/598
As the International Space Station moves us closer to the possibility of colonizing space, it is becoming increasingly important to understand the effects of altered gravity on mammalian reproductive physiology. There is evidence that hypo- and hyper-gravity induce changes in male and female reproductive processes.2 Findings from studies using a variety of experimental conditions to simulate hypogravity raise questions about whether reproduction is possible when gravity is reduced. Studies using the Holton hindlimb suspension model, which provides a practical way to simulate the major physiologic effects of hypogravity, are providing evidence that hypogravity might exert pronounced effects on male reproductive processes and reduce the rate of implantation during early pregnancy in rats. Moreover, the cardiovascular deconditioning, bone demineralization and decrease in red blood cell concentration associated with hypogravity might affect the ability of female rats to sustain their pregnancies. Similar findings from experiments during space flights raise questions about whether early pregnancy can be sustained in humans when gravity is reduced.2 
And, more ev - Spacecol is impossible-- muscle atrophy and bone deterioration

Potember, Bryden, and Shapiro, Researchers for the Applied Physics Laboratory at Johns Hopkins University, 01  (Dr. Richard S., Dr. Wayne A., and Dr. Jay R., “Analysis of bone metabolism biomarkers and countermeasures using time of flight mass spectrometry,” 

Exposure to reduced gravity during space travel profoundly alters the loads placed on bone and muscle.  Astronauts  lose muscle mass and strength while in space.  Exercise countermeasures are so important that other activities may not be given enough time.  The data from humans in space indicates a very rapid atrophy of skeletal muscle.  After 5-  day flights, mean cross-sectional areas of muscle fibers were 11 and 24% smaller in type I and II fibers.  These  changes occurred even though countermeasures were undertaken by astronauts. There is a need to measure pharmacological, hormonal and growth factor biomarkers and to develop in-depth  knowledge of molecular mechanisms for complex interplay between muscle atrophy and bone demineralization.  We  are evaluating the technical feasibility for evaluating the following biomarkers by TOF-MS: growth hormone,  insulin-like growth factors (IGF-I), glucocorticoids: cortisol (which may play a central role in the early stages of  muscle atrophy), and 3-methylhistidine (breakdown product of muscle proteins).  Exposure to microgravity rapidly leads to osteopenia due to increased bone resorption and decreased bone  formation.  Studies with Skylab and Russian crews demonstrated 1.0-1.6%/month mean losses of bone mass from the  spine, femur, neck, and pelvis, increasing the risk of fracture.  Also of concern is the lack of evidence that bone loss  is fully reversible on return to earth.  Progress in developing effective countermeasures to demineralization depends on increased understanding of how the complex biochemical systems that modulate bone turnover response to  pharmacological and stress-induced interventions.

Launch Costs
---Costs Non-Unique

Launch costs are lowering now. 

Washington Post 2/5 (“Commentary: Cutting NASA’s budget would be a bad move” http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/capitalbusiness/commentary-cutting-nasas-budget-would-be-a-bad-move/2012/01/30/gIQAZh19rQ_story.html, ken)

Critics of commercial space enterprises do not understand that “new space,” as this new industry is often called, is grounded in a long history of exploration and economic growth. It is space done the way Americans have always developed new geographic and industrial frontiers. New space is old America. As soon as the American Revolution was won, the government began vigorous programs to advance economic growth, trade and industrial development. In the last century, the American government successfully supported the growth and viability of the aviation industry through the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (NASA’s predecessor) and other agencies. The Internet is another example of a new frontier where government-supported development yielded a successful, revolutionary industry that has created new jobs and new wealth. There is no question that our space program has yielded many technological, scientific and medical advances that have improved — and will continue to improve — our quality of life. The Washington area has a big economic stake in the issue: An estimated 125,000 people work in aerospace-related jobs, plus the region is home to NASA headquarters and other major NASA centers. Of particular interest, Virginia is home to the Mid-Atlantic Regional Spaceport, a commercial facility that is scheduled to begin launching resupply missions to the International Space Station next year. American entrepreneurs here and elsewhere are poised to lead the world in space development with everything from commercial taxi services to private space stations. No new legislation is needed for the government to do its part. In 1985, Congress mandated that NASA “seek and encourage, to the maximum extent possible, the fullest commercial use of space.” But in today’s cost-cutting climate, NASA is one adverse budget away from losing its human spaceflight program. A government program to explore space that is seen as expensive and does not result in production of new wealth cannot be sustained forever. Its mandate to support commercial development is NASA’s opportunity to increase national revenue from space, lower its own costs and, in the process, assure the nation’s future in space. If commercial space enterprises can develop sustainable markets, whether from tourism or biomedical research or energy production, then nothing will stop our exploration of space. Launch costs, spacecraft costs and operations costs will all drop with new innovations and rising demand. A booming commercial space industry would employ thousands of well-paid American workers and reestablish the United States as the dominant exporter of space goods and services. This kind of success brings a golden age of space within our reach. 

New commercial uses of GEO lowers launch costs by 2017

Werner 12/11/11 (Debra, Space.com“Launch Costs Could Put Damper on NASA Earth Science Missions” “http://www.space.com/13904-launch-costs-nasa-earth-science-missions.html, ken)

Several researchers including Moore hoped to propose instruments designed to fly as hosted payloads on commercial geostationary satellites as part of NASA’s Earth Venture-2 competition for science-driven missions that can be launched within five years and completed for $150 million or less. When the NASA Earth Venture-2 Announcement of Opportunity released in September included a requirement for teams to vouch that their missions would fly on U.S. launch vehicles, the scientists had to revise proposals. "When you require a private sector company to make a commitment today to use an American launch vehicle in 2017, that’s a nonstarter," said Moore, dean of the College of Atmospheric and Geographic Sciences at the University of Oklahoma. "It seems like on some ventures, we ought to get a little flexibility." Freilich said NASA officials tried "very, very hard" to provide that flexibility in the Earth Venture-2 program but were not successful because the requirement to send U.S. government satellites into orbit on domestic launch vehicles is reflected in national policy and U.S. law. Nevertheless, NASA officials will continue looking for ways to send Earth observation instruments into geostationary orbit as hosted payloads on commercial satellites. To do that, they will have to clear two hurdles: the National Space Policy and the desire of scientists to obtain data in low-Earth orbit. "For a lot of what we do, [geostationary orbit] is not the optimal location," Freilich said. Still, geostationary orbit is likely to provide an affordable way to fly instruments capable of capturing some of the data scientists seek. With current budget constraints, that may be better than no mission at all, he added. 

NASA’s SLS will meet affordable exploration needs

Foust 11 (Jeff, Writer @ the space review, " A monster rocket, or just a monster?," 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1932/1)
For nearly a year the future of NASA’s human space exploration plans revolved around the development of a new heavy-lift launch vehicle. The NASA Authorization Act of 2010, signed into law last October, included a provision directing NASA to begin development of what it prosaically called the Space Launch System (SLS), a rocket capable of launching at least 70 tons, and eventually at least 130 tons, into low Earth orbit. Coupled with the equally unimaginatively named Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle (MPCV)—effectively a continuation of the Orion spacecraft under the now-cancelled Constellation program—these vehicles would provide NASA with the means to launch astronauts into Earth orbit and beyond. Notably, at the press conference it was not Bolden who announced the design of the SLS but Sen. Nelson, who opened the press conference to describe what he called “the most powerful rocket in history.” Although development the SLS became law last fall, the program was slow to develop, as NASA studied how it could fit a heavy-lift rocket as described in the law into the cost and schedule constraints the act also contained. This led to allegations from some in Congress of deliberate delays by NASA and the White House, including a subpoena issued by a Senate committee in July for reports it argued should have been delivered to Capitol Hill months earlier (see “Can NASA develop a heavy-lift rocket?” and “Heavy-lift limbo”, The Space Review, January 17 and July 18, 2011). Last week, though, the debate about the design of and plans for the SLS came to a swift end, at least for now. Introducing the Space Launch System Other than a couple rumors the night before, the first word that an SLS announcement was imminent was a media advisory issued by the Senate’s Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee just before 6 am Eastern time on Wednesday morning, announcing that NASA administrator Charles Bolden and members of Congress would participate in a press conference just four hours later, at 10 am Eastern, to unveil the design of the SLS. NASA sent out its own announcement of the press conference a short time later. At that press conference, held in a spartanly furnished committee hearing room on the ground floor of the Dirksen Senate Office Building (media and other in attendance had to stand for the half-hour event as there were no chairs in the room) Bolden was flanked by two key senators, Bill Nelson (D-FL) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX), the chairman of the Senate Commerce Committee’s space subcommittee and ranking member of the full committee, respectively; the two were the key authors of last year’s authorization bill and Hutchison in particular had been critical of NASA’s delays in announcing a design for the SLS. Notably, at the press conference it was not Bolden who announced the design of the SLS but Nelson, who opened the press conference to describe what he called “the most powerful rocket in history.” He unveiled two artist’s conceptions of the SLS sitting on the pad at the Kennedy Space Center, showing what was clearly a shuttle-derived vehicle, although sporting a black-and-white job that harkened back to the Saturn V. That design was not surprising given what NASA had previously revealed an interim report early this year as well as what had leaked out in the interim. The core stage of the SLS features a stretched version of the shuttle’s external tank with five Space Shuttle Main Engines (SSMEs) at its base. The core stage will be flanked by a pair of booster rockets, initially five-segment solid rocket boosters (SRBs), although NASA plans to later hold a competition to select between SRBs and potential liquid-propellant alternatives. The SLS will also later have an upper stage powered by a J-2X engine, development of which has already been started as part of Constellation. The SLS looks somewhat similar to the Ares 5 rocket that NASA had planned to build under Constellation, but with some key differences. In a press conference later Wednesday, Bill Gerstenmaier, the associate administrator in charge of NASA’s new Human Exploration and Operations Mission Directorate, noted the Ares 5 had a wider diameter for its core stage (10 meters, versus 8.4 meters for SLS) and used RS-68 engines developed for the Delta IV instead of SSMEs. Those changes, he noted, make the rocket more compatible with existing ground infrastructure. “This gives us a very flexible system that we think will be affordable in the future and fully meets all the exploration needs,” he said. “I think it’s no secret that we had hoped it would have been sooner,” Sen. Hutchison said of the design announcement. Work on implementing that design will start almost immediately. At the press conference, Sen. Hutchison said that work on modifying existing contracts to support work on SLS would begin soon, “maybe one or two weeks away”. At the later press conference, Gerstenmaier said NASA was planning an industry day on September 29, after a release at the end of this week of a synopsis of NASA’s plans for gearing up work on the rocket. He said it was unlikely that it was unlikely NASA would modify contracts in one to two weeks, as Hutchison indicated, but that the synopsis and industry day “are the first steps and the first pieces of that activity.”

---Plan Increases Cost
Hardening increases launch costs for the commercial sector 

Stimson Center 12 (Nonproﬁt, nonpartisan institution devoted to enhancing international peace and security through a unique combination of rigorous analysis and outreach. “Key Elements Of Space Assurance” http://www.stimson.org/research-pages/key-elements-of-space-assurance-/, ken)

Satellites can be hardened by factors of about ten against externally generated electronic pulses created by nuclear detonations. Satellite construction costs may grow by up to perhaps ten percent as a result, but for military satellites in particular, the added costs are hardly onerous. It is more difficult to harden equipment against system-generated electromagnetic pulse phenomena, which is likely to be a dubious financial proposition for commercial satellites. Hardening against electromagnetic pulse for satellites in MEO and GEO might be less of an imperative, since distances between satellites are greater at those altitudes. On-orbit spares or replacements on the ground can substitute for those satellites rendered inoperable. 
More evidence 

Greenberg 3 (Joel,  Senior Corporate Partner and Co-Chair of the Canada Group at Kaye Scholer, “Economic Principles Applied to Space Industry Decisions, Volume 201” p 325, google books, ken)

Not taking action to reduce orbital debris will result in an increase in the likelihood of satellite damage with a consequent reduction in satellite life and additional satellite and launch costs in current domain in desited levels of capability (for example, sensor or transporter availability). Taking actions such as hardening of satellites can maintain satellite life but lead to increased satellite cost and mass, increased transportation cost, or reduced satellite capability and loss of benefits. Requiring upper stages to reenter the Earth's atmosphere and to burn up can affect payload delivery capability, which will lead to increased transportation and costs. Not taking actions to reduce growth of the orbital debris environment will result in reduced satellite useful life and higher costs or other financial and/or availability consequences. 

Solvency
Contracting fails 

Sterner, 10 - fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute. He was a senior professional staff member on the House Armed Services and Science Committees and served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and as NASA's associate deputy administrator of policy and planning (Eric, World Politics Review, “Tending the Forge of American Space Power,” 6/15,
http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/5793/tending-the-forge-of-american-space-power

The industry also faces difficulties in the manner that contracts are awarded. Increasingly, to simplify and expedite the contracting process, the government awards multi-year, winner-take-all contracts. While this process can reduce the administrative burden and uncertainty of frequent competitions, it also creates a situation in which the losers in a particular bid face multi-year dry-spells in which they may have no significant government work. As a result, they are forced to release design teams, lay off skilled laborers, and dispose of, or mothball, physical plant. More often than not, those capabilities cannot be reconstituted, except at extraordinarily high prices. As a result, talent is not available for future bids, and the overall size of the industrial base shrinks.
The nature of space systems compounds the problem. Unlike other systems, once launched, space systems cannot be "maintained." Thus, there is no post-deployment, hands-on work on a spacecraft that often enables a contractor to maintain critical skill-sets. Moreover, because so much is riding on each launch event, they are few and far between. Thus, there is an extremely limited number of opportunities for those entities that constitute the industrial base to practice their trade and enhance skill-sets. The industry's future is at risk as well. Its workforce is aging, yet low flight rates and the industry's contraction over recent decades have limited the number of opportunities for younger engineers to acquire the technical and management skills possessed by their predecessors. Often, talented younger personnel simply leave the industry. Consequently, there is a risk of leadership shortages in the future. Meanwhile, for those engineers, skilled manufacturers, and scientists who stay in the community, the feast-or-famine distribution of work among contractors often creates a migrant workforce, in which individuals follow the work from contractor to contractor. While this mobility may create learning opportunities and foster the spread of some knowledge, it also retards the development of corporate knowledge and expertise.

b) Not perceived as commercially viable  

Fuller et al, 11 – founder and President of Futron Corporation, which specializes in innovative business and technology solutions for aerospace, defense, and transportation. He has 20 years of experience with NASA as an aerospace systems engineer, project manager (Joseph, Toward a Theory of Space Power: Selected Essays, February, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

Small satellites are a key emerging technology area in the satellite manufacturing sector. The ability to conduct functions currently handled by larger satellites using smaller, lighter payloads promises to increase payload versatility while reducing manufacturing and launch costs. While smallsats promise advantages due to their launch and operational flexibility, their strategic value has not yet been demonstrated in operational scenarios. The U.S. military has funded the building and test launch of several smallsats, and numerous universities worldwide have designed 1-kilogram cube-shaped satellites for similar experimental missions. These have been used mainly for technology development rather than commercial applications. While there will continue to be military, scientific, and nonprofit interest in smallsat technologies, the manufacturing tempo of small satellites appears unlikely to increase significantly until their commercial viability has been demonstrated.

c) Maintaining a ready to launch capability wipes out any cost savings

Rendleman, 10 - Colonel, U.S. Air Force (Retired), (James, Astropolitics, 8:220–255, 2010, “A Strategy for Space Assurance,” Ebsco Political Science)

Other considerations complicate a responsive space infrastructure’s ability to achieve economies of scale, lower overall costs with responsive systems, and reduce opportunity costs. Lou Amorosi has noted that launching on even two days’ notice may require a dedicated vehicle and launch site for a ground-launched vehicle, or a dedicated aircraft and vehicle for air-launched systems. The expense required to maintain these assets, particularly if they are used fairly infrequently, could wipe out low-cost attributes of the system itself.85 Despite this, some now explore the concept for a ‘‘Recon Wing Capability for Space,’’ with attendant responsive platforms, rapid build-up and turn times, responsive payloads and busses, and supporting infrastructure.86 The challenges of commanding and controlling such a unit would also require new approaches for military space.87

More evidence – quantifiable data 

Jurist et al, 5 - biophysicist with a long-standing interest in human factors in space flight, an investor in XCOR Aerospace, is currently funding certain rocket propulsion projects in the Space Science and Engineering Laboratory at Montana State University AND **Sam Dinkon, Chief Economist of Optimal Auctions, Inc, Ph.D. in economics from the University of Arizona, AND David Livingston, founder and host of the nation’s only talk radio show focusing on increasing space commerce, and developing space tourism (John, “WHEN PHYSICS, ECONOMICS, AND REALITY COLLIDE The Challenge of Cheap Orbital Access,” http://www.colonyfund.com/Reading/papers/phys_econ_leo.html
An obvious thought is to drive launch costs down by reusing the launch vehicles. This does nothing to reduce the range costs.
Other costs creep into the system with RLVs. Assume that a program of 500 flights using a fleet of 5 vehicles is created. This assumes a lifetime of 100 flights per vehicle. From an historical standpoint, the only partial RLV capable of payload delivery to LEO, the Shuttle Transportation System (STS), has a higher loss rate that this. From a business standpoint, vehicle lifetimes of more than 100 flights are to be desired because vehicle fabrication costs and program R&D costs can be amortized over many more flights. If more flights per vehicle proves feasible, it would drive indirect launch costs down and make spacecraft operations more like aircraft operations. Because RLVs must be more robust than ELVs in order to withstand recovery and multiple uses, the payload fraction is lower than in ELVs. The longer the projected vehicle lifetime in terms of number of flights, the more robust the vehicle must be. A reduction in payload fraction from 0.125 to 0.09 is assumed. In addition, a recovery system must be incorporated into the vehicle. This could be wings and landing gears or parachutes. Also, de-orbit systems must be built into the second stage, and thermal protection systems must be incorporated into both stages. If the RLV is manned, a life support system and, hopefully, a non-destructive abort system must be added. This not only drives up costs secondary to system weight gain, but crew salaries and training costs are incurred. The entire recovery system is assumed to comprise 25 percent of the dry vehicle mass.
In order to deliver the same 1,000 pound payload to LEO, the required RLV is larger than an ELV. The RLV dry mass is 7,333 pounds exclusive of payload and 45,288 pounds of propellant are required to boost the payload to LEO. Total take off mass is 56,399 pounds (a gain almost 16,000 pounds compared to the ELV).
Because the launch system is reusable, fabrication costs are assumed to increase from $75 per pound in the case of ELVs to $400 per pound for RLVs because of additional labor and more expensive materials used in the RLVs. As discussed previously, aircraft fabrication costs typically run between $100 and $300 per pound. Given the relative energies involved in space flight and aviation, we believe the fabrication costs used in the model to be optimistic. In addition, prelaunch checkout costs are assumed to increase by 25 percent because of the increased complexity of the RLVs compared to ELVs. The increased complexity comes from the addition of recovery systems for both stages. By designing for simplicity of checkout, checkout costs can be reduced at the expense of increasing R&D. This would increase R&D costs by an estimated 50 percent (to $75 million). The magnitude of the increase in R&D costs is almost certainly optimistic.
Using RLVs adds an additional dimension to the cost analysis. That is recovery and refurbishing. Vehicle recovery cost is assumed to be $50,000 per flight. Refurbishing cost is assumed to average two percent of the vehicular structural cost per flight (we include the last flight because the vehicle is likely to be retired due to a failed inspection or incur an expensive post mortem). The refurbishing cost includes labor and spare part or component replacement costs. Table 4 summarizes the RLV costs.
This scenario projects an increase in flyaway costs of 22.9 percent by switching from ELVs to RLVs with comparable payload capacity. The hypothetical program delivers a total of 500,000 pounds to LEO for a program cost of $923 million. The simulated RLV program uses the same assumptions as the ELV program except as noted.
As is the case with ELVs, the dominant factors in this analysis prove to be range and insurance costs, which result from political, regulatory, and economic factors. For RLVs, the cost of insurance per flight creeps ahead of vehicular structural costs in ELVs, but insurance is also a major component of ELV flyaway costs. In the case of ELVs, range costs plus insurance runs about $856 per pound of payload, and increases to $1,500 per pound of payload for RLVs because of increased insurance costs. Insurance costs are higher because replacement of the vehicle is insured and the maximum probable loss (MPL) is higher because the RLV is heavier than an ELV. In the long run, launch operations with a proven highly reliable system would reduce insurance costs, but in the near term those high costs are a fact of business life unless the launch company is willing to self-insure for a large share of the liability or invest in studies to demonstrate safety. Self-insuring the vehicle makes sense when vehicle replacement cost is cheap. Self-insuring the vehicle in our model is a much cheaper option. Self-insuring the first party property (almost all of the $540,000 difference between ELV and RLV insurance costs) pays for a new vehicle every eight flights. For bulk cargo like water where payload does not need to be insured, that gets the price down to $345 per pound plus $620 per pound in range and insurance costs (including $40 per pound in self-insurance for a 0.99 reliability vehicle). Self-insuring first party property frees us from Ted Taylor’s second law: “The airplane will be thrown away after each flight.” By self-insuring the vehicle, RLVs become cheaper than ELVs according to our assumptions, but may make the vehicle program more expensive to finance. Since self-insuring lowers the insurance to nearly the same cost as for ELVs, we recommend self-insuring the RLV structure. Investing in a design reliability study is another option to lower projected failure rates [Ref. 16].
Until a launcher has proven its safety, insurers will still charge large fees for insuring expensive payloads and third party liability. Holding an auction for commercial insurance instead of having a negotiation could potentially reduce insurance costs by 20 percent since 35 percent of commercial insurance premium costs are transactional costs [Ref. 17]. Going direct to insurers instead of using a broker may reduce insurance costs an additional five to 10 percent. Old fashioned telephone and fax bookmaking leave money on the table as oversubscribed insurance purchases get reduced pro-rata rather than via a premium reduction.
***Disads***

Politics

---Dems Link

ORS unpopular with Democrats—funding

Larrimore 07 – Lt Col, USAF (Scott C., April 2007,  AIR FORCE FELLOWS AIR UNIVERSITY, “A NEW PARADIGM OR ANOTHER FALSE START?” Advised by Dr, Richard Van Atta, Institute for Defense Analyses https://www.afresearch.org/skins/RIMS/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741)

 FiscalThe Fiscal Year 2008 President’s Budget expanded the ORS budget over $50 million from the previous year, rising to $87 million in 2008 compared to $35 million in 2007.55 While the Five Year Defense Plan shows additional increases in successive years to well over $100 million a year, that plan might not be very sustainable in light of fiscal priorities looming the rest of the decade.

The Air Force is suffering significant budget shortfalls. The Air Force aircraft fleet is getting old with an average age of 23 years.56 Almost every major weapon, aircraft and space system alike, needs to be recapitalized. The service is trying to shepherd in some very large procurements, such as the F-22 and F-35 fighters, new tankers, and new satellite systems “We are recapitalizing every system in the command,” General Kevin Chilton, the Commander of AFSPC, said. “Right now, every satellite system—whether weather, communications, missile warning, or GPS satellites—is being recapitalized. We are developing brand new ones, and we are launching some of those satellites this year.” 57 The problem is so severe that the Air Force chose to reduce its ranks by 40,000 personnel and shift savings to weapon system procurement.58 While this tactic may solve the Air Force’s fiscal problems in 2007 and 2008, financial problems continue to plague DOD. The budgetary prospects do not look any better when looking beyond the Air Force’s funding line. According to a Congressional Research Service 2006 report, fighting the Global War on Terrorism cost about $549 billion through FY 2007.59 Paying war large war expenses reduces flexibility and discretionary funds for other programs. For example, the Air Force paid $4.2 billion for petroleum in fiscal 2005 -- almost $1.4 billion more than fiscal 2004 -- due to rising fuel costs.60 Furthermore, Congressional elections in 2006, fueled by anti-war platforms, caused a change control of both houses of Congress. Concerned with a ballooning federal deficit, the Democratically controlled Congress adopted a g“pay-as-you-go” strategy early in 2007 that linked continued federal budget increases with either new taxes or cuts in other programs.61 Any increases in the defense budget are likely to be restrained for the rest of this decade as Democrats funding emphasis shifts to domestic spending and reducing the budget deficit. 

---DOD Link

Expensive DOD projects cause backlash 

Day, 8 [Dwayne A., American space historian and policy analyst, served as an investigator for the Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 6/9, “Knights in Shining Armor”, The Space Review, pg. google]
But there’s also another factor at work: naïveté. Space activists tend to have little understanding of military space, coupled with an idealistic impression of its management compared to NASA, whom many space activists have come to despise. For instance, they fail to realize that the military space program is currently in no better shape, and in many cases worse shape, than NASA. The majority of large military space acquisition programs have experienced major problems, in many cases cost growth in excess of 100%. Although NASA has a bad public record for cost overruns, the DoD’s less-public record is far worse, and military space has a bad reputation in Congress, which would never allow such a big, expensive new program to be started
---ORS Links

ORS politically unpopular – multiple reasons

Neff, 5/21 – reporter for Air & Space Magazine,  M.A. Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University (Todd, “Hurry-Up Satellites,” Air & Space Smithsonian, 5/21/12, http://www.airspacemag.com/space-exploration/Satellite-In-a-Week.html, //JPL)

 While the ORS faithful hope Congress will restore funding (a few lawmakers stuck up for the program during the hearing), they concede that’s a long shot. They’ve always known that their aim of speeding up spacecraft development is “an affront to many,” as Wegner puts it. If they seem like rebels or cowboys, he adds, “it’s just that we really, truly believe that some of these kinds of capabilities can be built pretty quickly and pretty inexpensively and can save lives.” Brigadier General Kevin McLaughlin started the ORS office, and is now director of space operations for the Air Force in Washington. He thinks that dividing the program’s objectives into three tiers—all of them challenging—caused political problems. “To be honest, I think what has hurt the program has been that lack of objective at senior levels.” The lack of hard results has been another mark against ORS. While unmanned aerial vehicles and other new tools were proving themselves on the battlefield daily, ORS spent a lot of time thinking through procedures. Even though “they’ve stretched not much money a long way,” says McLaughlin, it was never clear whether the office “should start doing these Tier 1-2-3 tasks the next day, or whether this was a 20-year journey.” To realize savings down the line, the ORS concept requires up-front investment—never an easy sell in times of tight budgets. Millions of dollars’ worth of plug-and-play sensors, radars, radios, and other equipment will have to be stockpiled—and wait months or years on shelves in Albuquerque. Right now, “the government doesn’t have the stomach for things on a shelf,” says Brendan Regan, ATK’s vice president for space mission systems. 

ORS causes political backlash 

Day 7 (Dwayne A., The Space Review, “How to tell your ORS from a hole in the ground,” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1027/1, ken)
Momentum lost?The January 2007 Chinese ASAT test appears to have changed the dynamic for ORS. It helped to publicly elevate Operationally Responsive Space, but to date it does not appear to have actually improved its prospects. Military officers and members of Congress began to view ORS as a means of replenishing satellites that might be destroyed by an enemy’s ASATs, but not necessarily an alternative to existing ways of supporting forces in the field. And because ORS suddenly became trendy, people began arguing over who should control it.By April the Department of Defense delivered to Congress its plan for how it will pursue ORS. Up to now, ORS has essentially been a loosely defined and directed series of space and rocket hardware procurements, not what is commonly defined as a “program” in the military. A congressionally-mandated ORS office was established at Kirtland Air Force Base in Albuquerque, New Mexico, and although it is headed by an Air Force colonel, it is still a joint office primarily staffed by personnel from various services and government agencies and is extremely small by military standards. With ORS now having a higher profile, there were numerous organizations and personnel arguing over which organization should get the ORS office once it starts producing operational satellites—as opposed to the currently experimental TacSats. Naturally there are many people in the Air Force who want to give that responsibility to the Air Force’s Space and Missile Systems Center (SMC). But a number of ORS supporters warn that not only has SMC had a bad track record for the past decade or so (witness the major problems with the Space Based Infrared System), but SMC is also hostile to the very concepts that ORS stands for. Although it is easy to label bureaucratic turf battles as mere power grabs, they usually center upon a justifiable belief that expertise and knowledge—and authority—rest in certain organizations and not others. Those who want to control ORS probably believe that they are best suited to implementing it. They may be wrong, but it is unlikely that they are inherently dishonest in their beliefs. Other problems still remain to be overcome. Some of these issues were entirely predictable for any longtime observer of the American military space program. For instance, TacSat-1 has sat on the ground for so long due to launch vehicle delays that it is effectively obsolete. TacSat-2 has already proven most of its capabilities, meaning that there is no good reason to launch TacSat-1. This highlights one of the potential problems for any operational program: how many satellites do you build, what capabilities do you give them, and how long do you plan to keep them in storage? There may be answers to these questions, but developing the right procurement strategy and not wasting money on spacecraft that will never fly, is not going to be easy. By October another wrinkle emerged. In addition to the TacSats already built or in production, and the standardized spacecraft bus that the new ORS office is trying to define, ORS also includes a program called TacSat-L, for “Legacy”, which involves using existing satellites already in orbit and adapting them for tactical needs. One such effort involves using a 20-year-old NRO signals intelligence satellite to provide support to tactical forces. But the NRO actually wants to shut the satellite off rather than keep paying for it to support a mission that it no longer controls. This highlights another aspect of bureaucratic turf battles—the money is always a key sticking point.Until ORS acquires a new champion, and a clearer definition of exactly what it is supposed to provide, and how this will be better than the current system of a few big, expensive, but highly capable satellites already orbiting the Earth, ORS remains at risk.There has also been a weird, if predictable, struggle within the military bureaucracy over exactly what “responsive” means. Is ORS a specific set of hardware—inexpensive satellites, inexpensive quick-launch rockets? Or is ORS more of a philosophy, a way of providing services to military forces faster than in the past? Those who argued for the latter, broader definition claimed that actions like purchasing commercial transponder bandwidth were “responsive” to the needs of military forces in the field. But the ORS activists saw this as an attempt to undermine their efforts. By calling what the traditional military space bureaucracy does “responsive,” they claimed, the Air Force could undercut efforts to build small satellites and small rockets. There is a danger that if ORS is adopted by the traditional military space bureaucracy, instead of a set of capabilities it will simply become another adjective inserted into the bombastic jargon that the military thrives on: e.g. “Providing operationally responsive space capabilities to achieve full spectrum dominance to sharpen the tip of the warrior’s spear.” All this highlights the importance of providing a clear demonstration proof that advocates, and critics, can measure. TacSats 2 thru 4 cost around $40 million apiece. Falcon 1 is supposed to cost around $7 million per launch, but the DoD has been forced to use Minotaur rockets costing over $11 million apiece. That’s such a small amount of money that any discussion of costs seems ridiculous. But ORS is based upon the argument that it is possible to make space systems cheap enough that they can be placed in the hands of relatively lower level personnel, so every bit of savings helps. The real questions are what capabilities is the military acquiring for those costs, and are they worth it? A demonstration proof may not supply a definitive answer, but it can help clarify the questions. Does ORS have a future? Will ORS make any further progress in 2008? TacSat-3 is currently scheduled for launch in June atop a Minotaur launched from Wallops Island. To date the amount of money spent on ORS is miniscule by DoD military space standards. But even though the costs are low, they are still important, and Minotaur launches cost significantly more than ORS advocates want to spend. If TacSat-3 reaches orbit and performs as planned, then ORS will gain some more momentum. And if Falcon 1 not only becomes operational, but also meets its target cost, then ORS may be able to transition to the next phase. But the policy and bureaucratic questions still remain, and until ORS acquires a new champion, and a clearer definition of exactly what it is supposed to provide, and how this will be better than the current system of a few big, expensive, but highly capable satellites already orbiting the Earth, ORS remains at risk.

ORS causes backlash 

Rendleman, 10  (Colonel, U.S. Air Force (Retired), (James, Astropolitics, 8:220–255, 2010, “A Strategy for Space Assurance,” Ebsco Political Science) 

Whether the DOD will decide to develop any small satellites to perform reconnaissance, communications, warning, weather, or other missions and then store them for launch on short notice is, at best, uncertain. Appropriators in the Congress would probably view with suspicion a long-term storage strategy for satellites deployed only as part of some sort of reconstitution strategy. That is, they would not support storage of satellites ‘‘in the barn’’ or on-orbit unless the move was part of a viable and cost-effective sustainment strategy. This is not to say long-term storage cannot be used as part of a large constellation storage and sustainment strategy. Such a strategy could provide unique opportunities to upgrade, repair, or replace specific capabilities before it is too late do so upon launch of the spacecraft. The DOD already employs a replenishment launch campaign strategy to sustain its GPS precision navigation and timing system, and that system’s acquisition and sustainment approaches, while a bit imperfect, could be adopted at a minimum. Still, long-term storage of satellites could present a vexing dilemma—launching relatively old, outdated, and marginally useful systems if the storage continues too long. Taking a satellite that was designed 20 or 30 years ago, and built five to 10 years ago, and keeping it in storage does not appear to support a winning space strategy.

Prefer our links-organizational interests are entrenched against the plan

Wertz, 8 (James, president of Microcosm, a space technology small business in Los Angeles, also the general chairman for the first five Responsive Space Conferences, has written four books on space technology, “It’s time to get our ORS in gear,” 1/7, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1027/1, ken) 

Can the US overcome bureaucratic impediments in order to make it happen?

Here we would have to say that no one knows. It may or may not occur for all of the reasons that Dwayne Day has clearly pointed out. The need for ORS has been formalized for some years in the Operationally Responsive Spacelift Mission Need Statement (ORS MNS) of December 20, 2001. But that does not mean that it will actually come about. There are a variety of entrenched interests and organizational sandboxes arrayed against ORS, or trying to reshape it in their own image. This is, of course, the same process that has brought us $32 billion in cost overruns in the ten largest DoD space programs according to a 2007 Aviation Week article. We would have to conclude that the odds of success are slim, but not zero. In many past technology developments, it has been Congress that has made things happen. That may or may not occur here.

ORS triggers the link

Day, 7 [Dwayne A., The Space Review, “How to tell your ORS from a hole in the ground,” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1027/1, ken)
But for the past several years ORS has made far less progress than its advocates had hoped. Part of this has been due to setbacks in developing cheap rockets. But other limiting factors have been a combination of doctrinal, policy, and turf issues—and the difficult, and still unanswered, question of exactly what ORS can and should accomplish. As Wernher von Braun is reputed to have once said, beating gravity is easy, it’s the paperwork that’s hard.Everything old is new againThe basic idea of ORS has been around for a long time in various forms. Ever since the beginning of the space age military officers have sought to make satellites more directly responsive to military missions. The Air Force proposed using its X-20 Dyna-Soar spaceplane as a “quick-response” platform in the early 1960s. The National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) sought to decrease the launch times for its reconnaissance satellites in the 1960s in order to provide crisis reporting, albeit to strategic users. The Air Force also sought various ways of putting satellite communications capabilities into the hands of tactical military forces starting in the 1960s. By the 1980s the Air Force even explored the idea of launching a spaceplane off the back of a 747 in order to place small satellites into orbit quickly, or to serve as an observation platform. And by the late 1980s and early 1990s the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) was funding several efforts to develop small satellites that could be launched on the Pegasus rocket.For much of this time the primary limitation was technology. For instance, the NRO ultimately concluded that having satellites on ground alert ready to launch during a crisis did not matter because their method of returning data to the ground still took too long. And even into the 1980s communications technology required big receiving dishes, which were not easily portable. The Pegasus rocket also proved very expensive for the small-sized payloads that it could place in orbit.The idea of combining quick launch, quick checkout, and services provided directly to tactical commanders did not really come about until the first Persian Gulf War, when dissatisfaction with Cold War systems prompted a lot of military officials to demand better access to capabilities previously intended to serve strategic forces. However, throughout the 1990s, most of the effort to provide better space support “to the warfighter” took the form of adapting existing big and expensive systems to reach new users. The satellites changed very little, but ground terminals were improved, and policies were adopted to give more military personnel access to systems that had previously been restricted primarily to users in the intelligence community.There were reasons why things happened this way during the 1990s, and some of those reasons continue to shape how ORS is being implemented—or not implemented—today. For starters, even though the Cold War was over, the United States military had invested tens of billions of dollarsin developing its fleet of large satellites,and radically changing systems would have been expensive at a time when budgets were decreasing. In addition, the end of that long superpower struggle created a situation that was not conducive to a rapid change in approach: no significant threat to American satellites, a backlog of satellites awaiting launch, a substantial and expensive ground infrastructure, and a way of doing things that many people were used to, and good at.

---Space Link Generic

Space is massively unpopular.

MacKinnon 7/4/12 – Press Secretary to former Senator Bob Dole, special assistant for policy and communications in the Defense Department (Douglas “Space, the Missing Frontier “ http://campaignstops.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/07/04/space-the-missing-frontier/ )//ALo
As most of us who have worked in and around politics for any length of time know, if a certain issue is not an immediate vote-getter or “tangible” for a politician, there is a better than even chance that the issue will be ignored or deposited upon the furthest back-burner. For many of our elected officials, everyday political calculation comes down to this: “What’s best for my re-election and what’s best for my party?” In that order. With fewer and fewer people in power whose first thought is: “What’s the best decision I can make that will be in the best interests of my constituents?” It’s no wonder that more young people are giving up on politics while their elders abandon the political parties to become Independents. While the if-it’s-not-tangible-and-I-can’t-game-it-immediately-to-my-benefit test may be great for a politician, it’s often very bad for the country. “Tangible” being political slang for “that federal office building will now be located in my district.” As for the “non-tangible,” a great example would be our space program. Or to be more accurate, our non-space program. It has never really been relevant for most of our politicians or presidents. The truth is that only one president really thought that space exploration was a tangible national vote-getter. Whatever his real motivation, on Sept.12, 1962 at Rice University, John F. Kennedy stated in no uncertain terms that in the interests of science, industry and national security, the United States would become the “world’s leading spacefaring nation.” And so we did – for nearly five decades. Today, that preeminence is nothing more than a fading memory. While President Obama — who as a candidate made it very clear that he valued education over space exploration — may have pushed our human spaceflight program over the cliff, other presidents led it to the edge. With Florida a key battleground state in the presidential election, the White House and the political appointees at NASA will argue furiously that the president has not walked away from our human space program. They will point to his plans to land astronauts on the asteroids one day. Right. That goal, exactly like George H.W. Bush’s plan in 1989 to send astronauts to Mars, is simply fiction. 

Notice DA

---1NC

Hybrid Launch Vehicles used for the plan are perceived as nuke payloads 

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html)

Perhaps we won’t need an HLV to support the ORS construct—some other combination of systems may provide a better solution. A recent Air Force futures war game held at Air University included the capabilities of an ORS system and those of near-space balloons. Postgame analysis concluded that ultrahigh-altitude (often referred to as near-space) balloons, coupled with conventional attack aircraft, offer better support to the war fighter than does the responsive launch vehicle.16 Thus, instead of spending a great deal of time and money developing and fielding a system that may not provide the capabilities expected of it, the use of near-space balloons, converted ICBMs, or other inexpensive, expendable launch vehicles might be a better solution. Inclusion of a global strike capability might have a destabilizing effect on world affairs in times of heightened geopolitical tensions. Given an HLV that can deliver either a satellite payload to orbit or a common aero vehicle with a strike weapon to a terrestrial target, a third-party nation might detect the launch and fear a nuclear attack by the United States. Regardless of whether such fears have any foundation, the Cold War forged a paradigm that ICBMs deliver nuclear weapons, and a US adversary or a nation not friendly to the United States could have difficulty distinguishing the launch of an HLV from that of an ICBM with strategic weapons, despite the fact that the trajectories might differ. The world community would have to accept the uncertainty that a reentry vehicle could deliver a conventional precision-guided munition—in essence, we would be asking the world to trust us in a time of hostilities.

That causes Russian miscalc and pre-emption 

Finlay 7  --- *NOTE: EW=Early Warning , Director Nuclear Threat Reduction Campaign, 7 (Brian, Director of the Nuclear Threat Reduction Campaign of the Vietnam Veterans Of America Foundation, former Program Officer at the Century Foundation where he specialized in arms control and nonproliferation, MA. In International Relations from Norman Paterson School of International Affairs, & Graduate Diploma from from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, “U.S.-Russian Ballistic-Missile Early-Warning Cooperation,” Weapons of Mass Destruction Reference Guide: Protecting America: Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical Threat Reduction, December 11, http://www.veteransforameric a.org/wp-content/uploads/2008/01/22-early-warning-final.pdf) 
The United States’ combination of space-based sensors and land-based radars provides reliable assurance that a missile attack from Russia would be detected, verified, and tracked with a high degree of confidence. Consequently, Russia is assured that the U.S. will not perceive an attack erroneously and launch a retaliatory blow by mistake.1 Russia’s early-warning (E-W) network as originally constructed by the Soviet Union was similarly designed to provide notice of a missile attack from multiple sources providing overlapping verification. Today, more than a decade after the Soviet collapse, that now-Russian E-W system is so riddled with gaps and potential defects that a May 2003 RAND study described it as being “in tatters.”2 For example: • Russia’s satellite system has deteriorated to the point where it cannot reliably detect U.S. land-based missile launches and has no ability to view U.S. submarine patrol areas.3 • Russia’s land-based radar coverage has two gaps that would allow U.S. submarines in the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans to launch nuclear warheads that could travel undetected all the way to Moscow without being detected until the last minute or two. • In May 2001, a fire at a Russian satellite control center temporarily knocked out Russia’s entire space-based component of its early-warning network.4 The deficiencies in Russia’s E-W system create dangers for the U.S. ironically because of the more capable U.S. strategic force and the nuclear posture that Russia may believe it must maintain. We have a nuclear force ready for launch in a very few minutes—about 1,300 submarine-based nuclear warheads deployed at sea that could reach targets in Russia within 10 to 15 minutes,5 along with 500 land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles with multiple warheads6 that could reach Russia in about 30 minutes.7 Most of this nuclear force (primarily our submarine-based missiles) would survive a Russian first strike. By contrast, Russia has only about 20 to 200 nuclear weapons that could survive a U.S. attack; and it may consider this an insufficient deterrent. To counter this vulnerability, Russia may adopt a “launch-on-warning” strategy, particularly during a period of international tension, making about 1,900 strategic nuclear warheads ready for launch within minutes of an attack order being given. Thus, if Russia were to detect an incoming missile attack—or erroneously conclude that one likely was underway—the Russian president would have, at best, only about 10 minutes in which to try to obtain verification and decide either to order an immediate counterattack or to run the risk that attacking warheads would destroy Russia’s ability to retaliate on a massive scale. While making this decision whether to “use them or lose them,” the Russian leadership would be confounded by the knowledge that its E-W system could be providing false information that an attack was underway or, by virtue of the gaps in its coverage, leave them with no way to verify whether a suspected attack was real. The above-mentioned RAND study ascribes the resulting dangers for the U.S. to two main reasons: First, without a clear, accurate picture of what is happening around the globe, Russia may confuse a benign event (such as a space launch) for a nuclear attack, possibly prompting a decision to launch a nuclear strike. Second, without a properly functioning, two-tiered E-W system, Russia will have less time available to decide ... whether to launch a retaliatory response.9

30 minute timeframe to extinction.
Mintz 1 – writer for the American Prospect (Morton, February 26, “Two Minutes to Launch,” The American Prospect, __http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=two_minutes_to_launch__,) 

Hair-trigger alert means this: The missiles carrying those warheads are armed and fueled at all times. Two thousand or so of these warheads are on the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted by Russia at the United States; 1,800 are on the ICBMs targeted by the United States at Russia; and approximately 1,000 are on the submarine-based missiles targeted by the two nations at each other. These missiles would launch on receipt of three computer-delivered messages. Launch crews--on duty every second of every day--are under orders to send the messages on receipt of a single computer-delivered command. In no more than two minutes, if all went according to plan, Russia or the United States could launch missiles at predetermined targets: Washington or New York; Moscow or St. Petersburg. The early-warning systems on which the launch crews rely would detect the other side's missiles within tens of seconds, causing the intended--or accidental--enemy to mount retaliatory strikes. "Within a half-hour, there could be a nuclear war that would extinguish all of us," explains Bruce Blair. "It would be, basically, a nuclear war by checklist, by rote." 

---2NC Link Uniqueness

We have a unique link – previous ORS launches were announced with advanced notice, fiat means the plan can’t be 

Kleinman 11 (Michael, U.S. Air Force of the 377th Air Base Wing Public Affairs, “Launch date set for Operationally Responsive Space's inaugural satellite,” http://www.afmc.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123261048) 

Approximately 17 months after its establishment in May 2007, the Operationally Responsive Space office here initiated work on its planned first satellite, which would transition from design and development to the launch pad in a rapid 32-month time frame. Serving as a testament to its organization's moniker, the ORS-1 spacecraft has been scheduled for lift off on June 28 atop a Minotaur I rocket from the Mid-Atlantic Regional Spaceport, a facility owned by the Virginia Commercial Flight Authority, located at NASA's Wallops Flight Facility, Wallops Island, Va. 
---2NC Link

And, HLVs are the most important part of ORS – the plan definitely uses them  

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html) 

The keystone of the operationally responsive space (ORS) concept is a responsive launch capability. Without such space lift, improvements designed to establish suitable space assets and infrastructure will prove significantly less effective. Air Force Space Command (AFSPC), with support from the Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL) and the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), is currently conducting preliminary system-acquisition studies, technology development, and concept demonstrations to make responsive launch a reality. This article presents opposing ORS arguments. Vice Adm Arthur Cebrowski, USN, deceased, director of force transformation in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, referred to ORS as a new defense business model, the key element of which is operationally responsive support to theater combatant commanders, as opposed to the current space model, which is based upon remnants of the Cold War.2 As such, an ORS space-lift system must be timely (e.g., mission execution must fit within a joint force commander’s timeline) and affordable (e.g., the cost/benefit ratio must be comparable to that of other mission capabilities or provide a unique capability at reasonable cost). Responsive space systems delivered to space with responsive launch systems include replacement and augmentation satellites for communication; navigation; and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance. Launch could support an evolving mission area of force application from or through space with the use of common aero vehicles to carry strike weapons. The US Marine Corps even envisions transporting a Marine reconnaissance platoon from the continental United States (CONUS) to anywhere in the world within hours to conduct missions with special operations forces. Such a system would provide the theater commander unprecedented flexibility and capability to produce desired effects. An analysis of alternatives completed by AFSPC in 2004 concludes that “ORS can provide significant military utility at the campaign level” through the use of responsive space-asset delivery.3 The greatest impact occurs when the enemy has offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and the United States uses responsive launch vehicles and satellite systems to maintain on-orbit capabilities. This ability to sustain and supplement on-orbit assets could become particularly critical if potential adversaries can destroy or disable our satellites—reportedly, China has this capability. Force application and OCS missions also provide significant military utility, with the former increasing as a function of theater access.4 The United States has less access to some regions of the world as a result of the decreased forward presence of its forces and globalization of terrorism. Within that operational environment, the analysis of alternatives determined that a hybrid launch vehicle (HLV), a reusable first stage with expendable upper stages, was the most affordable solution to meet mission requirements. A subsequent study, by this author, developed a potential concept of operations for an HLV system which showed that no insurmountable technology challenges existed.5 ORS HLV wings located in the south central and southwestern United States will provide the combatant commander unprecedented strike capabilities without the burden of deployed assets or aerial-refueling resources required for long-range bombers. Inland CONUS basing offers an inherent degree of physical and operational security not available at deployed locations, as was the case with Atlas F intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) at sites in southern and southwestern areas, including rural Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mexico. One cannot overstate the strategic benefits of an ORS system. For example, in the days immediately following the attacks of 11 September 2001, suppose that intelligence assets had pinpointed the location of al-Qaeda leadership in a remote region of Afghanistan outside the range of Tomahawk cruise missiles. Without overflight permission already in place, launching air strikes would have proved politically impossible; however, with a responsive space-lift vehicle, we could have completed attacks within a few days—or hours if a vehicle had been on alert.6 Despite the smaller payload of an HLV compared to that of a B-1, B-2, or B-52, the HLV’s increased kinetic energy and tactical surprise offset that detriment. As the sortie rate increases, the cost-efficiency also increases, providing the Air Force an alternative to the recapitalization of its long-range attack aircraft. The HLV’s flexibility (the reusable first-stage booster is configured with different upper-stage vehicles, depending upon the mission) represents a key feature of the ORS system, enabling a single capital investment to support multiple mission areas. The ORS concept effectively operationalizes the space-support mission, increasing its ability to provide force application (strike from, through, or in space), force enhancement (satellites supporting air, land, sea, and space operations), and offensive as well as defensive counterspace (attaining and maintaining space superiority). Prior to a formal decision to pursue an ORS program, as provided in the US Space Transportation Policy, a number of activities within the Air Force and the Department of Defense (DOD) have sustained the momentum and made progress in establishing the technology basis. DARPA’s Responsive Access, Small Cargo, Affordable Launch (RASCAL) and Force Application and Launch from CONUS (FALCON) programs attempted to identify and develop low-cost, responsive launch concepts. The RASCAL program focused on concepts for launching small vehicles from high-speed, high-altitude aircraft, whereas FALCON concentrated on developing low-cost, expendable launch vehicles that could demonstrate ORS requirements. The DOD canceled RASCAL in February 2005 in order to focus on FALCON, which continues to investigate two distinctively different concepts: a conventional, multiple-stage, ground-launched rocket and a rocket deployed from the back of a C-17 cargo aircraft.7 Under the FALCON program and with funding from the DOD’s Office of Force Transformation, the Space Exploration Corporation (SpaceX) has demonstrated many low-cost and responsiveness attributes of ORS during preparation for the inaugural launch of its Falcon‑1 small launch vehicle.8 FALCON remains important to the future development of the HLV since the expendable rockets developed under the program could be used as upper stages on the reusable booster. The Affordable Responsive Spacelift (ARES) program, the next step towards demonstrating the feasibility of an ORS system, set a goal of developing a subscale launch vehicle that demonstrates the characteristics of the HLV’s reusable first stage. ARES has just begun system-concept studies, but its progress will shape the future of the ORS launch vehicle. The operational responsiveness of an ORS system is not science fiction. Burt Rutan made history in October 2004 when his privately funded SpaceShipOne aerospace plane completed its second suborbital trip into space. Rutan and other start-up companies have demonstrated that it doesn’t take a large, government-funded program to build a launch vehicle. Profit from commercial launch services, including space tourism, serves as their motivation; however, the systems required to enable such a business may use the same systems and technologies needed by the ORS launch vehicle. If these programs can launch operations responsively, development of an Air Force operational capability can proceed with substantially decreased risk. Current trends in the air and space community show why this is possible. First, today’s computer technology allows us to go from idea, to computer, to machine-shop floor, to final part in a fraction of the time it used to take. Second, the recent slump in the world space-launch market, coincident with a period in which the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) had no major hardware-development program, has permitted these new companies to hire technical experts who have experience in developing major space systems. This situation, coupled with the rapid increase in affordable computing capabilities and commercial engineering-analysis software, allows relatively few experienced engineers to produce designs that would have required much larger teams only a decade ago. Third, the economic potential of space tourism, combined with the wealth of a few dot-com company entrepreneurs, has opened up innovation and risk taking. DARPA projects encourage this type of innovation with significantly less government oversight than occurs in a typical DOD research and technology project. Building upon this philosophy, an ORS launch-vehicle program will prove successful. A responsive HLV capability will serve as the foundation for ORS, which is critical to the future national security of the United States. A building-block approach now under development will ensure that full-scale operational system development does not proceed until we have mitigated all significant risks; therefore, success of the FALCON and ARES programs is a critical first step. Such a capability will allow the United States to reduce its reliance on forward-deployed forces and will either maintain or decrease response time. Obviously, much work lies ahead, not the least of which is the writing of doctrine to guide the building of organizational structures; strategy; and operational tactics, techniques, and procedures. However, ORS will become another paradigm-shaping event for the Air Force. 

Perception of the plan comes first – makes our link scenario extremely probable.

Lavrov, Russian Foreign Minister, 10 (Sergey, “New START Treaty in the Global Security Matrix: The Political Dimension,” http://www.indonesia.mid.ru/press/188_e.html) 

Considering this compromise accord as extremely important, we at the same time expect that it will serve as a basis for further in-depth dialogue on the impact of conventionally armed long-range missile systems on strategic stability. This hugely serious problem in our view is fraught with obvious destabilizing risks. Chief among them is the so-called nuclear ambiguity; that is, the impossibility to identify the types of armament of ballistic missiles (nuclear or non-nuclear) after their launches. The risk of a nuclear conflict sharply increases in this case. In addition, problems arise such as a significant decrease in the “threshold” for strategic missiles use, as well as the danger of a missile arms race. In general, this path leads to the replacement of the nuclear threat by the threat of the use of conventional precision weapons capable of achieving almost the same military strategic objectives. Ideally, a conversation on this topic could also result in a specific legal agreement. 
---Russia Impact

Plan’s perception of an ICBM launch causes Russian miscalc and retaliation  

Podvig 6 (Pavel, Center for Arms Control Studies, Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology,

FORUM ON PHYSICS & SOCIETY of The American Physical Society “Russia and the Prompt Global Strike Plan” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/pm_0417.pdf, ken)

Most troubling, perhaps, is the possibility that the implementation of Prompt Global Strike would increase the probability of an accident involving strategic nuclear forces. Early warning satellites and radars cannot distinguish between the launch of a conventional missile and that of a nuclear one. This could lead to misinterpretations or misunderstandings with potentially extremely serious consequences. Furthermore, the short flight time of ballistic missiles, which makes them attractive for prompt global- strike missions in the first place, leaves very little time for an assessment of the situation, putting an enormous strain on national decisionmaking mechanisms and increasing the probability of an accident.

Today, Russia is the only country other than the United States that has an early warning system capable of detecting ballistic missile launches. This makes it the natural focus of concerns associated with the global-strike plan. Russian officials have themselves aired these concerns publicly: in an address to the Russian parliament in May 2006, President Vladimir Putin warned of the danger, saying that a missile launch “could spark an inadequate reaction by nuclear powers, including full-scale retaliation strikes.” This view was later repeated by the chief of the Russian General Staff and by Russia’s minister of defense. 

Only war with Russia escalates

Wright 1 (David, Senior Scientist at the Union of Concerned Scientists, “An Assessment of Ballistic Missile Threats” Forum on The Missile Threat and Plans for Ballistic Missiles Defense: Technology, Strategic Stability and Impact on Global Security, http://lxmi.mi.infn.it/~landnet/NMD/wright.pdf)

However, according to Bruce Blair,5 all Russian ICBMs in a division are interconnected and can be launched by any of the regimental launch control centers or by division command posts and their alternates in the field. Thus, a regiment commander who devises a way to launch the missiles under his or her control can also plausibly fire all the missiles in the interconnected regiments, which currently could be 300 to 520 warheads. Even with single-warhead ICBMs, this interconnectedness means that an unauthorized launch could involve many tens of warheads.For erroneous launches, there is also reason to believe that a large-scale attack would be more probable than a small one. In fact, a retaliatory attack erroneously launched in response to false or ambiguous information could be very large—as many as thousands of warheads.
We access the only existential impact.
Bostrum, 2 - professor of philosophy at Oxford (March, Nick, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” Journal of Evolution and Technology, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century. 

---Turns Case

Turns case – Including HLV causes the US to discontinue its use 
Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html)

The political environment in a time of such uncertainty could restrict the operational usefulness of the ORS system’s force-application capability. For example, if we determined that, in response to our planned delivery of a weapon by means of an HLV, a nation with theater or intercontinental nuclear capabilities might increase its readiness posture and thus amplify the risk of a launch on US forces or the United States itself, we would not execute the mission. Advocates of global strike dismiss such concerns, however, arguing that communications with the regional nations would prove sufficient to mitigate the risk. Nevertheless, would such communications affect the responsiveness and strategic surprise of the ORS system? Probably so.

---Turns Heg

DA turns heg 

Katz 82 [Arthur M,  PHD in Chemistry from University of Rochester and MS in Meteorology from MIT,

Cambridge Massachusetts, PP 66-7)

Of particular concern in this regard is that in the counterforce scenario no one is defeated in a conventional military or political sense. Thus, the ability of the U.S. or Soviet political leaders to find a formula that implies an acceptable stalemate may require protracted internal as well as external negotiations. This protracted period of indecision leads to the disturbing possibility of what Fred Ikle described in the late 1950s as the ³broken back" or unterminated war. His scenario was a nuclear exchange inflicting great damage but with sufficient surviving infrastructure so that a military stalemate with continued fighting resulted. Limited war strategy ensures a variation of this stalemated situation because a portion of the ICBM -SAC structure remains intact under the terms of the DOD scenarios along with a substantial undamaged Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile (SLBM) force. Under these circumstances, what would be t he impact of this type of interminated war dragging on for weeks and months -And what are the implications for resolving this counterforce conflict? A pertinent example is the eventual Japanese public reaction against their war leadership during World War II. The public rejected the leadership's claims of omnipotence, power. And courage when damage to the society became evident« Toward their other leaders from the prime minister down, the attitude of the people greatly changed. At first, the people were proud of and greatly trusted their leaders, but as cabinet changes took place, the confidence of the people in their leadership was rudely shaken and finally utterly shattered« the people themselves were not fully united in the latter part of their war. Resentment toward national leadership, especially in bombed areas, was true of other damaged nations such as Germany, and even Britain. The important point to be made is that while the traumatic effects of counterforce by itself would be severe, the prolonged terror of an unresolved nuclear conflict would have a corrosive impact on the credibility of national leadership.
---AT: Dialogue Checks  

Close-proximity and lack of verification measures prevents dialogue that would prevent miscalc 

Woolf 3/6/12 (Amy F. Woolf, Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy “Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues” http://fulltextreports.com/2012/03/06/crs-conventional-prompt-global-strike-and-long-range-ballistic-missiles-background-and-issues/, ken)

Taken together, these three types of measures might help reduce the risks of misunderstandings. But the accumulation of information during peacetime and frequent communications during crises may not be sufficient to address problems that could come up in an atmosphere of confusion and incomplete information during a conflict. Specifically, the argument in favor of using long-range ballistic missiles for the PGS mission assumes that the United States might have little warning before the start of a conflict and might need to launch its missiles promptly at that time. This scenario would allow little time for the United States to consult with, or even inform, other nations about its intentions. If other nations are caught by surprise and fear they might be under nuclear attack, they might also decide to respond promptly, before the United States had the opportunity to convince them that the missiles carried conventional warheads. Even though routine data exchanges and on-site inspections may provide confidence in the absence of nuclear warheads on the missiles on a day-to-day basis in peacetime, they cannot provide assurances that the warheads could not be changed in a relatively short period of time or that the warheads were not actually changed in the days or weeks since the last inspection. In addition, changing the basing patterns or launch patterns of missiles to draw a sharper distinction between conventional and nuclear-armed missiles assumes both that other nations can observe the differences and that they believe the different appearances indicate different warheads. Finally, these measures would do nothing to alleviate concerns among nations that did not participate in the cooperative programs. As a result, while the measures described above can reduce the possibility of misunderstandings, they probably cannot eliminate them. 

PGS DA

---1NC

Prompt Global Strike is being funded and developed now – but it won’t be deployed for at least 10 years 

Woolf 3/6/12 (Amy F. Woolf, Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy “Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues” http://fulltextreports.com/2012/03/06/crs-conventional-prompt-global-strike-and-long-range-ballistic-missiles-background-and-issues/, ken)

The Air Force and Navy have both considered deploying conventional warheads on their long range ballistic missiles. The Navy sought to deploy conventional warheads on a small number of Trident II submarine-launched ballistic missiles. In FY2008, Congress rejected the requested funding for this program, but the Navy has continued to consider the possibility of deploying intermediate-range technologies for the prompt strike mission. The Air Force and DARPA are developing a hypersonic glide delivery vehicle that could deploy on a modified Peacekeeper landbased ballistic missile—a system known as the Conventional Strike Missile (CSM). In FY2008, Congress created a single, combined fund for the conventional prompt global strike (CPGS) mission. This fund is supporting research and development into the Air Force CSM and two possible hypersonic glide vehicles. Congress appropriated $174.8 million for CPGS capability development in FY2012; DOD has requested $$110.4 million in FY2013.

When Congress reviews the budget requests for CPGS weapons, it may question DOD’s rationale for the mission, reviewing whether the United States might have to attack targets promptly at the start of or during a conflict, when it could not rely on forward-based land or naval forces. It might also review whether this capability would reduce U.S. reliance on nuclear weapons or whether, as some critics have asserted, it might upset stability and possibly increase the risk of a nuclear response to a U.S. attack. This risk derives, in part, from the possibility that nations detecting the launch of a U.S. PGS weapon would not be able to determine whether the weapon carried a nuclear or conventional warhead. Congress has raised concerns about this possibility in the past.

Although the Air Force Conventional Strike Missile is a key contender for the CPGS mission, the Air Force may not be able to deploy this system until later in this decade, as the hypersonic glide vehicle has not yet had a successful test flight. Hence, Congress may review other weapons options for the PGS mission. These include not only ballistic missiles and boost-glide systems, but also bombers, cruise missiles, and possibly scramjets or other advanced technologies. 
The plan accelerates immediate PGS deployment 

Doggrell, 2006—US Air Force General, [Les Doggrell, “Operationally responsive space: a vision for the future of military space” 6/22/2006, http://www.freepatentsonline.com/article/Air-Space-Power-Journal/154818021.html]

Development of responsive space may in turn enable new concepts. We could use a highly responsive and inexpensive space-launch capability to precisely deliver conventional ordnance anywhere in the world (a Prompt Global Strike system). Low-cost spacecraft could enable space systems to provide direct support to the operational and tactical levels of warfare, as envisioned by the Air Force's concept document on joint war-fighting space. (16) Development of quick-response spacecraft capable of augmenting existing capabilities might allow transition to an expeditionary space forces concept whereby we deploy the full system capability only when needed. Counterspace missions will benefit from improvements to small spacecraft and responsive-launch technologies associated with ORS. Ultimately, technologies that improve the responsiveness of new missions and small spacecraft will transform the way we perform traditional space missions.

That causes conventional weapon use and war over the Taiwan Straits 

Davis and Dodd 6 (Ian and Robin, independent human security and arms control consultants, [http://www.basicint.org/pubs/Papers/BP51.pdf] AD: 6/29/10)

**NOTE: PGS=Prompt Global Strike
The PGS capability also raises serious non-proliferation issues. First, it is likely to lead to a new arms race in ballistic missiles and countermeasures as other countries seek to match the US system and/or seek to protect their sovereignty by building weapon systems to counter US capabilities. It seems likely, for example, that other nuclear powers, such as China and Russia, would embark on similar SLBM and ICBM conversion projects. This could in turn ratchet up the potential for major armed conflict in areas, such as the Taiwan Straits, where tensions already run high. Second, PGS clearly undermines ballistic missile non-proliferation efforts, such as the 2002 Hague Code of Conduct Against Ballistic Missile Proliferation, which calls for greater restraint in developing, testing, using, and spreading ballistic missiles.22 At the signing of the Code, John Bolton, then US Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security, affirmed US support for it, but also highlighted a number of qualifying factors and reservations. One such reservation concerning pre-launch notifications was that the United States ‘reserves the right in circumstances of war to launch ballistic missile and space-launch vehicles without prior notification’.23 If the US administration is also asserting its ‘right’ to pre-emptive launch of a PGS capability the Code is as good as dead and buried. Third, it will lower the threshold of use for such weapons. And as Steve Andreason, a former US Nation Security Council staffer has pointed out: “Long-range ballistic missiles have never been used in combat in 50 years”. But once the United States starts indicating that it views these missiles as no different than any other weapon, “other nations will adopt the same logic”, he said.24 4 
Conventional war goes nuclear 

Myers 86 (Grover, Major USAF, September 1986, “Aerospace Power: The Case for Indivisible Application”, http://aupress.au.af.mil/digital/pdf/book/Myers_Aerospace.pdf, ZBurdette)

To make matters worse, the second concern centers on the fact that some analysts are raising serious concerns as to the viability of even the nuclear/nonnuclear distinctions. In the heat and fog of battle, commanders may have a difficult time determining what kind of weapons are being used against them, especially in tactical situations. The standard image of nuclear warfare- the razing of entire cities in a single multimegaton nuclear blast and the virtual elimination of entire societies in a matter of a few short hours-while a worst- case possibility, is a long way from the battlefield situations in which nuclear weapons will most likely see their first use. Large-yield nuclear weapons of the "city-busting7' class could certainly be used in such situations, but they have more important uses as the Armageddon-makers-the bludgeons of ultimate deterrence-and they also invite their use by the other side. Both the United States and the Soviet Union have developed small, lower- yield weapons with good accuracy that are specifically intended for tactical action but that presently are distinguishable from their nonnuclear counterparts. However, for the future, the same technologies that are producing such radical improvements in conventional weaponry will surely affect the nuclear arsenal in similar fashion. Nuclear-delivery systems will become more accurate as advanced inertial- and terminal-guidance systems are deployed, reducing the requirement for large-yield warheads. The desire to limit collateral damage, especially in Europe, will foster further accuracy refinements and yield reductions. At the same time, nonnuclear weapons are increasing in destructive potential. For example, Gen Robert Marsh described the potential of the new nonnuclear explosive metastable helium (MSH) as having "more than five times the stored energy capacity of TNT" and the capability to produce "thirty times the overpressure on a target of a TNT munition of similar weight at the same miss distance.” Another writer compared existing systems: "It has been estimated that an aircraft equipped with the type of cluster bomb used by Israel in Lebanon has the same immediate destructive effect as a Lance missile equipped with a one-kiloton [an explosive power equivalent to 1,000 tons of TNT] nuclear warhead. ' '35 Thus, the combination of smaller, more accurate nuclear munitions and larger, more destructive nonnuclear weapons, both designed to accomplish the same tasks, may eventually blur the distinctions between nuclear and nonnuclear warfare. The critical firebreak that is so important to deterrence theory may become very indistinct if not nonexistent. To be sure, there are differences between nuclear and nonnuclear weapons even at lower yields, most notably radiation and fallout (although even these can be minimized); but a military commander, surrounded by the urgencies and confusion of battle, is not likely to wait for fallout reports before recommending what he may see as appropriate nuclear retaliation. Matters are made even worse by the fact that in modern warfare even a large-scale "conventional" (in name only) war may be seen as a possible option because of the emergence of such precise and potent nonnuclear weapons. 

Taiwan war causes extinction.
Straight Times 2k (Ching Cheong, Senior Writer at the Strait Times, “No one gains in a war over Taiwan,” June 25th, Lexis)
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China, 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization.

---2NC Uniqueness

Recent Hypersonic Vehicle test failure makes PGS a non-starter – agencies don’t see it as worth the cost 

Schatman 11 (Noah, contributing editor at Wired magazine and fellow at the Brookings Institution “Pentagon’s Mach 20 Missile Lost Over Pacific — Again” http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/tag/regina-dugan/, ken)

For the second time in a row, the Pentagon has lost contact with an experimental hypersonic vehicle over the Pacific, just minutes after it was launched from space. The flight of the Falcon Hypersonic Technology Vehicle 2 was hotly anticipated in military and aerospace circles. The HTV-2 was supposed to ride on the back of a rocket to the edge of space, where it would separate and scream through the atmosphere at 13,000 mph before splashing into the Pacific Ocean, about 4,100 miles and 30 minutes later. If the flight worked, it’d show how missiles of this shape and flight pattern could strike targets halfway around the world almost instantly. And that would be a major step forward in the Pentagon’s “Prompt Global Strike” plan to attack foes anywhere on the globe in less than an hour. For now, however, those hopes have been dashed. “There’s no way you can call it a success. Let’s be blunt about it,” a source familiar with the program tells Danger Room. In a statement, Darpa tried to put a positive shine on the day’s events. The Minotaur IV rocket “successfully inserted the aircraft into the desired trajectory,” the agency noted. The HTV-2 “transitioned to Mach 20 aerodynamic flight,” and that “more than nine minutes of data was collected before an anomaly caused loss of signal.” “We’ll learn. We’ll try again. That’s what it takes,” Darpa director Regina Dugan added. But that may be easier said than done. Before the test, Darpa announced that this would be the last HTV-2 flight that the agency would run. The idea was to transfer control of the program to another branch of the military, most likely the Air Force. Those other branches may not be willing to take on such an expensive program that hasn’t shown much forward momentum, as of yet. 
And, test failure ensures PGS will be cut 

Grossman 11 (Elaine M., Global Security Newswire, Dec 23 “Pentagon’s Conventional Prompt-Strike Effort Takes 2012 Funding Hit” http://www.nti.org/gsn/article/pentagons-conventional-prompt-strike-effort-takes-2012-funding-hit/, ken)

WASHINGTON -- An annual U.S. defense appropriations bill for fiscal 2012 has cut $25 million from a program aimed at developing a conventional capability to attack faraway targets on short notice (see GSN, Aug. 18). Lawmakers said in a House-Senate conference report that new appropriations for non-nuclear “prompt global strike” systems would be reduced because of “program delays caused by two consecutive flight test failures of the Hypersonic Technology Vehicle 2.” “Prompt global strike” refers to a capability sought by the Defense Department in which targets halfway around the world could be attacked within 60 minutes of a launch command. The HTV-2 technology -- a leading component in the effort to build a prompt global strike capacity -- produced two test-flight disappointments, first in April 2010 and again this past August. For several years, it has appeared that the Air Force Conventional Strike Missile -- designed to feature a technology based on the Defense Advanced Research Project Agency’s HTV-2 experimental apparatus -- would be the first prompt global strike weapon system to be fielded. Whether that will continue to be the case is unclear. 
The military is investigating early phases of Prompt Global Strike now, but tech constraints create bureaucracy which prevents deployment 

National Defense Magazine 10 (“'Prompt Global Strike' Weapons Still Years Away” Nov 9, http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/blog/Lists/Posts/Post.aspx?ID=246, ken)

A program to deliver conventional warheads anywhere on the planet within minutes is moving forward, but must wait for the technology to catch up with the concept, the leader of the Air Force’s nuclear weapons forces said Nov. 9. The Defense Department, particularly U.S. Strategic Command, has been studying the "prompt global strike" concept for a number of years. The Air Force and Navy have the ability to deliver nuclear warheads on distant targets within minutes through Trident missiles based on submarines, or Minuteman III missiles located in silos. Since the advent of the so-called war on terrorism, combatant commanders have expressed a desire to have access to non-nuclear weapons that can be dropped, precisely, on targets in hard-to-reach areas. A terrorist leader, or other fleeting targets, may only be in one spot for a few minutes. By the time air strikes are under way, or ships are in place to launch cruise missiles, the opportunity to eliminate a target may be gone. The Army, Navy and Air Force are all working on separate prompt conventional strike concepts. Lt. Gen. Frank G. Klotz, commander of the Air Force Global Strike Command, said the concept is very much alive, but the ability to carry out such attacks may be a number of years away. Air Force Space Command did much of the early work on the Air Force, but that portfolio has been transferred to the Global Strike Command, which was formed in August 2009. “We’re still in the very, very early stages in this work,” Klotz told reporters in Washington, D.C. There is a “technology maturation phase” that has to be completed before a decision is made to move forward with a program of record. The ultimate solution may come from the Army, Navy or Air Force, he said. A State Department fact sheet on the new Strategic Arms Reduction (START) treaty, currently awaiting ratification by the U.S. Senate, said the document does not prohibit conventional strike. Early concepts would have had Trident missiles armed with conventional explosives rather than nuclear warheads aboard U.S. submarines. However, there were concerns that other nuclear-armed nations would not be able to distinguish between nuclear and non-nuclear warheads, and might mistake the launching of the missiles as the beginning of a nuclear war. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency has embarked on a hypersonic technology vehicle program. The Air Force Space and Missile Center is investigating a conventional strike missile using kinetic energy and the Army Space and Missile Command is working on an advanced hypersonic weapon, the fact sheet said. U.S. Air Force Space Command worked out most of the policy issues and basing concepts before Global Strike Command took over responsibility for the program. U.S. Strategic Command oversees the three services’ efforts. “The technology we would like to have is not there yet,” Klotz added. He declined to speculate when a prompt global strike capability could be fielded. “I ask that same question,” he said. “I think it’s probably some years off now.” 
---2NC Links

ORS key to Prompt Global Strike capabilities

Doggrell, 6 - US Air Force General, (Les, “Operationally Responsive Space: A Vision for the Future of Military Space,” Air Space Power Journal, 6/22/6, http://www.freepatentsonline.com/article/Air-Space-Power-Journal/154818021.html, //JPL) 

Development of responsive space may in turn enable new concepts. We could use a highly responsive and inexpensive space-launch capability to precisely deliver conventional ordnance anywhere in the world (a Prompt Global Strike system). Low-cost spacecraft could enable space systems to provide direct support to the operational and tactical levels of warfare, as envisioned by the Air Force's concept document on joint war-fighting space. (16) Development of quick-response spacecraft capable of augmenting existing capabilities might allow transition to an expeditionary space forces concept whereby we deploy the full system capability only when needed. Counterspace missions will benefit from improvements to small spacecraft and responsive-launch technologies associated with ORS. Ultimately, technologies that improve the responsiveness of new missions and small spacecraft will transform the way we perform traditional space missions.
ORS key to space support capabilities of PGS

Brown, 6 – Lieutenant Colonel USAFR, Ph.D (Kendall, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force?”, 2006, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0NXL/is_2_20/ai_n27063746/?tag=mantle_skin;content, //JPL) 
 Responsive space systems delivered to space with responsive launch systems include replacement and augmentation satellites for communication; navigation; and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance. Launch could support an evolving mission area of force application from or through space with the use of common aero vehicles to carry strike weapons. The US Marine Corps even envisions transporting a Marine reconnaissance platoon from the continental United States (CONUS) to anywhere in the world within hours to conduct missions with special operations forces. Such a system would provide the theater commander unprecedented flexibility and capability to produce desired effects. An analysis of alternatives completed by AFSPC in 2004 concludes that "ORS can provide significant military utility at the campaign level" through the use of responsive space-asset delivery. (3) The greatest impact occurs when the enemy has offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and the United States uses responsive launch vehicles and satellite systems to maintain on- orbit capabilities. This ability to sustain and supplement on-orbit assets could become particularly critical if potential adversaries can destroy or disable our satellites--reportedly, China has this capability. Force application and OCS missions also provide significant military utility, with the former increasing as a function of theater access. (4) The United States has less access to some regions of the world as a result of the decreased forward presence of its forces and globalization of terrorism. Within that operational environment, the analysis of alternatives determined that a hybrid launch vehicle (HLV), a reusable first stage with expendable upper stages, was the most affordable solution to meet mission requirements. A subsequent study, by this author, developed a potential concept of operations for an HLV system which showed that no insurmountable technology challenges existed. (5) ORS HLV wings located in the south central and southwestern United States will provide the combatant commander unprecedented strike capabilities without the burden of deployed assets or aerial-refueling resources required for long-range bombers. Inland CONUS basing offers an inherent degree of physical and operational security not available at deployed locations, as was the case with Atlas F intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) at sites in southern and southwestern areas, including rural Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mexico. One cannot overstate the strategic benefits of an ORS system. For example, in the days immediately following the attacks of 11 September 2001, suppose that intelligence assets had pinpointed the location of al-Qaeda leadership in a remote region of Afghanistan outside the range of Tomahawk cruise missiles. Without overflight permission already in place, launching air strikes would have proved politically impossible; however, with a responsive space-lift vehicle, we could have completed attacks within a few days--or hours if a vehicle had been on alert. (6) Despite the smaller payload of an HLV compared to that of a B-1, B-2, or B-52, the HLV's increased kinetic energy and tactical surprise offset that detriment. As the sortie rate increases, the cost-efficiency also increases, providing the Air Force an alternative to the recapitalization of its long-range attack aircraft. The HLV's flexibility (the reusable first-stage booster is configured with different upper-stage vehicles, depending upon the mission) represents a key feature of the ORS system, enabling a single capital investment to support multiple mission areas. The ORS concept effectively operationalizes the space-support mission, increasing its ability to provide force application (strike from, through, or in space), force enhancement (satellites supporting air, land, sea, and space operations), and offensive as well as defensive counterspace (attaining and maintaining space superiority) 

Err neg on the link level – the entire ORS concept causes shift to PGS doctrine or they don’t solve 

Shull 5 (Todd, Major in the U.S. Air Force, MS. From University of North Dakota & M.A in Security Studies from Naval Postgraduate School, “Conventional Prompt Global Strike: Vualuable Military Option or Threat to Global Stability,” September, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA439830) 

Given the benefit of longer development times, mid-term conventional PGS solutions look beyond the use of modified intercontinental missiles and instead focus on small space launch vehicles to boost conventional munitions to distant targets. Small launch vehicles capable of placing 1,000 to 2,000 pounds of payload into low-earth orbit have been around for many years, but they have lacked the responsiveness and affordability to be considered as possible boost systems for conventional PGS weapon systems. Existing vehicles in this class, such as the Pegasus, normally measure responsiveness in months rather than hours and cost approximately $25 million per mission.191 U.S. Military requirements for “operationally responsive spacelift” have resulted in several developmental space launch vehicle programs that have the potential to greatly improve responsiveness and reduce launch cost. These characteristics could make conventional PGS cost competitive with existing global strike platforms. This section focuses on one specific development program, the Force Application and Launch from the Continental United States (FALCON) Technology Demonstration Program, which appears most likely to produce capabilities that could mature into an operational conventional PGS weapon system by the middle of the next decade. 
The Air Force plans to use ORS to bolster PGS—plan accelerates it

Pike, 2011—one of the world's leading experts on defense, space and intelligence policy, is Director of GlobalSecurity.org, previously worked for nearly two decades with the Federation of American Scientists, established the Space Policy Working Group in Congress [John Pike, “LGM-30H Minuteman IV,” July 27, 2011, http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/systems/lgm-30_4.htm]
In early 2003, AFMC, AFSPC, AFRL, and the Product Center Commanders established an Enterprise Leadership (EL) Long Range Strike (LRS) Task Team (LRS-TT) whose charter is to build roadmaps to describe the integrated development of LRS capabilities/solution options. Task teams uniquely bring together expertise from across enterprises & MAJCOMs to attack horizontal integration issues & produce integrated solutions in response to identified shortfalls. ACC had conducted several studies to research, assess and define LRS options. AFSPC has initiated the Operationally Responsive Space lift (ORS) Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) as part of the drive towards responsive space capabilities. A Prompt Global Strike (PGS) AoA is planned by AFSPC in FY05/06. USSTRATCOM has a newly defined Global Strike mission to provide Global Strike forces/options as a supporting or supported Combatant Commander. The Air Force needs to develop integrated air and space LRS capabilities to present forces for JTF/CC-directed Global Strike missions. LRS solutions must be developed to address shortfalls in current LRS capability. Operationally Responsive Space enables rapid access to space and power projection, space superiority, and enhanced intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities. 

PGS is an effect of the plan, even if it’s not a mandate.

Fram 7 — Bryan J. Fram, Lieutenant at the Air Force Institute of Technology, 2007 (“The Case for Operationally Responsive Space: Cost and Utility,” Paper Presented to the 5th Responsive Space Conference, Available Online at http://responsivespace.com/Papers/RS5%5CSESSION%20PAPERS%5CSESSION%203%5C3001_FRAM%5C3001P.PDF, Accessed 10-13-2011)

Will operationally responsive space fundamentally change the way we do business in space? It would have to. Having the option to surge space lift during times of crisis doesn’t only provide increased capability for reconnaissance, for the warfighter it can also provide a prompt global strike capability, increased communication capacity, and replacement of lost assets. For civil and commercial systems unexpected losses can be quickly replaced and service outages minimized. To make all of this possible we would have to change the way we do business. The additional, or replacement, satellites would have to be stored on the ground in either complete, or rapidly assembleable modular, form. Range operations would need to be streamlined and satellites would need to start working almost immediately; not after long periods of checkout and test.
---2NC Impact

Blurred distinction causes nuclear war 

Krepinevich and Kosiak 98(Andrew, defense policy analyst, and Steven, Director of Defense and International Affairs@The office of Management and Budget, The Bulliten of the Atomic Sciences, November/December, pg. 30-1) 

On the other hand, there is a danger that the transition to a highly effective non-nuclear strategic strike capability could actually make nuclear war more likely, by blurring the distinction—or “firebreak”—between non-nuclear and nuclear capabilities. In other words, there is a danger that the United States will feel freer than it has in the past to conduct strategic strikes—because it will be able to do so without resorting to nuclear weapons. However, the country on the receiving end may not view the distinction as particularly meaningful and may well feel compelled to retaliate with nuclear weapons. Similarly, there is a danger that the development of an effective non-nuclear strategic strike capability by the United States—because it would appear to be much more usable than a nuclear strike capability—would increase the incentives for potential adversaries to acquire at least a small nuclear arsenal, so that they too would have their homeland, or at least some portion of strategic targets within it, accorded “sanctuary” status. This may be especially true with less developed countries, which may view the acquisition of a substantial conventional strategic strike capability as well beyond their means, but view nucleaer weapons as a relatively cheap, albeit primitive, counter to non-nuclear strategic strike operations.

Conventional war is more likely to start than nuclear war, but has the same impact 

Myers 86 (Grover, Major USAF, September 1986, “Aerospace Power: The Case for Indivisible Application”, http://aupress.au.af.mil/digital/pdf/book/Myers_Aerospace.pdf, ZBurdette)

*bracket added for grammar by ken dejohn

Those who argue that "conventional" war may be more likely if seen as divorced from potential nuclear consequences are represented by Mary Kaldor, who wrote: The terrible destructive power of nuclear weapons may lead us to condone conventional weapons as a lesser evil. This is something new. After World War I, there was widespread revulsion against war in all its forms. Yet a modern conventional war with the weapons now available could in the words of a British lieutenant colonel "recreate the conditions of 1914-15" . . . the carnage would be fearful with modem weapons making [make] the World War I casualty lists look brief by comparison.33 In other words, a major nonnuclear war between NATO and the Warsaw Pact could conceivably be as destructive and deadly (albeit probably longer) as many theater nuclear scenarios. The trigger of war may seem easier to pull, given that the potential level of destruction may not appear as great. But nearly total destruction is still possible. During World War 11, the firebomb raids on cities like Dresden and Tokyo killed far more people than the nuclear strikes on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Europe lost a generation (somewhere around 15 million men) in the trenches of World War I.

Independently, PGS causes miscalculation of US motives – ensures nuclear war with China  

Anin 11 (Anatoly, Member of the Sustainable Partnership with Russia Group, “Prompt Global Strike Weapons & Strategic Instability,” Security Index: A Russian Journal on International Security, June 9, V. 17, No. 2) 

In summing up, it can be said that non-nuclear strategic missile systems are capable of having a highly negative impact on international security and of genuinely undermining strategic stability. Not only may their application not help to bring about a rapid end to conflict, something that American developers have spoken so much about, but quite the reverse, it may aggravate the international situation and increase the likelihood of WMD being used as a result of Russia and China taking the wrong view of the aims behind the introduction of non-nuclear strategic offensive weapons. 
---Turns Heg

PGS turns heg – credibility, insecurity, and counter-balancing  

Davis 6 (Ian, Arms Control Consultant “US Prompt Global Strike Capability: A New Destabilising Sub-State Deterrent in the Making?” June, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/Papers/BP51.pdf/) 

The Pentagon’s desire to field a PGS capability marks yet another dangerous precedent in recent US defence policy. As the Bush administration continues in what has been described as its ‘quest for absolute security’, serious questions must be asked not only regarding the feasibility of such a quest, but also as to the toll in terms of real security that projects such as PGS have on the rest of the international community.25 In its pursuit of a unilaterally shaped global security paradigm the present US administration threatens to destroy an international order that ‘has been patiently built up for 50 years’.26 In turn, this not only de-legitimises US power, but also creates in the process a world that is ever more insecure. The complex range of security dilemmas that the international community is faced with requires a multilateral and international law-based response that takes into account the security concerns of the community as a whole. The PGS capability is born of a narrow neo-realist perspective and seeks to buy security at the end of a $500 million missile system. Such an approach will further antagonise US allies and also create a heightened sense of global insecurity. And the more ‘rogue’ elements of the international community will already be preparing their own asymmetric response to this latest proposed big stick in the US arsenal. 

---Miscalc

PGS negates MAD and causes nuclear war; Russia is especially weary

Woolf, 7/6 – Congressional Research Service Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, B.A.  Harvard Kennedy School of Government, M.A.  Stanford University (Amy, “ Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues,” Congressional Research Service, 7/6/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41464.pdf, //JPL)

 Many analysts have also argued that the deployment of CPGS might upset strategic stability and increase the likelihood of nuclear war. Although the U.S. President might choose to initiate a conflict or respond to a threat with a conventional attack, it is not clear that the adversary would know that the incoming weapons carried conventional warheads. Moreover, the United States would not be able to control the adversary’s reaction or the escalation of the conflict, particularly if the adversary possessed nuclear weapons. Hence, by making the start of the war “easier” the deployment of conventional warheads on ballistic missiles might, in this view, actually make the eventual use of nuclear weapons more likely. Russian officials have expressed a number of concerns about U.S. conventional prompt global strike capabilities and their implications for strategic stability. 83 They have argued that these weapons, even if armed with conventional warheads, could threaten critical targets in Russia and even threaten Russia’s strategic nuclear forces if the United States deployed large numbers of missiles armed with highly accurate reentry vehicles. This might provide the United States with the capability to undermine Russia’s nuclear deterrent, without resorting to the first use of nuclear weapons, and might actually increase the likelihood of a U.S. attack against Russia. Moreover, even if Russia were not the target of an attack with these missiles, it might not know whether the missile carried a nuclear warhead or a conventional warhead, or whether it was headed towards a target in Russia. Finally, some Russians have argued that the United States might replace the conventional warheads with nuclear warheads to exceed the limits in a treaty. 

PGS gets misinterpreted as a nuclear strike

Woolf, 7/6 – Congressional Research Service Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, B.A.  Harvard Kennedy School of Government, M.A.  Stanford University (Amy, “ Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues,” Congressional Research Service, 7/6/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41464.pdf, //JPL)

Prompt global strike (PGS) would allow the United States to strike targets anywhere on Earth with conventional weapons in as little as an hour. This capability may bolster U.S. efforts to deter and defeat adversaries by allowing the United States to attack high-value targets or “fleeting targets” at the start of or during a conflict. Congress has generally supported the PGS mission, but it has restricted funding and suggested some changes in funding for specific programs. Many analysts believe that the United States should use long-range ballistic missiles armed with conventional warheads for the PGS mission. These weapons would not substitute for nuclear weapons in the U.S. war plan but would, instead, provide a “niche” capability, with a small number of weapons directed against select, critical targets, which might expand the range of U.S. conventional options. Some analysts, however, have raised concerns about the possibility that U.S. adversaries might misinterpret the launch of a missile with conventional warheads and conclude that the missiles carry nuclear weapons. DOD is considering a number of systems that might provide the United States with long-range strike capabilities. The Air Force and Navy have both considered deploying conventional warheads on their longrange ballistic missiles. The Navy sought to deploy conventional warheads on a small number of Trident II submarine-launched ballistic missiles. In FY2008, Congress rejected the requested funding for this program, but the Navy has continued to consider the possibility of deploying intermediate-range technologies for the prompt strike mission. The Air Force and DARPA are developing a hypersonic glide delivery vehicle that could deploy on a modified Peacekeeper landbased ballistic missile—a system known as the Conventional Strike Missile (CSM). In FY2008, Congress created a single, combined fund for the conventional prompt global strike (CPGS) mission. This fund is supporting research and development into the Air Force CSM and two possible hypersonic glide vehicles. Congress appropriated $174.8 million for CPGS capability development in FY2012; DOD has requested $$110.4 million in FY2013. When Congress reviews the budget requests for CPGS weapons, it may question DOD’s rationale for the mission, reviewing whether the United States might have to attack targets promptly at the start of or during a conflict, when it could not rely on forward-based land or naval forces. It might also review whether this capability would reduce U.S. reliance on nuclear weapons or whether, as some critics have asserted, it might upset stability and possibly increase the risk of a nuclear response to a U.S. attack. This risk derives, in part, from the possibility that nations detecting the launch of a U.S. PGS weapon would not be able to determine whether the weapon carried a nuclear or conventional warhead. Congress has raised concerns about this possibility in the past 

---A2 PGS Good – Prevents Nuke Strike

Their impact scenarios are outlandish – a president has never been given the options of nuke strike or no strike; there’s always more conventional options

Woolf, 7/6 – Congressional Research Service Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, B.A.  Harvard Kennedy School of Government, M.A.  Stanford University (Amy, “ Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues,” Congressional Research Service, 7/6/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41464.pdf, //JPL)

 Some analysts have questioned, however, whether the President needs more options or flexibility when responding to threats to U.S. or allied security. The President has never, in the past, been faced with the choice of using a nuclear weapon or no weapon at all. The President has always had a wide range of conventional options, even if the United States had to wait hours or days for the weapons to arrive on target. 

---A2 PGS Good

PGS wouldn’t even be used; it describes a worst-case scenario that our current military hegemony prevents

Woolf, 7/6 – Congressional Research Service Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, B.A.  Harvard Kennedy School of Government, M.A.  Stanford University (Amy, “ Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues,” Congressional Research Service, 7/6/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41464.pdf, //JPL)

 However, the presence of many of these characteristics in one recent conflict does not necessarily mean that they will all be present in most, or even many, future conflicts. While each is certainly possible, taken together, these characteristics describe a worst-case scenario that may occur rarely, or not at all, in its entirety. This observation highlights several questions that Congress could consider when reviewing the rationale for the PGS mission. How likely is it that the United States would face a sudden, unanticipated conflict, with no time to build up its forces in the region and with the requirement to strike some targets within hours of the start of the conflict? Would a delay of several hours or even days undermine the value of attacking these targets at the start of a conflict? Could other weapons systems provide the United States with the ability to “loiter” near the theater of operations, allowing a prompt attack during the conflict if hidden or concealed targets are revealed? 84 A comparison of the likelihood of those scenarios that may provide the most stressing environments with the likelihood of less stressful scenarios may lead to the conclusion that other weapons systems can respond to many of these requirements in most circumstances. 

---A2 Upgrades Solve Miscalc

Countries including Russia have terrible early-warning systems that can’t make distinctions; upgrades make miscalc more likely

Woolf, 7/6 – Congressional Research Service Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, B.A.  Harvard Kennedy School of Government, M.A.  Stanford University (Amy, “ Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues,” Congressional Research Service, 7/6/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41464.pdf, //JPL)

 Some Members of Congress and many analysts outside government have focused much of their criticism of the PGS concept on the potential that other nations might detect the launch of a U.S. CPGS missile and conclude, mistakenly, that the United States had launched an attack with nuclear-armed missiles. Specifically, some have argued that, if the United States were to launch these missiles during a conflict, nations with minimal satellite capabilities and launch notification systems (such as China) or degraded launch notification systems (such as Russia) could conclude that they were under attack with nuclear missiles. 85 Further, because many possible targets lie south of Russia and China, and the United States has historically planned to launch its ballistic missiles over the North Pole, a conventionally armed long-range ballistic missile might fly over these two nations to strike its targets. For many minutes during their flight patterns, these missiles might appear to be headed towards targets in these nations. The potential for misunderstanding is compounded by the short time of flight of these missiles, giving these nations little time to evaluate the event, assess the threat, and respond with their own forces. Under such circumstances, critics claim that these nations may conclude they have no other option than to respond with their own nuclear weapons. As was noted above, Congress raised concerns about the potential for misunderstanding in several of its annual debates over the authorization and appropriations of funds for the CPGS mission. These concerns grew as the Department of Defense planned to move ahead with the Conventional Trident Modification (CTM). In response to these concerns, in the FY2007 Defense Appropriations Act (P.L. 109-289), Congress provided $5 million for the National Academy of Sciences to analyze the mission requirement and recommend alternatives. The National Academies published the report—U.S. Conventional Prompt Global Strike: Issues for 2008 and Beyond—in August 2008. This report recognized concerns about the potential for misunderstanding, but concluded that these concerns should not eliminate pursuit of the program. The study noted that the United States and Russia had monitored and tracked the launches of hundreds of ballistic missiles over the years, and they had demonstrated the capability to “acquire sufficient data to determine their trajectory and hence … their target.” 86 At the same time, the study noted that the risk of misunderstanding could increase if the United States used boost-glide technologies for the CPGS mission, because a nation’s ability to predict the target of such a system would be undermined by the fact that these systems could maneuver and change their direction after launch. Moreover, the study noted that the use of new, conventional-only launchers or delivery vehicles would not necessarily mitigate the risks because “there is simply no ‘bright line’ between nuclear and conventional systems when relatively long-range platforms are being considered.” 87 

Spending
---Link

The plan costs billions. 

Felt, 10 - USAF Commander, Space Test Operations Squadron Space Development and Test Wing Kirtland AFB, New Mexico (Eric, “Responsive Space Funding Challenges and Solutions: Avoiding a Tragedy of the Commons,” High Frontier, May, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf, ken)

Overselling of ORS concept. The ORS concept may have been oversold by some who argue that such actions are always needed to get a new program off the ground. The problem with overselling is that it may have contributed to the misperception that ORS is “magically” different from other space acquisition and can make space acquisition faster and lower costs without sacrificing performance. There are many valuable aspects to the responsive space concept, and responsive space solutions typically focus on a different area of the cost/schedule/performance enve- lope, but it is still the same envelope. With respect to field- ing space capabilities faster for rapid reconstitution, if it takes 18 months to build a primary mirror, it is simply not possible to assemble and launch a satellite that uses that component in only seven days unless someone already has a primary mirror “on the shelf.” Just as intercontinental ballistic missiles must be acquired before being placed on alert, the nature of the satellite manufacturing business is such that responsive space satellite “war reserve materiel” will be required. The Rapid Response Space Works concept minimizes the cost of needed war reserve materiel by stockpiling components rather than fully assembled satellites, but billions of dollars will still be needed to procure, field, operate, and sustain responsive space architectures/ constellations. 
***Counterplans***
Near Space CP
---1NC

Text: The United States federal government should substantially increase reliance on near-space assets by facilitating the development of operational platforms of Operationally Responsive Space through use of near-space balloons, regardless of over flight restrictions, that includes, but is not limited to; space situational awareness, hardening, reconstitution, and augmentation. 

Solves the case and it’s competitive 

Brown ‘06 – Researcher at College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research, & Education, Lieutenant Colonel USAF, Ph.D. & Researcher at College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research, & Education at Maxwell Airforce Base & Liquid-Rocket-Engine System Engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Fligth Center, (Kendall, Air and Space Power Journal, Summer, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html)

Perhaps we won’t need an HLV to support the ORS construct—some other combination of systems may provide a better solution. A recent Air Force futures war game held at Air University included the capabilities of an ORS system and those of near-space balloons. Postgame analysis concluded that ultrahigh-altitude (often referred to as near-space) balloons, coupled with conventional attack aircraft, offer better support to the war fighter than does the responsive launch vehicle.16 Thus, instead of spending a great deal of time and money developing and fielding a system that may not provide the capabilities expected of it, the use of near-space balloons, converted ICBMs, or other inexpensive, expendable launch vehicles might be a better solution.
---Solvency 

Solves comparatively better.
Tomme 5, Airpower Research Institute (Edward, Doctorate of Philosphy, Lietenant Colonel in the USAF, and of the Aerospace Research Institute of the College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research & Education, of the Air University, “The Paradigm Shift to Effects-Based Space: Near-Space as a Combat Space Effects Enabler,” Airpower Research Institute Research Paper) 

Near-space does indeed seem to be the “obvious, correct solution"'” to operationally responsive space. However, without appropriate funding it will languish and perhaps die stillborn. In times of limited funding, money for new programs must come from somewhere. It would seem that the logical source of such funding would be the programs for which near-space appears to be a much more cost-efficient, operationally effective solution. But how does one go about providing evidence that one conceptual solution is more effective than another? The military commonly uses war games for just such purposes. Head-to-head competition between alternatives, if the granularity of the war game simulatitm is appropriate, can provide reasonably clear answers to such questions.“ Preliminary results from war games have already demonstrated effectiveness of near-space platforms,"' but the simulations have yet to directly compare competing concepts. The time for such a competition has arrived. In conclusion, operationally responsive space really means operationally responsive space effects and near-space can provide many of those effects more responsively and more persistently than space itself. The shift in mindset is of such a magnitude that it will require a substantial rewrite of current military space doctrine": It may also require a reorganization of Air Force and DoD force structure to most efficiently realize the beneﬁts of centralized, seamless effects-based space. Near-space is the catalyst for these signiﬁcant changes. The paradigm shit must occur. The time for near-space is deﬁnitely now. 
---Solves GPS

Near-space solves GPS

Tomme, 5 (Edward B., 1/2005, Airpower Research Institute, “The Paradigm Shift to Effects-Based Space,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2005-01.pdf, mat)

Precision navigation and timing are currently performed by a constellation of semisynchronous Global Positioning System (GPS) satellites orbiting at about half GEO altitude, right in the heart of the Van Allen belts. Although the GPS mission is currently accomplished with satellites to ensure efficient global coverage, that is not the only way it can be done. The Air Force Space Battlelab is currently working a preliminary investigation of GPS accuracy augmentation and GPS reconstitution using near-space platforms, and the Air Force Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Battlelab recently conducted a similar investigation that successfully demonstrated the usefulness of a UAV as an aid to GPS navigation in a jamming environment. 128 There appear to be no technical hurdles to either augmentation or reconstitution via near-space platforms, although the number of required platforms would be significantly higher than the existing constellation to provide global coverage. It would appear to be more realistic to envision near-space reconstituting theater-sized regions. The existence of a readily-available, relatively 29inexpensive reconstitution method for US space effects, GPS via near-space being only one example of the capability, could thus tend to dissuade an adversary from committing to such a politically-charged action as a nuclear detonation when the payoff would be so short-term and the costs so high.
---Solves Heg

Solves hegemony

Christy 6 (Lieutenant Colonel Donald P. Christy, U.S. Air Force, “United St(ates Policy on Weapons in Space,” U.S. Army War College Strategy Research Project, 3-15-2006, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil307.pdf) 

The second part of the policy deals with reducing the vulnerabilities of current space systems and our sole reliance on them for some aspects of force enhancement. There are many examples. Alternate platforms such as near space balloons or unmanned aerial vehicles positioned over a theater of operations can provide battlespace characterization, communication, reconnaissance and other capabilities currently provided by space systems. Innovative and advanced technologies can improve the capabilities of inertial navigation systems for vehicles and munitions, thus reducing reliance on the Global Positioning System. Smaller satellites, with redundant capabilities deployed in larger more distributed constellations, can reduce the vulnerability of single point failures. The specific examples are less important than the goal of finding ways to diversify the overall force enhancement capabilities currently provided by space systems. 

---Solves SSA

Near-Space solves SSA

Tomme, 5 (Edward B., 1/2005, Airpower Research Institute, “The Paradigm Shift to Effects-Based Space,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2005-01.pdf,)
 It must be noted, however, that there are strategic SSA effects that could be enhanced with near-space assets. Being above 96 to 99 percent of the atmosphere in the 65,000 to 120,000-ft altitude range, large telescopes with membranous, holographically corrected and/or adaptive-optically corrected mirrors could provide much better resolution of space assets than their earth-bound brethren that are limited to looking through the significant distortion of the atmosphere.123 As solid-state directed energy devices grow simultaneously more powerful and smaller, they could also contribute to strategic active- illumination SSA programs aboard near-space platforms. Downward-looking lasers would also be highly effective, as the beam-distorting effects of the lower atmosphere would occur during the latter stages of beam propagation near the target, where the distance from the energy source would help to minimize distortion-induced pointing errors when compared with perturbations near the source. Several steerable platforms stationed near the North Pole could also act as a third sensor for missile defense, augmenting the DSP satellites and ground-based radars currently in use. Thus, near-space assets can act as another layer in a system of systems working to deliver strategic space effects. 

More evidence 

Knoedler 5—Air Command & Staff College [Andrew, Major in the USAF, “Using Near Space Vehicles in the Pursuit of Persistent C3ISR,” 10th INTERNATIONAL COMMAND AND CONTROL RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY SYMPOSIUM -- THE FUTURE OF C2]

The transformed battlespace of the future will include constellations of sensors in orbit, in near space, and in the air. As of today, the air and space platforms do not provide persistent coverage of C3ISR or in the words of General Ryan, persistent “battlespace awareness.” The military voice and data links to vanguard units on the 127 ground are intermittent and slower than a dial-up modem. Intelligence coverage (SIGINT) all day, every day, requires manned platforms that the AF just does not have available all the time. Manned reconnaissance and surveillance platforms have the same low-density, high-demand challenge as the intelligence platforms. Unmanned platforms are beginning to fill the gaps but not quickly enough. Placing advanced platforms in near space (65,000 ft to 490,000 ft) lowers the sensors from the ultimate high ground of space. The sensors are closer and thus have better resolution.  Several concepts exist to exploit near space to close the gaps in C3ISR capabilities and ensure the warfighter has an unbroken kill chain. Freefloating balloons offer ease of deployment but lack station keeping and payload capacity. Balloon communication payloads extend connections beyond LOS but only a few channels at a time. Larger balloons offer more payload capacity, but that concept forces recovery efforts to recycle the payloads. Airships with station keeping propulsion can potentially carry two tons to near space; however, no blimp has ever flown that high.  Nevertheless, with additional development, the airship could prove to be a potent near space vehicle. Airships could easily carry avionics to provide multi-channel beyond LOS with bandwidth to spare. SIGINT antennas, surveillance radar, and reconnaissance sensors fill out the remaining payload capacity preventing gaps in ISR.  Unmanned HALE aircraft provide the best near-term solution to exploit near space. Sending to theater a detachment of RQ-4 Global Hawks with a mix of fielded reconnaissance sensors and future communications and SIGINT avionics could cover the gaps left by manned and space platforms. The future of HALE aircraft belongs to concepts that can increase endurance with efficient propulsion, regenerative power systems, and compact, integrated sensor packages.  Endurance of a week, combined with a mix of C3ISR sensors, creates a buffer to protect the kill chain from weakness so warfighters can accomplish their objectives. With the right mix of near space vehicles 24/7, the U.S. military can achieve the ultimate vision of persistent battlespace awareness. 

---Bandwidth Turn

Satellites disrupt bandwith – near-space solves. (This card also means that the interference DA is a net benefit) 
Tomme 5 (Edward, Lieutenant Colonel, Department of Physics, United States Air Force Academy, Air Force Space Battlelab, Air Force Space Command, “The Paradigm Shift to Effects-Based Space,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2005-01.pdf)[roman]

Sometimes a smaller footprint can be an asset. When a satellite is launched, a frequency band or bandwidth must often be set aside to communicate with it around the globe. The alternative is to devise a complicated frequency-sharing scheme to ensure that when the operator needs to contact the satellite he is able to do so. Bandwidth is a precious commodity, with a very limited supply that is managed by international bodies. 109 Satellites, with their global-coverage, require their associated operating frequencies to be blocked out globally to preclude interference. Near-space platforms can reuse their bandwidth. Two or more near-space platforms whose footprints do not overlap can share the same bit of the spectrum, a much more efficient system for using a scarce resource. Large footprints also come with their own detrimental baggage. A smaller operational footprint implies a smaller footprint for encountering interference, whether unintentional or not. 110 Larger footprints also imply higher altitudes. As has been noted earlier, satellites operate above or in the ionosphere, leading to a number of detrimental effects on their signals. Near-space assets and air-breathers operate below these charged layers and thus do not have to contend with the associated signal propagation difficulties. The high altitudes associated with satellites also require large optics for imaging or large antennae to detect signals. As was previously discussed, the closer the asset is to the target, the better the possible resolution and the weaker the signals that can be detected. UAVs and other air-breathers clearly can get much closer to a target than either nearspace assets or satellites, but the resolution and signal sensitivity possible from nearspace is quite comparable to that achievable by UAVs. The stay-and-stare capability, wider field of view, and near-UAV-quality resolution provided by near-space assets could easily enable much more effective use of high-demand UAV assets by acting as a cuing mechanism. Near-space can act as a key link in the find, fix, assess, track, and target portions of the time-critical targeting (TCT) kill chain. 111 Near-space can effectively multiply the asset-limited UAV force by only sending them where their additional capabilities for enhanced resolution and, with some systems, force application are needed. 
Turns heg

Wired 3 (Noah Shachtman, “Military Faces Bandwidth Crunch,” http://www.wired.com/techbiz/it/news/2003/01/57420)[roman]

Think downloading a video clip at home is a pain? Try it aboard a frigate, chasing enemy forces through the north Arabian Sea during monsoon season. Or under hostile fire in a makeshift Army post in the Afghan hinterland. The typical American soldier stationed overseas has access to hundreds of times as much network bandwidth as the average grunt in the first Gulf War. But despite all the extra capacity, U.S. troops face a bandwidth shortage that dictates where ships are sent, when drones can fly and what kind of messages sailors and soldiers can receive. "Bandwidth gets consumed. It is like software -- applications grow until you fill up the memory you've got," said Gen. Lance Lord, the chief of Air Force Space Command, at a recent conference. Streaming video is the biggest bandwidth hog, according to Steven Aftergood, an analyst with the Federation of American Scientists. Take the battle of Takur Ghar -- one of the bloodiest encounters in the Afghan campaign. While U.S. special forces engaged in a mountaintop firefight, a Predator drone fed real-time digital video to top brass in Tampa, Florida. Lord said the Afghan effort used 10 times more bandwidth than Operation Desert Storm, with one-tenth the human forces involved. Video was one reason. But so was the military's predilection for PowerPoint presentations. "Some say that 70 percent of that bandwidth was consumed by PowerPoint briefings," Lord joked. Capt. Phil Wisecup -- who commanded a squadron of destroyers in the Afghan effort as part of the USS John C. Stennis battle group -- said he essentially banned sending the gigantic files on his ships. "We made a specific decision to just go with black-and-white text. We're doing an important job, so let's keep it simple," he said. According to GlobalSecurity.org analyst Patrick Garrett, the fact that every message is transmitted electronically -- from maintenance supply requests to food orders to letters back home -- makes the Navy's network traffic jam even worse. This means less bandwidth, and more limitations, for forces in the field. According to The Wall Street Journal, bandwidth constraints kept the military from flying more than two of the Predator unmanned spy planes at a time in Afghanistan -- out of a fleet of a half-dozen. "Live video from the cockpit is possible," said Jim Lewis, an analyst with the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "But it would crowd out everything else on the network." U.S. forces in pursuit of al-Qaida in the Horn of Africa have help from the USS Mount Whitney -- an advanced command-and-control ship equipped with every conceivable communications gadget. It's stationed off East Africa for one reason, Garrett said: "It's basically a big Web hub." But for all the ship's capacity, it can't make up for the fact that, at its core, the U.S. military only has drinking straw-size pipes to cope with an information flood. The Pentagon has a grand total of four satellites for secure, unjammable communications, said Air Force Maj. Dave Mattson. Two of these send and receive data about as fast as a T1 line. The other two work at the anemic rate of 2,400 bits per second -- one-twentieth the speed of today's 56-Kbps modems. The satellites are reserved for the highest-priority voice and simple data communications -- like a Marine in the field, calling for reinforcements. To transmit all other information, the military must lease commercial satellite time. But such time is scarce. When U.S. forces occupied Kosovo in 1999, for example, they maxed out all the time available. 

---A2 Balloons Bad
Balloons solve deterrence better than satellites – and no tech barriers 

Tomme 5, US Airforce Lieutenant Colonel,  (Ed, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2005-01.pdf, The Paradigm Shift to Effects-Based Space: Near-Space as a Combat Space Effects Enabler”)

Near-space can also be a deterrent to opponents’ counter-space efforts, a distinctly strategic defensive mission. Potential adversaries are quick to recognize the US dominance in space, and also quick to recognize our associated space-related vulnerabilities.124, 125, 126 One relatively easy way to negate this dominance would be to explode an exoatmospheric nuclear device. In addition to the destructive electromagnetic pulse (EMP) such an explosion would immediately create, it would also supercharge the Van Allen radiation belts for a period of six months to two years. Military satellites are presumably hardened against the EMP, but the extra radiation doses a satellite operating within the belts would receive could reduce the life expectancy of such a satellite to mere months. Additionally, the enhanced orbital radiation environment would remain lethal enough to delay reconstitution launches for one to two years.127 Near-space can address these nuclear detonation issues by providing an alternative method for delivering space effects that would be unaffected by lingering space radiation. The availability of these assets could be a strategic deterrent to the intentional launch and high-altitude detonation of a nuclear device. For example, one of the primary space effects that threaten potential adversaries is the US dominance in navigation. Additionally, the availability of precision timing is critical to homeland security. All automated teller machine, credit card, and bank-to-bank transactions are synchronized via worldwide timing; should that timing function fail our economy would be turned off for a significant period of time. Precision navigation and timing are currently performed by a constellation of semi-synchronous Global Positioning System (GPS) satellites orbiting at about half GEO altitude, right in the heart of the Van Allen belts. Although the GPS mission is currently accomplished with satellites to ensure efficient global coverage, that is not the only way it can be done. The Air Force Space Battlelab is currently working a preliminary investigation of GPS accuracy augmentation and GPS reconstitution using near-space platforms, and the Air Force Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Battlelab recently conducted a similar investigation that successfully demonstrated the usefulness of a UAV as an aid to GPS navigation in a jamming environment.128 There appear to be no technical hurdles to either augmentation or reconstitution via near-space platforms, although the number of required platforms would be significantly higher than the existing constellation to provide global coverage. It would appear to be more realistic to envision near-space reconstituting theater-sized regions. The existence of a readily-available, relatively inexpensive reconstitution method for US space effects, GPS via near-space being only one example of the capability, could thus tend to dissuade an adversary from committing to such a politically-charged action as a nuclear detonation when the payoff would be so short-term and the costs so high. 

Balloons are difficult to track and indestructible 

Tomme 5, USAF Lieutenant Colonel and Ph.D. in physics,  (Ed, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2005-01.pdf, The Paradigm Shift to Effects-Based Space: Near-Space as a Combat Space Effects Enabler”)

Near-space platforms are inherently survivable. They have extremely small radar and thermal cross sections,46 making them relatively invulnerable to most traditional tracking and targeting methods. Estimates of their radar cross sections are on the order of hundredths of a square meter,47 about the same as a small bird.48 They also tend to move very slowly compared to traditional airborne targets, almost drifting on the wind similar to the chaff that modern Doppler radars are designed to ignore. Documented examples exist of sophisticated military airborne radar platforms being unable to find high-altitude balloons.49 At these altitudes, they are very small optical targets as well, only showing up well when the background is much darker than they are—dawn and dusk. Thus, the acquisition and tracking problem is very difficult even without considering what sort of weapon could possibly reach them at their operating altitudes. Manned aircraft and surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) could be a threat at the lower end of near-space, but even if they were able to acquire, track, and guide on a near-space platform, their probability of kill would likely be low, as will be discussed below. As platform altitudes get higher, the difficulty in delivering a weapon to the target only increases. Very few SAMs are designed to reach above about 80,000 ft, and those that do are most likely not designed to engage a very low cross section, slow, non-maneuvering target at those altitudes.50 Economics also discourages such an exchange, as the trade between an inexpensive, quickly replaceable near-space platform and even a relatively cheap SA-2 would rapidly become cost-prohibitive. Even if the acquisition, tracking, targeting, and munitions delivery problems are overcome, near-space assets are notoriously difficult to destroy. The way they are manufactured and inflated has a lot to do with their relative invulnerability. Unlike the Hindenburg, which was filled with extremely flammable hydrogen gas, modern balloons are filled with inert helium that does not burn.51 Balloons are normally manufactured in two basic types: zero-pressure and super-pressure. Zero-pressure balloons are similar to familiar hot air balloons, having a venting system that ensures the pressure inside the balloon is the same as the surrounding atmosphere. The zero in their name refers to the amount of overpressure inside of them—being at the same pressure implies no overpressure. Super-pressure balloons are inflated and sealed, much like a child’s toy helium balloon. However, most are generally constructed of strong, rip-stop material and do not catastrophically deflate after puncture as rubber balloons do. Most super-pressure balloons have overpressures of less than a pound per square inch, making them relatively insensitive to puncture damage.52,53 Zero-pressure balloons are less vulnerable to puncture, as significant amounts of the lifting gas must diffuse out through the holes before lift is lost. Imagine an inflated, lightweight plastic garment bag used by dry-cleaners floating on the wind. Put even a large number of small holes in such a bag and the bag would most likely continue to float. A recent flight mishap delivered a powerful example of how invulnerable to puncture these balloons are. Canadian scientists lost control of a 100-meter-diameter weather balloon in August 1998. Fighter jets from three nations were scrambled to shoot it down as it first flew across Canada, then the North Atlantic, Norway, Russia, and into the Arctic Ocean. Canadian F-18 fighters put an estimated 1000 20-mm cannon shells into the balloon, which obstinately continued flying for another six days 

---A2 Overflight

Overflight restrictions are irrelevant – CP still solves best

Tomme 5 (Edward, Lieutenant Colonel, Department of Physics, United States Air Force Academy, Air Force Space Battlelab, Air Force Space Command, “The Paradigm Shift to Effects-Based Space,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2005-01.pdf)[roman]

For peacetime strategic missions, the overflight freedom enjoyed by satellites is of paramount importance, enabling many C4ISR effects that no other platform can perform. However, once war is declared or hostilities commence, near-space becomes the clear choice to achieve the space effects required for many operational and tactical missions; near-space platforms become even more effective once the balloon has gone up, so to speak. During hostilities, airspace sovereignty over enemy territory is no longer a consideration; near-space assets can operate above the same locations that air-breathers can, subject to similar enemy threats. Near-space assets can then provide organic C4ISR. Battlefield commanders desire organic communications and ISR primarily due to the necessity for responsiveness; they require communications and imagery when and where they need it. When a battle is raging, they do not want to have to ask to task assets controlled by other commanders, never knowing for sure if the effects they require will be delivered. 129 They want direct control of the assets so they are guaranteed access when and where they need it. UAVs provide exactly this sort of local control, but the footprint of a UAV can be much smaller than that of a higher-flying near-space asset, and the nearspace platform has the persistence advantage. Satellites are typically so expensive; are procured in such limited quantities; take significant lead times to plan, build and launch; and generally possess such highly classified capabilities that they are centrally controlled by doctrine. 130 “Tactical” control of satellites, while a proposal receiving serious Air Force attention at the present time, 131 appears to be problematic. The largest difficulty seems to be that it is difficult for a satellite to have a tactical mission. A recent RAND Corporation study supports this statement by arguing, “[A]irpower can be global in its reach and ability to impose effects on an opponent, whereas space power, by its very nature, can only be global.” 132 Global effects imply strategic missions. Due to the unavoidable consequences of orbital mechanics, a satellite at other than GEO altitudes cannot remain within view of a single commander indefinitely. Even if one were able to launch a satellite on demand for a particular mission, it would only be in view of that commander for very short bursts of time a few times a day. The accompanying table shows just how short these times would be for selected LEO orbits. 133 No reasonable person would suggest turning off that expensive satellite and only activating it while it is over the theater controlled by the tactical commander who authorized its launch. If it is operating even when not over the particular theater, then someone else might as well be using it. If multiple users can task the satellite, which one is responsible for overall coordination and control? Will a battlefield commander be willing to devote resources to this coordination in the midst of a war? These orbital and mission realities seem to point away from theater control of any asset delivering global effects. On the other hand, near-space assets and UAVs are ideally suited for local control. They are exactly the organic, responsive, and persistent C4ISR platforms battlefield commanders have lacked. Instead of having forward-deployed satellite operating squadrons backed up by CONUS-based satellite launch squadrons, the somewhat convoluted structure envisioned with the original version of Joint Warfighting Space, 134 a theater commander would directly control all of the parts of his near-space assets, including launch, recovery, and the entire duration of flight operations. His ownership would thus extend to the entire mission of the asset. As there would be no stroboscopic pass times, no sharing would be required and no permission for control need be granted. Near-space assets are inexpensive enough for him to own numerous platforms and their associated sensor packages, flying exactly the kinds of packages he requires and giving him the flexibility to tailor his C4ISR effects to his needs at the time. The logistics of such deployments approach those of satellite-centric JWS plans. Squadrons of operators will still need to be deployed. The cost of the flexibility of organic ownership to the theater commander comes with the additional logistics tail associated with taking the near-space equipment with him and with the additional personnel required for planning, launch, exploitation, recovery, and maintenance. However, due to the low weight and small volumes of near-space assets, these costs are expected to be low compared with the additional benefits provided in the way of organically delivered, persistent space effects. Near-space is forward deployed space once the commander realizes that it is space effects, not platforms, which enable his victory. When one looks at the desired tactical and operational space effects, it is evident that there are large niches where near-space assets perform much better than orbital and airbreathing assets. 

---A2 Perm do CP

Our interpretation is that the plan must define what ORS is, clarifying in the 2ac means their advocacy is vague – kills solvency, vote neg on presumption.  

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD is making some progress in developing the ORS concept, but whether it will meet warfighter requirements is unclear, principally because the concept is in the early stages of development and not commonly understood by all members of the warfighter and national security space communities. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the need to communicate to stakeholders often and early and to clearly define specific objectives. Since the Joint ORS Office was established in May 2007, it has developed a process for converting warfighter needs into formal requirements and identifying potential ORS solutions. Moreover, DOD issued the ORS Implementation Plan in April 2008 and is also developing new ORS guidance documents. However, GAO found disparity in stakeholder understanding of the ORS concept within the warfighter and national security space communities. This disparity exists because DOD has not clearly defined key elements of the ORS concept and has not effectively communicated the concept with key stakeholders. For example, initial ORS planning documents are broad and lack the specificity needed to guide the ORS concept, according to some members of the warfighter and national security space communities. Moreover, officials from the intelligence community were concerned about DOD’s lack of consultation and communication with them regarding the ORS concept. Without having a well-defined and commonly understood concept, DOD’s ability to fully meet warfighter needs may be hampered. 

---A2 PICs Bad
 

Debate about details of implementation like HLV is critical to space policy 

Foust 10, aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher (November 29, Jeff, “NASA’s extended limbo”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1731/1) 

It’s all about implementation

The debate about NASA’s budget and how the agency plans to carry out programs like HLV development is a reminder that policy alone, as defined in the authorization bill, is necessary but not sufficient for the agency to implement a new direction. That policy needs to be acted upon, and with sufficient funding, neither of which are guaranteed.

“Policy follows money, but sometimes authorization bills matter, and certainty the recent NASA authorization bill matters quite a lot,” said Jim Muncy, president of PoliSpace, during a panel session about space policy at the International Symposium for Personal and Commercial Spaceflight in Las Cruces, New Mexico, last month. He added, though, that the key to the policy—including the broader national space policy issued by the administration in June—is how it’s carried out. “The policy’s great, but the question is, will they implement it correctly?” 

Launch Indemnification CP

---1NC

Text: The United States federal government should extend the launch indemnification provision.
CP solves commercial launch costs, competitiveness

Foust 6/22/12 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (Jeff, “Making the case (again) for launch indemnification” June 22, 2012, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2012/06/22/making-the-case-again-for-launch-indemnification/ )// ALo
It’s that time again for the commercial launch industry in the US: every three to five years, they head up to Capitol Hill to make the case for extending a provision of commercial space law that’s little known outside the industry and obscure to some even within it: launch indemnification. That process is gearing up once again, as both government and industry officials seek another extension of that law. The launch indemnification “regime”, as it’s widely known, involves the sharing of responsibility of third-party damages from a commercial launch accident. As part of the commercial launch licensing process, the FAA’s Office of Commercial Space Transportation (AST) calculates the “maximum probable loss”, or MPL, to third parties that a launch vehicle could typically cause, a dollar amount dependent on the vehicle and launch site but averaging around $100 million. Launch providers must demonstrate financial responsibility, usually through insurance, for the value of the MPL. The federal government then agrees to indemnify the launch provider for any losses above that MPL value, up to $1.5 billion in 1988 dollars (approximately $2.7 billion today when adjusted for inflation.) Responsibility for any losses above that level reverts back to the launch provider. In practice, there has never been a commercial launch accident that has created third-party losses that have triggered indemnification. However, the industry believes that the regime is important in order to protect launch providers from unforeseen catastrophes, as well as to provide a level playing field internationally, because launch providers in other countries have similar protections. A few critics have grumbled that the system puts the government on the hook for potentially billions of dollars in losses should such a catastrophe take place (although Congress would have to appropriate the funds to pay any damages above the MPL level.) At a hearing by the House Science Committee’s space subcommittee earlier this month on this topic, both AST and industry argued for an extension. George Nield, the FAA associate administrator for commercial space transportation, said that the White House was seeking a five-year extension of the regime, a bit longer than the three-year extension passed by Congress in 2009. (Before that, Congress passed a five-year extension in 2004.) Industry warned that if Congress failed to renew the indemnification regime, it could further hurt the competitiveness of the US launch industry, which is already struggling to compete with European and Russian firms because of higher prices. Alison Alfers, a vice president with DigitalGlobe, said that the company seriously considered a non-US launch of its upcoming WorldView-3 remote sensing satellite because foreign vehicles were, on average, 40% cheaper than similar American rockets. “We believe we are at a tipping point” for the US launch industry because of its high prices and eroding technological edge, she warned. “Any changes in the indemnification program that may lead to higher prices will result in foreign providers being the first choice for consumers like DigitalGlobe.” At the same hearing, Alicia Cackley of the Government Accountability Office (GAO) did raise one concern about the system, and that is with how AST calculates the MPL value. “It is quite different from the way the industry in general does it,” she said. The FAA calculates casualty losses and then computes property losses as a fraction of that; Cackley said the industry instead starts with property losses using more sophisticated models. “We are definitely looking at the methodology and have some questions and suggestions for them about ways to improve it.” Nield noted at the hearing that they’re open to working with GAO on alternative MPL approaches, although he cautioned that some of those models may be significantly more expensive to use but may not yield a significantly different result. At a hearing on the commercial space industry held earlier this week by the Senate Commerce Committee, GAO’s George Dillingham also noted his office’s concerns about MPL calculations, but said that it should not delay a renewal of the indemnification regime. “I think so,” he said when Sen. John Boozman (R-AR) asked him if it should be extended even if the MPL calculation issue hasn’t been fully addressed. “We didn’t talk to anyone in the industry who would say that this is something that shouldn’t be extended.” Sen. Bill Nelson (D-FL), who chaired the hearing, agreed that indemnification should be extended. “Companies have to know what they can buy insurance for,” he said. “That’s why we’ve simply got to continue this.” 

---Spending NB

CP spends nothing – governments never had to pay for the insurance.

Foust 6/6/12 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (Jeff, “House hearing today to examine launch indemnification” June 6, 2012, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2012/06/06/house-hearing-today-to-examine-launch-indemnification/ )//ALo

The space subcommittee of the House Science Committee is holding a hearing at 10 am Eastern today on the launch indemnification program, which is due for renewal this year. The program requires commercial launch providers to take financial responsibility (typically through insurance) for any third-party damages from a launch up to the “Maximum Probable Loss”, or MPL, calculated by the FAA’s Office of Commercial Space Transportation when it awards the launch license. Any damages that exceed the MPL by up to approximately $2.7 billion would be indemnified by the government; damages above that level would revert to the launch provider. In practice, there has never been a third-party claim in over 20 years of US commercial launch activity that has required a government payment (I’m hard-pressed to think of any third-party claim from an FAA-licensed commercial launch.) This indemnification regime comes up for debate every three to five years, as industry lobbies for it to be made permanent in order to remain competitive with launch providers in other nations, while Congress debates whether it should expose the government to any liability, however slim (the hearing charter notes that the FAA estimates the odds of an accident resulting in third-party losses above the MPL at less than 1 in 10 million.) The outcome, in the past, has been a short-term extension, usually done at close to the last minute: in 2009 the indemnification regime was extended by a bill signed into law on December 28th, just three days before it was set to expire, after passing the Senate by unanimous consent the previous week. Today’s hearing includes George Nield, the associate administrator for commercial space transportation at the FAA; an official from GAO; and representatives from industry who will likely advocate for an extension of the indemnification regime. The hearing, according to the charter, will examine whether the indemnification regime should be continued and if any changes should be made regarding what it covers and the balance of risk-sharing between the industry and government. 
---Solvency

Indemnification solves best – spends no money and leads to stable commercial industry.

Slazer 6/6/12 – Vice President, Space Systems Division Aerospace Industries Association (Frank “Ensuring American Space Launch Competitiveness” June 6, 2012, http://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.science.house.gov/files/documents/hearings/HHRG-112-%20SY16-WState-FSlazer-20120606.pdf )//ALo

Mr. Chairman, the US space launch industry is not seeking any subsidy. Instead, the US commercial space launch industry requires a stable and predictable business environment enabled by maintaining the existing launch risk mitigation framework for the foreseeable future. FAA’s launch indemnification program has been in place for over twenty years – providing critical risk management enabling the emergence of a US commercial launch market, benefiting the broader US space industry, US technological leadership, and ultimately, the US consumer through the launch of US communications satellites - without ever costing US taxpayers a dime. Under the existing program, the risk exposure of the federal government is managed; FAA controls the level of company insurance required by establishing the Maximum Probable Loss coverage required for each license and Congress ultimately controls the government’s assessment of loss legitimacy since a specific Appropriation is required to pay any claims. Moreover, given that the current US risk approach has been in place for so long, it is not clear how much additional underwriting capability is available in the space insurance market; adding new uncertainty will harm US industry. For the United States to adopt a purely laissez-faire approach to the US commercial launch business, which competes in an international launch market where its Chinese, Japanese, European, and Indian competitors all operate under comparable risk management frameworks would amount to unilateral disarmament: Even if commercial companies could insure for the additional risk exposure commercially, it would add costs their competitors do not include, thus making commercial US launch sales more difficult. 

