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**POLITICS LINKS**
**TSATS POP**

Politics Links – TSAT Popular: JROC restructuring

TSAT approved by JROC – less costs and requirements 

Clark ‘8 

Colin, 10-23, “T-Sat Requirements, Costs Drop; Contract Moves to Late Summer,” http://www.dodbuzz.com/2008/10/23/t-sat-requirements-costs-drop-contract-moves-to-late-summer/)

One of the Pentagon’s most important programs, the Transformational Satellite program (T-Sat), has undergone a sea change, lowering a key requirement and thus becoming a less expensive program. The requirements gods, known as the Joint Requirements Oversight Council, yesterday approved the scaled-down requirements for T-Sat. Importantly, the projected launch date for T-Sat is unchanged at 2019. “The requirements will be lower. The costs will be lower. It will still have a high-speed router but minimal comms-on-the-move,” the senior Pentagon source said. Technically, the change affects one key performance parameter. The JROC memo tells the Air Force to come up with the technical definition of that parameter within 30 days. That will require a change to the request for proposal and that will mean the contract for the next phase in the program will not occur until “late summer, probably August,” the Pentagon source said. Air Force Gen. Robert Kehler, head of Air Force Space Command, said earlier this month that he expected the T-Sat contract to be awarded in December and most industry sources had assumed it would be awarded then. The changes, under consideration for 10 months, were made largely because of the demise of the former Space Radar program, according to a senior Pentagon source. Much of the bandwidth that T-Sat would have provided was driven by the classified portion of Space Radar. The other major client for T-Sat is the Army’s Future Combat System, which requires so-called comms-on-the-move. T-Sat will still provide comms-on-the move but it will not be as robust. “FCS will have to make some adjustments, but there will not be a sizable impact on FCS,” the Pentagon source said. Lockheed Martin spokesman Steve Tatum said the company has “not been officially notified of any change to the TSAT program. Our team has worked diligently with our customer on system definition and to successfully demonstrate the key technologies integral to TSAT. We are prepared to begin full scale development of this important capability to our armed forces. We have proven our technological readiness essential for introducing TSAT, including major risk reduction milestones for space based laser communication, next-generation processor/router capabilities, and a significantly enhanced satellite bus.” Boeing spokeswoman Diana Ball largely echoed the Lockheed statement and referred me to the Air Force for further comment. 

Politics Links – TSAT Popular: Defense spin

TSAT key to military bandwidth and capabilities – will be spun as defense policy

Katzman ‘6 
Joe, 2-2-06, “Special report: the USA’s transformational communications satellite system (TSAT),” http://www.windsofchange.net/archives/006660.html)
During 1991's Desert Storm operations, the U.S. military discovered that not only were they lacking in communications capacity, what they did have didn't connect very well. After September 11, experts learned that tremendous amounts of available information within and beyond the Defense Department required adequate connections among its various providers and users. Operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, and other battlefields of the Global War on Terror have further demonstrated the U.S. military's increasing reliance on high-tech communications and real-time data from UAVs, naval assets, and soldiers on the ground. If bandwidth is becoming an important bottleneck in battle, went the question, what is the U.S. military to do? Very shortly after the 9/11 attacks, the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) initiated a Transformational Communications Study to accelerate the delivery of advanced capabilities with state-of-the art technology to the field. The study was led by the National Security Space Architect (NSSA), and used the NSSA's Mission Information Management Communications Architecture as a springboard. It looked at many options, and assessed current plans. The study concluded that the US. Military's existing program plan would not meet forecast communications requirements. It also suggested that there was a window of opportunity to provide an architectural framework for a compatible communications system across the Department of Defense and the intelligence community - one that could increase U.S. capabilities by a factor of ten. Those conclusions, plus ongoing experience in the Global War on Terror and new technology developments like UAVs, helped shape the Transformational Communications Architecture (TCA). At present, all of the U.S. services are making future acquisition plans that are dependent on the capabilities the TCA umbrella program is expected to provide. The TSAT program is envisaged as part of the TCA, providing its space-based "anytime, anywhere" bandwidth backbone.
TSAT key to network warfare – will be spun as communication improvement

Defense Industries Daily ‘5 
4-14-05, “Lockheed Gets Another $41.7M for TSAT” http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/lockheed-gets-another-417m-for-tsat-0351/)
Lockheed Martin Space Systems in Sunnyvale, CA has received a $41.7 million cost-plus fixed-fee contract modification to replan around some funding and technology issues for the Transformation Communications Satellite (TSAT) system, and incorporate the development of information assurance products for transmission security, telemetry tracking and command crypto. FY 2005 funding had been reduced by $90 million from $202 million to $112 million (-45%), while FY 2006 funding was increased by $50 million (+25%) from $200 million to $250 million. TSAT will be one of the key enablers for the American vision and doctrine of Network Centric Warfare. The system is intended to provide internet-like capability that extends high-bandwidth satellite capabilities to deployed troops worldwide, and delivers an order of magnitude increase in available military bandwidth. Using laser communications intersatellite links will create a high data-rate backbone in space, radically improving the system’s bandwidth transmission capacity. A visual image from a UAV that would take 2 minutes to process with the Milstar II satellite system would take less than a second with TSAT. A radar image from a Global Hawk UAV (12 minutes), or a multi-gigabyte radar image from space-based radar (88 minutes), would also take less than a second with the TSAT network. Solicitation for this contract began September 2004, negotiations were completed in March 2005, and work will be complete by December 2006. The Headquarters Space and Missile Systems Center, Los Angeles Air Force Base, Calif., issued the contract (FA8808-04-C-0023, P00009). The final price tag on the entire TSAT program is expected to reach $14-18 billion through 2016, which includes the satellite, the ground operations system, the satellite operations center and the cost of operations and maintenance. Note that the TSAT Program is actually just one node in a broad spectrum of programs known as the Transformational Communications Architecture (TCA), version 1.0 of which was approved by a Joint Requirements Oversight Council Memorandum (JROCM) on October 23, 2003. The TCA envisions a Global Information Grid (GIG) that would offer tremendous advances over the current Milstar II systems. They include the Wideband Gapfiller System (WGS or next generation wideband), Mobile User Objective System (MUOS or next generation narrowband) scheduled for launch in 2009, Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF next generation protected) to be launched between 2008-2010, the Transformational Communications Satellite (TSAT) system that could be launched from 2012 as a major improvement over deploying AEHF #4 & 5, and an Advanced Polar System for various strategic missions. These programs are all organized around the lifespan of the current Milstar II constellation, which is estimated to remain capable through 2014.
Politics Links – TSAT Popular: Air force
Air Force backs TSAT unconditionally 

Robinson 9 

Brian, Boeing Defence Australia’s general manager of Tactical Derivative Aircraft, 3-3-09, “TSAT hits new turbulence,” http://defensesystems.com/articles/2009/03/11/tsat-hits-new-turbulence.aspx)

The Air Force, which oversees the TSAT program, isn’t backing away from its commitment. “The Air Force continues to support TSAT very strongly, and the need to deliver [enhanced] communication capabilities to warfighters,” said Col. James Wolf, chief of the Military Satellite Communications (Milsatcom) division of the Air Force Space Command. “In no way should recent events be interpreted as a reduction in our efforts to provide those capabilities.”

Politics Links – A2 Restructuring Unpopular
Restructuring doesn’t change TSAT support – our ev assumes costs and JROC

Robinson 9 

Brian, Boeing Defence Australia’s general manager of Tactical Derivative Aircraft, 3-3-09, “TSAT hits new turbulence,” http://defensesystems.com/articles/2009/03/11/tsat-hits-new-turbulence.aspx)

The restructuring of the TSAT program first began during winter and spring 2008, Wolf said, when DOD conducted its Milsatcom future investment strategy review. The department conducted the review to restructure the entire Milsatcom portfolio, but primarily the TSAT program, to better balance affordability and changing communications needs. DOD codified those recommendations as part of its budget process during the summer and the consequent acquisition direction from then-DOD procurement chief John Young, culminating in the final memo in December that details the restructured TSAT program. Some observers said they believe this new phased approach strengthens the program and gives it a better shot at success. Retired Air Force Gen. Lance Lord, who led the Space Command until March 2006, said the problems with TSAT are common among many satellite programs: There’s optimism early on about the costs involved. But eventually, that is overcome by reality, and costs inflate rapidly because that first job of estimating costs is done so poorly. “If you simplify your approach and go with a building-block approach, I think you really get a better way to ensure end-to-end mission assurance,” he said. “And that, after all, is the critical thing for doing something like [TSAT] at all.” And the restructuring doesn’t mean that the ultimate goals of the TSAT program have changed, Wolf said. “We still have [the Joint Requirement Oversight Council]-validated requirements for all the things in the original TSAT program,” he said. “We simply are going for a less ambitious way to phase ourselves in to provide those capabilities.”

**TSATS UNPOP**

Politics Links – TSAT Unpopular: Laundry list

Future of TSAT is doubtful after restructuring – longer timeline and funding cuts

Robinson 9 

Brian, Boeing Defence Australia’s general manager of Tactical Derivative Aircraft, 3-3-09, “TSAT hits new turbulence,” http://defensesystems.com/articles/2009/03/11/tsat-hits-new-turbulence.aspx)

Uncertainty continues to swirl around the recently restructured Transformational Satellite Communications System (TSAT) program, a key piece of the Defense Department’s plans for future network-centric warfare, even though elements of the program have reached a pivotal stage in technology readiness. Lockheed Martin and Boeing, the competing contractors on the program, recently announced that component technologies have moved to a preliminary design review stage. Reaching that milestone demonstrates the maturity of the solutions, which are essential to implementing TSAT, the companies said. Lockheed Martin has been working on a way to improve the efficiency of networked devices in satellites, while Boeing has been tackling the need for software that lets TSAT’s space and ground systems work together, among other tasks. However, a major restructuring of the program announced at the end of last year significantly shifted the timeline for when some of TSAT's major capabilities will be available. Those changes and suggestions from the Congressional Budget Office, among other observers, that TSAT could be dropped as part of defense funding strategies have raised doubts about TSAT’s future. As originally planned, the TSAT program would cost more than $20 billion.

No need for TSAT – rising costs, new bandwidth, and changing ground needs

Robinson 9 

Brian, Boeing Defence Australia’s general manager of Tactical Derivative Aircraft, 3-3-09, “TSAT hits new turbulence,” http://defensesystems.com/articles/2009/03/11/tsat-hits-new-turbulence.aspx)

Jose del Rosario, a senior analyst at Northern Sky Research and a longtime observer of TSAT and other Milsatcom programs, said he believes attitudes toward the program might be changing for several reasons, such as the ballooning cost of TSAT, bandwidth available from other satellite constellations and changing needs on the ground. TSAT’s goal is to provide Internet-like capability to deployed forces and extend DOD’s Global Information Grid to users in the field. To do that, TSAT is incorporating a number of recently developed technologies, including space-based packet routing. It will also provide assured, secure and jam-resistant broadband communications to warfighters who often must deal with low-bandwidth communications that are only intermittently available. “TSAT is expensive,” del Rosario said. “There’ll be over 30 gigabits/sec of capacity available from those other [Milsatcom] programs. TSAT [initially] adds around 28 gigabits/sec more, and that’s a ton of total bandwidth. With the move, maybe they won’t need TSAT.”

Politics Links – TSAT Unpopular: Funding 

Congress plans to cut TSAT now, plan is perceived as flip-flop on funding – our ev trumps generic satellite links

Robinson 9 

(Brian, Boeing Defence Australia’s general manager of Tactical Derivative Aircraft, 3-3-09, “TSAT hits new turbulence,” http://defensesystems.com/articles/2009/03/11/tsat-hits-new-turbulence.aspx)

Whether all of this ends up in TSAT satellites is still an open question. Despite the Air Force‘s commitment to the program, it’s had its share of criticism. As early as 2004, the Government Accountability Office recommended that TSAT be delayed until its key technologies were more mature. Congress has already cut the program’s budget several times, and speculation has again spiked that it could do so again this year. Last year, in a study on the long-term implication of the fiscal 2009 budget on future defense programs, the Congressional Budget Office called for continuing to purchase satellites for existing programs but to cancel TSAT. “If TSAT was going gangbusters, then there’d be no argument,” said Victoria Samson, senior analyst at the Center for Defense Information. “But even with the problems the AEHF program has, you could still go with that.” AEHF has also come under criticism for cost overruns and delays. But a single AEHF satellite provides greater bandwidth than the entire current Milstar fleet, and Congress provided funds several years ago for a fourth AEHF satellite. There is a need to provide protected communications, Samson said, but it’s not clear if TSAT is the only program that can deliver that, particularly with the new administration saying it would take a hard look at all big dollar programs. TSAT is so long term, she said, while the focus now is increasingly on near-term needs.

Politics Links – TSATS Unpopular: A2 No panic spin

Congress empirically not swayed by asteroid fear mongering 

Tracton 6-27 

Steve, correspondent for the Washington Post, 6-27-11, “Asteroid to barely miss contact with Earth,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/capital-weather-gang/post/asteroid-barely-misses-contact-with-earth/2011/06/27/AGseRTnH_blog.html)

However, concern should not be overblown relative to, for example, the odds and consequences of a major geomagnetic storm. Even if an asteroid this size were headed directly towards earth with little warning, it’s more than likely it would explode somewhere over the large expanses of Earth’s oceans than some highly populated metropolitan area. Post script: Although the chances of the Earth being struck by a large asteroid (or comet) are extremely small, the consequences would be disastrous. Last year a bill was introduced into Congress to establish a government-sponsored commission to study the danger of a collision with Earth and how ready we are to face the danger. The bill never became law. In a worst case scenario, I guess we can get Bruce Willis stand in to save the Earth as in the movie thriller, Armageddon.

Politics Links – TSATS Unpopular: A2 JROC key

JROC not key – doesn’t have influence or oversight

Moore 6-17 

Jack, correspondent for ExecutiveGov.com, 6-17-11, “GAO: Weapons Programs Need More Requirements Oversight,” http://www.executivegov.com/2011/06/gao-weapons-programs-need-more-requirements-oversight/)
A new Government Accountability Office review has found that the requirements oversight phase of the acquisition process is ill-timed, when put into practice, according to a Defense News report. The GAO report found that feedback from the Joint Requirements Oversight Council — known as JROC — is included either too early or too late to make an impact in the acquisition process. Ideally, JROC reviews are used to test alternatives to embarking on a new weapons program, Defense News reports. “The report’s conclusions suggest that the review board sometimes acts more like a rubber stamp to the services’ plans rather than performing a real oversight role,” the Defense News article characterizes GAO’s report.
**ASTEROIDS POP**

Politics Links – Asteroids Popular: Obama push

Obama investing in rockets now – prerequisite to asteroids
Jansen 6-28 
Bart, 6-28-11, “NASA gives Senate panel documents on heavy-lift rocket” http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110628/NEWS02/106280312/NASA-gives-Senate-panel-documents-heavy-lift-rocket)
Obama has proposed spending $850 million developing commercial rockets, rather than the $500 million envisioned in the congressional compromise. Harrington said NASA is working aggressively to implement the congressional policy for a heavy-lift rocket, aimed at furthering the agency's deep-space exploration goals. He cited the selection of the crew capsule and the announcement of a precursor mission to an asteroid, which could eventually lead to a human visit, as examples.
NASA and Obama pushing asteroid missions – our ev assumes shrinking budget

Vastag 5-26 

Brian, Summary Award-winning science and medical journalist with a decade of experience breaking research and policy stories for top publications, Washington Post, 5-26-11, “New NASA mission will ‘kiss’ asteroid in 2020,” Lexis Acadmic)[image: image16.png]



An audacious new NASA probe will "kiss" an asteroid, collect dust from its surface and deliver this precious cargo to Earth, the agency announced Wednesday. Scientists will then sift the material for clues to how life began here. The billion-dollar mission, called OSIRIS-Rex, is set to launch in 2016 and will arrive four years later at a near-Earth asteroid called RQ36. If all goes as planned, the robotic craft will drop its unearthly payload onto the Utah desert in 2023. The mission marks the first U.S. attempt to sample an asteroid, a hunk of debris left over from the dawn of our solar system some 4.5 billion years ago. Scientists have long eyed asteroids as storehouses of knowledge regarding the formation of the solar system and the origins of life. Telescope surveys of RQ36 have already revealed carbon-rich materials that could act as the building blocks of life, said the lead scientist on the mission, Michael Drake of the University of Arizona. When the Earth was young, asteroids bombarded our planet, possibly depositing the compounds that later joined up to make the first life-forming molecules. RQ36 is about five football fields long, and astronomers say it has a 1-in-1,800 chance of hitting the Earth in 2182. After the probe arrives at the asteroid, it will begin a delicate, months-long survey to find a suitable landing site. "The trickiest thing will be learning to navigate so we can select a site on the surface and sample it," Drake said. OSIRIS-REx will then match the asteroid's rotation, and a probe will dance down to its surface and make contact for just five seconds. During the brief landing, which Drake called a "kiss," a puff of gas will blow dust into a collector that the scientist likened to a car's air filter. This collector can hold nearly five pounds of material - enough for decades of scientific study. A high-definition camera will broadcast the maneuver so that earthbound space buffs can "go along for the ride to collect that sample," Drake said. Last summer, the Japanese space agency JAXA successfully returned a whiff of an asteroid in a small capsule dropped onto Australia from its Hayabusa probe. So-called sample return missions are tricky, though. The Japanese craft developed navigational problems, and a NASA craft sent to sniff the solar wind, Genesis, crash-landed in Utah in 2004 when its parachute failed to open. The Goddard Space Flight Center in Greenbelt will receive $128 million to manage the project, which beat out missions to the moon and Venus for funding from NASA's New Frontiers program for small-to-medium robotic probes. The agency is struggling with a reduced budget in an era of austerity on Capitol Hill, but NASA's decision to push ahead with the mission shows it "still has a very healthy planetary exploration program," said Ralph McNutt of the Applied Physics Laboratory at Johns Hopkins University. President Obama identified asteroids last year as attractive destinations for human exploration, setting a target date of 2025 for an asteroid landing. No such mission has been announced, but NASA is developing a capsule, the Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle, to send humans beyond Earth after the space shuttle program shuts down this summer. 
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Politics Links – Asteroids Popular: Security spin

NASA already preparing deflection – plan spun as cheap investment to save millions

Schweickart ’10 

(Russell, former astronaut, former co-chairman of the Task Force on Planetary Defense of the NASA Advisory Council, 10-26-10, “Humans to asteroids: watch out,” New York Times Op-Ed, Lexis Academic)
A FEW weeks ago, an asteroid almost 30 feet across and zipping along at 38,000 miles per hour flew 28,000 miles above Singapore. Why, you might reasonably ask, should non-astronomy buffs care about a near miss from such a tiny rock? Well, I can give you one very good reason: asteroids don't always miss. If even a relatively little object was to strike a city, millions of people could be wiped out. Thanks to telescopes that can see ever smaller objects at ever greater distances, we can now predict dangerous asteroid impacts decades ahead of time. We can even use current space technology and fairly simple spacecraft to alter an asteroid's orbit enough to avoid a collision. We simply need to get this detection-and-deflection program up and running. President Obama has already announced a goal of landing astronauts on an asteroid by 2025 as a precursor to a human mission to Mars. Asteroids are deep-space bodies, orbiting the Sun, not the Earth, and traveling to one would mean sending humans into solar orbit for the very first time. Facing those challenges of radiation, navigation and life support on a months-long trip millions of miles from home would be a perfect learning journey before a Mars trip. Near-Earth objects like asteroids and comets -- mineral-rich bodies bathed in a continuous flood of sunlight -- may also be the ultimate resource depots for the long-term exploration of space. It is fantastic to think that one day we may be able to access fuel, materials and even water in space instead of digging deeper and deeper into our planet for what we need and then dragging it all up into orbit, against Earth's gravity. Most important, our asteroid efforts may be the key to the survival of millions, if not our species. That's why planetary defense has occupied my work with two nonprofits over the past decade. To be fair, no one has ever seen the sort of impact that would destroy a city. The most instructive incident took place in 1908 in the remote Tunguska region of Siberia, when a 120-foot-diameter asteroid exploded early one morning. It probably killed nothing except reindeer but it flattened 800 square miles of forest. Statistically, that kind of event occurs every 200 to 300 years. Luckily, larger asteroids are even fewer and farther between -- but they are much, much more destructive. Just think of the asteroid seven to eight miles across that annihilated the dinosaurs (and 75 percent of all species) 65 million years ago. With a readily achievable detection and deflection system we can avoid their same fate. Professional (and a few amateur) telescopes and radar already function as a nascent early warning system, working every night to discover and track those planet-killers. Happily, none of the 903 we've found so far seriously threaten an impact in the next 100 years. Although catastrophic hits are rare, enough of these objects appear to be or are heading our way to require us to make deflection decisions every decade of so. Certainly, when it comes to the far more numerous Tunguska-sized objects, to date we think we've discovered less than a half of 1 percent of the million or so that cross Earth's orbit every year. We need to pinpoint many more of these objects and predict whether they will hit us before it's too late to do anything other than evacuate ground zero and try to save as many lives as we can. So, how do we turn a hit into a miss? While there are technical details galore, the most sensible approach involves rear-ending the asteroid. A decade or so ahead of an expected impact, we would need to ram a hunk of copper or lead into an asteroid in order to slightly change its velocity. In July 2005, we crashed the Deep Impact spacecraft into comet Tempel 1 to learn more about comets' chemical composition, and this proved to be a crude but effective method. It may be necessary to make a further refinement to the object's course. In that case, we could use a gravity tractor -- an ordinary spacecraft that simply hovers in front of the asteroid and employs the ship's weak gravitational attraction as a tow-rope. But we don't want to wait to test this scheme when potentially millions of lives are at stake. Let's rehearse, at least once, before performing at the Met! The White House Office of Science and Technology Policy has just recommended to Congress that NASA begin preparing a deflection capacity. In parallel, my fellow astronaut Tom Jones and I led the Task Force on Planetary Defense of the NASA Advisory Council. We released our report a couple of weeks ago, strongly urging that the financing required for this public safety issue be added to NASA's budget. This is, surprisingly, not an expensive undertaking. Adding just $250 million to $300 million to NASA's budget would, over the next 10 years, allow for a full inventory of the near-Earth asteroids that could do us harm, and the development and testing of a deflection capacity. Then all we'd need would be an annual maintenance budget of $50 million to $75 million. By preventing dangerous asteroid strikes, we can save millions of people, or even our entire species. And, as human beings, we can take responsibility for preserving this amazing evolutionary experiment of which we and all life on Earth are a part.
Politics Links – Asteroids Popular: A2 Spending spin

NASA budget cuts only gut moon missions – creates new incentive for asteroids

Semeniuk ’10 

(Ivan, journalist-in-residence at the Dunlap Institute for Astronomy and Astrophysics, 2-13-10, “Rock out. Way out; Washington has nixed plans to return to the moon. But that leaves the way open for human flights to asteroids - which just might help save life on Earth,” Lexis Academic)
It's 2026 and a space capsule gently nudges toward its destination. Through a side window, Earth and its moon look like tiny, gleaming crescents, distant dancers in a sea of night. But all eyes are glued on the mesmerizing sight that looms ahead. For weeks, it has been too tiny to spot; now, the little rock has grown to fill the capsule's view. It's a 30-storey behemoth, bulging and bending at weird angles, with sharp boulders projecting like shark fins from pools of fine-ground rubble. Recalling past moon landings, the rock's alien terrain looks stark and grey. But this place feels nothing like the moon. Welcome to asteroid country. If you've been looking forward to seeing a human on the moon again, then this has been a bad month. Faced with mounting deficits and war abroad, President Barack Obama  has frozen discretionary spending across the U.S. government. Last week, the spotlight was on the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, as Mr. Obama 



 HYPERLINK "http://www.lexisnexis.com:80/lnacui2api/search/XMLCrossLinkSearch.do?bct=A&risb=21_T12284739097&returnToId=20_T12284921575&csi=303830&A=0.2552710941263866&sourceCSI=162599&indexTerm=%23PE000A0BO%23&searchTerm=Obama%20&indexType=P" \t "_parent" News, Most Recent 60 Days
proposed not merely trimming budgets at the space agency but cancelling a high-profile project to return astronauts to the moon announced by George W. Bush in 2004. Its cancellation means there are no immediate plans to travel beyond low Earth orbit. Critics say the move guts the human space program and will cost thousands of jobs. Yet, for some, there could be a potential silver lining: With the moon off the table, NASA is free to move in other directions. "If you have the capability of going to the moon, you have the capability of going to other places," says Paul Abell, a Canadian research scientist at NASA's Johnson Space Center in Houston - other places such as near-Earth asteroids. Largely ignored in the early days of the space program, these flying relics from the formation of the solar system are commanding heightened attention these days, both as objects of scientific interest and as potentially lethal hazards. The moon may have reams of unfinished business for explorers, but for the general public it sits firmly in the "been there, done that" category. But a manned asteroid mission represents something truly novel. "You are actually getting beyond the Earth-moon system and exploring places that are entirely new worlds," says Dr. Abell, who works in the building that houses NASA's moon rocks, but for years has set his sights on the "target-rich environment" of bigger rocks that whiz by our planet. He and engineer Rob Landis have identified more than 40 small asteroids that pass near enough to Earth at the right speed to allow for a short visit by a three-person crew some time between 2020 and 2035. "It would be anywhere from a three-to-five-month mission," Mr. Landis says, "with a week to two weeks spent at the asteroid." Martin Ratcliffe, director of development with the planetarium maker Sky-Skan, has acquired a keen sense of what inspires public enthusiasm about space. When NASA invited him to work on a visualization of an asteroid mission, he immediately grasped the appeal of such "stepping stones on the way to Mars and beyond." 

Politics Links – Asteroids Popular: A2 Backlash

No link – NASA already announced asteroids as their new focus, our ev postdates

Johnson 7-3 
Craig, journalist for CNN, 7-3-11, “Ahead of the curve: The next 7 days,” http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2011/07/03/ahead-of-the-curve-the-next-7-days-37/)
Space Shuttle Atlantis is scheduled for liftoff Friday for a 12-day mission to the international space station, marking the final flight for the shuttle program. But fret not space lovers. NASA Administrator Charles Bolden says that America's foray into space will not end with the retirement of the shuttle program. Instead, the space agency plans to refocus its efforts from lower-orbit vehicles to deeper space probes. "Today NASA and the nation want to touch an asteroid and eventually send humans to Mars," he told a luncheon crowd at the National Press Club on Friday.
Obama and Dems pushing asteroid response policy – pol cap spent already

The Onion, 2-2 
Online news source, 2-2-11, “Republicans Vote To Repeal Obama-Backed Bill That Would Destroy Asteroid Headed For Earth,” http://www.theonion.com/articles/republicans-vote-to-repeal-obamabacked-bill-that-w,19025/)
In an effort to counter Republicans' claims, Democrats have asserted that the long-term benefits of preventing the United States from being incinerated by an explosion several billion times more powerful than the Hiroshima bomb would far outweigh the initial monetary outlay. In support of their position, Democrats have pointed to estimates from the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office that show repealing the law could result in a loss of up to $14 trillion in the nation's GDP. "I will be the first to admit this is not a perfect bill, by any means," said Rep. Elijah Cummings (D-MD), who has argued that the measure does not go far enough in deflecting the ensuing debris that will rain down on Earth once the asteroid has been destroyed. "But it is absolutely a bill that each and every American needs now if we want to move forward as a country." According to political pundits, the showdown over whether to let the asteroid blast a 150-mile-wide, 20-mile-deep crater in the Earth's crust represents a potential turning point for the nation, and could completely reshape the American political landscape for many centuries to come. "If efforts to destroy the asteroid are successfully overturned, then there will be major ramifications for both Obama and his Republican opposition, as well as the American populace at large," political scientist Alan Abramowitz said on Face The Nation Sunday. "This could have a huge impact come 2012." With repeal rhetoric reaching a crescendo, the president used his weekly radio address Saturday to state his case for destroying the one-trillion-ton asteroid before it barrels into Earth at 60,000 miles per hour. "I am more than willing to work with my Republican colleagues to improve the Asteroid Destruction Act," Obama said. "But let me be clear: Repeal is not an option." "While I recognize that intelligent minds may disagree on this issue, I believe we have an obligation to prevent our citizens from having their flesh seared off in a global firestorm that transforms our planet into a broiling molten wasteland," Obama added. "I think Americans deserve better." 
Congress empirically supports asteroid detection

Cox ’10 

(Brian, 8-13-10, The Sun, “Obama’s right to launch asteroid missions,” Lexis Academic)

President Obama has set NASA a new and worthy goal - the first one since Kennedy's promise in 1961 to put man on the moon. He has pledged to have manned spacecraft capable of flights into deep space and ready to land on asteroids by 2025 - just 15 years from now. This is profoundly important for many reasons. Asteroids are the greatest natural threat to our existence over the long term. This sounds like science fiction, but the evidence of large asteroid impacts in our history is well established. The dinosaurs were wiped out by a space rock around six miles across 65million years ago. The impact would have released two million times more energy than the world's largest nuclear bomb. Any asteroid with a diameter of about 1km or more could cause a catastrophe and lead to the extinction of whole species, possibly us. This may sound dramatic, but the US Congress were sufficiently worried in 2005 to direct NASA to catalogue at least 90 per cent of all asteroids larger than 140metres that cross Earth's orbit by 2020. This is difficult, as there are thousands of them, but it has to be done. Even a 100-metre rock would easily wipe out an entire city. It's one thing detecting a killer asteroid, but quite another doing something about it, because we may only have a few years to react if we see one heading our way. This is why developing the capability to land astronauts on asteroids will be vital. One of the larger asteroids we are keeping an eye on, called Apophis, will pass inside the orbit of our communications satellites on April 12, 2029. At 270 metres across, this rock could have caused mass destruction if it had a slightly different orbit around the sun. There is another, deeper reason why the goal of landing on an asteroid is to be applauded loudly.
**ASTEROIDS UNPOP**

Politics Links – Asteroids Unpopular: infights 

Asteroids unpop – congressional in fights with NASA over documents and funds

Jansen 6-24 
Bart, 6-24-11, “NASA faces subpoena on heavy-lift rocket work,” http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110624/NEWS02/106240330/NASA-faces-subpoena-heavy-lift-rocket-work)

WASHINGTON — Key senators are threatening to subpoena documents from NASA about the development of a heavy-lift rocket amid concerns that the space agency isn't making progress on this post-shuttle project. Democratic Sen. Jay Rockefeller of West Virginia, the chairman of the Senate science committee, and the committee's top Republican, Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas, sent NASA Administrator Charles Bolden a letter late Wednesday threatening to subpoena documents that would provide more detail about the agency's heavy-lift plans. They gave NASA until 6 p.m. Monday to provide the documents. The lawmakers warned that "NASA risks losing the unique and highly technical skills its civil servant and contractor work forces have developed over 50 years of human spaceflight if it does not act expeditiously to execute this policy." Development of a heavy-lift rocket was key to a congressional compromise in October supporting the cancellation of the Constellation return-to-the-moon program and development of commercial rockets to ferry people to the International Space Station. The compromise, negotiated by Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Orlando, was enacted by Congress as a law guiding NASA policy. Congress ordered that NASA leverage its previous investment in the shuttle and Constellation program and build a vehicle that could be operational by end of 2016. The congressional compromise has been contentious because of competition for scarce federal funding, and because NASA warned that it probably couldn't make that deadline with the funding being provided. NASA has not fully responded to a May 18 request from the Senate science committee for documents relating to development of that rocket, which was intended to help NASA astronauts eventually reach asteroids and Mars. "We regret that NASA appears to be unwilling to cooperate in our efforts to conduct legitimate congressional oversight," Rockefeller and Hutchison wrote Wednesday. "In spite of repeated requests by committee staff, NASA has not offered any valid basis for why it is withholding these and other documents that are clearly responsive to our May 18 letter." David Weaver, a NASA spokesman, said the agency "is working to respond to the Senate commerce committee request and compiling the records requested." Nelson's spokesman, Dan McLaughlin, said lawmakers and NASA "have the exact same goal, which is to make sure America maintains its leadership in science and technology driven by a robust space program." Wednesday's letter says science committee staffers spoke with NASA officials on June 7 about why the staffers hadn't received any of 19 drafts of a report about development of the heavy-lift rocket and its crew capsule. NASA has since announced plans to adapt the Constellation program's Orion capsule to go with the heavy-lift rocket. But lawmakers await a key report from NASA about whether it can build the heavy-lift vehicle, as Congress directed, with $10.8 billion over the next three years. In January, a preliminary report from NASA said a 2016 launch "does not appear to be possible" within project funding. Since then, Congress has cut $200 million from NASA's $18.7 billion in overall funding and has threatened to cut more next year.

Politics Links – Asteroids Unpopular: GOP

GOP opposes asteroid policy ideologically – individual rights, jobs, and spending

The Onion, 2-2 
Online news source, 2-2-11, “Republicans Vote To Repeal Obama-Backed Bill That Would Destroy Asteroid Headed For Earth,” http://www.theonion.com/articles/republicans-vote-to-repeal-obamabacked-bill-that-w,19025/)
WASHINGTON—In a strong rebuke of President Obama and his domestic agenda, all 242 House Republicans voted Wednesday to repeal the Asteroid Destruction and American Preservation Act, which was signed into law last year to destroy the immense asteroid currently hurtling toward Earth. The $440 billion legislation, which would send a dozen high-thrust plasma impactor probes to shatter the massive asteroid before it strikes the planet, would affect more than 300 million Americans and is strongly opposed by the GOP. "The voters sent us to Washington to stand up for individual liberty, not big government," Rep. Steve King (R-IA) said at a press conference. "Obama's plan would take away citizens' fundamental freedoms, forcing each of us into hastily built concrete bunkers and empowering the federal government to ration our access to food, water, and potassium iodide tablets while underground." "We believe that the decisions of how to deal with the massive asteroid are best left to the individual," King added. Repealing the act, which opponents have branded 'Obamastroid,' has been the cornerstone of the GOP agenda since the law's passage last August. Throughout the 2010 elections, Republican candidates claimed that the Democrats' plan to smash the space rock and shield citizens from its fragments was "a classic example of the federal government needlessly interfering in the lives of everyday Americans." "This law is a job killer," said Rep. Virginia Foxx (R-NC), who argued the tax increases required to save the human species from annihilation would impose unbearably high costs on businesses. "If we sit back and do nothing, Obamastroid will result in hundreds of thousands of lost jobs, which we simply can't afford in this economy." "And consider how much money this program will add to our already bloated deficit," Foxx continued. "Is this the legacy we want to leave our children?" Many GOP members have also criticized the legislation for what they consider pork-barrel spending, claiming the act includes billions in "giveaways" to NASA, nonperishable food manufacturers, and pharmaceutical companies contracted to produce mass volumes of vitamin D supplements in the likely event that dust from the asteroid's impact blots out the sun for a decade. Americans, he adds, have lost their sense of urgency about the moon. But asteroids pack plenty of urgency, because of their dangers. Although they are mostly confined to the asteroid belt between the orbits of Mars and Jupiter, they can be scattered by collisions and by gravitational tugs from the various planets. This creates a steady supply of asteroids that periodically cross Earth's orbit. Most will eventually fall into the sun, but some will collide - with devastating consequences for life. It is now widely accepted that the impact of a 10-kilometre-wide asteroid 65 million years ago coincides with the disappearance of the dinosaurs along with most of the animal species on Earth at the time. Extinction-causing impacts would be extremely rare, because most Earth-crossing asteroids are not that large. However, even an asteroid as small as 140 metres across could trigger a major catastrophe, and cost millions of lives depending on where it strikes. Recent estimates suggest at least 50,000 asteroids orbiting near Earth are above that size threshold, and as many as 20 per cent have potentially hazardous trajectories. (The head of the Russian space agency has already called for action on asteroid Apophis, at risk of hitting Earth after 2030.) "As a civilization," Mr. Ratcliffe says, "we really need to tackle the question of how we divert an asteroid." Asteroid missions have been touted as a way of getting to know the enemy - a detailed look at how asteroids are put together, and a chance to test strategies for deflecting them when necessary. "You can imagine placing a detonation device on the asteroid as an experiment and then triggering it once the astronauts have left," Mr. Landis says. Instruments deployed on the asteroid would provide a precise measure of how the energy of the explosion affected the motion of the asteroid, all of which could prove invaluable if another asteroid were bearing down on Earth. Since 2005, Congress has charged NASA with finding 90 per cent of the asteroids that could pose a threat in the foreseeable future, but a study issued last month found the space agency lacked the resources. Mr. Obama's  NASA budget includes significant increases for that search, and money for the development of heavy-lift rockets that could make missions to asteroids a reality. "If there's money for a heavy-lift vehicle, that indicates human space flight," Dr. Abell says. Although an asteroid mission might take humans 20 times farther from Earth than the moon, it would cost less than a lunar mission, which requires a separate, fuelled-up lander that can escape the moon's gravity when it's time to depart. Small asteroids have almost no gravity to speak of so a close encounter would be not so much a landing as a docking. Astronauts would be tethered to their mother ship and might travel hand over hand across the asteroid's surface like nimble rock climbers scaling a cliff. There would be no blast-off at the end of the visit - just a cast-off and an about-face home. However, Mr. Landis is quick to point out that an asteroid mission would not be easy. It would require far longer travel times than a moon mission, exposing astronauts to much higher doses of solar and cosmic radiation. It would also be far enough away to prohibit easy communication with Earth. The two-way signal delay between spacecraft and mission control could stretch to nearly a minute, leaving astronauts effectively on their own when it comes to manoeuvring their craft and responding to emergencies. Some of the risks would be mitigated by robotic missions that would scout out candidate asteroids, assessing the feasibility and value of a human mission. But while robots can do many things, including bringing samples of an asteroid back to Earth, a human astronaut could do more. "The obvious advantage to having people there is the ability to adjust in the face of new discoveries," says Alan Hildebrand of the University of Calgary, who is heading up a project to detect more near-Earth asteroids with Neossat, a Canadian satellite. Although the Canadian Space Agency is not officially considering human missions to asteroids, there is little doubt that Canadian space technology and expertise could contribute to such a venture. In a climate of austerity, NASA would welcome international partners. All of this gives a human asteroid mission more sustainable momentum than a return to the moon could ever hope to achieve. "It will happen. It's just a matter of time," Dr. Abell says. "Within my lifetime, it's almost a certainty." If he is right, the next humans to set feet - or hands - on another world may already be in high school. Meanwhile, the strange place they will some day encounter waits patiently in the shadows. \
Politics Links – Asteroids Unpopular: Funding
Asteroid technology is unpopular—lack of political will and funding
Dearing, 11
(Matthew, Science Journal at Dynamic Paterns Research,“Protecting the Planet Requires Heroes, Money, and Citizen Scientists”, 4/12/11, http://research.dynamicpatterns.com/2011/04/12/protecting-the-planet-requires-heroes-money-and-citizen-scientists/)

There are many issues that NASA must juggle with here, including political, financial, and scientific. Who is willing to risk one’s political capital to champion the destruction of once-in-an-epoch giant fireballs in the sky, albeit one that can destroy our civilization as we know it? How much of taxpayer dollars can be appropriated to a once-in-an-epoch event, albeit one that can destroy our civilization as we know it? And, with deflection technology really already at hand, how professionally interesting is it to track and monitor orbiting rocks, since a Nobel Prize doesn’t target too many rocks these days? The bottom line is that the political will and the money are not available from the United States federal government, so the financing of advancing technology–well in advance of pending doom–is not really an option right now, and will likely continue to not be an option for some time. Methods of averting potentially impacting objects have already been proposed, and should be reasonable to implement without too much of a technological leap, if any, although the funding factor will always be an application killer. In fact, according the the task force’s minutes, NASA should stay out of the direct defensive activities, and leave that to those who know how to defend, like the Air Force. Of course, the United States is already over-criticized for being the police force of the world, so why should it now have to be the defender of the planet and of all civilization?

***SMD POP**

Politics Links – SMD Popular: Congress Pushing
Congress moving towards development of space-based missile defenses
Reuters, 2008

(Jim Wolf, “U.S. to study possible space-based defense”, 10/17/08, http://www.reuters.com/article/2008/10/17/missiles-usa-space-idUSN1733339220081017?sp=true)
The U.S. Congress has approved $5 million for an independent study of possible space-based missile defenses, a potential step toward a system once mocked as "Star Wars." The seed money was included in a little-noticed part of the 2009 Defense Appropriations bill, signed into law by President George W. Bush on Sept. 30 as part of a catch-all funding measure. U.S. defense contractors such as Lockheed Martin Corp (LMT.N), Boeing Co (BA.N) and Northrop Grumman Corp (NOC.N) could be big beneficiaries of any decision to move ahead with space-based defenses. Last year, Congress rejected $10 million sought for such a study amid concerns it could lead to "weaponization" of space. The Bush administration had sought $10 million again this year to start a "testbed" in space, a sort of proof of concept. The $5 million appropriation lets the Pentagon hire one or more entities to review the feasibility and advisability of adding space-based interceptors to the growing numbers of U.S. interceptor missiles on the ground and at sea. The U.S. bulwark is designed to shoot down ballistic missiles in all stages of their flight. President Bush ordered the Pentagon to start fielding it four years ago to guard against a launch from North Korea or Iran, the U.S. Missile Defense Agency says on its website. The new look at a space-based layer comes as a previously unstated premise for U.S. missile defense -- hedging against a potential threat from China -- is starting to be discussed openly in Washington. An advisory board to Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, for instance, urged in a recently leaked draft report that the United States counter China's growing might with new missile defense capabilities, "including taking full advantage of space." "The United States must explore the potential that space provides for missile defenses across the spectrum of threats," according to the draft report by the secretary's International Security Advisory Board and made available on the Washington Times website on Oct. 1. The $5 million was the first seed money for potential space-based interceptors since a Democratic-controlled Congress canceled such work in 1993. At the time, President Bill Clinton was said to be taking "the stars out of Star Wars," the derisive term applied to President Ronald Reagan's "strategic defense initiative" launched ten years earlier. Sen. Jon Kyl, an Arizona Republican who is a staunch missile defense proponent, recommended the study be done by an entity like the Institute for Defense Analyses -- a nonprofit that weighs national security issues for the government, particularly those requiring scientific and technical expertise. "In the past 15 years, the ballistic missile threat has substantially increased and is now undeniable," he said in a Sept. 29 speech on the Senate floor.

Congressional support for the plan

Beljac, 8

(Marko, PhD at Monash University, author of An Illusion of Protection: The Unavoidable Limitations of Safeguards on Nuclear Materials and the Export of Australian Uranium to China, “Arms Race in Space”, 3/31/8, http://www.fpif.org/articles/arms_race_in_space)

The United States has been quietly working on implementing this vision. Space weaponization is a relatively long-term project that is expected to culminate by 2030. But the pace seems to be quickening. The Pentagon has produced a series of doctrinal documents that clarify what is meant by war in space and how it is to be properly waged. Hitherto, the program has emphasized improving situational awareness in space. It’s impossible to wage war in space without knowing precisely who has what where. However, in the 2008 budget, Congress appropriated $7 million dollars for “offensive counterspace” operations out of a $53 million dollar budget for “counterpace operations” which actually amounts to an increase in the level of funding sort by the White House. That suggests that the United States is moving up a gear on space weaponization and that this has both congressional and White House support which is critical for long-term strategic planning. 

Politics Links – SMD Popular: China Spin
Powerful Democrat Ruppersberger pushing for space missile defense—plan will be spun as competitiveness against China

MDAA, 11

(Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, “C. A. ‘Dutch’ Ruppersberger Pushes For Billion-Dollar Missile Defense Satellite, 5/5/11, http://missiledefense.wordpress.com/2011/05/05/c-a-dutch-ruppersberger-pushes-for-billion-dollar-missile-defense-satellite/)
A powerful House Democrat announced Wednesday that he will fight for a billion dollar-plus space tracking system for missile defense, despite the fact that Republican lawmakers have dropped funding for the system from the defense policy bill. Rep. C. A. “Dutch” Ruppersberger (D-Md.), the top Democrat on the House Permanent Select Intelligence Committee who also sits on the House Armed Services Subcommittee on Strategic Forces, said he will push for an additional $168 million in the defense policy bill to cover costs of the Precision Tracking and Surveillance Satellites (PTSS). During a House Armed Services strategic forces subcommittee hearing today, Ruppersberger told his colleagues they were pursuing the “wrong course of action,” pointing to China’s strong support for space exploration and technologies as one reason to fund the satellite program. The other reason the U.S. needs the satellites, he argued, is that the country must improve its knowledge of space objects and their locations, or “space situational awareness.” After the Chinese used a missile to destroy one of their satellites in January 2007, President Bush made space situational awareness a top administration space priority.

Politics Links – SMD Popular: Bipart
Issue of missile defense is bipartisan—partisan defense politics are outdated

Ellison, 6/8

(Riki, Chairman and Founder of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, earned a degree in IR, works with military officials and congressmen, “Closer Than You Think”, 6/8/11, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/op-ed-by-riki-ellison-closer-than-you-think-57976987.html)

Missile defense is one of the United States' most ambitious and most important undertakings since we officially made the decision to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and deploy missile defenses in 2002. The system has the capability of protecting hundreds of millions of lives both in the United States and overseas. Throughout the past 25 years, missile defense has been perceived and considered a Republican platform position. Now the Democratic majority in Congress is challenging this perception and reality. The U.S. House of Representatives recently passed a $504 billion defense bill for 2008 that includes more than $10 billion for missile defense. More remarkable was the overall House vote of 397 to 27 to add an additional $200 million for missile defense above the President George W. Bush's 2008 budget request. The House's $10 billion-plus figure is around 96 percent of the Bush administration's budget request. The U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee signed off on $10.1 billion for missile defense for 2008 May 24. Their markup included an additional $75 million above the administration request to come in at 98 percent of the president's request for missile defense. Considering that the president trimmed close to 6 percent of the missile defense request from the Department of Defense before submitting his request to Congress, this is quite a statement of support for missile defense by the Democrat-controlled House and Senate. Most notably the Democratic majority has fully funded all of the current and soon to be deployed U.S. systems including 10 ground-based interceptors for a possible third European missile defense site. A bipartisan response to ballistic missile threats as well as support for our military's missile defense clearly has become a matter of fact and not a consequence of partisan politics. The 2 percent to 4 percent difference lies squarely on two future missile defense systems -- the Airborne Laser and the European third site. Future costs and technical solutions are the basis of the shortfall, not politics. The Airborne Laser, our nation's most advanced development of a boost phase missile defense will use chemical lasers at the speed of light from long distances to destroy missiles in their first stage of flight. Applications of this technology are much more numerous than those for missile defense alone. Why then should missile defense be held responsible as the only bill payer for this system? With future procurement of several 747s or possible wings on alert with this laser system, would this be the most cost-efficient way to spend limited missile defense dollars? The European third site is a long- to medium-range ballistic missile defense system designed to protect Europe, the United Kingdom and the United States from Iran and other threats from the Middle East. If not the ground- based interceptors, what is the realistic alternative that would have completed end-to-end testing and can be deployed in the next five to eight years to do this mission? Should our nation allocate public funding to build the third site if there are no formal agreements with the host nations to place and deploy this specific system? Healthy is a Congress that debates their concerns and differences of opinion rather than focuses on historical positioning of their respective parties. The main driver for the majority and minority support for missile defense continues to be the threat and proliferation of ballistic missiles and the future perception of this threat and its advancement of technology. As numerous congressional testimonies and the National Intelligence Estimate state, the U.S. homeland most likely will face an ICBM threat from Iran and North Korea before 2015. We, as a nation and a Congress, have moved to accept that we cannot rely on offensive retaliation, pre-emptive military action or nonproliferation arms control agreements to stop the current proliferation of ballistic missiles and their capability to carry weapons of mass destruction. Current North Korean missile tests and Iranian developments are already threatening our deployed forces, allies and regional stability. The nature of these clandestine regimes is such that we cannot be certain about their progress and intention, which makes the future use of current developments a concern. North Korea and Iran continue to test fire missiles. Non-state actors such as Hezbollah continue to use short-range rockets for terrorism. More and more countries are attaining large numbers of ballistic missiles. Missile defense helps stabilize volatile regions and allows additional solutions to come forward as was shown with North Korea. The only scenario worse than approaching an unknown future is a scenario that finds our nation unprepared, unprotected and vulnerable to coercion. Most importantly, our nation needs to build, demonstrate and deploy missile defense so that those countries and entities will be dissuaded not to continue to build, develop and use ballistic missiles. The new Democratic-controlled Congress has proved recently to have put aside partisan politics in favor of supporting missile defense. The Democrats are much closer than you think on this historically contentious issue.

Politics Links – SMD Popular: A2 START

Congressional consensus that missile defense doesn’t violate START 
Ford, 2010

Christopher, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Technology and Global Security, served as U.S. Special Representative for Nuclear Nonproliferation, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, and General Counsel to the U.S. Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, “New ‘START’ and Missile Defense”, 7/26/10, http://www.newparadigmsforum.com/NPFtestsite/?p=387)

Encouraged by President Obama’s decision in 2009, after years of Russian complaints about U.S. missile defense planning, to abandon U.S. agreements with Eastern European NATO allies on the deployment of ground-based interceptor (GBI) missiles in Eastern Europe, Moscow pressed hard to have limits on U.S. ballistic missile defense (BMD) enshrined in the “New START” agreement. Having already been subjected to considerable domestic political criticism for his reversal of U.S. policy in the face of Russian saber-rattling, however, President Obama and his senior officials reassured anyone who would listen that BMD limitations would absolutely not be a part of the strategic arms treaty they were pursuing with Russia. As we shall see, the Preamble to the treaty does mention missile defense, but the Administration and its friends today insist that Obama indeed succeeded in keeping BMD limitations out of the deal. What does this new treaty actually say about missile defense? In the Preamble, “New START” declares that there exists an “interrelationship between strategic offensive arms and strategic defensive arms, [and] that this interrelationship will become more important as strategic nuclear arms are reduced.” While the Treaty acknowledges that “current strategic defensive arms do not undermine the viability and effectiveness of the strategic offensive arms of the Parties,” this phrasing highlights the possibility that additional defensive armaments would be destabilizing. The comment about how the relationship between defensive and offensive arms will become more important as strategic reductions continue also highlights the possibility that limits on BMD will become more necessary as President Obama moves forward with his disarmament agenda. These two corollary points, however, are not stated explicitly: all the agreement actually says is that there exists a relationship that will become more important as our arsenals shrink. Nor are such BMD issues discussed in the operative sections of the instrument; these comments appear only in the Preamble. Senator John Kerry (D-MA), who as chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is leading the ratification fight in the Senate, has proclaimed that it is “absolutely clear” that “[t]his treaty does not undercut our ability to protect the country from missile attack in any way.” Lt. Gen. Patrick O’Reilly, the current head of the Missile Defense Agency, echoes this assessment, declaring that “[t]he New START Treaty has no constraints on current or future components of the Ballistic Missile Defense System.” (New U.S. deployments such as “a new GBI missile field,” O’Reilly says, would “not [be] prohibited by the treaty.”) Under Secretary of State Ellen Tauscher waxed positively eloquent on the subject: “[T]here is no limit or constraint on what the United States can do with its missile defense systems . . . . Definitely, positively, and no way, no how – there are no limits ….”

***SMD UNPOP**

Politics Links – SMD Unpopular: Spending
Most influential congressional moderates are on the fence—US budget deficit will swing them in opposition to plan

Moltz, 10

(James Clay, Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies, holds a joint appointment with the Space Systems Academic Group at NPS, previously a staff member in the U.S. Senate and consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment, 9/15/10, “RESTRAINT REGIMES FOR SPACE:

A UNITED STATES PERSPECTIVE”, accessed online as PDF document)

First, to borrow a framework developed by Dr Peter Hays of the US Air Force, there are “space hawks” who believe in countering China’s moves into space, supporting deployment of the kinetic energy ASAT and developing a range of space-based weapons. Second, on the opposite side of the political spectrum, lie an equally small number of “space doves”. These members of Congress believe arms control is the best approach to space and are supporters of Dennis Kucinich’s Space Preservation Act of 2002, which calls on the United States to end weapons research and begin negotiating a treaty to ban space weapons. But the most numerous and powerful bloc is that of less vocal congressional moderates, who support some form of missile defence but are ambivalent, and often dubious, about space-based weapons. These representatives have repeatedly reduced the president’s space weapons budget, even within a Republican-controlled Congress, eliminating funding for the kinetic energy ASAT, the space-based infrared-low system and a space-based laser. They may be influenced in the future by the growing US budget deficit, particularly if costs for space-based elements of missile defence continue to grow.

Plan won’t even be considered—too expensive

Grego, 11

(Laura, scientist in the Global Security Program, Ph.D. in physics from the California Institute of Technology, a B.Sc. in physics and astronomy from University of Michigan, “Space-Based Missile Defense: Still a Bad Idea”, 6/2/11, http://allthingsnuclear.org/post/6105337195/space-based-missile-defense-still-a-bad-idea)

While $8 million is small money in this context, as Rep. Sanchez rebutted, space-based interceptors are big money. This has been established repeatedly in studies by, for example, the American Physics Society and the Congressional Budget Office, both in 2004, which show that hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would be needed to provide global coverage against one or two ballistic missiles. For the foreseeable future, each of these hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would require a mass of many hundreds of kilograms, larger than an Iridium communications satellite at launch. A deployed system would be enormously expensive and challenge the U.S. launch capability. It is unlikely to ever be deployed, and in today’s constrained budgetary environment, it is exceedingly unlikely to even be considered seriously.

Politics Links – SMD Unpopular: Dems & GOP
Majorities in GOP and Democrats oppose plan

WPO, 2008

(World Public Opinion, “Large Majorities of Americans and Russians Oppose All Space Weapons: Strong Bipartisan Support for Unilateral Restraint”, 1/23/08, http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/international_security_bt/444.php)

The US poll revealed strong bipartisan consensus on the issue. Majorities in both the Republican and Democratic parties believe the US government should refrain unilaterally from deploying space weapons. There is also bipartisan backing for a treaty to ban these weapons, though support is higher among Democrats. Steven Kull, director of WorldPublicOpinion.org, noted that there was remarkable agreement within and between the two countries on the issue of space weapons. "What is striking is the robust consensus among Russians as well as Americans, and among Republicans as well as Democrats that space should not be an arena for the major powers to compete for military advantage," Kull said. John Steinbruner, director of CISSM, added that the observed consensus also reflects a robust conception of security interest. "The use of space for common protection is, in fact, far more important for all countries under the circumstances of globalization than the pursuit of national advantage in performing traditional military missions," Steinbruner said.

Politics Links – SMD Unpopular: No Bipart
No bipartisanship on space weapons issue

Ianotta, 11

(Ben, staff writer for Defense News, “Democrats, Republicans Differ on Space Weapons”, 4/8/11, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3469443)

Speakers here needed only moments to make clear a difference of opinion among many Democrats and Republicans over whether to pursue development of space-based weapons in response to rising tensions between the United States and China. Sen. Wayne Allard, R-Colo., took the stage and renewed his long-standing call for "space-based interceptors" to knock down missiles. Minutes later, Rep. Mark Udall, D-Colo., struck a different tone about the U.S. role in space. "Our efforts in space are about hope," Udall said, describing the comment as a paraphrase of the testimony by the late author Arthur C. Clarke before Congress in 1975. On the issue of space weapons, Allard said, "the next administration will have to choose which direction to take." Udall, when asked about space weapons, appeared to have already decided: "My vision would be that all nations of the world share the high ground of space." Udall, chairman of the House subcommittee that oversees NASA, lauded cooperation among nations to build and operate the International Space Station program. He was asked to discuss tensions with China over its anti-satellite test last year and the subsequent U.S. shootdown of a tumbling spy satellite that some have interpreted as a veiled U.S. response. "Nobody that I know of in the industry and the DoD and the commercial side wants to get in a space race that results in the weaponization of space," Udall said. "There's some really commonsensical steps we can take, I believe, including engaging in talks with China and other space-faring nations about how we utilize space. It doesn't necessarily have to be talks to develop a treaty, initially, but I believe we should be talking with the Chinese and other space faring nations," he said. On budget issues, Udall called for more "cost-efficient" spending on military space programs to help ease budget pressures on NASA. He said he would "work on" Sens. Barack Obama, D-Ill., and Hillary Clinton, D-N.Y., to seek up to $2 billion in additional funds for NASA, should one of them be elected president, and he asked Republicans to do the same with their candidate Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz. After his talk, Udall said he has discussed the importance of civil space efforts with Obama and Clinton, but has not raised the issue of military space priorities with them. Udall attempted to strike a bipartisan tone, saying, "I also talk to Sen. McCain, who is a friend of mine and he understands the importance of it as well." 
***SETI POP**

Politics Links –  SETI Popular

Acknowledging ETI is key to political capital

Times of Malta, 10
(Patrick Cooke, September 19, 2010 (Getting the ‘truth’ about extraterrestrials out there, 

http://www.timesofmalta.com/articles/view/20100919/local/getting-the-truth-about-extraterrestrials-out-there.327518)

The bad news is: governments have been deliberately hiding the ‘truth’ from their citizens about extraterrestrials engaging with the human race for the past 63 years. The good news is: an American is dedicating his life to getting the ‘truth’ out there – and he will soon be in Malta to talk publicly about his work. “The principal barrier to ending the ‘truth embargo’ between 1947 and 1991 was the Cold War. When it ended, the process leading to inevitable disclosure of knowledge of the extraterrestrial presence was irreversibly underway,” Stephen Bassett told The Sunday Times. Cue the eye-rolling and awkward coughing. But Mr Bassett has the credentials to suggest he may not be a stereotypically deluded UFO enthusiast. He is a political activist and Washington DC lobbyist, who founded the Paradigm Research Group in 1996 to advocate an end to a “government imposed truth embargo” on the issue, and later became executive director of the Extraterrestrial Phenomena Political Action Committee – the first political action committee in history to directly target the politics related to the extraterrestrial phenomenon. Mr Bassett cites the examples of countries such as the UK, France, Sweden, Brazil and Russia, which are gradually releasing official accounts of strange phenomena recorded in their territories, and he is pushing hard for the US to follow suit and begin the process towards what he terms full disclosure. He believes there is tremendous political capital to be gained from formally acknowledging the presence of extraterrestrial life. “The first nation or head of state to formally acknowledge the extraterrestrial presence will immediately acquire perhaps the greatest political legacy in history,” he said. The United Nations should be the entity which publically discloses knowledge of the extraterrestrial presence, said Mr Bassett, but it has become “dysfunctional and corrupt” through neglect and underfunding. Mr Bassett hopes US President Barack Obama will prove to be the “disclosure president”, because promises of an open, transparent government were inculcated into his campaign and remain part of his platform as president. But supposing there is some truth in what Mr Bassett says, what would be the benefits of Mr Obama formally acknowledging that extraterrestrials have engaged with the human race? According to Mr Bassett, aside from the end to an institutionalised campaign of lying to the American people about the nature of reality, we would have access to 60 years of reverse engineering and development of extraterrestrial technologies derived from whatever extraterrestrials left behind. Not only that, but self-disclosure may lead to formal, open contact with extraterrestrials and the integration of global societies into a galactic structure; access to the stars and a planet without war or want of the fundamentals. It would be life, but not as we know it.

***SETI UNPOP**

Politics Links – SETI Unpopular

Congress doesn’t like SETI—funding cuts prove
Atkinson, 2011

(Nancy, Senior editor for Universe Today, producer for Astronomy Cast, project manager for 365 days of Astronomy (podcast) and a NASA Solar System Ambassador April 25, 2011 (Budget Woes Put SETI’s Allen Telescope Array into “Hibernation”, http://www.universetoday.com/85121/budget-woes-put-setis-allen-telescope-array-into-hibernation/)

SETI, the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence has suffered a big blow. The primary alien search engine –the Allen Telescope Array (ATA) in northern California — has been shut down due to budget woes. In a letter last week, the CEO of the SETI Institute, Tom Pierson told donors that in the ATA has been put into “hibernation,” — a safe mode of sorts, where “the equipment is unavailable for normal observations and is being maintained in a safe state by a significantly reduced staff.” The ATA has been in hibernation since April 15, with the equipment put in a safe configuration so that it stays ready to be turned back on should the SETI Institute find new sources of funding. While the ATA is not the only radio telescope that can be used for SETI searches, it was the observatory that was primarily used for that task, and now SETI researchers will have to borrow time on telescopes where “competition for observing time can be fierce or piggyback their searches on other ongoing observations,” according to John Matson, writing for Scientific American. The ATA was operating with 42 antennas, and was scheduled to expand gradually to 350 six-meter radio antennas to listen for possible radio emissions from any faraway civilizations that might exist elsewhere in the galaxy. But after the first $50 million phase was completed in 2007, additions to the array were delayed due to lack of funding. NASA had funded some of the early SETI projects, but Congress canceled any NASA contributions in 1993. The nonprofit SETI Institute, founded in 1984, relies mainly on private donations to support its research. Microsoft co-founder Paul Allen, had contributed $25 million to the first phase, with donations and grants funding the rest. According to astronomer Franck Marchis, who works for the SETI Institute and the University of California, Berkeley – which is responsible for operating the ATA, “the financial state of the observatory degraded significantly over the past 2 years with the loss of various sources of funding (NSF, California state) at UC Berkeley” forcing UC Berkeley to withdraw from the SETI project. And, as Marchis wrote on his blog, “because the project is mainly funded through private donors, the economic recession had a huge impact and delayed significantly the expansion of the array impacting the overall project.”

***SPS POP**

Politics Links – SPS Popular: Lobbies

SPS gaining support—lobbies pushing
Jones, 2008

(K.C., staff writer for InformationWeek, “Space Exploration Alliance Wants Congress To Boost NASA Funding”, 2/19/08, http://www.informationweek.com/news/206800567)

The Space Exploration Alliance wants Congress to fully fund NASA. Some of the group's 700,000 members went to congressional offices last week to protest a billion-dollar shortfall in the proposed budget for fiscal year 2009. The funding falls short of levels proposed in the NASA Authorization Act of 2005. The group also said it's trying to raise awareness about a five-year gap between the retirement of the space shuttle and the first flights of the Constellation program. "Due to the budgetary constraints NASA has been operating under for the last several years, America is facing an extended period of time where we will have no capacity to send humans into space," SEA's Rick Zucker said in a statement. "NASA will have to pay the Russians for American astronauts to fly on the Soyuz during that gap, which will only get longer if funding levels stay below authorized amounts." Members also discussed maintaining support for NASA's robotic science missions and the importance of space exploration in addressing Earth's energy and environmental challenges. The group said that several congressional offices asked for more information about the National Security Space Office's recent study of space-based solar power systems. The study found possible sources of solar power in space. SEA steering committee member Chris Carberry said that lobbying has proven effective in encouraging support for space exploration. "We've already seen results with this year's presidential election, where space policy issues have received more attention than they have in decades," he said in a statement. "Now we're hoping to be able to do the same thing with Congress." SEA stresses that NASA's mission of human and robotic space exploration can inspire young people and the public, as well as the aerospace industry, and spur the creation of businesses and jobs.

Politics Links – SPS Popular: Bipartisan

SPS has bipartisan support—military fuel, energy independence, and environmentally friendly
Singer, 07
(Jeremy, staffwriter for Space at MSNBC, “Pentagon may study space-based solar power”, 4/11/07, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/18056610/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/pentagon-may-study-space-based-solar-power/)
The Pentagon’s National Security Space Office may begin a study in the near future on the possibility of using satellites to collect solar energy for use on Earth, according to Defense Department officials. The officials said the study does not mean that the military plans to demonstrate or deploy a space-based solar power constellation. However, as the Pentagon looks at a variety of alternative energy sources, this could be one possible method of supplying energy to troops in bases or on the battlefield, they said. The military’s work in this area also could aid development of a system that could provide energy to non-military users as well, according to Lt. Col. Michael Hornitschek, chief of rated force policy on the Air Force staff at the Pentagon. Hornitschek, who has been exploring the concept of space-based solar power in his spare time, recently briefed the NSSO on the concept of space-based solar power, and stimulated interest in conducting a formal study, according to Lt. Col. M.V. “Coyote” Smith, chief of future concepts at the NSSO. The NSSO would need to find the financial resources and available manpower to conduct the study, Smith said. Hornitschek would lead work on the study on behalf of the NSSO if the NSSO elects to pursue it, and he said he hopes that a system could be deployed in roughly 20 years. Slideshow: Month in space  John Mankins, president of the Space Solar Power Association in Washington, said space-based solar power could offer a massive improvement over terrestrial solar collection devices because constant exposure to the sun avoids the nighttime periods where terrestrial systems cannot collect solar energy. The ability to constantly gather solar energy would allow a space-based system to avoid safety concerns to other satellites or people on the ground by constantly transmitting energy to Earth at a level that is high enough to be useful but low enough so as not to cause any damage, said Mankins, a former NASA official who previously served as manager of advanced concept studies at NASA headquarters before leaving the agency in 2005.Jeff Kueter, president of the Marshall Institute, a Washington think tank, said it is too early to determine if space-based solar power is viable, but said that if the concept is successful, it could be a potential “game changer” for energy use. The concept could find broad bipartisan support as it could meet the desires both of conservatives seeking to end dependence on foreign energy sources, as well as liberals who are looking for an environmentally friendly source of energy, Kueter said. While space-based solar power may sound like a high-risk proposal, it is worth investing several million dollars in the near term to study the concept because of the potential high payoff, Kueter said. If the studies indicated that the concept might be feasible, it would be worthwhile for the Pentagon to conduct flight demonstrations to prove out the technology in space, he said. If the Pentagon chose to pursue flight demonstrations or deployment of a space-based solar power system, it could share costs by partnering with NASA, the Department of Energy and other government agencies, Kueter said. The concept of space-based solar power might appear to threaten traditional energy industries, Kueter said. However, the rapidly increasing demands for energy and diminishing supply of natural resources means that traditional energy companies may need to find new ways of doing business in the future, and they could likely find a way to be a part of the space-based solar power effort through ways like contributing expertise in areas like energy distribution, he said.

***SPS UNPOP**

Politics Links – SPS Unpopular: Polcap
Development of space-based solar satellites will require significant political capital 

Davis, 2007

(Leonard, Research Associate for Secure World Foundation, correspondent for Space News newspaper, writer for the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, 9/19/07, “Space Based Solar Power Fuels Vision of Global Energy Security”, http://www.space.com/4371-space-based-solar-power-fuels-vision-global-energy-security.html)

Overall, pushing forward on SBSP "is a complex problem and one that lends itself to a wide variety of competing solutions," said John Mankins, President of Artemis Innovation Management Solutions, LLC, in Ashburn, Virginia. "There’s a whole range of science and technology challenges to be pursued. New knowledge and new systems concepts are needed in order to enable space based solar power. But there does not appear, at least at present, that there are any fundamental physical barriers," Mankins explained. Peter Teets, Distinguished Chair of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, said that SBSP must be economically viable with those economics probably not there today. "But if we can find a way with continued technology development ? and smart moves in terms of development cycles to bring clean energy from space to the Earth, it’s a home run kind of situation," he told attendees of the meeting. "It’s a noble effort," Teets told Space News. There remain uncertainties in SBSP, including closure on a business case for the idea, he added. "I think the Air Force has a legitimate stake in starting it. But the scale of this project is going to be enormous. This could create a new agency ? Who knows? It’s going to take the President and a lot of political will to go forward with this," Teets said. 

Politics Links – SPS Unpopular: New programs Spending
SPS unpopular in Congress—expensive new programs are unfavorable

Day, 2008

(Dwayne A., works for Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences, program officer at the Space Studies Board of the National Research Council, “Knights in shining armor”, 6/9/08, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1147/1)

Add to this the way in which the NSSO’s solar power satellite study was pursued—the study itself had no budget. In Washington, studies cost money. If the Department of Defense wants advice on, say, options for space launch, they hire an organization to conduct the study such as the RAND Corporation, or they employ one of their existing advisory groups such as the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board. All of this requires money to pay for the experts to perform the work. Even if the study is performed by a committee of volunteers, there are still travel, printing, staff support, overhead, and other expenses. Costs can vary widely, but at a minimum will start in the many tens of thousands of dollars and could run to a few million dollars. In contrast, the NSSO study of space solar power had no actual funding and relied entirely upon voluntary input and labor. This reflects the seriousness by which the study was viewed by the Pentagon leadership. If all this is true, why is the space activist community so excited about the NSSO study? That is not hard to understand. They all know that the economic case for space solar power is abysmal. The best estimates are that SSP will cost at least three times the cost per kilowatt hour of even relatively expensive nuclear power. But the military wants to dramatically lower the cost of delivering fuel to distant locations, which could possibly change the cost-benefit ratio. The military savior also theoretically solves some other problems for SSP advocates. One is the need for deep pockets to foot the immense development costs. The other is an institutional avatar—one of the persistent policy challenges for SSP has been the fact that responsibility for it supposedly “falls through the cracks” because neither NASA nor the Department of Energy wants responsibility. If the military takes on the SSP challenge, the mission will finally have a home. 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. Again, this is not to insult the fine work conducted by those who produced the NSSO space solar power study. They accomplished an impressive amount of work without any actual resources. But it is nonsensical for members of the space activist community to claim that “the military supports space solar power” based solely on a study that had no money, produced by an organization that has no clout. 

Politics Links – SPS Unpopular: Political Hurdles

Overwhelming political opposition to plan
Mahan, 2007

(Rob, Advocate and founder of SBSP—Citizens for Space Based Solar Power, “SBSP FAQ”, http://c-sbsp.org/sbsp-faq/)

The political solution will most likely be the biggest hurdle to the development of space-based solar power because so many areas have to be negotiated and agreed upon, not only within the United States, but with our allies around the world, too. Strong energy independence legislation is the first step that needs to be taken immediately. Treaties and agreements for the military and commercial use of space must be negotiated and put into place. Universal safety measures must be agreed upon and integrated into related legislation and treaties. Getting widespread voter (i.e. tax-payer) support to prompt Congress to take action may be the highest hurdle of all.
***PRIVATE POP**

Politics Links – Priv Popular

Nelson, 2011

(Steven, Staff writer for The Daily Caller, “Fiscal conservatives call for increased privatization of space”

02/08/2011, http://dailycaller.com/2011/02/08/fiscal-conservatives-call-for-increased-privatization-of-space/)
Space spending has long been the multibillion-dollar government project that is rarely discussed and even more infrequently brought up as a primary focus by fiscal conservatives. Tuesday morning the Competitive Space Task Force, a self-described group of fiscal conservatives and free-market leaders, hosted a press conference to encourage increased privatization of the space industry. Members of the task force issued several recommendations to Congress, including finding an American replacement to the Space Shuttle (so to minimize the costly expenditures on use of Russian spacecraft) and encouraging more private investment in the development of manned spacecraft. Former Republican Rep. Robert S. Walker of Pennsylvania said, “If we really want to ‘win the future’, we cannot abandon our commitment to space exploration and human spaceflight. The fastest path to space is not through Moscow, but through the American entrepreneur.” Task Force chairman Rand Simberg, of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, said, “By opening space up to the American people and their enterprises, NASA can ignite an economic, technological, and innovation renaissance, and the United States will regain its rightful place as the world leader in space.”

Plan popular—Congress encouraging privatization

Nelson, 11
(Steven, Staff writer for The Daily Caller, (Fiscal conservatives call for increased privatization of space

02/08/2011, http://dailycaller.com/2011/02/08/fiscal-conservatives-call-for-increased-privatization-of-space/)
Space spending has long been the multibillion-dollar government project that is rarely discussed and even more infrequently brought up as a primary focus by fiscal conservatives. Tuesday morning the Competitive Space Task Force, a self-described group of fiscal conservatives and free-market leaders, hosted a press conference to encourage increased privatization of the space industry. Members of the task force issued several recommendations to Congress, including finding an American replacement to the Space Shuttle (so to minimize the costly expenditures on use of Russian spacecraft) and encouraging more private investment in the development of manned spacecraft. Former Republican Rep. Robert S. Walker of Pennsylvania said, “If we really want to ‘win the future’, we cannot abandon our commitment to space exploration and human spaceflight. The fastest path to space is not through Moscow, but through the American entrepreneur.” Task Force chairman Rand Simberg, of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, said, “By opening space up to the American people and their enterprises, NASA can ignite an economic, technological, and innovation renaissance, and the United States will regain its rightful place as the world leader in space.”

Politics Links – Priv Popular: A2 Spending

Privatizing NASA would be cheaper

Space Reference, 2011

(June 23, 2011, TEA Party Space Platform, http://spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33929)

"The same NASA centers and contractors who failed to complete the Constellation program are getting a bailout courtesy of the taxpayers. Billions of dollars continue to be directed to Ares contractors, just under a different name, SLS" Everett Wilkinson stated. "The TEA Party's core values are just what America's space endeavors need right now in this volatile economy. NASA is being forced to fund programs that are behind schedule and ridiculously over budget. It's time to ask: 'how much is enough?' Both NASA, and the American taxpayer deserve a better plan and that's what our platform provides." Recently, a report mandated by Congress found that a private upstart company designed and built two new launch systems, and several generations of a new rocket engine all for roughly $390 million taxpayer dollars. The report estimated it would have cost NASA anywhere from $1.7 billion to $4 billion dollars to develop those same capabilities using standard NASA acquisition approaches. 
***PRIVATE UNPOP**

Politics Links – Priv Unpop

Bipartisan opposition to diverting NASA funds to the private industry – contradicts NASA Authorization Act

Nagesh 3-5

(Gautham, 3-5-11, “Lawmakers question NASA’s budget proposal,” http://thehill.com/blogs/hillicon-valley/technology/147665-lawmakers-questions-nasas-budget-proposal)

Lawmakers from both sides of the aisle criticized NASA's fiscal 2012 budget proposal this week for diverting funding from manned spaceflight towards boosting the commercial space industry. NASA Administrator Charles Bolden defended the ability of the commercial space industry to ferry astronauts to the International Space Station, particularly after the space shuttle program is retired later this year, at a hearing Wednesday in front of the House Science Committee. "I am certain that commercial entities can deliver," Bolden said. "We have got to develop commercial capability to get into low Earth orbit. The nation needs to become unafraid of exploration. We need to become unafraid of risks." “I am concerned that the future of our space program is in serious jeopardy,” said chairman Ralph Hall (R-Texas), noting the Obama administration's budget requests 31 percent less funding for manned spaceflight than mandated by the NASA Authorization Act of 2010. The request increases funding for the commercial spaceflight industry by more than $700 million, a 70 percent increase over the bill passed by Congress. “Commercial crew was not ignored, but to be perfectly clear, it was not – and is not – Congress’ first priority," Hall said. "Yet the Administration’s FY2012 budget proposal completely flips the priorities of the Act, significantly increasing Commercial Crew funding while making deep cuts to the Human Exploration Capabilities accounts which Congress clearly intended to serve as our assured access to space.”
Politics Links – Priv Unpop: Funding Trade-off
Space privatization is politically unpopular—new program funding trade-offs
Pasztor, 10
(Andy, a journalist for the Wall Street Journal. He is the author of the 1995 book "When the Pentagon was for Sale: Inside America's Biggest Defense Scandal."January 24, 2010 (White House Decides to Outsource NASA Work, http://gizmodo.com/5455917/the-new-nasa-when-in-doubt-privatize)
The White House has decided to begin funding private companies to carry NASA astronauts into space, but the proposal faces major political and budget hurdles, according to people familiar with the matter. The controversial proposal, expected to be included in the Obama administration's next budget, would open a new chapter in the U.S. space program. The goal is to set up a multiyear, multi-billion-dollar initiative allowing private firms, including some start-ups, to compete to build and operate spacecraft capable of ferrying U.S. astronauts into orbit—and eventually deeper into the solar system. Congress is likely to challenge the concept's safety and may balk at shifting dollars from existing National Aeronautics and Space Administration programs already hurting for funding to the new initiative. The White House's ultimate commitment to the initiative is murky, according to these people, because the budget isn't expected to outline a clear, long-term funding plan. The White House's NASA budget also envisions stepped-up support for climate-monitoring and environmental projects, along with enhanced international cooperation across both manned and unmanned programs. Press officials for NASA and the White House have declined to comment. Industry and government officials have talked about the direction of the next NASA budget, but declined to be identified. The idea of outsourcing a portion of NASA's manned space program to the private sector gained momentum after recommendations from a presidential panel appointed last year. The panel, chaired by former Lockheed Martin Corp. Chairman Norman Augustine, argued that allowing companies to build and launch their own rockets and spacecraft to carry American astronauts into orbit would save money and also free up NASA to focus on more ambitious, longer-term goals. However, many in NASA's old guard oppose the plan. Charles Precourt, a former chief of NASA's astronaut corps who is now a senior executive at aerospace and defense firm Alliant Techsystems Inc., said that farming out large portions of the manned space program to private firms would be a "really radical" and an "extremely high risk" path. Unless the overall budget goes up, he said, whatever new direction NASA pursues "isn't going to be viable." Such arguments already are raging around NASA's Ares I rocket, which could be replaced or scaled back if the commercial option gains traction. Some Ares I contract work could be shifted toward providing the basic elements of a future larger, more-powerful NASA family of rockets. Alliant and other Ares proponents have argued the program is several years behind schedule primarily because Congress and previous administrations failed to provide promised funding. According to some of these analyses, Congress in the past five years earmarked a total of about $4 billion less than initially projected for NASA's manned exploration programs. The design of the Ares I also changed and became more complex since its inception. Ares critics, on the other hand, counter that instead of costing about $4.3 billion as originally planned, the Ares booster is likely to cost more than three times that much. The program already has spent roughly $4 billion, and these critics say that exceeds original funding profiles for the Ares I by hundreds of millions of dollars. Moreover, they say that year-by-year expenditures actually exceeded the original timetable. NASA's last budget projected spending another $9.5 billion through 2015. Space Exploration Technologies Corp., founded by Internet entrepreneur Elon Musk, is one of the start-up commercial ventures likely to gain from the proposed policy shift. But other large incumbent NASA contractors such as Lockheed Martin and Boeing Co. also are likely to compete for some of the anticipated government seed money earmarked for new commercial ventures. The White House's budget is bound to spark a battle with Congress because NASA would have to kill off big chunks of its existing manned exploration program in order to finance some of these new initiatives in the coming years. The budget package, slated to be released in early February, is expected to stop short of proposing major cancellations. But it also isn't likely to specify how all the different programs can be adequately funded in the future.

**NO TRADEOFF**

Politics Links – A2 No link: funding trades off

Funding pressures and lobbyists mean internal tradeoffs still link

Handberg, 1-17
Rodger, professor and chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida, “Small ball or home runs: the changing ethos of US humanspaceflight policy,” The Space Review, 1-17-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1759/1)

NASA Administrator Charles Bolden alluded to that reality recently: “Future NASA space programs must be affordable, sustainable and realistic to survive political and funding dangers that have killed previous initiatives.” This is harsh talk but it reflects the reality confronting all US discretionary programs in the federal budget. The new Republican House majority is determined to cut federal expenditures and appear to have little concern for where the cuts occur. The budget struggles this year and next will find all discretionary programs mobilizing their supporters. Competing agencies like the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and National Science Foundation (NSF) have constituencies who are savvy veterans of getting their way even when budgets are tight. The cure for some disease is always just another appropriation away from happening.

**NASA POP**

Politics Links – NASA Pop: Bipartisan

NASA’s bipartisan – no political controversy for either party

Foust ’3 
Jeff, editor and publisher of The Space Review, has written for Astronomy Now, “The gaps in NASA’s support,” 8-18-03, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/41/1)
It’s long been assumed that support for NASA in the United States is widespread. From a political standpoint, NASA enjoys a degree of bipartisan support (or, perhaps more accurately at times, bipartisan neglect) not seen in many other government agencies. A typical NASA program is less likely to become a political football for one party or the other than programs at the Defense Department, EPA, or even the Department of Education.

Politics Links – NASA Pop

Congress supports NASA despite budget problems – key lawmakers and contractors control spin

Raju and Breshanan 4-20 (Manu and John, 4-20-11, “Shooting for the moon amid cuts,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0411/53495.html)

For all the rhetoric about cutting government spending, NASA’s space mission remains sacred in Congress. A handful of powerful lawmakers are so eager to see an American on the moon — or even Mars — that they effectively mandated NASA to spend “not less than” $3 billion for a new rocket project and space capsule in the 2011 budget bill signed by the president last week. NASA has repeatedly raised concerns about the timeframe for building a smaller rocket — but the new law expresses Congress’s will for the space agency to make a massive “heavy-lift” rocket that can haul 130 metric tons, like the ones from the days of the Apollo. Congressional approval of the plan — all while $38 billion is being cut elsewhere in the federal government — reflects not only the power of key lawmakers from NASA-friendly states, but the enduring influence of major contractors like Lockheed Martin and Boeing in those states. For instance, a series of stop-gap spending laws had kept money flowing to the man-to-moon Constellation program because Sen. Richard Shelby (R-Ala.) initially tucked a provision into a 2010 budget bill — even though President Barack Obama and Congress agreed last fall to end that Bush-era initiative. An internal NASA audit pegged the cost of that move at $215 million over five months. While some praise Congress for pushing the United States to remain a world leader in space science, critics say the national space program is effectively run by lawmakers protecting jobs in their home states. “Manned spaceflight is prohibitively expensive, especially considering our budgetary woes,” said Steve Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense, a budget watchdog group. “At one point, the administration was trying to lead NASA out of that, but congressional politics protecting parochial interests have forced the agency to waste money in the recent short-term continuing resolutions and are forcing a specific approach down NASA’s throat in the yearlong spending bill.” The latest $3 billion will likely be awarded to the same major companies that had contracts under the Bush-era Constellation program, most notably Boeing, Lockheed Martin and Alliant Techsystems — firms with extensive operations in Alabama, Maryland, Texas and Utah. As a whole, NASA is facing its own budget crunch, with its $18.5 billion budget recently trimmed by about $275 million. A top space expert, Scott Pace of The George Washington University, testified last month that NASA spent at least $21 billion over the past two decades for various programs, including manned space flight, that were later canceled. But Congress has no desire to let the agency slow down its work to return to the moon and beyond, even if that potentially could take decades to accomplish.
Politics Links – NASA Pop: Security spin

No new funding – plan is spun as security issue and budget reallocation

Whittington 2-9 

(Mark, 2-9-11, “House GOP Eyes Climate Change Research for Cuts, Funding for Human Space Flight,” http://old.news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110209/us_ac/7815432_house_gop_eyes_climate_change_research_for_cuts_funding_for_human_space_flight)
In the search for extra funding for NASA's human space flight program, a group of House Republicans believe it has found a potential source within NASA's budget. That source is the $1.8 billion currently spent on Earth science. A letter, signed by House NASA supporters such as Bill Posey and Sandy Adams of Florida and Pete Olson of Texas, was sent to Congressman Harold Rogers, chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, and Frank Wolf, chairman of the House Commerce, Justice and Science Appropriations Subcommittee with jurisdiction over NASA funding. The letter suggests that while the immense budget deficit does require budget cutting, NASA's human space flight program is a national security priority. "Our nation's ability to access to is a critical national security asset and plays an important role in our future economic competitiveness. Space is the ultimate high ground and nations such as China, Russia, and India are anxious to seize the mantle of space supremacy should we decide to cede it. We must not put ourselves in the position of watching Chinese astronauts plant their flag on the moon while we sit — Earth bound by our own short sightedness." The letter goes on to suggest the bulk of NASA's Earth science funding is directed toward climate change research. It also suggests there is $8.7 billion in funding for that kind of research across the federal budget that could be better spent either on NASA human space flight or as a target for budget cuts.

Politics Links – NASA Pop: Tech spin

Obama will spin plan as tech and long-term job creation 

Wunker 7-1

(Stephen, 7-1-11, “New war on science,” http://www.tnr.com/blog/jonathan-cohn/91185/create-jobs-economy-science-research)

During the past two decades, federal funding for basic research into the physical sciences, engineering, and math has been basically flat: Annual allotments come to about $8 billion. The technological spin-offs have kept on coming: new energy storage systems, fuel-saving aircraft engines, and more. But, rest assured, if the money dries up, so will the science. It can take time before new technologies create new markets, and often that evolution takes place in ways that few imagine when the first prototypes appear. For example, a basic technology behind digital cameras, medical imaging, high-definition television, and a vast array of other fields evolved from systems the government developed many years ago so that space probes and satellites could process digital images and beam those pictures back to Earth. The economic impact of these emerging markets can be tremendous. Eight percent of today’s U.S. economy stems from industries like wireless communications, satellite television, and data hosting services that barely existed twenty years ago. And the winners in these emerging fields can go on to become huge enterprises. Forty-two of the Fortune 50 firms have gotten their start in new industries. Think Google – or even ExxonMobil. Both started out this way. Conservatives frequently argue that the private sector will innovate better if it can simply operate free of government interference. But don’t be fooled: The private sector is not about to pick up this kind of slack. Basic research offers long-term, uncertain rewards, and the unpredictable fruits of the work may lie outside a company’s areas of strategic interest. Cumulatively across the entire economy, the private sector’s basic research budget is about $9 billion, a number that has scarcely grown in twenty years and which is half of what the country spends on pet food. Decades ago, private institutions like AT&T’s Bell Labs could churn out inventions like the transistor. Companies have long since slashed those efforts, in no small part because shareholders are not interested in such fickle, long-term ventures. Rhetorically, President Obama has said the right things about innovation: He has frequently, and accurately, called spending on research a form of “investment.” Yet in his 2012 budget proposal, he called for providing only $900 million more to the National Science Foundation, which supports much of the basic research in physics, chemistry and other non-healthcare related fields. It’s better than nothing, for sure, but it pales when compared to what government spends to develop technologies closer to commercialization such as electric car batteries and pharmaceuticals. (Government spending on health research has been the exception to the flat-lining of science funding. Unfortunately, the resulting innovations have tended to stay confined to the health care sector, without much spillover to the rest of the economy.)
***NASA UNPOP

Politics Links – NASA Unpop: Drains Polcap
Pushing NASA requires reallocating funds and pol cap – unpopular in budget crisis
Pallante 2-17 
(Mike, 2-17-11, “NASA in Jeopardy: Has Presidential Policy Killed NASA?” http://questional.com/blog/157-nasa-in-jeopardy-has-presidential-policy-killed-nasa/)
Currently limited use of space shuttles will continue; however, for Discovery the end is near. The Discovery is coming apart at the seams and NASA's future is uncertain. Unanswered questions still remain regarding private sector space travel. Will private industry succeed in manned space flight? When? President Obama's plan extends the orbit of the International Space Station until 2020 but potentially leaves us without a means to get there. During the Constellation Program days NASA canceled many contracts for replacement shuttle parts. The wisdom and expense of continual repair on shuttles like Discovery is in question. If President Obama is serious about the future of NASA he will have to do what President Bush did not: Follow through with his vision and create the infrastructure needed to accomplish his goals. That will require allocation of funds, a potentially unpopular move in a budget-heavy political climate. The next year will be an important one for NASA and space travel in general. How it will end remains to be seen.
Politics Links – NASA Unpop: Budget Cuts

We control spin on spending – House confirmed budget cuts for space 

Wasson 7-6

(Erik, correspondent for The Hill, 7-6-11, “Appropriators eye local law enforcement, NASA funding,” http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/appropriations/169805-appropriators-eye-local-law-enforcement-nasa-funding)
House appropriators on Wednesday revealed that they are targeting local law enforcement grants and activities in outer space for deep cuts next year. The Appropriations Committee unveiled its 2012 Commerce, Justice, Science Appropriations bill ahead of a subcommittee markup on Thursday. The House is proceeding with the appropriations process even though Congress and the White House have yet to agree on an overall 2012 spending level. The bill provides $50.2 billion in funding, a cut of $3.1 billion below current levels and $7.4 billion below President Obama’s budget request. The bill’s funding is below 2008 spending levels. The bill slashes Justice Department grants to states and cities by $1.1 billion below last year’s level and $1.3 billion below the Obama request. NASA's budget is cut by $1.6 billion, or $1.9 billion below the request. The end of the Space Shuttle accounts for $1 billion in savings, and appropriators have decided to kill the James Webb Space Telescope. The National Science Foundation also sees a cut of $907 million compared to Obama’s request, which he has insisted will help “Win the Future” through innovation. Appropriators are increasing funding for the International Trade Administration in support of Obama’s initiative to boost exports. The bill reflects a compromise to allow the Patent and Trademark Office to keep all the fees it collects, while still allowing the committee its traditional oversight role. "Despite the difficult choices that were made, this legislation includes a number of positive initiatives to create jobs by promoting economic growth and innovation here at home,” Commerce-Justice-Science subcommittee Chairman Frank Wolf (R-Va.) said.

Obama agreed to five-year NASA budget freeze 

Santini 2-14 (Jean-Louis, 2-14-11, “Obama: five-year freeze on NASA budget,” http://www.physorg.com/news/2011-02-obama-five-year-nasa.html)
US President Barack Obama unveils his 2012 budget Monday, proposing a raft of spending cuts and tax hikes aimed at curbing a record budget deficit. Obama on Monday proposed reining in expenses at NASA, sending his 2012 budget blueprint to Congress calling for a five-year freeze on new spending at the US space agency. Obama would restrict NASA's budget to last year's levels, $18.7 billion annually through fiscal 2016. The figure represents a 1.6-percent decrease from the spending total the agency had sought for fiscal 2011, which ends in September. "This budget requires us to live within our means so we can invest in our future," NASA Administrator Charles Bolden told a news conference. Bolden sought to put a brave face on the budget limitations, saying the administration's proposal "maintains our commitment to human spaceflight" and research. Experts said it reflected Washington's new fiscal reality, framed by voter frustration with excessive government spending. "There is not a lot of money available," said John Logsdon, a former director of the Space Policy Institute in Washington. "It should not compromise what NASA wants to do but it certainly would slow it down," said Logsdon, an independent consultant to the Obama administration. 

Politics Links – NASA Unpop: Space Tech Funding
Space tech is expensive—bought in bulk
Marks, 11
Matthew, staff writer for the Tribune Washington Bureau, June 26, 2011 (As military-launch costs soar, would-be competitors protest http://www.orlandosentinel.com/news/space/os-military-missile-business-20110626,0,7372393.story)
WASHINGTON — NASA workers looking for a job after space shuttle Atlantis' final flight likely won't have much luck at nearby Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, which has launched a generation of military and national-intelligence satellites. The military-rocket business isn't doing too well — at least according to United Launch Alliance, a partnership of Boeing and Lockheed Martin that manufactures the bulk of the rockets launched into orbit by the military. Company officials said the cost of parts has gone up, and the uncertainty of post-shuttle work at NASA has resulted in subcontractors raising prices. As a result, ULA is sharply increasing the prices it charges the Defense Department to launch military satellites, prompting the Air Force to raise its projected launch costs by nearly 50 percent during the next four years. In addition, the company is demanding — and federal officials are acquiescing — that government agencies commit to buying more rockets than they're likely to need from 2013 to 2017, all in the name of maintaining a "resilient, healthy and flexible space industrial base." Newcomers to the launch industry, such as SpaceX of California, are protesting that the government moves are in effect locking in ULA's monopoly dominance of the market. The result, they contend, will restrict competition, ensure higher launch costs — and ultimately reduce the number of rockets that government agencies and private companies can afford to launch. "They [military leaders] have demonstrated over a number of years that their top priority in launches is not saving money but mission assurance," said Jeff Foust, editor of The Space Review, in explaining why ULA's Delta and Atlas rockets are the industry standard. "But the question is: How long will they be able to do that, given the budget pressures on the government?" ULA's Atlas and Delta rockets are reliable, launching 51 straight times without a failure since Boeing and Lockheed Martin formed the company in December 2006. And the Pentagon has made clear that keeping the company healthy — almost irrespective of the cost — is a matter of national security. "The National Security Space Strategy recognizes the importance of a resilient, healthy, and flexible space industrial base as an underpinning for all activities in space," according to a memorandum signed by NASA, the Air Force and the National Reconnaissance Office in March. During the past five years, the military has relied on ULA to launch satellites that handle everything from communications to weather observation. The NRO, meanwhile, specializes in spy satellites. NASA has tended to use the smaller Delta II — also built by ULA — to send up space probes and science satellites. The agreement commits the Air Force and NRO — but not NASA — to buying a minimum of eight rockets from ULA per year from 2013 to 2017 — even though the two agencies have used an average of only five Atlas V or Delta IV rockets annually during the past five years. Michael Gass, CEO of ULA, said that buying in bulk — like shopping at Costco — made economic sense. "If you're going to do it [buy rockets] eight times a year, then you don't utilize your buying power" unless you do it all at once, he said. But although Gass said the agencies are almost certain to use all the rockets, neither ULA nor the Air Force has released a future launch schedule. The Air Force did not respond to repeated requests for comment. And even buying in bulk is expected to be expensive. Thanks to ULA's higher prices, the Air Force in its proposed 2012 budget boosts funding for military space rockets from $5.2 billion to $7.6 billion during the next four years, a roughly 50 percent increase that will go almost exclusively to ULA. The increases have caught the notice of Congress, which is looking for across-the-board cuts in spending, including the military. Even a flatlined military budget, given ULA's higher costs, could result in fewer launches. "I'm very concerned with the rising cost of launches," said U.S. Rep. C.A. "Dutch" Ruppersberger of Maryland, the top Democrat on the House Intelligence Committee, adding that he's also concerned about ULA's market dominance. "I am not convinced this is the best thing for the taxpayer, especially as we are trying to reduce our deficit," said Ruppersberger, who said the Air Force should press for competition. "A monopoly provider has no incentive to improve reliability or reduce cost." The price hike also has SpaceX arguing that it could do better for less, a move that rekindles an old rivalry. In 2005, even before SpaceX had launched its first rocket, the company sued to stop the formation of ULA, saying the partnership would stifle competition. Boeing and Lockheed argued that a merger would stabilize costs for the military while the two companies would continue to compete for private-sector business. The lawsuit was tossed out largely because the judge ruled that SpaceX couldn't claim harm because it wasn't a competitor yet. Six years later, SpaceX and its pugnacious founder Elon Musk are back, this time armed with NASA contracts and bragging rights to the title of being the first private company to launch a capsule into space and safely return it to Earth. But they've had little success. Adam Harris, vice president for government affairs at SpaceX, said he can't understand why the Air Force and NRO would commit to buying eight rockets per year when the prices are rising. "I put those two facts together and wonder why the government would do a block buy with the highest prices they have seen," he said. "If I were ULA, I would be arguing for that. That's great for them," he said.

Stalemate on deficit and budgets now – any new spending precipitous 

DiMascio 6-29 

(Jen, writer for Aviation Week, 6-29-11, “NASA Funding Mired In Budget Politics,” http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2011/06/29/02.xml&headline=NASA%20Funding%20Mired%20In%20Budget%20Politics)

With a lingering stalemate on the deficit and debt ceiling and leftover problems from the previous fiscal year, developing a budget to fund NASA for the coming fiscal year is messier than usual. “It’s a quagmire,” says Sen. Barbara Mikulski (D-Md.), chair of the Senate Appropriations Commerce Justice Science subcommittee. “It’s a fiscal quagmire.” The committee is still sorting through the fiscal 2011 budget, as NASA only just recently submitted its spending plan for fiscal 2011 to Congress. “Right at this moment, we are looking at the consequences of the [continuing resolution],” Mikulski says. On top of that, Congress and the White House have yet to reach a deal on how to address the deficit and the debt ceiling. Without that deal, the Senate Budget Committee has not provided a budget resolution. And without a budget resolution, the appropriations committees have no guidance concerning how much money individual agencies will receive in fiscal 2012. The military construction and veterans affairs subcommittee moved ahead with its spending bill June 28, but other subcommittees are still waiting. “Until we get what our allocation is going to be we can’t quite mark up our bill,” Mikulski says. In the meantime, the appropriations committees dealing with NASA are working with the agency to obtain additional information. The big question, however, remains what will happen with the heavy-lift space launch system (SLS), the details of which Sen. Jay Rockefeller (D-W.Va.), the chairman of the Senate Commerce, Transportation and Science Committee, has been pushing to receive (Aerospace DAILY, June 24).
Politics Links – NASA Unpop: Spending

Spending unpopular - short-sighted focus on budget cuts and GOP subsume spin

Wunker 7-1

(Stephen, 7-1-11, “The New war on science,” http://www.tnr.com/blog/jonathan-cohn/91185/create-jobs-economy-science-research)
Of course, a big reason Obama and his allies haven’t pushed for even more spending is that the political resistance is so strong. The House Republicans’ recent attempt to cut $60 billion from the remainder of this fiscal year would have generated $350 million of the savings through cuts to the NSF. The relatively small savings those cuts would generate now could forgo millions of future jobs and billions in long-term tax revenues. The proposal was stunningly short-sighted for a party that claims to be looking out for the future. To be sure, the public sector doesn’t always fund research in the most efficient way. The projects are often mind-bogglingly arcane and easy to poke fun at. Moreover, in a Congressional atmosphere obsessed with short-term politicking, the projects are pointedly long-term, like one titled “Nanoelectronics for 2020 and beyond.” A better policy would invest more in basic research through the NSF, on the theory that basic knowledge is the most likely to yield future innovation. At least some of the money could come from cancelling poorly-directed subsidies for new technologies. For example, the government spends over $5 billion annually in scattershot subsidies for installing renewable energy systems like rooftop solar cells, even in relatively dark northern climates. The government could also fund more generously the graduate students who will supply the next crop of researchers. No one in Washington seems to argue that the pace of technological change is slowing, or global economic threats are declining. Yet in an atmosphere when all the talk is about robbing the next generation through deficit spending, few are arguing for laying the groundwork for future growth. If we turn our back on federal support for science, what breakthroughs will we be postponing? At this rate, it may take decades for us to find out.
GOP focused on short-term spending cuts – they control spin

Wunker 7-1

(Stephen, 7-1-11, “New war on science,” http://www.tnr.com/blog/jonathan-cohn/91185/create-jobs-economy-science-research)

Congressional Republicans keep insisting that deep cuts to government spending will help boost growth, and create jobs, in the short term. But that claim doesn’t make a lot of sense. Most economists think that federal spending on public works and aid to the states kept the recession from being much worse. What about the future? You wouldn’t know it from the Republican leadership, or their many cheerleaders in the press, but government spending can help bolster the economy in the long term as well. In fact, the surest path to stronger growth in the future is to increase government spending of one particular kind: Financial support for basic scientific research.
***AT: DEFENSE SPENDING UNPOP**
Politics Links – Defense spending link shield

Blakey, Inouye, and Panetta shield the link – defense cuts will be gradual and limited

Alexander 7-1 

(David, correspondent for Reuters, 7-1-11, “Warnings sounded over precipitous defense cuts,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/01/us-usa-defense-budget-idUSTRE7605Z020110701)

Cuts in defense spending as part of President Barack Obama's bid to trim the $1.4 trillion U.S. budget deficit could hurt the economy or imperil security unless undertaken as part of a careful review of military needs, an industry representative and a key lawmaker said. Marion Blakey, head of the Aerospace Industries Association, warned House Speaker John Boehner in a letter released on Friday that precipitously cutting the defense budget could make the U.S. "fiscal and broader economic situation even worse." Any cuts to defense should be done in a "careful and thoughtful manner guided by our military leaders" and carried out only after the Pentagon completes its review of military force structure and capabilities, said Blakey, whose group represents hundreds of defense and aerospace companies. Lockheed Martin, the Pentagon's largest defense contractor and developer of the troubled F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, announced on Thursday that it planned to cut 1,500 aerospace jobs in response to flattening defense spending. Senator Daniel Inouye, head of the Appropriations Committee that approves military funding, voiced his own concerns about defense cuts in a statement released on Thursday. He said defense spending had grown 74 percent since 2001 in real terms but cautioned against a rush to trim the Pentagon base budget. "We need an honest debate on how much is needed to preserve our security, but let me say this -- we can only substantially cut these programs at our nation's peril," Inouye said. Newly installed Defense Secretary Leon Panetta, who took the oath of office on Friday, acknowledged in a statement to Pentagon employees that cuts would be coming but said he was determined to avoid eroding the quality of the force. "We must preserve the excellence and superiority of our military while looking for ways to identify savings. While tough budget choices will need to be made, I do not believe in the false choice between fiscal discipline and a strong national defense. We will all work together to achieve both," he said.

GOP planning to compromise on defense cuts – new spending spurs backlash

Montgomery and Kane, 6-26

(Lori and Paul, correspondents for the Washington Post, 6-26-11, “GOP compromise on debt: Cut military spending,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/gop-compromise-on-debt-cut-military-spending/2011/06/25/AGPrGBmH_story.html) 
WASHINGTON — As President Obama prepares to meet today with Senate leaders to try to restart talks about the swollen national debt, some Republicans see a potential path to compromise: significant cuts in military spending. Senior GOP lawmakers and leadership aides said it would be far easier to build support for a debt-reduction package that cuts the Pentagon budget — a key Democratic demand — than one that raises revenue by tinkering with the tax code. Last week, Republicans walked out of talks led by Vice President Joe Biden, insisting that the White House take tax increases off the table. In listening sessions with their rank and file, House Republican leaders said they have found a surprising willingness to consider defense cuts that would have been unthinkable five years ago, when they last controlled the House. While the sessions have sparked heated debate on many issues, Representative Peter Roskam, an Illinois Republican and deputy GOP whip, said there are few lawmakers left who view the Pentagon budget as sacrosanct. “When we say everything is on the table, that’s what we mean,’’ said House majority whip Kevin McCarthy, a California Republican, the No. 3 leader who has been hosting the listening sessions in his Capitol offices. With the Aug. 2 deadline approaching, defense spending has been a major stumbling block in talks between the two parties, though the tax issue is seen as the biggest hurdle. The GOP has not been entirely closed to tax changes, according to people in both parties. They mentioned a proposal to adjust the way business inventory is taxed, which could generate as much as $70 billion over the next decade, as one potential area of compromise. Another $60 billion could be generated by wiping out subsidies for ethanol blenders. 
***S/EX Links

Politics Links – S/EX Popular: Bipartisan
Space exploration has bipartisan support

Lockheed Martin, 10

(“Lockheed Martin Commends Bi-Partisan Support For NASA FY 2011 Budget”, 7/30/10, http://www.lockheedmartin.com/news/press_releases/2010/0730_ss_budget.html)

Lockheed Martin [NYSE: LMT] today applauded the recent actions taken by House and Senate NASA oversight committees as Congress moves forward on a bi-partisan spending plan for NASA. This important legislation provides an achievable path forward for a robust human space flight program that continues the Orion crew exploration vehicle to help achieve that goal and includes funding for advancements in technology that will ensure U.S. leadership in space. “We are very pleased to see strong bi-partisan support in Congress for the nation's human exploration program and recognition of the significant progress that has been made in developing Orion in just four years,” said John Karas, Lockheed Martin vice president and general manager, Human Space Flight. "We commend the cooperation between Congress and the Administration in achieving this important step to assure continued U.S. leadership in space.” The Orion team has completed ground testing for major subsystems and is expected to complete the critical design review next year that will finalize 90 percent of the design. A test of the Orion Launch Abort System was successfully conducted in May 2010 and the NASA and industry team completed a rigorous Phase 1 safety review in early July 2010, assuring that mission critical safety requirements have been met. The Orion crew spacecraft incorporates the latest advances in human spaceflight technologies and is inherently designed to provide the highest level of safety for the crew during long-duration missions. Continuation of the program will enable achievement of the President’s mandate for a mission to an asteroid or other scientifically important destinations, even before the end of this decade with the accelerated heavy lift launch vehicle. “These important actions by Congress with the Administration will promote STEM education, and maintain the highly skilled workforce and resources vital to the nation’s future as the space shuttle is retired and we transition to the next generation of space flight systems and missions to explore beyond low Earth orbit,” added Karas. 
Politics Links – S/EX Popular: Link Turn

Link turn: Space exploration is the only program that can regenerate political support
Thompson, 2011

(Loren, Chief Operating Officer of the Lexington Institute, Ph.D. in government from Georgetown University, “Human Spaceflight”, April, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf) 
In the current fiscal and cultural environment, there is only one goal for the human spaceflight program that has a chance of capturing the popular imagination: Mars. The Red Planet is by far the most Earth-like object in the known universe beyond the Earth itself, with water, seasons, atmosphere and other features that potentially make it habitable one day by humans. In addition, its geological characteristics make it a potential treasure trove of insights into the nature of the solar system -- insights directly relevant to what the future may hold for our own world. And Mars has one other keyattraction: it is reachable. Unlike the hundreds of planets now being discovered orbiting distant stars, astronauts could actually reach Mars within the lifetime of a person living today, perhaps as soon as 20 years from now. This report makes the case for reorienting NASA’s human spaceflight program to focus on an early manned mission to Mars. It begins by briefly reviewing the history of the human spaceflight program and explaining why current visions of the program’s future are unlikely to attract sustained political support. It then describes the appeal of Mars as an ultimate destination, and the range of tangible benefits that human missions there could produce. It concludes by describing the budgetary resources and scientific tools needed to carry out such missions. The basic thesis of the report is that human missions to Mars can be accomplished within NASA’s currently projected budgets; that proposed missions to other destinations such as near-Earth asteroids should be reconfigured as stepping-stones to the ultimate goal of the Red Planet; and that if Mars does not become the official goal of the human spaceflight program, then the program will effectively be dead by the end of the current decade.

Politics Links –  S/EX Unpopular: Spending

Congress won’t support funding space exploration

SpacePolitics, 10

(“Briefs: NASA a priority, and budget concerns”, 11/12/10, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2010/11/12/briefs-nasa-a-priority-and-budget-concerns/)

Could NASA be a renewed priority in the new Congress? That’s the suggestion of Joanne Padrón Carney, director of the AAAS’s Center for Science, Technology and Congress, SpacePolicyOnline.com reports. In an AAAS webinar, Padrón Carney said that the potential new House Science and Technology Committee leadership of Reps. Ralph Hall (R-TX) and Eddie Bernice Johnson (D-TX) “could mean NASA will become a ‘high priority’ for Congress”, but did not elaborate beyond making oversight of programs a priority. NASA did get a fair amount of attention in Congress in the last two years, including from the House Science and Technology but it seems more likely in the next two years that the center of attention will shift from authorizers to appropriators. With a three-year authorization bill enacted, the issue now is whether appropriators will fund the agency at those authorized levels, and if not, what programs will bear the brunt of cuts. And while some in the House might like to revisit the authorization bill (after somewhat reluctantly accepting the Senate version in September), the Senate might be less interested in changing the bill’s provisions. And speaking of NASA and funding, the Orlando Sentinel calls the cost overruns on the James Webb Space Telescope “unbelievable” in an editorial Friday. “If NASA can’t get control of costs on this project and others, it has little hope of persuading Congress to give the agency the extra dollars it needs to maintain U.S. leadership in space exploration,” it adds. That may be especially true in an increasingly conservative fiscal environment in Congress

GOP opposes NASA spending 

Santini 2-14 (Jean-Louis, 2-14-11, “Obama: five-year freeze on NASA budget,” http://www.physorg.com/news/2011-02-obama-five-year-nasa.html)
A final US budget for fiscal 2011 has not been approved because Democrats and Republicans failed to agree on spending levels in the runup to last November's mid-term election. At that time, Obama and fellow Democrats decided to maintain 2010 levels. But Republicans won control of the House of Representatives and they are vowing massive spending cuts for the remainder of fiscal 2011 and beyond. "We don't know what NASA will get in 2011," one administration official said. Another administration official close to the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, speaking anonymously, warned that deeper cuts could put the space programs at risk. "If the Republicans get their way all of this is in jeopardy," the official said.
Space funding is politically unpopular for Obama—especially before elections
Smith, 2010

(Marcia, Editor of SpacePolicyOnline, “What the Election Means for NASA”, 11/3/10, http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1204:what-the-election%20-means-for-nasa&catid=67:news&Itemid=27)
The Republican takeover of the House is not good news for NASA. It's not that Republicans don't like NASA. As far as I can tell, just about everyone in the United States loves NASA. But they love NASA more in good economic times than in bad, and these are really bad economic times. The message from yesterday's election is not just that America is angry at Washington, but that Bill Clinton is still correct -- it's the economy, stupid. If Barack Obama wants to get reelected two years from now, he will have to join the bandwagon to cut federal spending that resonated so loudly with the electorate yesterday. The $6 billion increase over 5 years he included for NASA in his FY2011 budget request was always just a proposal and it is difficult to believe that it can survive the current economic and political climate. As for Congress, the 2010 NASA authorization act did what most compromises do, split the difference. Not only will the government subsidize the commercial sector to build a transportation system to take people to low Earth orbit (LEO), but it will also build a government system to take people to LEO and beyond. That was unaffordable even with the President's $6 billion proposed increase; it surely is unaffordable now. 

Space funding is unpopular—benefits won’t be perceived

Cunningham, 2010

(Walter, former Apollo mission astronaut, author, “Taking a bite out of NASA”, Houston Chronicle, 2/6/10, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/6854790.html)

NASA has always been a political football. The agency's lifeblood is federal funding, and it has been losing blood for several decades. The only hope now for a lifesaving transfusion to stop the hemorrhaging is Congress. It is hard to be optimistic. President Obama has apparently decided the United States should not be in the human spaceflight business. He obviously thinks NASA's historic mission is a waste of time and money. Until just two months before his election, he was proposing to use the $18 billion NASA budget as a piggybank to fund his favored education programs. With this budget proposal, he is taking a step in that direction. NASA is not just a place to spend money, or to count jobs. It is the agency that has given us a better understanding of our present and hope for our future; an agency that gives us something to inspire us, especially young people. NASA's Constellation program was not “over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies,” as stated in the White House budget plan. The program's problems were due to perennial budget deficiencies. It would have been sustainable for an annual increase equal to the amount thrown away on the “cash for clunkers” program, or just a fraction of the tens of billions of dollars expended annually on congressional earmarks. It's debatable whether Constellation was the best solution to President George W. Bush's vision of “Moon, Mars and Beyond,” but it was far better than the vacuum in which we now find ourselves, and without a viable alternative in sight. Yes, jobs will be lost and the local economy will suffer. This will hurt and be readily measured. In the long run, intangible losses (those on which we cannot put a price tag) will be far more devastating. The cancellation of Constellation will guarantee several things. Most important, strategically, is the gap, the period during which we will be dependent on Russia to carry Americans to our own space station. With the cancellation of Constellation, that gap will grow longer, not shorter. American astronauts will not travel into space on American-developed and -built spacecraft until at least 2016 or 2017. We are not trying to fix any deficiencies in Constellation; our fate will be in the hands of commercial companies with COTS (Commercial Orbital Transportation Services) program awards. They will attempt to regain our lost greatness with new capsules and new rockets or military rockets, after man-rating them. Supposedly, they will do this faster and cheaper than NASA. Cheaper, maybe; faster is not going to happen. These will be companies that have never made a manned rocket and have little idea of the problems they face trying to man-rate a brand new launch vehicle and space capsule. Even under the best of circumstances, humans will not be flying to the space station on COTS-developed vehicles before 2017. After 50 years and several hundred billion dollars, the accomplishments of NASA and the U.S. space program in science, technology and exploration are unchallenged. They are admired, respected and envied by people and countries around the world. Our space program has provided inspiration to the human spirit for young and old alike. It said proudly to the world that Americans could accomplish whatever they set their minds to. Look at the efforts of China and India in the past 30 years to emulate this success. Young people have always been inspired with talk of sending explorers to the planets. Do you think they will have the same reaction when we speak of the new plan for “transformative technology development”? NASA may have been backing away from the real challenge of human spaceflight for years, but in canceling Constellation and NASA manned vehicles we are, in effect, abdicating our role as the leading spacefaring nation of the world. America will lose its pre-eminence in space. The real economic impact will not be immediate. The public at large is not fully aware of NASA's role as a principal driver in our economy for the past 50 years. They forget that much of the technology we now take for granted either originated in the space program or was utilized and improved by the space program. That is NASA's real legacy. The investments we made in NASA in the 1960s are still paying off in technology applications and new businesses.

Congressional opposition to space exploration—too many obstacles

Planetary Society, 2010

(PS, “Next Steps for the 2011 NASA Budget Proposal”, 6/15/10, http://www.planetary.org/programs/projects/space_advocacy/20100615.html)

Congress is now considering the controversial new plan for human space exploration, which the Obama Administration first proposed last February. There are three paths in the Congress: (i) budget -- how much money should be allocated to NASA; (ii) authorization -- what programs for NASA should be approved and (iii) appropriations -- what money should NASA really spend. Sometimes there are conflicts among all of these, and when that occurs, it is usually money that talks (i.e. appropriations). Thus far, the new program has been vociferously opposed by representatives in the states most affected by the cancellation of Constellation -- Alabama, Texas, and Utah. Some are fighting to save Constellation, and a few are seeking additional shuttle flights. Both of these outcomes are highly unlikely since they would take a lot more money than is likely to be approved, or even sought, for NASA. There is also fear that the increase in NASA funding proposed by the administration will not be approved, since much attention is now going to budget cuts. The controversy has also emboldened some in Congress who oppose the space program to speak out against the investment in space exploration altogether, although this is a minority view with little traction.

Politics Links – S/EX Unpopular: Chinese Cooperation
Congress is opposed to US-China cooperation in space
Brown, 2010
(Peter J., Satellite Journalist for Asia Times, “Asia Takes Stock of New US Space Policy”, 7/16/10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG16Df02.html)
A new National Space Policy issued by United States President Barack Obama's administration in late June emphasized the important role of international cooperation in space and demonstrated the apparent willingness of the US to begin work on a space weapons treaty. [1] As the three major space powers in Asia - China, India and Japan - assess the new policy, they must pay close attention not only to the details, but also to the harsh political winds that are buffeting Obama these days. Some see China as the big winner in this instance, while others see India and Japan coming out on top. "[The new US space policy] which lays out broad themes and goals, does not lend itself to such determination for a specific country," said Subrata Ghoshroy, a research associate at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology's Program in Science, Technology, and Society. However, he added, "countries like India and Japan are expected to benefit more". From the start, however, Obama's overhaul of both the US space sector as a whole and the US National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) in particular has encountered stiff opposition in the US Congress. That opposition is likely to intensify as November's mid-term elections approach. In the US Senate, attempts are being made to toss aside Obama's domestic space sector agenda. [2] Political infighting aside, it is not just US conservatives who do not want the US to embrace China in space. "Many members of the Obama administration and a large majority of the members of Congress are opposed to cooperation with China in space. They want to deny China status as a member in good standing of the international community of space-faring nations," said Gregory Kulacki, senior analyst and China Project Manager for the Global Security Program at the Massachusetts-based Union of Concerned Scientists. "Many believe they have not earned that right. At the same time, however, they have not specified what China must do to earn it. Some tie cooperation in space to human rights. Others connect cooperation in space it to other troublesome issues in the bilateral relationship."
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