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***No Gov’t – Private Actor CP***

Private Actors 1NC
Text – The United States federal government should require nondefense and nonemergency launches and exploration equipment to be purchased from the private sector.
Private sector can supply the tech
Edward Hudgins, director of regulatory studies – CATO, 1999
Cato Institute, “35. National Aeronautics and Space Administration,” CATO Handbook for Congress, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb107/hb107-35.pdf [Marcus]

Bar NASA from Building and Operating Launch Vehicles and Require All Other Nondefense Launches and All Nonemergency Defense Launches to Be Purchased from the Private Sector Even as a market for private-sector launch services grows, NASA is still addicted to developing expensive hardware, like the problem-plagued X-series vehicles, while spending very small amounts on actual science. In addition to being barred from carrying shuttle cargoes that can be privately launched, NASA and all other government agencies should be required to contract out all launches. The Pentagon ought not to be exempt from the push to privatize. The Defense Department clearly should continue to own and control intercontinental ballistic missiles that might need to be launched at a moment’s notice. But many defense functions, such as remote sensing with satellites that require launch services, are planned years in advance. There is no reason why launches for such systems could not be secured from the private sector. The U.S. government should not be in competition with the private sector in those services any more than it should be competing in trucking or air travel. 

The private sector solves better than NASA – our evidence is comparative.

Scott Conover, B.S. in business administration at Oregon State University, 6/8
Daily Barometer, “Private industry will lead space exploration”, 6/8/11, http://www.dailybarometer.com/forum/private-industry-will-lead-space-exploration-1.2380067 [Marcus]

Oftentimes when people think of space and space exploration in the modern world, NASA is considered for the role. As a large, multibillion dollar government entity, NASA has been involved in space observation, training and exploration for over five decades now. Yet it will not be NASA that will be on the forefront of exploration, the vanguard of settlement or the peak of human development in the cosmos. It will be private industry, seeking to soar far and wide, deep in the asteroids and high above the Earth, who will find profit in the void of space and fulfillment in the dark skies beyond our planet. The problem with NASA is that it exists and functions in the public sector. Government organizations are wonderful for dangerous and unprofitable activities - cleaning radiation spills, sending people hurtling around the moon, funding shuttles with no profit potential, checking for environmental hazards, taking a census or any other number of relatively unprofitable yet useful activities. Thus, NASA was a great organization in the decades before the new millennium, reigning from the early 60s to the late 90s as a dedicated agency that sought to promote space and its treasures. However, NASA has largely become an inefficient and ineffective organization, paralyzed by political infighting and by a slow, long-term outlook on space exploration. An example of this slug-like perspective on time can be seen in their viewpoints on space settlement. On Monday, December 4, 2006, at the Johnson Space Center, during a conference entitled Global Exploration Strategy And Lunar Architecture, NASA deputy administrator Shana Dale announced that NASA planned to be ". going to the Moon by 2020", which is referred to as having a moon-base. This is a long ways off. From a managerial planning perspective, that would be alike Microsoft announcing that there will be a new version of Windows after they just released Vista. They will not know how it is going to work, or really how to do it, but that sometime between now and when the heat death occurs, there will be a new version of Windows. The NASA announcement is not any better. By 2020, we will have a moon-base. Yet this date is subject to change, planning errors, or even complete revision or withdrawal on the basis of a whim. This viewpoint is extremely pervasive in NASA. For example, with regard to exploring Mars, the Economic Times reported that "NASA aims to put man on Mars by 2037," a considerable distance away. Give enough time for an objective, and it is likely to either succeed or become irrelevant by the time that everyone gets there. The formerly young people will largely have forgotten about this minor fact in their journey to middle age and the older, more educated people will largely have forgotten about it or died off. It seems as if NASA is afraid to make any serious errors, and instead provides long-range figures that are very difficult to measure, and which are so far ahead, chances are, few of us will care by the time we get there, since ordinary people do not wait until the end of time (or until the end of their lives) to get a mundane task accomplished. For NASA, space exploration should be second-hand, as they deal with the possibilities every day. For NASA, exploration should be easy. But, due to their organizational structure, their dependence on the government for funding, their adversity to risk and their utter lack of temerity when it comes to opportunities in their own fields of expertise, NASA will not be at the forefront of space settlement and exploration. It will be private companies, as a part of the private sector and private industry, who will lead the way. Perhaps after there are private entities in space, doing as they wish, making profits as they see fit, there may come government entities seeking to match the efforts of these private organizations. However, until that day, the potential aims and goals of private industry will drive space exploration and settlement. From space tourism, to mining near-earth asteroids, to helium-3 extraction from the moon, private industry holds the secret power - willpower - to explore the cosmos and bend them to our will. One small step for a corporation - one great profit for humankind.

Solvency – Private Over Public

CP solves – privatization is faster, cheaper and efficient 

Turnlinson, Founder of the Space Frontier Foundation, ‘5

[Space.com News, “Private Industry Can Help NASA Open the Space Frontier”, 3-11-05, http://www.space.com/171-private-industry-nasa-open-space-frontier.html // Lack]

Thus we have both a mandate for our government to explore and open space to permanent habitation, and the birth of a private sector space industry, which can power, sustain and capitalize that expansion of our civilization beyond the Earth. But of course, this means they will have to work together, which is a bigger challenge than the physical act of opening space itself. But I believe it can be done with benefits to all. However, there is one point that needs to be made early in this discussion that clearly is not understood by the traditional space establishment. I believe the new space frontier movement can survive and even begin the opening of space completely on its own, even if NASA vanished tomorrow. I am not expressing a desire, just a reality that should be part of all future discussions of national space policy. Momentum is building, and the funneling of several independent fortunes into the cause is creating networks of mutual support and interest. For example, we will soon witness the launch of Bigelow Aerospace hotel test articles on a SpaceX rocket. Projecting this trend further, we arrive at another critical milestone on the way to an open frontier, when the first private space facility is serviced and supported entirely by a private transport firm or firms. This is a real take-off point, for when this happens if we should lose the government space program entirely the frontier will still be at hand. I am not stretching reality. At some point in the next 10 years the private sector will attain the ability to transport relatively large numbers of people and payloads to and from low Earth orbit on its own, to house them while they are in orbit and to develop the infrastructure needed for industrial development. This part of the frontier formula is simple: Transportation + Destination = Habitation + Exploitation + Industrialization. As SpaceX and Bigelow begin to develop their infrastructure, Richard Branson, who created Virgin Galactic, will have been flying suborbital commercial space flights for years, as will have Jeff Bezos, the Amazon.com founder who just announced a new commercial spaceport in West Texas. Branson and Burt Rutan, the man behind SpaceShipOne, already have said they want to go to orbit and even beyond, as do Bigelow and Bezos, including trips to and around the Moon. Again, this is serious stuff. I am not wildly chanting L-5 in '95 as the early followers of the late Gerard O'Neill of the Space Studies Institute in their naivete used to do. I am not betting on some pie-in-the-sky magic product like Iridium and the mythical little Leo constellations to fund start up rocket companies. I am certainly not betting on some magic government X vehicle like the X-33 space goose. These new O'Neillians have their own money, their own business models and the ability to finance what they are doing all by themselves. The new imperative that must be faced by our government space leaders is not just to carry out a formal national mandate, and do so on a tight budget, but to maintain their relevance in a field that may well be moving faster than they are. How does NASA justify its intention to spend tens of billions of dollars in taxpayer funds to build what will probably be a far less efficient space transportation system than what the commercial space industry is developing for its own purposes. Look at the contrasts. Bigelow is assuming that his $50 million dollar America's Prize will result in a safe and reusable passenger capsule for roundtrips between Earth and low Earth orbit. NASA is expecting to spend over $10 billion dollars to develop the same sort of capability. Yes, Bigelow expects the winner to spend far more than the actual prize amount based on hopes of follow-on markets; and yes, the winning capsule will have fewer bells and whistles that anything NASA builds, but the magnitude of difference in the development costs is ridiculous. NASA, the White House and Congress are being driven more by the power of traditional aerospace lobbying and the need to maintain political constituencies than practical and common sense understanding of the changes at hand. NASA must be made to grasp this now and stop all of its current plans for the Moon/Mars initiative, or it will fail. Although the current Crew Exploration Vehicle plans incorporate a very small wedge of new space players, the new White House space transportation policy and the bulk of U.S. government funding is still targeted at the old space industry. How do self- and investor-funded innovators compete against government subsidized systems? How does this help America compete in global markets in the long run? The government is ignoring the need to grow a wide-ranging and robust space transportation and low Earth orbit industrial base to support all of our activities from here to the Moon in favor of drawing up monster space vehicles such as a new heavy-lift launcher. They want to be able to toss giant elements of government-designed space facilities and craft into orbit all at once, a la Saturn 5. This may have been necessary when we were in a race to the Moon, but a much wiser, long-term solution now would be to use smaller vehicles over time to get the people and infrastructure to where they are needed. If the goal is to have a thriving Earth-Moon-Mars economy as an end point, it makes sense to begin creating the low Earth orbit anchorage and industrial port element as early as possible. Pay for delivery contracts and prizes tied to tax incentives for investment in space transportation would greatly accelerate the growth of New Space transportation systems. On orbit assembly would teach us how to really operate in space, while developing expertise and potentially profitable orbital businesses. The United States must develop a package of tax and investment incentives to open the spigots of Wall Street and other capital sources. The normal methods of cost-plus contracting -- awarding contracts to develop capabilities rather than paying for provision of services -- must be done away with. But it will not be sufficient for the government to simply pay for the delivery of goods, people and services if we want to kick start the space economy. The nation must go further. We must create a package of incentives that together make it irresistible for private investors to want to get involved on the frontier. One example is what I call a Catalytic Contingency Contract. Let's say NASA needs a laboratory for long-term research. The government, rather than building or contracting a module as was done on the international space station program, would instead offer to lease a certain number of square feet for an extended period from the first private developer who demonstrates the capability to provide it. This lease would be part of an overall package designed to make it so sweet a deal that the firm and its investors would be able to see past any potential risks. Such a contract would include: The right of the developer to rent out any volume beyond the government's to anyone it pleases at whatever rate it chooses; the right to own all intellectual property it may develop while building the facility; the right to sell any advertising based on its contract and involvement in the project; and freedom from any taxes it might be assessed on profits realized from any activities generated by the project. The privately funded new space firms will push into space if the money continues to flow and it doesn't turn out to be a billionaire's fad. NASA eventually might be able to spend billions and get something or someone to the Moon in a couple of decades -- if politicians and presidents continue their support. For now NASA has billions of dollars and a mandate to push outward into space, but it needs a partner that thinks outside the box. The new space firms live outside of the box and if given the right support they could accelerate the push into space and make it permanent. Last year both the government and the people said they want to open space. Working separately the public and private sectors might be able to stagger and stumble into the future, or they might trip and fall back into the past. Together, using the strengths of each, we can create an amazing future and take the first strong steps now. I don't know about you, but I don't want to wait any longer.

Only the private market solves – past NASA failures prove.
Joseph Pelton, Research Professor with the Institute for Applied Space Research -- George Washington University, chairs a NASA and the National Science Foundation Panel of Experts that is conducting a global review of satellite telecommunication, 2010 
Space Policy, “A new space vision for NASA - And for space entrepreneurs too?,” 5/10, Space Policy 26 (2010) p. 78-80 [Marcus]

NASA – now past 50 – is well into middle age and seemingly experiencing a mid-life crisis. Any honest assessment of its performance over the past two decades leads to the inexorable conclusion that it is time for some serious review—and even more serious reform. National U.S. Space Study Commissions have been recommending major reform for some years and finally someone has listened. President Obama has had the political and programmatic courage to make some serious shifts in how NASA does its business. It is no longer sufficient to move some boxes around and declare this is the new and improved NASA. One of the key messages from the 2004 Aldridge Commission report, which was quickly buried by NASA, was words to this effect: “Let enterprising space entrepreneurs do what they can do better than NASA and leave a more focused NASA do what it does best—namely space science and truly long range innovation” [1]. If one goes back almost 25 years to the Rogers Commission [2] and the Paine Commission [3] one can find deep dissatisfaction with NASA productivity, with its handling of its various space transportation systems, and with its ability to adapt to current circumstances as well as its ability to embark on truly visionary space goals for the future. Anyone who rereads the Paine Commission report today almost aches for the vision set forth as a roadmap to the future in this amazing document. True there have been outstanding scientific success stories, such as the Hubble Telescope, but these have been the exception and not the rule. The first step, of course, would be to retool and restructure NASA from top to bottom and not just tweak it a little around the edges. The first step would be to explore what space activities can truly be commercialized and see where NASA could be most effective by stimulating innovation in the private sector rather than undertaking the full mission itself. 

Privatization solves- NASA empirically fails
 Garmong, 2004 [Robert, Ph.D. in philosophy, writer for the Ayn Rand Institute from 2003 to 2004, 6-27, “Privatize Space Exploration: The Free-Market Solution For America's Space Program,” http://www.capitalismmagazine.com/science/space/3763-privatize-space-exploration-the-free-market-solution-for-america-039-s-space-program.html](jimmy) 

Just a week earlier, a Bush Administration panel on space exploration recommended that NASA increase the role of private contractors in the push to permanently settle the moon and eventually explore Mars. But it appears that neither the Administration nor anyone else has yet considered the true free-market solution for America's moribund space program: complete privatization. There is a contradiction at the heart of the space program: space exploration, as the grandest of man's technological advancements, requires the kind of bold innovation possible only to minds left free to pursue the best of their thinking and judgment. Yet, by placing the space program under governmental funding, we necessarily place it at the mercy of governmental whim. The results are written all over the past twenty years of NASA's history: the space program is a political animal, marked by shifting, inconsistent, and ill-defined goals. The space shuttle was built and maintained to please clashing constituencies, not to do a clearly defined job for which there was an economic and technical need. The shuttle was to launch satellites for the Department of Defense and private contractors--which could be done more cheaply by lightweight, disposable rockets. It was to carry scientific experiments--which could be done more efficiently by unmanned vehicles. But one "need" came before all technical issues: NASA's political need for showy manned vehicles. The result, as great a technical achievement as it is, was an over-sized, over-complicated, over-budget, overly dangerous vehicle that does everything poorly and nothing well. Indeed, the space shuttle program was supposed to be phased out years ago, but the search for its replacement has been halted, largely because space contractors enjoy collecting on the overpriced shuttle without the expense and bother of researching cheaper alternatives. A private industry could have fired them--but not so in a government project, with home-district congressmen to lobby on their behalf. There is reason to believe that the political nature of the space program may have even been directly responsible for the Columbia disaster. Fox News reported that NASA chose to stick with non-Freon-based foam insulation on the booster rockets, despite evidence that this type of foam causes up to eleven times as much damage to thermal tiles as the older, Freon-based foam. Although NASA was exempted from the restrictions on Freon use, which environmentalists believe causes ozone depletion, and despite the fact that the amount of Freon released by NASA's rockets would have been trivial, the space agency elected to stick with the politically correct foam. It is impossible to integrate the contradictory. To whatever extent an engineer is forced to base his decisions, not on the realities of science but on the arbitrary, unpredictable, and often impossible demands of a politicized system, he is stymied. Yet this politicizing is an unavoidable consequence of governmental control over scientific research and development. Nor would it be difficult to spur the private exploration of space--it's been happening, quietly, for years. The free market works to produce whatever there is demand for, just as it now does with traditional aircraft. Commercial satellite launches are now routine, and could easily be fully privatized. The so-called X Prize, for which SpaceShipOne is competing, offers incentive for private groups to break out of the Earth's atmosphere. But all this private exploration is hobbled by the crucial absence of a system of property rights in space. Imagine the incentive to a profit-minded business if, for instance, it were granted the right to any stellar body it reached and exploited. We often hear that the most ambitious projects can only be undertaken by government, but in fact the opposite is true. The more ambitious a project is, the more it demands to be broken into achievable, profit-making steps--and freed from the unavoidable politicizing of government-controlled science. If space development is to be transformed from an expensive national bauble whose central purpose is to assert national pride to a practical industry, it will only be by unleashing the creative force of free and rational minds. We have now made the first steps toward the stars. Before us are enormous technical difficulties, the solution of which will require even more heroic determination than that which tamed the seas and the continents. To solve them, America must unleash its best engineering minds, as only the free market can do. 
Private actors more efficient – no bureaucracy 

Day, writer for the Space Review, ‘10

[The Space Review, “Picking up the torch vs. dropping the ball”, 6-28-10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1655/1 (Lack)]

It is a core belief of American capitalism, particularly since the Reagan era, that private industry is more efficient than government at producing everything from hammers to airplanes. There is in fact evidence to support this conclusion and a number of studies that have evaluated it. Usually those studies also seek to explore the causes of this disparity, sometimes concluding that lower government efficiency is a result of the compromises inherent in democratic government (for example, the necessity of seeking broad support for an expenditure), and sometimes concluding that the government trades lower efficiency for some other desired factor (such as classifying procurement in the interests of national security).

CP solves the case – private actors can achieve all space projects – six factors prove

Chaddha, Masters of Philosophy @ University of Manchester (UK), ‘9

[SSRN Working Papers, “U.S. Commercial Space Sector: Matured and Successful”, p. 13-14 // Lack]

To conclude, the US commercial space sector is well—developed, successful and economically sustainable. The country continues to reap the benefits brought by that highly competitive industry. This includes safe, reliable and cheaper space technology; new markets within the sector being created; and enhancing the US international leadership in space activities and its capabilities in human space flights. The US economy have experienced upwards growth and the private sector has created new as well supported existing job opportunities. The accelerated development of the US space commerce from its conception in 1962 to the present day can be attributed to six galvanising factors. The International Geophysical Year was a landmark victory for scientists within the international community where the possibility of entering outer space was realised. During the ‘Space Age’, the exploration and exploitation of space was limited to the State owing to, inter alia, the scale of financial resources and technical as well as technological means involved. Such factors did not prevent private enterprises from using space for commercial endeavours, however. NASA opened the private sector to new commercial actors by facilitating the launch of space vehicles, and so eliminating technical barriers which might have had otherwise denied access to space. Participation in financial incentive programmes and the statutory power vested in the Agency to enter into Space Act Agreements reduced the financial disparity between smaller businesses with industrial leaders. Smaller businesses have an equitable and proportionate opportunity in being granted the financial incentives from the programmes and the Space Act Agreements. This has stimulated a vigorous, competitive commercial space sector and spurned technological innovation. Private competitions and wealthy ‘space tourists’ set the era of the ‘New Space Age’ and marked the transition of the primary actors of space from the State to commercial entities. Such competitions recognized the demand to provide the public with space services at affordable costs. This acted as a platform for new actors to enter the space industry, encouraged competition and technological development, and so contributed to the maturity of the infant US private space sector. Like presidential leadership, political and legislative support have nurtured established markets, say, space telecommunications, and acted as a catalyst to create new ones, such as commercial space transportation. The creation of the FAA with definitive authority to regulatory all commercial human space flights has accommodated to the recent emergence of that market and its subsequent growth. Legislative support, particularly the enactment of the CSLAA, and vested statutory powers to this body have generated legal and regulatory certainty for the commercial transportation market, which has encouraged investments made by the US government and other space users.

Privatization leads to advances in science and tech – cheaper spaceflight and space tourism 

Caity Lincoln, Staff Writer at the University of Tulsa’s the Collegian, 2/15/11 [The Collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for space race”, February 15, 2011, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965 /Ghosh]


It should not be forgotten that while the prospect of cheaper spaceflight in the name of scientific discovery is promising, these innovations also make leaps towards the possibility of space tourism. While the thought of being catapulted into outer space may be enough to induce sheer terror in some, there are others who are willing to pay a hefty sum for this experience. Whatever the intentions of the contest sponsors, advancement in budget spaceflight and scientific discovery cannot be a bad thing. Since all of the capital invested in these projects is coming from the private sector, those who do not support the race are not affected or involved. Although investors stand to benefit personally from placing first in the space race, the human race stands to benefit far more from the advances in science and technology than a governmental push for more lunar landings could bring.

Private space race ensures greater progress than government-run programs 

Caity Lincoln, Staff Writer at the University of Tulsa’s the Collegian, 2/15/11 [The Collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for space race”, February 15, 2011, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965 /Ghosh]

The final frontier does not seem so final these days. Government agencies have long since pushed the limits of space exploration, but the Google Lunar X Prize is now sponsoring a private space race, offering a $32 million prize to the team who can make it to the moon first. This is American capitalism at its best a little friendly competition between private and public enterprise which pushes the bounds of discovery. This new private space race certainly has investors scrambling to take advantage. The incentives may ensure a faster return to the lunar surface than if progress were solely entrusted to government agencies with their budgets and red tape.

Privatization fuels innovation and cutting-edge technology for better exploration

Caity Lincoln, Staff Writer at the University of Tulsa’s the Collegian, 2/15/11 [The Collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for space race”, February 15, 2011, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965 /Ghosh]

Google is not the first to sponsor a space challenge. The X Prizes have been promoting private scientific development since 1996. The private sector is targeted in these competitions (no government funding is allowed) in order to fuel innovations. The Lunar X Prizes purpose is to encourage experimentation with cutting edge techniques and new technologies that will expand the boundaries of affordable space flight giving man the opportunity to explore even deeper into the darkness of space. 

Solvency – Private Over Public – Employees

Only the private market solves high tech projects – more workers.

Robert Garmong, Ayn Rand Institute staff writer, 04

Rand Institute, “Privatize Space Exploration”, 6/23/04, http://www.aynrand.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=8618&news_iv_ctrl=2457 [Marcus]

Nor would it be difficult to spur the private exploration of space--it's been happening, quietly, for years. The free market works to produce whatever there is demand for, just as it now does with traditional aircraft. Commercial satellite launches are now routine, and could easily be fully privatized. The so-called X Prize, for which SpaceShipOne is competing, offers incentive for private groups to break out of the Earth's atmosphere. But all this private exploration is hobbled by the crucial absence of a system of property rights in space. Imagine the incentive to a profit-minded business if, for instance, it were granted the right to any stellar body it reached and exploited. We often hear that the most ambitious projects can only be undertaken by government, but in fact the opposite is true. The more ambitious a project is, the more it demands to be broken into achievable, profit-making steps--and freed from the unavoidable politicizing of government-controlled science. If space development is to be transformed from an expensive national bauble whose central purpose is to assert national pride to a practical industry, it will only be by unleashing the creative force of free and rational minds.  We have now made the first steps toward the stars. Before us are enormous technical difficulties, the solution of which will require even more heroic determination than that which tamed the seas and the continents. To solve them, America must unleash its best engineering minds, as only the free market can do. 

Solvency – Private Can Do It

Private actor solves –successful launch demonstration 

Young, Author of ‘The Saturn V F-1 Engine’, ‘10

[The Space Review, “Commercial space and the media”, 12-13-10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1740/1 (Lack)]

The successful launch of SpaceX’s Dragon spacecraft on a Falcon 9 from Cape Canaveral, and it successful reentry and splashdown in the Pacific, on December 8, 2010, is indeed a watershed event in the field of commercial space launch services. The superb performance of the launch vehicle and capsule speaks volumes about the skills of the people working at SpaceX and the very bright promise not only of SpaceX but other commercial space providers. However, you would not know that if you had watched the network news channels. The death of Elizabeth Edwards seemed to be the biggest news story, dominating the broadcasts. I watched the news the evening of December 8 and saw nothing about this fabulous milestone. I did not learn about it until I visited the space news website I check out every evening. This comes as no surprise to me as coverage of even shuttle launches hardly merit a 30-second blurb on CNN anymore. It has been that way for years now. It has become blasé to even report that a crew of astronauts has been launched into Earth orbit to rendezvous with the International Space Station. There are no doubt many readers of The Space Review who were not even born when Project Apollo initially gripped the world’s attention—at least in the early years of the missions to the Moon. The apex of media interest was the first Moon landing, Apollo 11. But as early as Apollo 13, the media seemed to feel the third manned launch to the Moon was a non-event. This fact is depicted in a brief scene years later in the movie Apollo 13. That all changed when a cryogenic oxygen tank exploded in the service module, putting that crew at grave risk. Suddenly Apollo 13 was the biggest news item in the world and remained that way until their capsule safely splashed down in the Pacific. When the shuttle flights cease in 2011, it will be years before astronauts will once again be launched from the United States. American astronauts will fly to Russia and be launched aboard Soyuz rockets—and it is doubtful American media will go there to cover those launches; they don’t do that now. To explain the media’s almost total lack of interest in the Falcon/Dragon mission, I would like to draw a parallel. When Charles Lindbergh flew from Roosevelt Field on Long Island, New York, to Paris in May 1923 to win the Orteig Prize, his perilous but successful flight, much like Apollo 11, was the news sensation of its day. In the decades that followed, trans-Atlantic flights became routine and were not newsworthy. Commercial flight with passengers—which Lindbergh tirelessly promoted—between the United States and Europe became a dream realized, and the advent of jet flight dramatically shortened flight time. Most significantly, the element of danger was removed. Of course, no astronauts were aboard the Falcon/Dragon flight. For the media, it was just another rocket launched like many hundreds of others launched before it. The significance of it was that this was a commercial flight as part of NASA’s Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) program and it was stunning success apparently without a single anomaly. SpaceX CEO Elon Musk was so astounded by the entire mission’s success that in the press conference remarks he admitted he wished he could be more articulate, “but it’s hard to be articulate when your mind is blown.” Those of us who write about space launch activities, either history or the present age, appreciate the real significance of this flight even if the media does not. It is true this was not a completely privately-funded launch vehicle and mission. In part, it was underwritten and managed by NASA’s COTS program. Nevertheless, this paves the way for commercial human missions. If one looks at an array of former government-run programs that transitioned to the private sector, one has to believe commercial space exploration and providing of services to the government instead of by the government is in the not too distant future. For many individuals like myself who have expressed dismay over the winding down of the shuttle program and the battle over how best to proceed with human spaceflight efforts by NASA, the significance of the SpaceX launch on December 8th will be remembered as the dawn of a new space age and that the future is indeed bright for the United States. And, I have no doubt that when a crew of astronauts strap themselves into the their couches aboard a future Dragon capsule in what will hopefully be only a few years, that day will witness a sea of reporters at the Cape to record that historic launch.

Many US companies can fund space programs.

Robin Snelson, space activist and author of “Personal Spaceflight Revolution”, 05

Space Review, “X Prize losers: still in the race, not doing anything, or too seXy for the X Cup?” 9/26/05, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/463/1 [Marcus]

From the US, there’s Armadillo Aerospace of Texas, the first to announce it would participate in the follow-on event, when John Carmack mentioned that Armadillo would be paid to fly its vertical lander demonstrator. Carmack imagines a time in the not-so-distant future when you can load a personal spaceship in the back of a pickup truck and drive out to the range for blast-off. After a perfect landing, load it in the pickup and head home. It might sound like a Texas joke, but he’s serious. Armadillo is a rocket hobby group gone wild, conquering space in their spare time and actually making progress because they can afford supplies, thanks to Carmack’s success in the game business. He’s not a billionaire, and mere multi-millionaires can’t afford to buy whole space transportation systems, so he’s taking a do-it-yourself approach. Rocketplane of Oklahoma is the only other holdover from the US. If they keep to schedule, they’ll fly their first test flights in late 2006. That would make them the second… no wait, I was going to say the second privately financed passenger ship to space, but Rocketplane is partly financed by the taxpayers of Oklahoma. Whatever. That X Prize rule was too hard to follow anyway. Wally Funk, one of the original Mercury 13 women tossed out of the astronaut program and the first woman accident investigator for the FAA, may co-pilot an early test flight of Rocketplane’s XP, a classic Lear jet pimped out with new delta wing and rocket engine. Astronaut John Herrington, NASA’s first Native American in space, recently jumped ship to become Rocketplane’s chief test pilot. Also from the US but new to the X Prize is XCOR Aerospace, the Mojave outfit descended from the aftermath of Rotary Rocket Company. (Rotary was second to sign up for the X Prize, right after Burt Rutan, and first to drop out—too sexy for the X Prize even way back then.) XCOR never entered the contest because of the rule prohibiting government-funded technology, since their strategy is to pursue any and all R&D contracts that advance their own goals. Now the contest is over and there are no such rules, XCOR is dusting off its EZ-Rocket, a rocket-powered Rutan kit plane that was used as a flying test bed for propulsion development. XCOR will be part of the show, but it’s not one of the eight or 10 in question. 

Private investors have the means for space exploration
(PETER DIAMANDIS; 2/13/10; Space: The Final Frontier of Profit? ; Peter Diamandis is chief executive of the X Prize Foundation, a nonprofit that conducts incentivized competitions; http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059350409331536.html?mod=googlenews_wsj) 

Government agencies have dominated space exploration for three decades. But in a new plan unveiled in President Barack Obama's 2011 budget earlier this month, a new player has taken center stage: American capitalism and entrepreneurship. The plan lays the foundation for the future Google, Cisco and Apple of space to be born, drive job creation and open the cosmos for the rest of us. The Other Argument The Case Against Private Space Two fundamental realities now exist that will drive space exploration forward. First, private capital is seeing space as a good investment, willing to fund individuals who are passionate about exploring space, for adventure as well as profit. What was once affordable only by nations can now be lucrative, public-private partnerships. Second, companies and investors are realizing that everything we hold of value—metals, minerals, energy and real estate—are in near-infinite quantities in space. As space transportation and operations become more affordable, what was once seen as a wasteland will become the next gold rush. Alaska serves as an excellent analogy. Once thought of as "Seward's Folly" (Secretary of State William Seward was criticized for overpaying the sum of $7.2 million to the Russians for the territory in 1867), Alaska has since become a billion-dollar economy. The same will hold true for space. For example, there are millions of asteroids of different sizes and composition flying throughout space. One category, known as S-type, is composed of iron, magnesium silicates and a variety of other metals, including cobalt and platinum. An average half-kilometer S-type asteroid is worth more than $20 trillion. Technology is reaching a critical point. Moore's Law has given us exponential growth in computing technology, which has led to exponential growth in nearly every other technological industry. Breakthroughs in rocket propulsion will allow us to go farther, faster and more safely into space. Perhaps the most important factor is the empowerment of youth over the graybeards now running the show. The average age of the engineers who built Apollo was 28; the average age in the aerospace workforce is now over 50. Young doers have less to risk when proposing bold solutions. This is not to say that the government will have no role in the next 50 years in space. Governments will retain the critical work of pure science, and of answering some of the biggest unknowns: Is there life on Mars, or around other stars? Governments will play the important role of big customer as they get out of the operations business. Private industry routinely takes technologies pioneered by the government—like air mail, computers and the Internet—and turns them into affordable, reliable and robust industries. The challenge faced by all space-related ventures is the high cost of launching into orbit. When the U.S. space shuttle stands down later this year, NASA will need to send American astronauts to launch aboard the Russian Soyuz at a price of more than $50 million per person. The space shuttle, on the other hand, costs between $750 million to $2 billion per flight (for up to seven astronauts) depending on the number of launches each year. Most people don't realize that the major cost of a launch is labor. Fuel is less than 2%, while the standing army of people and infrastructure is well over 80%. The annual expense NASA bears for the shuttle is roughly $4 billion, whatever the number of launches. The government's new vision will mean the development of multiple operators, providing the U.S. redundancy as well as a competitive market that will drive down the cost of getting you and me to orbit. One of the companies I co-founded, Space Adventures, has already brokered the flight of eight private citizens to orbit, at a cost of roughly $50 million per person. In the next five years we hope to drive the price below $20 million, and eventually below $5 million. Within the next several decades, privately financed research outposts will be a common sight in the night sky. The first one-way missions to Mars will be launched. Mining operations will spring up on the moon. More opportunities we have yet to even comprehend will come out of the frontier. One thing is certain: The next 50 years will be the period when we establish ourselves as a space-faring civilization. As the generation that has never known a world without "Star Wars" and "Star Trek" matures, it will not be content to watch only government astronauts walk and work on the moon. A "let's just go do it" mentality is emerging, and it is that attitude that will bring the human race off this planet and open the final frontier.

Private sectors work- BEE proves

(Edwin H.W. CHAN and Queena K. QIAN ; 08 Building & Real Estate Dept., The Hong Kong Polytechnic Univ., Hong Kong SAR; http://www.bear2008.org/post/94.pdf) 
Literature review leads us to classify the government’s incentive roles on BEE promotion into two categories, economic incentives and advocatory incentives [4], [18]. The items relating to each category are identified and the review result is summarised in the pattern as shown in Table 1. Economic Incentives — Government’s role is to set incentive policies to enhance the private sectors’ interests in order to reduce the cost  and increase the demand in the energy efficient building market, e.g., setting an feasible price  for energy, tax deduction programs for energy efficient products, subsidy and rebate programs. It can also offer financial support to socially and environmentally preferred energy options through investment incentives and low-cost loans, and special funding for BEE programs [2], [4], [8], [17]. Advocatory incentives — Government’s role is to advocate sustainable energy development and consumption through education, training, information publication and through activities such as product rating and labelling, energy audit and government procurement programs [18]. Successful experiences from developed industries show that the BEE incentive instruments are co-designed by government and representatives  from private sectors to avoid BEE market barriers[2], [19]. After these incentive policies are brought into effect, private sectors, namely market parties, would send out market signals and these feedbacks received by the government help to adjust their incentive policies on BEE promotion. With the full cycle of re-negotiation and re-design of the policy instruments, the  collaboration between government and private sectors is built up and it helps the government  promote BEE in a cost-effectiveness way. The diagram below shows the process of Incentive Instruments co-designed and re-negotiated by government-private sectors.
Private actors can have successful space programs – incentives key 

Popular Mechanics ‘9

[Popular Mechanics.com, “NASA Makes Space U-Turn, Opening Arms to Private Industry”, 10-1-09, http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/4263233 // Lack]

Because of a new focus for NASA's strategic investments--not to mention incentives like the Ansari X Prize, which spurred the space-tourism business, and the Google Lunar X Prize, which could do the same for payloads--private-sector spaceships could be ready for government service soon, says Sam Scimemi, who heads NASA's Commercial Orbital Transportation Services program. "The industry has grown up," he tells PM. "It used to be that only NASA or the Air Force could do such things." NASA got its start in aeronautics research, kick-starting a U.S. aviation industry that came to dominate the world. NASA administrator Michael Griffin said in an interview last year with PM that he wants the agency to do the same for commercial space transportation. "I'd like for us to get to the point where we have the kind of private/public synergy in space flight that we have had for a hundred years in aviation," Griffin said. The spirit of private enterprise is crucial to the future of space exploration, he acknowledged. "I see a day in the not-very-distant future where instead of NASA buying a vehicle, we buy a ticket for our astronauts to ride to low Earth orbit, or a bill of lading for a cargo delivery to space station by a private operator. I want us to get to that point." Hauling cargo represents the grunt work of space exploration and, dominated by the space shuttle, it has long gobbled millions of dollars of NASA's budget. The agency's new vision hands that duty off to private companies that, freed from government paperwork, can do it more economically. This would free up more of the NASA budget for space exploration missions, Scimemi says. 

Private sectors have motivation- S-type asteroid proves

(Katherine Butler; 3/8/10;quoting Peter Diamandis is chief executive of the X Prize Foundation, a nonprofit that conducts incentivized competitions and CEO of Zero Gravity; http://www.mnn.com/green-tech/research-innovations/stories/the-pros-and-cons-of-commercializing-space-travel)
Peter Diamandis is chief executive of the X Prize Foundation, a nonprofit that conducts incentivized competitions; CEO of Zero Gravity, which offers weightless flights; and chairman of the Rocket Racing League, a gaming company. As Diamandis writes in the pro-private space flight article, President’s Obama’s plan for NASA and private company collaboration “lays the foundation for the future Google, Cisco and Apple of space to be born, drive job creation and open the cosmos for the rest of us.” His reasoning behind a privatized space is simple. With a younger generation coming up that is steeped in a Star Trek idealization of space, a “let’s get it done” mentality is emerging. Diamandis thinks investors will be fueled by a private passion to explore space. And then there are the fiscal opportunities. He points out that asteroids could be mined for precious minerals. (The premise of Avatar, anyone?) Diamandis refers to one type of asteroid, an S-type. This object is composed of iron, magnesium silicates and metals such as cobalt and platinum. How much is it worth? An average half-kilometer S-type asteroid could pay more than $20 trillion. Diamandis also points out that the cost of launching people into space is roughly $4 billion, while this can be greatly reduced if placed in the private sector. Will we eventually see Google, Walmart and Apple logos on the side of the space shuttle? Maybe, or maybe not. But if sacrificing aesthetics and taste is the final price of keeping humanity’s dreams of space flight alive, many seem willing to pay it. 

CP solves – new interest in space.

Phillip Harris, Social Sciences professor at University of Wales, 08

Science Direct, “Overcoming obstacles to private enterprise in space”, 8/08, V. 24, I. 23, P. 124-127 [Marcus]

Despite such activity, even big NASA contractors, like Lockheed–Martin Space Systems, are concerned that the agency's space efforts fail to inspire young people. NASA's current research on a CEV is also being criticized because much of its hardware is Shuttle-derived. There is scepticism among tax payers that the agency does not have the resources to do all that the administration has tasked it to do, and the political process is not likely to provide such. 

Solvency – SpaceX 

SpaceX solves – key to market spillover, successful flights and low launch costs

Foust, The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “New competition and old concerns in the commercial launch market”, 4-21-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1803/1 (Lack)]

In the ongoing political debate about NASA’s commercial crew development plans, one argument often put forward by opponents is that commercial providers are untried and unproven. This is typically an implicit—and sometimes an explicit—reference to SpaceX, which at the time the commercial crew proposal was rolled out in February 2010 had yet to launch its Falcon 9 rocket. Since then, of course, SpaceX has performed two Falcon 9 launches, both successful: enough to demonstrate its capabilities, if not to win over all its critics. Those launches may have opened the doors for SpaceX to more than just the commercial crew market, though. Another launch market that today is far larger and more mature than commercial crew and cargo is for commercial satellites, dominated by communications satellites in geosynchronous orbit (GEO). The customers for these launches, including several companies that operate fleets of dozens of satellites each, tend to be relatively risk averse when it comes to purchasing launches, valuing reliability and on-time performance over discounted launch prices. And yet one of those major satellite operators has stepped forward to buy a launch from SpaceX, one of several developments that have the potential of reshaping the global commercial launch industry in the next several years and also stoking the ongoing debate about the appropriate level of supply in the commercial launch market. SpaceX enters the market Last Monday, as the Satellite 2011 conference kicked off in Washington, SpaceX announced it had won a contract from Luxembourg-based SES to launch one of that company’s satellites. The contract calls for the launch of SES-8, a satellite ordered from Orbital Sciences Corporation last month, in the first quarter of 2013 from Cape Canaveral, Florida, with an option for a second launch approximately two years later. As it turns out, this contract is not the first SpaceX has won for commercial GEO communications satellites. Last year SpaceX won contracts with Spacecom, a small Israeli operator, and Space Systems/Loral, a major commercial satellite manufacturer, for commercial GEO launches. The SES launch, though, will be the first commercial GEO mission for SpaceX. More importantly, though, it’s a sign that SES, one of the four large commercial satellite operators (along with Eutelsat, Intelsat, and Telesat), is confident enough in SpaceX to satisfy its risk-averse nature. “SES is known for their low tolerance to risk and cautious approach in evaluating suppliers,” said SpaceX CEO Elon Musk in the release announcing the contract. “The SES deal shows that even the most conservative commercial or government customers can have confidence flying their satellites on the Falcon 9 rocket.” “SpaceX, with the Falcon 9, is a very interesting development in order to being small and medium-sized satellites into geostationary orbit,” Romain Bausch, president and CEO of SES, said during a panel session of major satellite operators at the Satellite 2011 conference on Tuesday. Bausch said, though, that the Falcon 9 is today not ready to launch SES-8. “There are a couple of enhancements that will need to be done: a larger fairing, and also enhancement of the engine,” he said. “But our team, after a very thorough due diligence, came to the conclusion that this is very likely to be achieved.” In another Satellite 2011 session later Tuesday, SpaceX president Gwynne Shotwell confirmed that the SES launch is dependent on fairing and engine upgrades to the Falcon 9. “They did want to see a fairing flight prior to” the SES-8 launch, she said. “We’re also working on upgrading our engines, and they wanted to see a flight of that.” Other satellite operators, who in recent years have complained about increasing launch prices and limited competition in the commercial launch market, applauded the SES-SpaceX deal, while not necessarily racing to ink similar deals of their own. “It seems to me the most viable new entrant is SpaceX,” said Dave McGlade, CEO of Intelsat, during the Satellite 2011 operators panel. “We’re very pleased you’re [SES] helping them jumpstart their capabilities in the commercial side. We’re a bit more conservative at Intelsat so we look forward to success for you first.” “I applaud the announcement SES and SpaceX made the other day,” said Daniel Goldberg, CEO of Telesat. He said the low launch costs offered by SpaceX and potentially other new entrants in the market, such as India, could make the launch of smaller GEO satellites more economical than today. “If the launch costs can get down for the smaller satellites… then that would make launching smaller satellites much more viable.” The financial community also sees consider potential for SpaceX in the commercial GEO launch market. “I think that it’s huge news” that SpaceX won the SES contract, said James Murray of Morgan Stanley during the Satellite Finance Forum, part of Satellite 2011, on Monday. Attracting “blue chip” customers like SES is a “ringing endorsement” of SpaceX, he said, adding that such customers could help SpaceX attract financing in public markets. Murray also looked ahead to SpaceX’s plans to develop the Falcon 9 Heavy, whose larger capacity would allow it to launch the heavier commercial GEO satellites that make up most of the market. “I think for the first time you may have a truly competitive commercial environment,” he said, with SpaceX competing against Arianespace, International Launch Services (ILS), and perhaps Sea Launch. “I think this is a very dynamic sector.”

AT: Perm Do CP

The CP is different than the squo – the CP does not utilize the government until the product is built.

Thomas Kalil, Previous Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy, and the Previous Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 06

Brookings Institute, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, 12/06-08,  The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December [Marcus]

This paper proposes greater use of inducement prizes, an old but currently underutilized public policy tool that stimulates technological innovation. Inducement prizes encourage efforts by contestants to accomplish a particular goal (NAE 1999). They are different from recognition prizes, such as the Nobel Prize, that reward researchers for past achievement. Inducement prizes are similar in spirit to advance market commitments (AMCs): Under AMCs, governments commit to buy a given quantity of a product or service that meets prespecified performance goals. Inducement prizes and AMCs are policy tools that help to blend the best of public purpose and the creativity, energy, and passion of private sector entrepreneurial teams.

The CP is different than the squo – the squo has private companies work with the government.

Jeff Foust, editor and publisher of The Space Review, 10
Space Review, “Commercial space takes center stage”, 2/15/10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1566/1 [Marcus]

Defending NASA’s new plans on both charges was deputy administrator Lori Garver. “We plan to transform our relationship with the private sector as part of our nation’s new strategy with the ultimate goal of expanding human presence across the solar system,” she said in a luncheon speech at the conference Thursday. “So don’t be fooled by those who say we have no goal. That is the goal.” Turning to the private sector to launch both cargo and crews to LEO, she continued, actually lowered the risk to the agency in the long run by keeping it from relying on a single system for human access to orbit. “We will diversify our risk by funding a portfolio of highly-qualified competitors instead of a high-risk approach in which we fund only one system,” she said. “We’re going to see the most exciting space race that NASA’s seen in a long time, and there’s likely to be more than one winner.” 

AT: Perm – Delay DA

Perm Fails – government space projects crowd out and delay commercial 

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘10

[The Space Review, “2010: the year commercial human spaceflight made contact”, 12-13-10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1743/1 (Lack)]

The Dragon that flew last week was a prototype for a version designed to carry only cargo to the International Space Station. However, SpaceX designed the spacecraft, and its Falcon 9 launcher, from the beginning to also be able to carry crew with a minimum of upgrades. “The vehicle you saw today could easily transport people,” Musk said. “If there had been people sitting in the Dragon capsule today, they would have had a very nice ride.” SpaceX, though, does envision upgrades to the Dragon to be able to support crewed missions, including the development of a launch escape system to allow the Dragon to escape the Falcon 9 in the event of a launch failure, as well as upgrades to the capsule’s life support system. Although previous SpaceX animations have shown a crewed Dragon splashing down in the ocean as in last week’s test, Musk said that he now expects upgrades to permit a capsule to touch down on land, extending landing legs and using thrusters for a soft landing. “Kind of like when Eagle landed on the Moon,” he explained. “You can literally land on a helipad.” The successful test flight now puts SpaceX in the lead among those companies interested in performing commercial crew transportation. “My opinion, my assessment, is that SpaceX would be the most rapid path to an American crew transportation system,” Musk said. “If we had people on this flight, we would have taken them to orbit and returned them to Earth safely.” Musk even appeared to be taking aim at Orion, the NASA crew spacecraft being built by Lockheed Martin. While Orion was originally targeted for cancellation by the Obama Administration, along with the rest of Constellation, in its budget proposal, Orion was saved as the “Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle” in the NASA authorization bill. The first flight of Orion, though, would be no sooner than 2013, assuming NASA signs off on a proposal by Lockheed Martin to perform an uncrewed test flight on a Delta 4 Heavy rocket, as Orion’s original launch vehicle, the Ares 1, did not survive this year’s NASA debate. “Dragon has arguably more capability than Orion,” Musk claimed. The two vehicles have approximately the same pressurized volume, while Dragon has a heat shield that Musk claimed could handle the reentry velocities of a spacecraft returning from Mars. “Basically, anything Orion can do Dragon can do,” he said, adding that he hopes that NASA would consider Dragon for any missions it might plan using Orion. Regardless of Dragon’s capabilities vis-à-vis Orion, commercial spaceflight supporters seized on the successful flight as evidence that private firms can develop vehicles capable of crewed missions, at arguably a fraction of the cost of traditional government-developed vehicles. “It’s a milestone on the path to realizing the first commercial human spaceflight capability,” said Brett Alexander, president of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation, in a statement. “It’s historic in that it’s the beginning of a paradigm shift from a government human spaceflight architecture to one that opens up human spaceflight to the private sector.” While SpaceX received plenty of praise, the company, and the overall concept of commercial human orbital spaceflight, will continue to receive plenty of scrutiny in the months and years to come. Congressman Ralph Hall (R-TX), selected last week by fellow House Republicans to be the chairman of the House Science and Technology Committee in the next Congress, remained skeptical of the ability of private companies to carry out such missions.

And now is the key time – private sector moving closer to key spaceflight tests

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “Space challenges for 2011”, 1-3-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1752/1 (Lack)]

Last year was, in some respects, something of a breakthrough year for commercial human spaceflight. While there were no commercial human missions in 2010—not even a space tourist flying on a Soyuz mission to the ISS—much of the policy and technical groundwork was laid to enable such missions, most visibly with the successful flight of SpaceX’s Falcon 9 launch vehicle and Dragon spacecraft. By the end of 2010 several companies, including established firms like Boeing, Orbital Sciences, and United Launch Alliance, had formally expressed their interest in developing commercial crew transportation systems. Like 2010, the coming year is unlikely to see commercial human missions, at least to orbit, but it will solidify the foundations upon which the efforts will be built. In the spring NASA is expected to make a new round of Commercial Crew Development (CCDev) awards to support work on various technologies and systems needed for such vehicles. SpaceX is scheduled to make its next COTS Falcon 9/Dragon launch later this year, approaching and potentially even berthing with the International Space Station, demonstrating the capabilities required to deliver cargo to the station—a key step towards human spaceflight. Orbital Sciences is also scheduled to make the inaugural launch of its Taurus 2 rocket and Cygnus cargo spacecraft this year, although it appears that effort is separate from its crew transportation proposals, which involve a lifting body vehicle launched on an EELV-class booster. Suborbital spaceflight was out of the limelight in 2010 compared to previous years, overshadowed by the surge in interest in orbital human spaceflight. Yet companies in the field made at least incremental progress, including the first captive carry and, later, glide tests of Virgin Galactic’s SpaceShipTwo. Spaceport America, the spaceport that will initially host operations of the system, is also scheduled for completion this year, after the dedication of its runway in October 2010. Several other companies, including Armadillo Aerospace, Masten Space Systems, and XCOR Aerospace, may begin flight tests of their vehicles (either crewed or remotely piloted) to high and even suborbital altitudes by the end of the year. 

AT: Perm – Crowd Out DA

Perm fails – crowds out private market 

Loris, Policy Analyst in the Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies @ The Heritage Foundation, ‘11

[The Heritage Foundation, “Department of Energy Spending Cuts: A Guide to Trimming President Obama’s 2012 Budget Request”, 4-18-11, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/04/Department-of-Energy-Spending-Cuts-A-Guide-to-Trimming-President-Obamas-2012-Budget-Request // Lack]

Policymakers frequently create a sense of urgency for the particular government programs that they support, and such is the case with many energy projects. But the United States enjoys robust domestic energy resources (nuclear energy, oil, coal, and hydroelectric power). The energy market can be diverse and competitive without government interference. While some government research can spur new breakthroughs, those should not be the main objective of DOE programs (since the private sector has proven its competence in innovation and commercialization). Critically, government programs that became commercial successes—the Internet, computer chips, the global positioning system (GPS)—were not intended to meet a commercial demand. They were each the result of defense-related programs that were created to meet national security requirements. Entrepreneurs saw an opportunity in these defense technologies and created the commercially viable products available today. The reality is that when it comes to energy policy, the free market works. Indeed, the business environment for energy is robust despite seemingly endless forays by policymakers and bureaucrats into the energy industry. But those attempts to control energy markets do have an effect: They result in higher prices, fewer available energy sources, reduced competition, and stifled innovation. As federal interventions increase, so do the—almost always negative—effects. As a result, the U.S. is now dangerously close to a point where meddling from Washington could have a long-term negative impact on the standard of living of every American. By attempting to force government-developed technologies into the market, the government diminishes the role of the entrepreneur and crowds out private-sector investment. This practice of the government picking winners and losers denies energy technologies the opportunity to compete in the marketplace, which is the only proven way to develop market-viable products. When the government attempts to drive technological commercialization, it circumvents this critical process. Thus, almost without exception, it fails in some way. The DOE may not be explicitly involved in commercialization, but the agency fostered it through applied research, technology development, and demonstration activities, such as carbon capture and sequestration and biomass infrastructure. With respect to the DOE budget, necessary reforms generally fall into two major categories: (1) programs that the DOE should eliminate or privatize, and (2) programs for which the DOE should scale funding back significantly because they evolved well beyond the scope of basic research.

Perm fails – too much government intervention dooms competitive market

Pisano, Professor of Business Administration @ Harvard Business School, ‘11

[HBR Blog Network, “Laissez-Faire, Picking Winners, and Other Myths of National Competiveness”, 1-31-11, http://blogs.hbr.org/hbsfaculty/2011/01/is-restoring-american-competit.html // Lack]

A few decades ago, Americans were spoiled. We did not have a lot of competition for developing and producing high-value-added products like semiconductors, airplanes, software, complex electronic systems, high-end computers, telecommunications equipment, and pharmaceuticals. We were content to let the Chinese and the Indians take the low-valued-added, low-skilled stuff. Who needed manufacturing when we had the brainy stuff, right? The problem is, we are losing the brainy stuff. Since 2000 or so, the U.S. has run a trade deficit in high tech. And that deficit has gotten bigger just about every year. (China runs the largest trade surplus in high tech.) We find ourselves falling behind in several industries of the future, including solar energy and other areas of green tech. The U.S. trade deficit in manufactured goods has swelled every year, and our small (and declining) trade surplus in services is not enough to offset that decline. This helps explain how the U.S. went from being the word's biggest creditor to its biggest debtor. This is a big deal. It means that American workers will have fewer opportunities for high-value-added, high-wage jobs. It also potentially means that we will lose our advantage in innovation. If you don't think this can happen, just read the economic history of Britain. What, if anything, can be done to restore U.S. competitiveness? Here, the political debate becomes muddied, polarized, and even silly. At one extreme, we have heavy-handed "industrial policy" types who think that salvation lies in directed "strategic" investment by government in "industries of the future." Let's call this the French model. To be honest, it has not worked very well wherever it's been tried (not even in France!). At the other, we have laissez-faire types, who see any kind of government involvement as harmful (let's call this the Tea Party model). This model has never really existed, even in the U.S. The U.S. has generally been one of the most market-oriented economies in the world. But that does not mean the U.S. government has not played an active and productive role in stimulating and fostering innovation. The Morrill Act of 1862 established land grant colleges to focus on teaching "mechanical arts" and "agricultural science"; they were a direct response to the industrial revolution. The Hatch Act of 1887provided federal funding for state agricultural experimental stations, which played a pivotal role in driving massive improvements in U.S. agricultural productivity. The federal government's support for aerodynamic research and testing facilities provided a foundation for the U.S. aircraft industry. Since the early 1950s, heavy federal government investment in basic and applied science has laid the groundwork for industries like semiconductors, computers, advance materials, the internet, and biomedical science. So to say government has no business being involved in innovation ignores history to an absurd level. Where government policies have been most effective is where they complement, rather than substitute for, market mechanisms. The internet was seeded by funding and organizational efforts by a government agency, DARPA, but it was the private sector that took the ball and invented thousands of ways to use the web that no one (and certainly no government agency) could have imagined. Government can lay the foundation; but governments are lousy at picking winners. It's best to leave commercial development to the private sector and competitive markets.

Federal government fails – loss of market shares.

Eric Lund, member of Washington Internships for Students of Engineering (WISE) Program., 99
The Institute of Electronics and Electrical Engineers Inc., “Government Incentives to the Commercial Space Launch Industry”, 8/5/99, http://www.wise-intern.org/journal/1999/lund99.pdf [Marcus]

Inaction on the part of the government is not a plausible solution because both the Administration and Congress have stated the desire to encourage the commercial space launch industry. At the other end, the commercial space launch industry desires any form of support. NASA, particularly its current Administrator Dan Goldin, does not like to operate a money guzzler like the STS when it has other ideas on how to use the money it is spending the STS. EFFECTIVENESS: Inaction on the part of NASA would violate both the National Space Policy and NASA’s mission statement. The aerospace industry would like any form of support, which this option does not provide. This option is counter-productive by delaying action of possibly effective policies. EFFICIENCY: If Congress decides to sit on this issue, the economic risk to U.S. business is to continue to lose market share in the world launch market. EQUITY: Inaction is not an equitable solution because established companies like Boeing, Lockheed, and others will continue to receive millions of dollars for existing EELV and technology demonstration contracts while smaller start-up firms must seek private investment. FLEXIBILITY: Inaction may seem flexible in that other measures can be taken up at any time. However, inaction may lead to shelving the issue entirely making future action less likely. FEASIBILITY: Doing nothing is politically easy and requires no change in the bureaucracy. However, doing nothing becomes more difficult as more companies, organizations, and agencies lobby for action. 

AT: Perm – Regulations DA

Perm Fails – regulations will crush private market

Sterner, former Associate Deputy Administrator for Policy & Planning at NASA, ‘10

[George C. Marshall Institute, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction”, April 2010, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/798.pdf, pg. 10-11 // Lack]

The Obama administration’s approach will undo that balance. While it has retained and expanded COTS, in many ways to its credit, its cancellation of Constellation raises the stakes for COTS and commercial human spaceflight in general. It will no longer be an experiment in promoting innovation with the potential to evolve into something more comprehensive. Instead, it will become the government’s primary means of sending people to space. As such, there will be strong pressure on the government to exercise increased oversight and accountability, undermining, if not eventually eliminating, the very flexibility built into the COTS concept. Indeed, this is already happening. A Congressional hearing revealed an already extant conflict over responsibilities between the Federal Aviation administration, which has legal responsibility for regulating commercial human spaceflight, and NASA, which is responsible for the safety of its astronauts.32 Given the nature of bureaucratic politics, it is quite likely that both agencies will impose different sets of standards on commercial human spaceflight service providers. Those regulatory burdens may well flow down to suborbital service providers as well, since NASA has raised the possibility of using those service providers to enable government research. A mature industry with a healthy demand for its services may be able to respond to and carry such burdens. The commercial human spaceflight industry, which is still in its infancy, may be stifled by them. Of equal concern, it should be noted that the Congress imposed several non-mission related requirements on Constellation, such as maintaining the workforce and using as much shuttle-heritage hardware as possible. These kinds of requirements do not usually contribute to performance or cost-effectiveness, but serve other legitimate public policy goals. There is some indication that leading members of Congress will seek to impose them on the commercial industry if the industry becomes the primary means of carrying Americans to orbit.33 True support for the burgeoning commercial human spaceflight industry would significantly limit the amount of government intervention in the infant marketplace, lest the distortions created by real-, or near-monopsonistic government domination of demand and capital markets swamp free market signals. In the long run, the best approach may be to follow the XPrize model and create an award for the first company that meets certain very simple mission goals, such as carrying three people to the ISS orbit and demonstrating the ability to rendezvous and dock with another space object. Such an approach would theoretically reduce the cost of private capital by improving the possible returns on an investment. At the same time, it would reduce government financial risk by withholding cash until a winner had actually earned the prize. This differs from the COTS program in that the goal of COTS is to meet NASA-unique requirements for access to the space station, which requires intensive government oversight, whereas the prize program’s goal is to foster private sector innovation for its own sake, mandating considerably less government oversight. (The FAA would still be involved to regulate safety of passengers and the public.)

AT: Perm – Warming Affs 

Perm fails – government involvement stifles attempt for energy transition  

The Economist ‘10

[The Economist, “Picking winners, saving losers”, 8-5-10, http://www.economist.com/node/16741043 // Lack]

Despite promises that they are not out to pick winners this time around, in green technology governments are doing exactly that. In April the European Commission anointed the electric car as the green vehicle of the future, giving warning that American and Asian competitors were moving ahead with their own programmes. Picking champions in clean technology is a mistake just as it was in older industries, says James Manyika, a director of the McKinsey Global Institute. A better approach would be to concentrate efforts on creating demand for green products and services by setting a carbon price, he says. Policymakers should leave individual products to emerge from the market. America’s investment of tens of billions to stimulate new green technology may be the biggest industrial-policy effort in history, according to Mr Rodrik. One slice is a $25 billion low-interest loan programme from the Department of Energy (DoE) for new green vehicles. The DoE has made loans to Nissan, Ford, Tesla Motors, Tenneco and Fisker Automotive, a start-up, for a total of $8.5 billion since the programme started in late 2008. Some in the green-vehicle industry argue that by lending such huge sums, the government is in fact stifling innovation by distorting the private venture-capital market. According to Darryl Siry, former chief marketing officer for Tesla Motors, venture capitalists are now interested only in companies with the DoE’s seal of approval, so that the government has become the sole route to funding for new firms in the sector.
AT: NASA DA

Non-Unique - NASA already fails – bureaucracy  

Harrison Schmitt, Chairman, Interlune-Intermars, Initiative, Inc. 03
Space Ref, “Testimony of Hon. Harrison H. Schmitt: Senate Hearing on "Lunar Exploration"” 11-6, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=10924 [Marcus] 

It is doubtful that the United States or any government will initiate or sustain a return of humans to the Moon absent a comparable set of circumstances as those facing the Congress and Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson in the late 1950s and throughout 1960s. Huge unfunded "entitlement" liabilities and a lack of sustained media and therefore public interest will prevent the long-term commitment of resources and attention that such an effort requires. If Government were to lead a return to deep space, the NASA of today is probably not the agency to undertake a significant new program to return humans to deep space, particularly the Moon and then to Mars. NASA today lacks the critical mass of youthful energy and imagination required for work in deep space. It also has become too bureaucratic and too risk-adverse. Either a new agency would need to be created to implement such a program or NASA would need to be totally restructured using the lessons of what has worked and has not worked since it was created 45 years ago. Of particular importance would be the need for most of the agency to be made up of engineers and technicians in their 20s and managers in their 30s, the re-institution of design engineering activities in parallel with those of contractors, and the streamlining of management responsibility. The existing NASA also would need to undergo a major restructuring and streamlining of its program management, risk management, and financial management structures. Such total restructuring would be necessary to re-create the competence and discipline necessary to operate successfully in the much higher risk and more complex deep space environment relative to that in near-earth orbit. 
Private action doesn’t undermine NASA – can co-exist.

Declan McCullagh, CNet staff writer, 07
CNet, “Do we need NASA?” 10/3/07, http://news.cnet.com/Do-we-need-NASA/2009-11397_3-6211308.html [Marcus]

Peter Diamandis, chairman and CEO of the X Prize Foundation and a private space entrepreneur, says NASA can remain relevant--but only by focusing on what for-profit companies won't do. "NASA should be in focusing on breakthroughs in propulsion systems. They should be taking very high risks, funding things that are likely to fail because that's what government should be doing, pushing the envelope," he said in an interview with CNET News.com. For its part, NASA says it's moving in that direction, pointing to policy directives including one from 2005 decreeing that the agency "will normally procure launch services for NASA and NASA-sponsored primary payloads from commercial providers." "We're trying to get out of this low Earth orbit business," said Ken Davidian, program manager for NASA's Centennial Challenges program. "If there are commercial suppliers of space capabilities like launch vehicles for cargo delivery, we're required by law to use them. We want to use them. The premise is that those services will be cheaper to buy than to use ourselves."

NASA can’t solve – empirics

Edward Hudgins, director of regulatory studies – CATO, 1999
Cato Institute, “35. National Aeronautics and Space Administration,” CATO Handbook for Congress, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb107/hb107-35.pdf [Marcus]

NASA has publicized as ‘‘faster, better, cheaper’’ such missions as the $150 million Pathfinder that landed on Mars and the $154 million Mars Surveyor Orbiter. Those missions have yielded important scientific returns. But NASA could not mask its embarrassment when the $125 million Mars Climate Orbiter was lost after reaching the Red Planet because technicians neglected to convert crucial numbers from English to metric units. And in any case, such crumbs thrown to scientists divert attention from the fact that NASA hinders the advance of space science and commercial space development as surely as economic planning in communist countries undermined prosperity. The space program and NASA were born of the Cold War race with the Soviet Union. In the late 1950s many Americans believed that only governments could undertake such endeavors. The lunar landings will forever be celebrated as great human and technological achievements. Yet today NASA is wasteful and inefficient, squandering the public’s goodwill and $13.5 billion annually. While the government has a legitimate defense role in space, commercial ventures, and most scientific research and exploration, ideally should be left to the private sector. 

Turn – Private sector helps NASA
(Boaz 08 — executive vice president of the Cato Institute, former editor of New Guard magazine and was executive director of the Council for a Competitive Economy prior to joining Cato in 1981, author of Libertarianism: A Primer, editor of The Libertarian Reader, and coeditor of the Cato Handbook For Policymakers. His articles have been published in the Wall Street Journal, the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Los Angeles Times, National Review, and Slate. He is a frequent guest on national television and radio shows, and has appeared on ABC's Politically Incorrect with Bill Maher, CNN's Crossfire, NPR's Talk of the Nation and All Things Considered, John McLaughlin's One on One, Fox News Channel, BBC, Voice of America, Radio Free Europe, and other media. His latest book is The Politics of Freedom (Sept 15, 2008, David, “Space Privatization–from Cato to the BBC” http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/space-privatization-from-cato-to-the-bbc/ [jimmy])

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

AT: Private Can’t Do Big Projects

Commercial solves big missions – sector already preparing for a private space station

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘10 

[The Space Review, “Bigelow still thinks big”, 11-1-10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1719/1 (Lack)]

Bigelow’s big plans for human spaceflight aren’t limited to low Earth orbit: the company had on display in its exhibit concepts for deep space, including Mars, exploration. “We do have lunar ambitions,” Bigelow said, adding that he hoped to bring together clients for LEO operations into “coalitions” for lunar bases. “We also see the Moon as a jumping-off point for Mars.” Bigelow himself has been taking on a higher profile in addition to his appearance at ISPCS, where he spoke on two panels and spent time talking to people at the company’s exhibit, he put in a similar appearance at the AIAA Space 2010 conference, where he spoke in several sessions and simply attended a number of others. At Space 2010 he also attended a meeting of the AIAA Commercial Space Group, informally discussing various aspects of his business, including what his schedule was like. “In 2000, somebody asked me this question, ‘When do you think you’re going to have your first space station operational?’ And I said by 2015,” he recalled. He noted that in marketing materials published by the company just this year, “in there, it says 2015 for operations.” “I think the prospects are pretty fair that we’ll be able to service clients in 2015.”

AT: Safety

Safety will not be an issue- private sectors are a safe alternative

(Bretton Alexander; December 2, 2009; President, Commercial Spaceflight Federation; Statement before before the 

Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics Committee on Science and Technology U.S. House of Representatives; http://legislative.nasa.gov/hearings/2009%20hearings/12-2-09%20Alexander.pdf)

Let me now address the safety of commercial human spaceflight systems.  Safety is paramount.  Private companies understand that they will not be in business if the systems they develop are not safe.  In fact, private industry recognizes that it must increase safety from that demonstrated in the past in order to fulfill its vision of greatly increasing human activity in space.  I believe industry has a healthy respect for the limits of their knowledge when it comes to safety. They do not presume to know it all and they maintain a strict discipline of safety.  At the same time, they bring fresh eyes and insights from other cultures and I believe this will ultimately enhance safety.

AT: Technology 

Private action key – better tech

Declan McCullagh, CNet staff writer, 07
CNet, “Do we need NASA?” 10/3/07, http://news.cnet.com/Do-we-need-NASA/2009-11397_3-6211308.html [Marcus]

Space, by contrast, until recently has remained the domain of NASA. Burt Rutan, the aerospace engineer famous for building a suborbital rocket plane that won the Ansari X Prize, believes NASA is crowding out private efforts. "Taxpayer-funded NASA should only fund research and not development," Rutan said during a recent panel discussion at the California Institute of Technology. "When you spend hundreds of billions of dollars to build a manned spacecraft, you're...dumbing down a generation of new, young engineers (by saying), 'No, you can't take new approaches, you have to use this old technology.'" Rutan and his fellow pilots, venture capitalists and entrepreneurs have undertaken a formidable task: To demonstrate to the public that space travel need not be synonymous with government programs. In fact, many of them say NASA has become more of a hindrance than a help.

Private action spurs new technologies quicker than the federal government.

Richard Kaufman et al. Member of the board of directors and a vice chair of Economists for Peace and Security, and Director of Bethesda Research Institute, Henry Hertzfield, Jeffrey Lewis, and Michael Intriligator, 08

Economists for Peace and Security, “SPACE, SECURITY AND THE ECONOMY”, 9/08, http://beta.connectusfund.org/files/spacesecurity%5B1%5D.pdf [Marcus]

In addition overall regulatory policy in the United States was rapidly shifting away from government controls on economic (i.e., price) regulations. Safety was and still is a government regulatory priority. And the government was also strongly encouraging its agencies to outsource, that is, to become customers of private companies rather than do many activities in-house. Taken together, these changes in policy had the desired effect of providing the basis for large government purchases of space services such as remote sensing imagery, telecommunications services, and launch vehicles. This enabled a potential market large enough to warrant private investment and risk capital in space systems. With the exception of the recession in the early 2000s and the resultant temporary set-back in commercial space activity, the development of a robust private sector space economy has grown fast and is likely to continue to grow in the future. And, as mentioned above, the rapid development of competitive systems and products being produced in many other nations will add to the mix of new products and services from space. 

AT: Costs

Private sectors save money- Launches prove

SEA, 2/27 [The Space Exploration Alliance is a partnership of the nation’s premier non-profit space advocacy organizations, which collectively represent the voices of thousands of people throughout the United States and from all walks of life, “Space Exploration Project,” http://www.nss.org/SEAtalkingpoints-Final-2-27-2011.pdf] (jimmy)

The Space Exploration Alliance (the “SEA”) is today reaffirming its longstanding and unwavering commitment to further space exploration and development, by calling on the Executive and Legislative branches to reach consensus on a unified and comprehensive human spaceflight program that will allow our nation to conduct missions of exploration beyond Low Earth Orbit. Our nation’s leaders need to continue to embrace the broad, bi-partisan support which led to the enactment of the NASA Authorization Act of 2010. Only by working together, and with NASA, can Congress and the Administration determine the best path forward relative to our civil space program, including how best to leverage the necessary partnership between the public and private sectors relative to launch capabilities and new uses of space to improve life on Earth, and how best to maintain our skilled work force. As Congress and the Administration continue to work together, the Space Exploration Alliance urges that the following concepts be included in the new plan: 1. Launch Capacity: As reflected in the Authorization Act, it is critical that selection and development of the next generation of crewed launch vehicle commence in the very near term. Development must begin on a launch vehicle with sufficient lift capacity to allow NASA to mount crewed missions beyond Low Earth Orbit. SEA maintains that development should commence no later than 2012. The missions that the launch vehicle will be slated to accomplish must be identified and sufficient funding must be provided to achieve those missions. The design of the vehicle should be mission-enabling and mission-enhancing, while at the same time being focused on efficiency, affordability, and sustainability. 2. Private Sector: With the impending retirement of the Space Shuttle, and until new American capabilities come on line, the United States will have to rely on the Russian Soyuz for access to the International Space Station (the “ISS”). During this time, we will be paying millions of dollars to the Russian government to launch American astronauts into space. The commercial launch industry must be supported in its efforts to provide American access to the ISS and our national laboratory in space. In addition to sending supplies to ISS, these commercial entities must also be allowed to demonstrate whether they will be capable of sending crews safely to Low Earth orbit as well. Commercial cargo/crew access to Low Earth Orbit would not only provide for full utilization of the Space Station, but it also could lead to dramatic reductions in the price of launches. It would also allow NASA to concentrate on exploration beyond Low Earth Orbit and provide NASA with a higher return on its science/exploration budget. 3. Timelines and Destinations: SEA calls for Congress and the Administration to establish firm timelines and destinations for future human space exploration activities. SEA believes that we should set a goal to send humans to at least one intermediate destination beyond low Earth orbit, such as an asteroid or the Moon, within the next ten years, and for NASA to develop a plan to land It is a vital national imperative for the United States to set our nation’s space program on an ambitious, yet sustainable, path. Only by reaching consensus on our long-term goals in space and the short-term steps needed to achieve those goals can our nation reap the enormous technological and economic benefits of space and maintain our competitiveness as a nation. humans on Mars by no later than 2030. By doing so, the United States will continue to maintain its technological lead in space, rather than abrogating that role to other countries that today have active human spaceflight programs that seek to supplant us. 4. Technology and Applications: SEA supports the focus on research and development of innovative, and enabling technologies, including advanced propulsion, in-space refueling, energy production, and In Situ Resource Utilization (the utilization of indigenous resources on the Moon, asteroids or Mars). These technologies will not only provide the means to explore space, but will also lead to numerous and groundbreaking applications which will improve life on Earth and will also benefit our national competitiveness. SEA calls on NASA to define and prioritize the most promising technology concepts to advance human space exploration. 5. Sustainability: Our future path in space, if it is to succeed, requires a sustained, generational commitment to NASA's long-term mission. It also requires incentives for private sector and international participation. SEA acknowledges the financial constraints under which the U.S. government will be operating over the next few years. Tax dollars should be spent wisely, which is why we are making these requests. The Space Exploration Alliance looks forward to continuing to work with Congress and the Administration to guarantee that the United States remains the leader in space exploration and development. As we lead the way into the solar system, new American growth industries will be spawned, our nation’s youth will be inspired to pursue careers in math, science, and engineering, and our country will.

Private investors decrease launch cost 

Fong, 2010 [Kevin, Co-director of the Centre for Aviation Space and Extreme Environment Medicine, Senior lecturer in physiology -- University College London, “To boldly go to a commercial space age,” guardian.co.uk, 4-16, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/apr/16/nasa-apollo-private-industry-commercial] (jimmy)  

It's not surprising that people are all bent out of shape over Obama's plans for Nasa and its human space flight programme. Axing Constellation means job losses and the abandonment of long pursued programmes of science and engineering; for some people it is the end of their exploration dreams. But among the disgruntled is Neil Armstrong who for once has decided to break cover and make himself heard. In his view Obama's plans risk ceding the United States's pre-eminence in space exploration to emerging superpowers and display a fatal lack of vision. But the space exploration paradigm has moved on since the days of Apollo. Nasa's budget, as a fraction of the country's GDP, is an order of magnitude less than it was around the time of those missions. Gone are the days when things could move so quickly or command such resource. From Kennedy's utterance of the words "before this decade is out" to Armstrong's historic small step, took eight years. No Nasa programme of recent times has proved anything like as agile or successful. Armstrong's message is that if you have a vision you've got to stick with it, believe in it and resource it properly. True; but it's the resource that is the forcing issue here. In embracing the commercial sector Nasa looks to solve the problem of sustainability, hoping that private contractors can drive down the cost of access to space. If it works this will be a game changer, leaving private industry to do the donkey work of hauling people and payload into low Earth orbit while Nasa gets on with the business of developing new, advanced exploration technologies. If the US wishes to continue its human space exploration endeavours in this century it must find a new, more sustainable strategy and commercial providers hold the key to this. The question is not "if" but "when" they should start to rely upon private industry to do some of the things that their national space agency used to. Getting the timing wrong would decimate Nasa's army of aerospace engineers, leave their astronauts without a ride and irreversibly damage their space exploration capabilities. The direction in which Obama is taking Nasa is new, bold and necessary in the long run. The plans lack nothing in the way of vision but risk a great deal in their potential pre-maturity. It is this that Armstrong fears and with good reason. But if Obama can negotiate this risk, and find a rational way to smooth the transition from old to new, then what we will witness is not the end of an era but the birth of a new space age.

***Prizes/Incentives***
Contract Incentives 1NC
Text – The United States federal government should offer guaranteed contracts to private companies that successfully demonstrate [X technology] 
Commercial contracts solve –expert commission & empirical data 

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 14-15 // Lack]

The United States needs a means of launching astronauts to low-Earth orbit, but it does not necessarily have to be provided by the government. As we move from the complex, reusable Shuttle back to a simpler, smaller capsule, it is appropriate to consider turning this transport service over to the commercial sector. This approach is not without technical and programmatic risks, but it creates the possibility of lower operating costs for the system and potentially accelerates the availability of U.S. access to low-Earth orbit by about a year, to 2016. If this option is chosen, the Committee suggests establishing a new competition for this service, in which both large and small companies could participate. Lowering the cost of space exploration The cost of exploration is dominated by the costs of launch to low-Earth orbit and of in-space systems. It seems improbable that significant reductions in launch costs will be realized in the short term until launch rates increase substantially—perhaps through expanded commercial activity in space. How can the nation stimulate such activity? In the 1920s, the federal government awarded a series of guaranteed contracts for carrying airmail, stimulating the growth of the airline industry. The Committee concludes that an exploration architecture employing a similar policy of guaranteed contracts has the potential to stimulate a vigorous and competitive commercial space industry. Such commercial ventures could include the supply of cargo to the ISS (planning for which is already under way by NASA and industry – see Figure iii), transport of crew to orbit and transport of fuel to orbit. Establishing these commercial opportunities could increase launch volume and potentially lower costs to NASA and all other launch services customers. This would have the additional benefit of focusing NASA on a more challenging role, permitting it to concentrate its efforts where its inherent capability resides: in developing cutting-edge technologies and concepts, defining programs, and overseeing the development and operation of exploration systems. In the 1920’s the federal government also supported the growth of air transportation by investing in technology. The Committee strongly believes it is time for NASA to reassume its crucial role of developing new technologies for space. Today, the alternatives available for exploration systems are severely limited because of the lack of a strategic investment in technology development in past decades. NASA now has an opportunity to generate a technology roadmap that aligns with an exploration mission that will last for decades. If appropriately funded, a technology development program would re-engage minds at American universities, in industry, and within NASA. The investments should be designed to increase the capabilities and reduce the costs of future exploration. This will benefit human and robotic exploration, the commercial space community, and other U.S. government users alike.

CP solves – expert commission says incentives can trigger successful commercial space projects

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 70 // Lack]

Technical Feasibility of Commercial Transport Services for Crew. The Committee examined the technical feasibility of utilizing a commercial service to transport crew to low-Earth orbit. First, it is a statement of fact that all of the U.S. crew launch systems built to date have been built by industry for NASA. The system under contemplation is not much more complex than a modern Gemini, which was built by U.S. industry over 40 years ago. It would consist of a three- or four-person crew taxi, launched on a rocket with a launch escape system. It would have an on-orbit life independent of the ISS of only weeks, but potentially be storable at the ISS for months. Such a vehicle would re-enter the Earth’s atmosphere from the speed of orbital flight, rather than the significantly higher speed for which Orion is designed. Its smaller size makes possible the option of landing on land, potentially reducing operations cost when compared to a sea landing. Recently, several aerospace companies began developing new rockets and on-orbit vehicles as part of the commercial cargo delivery program. Several other U.S. companies are contemplating orbital passenger flight. There is little doubt that the U.S. aerospace industry, from historical builders of human spacecraft to the new entrants, has the technical capability to build and operate a crew taxi to low-Earth orbit. NASA’s Role in Safety and Mission Assurance. The Committee treated the safety of crew vehicles as the sine qua non of the human spaceflight program, and would not suggest that a commercial service be provided for transportation of NASA crew if NASA could not be convinced that it was substantially safe. The critical question is: can a simple capsule with a launch escape system, operating on a high-reliability liquid booster, be made safer than the Shuttle, and comparably as safe as Ares I plus Orion? An important part of this analysis rests on the reliability of the launcher. Thus, commercial crew launchers based on high-reliability vehicles that already have significant flight heritage, or will develop flight experience soon, would be more obvious candidates as a crew launcher. Ares I has a heritage that traces to the use of the SRBs on the Shuttle, but other potential crew launchers can also trace their lineage to significant flight heritage. Given the history of human spaceflight, putting commercial crew transport to space in the critical path of any scenario represents a major shift in policy. As will be discussed in Section 5.4.2., the Committee reviewed convincing evidence of the value of independent oversight in the mission assurance of launchers, and would envision a strong NASA oversight role in assuring commercial vehicle safety. The challenge of developing a safe and reliable commercial capability for crew transport will require devoting government funds to “buy down” a significant amount of the existing uncertainty. Whatever the particulars of this risk removal process, it will take an appreciable period of time and require the application of thorough, independent mission-assurance practices. A critical aspect of this exercise will be confirming the root cause and adequacy of correction of any failures or anomalies encountered in the development test program. Thus, the Committee views any commercial program of crew transport to ISS as involving a strong, independent mission assurance role for NASA. The Committee identified elements of a plan that would lead to the creation of a commercial service for crew transport, building on NASA incentives and guarantees. This included an assessment of the financial aspects and benefits of commercial crew services, the programmatic risks of relying on commercial crew services and potential mitigation strategies, and an approach to engaging the commercial community in this program. Financial Aspects of the Commercial Crew Services. The Committee engaged in a two-step process for assessing the potential financial benefit of commercial services for crew transport. This involved both estimating the cost to develop and operate the system, and then determining what fraction of this cost NASA would likely have to provide as an incentive to industry to enter into this venture. During its fact-finding process, the Committee received proprietary information from five different companies interested in the provision of commercial crew transportation services to low-Earth orbit. These included large and small companies, some of which have previously developed crew systems for NASA. The Committee also received input from prospective customers stating that there is a market for commercial crew transportation to low-Earth orbit for non-NASA purposes if the price is low enough and safety robust enough, and from prospective providers stating that it is technically possible to provide a commercially viable price on a marginal cost basis, given a developed system. None of the input suggested that at the price obtainable for a capsule-plus-expendable-launchvehicle system, the market was sufficient to provide a return on the investment of the initial capsule development. In other words, if a capsule is developed that meets commercial needs, there will be customers to share operating costs with NASA, but unless NASA creates significant incentives for the development of the capsule, the service is unlikely to be developed on a purely commercial basis. The Committee then estimated the cost to NASA of creating an incentive for industry to develop the commercial transport capability for crew. This would probably be a significant fraction, but not the entirety of the cost of such a development. Given a properly structured procurement, estimates the Committee received from potential providers for the price of reaching initial demonstration flight of a crew-taxi capsule ranged from $300 million to $1.5 billion. For estimating purposes, the Committee assumed that three contracts were initiated, and one competitor subsequently dropped out, suggesting an expected cost to NASA of between $2 billion and $2.5 billion. In addition, the Committee believes that if a commercial crew program is pursued, NASA should make available to bidders a suitable version of an existing booster with a demonstrated track record of successful flight, adding to the program cost. The best preliminary estimate of the Committee was about a $3 billion program for the fraction of the design, development, test, and evaluation (DDT&E) effort that would be borne by NASA. After multiplying by the historical growth factors and other multipliers associated with 65 percent confidence estimating (as will be discussed in Section 6.3), the cost carried in the Committee’s final estimate of the cost of the program to NASA is about $5 billion.

Solvency – Generic Incentives 

CP mechanism solves – government prizes/incentives result in cheap and successful private spaceflight

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “Commercial crew’s final four”, 4-25-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1831/1 (Lack)]

Last Monday, NASA announced that it would award nearly $270 million to four companies in the next step in the agency’s efforts to spur the development of commercial systems that can carry astronauts to and from low Earth orbit. The awards made under the second round of NASA’s Commercial Crew Development effort, or CCDev-2, are intended to mature technologies and components intended for those later crewed vehicles. The four companies that won the funded Space Act Agreements for CCDev-2 are not that surprising. Three of the four—Blue Origin, Boeing, and Sierra Nevada Corporation—won first-round CCDev awards last February. The fourth, SpaceX, has already received Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) awards for developing a launch vehicle and spacecraft for cargo transportation that the company plans to adapt for crewed missions. While the CCDev-2 awards are not intended as a “downselect”, eliminating other options, it looks increasingly likely that the vehicles that are eventually funded for development will be selected from this group. From 22 to 4 Last October, NASA issued the CCDev-2 announcement, asking for proposals from industry to “further advance orbital commercial CTS [crew transportation systems] concepts and enable significant progress on maturing the design and development of elements of the system,” according to NASA’s selection statement for the CCDev-2 competition. A total of 22 companies submitted proposals, ranging from aerospace industry heavyweights like ATK, Boeing, and United Space Alliance (USA), to obscure companies like alphaSpaces and Orbital Space Transport LLC. “We came up with the best portfolio that fit within that funding profile,” said Phil McAlister of NASA. NASA, in its assessment of the proposals, showed a clear preference for complete transportation systems rather than proposed subsystems that “failed to show solid commitments from element providers”. A number of proposals were eliminated based on that assessment, including Paragon Space Development Corporation, which won one of the five first-round CCDev awards last year to work on a life support system for crewed spacecraft. Other companies were cut during the assessment for other reasons, from having major, glaring weaknesses to failing to follow the instructions in the announcement. Also getting cut at this stage was a proposal from USA, the Boeing-Lockheed Martin joint venture that handles shuttle operations, to study commercial operations of part of the shuttle fleet beyond the scheduled retirement of the orbiters later this year. Without discussing the specifics of the proposal, the NASA source selection document states that it “did not fall within the scope or intent of the CCDev 2 effort”, and as a result USA withdrew its proposal last month. The initial evaluation of proposals led to eight finalists, which underwent another round of due diligence: ATK, Blue Origin, Boeing, Excalibur Almaz, Orbital Sciences, Sierra Nevada Corporation (SNC), SpaceX, and United Launch Alliance (ULA). The eight proposals were then re-evaluated based on both technical and business criteria, given a color-coded score for each. As both the selection statement and comments by NASA officials indicate, the agency didn’t simply give the awards to the companies with the best scores in the evaluation. “We came up with the best portfolio that fit within that funding profile,” said Phil McAlister, acting director of commercial spaceflight development at NASA during the press conference announcing the awards. In the selection statement, signed by McAlister, he stated that the color-coded ratings served as “only indicators and did not form the sole basis of my decision.” In the statement, McAlister said he considered it important to have a diverse range of technical approaches, given the relative lack of technical maturity among crew concepts in general. A “strong business approach” was another key factor. NASA also prioritized spacecraft development over launch vehicle development. “Within the U.S. industrial base, there is considerable launch vehicle development expertise and experience, as many companies have successfully developed new launch vehicles over the last few decades,” the statement reads. “In contrast, no U.S. company has successfully developed a crew-carrying spacecraft in over thirty years.” The Boeing and SpaceX proposals “stood out from the rest” because of their high ratings in technical and business factors, the selection statement continued. Because both were developing capsules, “I considered it important to have at least one lifting body concept in the portfolio,” McAlister wrote. That effectively put the proposals from Orbital and SNC head-to-head. “SNC scored higher in business considerations and demonstrated a strong commitment to the public-private partnership associated with the Commercial Crew Program,” the statement read. SNC’s Dream Chaser could also carry more people than Orbital’s Prometheus (seven versus four) and required a less powerful version of the Atlas 5 rocket. Although SNC’s proposal had a weakness in its abort system, it edged out Orbital overall. SpaceX claims that the CCDev-2 agreement puts the company on course to start carrying out crewed flights to the ISS as early as 2014. NASA’s preference for spacecraft over launch systems worked against ATK and ULA, which were proposing a new launch vehicle called Liberty and emergency detection systems for existing launchers, respectively. ULA lost out because its proposal was not on the critical path for any system and it failed to adequately discuss commercial markets its vehicles would serve. ATK’s Liberty—using the same five-segment SRB developed for the now-canceled Ares 1 and an upper stage derived from the core stage of the Ariane 5—got high scores on both technical and business aspects. However, ATK had no customers for the vehicle, creating a “significant concern” that NASA could support the vehicle’s development only to find that no one wanted to put their crewed spacecraft on it. This left NASA weighing using the remaining CCDev-2 funding on proposals from Blue Origin and Excalibur Almaz. NASA said Excalibur’s unidentified proposal had an “innovative and unique approach”, but with a consistent lack of detail on the company’s technical and business approaches; it was the lowest-rated of the eight. Blue Origin, by comparison, won approvals for its technical and business approach, and its proposal of a “moderate life biconic shape spacecraft” added to the diversity of technical concepts favored by NASA. This was enough to give the company the edge for the final award, although at a reduced funding level from its original proposal.

Private actors solve – key to creating a commercial space market

Chaddha, Masters of Philosophy @ University of Manchester (UK), ‘9

[SSRN Working Papers, “U.S. Commercial Space Sector: Matured and Successful”, p. 13-14 // Lack]

The recent plethora of private competitions with monetary prizes of great sums displaces a long held view which would have been reasonably entertained during the ‘Space Age’. Such opinion was expressed by Jenks in 1956, as aforementioned92. He dismissed the possibility of space exploration and exploitation by private entities under the assumptions that, inter alia, ‘[the] scale of the capital investment involved, the considerable area necessary for a launching station [and] the degree of preparation required’ would be such as to deter those bodies to undertake private space activities93. Eight wealthy individuals becoming ‘space tourists’ reveals that privately paying civilians are willing to spend their savings to fly to outer space. 19 per cent of affluent Americans, that is to say whose annual salary is US$250,000 or greater, participating in a poll would pay four years of their salary to experience suborbital flights for 15 minutes94. For a two- week stay on the ISS, that same poll claims that 7 per cent of participants would pay twenty million dollars; that figure rising to 16 per cent if the total cost was reduced by five million dollars95. According to the Futron Corporation’s survey in 2002, it claims that ‘sixteen percent of respondents immediately accepted the maximum ticket price of US$250,000 to travel on a suborbital flight’96. 50 per cent of respondents, however, would be willingly to pay one ticket for a suborbital flight if the price was in the range of US$25,000 to US$250,00097. With regards to a two-week visit to the ISS, the study reveals that six per cent of respondents expressed a willingness to pay the maximum price of US$25 million for the orbital flight. If that maximum price was reduced by US$5 million, one respondent was prepared to privately pay for the ticket. A significant increase of respondent was prepared, 30 per cent in total, were willing to pay for a two-week visit to the orbiting space station if the price was in the range of US$10 to US$1 million98. Although the study was carried out in the nascent development of commercial space travel, it demonstrates that there is an existing consumer demand. It is commercial space travel providers like Virgin Galactic supports the view that the ‘private industry has demonstrated the ability to meet consumer demand to travel into space’99. Recognition that space services must be affordable in order to satisfy the demand from the public is implied from the number of recent private competitions made. The novel term and condition in the Google Lunar Prize, for example, purporting that the maximum prize draw of US$30 million reduces on a declining scale if the mission’s objectives are completed after December 30, 2010 spurns competition and technological innovation to provide safer, reliable and cheaper space technology100. The eight space pioneers and private competitions have, therefore, been a catalyst to lay an infrastructure to economically sustain the commercial space sector in the US.

CP solves case – private actors empirically key to Space success 

Bormanis, M.A. in Science, Technology & Public Policy @ NASA Fellowship of GW University, ‘10

[The Space Review, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, 7-19-10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1 (Lack)]

Since its inception, NASA has depended on the resources of the private sector to develop the hardware that makes space travel possible. Building on military ICBM technology developed by General Dynamics, Lockheed, Boeing, and others, the Mercury and Gemini programs lofted American astronauts into Earth orbit. The Apollo Saturn V rocket was built, under NASA guidance, by a variety of military contractors for the purely civilian purpose of sending men to the Moon. NASA has maintained a monopoly on dictating the design and performance characteristics of manned vehicles ever since. The Space Shuttle, ISS, and proposed Constellation vehicles are the post-Apollo examples. The Obama Administration proposes letting the private sector take the lead on developing a post-Shuttle system for getting astronauts to and from LEO, using NASA technology and expertise as needed. Instead of managing a new human vehicle program, NASA will act as a government buyer seeking a service from the private sector. This may seem like a subtle difference, but it marks a profound change to the way NASA has managed its human spaceflight programs over the past fifty years. This aspect of Obama’s new space policy is generating the greatest resistance among entrenched government interests (particularly members of Congress who represent districts with a significant financial stake in Constellation). Thousands of NASA and NASA-contractor jobs will be lost if Constellation is de-funded to make way for private space vehicles. There is also a legitimate concern that private, “NewSpace” endeavors, like SpaceX, are not sufficiently mature to be trusted with the task of ferrying American astronauts to LEO. Shifting this responsibility to the private sector certainly carries some risk, but the NASA record on ensuring the safety of astronauts is far from perfect, particularly in the shuttle program. The simple capsule design under consideration at SpaceX is inherently safer than the enormously complex shuttle. The primary motivation for turning to the private sector for launch services is cost. SpaceX and others claim they can provide “space taxi” services for far less cost than Orion/Ares 1. This is an article of faith among space entrepreneurs, not an established fact, but cost overruns and schedule delays on Constellation are clearly the chief motivation for turning to the private sector.

Tax incentives promote viable space tech.

Eric Lund, member of Washington Internships for Students of Engineering (WISE) Program., 99
The Institute of Electronics and Electrical Engineers Inc., “Government Incentives to the Commercial Space Launch Industry”, 8/5/99, http://www.wise-intern.org/journal/1999/lund99.pdf [Marcus]

A number of tax incentive options have been suggested: tax breaks for investors, tax breaks on launch services, and tax-free bonds. Mr. Andrew Beal, President and CEO of Beal Aerospace, suggested that the government only reward successful launches with tax breaks.34 This could promote increased reliability rather than a possibly unsafe rush to first launch. EFFECTIVENESS: Although tax incentives require the investment for initial vehicle launch to come from private sources, some types of tax incentives would make private investment more attractive (as is the intent of the ProSpace bill). Any form of tax incentive could lead to a net increase in federal revenue by encouraging industry activity and fostering market growth. EFFICIENCY: This option is efficient by not requiring any new bureaucracy. Industry bears the technical risks. Efficiency may be increased a year or so after implementation at some cost through analysis of how the tax incentives are affecting the commercial launch industry. EQUITY: Tax incentives are generally more equitable than loan guarantees by not involving Congress or federal agencies in the decision process as to which companies receive the loans. The benefactors of tax incentives depend upon the final language of the tax bill. FLEXIBILITY: Tax breaks rewarding only successful launches are less flexible than an industrywide tax break on all products that go into space, for example. One compromise may be to encourage private investment through tax credits on stock purchases in “space stock”— stocks of space-related corporations. FEASIBILITY: Tax breaks are more politically feasible during a budget surplus. Tax incentives for small businesses might be more easily implemented than the same tax incentives or multi-billion dollar corporations. The opposition to any tax incentive is expected to be strong because subsidies are politically hot topic when combined with fears of corporate welfare. 

Incentives provide the private sector enough to offset the risk and cost 

Weller Writer for the Global and Mail 97 [LexisNexis, “Mind and matter-space the final frontier and privatization”, August 23, 1997 /Ghosh]

But given the limited resources of today's governments, is there a role for the private sector in the exploration of space? Absolutely. And perhaps the best model to consider is the last great era of exploration. Christopher Columbus sailed the ocean blue thanks to the sponsorship of Queen Isabella of Spain -- which is to say, the state. But after the first wave of state-financed exploration, the second wave was financed largely by merchants. There were many ways that companies were encouraged to sponsor the voyages. One was to give them a proportion of the trade rights arising out of exploration, a kind of transferable quota. Another was to provide them with landing rights -- that is, the land that was discovered would be given to the merchant to develop. These methods provided significant incentives, which were necessary to offset the risk and cost of the venture, and just the sort that could be employed to fund the second wave of space explorers. If the solar system were opened up to competition, the potential for mining and manufacturing in space would hold significant commercial interest. At the moment, under international treaty, all of the land in the solar system is considered the property of the United Nations. However, if the surface of Mars were auctioned, it would create an incentive for private development of the planet, an incentive sufficient to offset the risk and cost of mounting such a task.

Free market opportunity spurs private action – past prizes prove.

Robert Murphy, Adjunct Scholar of the Mises Institute, 05
The Free Market, “A Free Market in Space”, 1/05, V. 26 N. 1 [Marcus]
Well, consider the $10 million dollar X Prize. This was a gift designed to promote space exploration. The same is true of Bigelow’s $50 million prize. The private sector’s promotion of abstract knowledge (as opposed to practical, marketable discoveries) is nowhere better demonstrated than in the Clay Mathematics Institute’s million dollar awards for the solution to any of seven important problems. Historically, there were many rich patrons of the arts and science; didn’t the Vatican pay Michelangelo not only to create beautiful art but also to increase donations? Indeed, it is a common misconception that in the free market, "the highest bidder" determines things. No, in a free market, the owner determines the use of a piece of property. When a man lets his teenage son take the car for the night, is he renting it to the highest bidder? Of course not. A system of property rights, and the freely floating prices that accompany the exchange of these rights, is necessary to ensure the best possible use of resources. This is true in something as mundane as car production, or something as exotic as trips to Mars. The private sector can finance safe and efficient space exploration, but it will only do so in projects where the benefits (including donations from enthusiasts) truly outweigh the costs. The success of SpaceShipOne illustrates these facts. Now that the public has seen the potential of private space flight, perhaps it will become politically possible to axe NASA and return its budget to the private sector. FM 

Private market solves – past achievements prove

Jeff Foust, editor and publisher of The Space Review, 10
Space Review, “Can commercial space win over Congress?” 3/22/10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1 [Marcus]

NASA administrator Charles Bolden made note of that track record in defending the agency’s plans to turn to the private sector last week. “My guess is that the American workers who have successfully built and launched the Atlas 5 20 times in a row would probably disagree that US commercial spaceflight is untried and untested,” he said in a speech at a Washington Space Business Roundtable luncheon on Tuesday. 

Government can’t keep expanding- Private investment solves

 (Bretton Alexander; December 2, 2009; President, Commercial Spaceflight Federation; Statement before before the 

Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics Committee on Science and Technology U.S. House of Representatives; http://legislative.nasa.gov/hearings/2009%20hearings/12-2-09%20Alexander.pdf)

Commercial crew is complementary, not competitive with NASA’s exploration program.  NASA should once again be focused on exploration beyond low Earth orbit, and turn over to the private  sector the repetitive tasks of resupplying the Station – and that includes transporting people there too.  Not just a few people, but a multitude of researchers, engineers, and technical specialists.  We need more activity in low Earth orbit, not less. Exploration beyond low Earth orbit will not be sustainable – if it happens at all – without a vibrant commercial sector providing transportation services to and from low Earth orbit.  The Center for Strategic and International Studies recently released a report on the U.S. space program which stated: “Without commercial engagement, exploration will… continually expand the scale of government obligations, rather than keeping civil space programs focused on the frontiers of exploration.”  None of us believes that the government can continuously expand the obligations and expectations of our civil space program without reaching a breaking point, regardless of where one thinks that breaking point is.  The additional resources and capabilities of the private sector are essential. 

Without aerospace investment pioneering responsibility is left to the government 

Momiyama, Writer for Aerospace Week and Technology,  05 [LexisNexis, “Too many distractions for S&T”,  Ghosh]

NASA, whose original mission (in 1915 as NACA) was to sponsor S&T for the nation's aeronautical growth, is now under heavy political pressure to accommodate a presidential vision of continued space exploration. NASA seeks to eke out funding by closing experimental assets, such as wind tunnels, causing U.S. aeronautical communities to seek facilities overseas. Contrary to the privatization advocates' surmise, the aerospace industry in its legitimate profit motive does not invest in long-range high-risk S&T, leaving the pioneering responsibility to government agencies. But the mandate of the Goldwater-Nichols Act for compliance with current systems' operational requirements keeps defense S&T from its intended far-reaching innovations and breakthroughs. In the 1980s' successful S&T program, IHPTET (Integrated High-Performance Turbine Engine Technology), 

CP solves private market – more funding is key to commercial success 

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “Commercial crew and NASA’s tipping point”, 2-14-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1780/1 (Lack)]

Government willingness Some in industry want to accelerate the pace of commercial crew development. “I think we need to stretch our goals and have commercial crew services operating by 2014,” said Michael Gass, CEO of ULA, in a luncheon speech at the FAA conference. That goal would be up to two years earlier than NASA’s current projections. He said his urgency came from the need to close the gap in US human access to space with the retirement of the shuttle, forcing NASA to buy seats from Russia, which he called an “embarrassment” for the country. “The commercial crew program should be executed with a sense of urgency, one that the aerospace industry has not seen in decades.” Funding for commercial crew, though, does not match that sense of urgency. While Congress has yet to pass a final 2011 appropriations bill, last year’s authorization act included $312 million for commercial crew in 2011 and $500 million each for 2012 and 2013. That’s far less than the $3.3 billion that the administration had projected for the program in the same three-year period, but Congressional supporters of the agency have indicated, at least informally, that the full $5.8 billion projected for the program would be made available over six years instead of the original five. If that money doesn’t materialize, though, there could be issues for the commercial crew program. “There are infinite variations” of potential future budgets that make it difficult for NASA to project just how many providers it will be able to support the development of, said Phil McAlister, who is leading the planning for commercial crew program at NASA headquarters, during another panel at the FAA conference. “We would probably have to revisit the fundamental program objectives” that if the $500-million level was extended beyond 2013, he said. “I’m not saying we would change them, but we would revisit the program objectives.” Drumming up support for initiatives like commercial crew is one of the objectives of a new group. A coalition of fiscal conservatives and free-market advocates unveiled the Competitive Space Task Force last week to convince conservative members of Congress to support the commercial space initiatives of an administration they are usually at ideological odds with. “We’re here to try and change the conversation,” Rand Simberg, representing the Competitive Enterprise Institute and chairing the task force, said in a Capitol Hill press conference Tuesday. The task force doesn’t have any specific activities planned yet—they said at last week’s briefing that they were awaiting details of the administration’s 2012 budget proposal—but they indicated they wanted to make clear to conservatives that the administration’s commercial crew initiative made better sense than government-run programs and did not, as some critics claimed, jeopardize national security or prestige. “That’s what this effort is all about, is to add to our ability to do space, not subtract from our ability to do space,” said former congressman Bob Walker. That’s a point companies like SpaceX have also been trying to make. “While this was a significant achievement for SpaceX as a company, we think it’s actually more significant as an achievement for the US taxpayer,” Hughes said at the FAA conference. He noted the total cost to SpaceX to develop both the Falcon 9 and Dragon was less than $600 million; total company expenditures since its inception in 2002 was $800 million. “When you compare this burn rate relative to other government programs, there is a rather remarkable divide.”

Solvency – Prizes

Prizes solve – multiple warrants

Thomas Kalil, Previous Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy, and the Previous Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 06

Brookings Institute, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, 12/06-08,  The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December [Marcus]

1. Prizes are especially suitable when the goal can be defined in concrete terms but the means of achieving that goal are too speculative to be reasonable for a traditional research program or procurement. For example, the Methuselah Foundation is sponsoring the Mprize for the research team that develops the longest living mouse. The long-term goal of the foundation is the “defeat of age-related disease and the extension of the healthy human lifespan.” Researchers from MIT, Harvard, and UCLA have already announced their intention to compete for the prize, which currently stands at $3.9 million (Mprize 2006), although many researchers in gerontology are skeptical about the potential of radical life extension. Government research grants typically require that the funding agency both determines who will receive funds to achieve a certain goal and chooses among different approaches for achieving that goal. In contrast, public inducement prizes allow the government to establish a goal without being prescriptive as to how that goal should be met or who is in the best position to meet it. The value of leaving open the best way to meet the goal is vividly illustrated by the outcome of the Orteig Prize, a twenty-five thousand dollar prize sponsored in 1919 by hotel owner Raymond Orteig for the first nonstop flight between New York and Paris (Schroeder 2004). The conventional wisdom of the day was that such a transatlantic flight would require a heavy, multiengine plane with a large crew. Charles Lindbergh successfully completed the first transatlantic flight in 1927 solo in a single engine plane. 3. Prizes can also address some of the problems that are associated with government support for applied R&D. As Kremer and Glennerster (2004, p. 49) note, “researchers funded on the basis of an outsider’s assessment of potential rather than actual product delivery have incentives to exaggerate the prospects that their approach will succeed, and once they are funded, may even have incentives to divert resources away from the search for the desired product.” Inducement prizes avoid this problem by paying only if someone meets the predefined objective. By comparison, if the government provides a grant or a contract, it pays even if the recipient is unsuccessful, on the condition that the scope of work was completed. For example, NASA gave Lockheed Martin more than nine hundred million dollars to build the X-33, a technologydemonstrator for NASA’s next-generation reusable space-launched vehicles (David 2001). When the program was cancelled because of problems associated with the X-33’s composite fuel tanks, no one expected Lockheed to give the money back. 4. Under some circumstances, prizes can stimulate philanthropic and private sector investment that is greater than the cash value of the prize. For example, the ten million dollar Ansari X PRIZE was financed by a one million dollar insurance policy, and the X PRIZE Foundation reports that the prize stimulated at least one hundred million dollars in private sector investment (Diamandis 2006). This leverage can come from a number of different sources. Companies may be willing to cosponsor a competition or invest heavily to win it because of the publicity and the potential enhancement of their brand or reputation. Private, corporate dollars that are currently being devoted to sponsorship of America’s Cup or other sports events might shift to support prizes or teams. Wealthy individuals are willing to spend tens of millions of dollars to sponsor competitions or bankroll individual teams simply because they wish to be associated with the potentially historical nature of the prize. Most areas of science and technology are unlikely to attract media, corporate, or philanthropic interest, however. 5. Prizes can attract teams with fresh ideas who would never do business with the federal government because of procurement regulations (e.g., accounting and reporting requirements) that they may find burdensome. This effect is important because, as Baumol (2004, p. 5) notes, “the independent innovator and the independent entrepreneur have tended to account for most of the true, fundamentally novel innovations. In the list of the important innovative breakthroughs of the twentieth century, a substantial number, if not the majority, turn out to be derived from these sources rather than from the laboratories of giant business enterprises.” As examples of small-firm innovations, Baumol cites the airplane, air conditioning, the electronic spreadsheet, FM radio, the high-resolution CAT scanner, and the microprocessor. 
Prizes solve – catalyze private interest in projects

Sargent, Attorney for the Federal Aviation Administration, ‘8
[Testimony to the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics of the House Committee on Science and Technology, “The Use of Innovation Prizes by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration”, pg. 4-5, 7-28-08, http://www.tcc.virginia.edu/WashIntern/docs/papers/Sargeant_08_r.pdf // Lack]

Although the progress made thus far by the Centennial Challenges program is significant, NASA has only begun to tap the potential of innovation prizes. The agency has a number of options for improving its current innovation prize program. These include holding several large scale prizes to generate public interest and spur major development, establishing private foundations that would conduct promotional efforts and seek private funding, and using the experience and knowledge of a worldwide community of individual problem-solvers. The program could be expanded to include several large-scale prizes between $10 million and $25 million for a robotic lunar landing, a return of a sample from a near-Earth asteroid, or a human orbital flight (Kalil, 2006, 8; NASA Contests and Prizes, 2004, testimony of Steidle, 23; Leary, 2005). Large-scale prizes often open up follow-on opportunities and new marketable technologies following the competition (Davidian, 2005, 3). These major challenges could spur additional interest in and commitment to developing a robust private spaceflight industry that is capable of assisting NASA with low-Earth orbit operations. NASA also faces a broad slate of choices when it comes to determining the most effective way to manage and administer its innovation prize program and the individual prizes. The National Academy of Engineering mentioned four possible methods in its 1999 report, including agency funding and administration, private funding and administration, joint funding and administration, and private funding with agency administration (12). This analysis will focus on agency funding and administration, joint funding and administration, and agency funding with 5 private administration. NASA could, for example, establish a separate organization or endowment that would help finance larger prizes by enabling private sources, including companies, investors, and philanthropists, to contribute their own funds to the prize total (NASA Contests and Prizes, 2004, testimony of Diamandis, 48, statement of Chairman Rohrabacher, 47). Individual problem-solvers, rather than teams, have the potential to offer a substantial number of innovative solutions for smaller prizes between $5,000 and $1 million. A large international community of these active and dedicated problem-solvers, who participate for cash prizes rather than the notoriety of winning a NASA challenge, already exists. InnoCentive, for example, is an online business that allows firms to post their most difficult science and technology research and development problems for anyone in its network of problem-solvers, currently totaling more than 120,000 scientists, to solve anonymously (Lakhani, 2007, 101-102; Kali, 2006, 21; Rejeski, 2005, 1; J. Turner, personal communication, July 23, 2008). NASA could post small prizes on InnoCentive or a similar site to obtain critical solutions to key technical difficulties in areas of applied research, such as aerospace, mechanical, or electrical engineering or computer science (InnoCentive Open Innovation Marketplace, 2008).

NASA can offer prizes – solves private sector development 

Kalil, 2006 

[Thomas, Special Assistant to the Chancellor for Science and Technology at UC Berkeley, Senior Fellow with the Center for American Progress & Former Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy), “Prizes for Technological Innovation,” The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December]
Among all federal agencies, NASA has shown the greatest interest in using prizes to achieve its goals. With the passage of its 2005 authorization legislation, NASA can sponsor a prize of any dollar amount. It can also accept matching funds from the private sector. In 2004, NASA launched the Centennial Challenges program with prizes in several different categories. These prizes range from Flagship challenges that are large enough to encourage major private sector space missions, to Quest challenges designed to get more young people interested in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics. NASA is also teaming with private organizations to sponsor nine competitions for technologies such as flexible astronaut gloves, space elevators, a simulated lunar lander, personal air vehicles, and others. Finally, NASA is exploring another six competitions with prizes totaling fourteen million dollars. The goals include a lunar all-terrain vehicle, low-cost space suits, a lunar night power source, and a micro reentry vehicle capable of returning viable samples from orbital research platforms. For example, to win the Micro Reentry Vehicle Challenge prize of two million dollars, the reentry vehicle must return six of twelve eggs safely to Earth from a starting point of two hundred kilometers above the surface of the Earth (NASA 2006). NASA has been very imaginative in its use of prizes. I propose that it now also move forward with some more ambitious competitions that are under discussion, such as an Earth-Moon solar sailcraft race and a lunar lander-rover. Under this plan, NASA would devote at least one hundred million dollars of its $16.8 billion annual budget to prizes. Assuming that the initial experience is positive and that there are other appropriate ideas for competitions, NASA would eventually allocate 2–3 percent of its annual budget to prizes. Below are two examples of the more ambitious competitions that NASA should pursue: (1) Earth-Moon solar sailcraft race: A fifteen million dollar prize pool would be offered to the first two teams whose solar sailcraft circle the moon and return to a specified Earth orbit. Solar sailcraft would be useful as monitoring stations that would provide advanced warning of solar storms, and for future outer planet or even interstellar missions. (2) Lunar lander-rover: A twenty million dollar prize would be established for the first team to land a robotic rover on the lunar surface that is able to travel ten kilometers and send a video signal back to Earth. It has been more than thirty years since the United States conducted exploration on the surface of the moon, and such a competition could provide NASA with innovative, low-cost technology options for renewed exploration. An analysis conducted for NASA (X PRIZE Foundation 2003) notes that, in 2000, a start-up firm called BlastOff was created to place a robotic explorer on the Moon, but, having been created after the dot-com implosion of the late 1990s, it was not able to raise sufficient funds. A prize would make it easier for entrepreneurial firms to raise the money for this mission by making sponsorships and media sales more attractive to private funders. The two most compelling advantages of prizes, for NASA, are the potential to increase public interest in science and technology, and the possibility of attracting a broader range of researchers and entrepreneurs to work on innovation related to NASA’s work. For example, Team Snowstar, a team of undergraduates from the University of British Columbia who performed the bulk of their work in a dorm room, was voted “most likely to succeed” on the basis of their performance in the 2005 space elevator competition. Given that students have been responsible for Netscape, Yahoo!, Google, Napster, and many other successful technology companies, it is vital to engage students and other nontraditional performers. In the short run, of course, NASA is unlikely to rely on prizes for innovations that are on their critical path for important missions, and will need more experience with prizes before making them a mainstream tool. 

Prizes solve – medium sized prizes result in working private projects

Sargent, Attorney for the Federal Aviation Administration, ‘8
[Testimony to the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics of the House Committee on Science and Technology, “The Use of Innovation Prizes by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration”, pg. 13-14, 7-28-08, http://www.tcc.virginia.edu/WashIntern/docs/papers/Sargeant_08_r.pdf // Lack]
Taking into account the various benefits and tradeoffs of each alternative, a comprehensive blueprint for conducting the most effective innovation prize program at NASA begins to emerge. The best program will build upon the groundwork laid by the Centennial Challenges program and its recent accomplishments. NASA should continue to initiate medium scale challenges that seek to develop innovative technologies that are helpful in meeting the agency’s engineering needs. In addition to producing valuable research, these challenges increase participation from independent teams of students, inventors, and companies and raise public interest in NASA’s activities and accomplishments. Given the success and substantial publicity of the X-Prize, NASA should seriously consider investing in a small number of major prizes that would develop new technologies vital 10 to space exploration. A pilot program of two or three prizes on the order of $10 million to $25 million for the first privately-financed manned orbital flight or a robotic lunar landing and exploration mission on the Moon would spur broad innovations and new methods for exploring space. NASA should carefully select and construct the prizes to fit within preexisting research and space exploration goals and agency practices. A duplication of effort between a preexisting program and the innovation prize program could be detrimental to both. For example, an innovation prize focusing on the development of human spacecraft should be carefully designed and structured so that it supplements rather than duplicates the work carried out by the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) program, which is fostering the development of private spacecraft capable of crew and cargo transport to the International Space Station. NASA should also study the most effective way to manage innovation prizes, especially those of a large scale. The agency should carefully evaluate the feasibility of establishing a separate organization that would manage a major prize. The organization would carry out fundraising and publicity efforts and would handle team entries and judging. This would enable NASA to receive funds from private sources, which is congressionally authorized, and increase the visibility of the prize though partnerships and promotions conducted by the outside organization.
CP Solves – spurs new interest

Thomas Kalil, Previous Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy, and the Previous Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 06

Brookings Institute, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, 12/06-08,  The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December [Marcus]

The two most compelling advantages of prizes, for NASA, are the potential to increase public interest in science and technology, and the possibility of attracting a broader range of researchers and entrepreneurs to work on innovation related to NASA’s work. For example, Team Snowstar, a team of undergraduates from the University of British Columbia who performed the bulk of their work in a dorm room, was voted “most likely to succeed” on the basis of their performance in the 2005 space elevator competition. Given that students have been responsible for Netscape, Yahoo!, Google, Napster, and many other successful technology companies, it is vital to engage students and other nontraditional performers. In the short run, of course, NASA is unlikely to rely on prizes for innovations that are on their critical path for important missions, and will need more experience with prizes before making them a mainstream tool. 

Prizes are proven to be effective – DARPA proves

Worden, 2004 [Simon, Brigadier General (USAF, Retired), a Fellow in the office of Senator Sam Brownback on detail from the University of Arizona where he is a Research Professor of Astronomy, was Director of Transformation at the Space and Missiles Systems Center, Los Angeles Air Force Base. As the staff officer for initiatives in the first Bush administration's National Space Council, he spearheaded efforts to revitalize our civil space exploration and earth monitoring programs. General Worden has written or co-authored more than 150 technical papers in astrophysics, space science and strategic studies. He was scientific co-investigator for two NASA space lab missions, Marshall Institute, “Private Sector Opportunities and the President’s Space Exploration Vision” 4-7, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/230.pdf] (jimmy) 

Now, as I mentioned, there are other private sector possibilities. We mentioned the X Prize. DARPA did its Grand Challenge prize competition for an autonomous all-terrain vehicle in California a few months ago. They got several tens of millions of dollars of research for free; nobody won their million-dollar prize. One of the interesting things about prizes is that they tend to generate a lot more investment than is won in the prize. NASA has requested authority to offer prizes and a lot of us are pretty enthusiastic about this idea and we hope we can get legislative support for it. Another option is a maybe a little more controversial: private sponsorship. Senator Brownback held a field hearing in Houston, Texas several months ago and an individual who had been working on this for quite some time suggested that we allow private sponsorship of space missions. He used an example that, I understand, he has copyrighted. I am told by NASA that there have been more than 10 billion hits on the Mars websites in the last few months, representing at least a hundred million independent IP addresses. Bob Lorsch proposed that we allow people to link from the Mars Lander Website to something like a publicly chartered foundation supporting NASA and state that for a dollar, the foundation will send you a cool picture they have taken for a screensaver once a month, just as the National Parks Foundation supports parks. It we could figure out a way to do this tastefully, we’d have a real moneymaker. That’s the level that a lot of people might buy into. We are not talking about placing Nike “swooshes” on the side of the shuttle, but potentially soliciting sponsors in a tasteful manner, the way the Olympics does. Again, these are ideas that could generate a significant amount of capital and capital investment. 

Solvency – Liability 

The United States is required to cover liability – gives an incentive for the private sector

Bonnie E. Fought, Candidate for JD at UC Berkeley Boalt Hall School of Law,  ’89, [Berkeley Technology Law Journal,  “Legal Aspects of the Commercialization of Space Transportation Systems”,  January 26, 1989, http://www.law.berkeley.edu/journals/btlj/articles/vol3/fought.html  /Ghosh]
The United States has signed and ratified four treaties that comprise the framework of the international law regulating space-related activities: The Outer Space Treaty of 1967, [FN109] the Space Liability Treaty, [FN110] the Space Rescue Treaty, [FN111] and Space Registration Treaty. [FN112] A fifth treaty, the Moon Treaty, [FN113] sponsored by the United Nations, has not been ratified by the United States or the Soviet Union. The most important of these treaties is the Outer Space Treaty which serves as the "main base for the legal order of the space environment." [FN114] Subsequent treaties implement and supplement its basic concepts. The Outer Space Treaty provides that all activities in outer space shall be carried out for the benefit of and in the interest of all mankind, and states that outer space is not subject to national appropriation. [FN115] In addition, the Outer Space Treaty sets forth various criterion regarding the exploration and use of outer space, but most significant to the commercial space industry is that the Outer Space Treaty establishes that each nation is responsible for the activities of its governmental and non-governmental entities in outer space. [FN116] A nation is liable if it either "launches a space device," "has it launched," or is the nation "whose territory or installations are used to launch the space devices." [FN117] Thus, the U.S. Government has international responsibility and liability for damage caused by any domestic launch company.

The OCST has to establish liability insurance for commercialization 
Bonnie E. Fought, Candidate for JD at UC Berkeley Boalt Hall School of Law,  ’89, [Berkeley Technology Law Journal,  “Legal Aspects of the Commercialization of Space Transportation Systems”,  January 26, 1989, http://www.law.berkeley.edu/journals/btlj/articles/vol3/fought.html  /Ghosh]


The Launch Act mandates responsibility to the OCST for regulating the liability of private space transportation companies. Specifically, the OCST is to establish liability insurance requirements for commercial launch activities, [FN102] taking into account the parameters of international law [FN103] and the obligations of the United States under such laws. [FN104] While the Department of Transportation's OCST is charged with setting the liability insurance requirements for private launch activities under the Launch Act, [FN105] to date there has not been any rulemaking initiated by the OCST in this area, although the OCST has stated it is in the process of formulating regulations. [FN106] In the interim, the allocation of risk between the launch facility and the launching company has been left to the contracting parties to resolve. [FN107] As the OCST begins to establish liability and insurance requirements for commercial launch companies, it has a responsibility to evaluate "significant issues affecting national interest and international obligations that may be associated with a proposed launch." [FN108] Included in this analysis are the international obligations which have been assumed by the United States.

Solvency – Deregulation 

Deregulation key to private actors – empirically removes barriers for commercial spaceflight

Chaddha, Masters of Philosophy @ University of Manchester (UK), ‘9

[SSRN Working Papers, “U.S. Commercial Space Sector: Matured and Successful”, p. 13-14 // Lack]

Deregulating the plethora of legislation governing commercial human space flights into a single, codified Act has contributed to the movement and growth of the private space sector. Prior to 2004, the legal regime on such space flights was regulated on a piecemeal and ad hoc basis119. It has been argued that then regulatory framework where space related activities were carried out by private actors without the assistance of NASA proved incapable of stimulating the development of the commercial space industry120. The Federal Aviation Act of 1958121 was enacted to attack the concern of the risk of collisions caused by jet technology122. In addition to creating the Federal Aviation Administration123, the Act purported ‘to provide for the regulation and promotion of civil aviation in such manner as to best foster its development and safety, and to provide for the safe and efficient use of the airspace by both civil and military aircraft, and for other purposes’124. This Act stifled the growth of the space frontier for commercial operators. It was designed to nurture the civil aviation industry by granting being legislative powers to the FAA to implement safety regulations in a manner so as to not impede technological innovation. Further, the 1958 Act refused to recognise that space endeavours like commercial space flights would be performed by private enterprises125. Over-regulation resulted in a raft of difficulties for private undertakings to carry out their space endeavours. The requirement for multiple licences from a number of federal agencies in order to be granted approval to launch a space vehicle proved costly and time consuming. For example, in 1982, Space Services Inc. experienced confusion in obtaining a licence permitting the launch of Conestoga I, the first privately funded rocket booster for a suborbital flight test. Licensing approval had to be granted from five different federal agencies which took six months and cost US$250, 000 in legal fees126. After this incident, leadership from President Reagan led to substantial regulatory changes to help foster the emerging private space transportation market127. In 1984, the OCST was created within the DOT which was provided with some regulatory control over space activities128. This body regulated the launch of private rockets. In 1995, the OCST merged with the FAA under the new name of the Office of the Association Administrators for Commercial Space Transportation129. Following the passage of the Commercial Space Act of 1998, the FAA was granted definitive authority of space launches and landings. This Act, further, lifted regulatory barriers on commercial entities. This included the ban prohibiting private operators from returning human, payloads and re-entry vehicles to Earth and government pay loads on private rockets130.
Solvency – Tax Relief Mechanism

Tax incentives solve – states’ use now works

Sterns & Tennen, Arizona Attorneys, ’10 (chapter in National Regulation of Space Activities)

[“State and Municipal Regulation of the Aerospace Industry in the United States”, http://www.springerlink.com/content/j477t40875644075/fulltext.pdf, p. 480-481 // Lack]

Many states have supplemented business development and promotion activities by enacting a variety of tax incentives and reductions for the aerospace industry. There is little consistency between the states in this regard, and the kinds of tax preferences vary widely from state to state. In addition, the terminology of the statutes often is vague and imprecise. For example, Arizona provides a credit for net increases in employment of full time employees in a military reuse zone engaged in aviation or aerospace services or products. 130 In addition, favorable classiﬁcations are provided for taxable property used in aerospace products and services. 131 Exemptions are provided for aircraft from non-proﬁt educational institutions that offer associate or baccalaureate degrees in aviation or aerospace related ﬁelds. 132 Favorable treatment also is provided for contracts for construction within military reuse zones for aviation or aerospace products and services. 133 Colorado allows a sales and use tax refund for tangible personal property used in research and development including aerospace. 134 Connecticut provides a rolling tax credit for research and development including aerospace companies. 135 Georgia has an exemption for sales and use taxes on sales of services or tangible personal property to the Department of Defense or NASA for the purpose of national defense. 136 Hawaii exempts from the general excise tax the proceeds from performing scientiﬁc work for the U.S. government, including activities performed at aerospace and astronomical facilities. 137 Louisiana provides a tax credit for new jobs in the aviation or aerospace industries, 138 while Massachusetts has a credit against excise taxes for research expenses for defense related activities, including equipment for NASA. 139 New Mexico provides a tax deduction for receipts from launching, operating or recovering space vehicles or payloads, as well as for preparing payloads and operating a spaceport. 140 A payload is deﬁned as “a system, subsystem or other mechanical structure or material to be conveyed into space that is designed, constructed or intended to perform a function in space.” 141 Interestingly, “space” is deﬁned as the location above 60,000 feet above mean sea level. 142 New Mexico also allows for the deduction of receipts from the performing or selling of an aerospace service for resale to a buyer who delivers a nontaxable transaction certiﬁcate. 143 Oregon allows an exemption from ad valorem taxes for parts and materials for property for a defense or space contract. 144 South Carolina grants depreciation allowances for machinery and equipment for the aerospace industry, including the manufacture of aircraft, spacecraft, rockets, missiles and component parts. 145 Tennessee has an exemption from taxes on tangible personal property used in testing space and aerospace technologies and industries. 146 The Utah statutes exempt sales and use of tooling, equipment and parts used in the aerospace industry under contract and subcontract with the U.S. government. 147 Virginia, on the other hand, exempts from taxation the sale, lease, and use of space facilities, vehicles, satellites, components, and fuels, during the period of July 1, 1997, to July 1, 2011. 148 Finally, West Virginia grants a credit for qualiﬁed investment in an aerospace industrial facility. 149 For purposes of the statute, an aerospace industrial facility means a facility used for the manufacturing, rebuilding or physical refurbishment of space vehicles, guided missile and space vehicle propulsion units, space vehicle parts, or guided missile and space vehicle auxiliary parts. 150

Solvency – Misc. Incentives Mechanism

CP solves – empirically attracts commercial space sector

Blasingame, Speakers Bureau Chair of Mississippi Law Journal, ‘10

[Mississippi Law Review, Winter 2010, p. 755-756, “Comment: Nurturing the United States Commercial Space Industry In An International World: Conflicting State, Federal, and International Law” // Lack]

States offer a variety of tax, zoning, and other incentives to attract businesses that will create jobs and other economic benefits. 84 States are especially interested in attracting businesses with high-paying jobs like the commercial space transportation sector. Many states offer the commercial space sector not only traditional incentives but also the typically higher incentives offered to high-technology businesses. These include tax rebates or exemptions; tax incentives aimed at particular industries, such as high technology tax credits, rewards for providing jobs that are high-paying relative to the local median income, research and development tax credits, and exemption or advantage zones designed to encourage an increase in the standard of living, employment, or population in a specific area of the state. 85 Additionally, some companies are attracted by university or industry development zones that encourage a particular industry and university to collaborate, often by sharing facilities, and are frequently accompanied by local incentives. A few states offer incentives specific to the space transportation industry. These usually take the form of infrastructure providing entities like space authorities, which are often staffed by people educated in the field who serve as contact points and advocates within the state, and space ports. 87 Additionally, they may have bonding authority that allows them to finance infrastructure that would be extremely expensive for a launch provider to provide on its own. 88 Moreover, some states have recently begun enacting informed consent and tax incentives aimed at the space transportation industry.

Solvency – Public/Private Key

Public-Private Partnerships solve – privatization lowers cost

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 113-114 // Lack]

The Committee has examined various future NASA system options and has observed that in many instances, one of the more significant discriminators in development and operations costs is neither what NASA procures nor who supplies it—but rather how NASA procures and operates a system. The way NASA specifies, acquires, and uses systems; the tools NASA uses to manage its workforce; and the agency’s authority to make purchase commitments: all have a very large impact on what NASA can achieve for a given budget. Currently, NASA labors under many restrictions and practices that impair its ability to make effective use of the nation’s industrial base. For example: • NASA is commonly not allowed to change the size and composition of its workforce or facilities, which limits its ability to save money through the purchase of commercially available products. • NASA has limited ability to shift funds between related projects to adapt to technical challenges without a protracted approval process. • NASA is not permitted to make loan guarantees or employ other mechanisms by which it could create a market for commercial providers that might otherwise invest private funds in meeting some of NASA’s needs. (The Department of Defense has procurement rules that allow this.) For example, NASA could very likely acquire propellant depots by making a “bankable” commitment to purchase propellant from such a depot; but depending on a “promise” from NASA today would almost certainly not be viewed as a reasonable risk by private investors. • NASA is expected to undertake long-term projects with little hope of budget stability. With regard to human spaceflight, it is the Committee’s view that NASA can and should be the source of: • Research and technology • Technology maturation • System requirements • Systems architecture • Procurement oversight • Exploration operations • Expensive, multiple-user facilities NASA generally should not be its own supplier. Numerous studies have shown that any organization, public or private, that is its own supplier lacks much of the incentive to deliver the most cost-efficient product. Today NASA has many options available to procure systems innovatively. These include (but are not limited to): commercial purchases; Space Act agreements; COTS-like cost-sharing agreements; prizes for innovative technologies; and others. Determining the requirements for an engineering project while it is being built inevitably leads to a very expensive result. Requirements should be clearly established prior to beginning engineering development. Work that contains significant risk or for which scope cannot be accurately defined is generally best performed under cost-reimbursable contracts. Work with scope that can be accurately defined should generally be conducted under fixed-price contracts. The Committee is convinced that NASA can substantially increase the opportunities for entrepreneurial, commercial involvement in its space programs by more aggressively utilizing the commercial authorities already granted to the agency, and by adopting benchmarks in commercial practices utilized in other federal agencies.

Government incentives/aid key – needs guaranteed market 

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “Commercial crew and NASA’s tipping point”, 2-14-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1780/1 (Lack)]

For several years after those historic flights, suborbital spaceflight was seen as the future for commercial human spaceflight, at least for the foreseeable future. Several companies put their energies into developing vehicles, including Virgin Galactic, which partnered with Scaled to develop SpaceShipTwo. New Mexico invested $200 million of state and local tax money to build a commercial spaceport named Spaceport America for use by Virgin and others, while other states sought to make use of existing spaceports or airports to serve this market. Soon, industry advocates stated, suborbital vehicles would be taking off from those spaceports, giving thousands of people a year the experience of spaceflight. However, in recent years suborbital spaceflight has lost some of its luster. Part of it has to do with the delays in developing the vehicles, as companies suffered from technical problems and/or financial issues. Virgin Galactic, for example, said back in 2004, when they announced their plans to work with Scaled, that they expected to enter commercial service as early as late 2007. As of early 2011, they had not done so. Some ventures, like Rocketplane, went out of business. The economic crisis of the last several years has made it difficult for companies to raise money, while in New Mexico the new governor has said she will not support any future state investment in Spaceport America as she seeks to cut state spending. Meanwhile, commercial orbital human spaceflight has attracted considerable interest—and money—in the last few years, driven by NASA’s needs to access the International Space Station once the shuttle is retired and the agency’s new preference to rely on commercial providers to meet that requirement. A mix of entrepreneurial and established aerospace companies, from SpaceX to Boeing, have dived into this market, developing concepts for spacecraft and launch vehicles to meet NASA’s needs as well as those for other commercial customers, from space tourists to the national space agencies Bigelow Aerospace has been courting as “sovereign clients” for its planned commercial space stations. Suborbital has effectively been overshadowed by the attention orbital human spaceflight has been getting.
Politics NB – Prizes CP

Prizes popular – media coverage and prestige 

Sargent, Attorney for the Federal Aviation Administration, ‘8
[Testimony to the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics of the House Committee on Science and Technology, “The Use of Innovation Prizes by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration”, pg. 10-11, 7-28-08, http://www.tcc.virginia.edu/WashIntern/docs/papers/Sargeant_08_r.pdf // Lack]

Sponsoring several large-scale competitions for a human orbital flight or the return of a sample from a near-Earth asteroid would generate substantial public interest and press coverage. A large-scale project could inspire a significant number of entries from private investors because of the prestige associated with the prize and the potential for a profitable product should the prize foster the development of a new market, as in the case of the X-Prize. Participation by self7 financed, independent teams and individuals, however, would probably be diminished because of the larger up-front costs and increased difficulty. The chance that a large-scale prize will fail to produce a viable solution is also greater than for a smaller, less technically challenging prize. The record to date indicates a lack of congressional support for large-scale prizes, especially since the money appropriated would have to be left unspent for several years (Kintisch, 2005, 2153-2154; Coppinger, 2006). As is the case with a smaller prize, NASA pays by funding the prize and gains by acquiring the technology it needs. The winning team or individual earns a monetary award and, depending on the terms of the prize, may surrender some of the intellectual property rights associated with the invention. The press coverage and public interest are major benefits to both parties.

AT: Perm Do CP

Not normal means – NASA prizes need to be approved by Congress.

Thomas Kalil, Previous Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy, and the Previous Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 06

Brookings Institute, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, 12/06-08, The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December [Marcus]

Once agencies have some additional compelling ideas for prizes and AMCs, Congress should authorize them to proceed. Some agencies have recently been granted the authority to sponsor prizes. The NASA Authorization Act of 2005 gives NASA the ability to “competitively award cash prizes to stimulate innovation in basic and applied research, technology development, and prototype demonstration” (U.S. Congress 2005b, §314, p. 11). Congress has passed legislation to allow the National Science Foundation, DOE, DARPA, and the military services to conduct prize competitions. Congress could continue to pass prize legislation on an agency-by-agency basis, or amend procurement laws to make it clear that all agencies have the authority to support prizes and AMCs. A wholesale legislative change would obviously be more efficient, but the agency-by-agency approach would give different congressional committees an opportunity to learn about and approve the use of prizes.

AT: Perm – Perm Fails

Perm fails – government attempts to “pick winners” empirically fail 

The Economist ‘10

[The Economist, “Picking winners, saving losers”, 8-5-10, http://www.economist.com/node/16741043 // Lack]

Few quarrel with the need for governments to help business with straightforward “horizontal” measures, such as research and development or fostering high-tech skills. But there is no accepted framework for “vertical” policy, favouring specific sectors and companies. Governments use industrial-policy tools only marginally more competently than in the past, says Christian Ketels of Harvard Business School. The lessons of the past are clear. First, the more it is in step with a national or local economy’s comparative advantage, the more likely industrial policy is to succeed. Drives to spur high-tech entrepreneurship in areas of heavy manufacturing, for instance, face a struggle. According to Mr Lin of the World Bank, following comparative advantage has produced clear successes for some developing countries. Chile, for instance, moved from basic industries such as mining, forestry, fishing and agriculture to aluminium smelting, salmon farming and winemaking thanks to a number of government initiatives. Second, policy is least prone to failure when it follows rather than tries to lead the market. Curiously, Sheffield Forgemasters might have been an example of the former: Westinghouse, an American company, had suggested to the Yorkshire firm that it should try to break Japan’s monopoly on ultra-large nuclear steel forgings. Third, industrial policy works best when a government is dealing with areas where it has natural interest and competence, such as military technology or energy supply. The worst problems unfold when politicians intervene in purely private domains with short-term goals, bailing out old firms to save jobs or spending lavishly on white elephants. The present round of industrial policy will no doubt produce some modest successes—and a crop of whopping failures.

AT: Small Market

Private sectors build a commercial presence- empirics prove
Harris, 8 [Philip R., Visiting Professor in the California School of International Management. He received his Ph.D. and M. S. in psychology from Fordham University, and a B. B. A. in business from St. John’s University., management/space psychologist, as well as a prolific author and futurist. He is president of Harris International, Ltd., Space Policy, “Overcoming obstacles to private enterprise”, Volume 24, Issue 3, August 2008, Pages 124-127, http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6V52-4T3KTHB-1&_user=655046&_coverDate=08%2F31%2F2008&_alid=1428157950&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_cdi=5774&_sort=r&_docanchor=&view=c&_ct=8&_acct=C000034138&_version=1&_url Version=0&_userid=655046&md5=7a95914891501a5231fd7e6afc7a51ae] (jimmy)
As the Space Age matures and develops, it is my belief that it will be private enterprise that truly opens up the space frontier for commerce. The history of exploration confirms a pattern—a small number of explorers and traders move first into the new frontier; then governments take an interest in the territorial acquisition prospects, so military outposts are established, often with the help of missionaries, and a basic infrastructure emerges. But it is large commercial trading companies that bring settlement—as opposed to occasional visits—in the form of colonists seeking to improve their life prospects. The opening and development of the American frontier by Europeans demonstrates this pattern. Similarly with regard to outer space, it was the explorers in science fiction and the rocket enthusiasts who opened our minds to the possibilities beyond Earth. Then it was governments, like those of the USA and the USSR, which got into a competitive political race to use the opportunities in outer space. In the former country, space leadership came from two government agencies, the Department of Defense and NASA, both of whom employed civilian contractors. Pioneering astronauts and cosmonauts were usually from a military background, while the actual unmanned exploration resulted from civilian teams of scientists, engineers and academics. Growing from the birth and maturity of world-wide aviation, the big aerospace industry arose. And these big corporations innovated and succeeded in ventures to build rockets and spacecraft that could take humans to the Moon, or the far corners of the universe. Today, as NASA moves away from the Space Shuttle and towards development of a Crew Exploration Vehicle (CEV), there is still a general consensus that, when CEV operations begin, government will be responsible for the more difficult missions, such as spaceflights to the Moon and Mars, while giant aerospace contractors and entrepreneurs will most likely build a commercial presence. 

Commercial space market is huge – space advertisements 

Balsamello, J.D. at Georgetown Law, ‘10

[Georgetown Law Journal, Vol. 98, “Notes: When You Wish upon a Falling Billboard: Advertising in an Age of Space Tourism”, p. 1781 // Lack]

Of course, the cost of a space advertisement is meaningless if there is no audience to see it. A space advertisement visible from Earth would be visible to a massive audience, estimated by some to be as large as 600–700 million people—ﬁve times that of past Super Bowl audiences. 72 But a non-obtrusive space advertisement would only be visible to space tourists, and although space tourism is likely to increase dramatically in numbers over the coming years, it will likely not involve millions of people. There are nevertheless several reasons to believe that such advertisements could be extremely effective in terms of reaching viewers. First, even more so than Super Bowl viewers who sit through commercial after commercial, space tourists are literally a captive audience to whatever is visible from the space vehicle. Imagine a space tourist looking out the window of the (VSS) Enterprise when a Ford Motor Company billboard sails by in the distance. He cannot change the channel, hit fast forward, mute the volume, or even leave the room. The only option would be to stop looking out the spacecraft window, which one can only imagine would be an unappealing option for someone who paid for a chance to experience the view from space. Another reason that the total audience value for a space advertisement would likely be higher than just the number of space tourists who personally see the advertisement is that space advertising garners signiﬁcant media attention. For example, the Pizza Hut pizza delivery to the ISS generated $50 million in press coverage when the deal to ﬁlm the commercial was ﬁrst signed and an additional $200 million in press coverage when the rocket with the Pizza Hut logo was launched, all before the pizza reached the ISS. 73 A similar increase in marketing value occurred when the RadioShack Father’s Day advertisement— which was scheduled to air only during ESPN’s Sunday Night Baseball games— ended up being so popular that it was televised again during the NBA Finals, the week before Father’s Day. 74 These examples illustrate the extent to which the value of an advertisement can increase when the advertisement itself becomes a media story.

AT: Costs

Private solves costs – stimulates interest in travel which creates large market

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘10 

[The Space Review, “Bigelow still thinks big”, 11-1-10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1719/1 (Lack)] 

A bigger challenge for the company—and one of the key reasons they’re not in a rush to collect money, even deposits, from their customers—is finding the means to access the habitats once launched. Once even the simplest habitat is assembled, it will need a steady stream of spacecraft launched to it, carrying crews and cargo needed to maintain and utilize the facility. That’s a big obstacle for the company since, at the present time, there are effectively no commercial options for this beyond Russia’s Soyuz and Progress spacecraft. That has made Bigelow into a big fan of NASA’s efforts to develop commercial crew transportation systems designed to service the ISS, but which also could be used to access Bigelow facilities. “We’re very interested in what happens to CCDev, to say the least,” he said, referring to the shorthand name of NASA’s Commercial Crew Development program. Bigelow, though, has been focused on the problem long before CCDev. In late 2004 Bigelow established America’s Space Prize, a $50-million award for a commercially-developed crew transportation system. That prize expired in January with no teams making a serious effort to win it; the prize rules that prevented teams from accepting government development funding effectively ruled out the only company that appeared to have a reasonable shot at the prize, SpaceX. “We have been occupied with transportation since the inception of our company,” he said. “It’s just that we can’t fight a two-front war, so we try to concentrate on creating a safe, reliable, affordable destinations.” At ISPCS, Bigelow revealed that he had been working with Lockheed Martin on a capsule concept in the 2004–2005 period. “We engaged in a million-dollar contract a couple years after that with Lockheed, and they created for us an Orion mockup, an Orion Lite.” (Ironically, Bigelow said later in the ISPCS session on commercial crew transportation that he was not a fan of the full-scale Orion, calling it “redundant”: getting crews to LEO could be handed by commercial vehicles, he said, while larger vehicles—such as expandable modules being developed by Bigelow Aerospace—should be used for deep space exploration.) More recently, Bigelow has partnered with Boeing on the development of the CST-100 crew spacecraft, which Boeing has been working on with a small CCDev award this year. “We are very excited about Boeing’s effort,” he said, but added he was also still interested in SpaceX and the development of its Dragon spacecraft: “We cheer them on as well.” What Bigelow offers Boeing, SpaceX, and other vehicle developers is the promise of a sustained, large market for space transportation services. Bigelow said that with the initial Alpha station Bigelow would need six flights a year; with the launch of a second, larger station, that number would grow to 24, or two a month. “We will be a substantial consumer of rockets and capsules and all kinds of hardware for these things,” he said. He anticipates being such a major consumer he’s worried about the ability of existing launch sites to support it, and is looking at alterative, underutilized sites like Wallops. “If anything keeps us awake at night, it’s not just transportation—that’s number one for us—and number two is the lack of launch facilities.” 

Incentives solve launch costs –expert commission report

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9,
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 18 // Lack]

Commercial launch of crew to low-Earth orbit: Commercial services to deliver crew to low-Earth orbit are within reach. While this presents some risk, it could provide an earlier capability at lower initial and life-cycle costs than government could achieve. A new competition with adequate incentives to perform this service should be open to all U.S. aerospace companies. This would allow NASA to focus on more challenging roles, including human exploration beyond low-Earth orbit based on the continued development of the current or modified Orion spacecraft.

***Other***

Augustine Prodict

Prefer Augustine Commission evidence – independent review by experts

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 131 // Lack]

1. Official Designation: Review of U.S. Human Space Flight Plans Committee (“The Committee”) 2. Authority: Having determined that it is in the public interest in connection with the performance of Agency duties under law, and in consultation with the U.S. General Services Administration, the NASA Administrator hereby establishes the Review of U.S. Human Space Flight Plans Committee pursuant to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), as amended, 5 U.S.C. App. 3. Scope and Objectives: The Committee shall conduct an independent review of ongoing U.S. human space flight plans and programs, as well as alternatives, to ensure the nation is pursuing the best trajectory for the future of human space flight – one that is safe, innovative, affordable, and sustainable. The Committee should aim to identify and characterize a range of options that spans the reasonable possibilities for continuation of U.S. human space flight activities beyond retirement of the Space Shuttle. The identification and characterization of these options should address the following objectives: a) expediting a new U.S. capability to support utilization of the International Space Station (ISS); b) supporting missions to the Moon and other destinations beyond low Earth orbit (LEO); c) stimulating commercial space flight capability; and d) fitting within the current budget profile for NASA exploration activities. In addition to the objectives described above, the review should examine the appropriate amount of R&D and complementary robotic activities needed to make human space flight activities most productive and affordable over the long term, as well as appropriate opportunities for international collaboration. It should also evaluate what capabilities would be enabled by each of the potential architectures considered. It should evaluate options for extending International Space Station operations beyond 2016. 4. Description of Duties: The Committee will provide advice only.

Prefer our evidence – Augustine is impartial and an expert

Mervis, Science Magazine, ‘9 

[Science Magazine, “NASA Asks Augustine to Point the Way”, 5-22-09, http://www.sciencemag.org/content/324/5930/999.1.full // Lack] 

This month, Norman Augustine, former CEO of Lockheed Martin, agreed to lead a 90-day review of NASA's human space flight program. The 73-year-old aeronautics engineer has a sterling reputation for providing impartial and useful advice on science policy: In 2005, he chaired a similarly rapid examination of the federal research investment that produced the National Academies' wildly influential Rising Above the Gathering Storm (RAGS) report, and in 1990, he directed a review of the U.S. space program. This time around, presidential science adviser John Holdren and acting NASA Administrator Christopher Scolese want Augustine to review the space “vision” laid out by President George W. Bush in January 2004. NASA has translated that vision into building a new rocket and space capsule that would replace the shuttle and service the international space station. The next step would be returning astronauts to the moon and, eventually, visiting Mars. Augustine says the panel will also be looking at “balancing” human exploration and science. Augustine emphasized that he didn't want to speak for the commission, whose members are expected to be named shortly. But he did share his thoughts on a number of issues that the panel is likely to tackle.

Solvency – Military Affs

Private market key to military capabilities – new technology.

Eric Lund, member of Washington Internships for Students of Engineering (WISE) Program., 99
The Institute of Electronics and Electrical Engineers Inc., “Government Incentives to the Commercial Space Launch Industry”, 8/5/99, http://www.wise-intern.org/journal/1999/lund99.pdf [Marcus]

Another major conflict exists between corporate R&D and global competition. As recently as a decade ago, defense contracts frequently bolstered the aerospace industry with new weapons contracts thus providing incentive and funds for those companies to finance their own R&D to develop new products to market to the Defense Department. The situation has changed: companies have downsized, economized, and focused on near-term profit generation and shareholder satisfaction. This leaves the nation in a precarious position where corporations can no longer afford large R&D projects and federal agencies already have their R&D budgets scrutinized by Congressional oversight committees. Without R&D, this technology can very likely fall behind that of other industrial nations where launch services are heavily subsidized by their governments. Some sort of agreement between the aerospace industry and Congress would clarify this issue and perhaps shed light on possible paths of action. 

CP solves aerospace leadership – commercial satellites used to help DOD now

Clark, Spaceflight Now News writer, ‘11 

[Spaceflight Now, “U.S. military turns to private sector for SATCOM capacity”, 2-17-11, http://spaceflightnow.com/news/n1102/17milsatcom // Lack]

The Defense Department is looking at commercial satellite communications systems as tight federal budgets could limit the Pentagon's ability to procure expensive government-owned spacecraft. The Air Force signed study agreements with Space Systems/Loral, Boeing Satellite Systems Inc., Orbital Sciences Corp., Intelsat, Hughes Network Systems Inc., and U.S. Space. The contracts are worth more than $4.5 million. The studies encompass augmented Ka-band and X-band capacity, communications-on-the-move for small terminals, and increased communications support to airborne intelligence, surveillance and reconnassiance platforms. Intelsat's contract covers hosted payload opportunities on commercial communications satellites. All of the agreements are for unprotected, or benign, communications. The U.S. government currently leases about 80 percent of its communications capacity from commercial sources, according to Richard Pino, deputy director of communications and network programs at the Pentagon. "The commercial marketplace for procuring commercial satellite technologies is maturing very rapidly, and in some cases may be eclipsing what the military can do," Pino said at a commercial space conference in Washington last week. Pino said government-owned satellites should focus on nuclear-hardened communications, contested environments and anti-jamming capabilities. Commercial satellites can provide the bulk of everyday communications for the military. Military satellite communications, or MILSATCOM, was ahead of commercial technology 15 years ago, but Pino said he believes industry can provide better benign communications than the government can today. "I used to always think the role of commercial was to augment MILSATCOM," Pino said. "I'm unlearning what I used to think I knew. Commercial is here to stay." The military has boosted its usage of dedicated hosted payloads and purchases of generic transponder bandwidth on commercial satellites in recent years. Hosted payloads are government-furnished instruments attached to satellites on an unrelated mission. Boeing recommends more hosted payloads for the Air Force's MILSATCOM augmentation program, according to a company press release announcing its nearly $927,000 individual award. "Boeing received orders for five hosted payloads in the past 18 months," said Craig Cooning, vice president and general manager of Boeing Space & Intelligence Systems. "These are a win-win for the military, which needs the bandwidth, and the commercial SATCOM service providers, which benefit from a secondary revenue stream. Our partnership with commercial satellite industry and our legacy of government support will result in many creative approaches to assisting this country's men and women in uniform." The Boeing 702 medium-power or high-power satellite design could host secondary payloads. Inmarsat ordered three high-power 702 spacecraft in August, and each of the satellites will carry a hosted Ka-band military payload, according to Boeing. Intelsat spacecraft have also hosted U.S. military communications payloads. Pino told an audience of industry leaders last week the Pentagon faces upcoming decisions on the expansion of MILSATCOM programs, increasing commercial transponder leasing, hosted payloads, and purchasing off-the-shelf communications satellites from a supplier like any other private sector operator. The Pentagon is also considering leveraging long-term capital leases of satellites, which offer the control advantages of buying and is cheaper than repeatedly extending short-term transponder leases, Pino said. The Air Force is ordering more Advanced Extremely High Frequency and Wideband Global SATCOM satellites to ensure military communications capacity through this decade after the cancellation of the Transformational Satellite Communications System, or TSAT. The most recent AEHF satellite contract award to Lockheed Martin Co. was worth $1.4 billion. The spacecraft, named AEHF 4, would be ready to launch in 2017, according to the contract announcement in December.

Solvency – Aerospace HEG 

CP solves aerospace leadership – key to keep pace with Russian space commercialism 

Balsamello, J.D. at Georgetown Law, ‘10

[Georgetown Law Journal, Vol. 98, “Notes: When You Wish upon a Falling Billboard: Advertising in an Age of Space Tourism”, p. 1774 // Lack]

Russia has by far proﬁted the most from commercialism in space, 21 which many see as odd given Russia’s economic traditions compared to the United States’. 22 Although NASA has occasionally indicated that it might someday engage in commercial projects, little has actually come to fruition. 23 Instead, NASA has remained far less willing than its counterpart, the Russian Space Agency (RSA), to work with space tourists and advertisers. 24 One reason for these different approaches seems to be the economic and budgetary needs of the respective space agencies: unlike NASA, the RSA needs to generate commercial revenue just to ﬁnance its launches. 25 At NASA, federal regulations bar federal employees from engaging in many forms of commercial conduct that appear unethical or create conﬂicts of interest, 26 and internal NASA policies specify that “NASA will not promote or endorse or appear to promote or endorse a commercial product, service or activity.” 27 Even if the United States does not have to take part in commercial projects for budgetary reasons, some still believe that the United States should keep pace with the Russians in this new space activity. 28 From the perspective of the companies advertising in space, the distinction between launching from Russia and launching from America is meaningless, 29 which means that unless U.S. regulations and policies are changed, NASA will never share in the space advertising dollars currently going to the RSA.

Free Market key to space leadership – Allows American ideals to prosper

Space Ref 6-23-11

Space Ref “TEA Party Space Platform” 6-23-11; http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33929 [Schaaf]
The TEA Party in Space Platform is grounded in American exceptionalism and the TEA Party core values of fiscal responsibility, limited government, and free markets. Our goal is nothing less than the expansion of American civilization into the solar system. Fifty years ago, the United States was in a Space Race with the Soviet Union. Our nation applied the strategy we had developed in World War II - a "crash" federal research and development program that spared no expense to accomplish the short-term goal of landing an American on the moon and returning him safely to the Earth. America can no longer afford the big government "crash" model. We must return to traditional American free-market principles to expand permanently into space. It was American individuals and businesses who pioneered the wilderness, built a continent-spanning nation, and created the most prosperous economy in the history of humanity. We must therefore advance the goal of permanently settling the space frontier by fostering private as well as appropriate government activities in space. We can do so by: 1. Creating a legal, tax and regulatory framework, that fosters free and competitive markets that increasing private investment in space activities. 2. Pursuing all federal space activities, especially civilian projects, in such a way as to utilize and strengthen the U.S. commercial space industry, and realigning projects wherever necessary to reinforce, rather than distort, normal market forces. Only through fiscally responsible policy, which limits government bureaucracy and stimulates the free market, will the United States expand on its leadership in space. By removing barriers of entry to the utilization of the solar system, new business models become viable. This sound free-market-based approach will create new sectors of the economy and strengthen America as the vanguard of freedom and opportunity as we spread throughout the solar system. We will carry forth the American values that made our nation great. The United States will settle space as it settled the American continent. The days of Lewis and Clark, and Apollo, are over.

Solvency – Economy 

Space leadership maintains economic competitiveness – House members prove

Kenric Ward, editor for Sunshine State News, 10
Sunshine State News, “Obama Calls for Collaboration in International Space Race”, 6/29/10, http://www.sunshinestatenews.com/story/obama-calls-collaboration-international-space-race [Marcus]

Still, others worry that sharing technology with nations such as China, North Korea and Iran will jeopardize U.S. security. Critiquing Obama's earlier call for commercializing space ventures, U.S. Rep. Bill Posey, R-Rockledge, said at the time: "At some point the president needs to take responsibility for his own administration’s decision to widen the space gap and cede America’s leadership in space, which is the modern-day military high ground," Posey said. On Monday, Posey reiterated, "We need to be careful that we do not cede our leadership in space in ways that might put our country’s national security at risk. Ceding our leadership in space would also undermine our economic competitiveness.” But Rendleman and others say the spiraling costs of space exploration require collaboration. "The Air Force systems have had 'price problems.' We have grand schemes, but new technology is very expensive. That's the rub," Rendleman said. By some estimates the U.S. government spends more than $100 billion a year on the full gamut of space endeavors. The Wall Street Journal on Monday said a series of high-level reports and studies has criticized duplication and urged program and agency consolidations. Cost-savings have already been achieved through commercial launches -- and Florida has played a key role. SpaceX launched its Falcon 9 rocket from Florida earlier this month, and SpaceX CEO Elon Musk has claimed his company can launch rockets for $20 million, compared with the $100 million price tag of comparable NASA launches. Though Florida's Kennedy Space Center is positioned to host future commercial liftoffs, privatized ventures would likely mean a "reduced employment footprint" as Space Shuttle jobs disappear and new technologies require fewer workers. Departing from previous Bush-era policies that relied largely on all-U.S. solutions, the NSP foresees international ventures including earth-observation satellites and space-based navigation systems once considered off-limits to foreign partnerships, sources said. Obama's advisers now have opened the door to possible international cooperation on the existing Global Positioning System satellite constellation, which is operated by the Air Force to serve military and commercial users worldwide. While the administration argues that foreign collaboration -- here and elsewhere -- will help to defray the cost of the U.S. space program, critics say the savings would be penny-wise and pound-foolish. They say that a smaller employment base at NASA could translate into a national brain drain and a less robust U.S. space program. 

Solvency – Constellation 

CP solves Constellation – private sector can lead on project

Schatz, President of Citizens Against Government Waste, ’11, (Congressional testimony)
[Council for Citizens Against Government Waste, “Testimony Before the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform”, 2-17-11, http://www.cagw.org/ccagw/government-affairs/testimony/house-committee-oversight.html // Lack]

NASA’s Constellation Program has come under frequent criticism, for good reason. Despite having spent more than $10 billion on the program to date, NASA is no closer to sending an astronaut to space than it was when the program began. According to a letter from NASA Inspector General Paul K. Martin to Sens. John Rockefeller (D-W.Va.) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Texas) on January 13, 2011, “due to restrictive language in NASA’s fiscal year (FY) 2010 appropriation, coupled with the fact that NASA and the rest of the Federal Government are currently being funded by a continuing resolution (CR) that carries over these restrictions and prohibits initiation of new projects, NASA is continuing to spend approximately $200 million each month on the Constellation Program, aspects of which both NASA and Congress have agreed not to build.” Furthermore, the NASA Authorization Act of 2010 requires NASA to spend more than $10 billion in the next three years to continue Constellation, now referred to as the Space Launch System and Multi-purpose Crew Vehicle. Unfortunately, NASA delivered a report to Congress on January 12, 2011 concluding that it simply can’t build a rocket that “fits the projected budget profiles nor schedule goals outlined in the Authorization Act.” Even so, some members of Congress are insisting that NASA move forward with the program. The private sector can spend money more effectively than government bureaucrats. As a result, the government’s role in space exploration should be minimized. 

Solvency – Earth Observation Affs

CP solves ‘Looking Back’ – commercial can fly low Earth orbit

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 90 // Lack]

The budgetary environment today is significantly more constrained than in the assumptions used for the ESAS. Despite the significant architectural commonality of the Ares I and Ares V, the program now estimates that Ares I will cost $5 billion to $6 billion to develop, even assuming that all common costs are carried by the Ares V. Within existing budget constraints, that will delay the availability of the Ares V to the mid-2020s if the ISS is not extended, and another several years if the ISS is extended. When it begins operations, the Ares I and Orion would be a very expensive system for crew transport to low-Earth orbit. Program estimates are that it would have a recurring cost of nearly $1 billion per flight, even with the fixed infrastructure costs being carried by Ares V. The issue is that the Orion is a very capable vehicle for exploration, but it has far more capability than needed for a taxi to low-Earth orbit. Another understanding that has changed since the ESAS was performed is the traffic model. Figure 6.4.4-1 indicates the number of operational flights of the Ares I based on the choices made in two other decisions, and based on projected flight rates and the schedules estimated for the less constrained budgets. There are no Gemini-style missions included in this count that simply orbit and do not service the ISS. In none of the combinations are there more than about six Ares I flights in the next decade, or a dozen in the next two decades. In the years since the ESAS, other conditions have changed as well. The NASA workforce has learned from the development of Ares I. With the approaching launch of the Ares 1-X flight test vehicle, much of what will be learned may have already occurred. The sunk costs in Ares I will be partially recovered in the development of the Ares V, due to the commonality of the SRB, J2-X engine, etc. Further, a commercial space industry has continued to develop, in part due to the investment of NASA in the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) Program. Thus, the use of commercial vehicles to transport crews to low-Earth orbit is much more of an option today than it might have been in 2005. Moving towards commercial crew services will also contribute to the evaluation on Economic Expansion. Together with commercial launch services for cargo to the ISS, and potentially in-space refueling, the commercial crew options could further stimulate the development of a domestic competitive launch capability. Eventually, it could stimulate a commercial service for human transport to low Earth orbit that would be available to other markets.

Solvency – Colonization 

Private investment is our only chance for Colonization- Government can’t solve
(Sam Dinkin; July 26, 2004; Dinkin is a regular columnist for the Space Review; http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1)

In “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict”, Bruce Gagnon makes the case for defending the legal status quo. He first argues that privatization of space will lead to “more debris” and worries that, “Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space.” Space law and achievement as embodied in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty are stuck in the 1960s. Without amendment, the treaty is stuck without property rights for the Moon and the planets. Our achievement is stuck with an ISS that really does not improve much on Skylab or Mir. Our lift capability is backsliding. Our capability to get to the Moon has disappeared maybe to be reclaimed some day. So it may not be such a big deal to have to give up the ISS due to orbital debris because the public benefit from the station is so low. Of course, there are many useful devices in space with GPS and telecom satellites providing excellent service to the global economy. Since these rarely fail due to orbital debris, it might be too soon to declare an emergency. But if there is an orbital debris problem, it is self limiting. The more debris there is, the less useful launches there will be so the less addition there will be to the debris problem. There are also several ways to solve the debris problem. Satellite launchers can be taxed for cleanup, kind of like a bottle deposit. If the deposit money were sufficient to de-orbit a satellite, then private industry would be very keen on de-orbiting satellites after their useful life in order to get the money back. Another way to solve the debris problem is to begin to ablate or collect the orbiting debris. In any case, there are two reasons that privatization will not substantially change the space debris situation. First, this debris problem will continue if space remains the preserve of big government even with business as usual. Second, regulations, such as the new FCC regulations for a minimum amount of propellant to continue broadcasting, allow the government to keep the debris situation under control. Gagnon states, “As the privateers move into space...they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars.” If only this were viable, I would have a much easier time arguing for colonization. There are not too many things worth $10,000/pound in propellant to get something back from the Moon or more from Mars. Gold weighs in at $6,250/pound. Even Helium-3 (3He) does not fit the bill. Let’s wait for someone to have a commercially viable reactor before we invest in going to the Moon to extract the 3He on a large scale. Some things may be worth that transportation cost. Colonization in order to assure that our species outlasts the dinosaurs is priceless. Opening Mars to colonization will also create new opportunities for religious freedom and personal freedoms as the Pilgrims found when they immigrated to the New World. Space entertainment might pay its own way, as might suborbital tourism. Orbital hotels may be viable. Space science might be able to tag along, but science would have to be heavily subsidized. Maybe astronomical observing frequencies could be sold off on Earth to pay for a site on the far side of the Moon, but that would require much lower transport prices and higher spectrum prices than we’ve seen since the 3G crash. Suborbital point-to-point service from New York to Tokyo with a flight time less than the Concorde’s New York-to-London time may emerge some time. There are some valuable military uses to space being explored by the Pentagon with its FALCON and RASCAL programs in addition to earth observing satellites. Further weaponization of space will probably be required to defend the US in the most economical manner and to defend the new civilian space assets. If no weaponization occurs by the US, we can definitely expect terrorists or other states to do so and for space to be stunted by lack of defensive protection. With no privatization and no military protection, there will not be much colonization. Antarctica may be free of the intellectual pollution brought by property rights, but there are also no citizens, no development and very little in the way of commercial exports. Alaska, in contrast, hands out checks to its citizens rather than charging them taxes. Antarctica is also more inaccessible, so there may be another explanation for the disparity. Texarkana offers a starker side-by-side comparison of different law leading to different levels of commerce. The city has a street running down the center of town where one side is governed by Arkansas law and the other is governed by Texas law. The main difference between the two jurisdictions is the ability to collect a high rate of interest (Arkansas caps their interest rate at 5% above the federal funds rate). This minor limitation on commerce means that there are many more stores on the Texas side of the street. But suppose for a moment that we do have the opportunity to create a viable space economy. Gagnon continues, “Thus, after the taxpayers have paid all the R&D, private industry now intends to gorge itself on profits. Taxpayers won’t see any return on our ‘collective investment.’” They are seeing little return now on their collective investment. Public returns will be great indeed if space development is successful. If privatization results in profits, those profits can be taxed. If private suborbital, orbital, point-to-point, lunar and planetary development lowers the price of access for public science, exploration and commerce, then that is a benefit. If colonization is successful, the public will have an insurance policy against extinction. Successful colonization will also energize the spirit of humanity. Colonizing Mars will double the amount of land available to the species and potentially more than double solar system GDP as a commerce of ideas and builds up between the growing Mars population and Earth. Compare that to taxpayer return on public projects. What has the taxpayer return been on Social Security? It is as if the government mandated that everyone in the nation hold thousands of dollars in government bonds. Worse, the bonds pay below the market interest rate for federal savings bonds. While this is a boon to taxpayers because US borrowing is cheaper as a result, the elderly are getting a negative real return on their money. A privately-administered system with similar terms would surely have resulted in arrests and prosecutions. I love listening to NPR and watching PBS. GPS is cool. I don’t like the Post Office. The Channel Tunnel was an excellent public-private partnership, but the private partner seems to be getting no return in that case. Central planning by the USSR failed dismally with their investment in collectives. Socialism is leaving many European countries with a money standard of living comparable to the poorest US states although their quality of life is quite high. To be charitable, I would say that the case for public returns from public management is mixed. In any case, there are few returns to give up in space’s public sphere to let private industry have a go. Gagnon worries that, “Ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the ‘shipping lanes’ on and off the planet Earth.” I think the taxpayers should assess the costs and the benefits. If the shippers are going to be paying enough extra taxes with the extra commerce in safe and protected space to warrant the protection, pay for the protection from taxpayers. If not, I will be in the vanguard of those asking for corporations to arm themselves against would-be space pirates. Gagnon implies that privatization of off-Earth development will prepare the way for the next “war system.” This is not a disadvantage of privatization even if true. First, terrorists and rogue states will take war to the heavens whether there is public or private management of space so at best public management postpones the new war system. Second, energizing the human spirit with new challenges in space may actually result in a solar system with less conflict. Third, the next war system may provide security for Earth more economically than the existing Earth-based military. Gagnon finishes with, “Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit. Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new “frontier” of conflict is created.”If space attracts no investment and no colonists, I say “Down with the legal structures!” As for the serious moral and ethical questions, I say, “Bring ’em on!”

Solvency – Exploration 

Private market action allows NASA to increase space exploration – more funds available.

Clara Moskowitz, space.com Senior Writer, 3/3

Space.com, “55 Space Leaders to Congress: Support Private Spaceflight Now”, 3/3/11, http://www.space.com/11021-nasa-budget-congress-commercial-spaceflight.html [Marcus]

A group of more than 55 space leaders is petitioning Congress to support commercial spaceflight in an open letter this week. The plea comes as lawmakers are debating a new federal budget, including the question of how much money to devote to NASA. President Obama and NASA chief Charlie Bolden are advocating for more funds to spur the development of private spaceships to replace the iconic space shuttle as the flagship of U.S. astronaut transportation to the International Space Station. That plan, they say, would allow NASA to invest in a longer-term project to build a rocket that can carry astronauts beyond low-Earth orbit to asteroids and Mars. 

Solvency – Space Shuttle

CP solves – commercial can carry cargo for Space Shuttle

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 91 // Lack]

Extending the Shuttle would provide more up-mass and down-mass capability to the ISS in this interval, which would be a benefit. The current U.S. Space Transportation Policy, dated January 6, 2005, prohibits the government from taking actions that would put it in competition with commercial providers in space transportation. There is already a contract for NASA to buy commercial cargo launches, and it is not the Committee’s intent that a possible Shuttle extension disrupt plans for those commercial flights. Any additional Shuttle flights would supplement the ability of the commercial carriers to service the ISS; the one integrated option that includes a Shuttle extension specifically includes the full manifest of commercial cargo flights through 2015. Extension of the Shuttle would require that the recertification done by NASA be verified, to ensure it is consistent with the CAIB recommendation. Shuttle retirement is the current NASA plan, which is a position supported by the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel.
CP solves – option to return Shuttle requires commercial landers 

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 91 // Lack]

This option follows the Flexible Path as an exploration strategy. It operates the Shuttle into FY 2011, extends the ISS until 2020, and funds technology development. In all three variants, as shown in Figure 6.5.11, the commercial transport service becomes available in the mid-to-late 2010s to begin ferrying U.S. crew to the ISS. By the early 2020s, after the heavy-lift vehicle is developed, development of a small in-space habitat and an in-space restartable propulsion stage follows. All three variants also include a hybrid lunar lander that is smaller than the Altair. (See Figure 6.2.2-2.) The ascent stage is developed by NASA, but the descent stage is assumed to be commercially developed, building on the growing industrial capability pursuing NASA’s Lunar Lander Challenge and the Google Lunar X-Prize. The commercial lander could also use the NASA-developed, in-space restartable engine that would be used for missions on the Flexible Path. There are three variants within this option; they differ only in the heavy-lift vehicle.

Solvency – Moon 

Private action solves moon missions

Harrison Schmitt, Chairman, Interlune-Intermars, Initiative, Inc. 03
Space Ref, “Testimony of Hon. Harrison H. Schmitt: Senate Hearing on "Lunar Exploration"” 11-6, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=10924 [Marcus] 

I am skeptical that the U.S. Government can be counted on to make such a "sustained commitment" absent unanticipated circumstances comparable to those of the late 1950s and early 1960s. Therefore, I have spent much of the last decade exploring what it would take for private investors to make such a commitment. At least it is clear that investors will stick with a project if presented to them with a credible business plan and a rate of return commensurate with the risk to invested capital. My colleagues at the Fusion Technology Institute of the University of Wisconsin-Madison and the Interlune-Intermars Initiative, Inc. believe that such a commercially viable project exists in lunar helium-3 used as a fuel for fusion electric power plants on Earth. Lunar helium-3, arriving at the Moon as part of the solar wind, is imbedded as a trace, non-radioactive isotope in the lunar soils. There is a resource base of helium-3 about of 10,000 metric tonnes just in upper three meters of the titanium-rich soils of Mare Tranquillitatis. The energy equivalent value of Helium-3 delivered to operating fusion power plants on Earth would be about $4 billion per tonne relative to today's coal. Coal, of course, supplies about half of the approximately $40 billion domestic electrical power market. A business and investor based approach to a return to the Moon to stay represents a clear alternative to initiatives by the U.S. Government or by a coalition of other countries. A business-investor approach, supported by the potential of lunar Helium-3 fusion power, and derivative technologies and resources, offers the greatest likelihood of a predictable and sustained commitment to a return to deep space. 
Solvency – Asteroids

CP solves – commercial actors aid in asteroid deflection and mining 

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 95 // Lack]

Because the Flexible Path option contained a commercially developed lunar lander descent stage, it was evaluated more highly in Economic Expansion as well. The use of a commercial lander is not fundamental to the execution of the Flexible Path, but is more likely in this strategy. The lunar landing would be later, involve a simpler lander, and follow the development by NASA of the in-space re-startable engine, all of which would make a commercial system more viable in the Flexible Path than in the Moon First strategy. Of the evaluation criteria on which the two strategies score equally, there are some distinctions. Under Human Civilization, both lead to better understanding of human adaptation to space, but the Flexible Path aids in the protection of Earth from near-Earth objects. From the viewpoint of Mission Safety Challenges, the two strategies are also about equal. Operations at the Moon are closer and allow return to the Earth more rapidly, but landing on and launching from a surface is a dynamic environment. In contrast, the Flexible Path missions are less dynamic, but occur farther from Earth. There is no reason to believe that the remaining evaluation criteria favor one or the other strategy for exploration. They have more to do with how the strategy is implemented. For example, either the Moon First or Flexible Path could be the basis for a new or extended international partnerships in space.

Politics NB 

Congress likes private sector funding- Authorization Act proves

(Bretton Alexander; December 2, 2009; President, Commercial Spaceflight Federation; Statement before the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics Committee on Science and Technology U.S. House of Representatives; http://legislative.nasa.gov/hearings/2009%20hearings/12-2-09%20Alexander.pdf)

Congress has noted the importance of commercial spaceflight as well, as the 2005 and 2008 NASA Authorization bills endorsed commercial cargo and crew.  The 2005 NASA Authorization Act directed NASA to “work closely with the private sector, including by... contracting with the private sector for crew and cargo services, including to the International Space Station, to the extent practicable.” The 2008 NASA Authorization Act directed NASA to initiate a commercial crew program and to fund “two or more commercial entities…for a crewed vehicle demonstration program.”

Funding likely – GOP candidates support the private sector as the best economic option

Keith Cowing, Staff Writer for NASAWatch.com, 6/14 [CNN, “Transcript of Republican Presidential Debate – NASA Excerpt”,  June 14, 2011, http://nasawatch.com/archives/2011/06/nasa-mentioned-1.html /Ghosh]

MACKIN: Thanks, John. This question goes out to Speaker Gingrich. Next month, the space shuttle program is scheduled to retire after 30 years, and last year, President Obama effectively killed government-run space flight to the International Space Station and wants to turn it over to private companies. In the meantime, U.S. astronauts would ride Russian spacecraft at a cost of $50 million to $63 million a seat. What role should the government play in future space exploration? GINGRICH: Well, sadly -- and I say this, sadly, because I'm a big fan of going into space and I actually worked to get the shuttle program to survive at one point -- NASA has become an absolute case study in why bureaucracy can't innovate. If you take all the money we've spent at NASA since we landed on the moon and you had applied that money for incentives to the private sector, we would today probably have a permanent station on the moon, three or four permanent stations in space, a new generation of lift vehicles. And instead, what we've had is bureaucracy after bureaucracy after bureaucracy and failure after failure." Some insiders are wondering if NASA is operating with an outdated management paradigm better suited to the 1960s Apollo era rather than the 21st century." "I think it's a tragedy, because younger Americans ought to have the excitement of thinking that they, too, could be part of reaching out to a new frontier. You know, you'd asked earlier, John, about this idea of limits because we're a developed country. We're not a developed country. The scientific future is going to open up, and we're at the beginning of a whole new cycle of extraordinary opportunities. And, unfortunately, NASA is standing in the way of it, when NASA ought to be getting out of the way and encouraging the private sector. KING: Is there any candidate who would step in and say, no, this is vital to America's identity, this is vital to America's innovation, I want the government to stay in the lead here when it comes to manned space flight? Nobody? [King looks for a show of hands, none of the candidates raises a hand] PAWLENTY: Yeah, I think the space program has played a vital role forward the United States of America. I think in the context... KING: But can we afford it going forward? PAWLENTY: In the context of our budget challenges, it can be refocused and reprioritized, but I don't think we should be eliminating the space program. We can partner with private providers to get more economies of scale and scale it back, but I don't think we should eliminate the space program. KING: In a sentence -- in a sentence or two? (CROSSTALK) GINGRICH: John, you mischaracterized me. I didn't say end the space program. We built the transcontinental railroads without a national department of railroads. I said you could get into space faster, better, more effectively, more creatively if you decentralized it, got it out of Washington, and cut out the bureaucracy. It's not about getting rid of the space program; it's about getting to a real space program that works. ROMNEY: I think fundamentally there are some people -- and most of them are Democrats, but not all -- who really believe that the government knows how to do things better than the private sector. KING: All right, let's go down to the... ROMNEY: And they happen to be wrong. And... (CROSSTALK)

The CP avoids politics – backers in Congress.

Clara Moskowitz, space.com Senior Writer, 3/3

Space.com, “55 Space Leaders to Congress: Support Private Spaceflight Now”, 3/3/11, http://www.space.com/11021-nasa-budget-congress-commercial-spaceflight.html [Marcus]

A group of more than 55 space leaders is petitioning Congress to support commercial spaceflight in an open letter this week. The plea comes as lawmakers are debating a new federal budget, including the question of how much money to devote to NASA. President Obama and NASA chief Charlie Bolden are advocating for more funds to spur the development of private spaceships to replace the iconic space shuttle as the flagship of U.S. astronaut transportation to the International Space Station. That plan, they say, would allow NASA to invest in a longer-term project to build a rocket that can carry astronauts beyond low-Earth orbit to asteroids and Mars. 

CP popular – President & Congress

Balsamello, J.D. at Georgetown Law, ‘10

[Georgetown Law Journal, Vol. 98, “Notes: When You Wish upon a Falling Billboard: Advertising in an Age of Space Tourism”, p. 1778-1789 // Lack]

The U.S. government, through congressional legislation and presidential statements, has outwardly endorsed the private commercial space industry and committed the government to assist in its growth. Congress has urged the Administrator of NASA to transition from government non-emergency space transportation systems to ones purchased on the commercial market, 54 acquire space transportation services 55 from commercial providers, and plan missions to accommodate commercial providers. 56 Congress has even declared that, “the general welfare of the United States requires that [NASA] . . . seek and encourage, to the maximum extent possible, the fullest commercial use of space.” Similar statements expressing the high value NASA has followed this mandate and is a supporter of the private commercial industry. 58 The law also fosters greater technological innovation by relaxing the licensing procedures for experimental launches and allowing the Secretary of Transportation to waive requirements for unmanned launches. 59 Finally, all three presidents since 1992 have declared the importance of entrepreneurial rather than purely government space exploration.

CP popular with GOP – Tea Party proves

Nelson, Writer for the Daily Caller, ’11 

[The Daily Caller, “Tea Party group launches into space policy debate”, 6-24-11, http://dailycaller.com/2011/06/24/tea-party-group-launches-into-space-policy-debate // Lack]

Some members of the Tea Party movement have zeroed in on a multi-billion dollar area of government spending. This time, it isn’t health care or the public debt -– but outer space. On Thursday, TEA Party in Space (TPIS) unveiled its “TEA Party Space Platform.” The group, which is affiliated with the Tea Party Patriots, hopes NASA will return “to its roots as [a research and development] agency instead of serving as a slush fund for a few influential members of Congress,” TPIS President Andrew Gasser said in a Thursday press release. Just like a political party’s platform, this agenda is made up of specific issues. Among the fourteen calls to action is for Congress to pass legislation to cap liability for commercial human spaceflight. Another of the tenets calls for a “Zero-G means Zero-Tax” arrangement, which would establish tax exemptions for business activities related to human spaceflight. Additionally, the group wants for Congress to allow NASA to cancel all existing Shuttle, Ares and Space Launch System contracts in order to force the termination of an $11 billion earmark included in the 2010 NASA Authorization Law and for NASA to “competitively bid the development of human exploration transportation capabilities.” Gasser said in the Thursday press release, “Whether it’s timidity from the White House or Congress’ earmark-laden ‘compromises,’ our space dreams will be stuck on this planet unless someone articulates a vision based on economic and technical reality, so that’s what we’ve done.” “The status quo of crony capitalism, earmarking billions of NASA’s budget to a few companies, districts and states, has got to stop,” he said. “We already tried this approach with Constellation and all we have to show for it are stacks of power point presentations, some pretty CGI videos, and a half-billion-dollar practice rocket.” TPIS Director of Operations Isaac Mooers said in the press release that the group has a platform that would grow America’s potential in space. In the release, he asked elected officials and those running for office to review the platform and pledge to vote in line with it. Curiously, the group praises Alabama Republican Sen. Richard Shelby in a June 16 press release, for “wisely [recognizing] that NASA must compete [Space Launch System] contracts to be fair to the tax payers in this time of budgetary crisis.” Shelby was made infamous by introducing an amendment to the 2010 budget mandating funding for the Ares I rocket program and other Constellation projects. In a January 13 letter to Congress, NASA Inspector General Paul K. Martin wrote that the Shelby provision wasted approximately $200 million each month on Constellation projects that NASA and Congress had agreed not to build.

CP popular with GOP – right wing interest groups prove

Nelson, Writer for the Daily Caller, ’11 

[The Daily Caller, “Fiscal conservatives call for increased privatization of space”, 2-8-11, http://dailycaller.com/2011/02/08/fiscal-conservatives-call-for-increased-privatization-of-space // Lack]

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.” Also speaking at the press conference was Tom Schatz of Citizens Against Government Waste. Keith Cowing of NASA Watch wrote that he pressed Simberg about his feelings on the Obama administration’s priorities. He wrote that Simberg, “did not think that the President cared either way about space commercialization.”

CP Popular – debate now on scope of private sector involvement

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “Commercial crew and NASA’s tipping point”, 2-14-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1780/1 (Lack)]

Later today the White House will release its budget proposal for fiscal year 2012, including its plans for NASA. That release is likely to be far less controversial than the release of its 2011 budget proposal just over a year ago, in which the administration proposed cancelling all of Constellation and replacing it with technology development efforts and an initiative to develop commercial crew transportation systems. That generated a long, often vociferous debate (at least by space policy standards) about the future direction of the agency, culminating with the passage of the NASA Authorization Act that put into law much, but not all, of what the administration was seeking. This time around no one is expecting similar radical changes for NASA. Instead, the 2012 budget proposal offers the agency an opportunity to further cement the foundation for those new programs, and grapple with the many challenges associated with them, from concerns about the ability of NASA to build a heavy-lift vehicle (see “Can NASA develop a heavy-lift rocket?”, The Space Review, January 17, 2011) to cost overruns on high-profile programs like the James Webb Space Telescope, to broader challenges of carrying out programs on a budget that will be, at best, frozen at 2011 levels. (Further complicating that last point is that NASA, like the rest of the federal government, still doesn’t have a final 2011 budget, four and a half months after the fiscal year began.) Another high profile program likely to be scrutinized in the budget proposal is the agency’s commercial crew development efforts, a topic that was one of the flash points of last year’s budget and policy debate. This time around, though, the debate may very well be different. Last year the question was whether there should be a commercial crew development program at all, one that was answered by its inclusion in the authorization act, although at lower funding levels than the administration’s request. Now, though, developments both in government and in the private sector suggest commercial crew is increasingly not a question of if it will exist, but how big of a program it will be and how soon it can field systems.

Politics NB – Lobbyists 

Lobbyists support privatization of space – Stimers proves

Marisa Kashino, Staff Writer for the Washingtonian, 6/1 [The Washingtonian, “K Street’s New Generation”, June 1, 2011, http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/display/wire-news-display/1425330336.html /Ghosh]

Stimers, who says he gets "the world's worst motion sickness," has no desire to go into space. But the K&L Gates partner wants to help everyone else get there. With NASA's space-shuttle program coming to an end, Stimers is advocating for private-sector space flight on behalf of his client, the Commercial Spaceflight Federation. He successfully lobbied last year for passage of the NASA Reauthorization Act, which included $1.6 billion of funding for private companies building rockets for human space travel. Stimers also lobbies for other cutting-edge clients. He began working for the Nano Business Alliance in 2002, when he helped pass the 21st Century Nanotech Research and Development Act.

Politics NB – Specific Insiders

Texas congressmen against commercialization – the House Committee on Science and Tech agrees

Stewart M. Powell, Staff Writer for the Houston Chronicle, 10 [The Houston Chronicle, “Private sector’s role may expand in space travel”, August 1, 2010, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/7134009.html /Ghosh]

The Texas congressional delegation remains highly skeptical of commercial spacecraft. "We're not saying no to the commercial guys," says Rep. Pete Olson, R-Sugar Land, whose congressional district includes JSC. "But we are saying we want you to do this sequentially by proving to us that you can deliver cargo to orbit as safely and inexpensively as you claim before we start talking about manned flight operations." Adds Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee, a Houston Democrat: "Commercial space is in the future - just not the near future." The spending plans underscore congressional caution. In response to Obama's request for $500 million to cover development of commercial crew capability for the fiscal year that begins Oct. 1, the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation authorized $312 million. It offered Obama only $1.3 billion of the $3.3 billion he requested over the next three years. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Dallas, says she does not want to surrender the entire NASA program to untested companies yet because "it is too big a risk." The House Committee on Science and Technology was even more skeptical, offering up $164 million for next year - $100 million as loan guarantees.

Senator Shelby and other congressmen don’t believe the ‘cure-all hype’ of privatization – won’t support

Jeff Foust, Aerospace Analyst and Publisher and Editor of the Space Review, 10 [The Space Review, “Can commercial space win over Congress?”, March 22, 2010, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1 /Ghosh]

One of the major arguments against turning to the commercial sector for human spaceflight to low Earth orbit is the lack of existing systems to provide such services. That argument was made with perhaps unmatched rhetorical flourish by Sen. Richard Shelby (R-AL) in his statement against the new NASA plan the morning of its release. “We cannot continue to coddle the dreams of rocket hobbyists and so-called ‘commercial’ providers who claim the future of US human space flight can be achieved faster and cheaper than Constellation,” he said. “I have consistently stated the fallacy of believing the cure-all hype of these ‘commercial’ space companies, and my position has been supported time and again by both the experts and the facts.”

Rep Olson along with several other members requested for an alternative – they won’t support commercial technology

Jeff Foust, Aerospace Analyst and Publisher and Editor of the Space Review, 10 [The Space Review, “Can commercial space win over Congress?”, March 22, 2010, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1 /Ghosh]

“The current plan is to cancel Constellation and replace it with these unproven commercial launch vehicles,” Rep. Pete Olson (R-TX) said at a March 11 press conference where he and several other members asked NASA to carry out a 30-day study of alternatives to the current plan. “In fact, one of them, if you recall, had an accident during a test firing of its engines—‘accident’ is probably too strong of a word, but had a malfunction with flames coming out the side.” He was referring to an aborted test firing of that inaugural Falcon 9 on its Cape Canaveral pad two days earlier; SpaceX performed a successful 3.5-second engine test two days later. “The administration wants to bet that, our future of human spaceflight, on unproven commercial private enterprise technology.”
Politics NB – A2: GOP Cuts

The Tea Party supports the privatization of space – believes free-market is the most profitable

Tea Party Patriots, Political Party, 6/23 [TeaPartyPatriots.org, “TEA Party Space Platform”, June 23, 2011, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33929 /Ghosh]

Congress must implement new policies and reform old space laws to promote the greatest possible private-sector engagement in profitable free-market space activities. Therefore: Plank - Congress must reform International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), easing restrictions on U.S. private enterprise from engaging in commerce with friendly countries in the sale of goods and services. Specifically, and among other things, satellites should be removed from the munitions list. Plank - Congress must pass legislation capping liability for commercial human spaceflight. Plank - Zero-G means Zero-Tax. In order to stimulate the growth of the space economy, the tax code must be amended to exempt from taxation, all business activities related to human spaceflight, including suborbital, low earth orbit (LEO), and beyond. Plank - The Federal Aviation Administration Office of Commercial Space Transportation (FAA/AST) shall continue to be the regulatory agency for private spaceflight, including spaceflight carried out by the private sector for the public sector. NASA shall only have jurisdiction over missions which are exclusively carried out by and for the government. Plank - Space Property Rights - the US department of State shall be directed to review and amend as necessary applicable international law to ensure the rights of all US private entities are respected, up to and including renegotiation of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty and the 1972 Liability Convention, and to reiterate US opposition to the 1979 Moon Treaty. 

Tea Party supports in a change to American free-market principles for space research – supports private funding

Tea Party Patriots, Political Party, 6/23 [TeaPartyPatriots.org, “TEA Party Space Platform”, June 23, 2011, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33929 /Ghosh]

The TEA Party in Space Platform is grounded in American exceptionalism and the TEA Party core values of fiscal responsibility, limited government, and free markets. Our goal is nothing less than the expansion of American civilization into the solar system. Fifty years ago, the United States was in a Space Race with the Soviet Union. Our nation applied the strategy we had developed in World War II - a "crash" federal research and development program that spared no expense to accomplish the short-term goal of landing an American on the moon and returning him safely to the Earth. America can no longer afford the big government "crash" model. We must return to traditional American free-market principles to expand permanently into space. It was American individuals and businesses who pioneered the wilderness, built a continent-spanning nation, and created the most prosperous economy in the history of humanity. We must therefore advance the goal of permanently settling the space frontier by fostering private as well as appropriate government activities in space. We can do so by: 1. Creating a legal, tax and regulatory framework, that fosters free and competitive markets that increasing private investment in space activities. 2. Pursuing all federal space activities, especially civilian projects, in such a way as to utilize and strengthen the U.S. commercial space industry, and realigning projects wherever necessary to reinforce, rather than distort, normal market forces.

Conservatives love private space program

Moody, Writer at The Daily Caller, ‘11

[The Daily Caller, “The Republican dilemma: Reduce federal spending, but don’t dare cut my special interests”, 4-27-11, http://dailycaller.com/2011/04/27/the-republican-dilemma-reduce-federal-spending-but-dont-you-dare-cut-my-special-interests/#ixzz1Oj9onhmi // Lack]

George LeMieux wants to cut government spending and shrink the federal government. That is, unless you’re talking about paying for space ships that fly to asteroids. The former Florida Republican senator, who recently launched his campaign to unseat current Democratic Sen. Bill Nelson, vowed Tuesday to increase spending for the nation’s space exploration program while simultaneously touting his record on limited government. “There are very few things the federal government should be doing,” LeMieux said during a conference call with reporters Tuesday. “But one of the few things the federal government can only do is space exploration. We are seeing good private sector folks that are trying to go into low- Earth orbit and that’s great and we should encourage them, but the only folks that are going to go to an asteroid or go to Mars is going to be NASA.” You see, space ships are to the Sunshine State what farm subsidies are to Iowa. And for Republican candidates straining to out-Tea Party fellow conservatives in the primaries, the massive federal spending on the behalf of the nation’s farmers and rocket scientists can be a real dilemma. In the presidential race, almost all of the GOP candidates currently courting the right wing of the party have voiced passionate defenses for farm welfare, which costs the federal government billions every year. NASA, a program of the federal government that is costing taxpayers nearly $20 billion this year, has deep stakes in Florida, and employs thousands in the state. LeMieux, who doesn’t support President Obama’s economic “stimulus” program that creates jobs through massive federal spending, made a passionate case for how, at least in the case of space exploration, government spending creates jobs. “Do we really need 100,000 people working at the Department of Agriculture? Do we need all of these other agencies of government that aren’t really achieving things for the American people? Shouldn’t we instead say let’s fully fund the space program because we know, one, it creates jobs, two it creates scientific innovation, three, it gives us stature among people of the world. I mean it certainly helps in our diplomacy when we’re dealing with folks if we are leading the world in space exploration,” he said. He’s certainly not alone. Almost all potential Florida up-and-comers looking to make waves on the national scene must defend NASA to make it anywhere beyond Tallahassee. LeMieux’s opponents for the Senate seat, state Rep. Adam Hasner, who likes to brag that he gets “criticized for being too conservative,” and Florida state Senate President Mike Haridopolos both support massive government spending on space exploration. In a way, Florida can be a brutal place for conservatives. On one hand, the political environment is ripe for politicians like Republican Sen. Marco Rubio who believe in free markets and limited government. But on the other, Florida is a state with a massive aging population, strong ties to federal programs like NASA, and a thriving Hispanic community. For a party that wants to reform Medicare, cut federal programs and stay tough on immigration, candidates must walk a fine line. And LeMieux, who called cuts to the space program “criminal,” is no exception.

Politics NB – A2: Partisan

Space Policy is completely non-partisan

Simberg 6-8-11

Opinion Zone (Writer Rand Simberg,  Bachelor's degrees in engineering science and applied mathematics from the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, and a Masters degree in Technical Management from West Coast University in Los Angeles, California.) “Space politics makes strange bedfellows” 6-8-11; http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/06/space-politics-makes-strange-bedfellows [Schaaf]

Staffers for California's Democratic Senators Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein were no doubt nonplussed to discover that their bosses had been praised by the Tea Party on Monday. It's all of a piece of the political bizarro world in which space policy has been immersed for the last year and a half, ever since the Obama administration canceled the disastrous Constellation program in favor of a more commercial approach, and the response of many supposed conservatives in Congress was to demand a "public option." So, how did the two senators earn the support of the Florida Tea Partiers? As part of the final Continuing Resolution to fund the government through the end of the fiscal year, Congress, at the behest of space state Senators (Utah, Florida, Texas and Alabama), included an earmark of almost $2 billion dollars for a new heavy lift vehicle, which was supposed to use existing Shuttle and Constellation contracts and contractors. Specifically (among other features, or bugs, depending on one's point of view), it was intended to use Shuttle solid rocket motors, manufactured in Republican Sen. Orrin Hatch's Utah by ATK. But a fly entered the senatorial ointment. Late last year, Aerojet General, the smallest of the big three propulsion companies, declared its intention to pursue the first-stage engine business, and threatened to sue NASA to force it to open the planned sole-source contract to ATK to competition. Now enter the California senators. It is actually unusual for the California congressional delegation to pay much attention to space policy, despite the large amount of space industry in the state; traditionally, they have either taken it for granted, or ignored it entirely (for instance, there were few complaints back in the nineties when NASA moved a lot of Shuttle-related work from southern California to Texas and Florida). But Aerojet is based in Sacramento, the capital of the state, and apparently the company persuaded its senators, Boxer and Feinstein, to weigh in on its behalf. Late last month, they sent a letter to NASA administrator Charles Bolden, asking him to open up the propulsion contract to competition: In this time of constrained budgets, it would be inexcusible to funnel billions of taxpayer dollars into a non-competitive sole-source contract for the new Space Launch System. By allowing a competitive process, NASA could realize hundreds of millions of dollars in annual savings, and billions in savings over the life of the program. Furthermore, a competitive process will build capacity and enhance the critical skills and capabilities at a wide range of aerospace technology companies. We believe a competitive process is consistent with the NASA Reauthorization Act of 2010. As you know, this legislation directed the agency to construct a new human rated spacecraft by 2016 while utilizing existing contracts where "practicable." However, NASA itself has already concluded that such a plan is not practicable. The January 2011 report issued by your agency entitled the "Preliminary Report Regarding NASA's Space Launch System and Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle" concluded that "NASA does not believe this goal is achievable based on a combination of the current funding profile estimate, traditional approaches to acquisition, and currently considered vehicle architectures." Based on this conclusion, we believe that it is not "practicable" to continue the existing contracts. Instead, we believe that NASA should open a competitive bidding process for the SLS to ensure that the agency obtains the best technology at the lowest possible cost. These words were music to the ears of both the Competitive Space Task Force (full disclosure: of which I am chairman) and Tea Party in Space, a Florida-based group that promotes a vigorous but fiscally responsible space program (something exactly the opposite of what those who make space policy on the Hill seem to want). Hence, Monday's press release lauding the two senators' action. Interestingly and ironically, it sets up a potential battle in the upper chamber over space policy, in which the Democratic senators from California are fighting for a competitive approach (in the interest, of course, of their own home state contractor), against a "conservative" Republican senator from Utah who insists on a wasteful, sole-source pork-based one in the interest of his state. Which all goes to show (as we've seen for the last year and a half) that space policy is truly non-partisan, and non-ideological, and it is driven primarily by rent seeking, not a desire to open up space to humanity. As long as space policy remains unimportant, it will continue to be subject to the petty politics of those whose states and districts benefit from the jobs created, even as wealth is destroyed. But the good news is that this may delay things sufficiently long that an expensive, unnecessary rocket never gets built at all. 

Politics NB – Obama PolCap

Obama investing polcap in commercial 

Barack Obama, President of the United States of America, 10 [the White House, “National Space Policy of the United States of America”, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/national_space_policy_6-28-10.pdf /Ghosh]
The term “commercial,” for the purposes of this policy, refers to space goods, services, or activities pro- vided by private sector enterprises that bear a reasonable portion of the investment risk and respon- sibility for the activity, operate in accordance with typical market-based incentives for controlling cost and optimizing return on investment, and have the legal capacity to offer these goods or services to existing or potential nongovernmental customers . To promote a robust domestic commercial space industry, departments and agencies shall: •• Purchase and use commercial space capabilities and services to the maximum practical extent when such capabilities and services are available in the marketplace and meet United States Government requirements; •• Modify commercial space capabilities and services to meet government requirements when existing commercial capabilities and services do not fully meet these requirements and the potential modification represents a more cost-effective and timely acquisition approach for the government; •• Actively explore the use of inventive, nontraditional arrangements for acquiring commercial space goods and services to meet United States Government requirements, including measures such as public-private partnerships, hosting government capabilities on commercial spacecraft, and purchasing scientific or operational data products from commercial satellite operators in support of government missions; •• Develop governmental space systems only when it is in the national interest and there is no suitable, cost-effective U .S . commercial or, as appropriate, foreign commercial service or system that is or will be available; •• Refrain from conducting United States Government space activities that preclude, discourage, or compete with U .S . commercial space activities, unless required by national security or public safety; •• Pursue potential opportunities for transferring routine, operational space functions to the commercial space sector where beneficial and cost-effective, except where the government has legal, security, or safety needs that would preclude commercialization; •• Cultivate increased technological innovation and entrepreneurship in the commercial space sector through the use of incentives such as prizes and competitions; •• Ensure that United States Government space technology and infrastructure are made available for commercial use on a reimbursable, noninterference, and equitable basis to the maximum practical extent; •• Minimize, as much as possible, the regulatory burden for commercial space activities and ensure that the regulatory environment for licensing space activities is timely and responsive; •• Foster fair and open global trade and commerce through the promotion of suitable standards and regulations that have been developed with input from U .S . industry; •• Encourage the purchase and use of U .S . commercial space services and capabilities in interna- tional cooperative arrangements; and •• Actively promote the export of U .S . commercially developed and available space goods and services, including those developed by small- and medium-sized enterprises, for use in foreign markets, consistent with U .S . technology transfer and nonproliferation objectives . The United States Trade Representative (USTR) has the primary responsibility in the Federal Government for international trade agreements to which the United States is a party . USTR, in consultation with other relevant departments and agencies, will lead any efforts relating to the negotiation and implementation of trade disciplines governing trade in goods and services related to space.
In light of recent government failures space policy needs to promote private launch service companies

Bonnie E. Fought, Candidate for JD at UC Berkeley Boalt Hall School of Law,  ’89, [Berkeley Technology Law Journal,  “Legal Aspects of the Commercialization of Space Transportation Systems”,  January 26, 1989, http://www.law.berkeley.edu/journals/btlj/articles/vol3/fought.html  /Ghosh]

In addition, the new National Space Policy announced a fifteen-point Commercial Space Initiative to promote a "vigorous U.S. commercial presence in Earth orbit and beyond." [FN10] Specifically in the area of space transportation, a major objective of the Space Policy is "assuring a highway to space." [FN11] In an attempt to promote the development of private launch service companies the Space Policy requires that all federal agencies purchase expendable launch services from the private sector to the "fullest extent feasible." [FN12] The remainder of the initiative regarding the commercialization of space transportation is the Reagan Administration's proposals for the future, including placing limits on liability which might result from a commercial launch accident, [FN13] consulting with the private sector on the potential construction and use by the Federal Government of a commercial launch range separate from federal facilities, [FN14] and providing government vouchers to research payload owners scheduled on a shuttle flight which could be used to purchase a one time launch on an alternative U.S. commercial launch service vehicle. [FN15] With this new national space policy, the Reagan Administration hoped to encourage private sector investment and involvement in space activities. [FN16] In the past, volatility in government policy has created an uncertain climate for both the direct involvement of private industry and private investment in space-related activities. As was often pointed out, " what company wants to commit millions of dollars to develop products or technologies that can become useless overnight because of yet another shift in government policy?" [FN17] This new policy is a long overdue step toward creating a favorable environment for the development of the nascent private space transportation industry, a step which is even more significant in light of recent failures in the government-sponsored space program. [FN18]

Politics NB – NASA Bill

NASA’s reauthorization bill will pass – including the $1.6 billion for the commercial sector 
Gautham Nagesh, Staff Writer at the Hill, 10 [The Hill, “House likely to pass Senate’s vision for NASA”, http://thehill.com/blogs/hillicon-valley/technology/121399-house-likely-to-pass-senates-vision-for-nasa September 28, 2010 /Ghosh]
House Science Committee chairman Bart Gordon, (D-Tenn.) said he will support what he considers a flawed Senate bill because there isn't enough time to reach a deal before the start of the new fiscal year on October 1. Gordon offered a compromise of his own last week but that effort stalled after meeting opposition in the upper chamber. The bill includes $1.6 billion to boost the commercial space industry, $400 million more than in Gordon's bill but still less than half the amount requested by the White House. But the Commercial Spaceflight Foundation said passing the Senate bill would be vastly preferable to continued uncertainty, which may result in layoffs.

Spending NB

Private market action boosts the economy – more jobs.

Clara Moskowitz, space.com Senior Writer, 3/3

Space.com, “55 Space Leaders to Congress: Support Private Spaceflight Now”, 3/3/11, http://www.space.com/11021-nasa-budget-congress-commercial-spaceflight.html [Marcus]

The letter also argues that going the commercial space route would help spur the creation of U.S. jobs. "By hiring American businesses, NASA's Commercial Crew to Space Station program also generates thousands of high-tech American jobs across states ranging from Florida, to Alabama, to Texas, to California, to Virginia, to Colorado, to Nevada and to Maryland, rather than sending these jobs overseas to Russia." 

Private action stops economy erosion – launch market .

Eric Lund, Senior at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, 99

The Institute of Electronics and Electrical Engineers Inc., “Government Incentives to the Commercial Space Launch Industry”, 8/5/99, http://www.wise-intern.org/journal/1999/lund99.pdf [Marcus]

One concern about government incentives to the commercial launch industry is that industry projections and market forecasts contain many unknowns and uncertainties— thus decreasing the credibility of analysis and reducing its role in the policy making process. This does not eliminate analysis as a factor in making policy.23 Uncertainties about the future of the economy and risks associated with new technologies exist and can be addressed with flexible, effective policies using both politics and analysis (examples of which will follow in the Policy Alternatives section). If the Congress votes not to pass legislation financially favorable to commercial launch companies, there would be several results. First, existing launch systems will continue to be used at significantly greater life cycle cost than new, more economical systems could provide. This will have an impact on the federal budget in the long term if access to space remains at current cost. Second, the U.S. will continue to fall behind in the global launch market (see inset). Third, the current launch industry will continue to consolidate, causing loss of jobs, expertise, and industrial base needed for national security reasons. 

CP solves the economy – new Space industry in Florida

Stern, Former Associate Administrator of Science at NASA, ‘11

[The Space Review, S. Alan Stern, “Commercial space, what’s good for Florida, and 2012”, 6-27-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1871/1 (Lack)]

For too long the economy of Florida’s Space Coast has been too heavily dependent on a very small number of huge government projects. This narrow business model calls to mind the adage “if you only own one stock, you probably deserve what you get when it goes down.” Tragically, the state and the nation failed to learn this very lesson when the end of Apollo program devastated Central Florida’s economy in the 1970s, and as a result the Space Coast is now losing 9,000 Space Shuttle jobs. Fortunately though, the dawning era of commercial American space efforts is giving flower to a far wider variety of new space systems and projects with refreshingly diverse markets and backers. This has the opportunity to create a Florida space economy that will be far more robust than any in the past 50 years. Consider how these examples of American commercial space development could help reinvigorate the Space Coast’s economy: Suborbital Spaceflight: This new sector has over $1 billion in private investment behind it among five separate suborbital space lines (XCOR Aerospace, Virgin Galactic, Blue Origin, Armadillo Aerospace, and Masten Space Systems), each of which plan to begin flying frequent tourist and research missions as soon as 2012 or 2013; several have shown interest in flying from the Cape. Orbital Launch: Here, a company called SpaceX is taking the lead by pouring hundreds of millions of private dollars into its line of Falcon launchers, which are already flying, and which are under contract by NASA, DOD, and commercial satellite companies. New commercial launchers that could base in Florida are also under consideration by Virgin Galactic and XCOR, and United Launch Alliance hopes to launch commercial and government astronauts aboard Atlas V vehicles from the Cape by 2015. Crew Transport: Four companies (Sierra Nevada, Boeing, SpaceX, and Blue Origin) are vying to become one of NASA’s astronaut transportation service providers to the International Space Station, which will relieve us from paying the Russians hundreds of millions to get our astronauts to space. These firms hope to also exploit purely commercial markets to transport tourists, researchers, and commercial research equipment to low Earth orbit. Satellite and payload integrators such as Astrotech and Astrogenetix will also benefit from this effort. Arecent market survey showed that that these commercial applications are likely to outstrip NASA’s crew transport demands. Private Space Stations: At least two companies (Bigelow Aerospace and Excalibur Almaz) are planning to field space stations. Both will earn their revenues from private sector and from the approximately 180 nations that are not a part of the International Space Station, and Bigelow has already put two test stations in orbit. These commercial space activities have the potential to create numerous manufacturing, launch, and operations jobs in Florida, and also create engineering services, hotel, and restaurant jobs, and possibly even new entertainment-themed attractions. These will significantly blunt the blow of the shuttle’s demise. Watching this exciting new industry develop, one can hardly help but root for its success. And doing so are Space Florida, numerous elected officials in Tallahassee, and many in the state’s congressional delegation.

Solves Spending –fraction of launch costs

Berman, Writer for VOA News, ‘11

[Voice of America News, “US Space Program Goes Commercial”, 4-27-11, http://www.voanews.com/english/news/science-technology/US-Space-Program-Goes-Commercial-120822324.html // Lack]

President Barack Obama is asking Congress to approve $850 million to aid the development of private rockets to service the orbiting scientific outpost. NASA administrator Charles Bolden says the budget will support a public-private partnership in space. "We must have safe, reliable and affordable access to it for our astronauts and their supporting equipment. That's why this budget boosts funding for our partnership with the commercial space industry," Bolden said. The private sector's role in unmanned space operations - such as the manufacture of satellites and robotic spacecraft -- is nothing new. So says former NASA executive Alan Stern, now with the Southwest Research Institute, which offers technical assistance to the aerospace industry. Stern says the private sector is promising to conduct space missions for a fraction of what they have traditionally cost NASA. For example, SpaceX says it can reduce the cost of a launch, depending upon the rocket, to between $50 million and $100 million compared to the $1.5 billion price tag for each space shuttle mission. Stern says this savings of dimes on the dollar benefits the private sector as well as the public. "That's a huge reduction in cost that's going to allow us to have multiple space lines, and to be able to afford that and to be able to do more things in space than we could in the past," Stern said. Last year, SpaceX became the first commercial aerospace company to successfully launch, place into orbit and retrieve a spacecraft -- the Falcon 9, carrying an unmanned capsule called the Dragon. The Dragon is being built as part of NASA's $1.6 billion deal with SpaceX. Company founder and CEO Elon Musk says the space agency has been pressing it to complete testing of the capsule, so it can go to the space station on a resupply mission at the end of this year. However, news reports have quoted a top official in Russia's manned space program as saying Russia will not allow the SpaceX rocket to dock with the space station until more extensive safety testing has been completed. Safety is a big concern for the private rocket builders, too. Alan Stern says the companies are not cutting corners to keep costs down or to meet tight deadlines. He says they have a lot to lose if there are accidents. "If the rockets fail or the capsules have problems, that's going to affect their future business pretty strongly; in fact it could put them out of business. And that's a very strong motivation for any private concern," Stern said.

Private actors are key to space exploration- alleviates tax payer burden
(Andre Bormanis; Monday, July 19, 2010; Bormanis is a television writer and producer living in Los Angeles. He holds a B.S. in Physics from the University of Arizona, and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University; http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)
One thing everyone can agree on with respect to the Obama Administration’s intention to cancel the Constellation program: it has triggered a vigorous debate about the future of NASA and the role that organization will play in humanity’s next steps into the solar system. Numerous articles posted in The Space Review have illuminated the scope of this debate, from its fundamental assumptions about the value of space exploration for the United States and its people, to the variety of ways in which a post-shuttle program of human exploration beyond LEO might be carried out. In reading about and pondering these issues, it seems to me that there are three critical partnerships that will reshape NASA, and the larger vision of space exploration it represents, well into the 21st century. Exploring the current debate in the context of these three partnerships might help illuminate how future human expeditions beyond LEO will be carried out. A brief review the assumptions behind NASA’s Constellation program, and its technological godfather, Apollo, will help set the stage for this discussion. The Apollo missions were unquestionably the greatest achievement of manned space flight, and among the greatest achievements in the history of human exploration. No one who was fortunate enough to be alive to witness mankind’s first visit to another world will ever forget it. John F. Kennedy’s passionate commitment to sail into “this new ocean” of space became the model of presidential vision and leadership. Constellation has been described as “Apollo on steroids.” It replicates many of the systems developed over forty years ago for the first manned Moon landings, with the intention of returning astronauts to the Moon sometime in the next decade. On the face of it, this sounds encouraging for those of us who want to see astronauts resume the journeys beyond Earth orbit that ended so abruptly with Apollo 17. But as NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver has noted, various presidents and congressional leaders have tried to “re-do” Apollo for the last forty years. Clearly they have not succeeded. Understandably, the Apollo program is deeply ingrained in the public psyche, the glorious victory of a bygone era that many wish we could aspire to again. But today’s space advocates often forget that Apollo was a unique program designed to achieve a specific political goal in the 1960s: to demonstrate the social and technological superiority of the American political system over its chief rival, the Soviet Union. The convergence of social, political, and technological forces that made Apollo possible no longer exists, and never will again. Those who decry the Obama Administration’s decision to cancel the Constellation program seem to ignore this fundamental fact. Trying to replicate the Apollo program makes about as much sense as trying to rebuild the pyramids. The emerging Obama space policy offers a new approach that acknowledges the substantial changes that have taken place in the world in the decades since Apollo. Those changes are reflected in three critical partnerships: I. Public/Private Since its inception, NASA has depended on the resources of the private sector to develop the hardware that makes space travel possible. Building on military ICBM technology developed by General Dynamics, Lockheed, Boeing, and others, the Mercury and Gemini programs lofted American astronauts into Earth orbit. The Apollo Saturn V rocket was built, under NASA guidance, by a variety of military contractors for the purely civilian purpose of sending men to the Moon. NASA has maintained a monopoly on dictating the design and performance characteristics of manned vehicles ever since. The Space Shuttle, ISS, and proposed Constellation vehicles are the post-Apollo examples. The Obama Administration proposes letting the private sector take the lead on developing a post-Shuttle system for getting astronauts to and from LEO, using NASA technology and expertise as needed. Instead of managing a new human vehicle program, NASA will act as a government buyer seeking a service from the private sector. This may seem like a subtle difference, but it marks a profound change to the way NASA has managed its human spaceflight programs over the past fifty years. This aspect of Obama’s new space policy is generating the greatest resistance among entrenched government interests (particularly members of Congress who represent districts with a significant financial stake in Constellation). Thousands of NASA and NASA-contractor jobs will be lost if Constellation is de-funded to make way for private space vehicles. There is also a legitimate concern that private, “NewSpace” endeavors, like SpaceX, are not sufficiently mature to be trusted with the task of ferrying American astronauts to LEO. Shifting this responsibility to the private sector certainly carries some risk, but the NASA record on ensuring the safety of astronauts is far from perfect, particularly in the shuttle program. The simple capsule design under consideration at SpaceX is inherently safer than the enormously complex shuttle. The primary motivation for turning to the private sector for launch services is cost. SpaceX and others claim they can provide “space taxi” services for far less cost than Orion/Ares 1. This is an article of faith among space entrepreneurs, not an established fact, but cost overruns and schedule delays on Constellation are clearly the chief motivation for turning to the private sector. II. US International The US frequently partners with other countries and international organizations on space missions, primarily in the field of robotic exploration. Partnering in the development of manned systems has been resisted because of a belief, held deeply by many in government and among the public, that the US needs to have independent human access to space to maintain its status as a world power. If the Russians and Chinese can send people into orbit, so the reasoning goes, the US must as well, or risk being perceived as a declining power on the world stage. This argument has many adherents, and is not without merit. But a distinction must be made between a capability for launching people into orbit and sending them on missions far beyond Earth. If for no other reason than the enormous expense involved in human deep space missions, international cooperation on many levels will be necessary for expanding human presence into the solar system. The US will maintain its own fleet of vehicles for getting to LEO (built by the private sector, in the Obama plan) but journeys into deep space will be an international effort. In the Obama space policy, foreign nations will be given, for the first time, the opportunity to develop systems on the “critical path” for exploration beyond LEO. This is a potentially profound change in the course of human exploration, much of which has been driven by specific national goals and interests. III. Human/Robot: Robots (and I use the term somewhat loosely here) have paved the way for human space exploration since the first artificial satellite launches in the late 1950s. The Ranger and Surveyor probes charted and landed on the Moon before humans set foot there, and of course a number of successful Mars orbiters and landers have explored the Red Planet since the 1960s. What will be different going forward is the relationship between humans and machines in space exploration. Rather than acting simply as scouts, robots will work together with humans in the exploration of other worlds. Architectures that recognize and build upon the complementary skills that humans and robots bring to space exploration will maximize the scientific return and minimize the cost of such missions. For example, utilizing robots alone to explore Mars is extremely limiting. Robots have no capacity to think independently, and must be programmed in painstaking detail to perform the simplest tasks. An experienced human geologist on Mars can quickly evaluate and move through her surroundings, focusing on the most scientifically rich features, and conduct in situanalysis, far more quickly than a robot. If, however, it were possible for a human geologist on Earth to control a robot on Mars in real time, robots could become valuable extensions of human explorers. The time lag for signals to travel to and from Mars makes this kind of “telepresence” impossible. But, if a series of robotic vehicles were deployed on Mars and controlled by astronauts in Martian orbit, telepresence would be easy, and far less expensive (and dangerous) than landing humans on Mars. Orbiting geologists could control the vehicles on the ground in real time, and bring the most interesting samples to orbit for more detailed analysis. Astronauts could also directly explore the Martian moons Phobos and Deimos, which are of great scientific interest in their own right (manned missions to the moons of Mars have been considered by NASA since at least the 1970’s). Expeditions to NEOs and Venus could also be accomplished in this fashion. It is entirely possible that in the next ten or twenty years, interfaces between humans and machines will become so sophisticated that an astronaut in Mars orbit, controlling a robotic avatar on its surface, will experience the Martian environment as if he were standing on the planet himself. Virtual presence is the next best thing to being there. The goal of landing humans on Mars is appealing on many levels, and by no means is the “Ph.D” mission described above intended as an alternative to that age-old dream. But it would be an invaluable precursor, and could be accomplished at significantly less expense. The duration of the mission could be as little as a year, and we know humans can survive in microgravity at least that long with no ill effects. The dangers posed by the radiation environment beyond the safety of our Van Allen belts is another issue (one that demands more attention than it’s received) but the most conservative estimates for a human Mars landing require missions lasting at least two years. In this context, a year-long “Ph.D” mission is even more attractive. Conclusions: A program that recognizes and embraces these three partnerships has a far greater likelihood of success than the US trying to repeat the Apollo experience, if for no other reason than it will use our limited financial resources more efficiently. The private sector is on the cusp of providing human access to LEO, freeing NASA to devote its resources to developing the systems that will take us beyond it. Current federal spending levels are not sustainable, and in a few years, if not sooner, NASA will be forced to tighten its already constrictive belt. If NASA is still building Ares 1 and Orion when the federal government begins to make the draconian cuts necessary to move toward a balanced budget, we will be stuck in LEO for a very long time. Shifting more of the cost to the private sector and international partners will help alleviate the burden on the US taxpayer. Enhancing the role of robotics will lower the cost of human missions beyond LEO even more by deferring the expense of human Mars landing and return vehicles until after Ph.D. missions have yielded their maximum scientific returns. By taking a more incremental, step-by-step approach, as opposed to the largely inflexible Apollo-style architecture represented by Constellation, unforeseen technological breakthroughs can more easily be integrated into future systems. Human exploration of the solar system won’t begin in earnest until a radical reduction in the cost of getting humans and payloads into LEO is achieved. Such a breakthrough may not come for decades, if ever, or it could happen sooner than we dare believe. In the meantime, we can continue to test the waters of the great ocean of space with whatever resources and ingenuity we can muster, confident that someday we’ll be making waves.
Private investors are needed - Government alone can’t fund 

(AP ; 2/5/10; This is a copy of an official NSS Press Release; National Space Society Welcomes Sci-Tech, Private-Sector Spending in 2011 Budget, but Calls for Continued Human Spaceflight beyond Earth Orbit; http://blog.nss.org/?p=1665)

The National Space Society (NSS) commends NASA and the Executive Branch for proposing to increase spending for science, technology, and sustainable economic development in space; however, we believe the President’s 2011 budget request would leave the job only partly done. NSS calls for the President and Congress to restore funding for human spaceflight beyond low-Earth orbit. NASA’s goal should be to make it possible to incorporate energy and resources from space into our economy and to extend human presence throughout the solar system. Gary Barnhard, Chairman of the NSS Executive Committee, states, “Investment in technology development needs to be focused on the requirements to enable real missions. We need to make the best use of the International Space Station and other key resources both on the ground and in space to improve our ability to use space for the betterment of humanity, and to hasten the day that those new missions can be flown. Supporting private sector space capabilities is a good and necessary step toward further space development. It makes sense to fund commercial providers for cargo resupply and return, as well as for crew transportation once their services have been demonstrated to be safe. Our space endeavors, government and commercial, provide strategic capabilities that define us as a nation and help maintain our leadership in the peaceful exploration and development of space. However, a truly ambitious space program always focuses on what’s next.” NSS supports returning people to the Moon for the benefits it can bring to our home planet and as a starting point for people learning how to work and live elsewhere in the solar system. In keeping with the President’s original campaign suggestion to delay returning to the Moon by five years, NSS calls for a human return to the Moon by 2025. Such a mission should emphasize self-sufficiency and permanent human habitation by developing technologies that will enable humans to “live off the land.” According to Gordon Woodcock, the last President of the L5 Society (parent organization of NSS) and previous chair of the NSS Policy Committee, “Economic growth and humanity’s expansion into space require that we learn how to go somewhere and live there. That learning can only come through frequent access, and the Moon is the closest destination. Learning how to develop propellant on the Moon would be worth the price of the trip.” “Technology development is good but requires focus to be meaningful,” asserts Greg Allison, NSS Executive VP and chairman of the NSS Policy Committee. “If we are to perform research for a heavy-lift launch vehicle, we should plan to develop one that matches our destinations and sustainability goals. We should build and fly prototypes along the way. We need to have missions in mind to make this work.” All of this requires a sustained, generational commitment to NASA’s long-term mission. NSS is aware of the financial constraints under which the U.S. government will be operating in the next few years. Tax dollars should be spent wisely. We believe a larger budget for ALL of NASA’s efforts is needed to adequately engage the private sector and is in the long-term best interests of the country.
CP comparatively better – cheaper and more sustainable 

Cleavelin, Staff Writer, ‘11

[The Maneater, “Column: In the private sector, space will pay for itself”, 1-21-11, http://www.themaneater.com/stories/2011/1/21/private-sector-space-will-pay-itself // Lack]

NASA is funded primarily by taxpayer money, which at this point in the game is entirely nonsensical. The vast majority of the American public has no practical interest in space exploration, so why must they devote their money to something that really will not conceivably benefit them in any direct way? The truth is that space flight has no direct effect on most people. Those opposed to the universal healthcare bill take their stance because they rightly feel they should never have to pay into something that is, for all of their personal intents and purposes, erroneous and arbitrary. For space exploration, the same principle applies. Taxpayer money just isn’t secure enough to guarantee the health and longevity of space agencies. It’s a hard truth that any large undertaking, such as space exploration, can only flourish when something as nominal as funding is not an issue. Private firms, headed by savvy and capable business leaders, will be able to make space flight profitable in ways NASA cannot. Space flight will become a stable and viable industry, and therefore research and space exploration will progress faster than it would in the hands of one government entity. Granting private corporations the opportunity to continue down the path NASA has carved and pursue new opportunities of development will make space flight a more secure undertaking. It’s not as if privatizing space flight will suddenly allow conniving rocket tycoons to monopolize scientific exploration. Some of the most brilliant people in their fields work in private industry. Companies like SpaceX employ intelligent individuals, with the same degrees as NASA engineers, who know what they’re doing in designing rockets and planning missions. One of the most optimistic outcomes of privatizing space flight is that rocket engineers will finally earn salaries befitting their education level and performance. Biomedical engineering, a pure science in and of itself, is rife with the economic competition that people fear will overtake space flight as companies try to beat each other at coming up with the most cutting-edge designs and technologies. But it’s not such a corrupt and slanted contest as people seem to think. Rivalry creates progress (as was evident during the Cold War space race when the US feverishly worked to beat the Soviets), and research-based companies have always generated excellent output when performing in competition with each other. The fear of privatizing space flight seems to stem from the notion that endeavors in space will become strictly business, and the focus will no longer be on pure research. While, for a time and extent, that will be true, the bottom line is that private companies will make space more accessible for those looking to better understand it. The government did not win the west, it was private individuals who went to settle it and make it hospitable to the world at large. The same will go for the final frontier.

CP solves Spending DA – creates low cost launchers & science market
Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “Suborbital back of the shadows”, 2-28-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1790/1 (Lack)]

While vehicle developers make steady, if slow, progress on their vehicles, one of the potentially major markets for these systems is showing more rapid growth. Prior to a few years ago, industry observers widely considered space tourism as the largest—and possibly only significant—market for commercial suborbital vehicles. However, researchers have increasingly become aware of the potential utility these vehicles could have in a wide range of research sectors, taking advantage of the relatively low-cost, if brief, access to microgravity and the space environment these vehicles offer. “This has really come to be a second bull market” for suborbital vehicles, said Alan Stern of the Southwest Research Institute (SwRI) at the FAA conference. Stern has been perhaps the biggest advocate for what he calls the “research and education market” for suborbital vehicles. Last year he organized the first Next-Generation Suborbital Research Conference (NSRC) in Boulder, Colorado, with attendance far exceeding expectations (see “Suborbital research gets ready for liftoff”, The Space Review, March 1, 2010). The second NSRC starts today at the University of Central Florida in Orlando. “Because of the frequency of flight and the low cost, we’re going to see a real revolution in terms of what we can do by putting researchers and their payloads in space on a frequent basis,” he predicted. “In four or five years we could have as much microgravity research time in suborbital vehicles as we have on the ISS,” albeit in increments of a few minutes at a time.

Only private actors solve costly space missions – resolve key costs of launch systems

Augustine, Chairman of the Review of U.S. Human Spaceflight Plans Committee (Augustine Commission), ‘9,
[Augustine Commission, “Seeking A Human Spaceflight Program Worthy Of A Great Nation”, October 2009, p. 20 // Lack]

Space exploration, initially a competitive pursuit, has become a global enterprise. Many other nations have aspirations in space, and the combined annual budgets of their space programs are comparable to NASA’s. If the U.S. is willing to lead a global program of exploration, sharing both the burdens and benefits of space exploration in a meaningful way, significant benefits could follow. Actively engaging international partners in a manner adapted to today’s multipolar world could strengthen geopolitical relationships, leverage global financial and technological resources, and enhance the exploration enterprise. In addition, there is now a burgeoning commercial space industry. Given the appropriate incentives, this industry might help overcome a long-standing problem. The cost of admission to a variety of space activities strongly depends on the cost of reaching low-Earth orbit. These costs become even greater when, as is the circumstance today, large sums are paid to develop new launch systems but those systems are used only infrequently. It seems improbable that order-of magnitude reductions in launch costs will be realized until launch rates increase substantially. But this is a “chicken and egg” problem. The early airlines faced a similar barrier, which was finally resolved when the federal government awarded a series of guaranteed contracts for carrying the mail. A corresponding action may be required if space is ever to become broadly accessible. If we craft a space architecture to provide opportunities to industry, creating an assured initial market, there is the potential—not without risk—that the eventual costs to the government could be reduced substantially. Significantly, we are more experienced than we were in 1961, and we are able to build on that experience as we design an exploration program. If, after designing cleverly, building alliances with partners, and engaging commercial providers, the nation cannot afford to fund the effort to pursue the goals it would like to embrace, it should accept the disappointment of setting lesser goals. Whatever space program is ultimately selected, it must be matched with the resources needed for its execution. Here lies NASA’s greatest peril of the past, present, and—absent decisive action—future. These challenging initiatives must be adequately funded, including reserves to account for the unforeseen and unforeseeable. (See Figure 1-3.)

A2: Too Long Term 

The CP is not based off of profits gained off selling resources obtained in space.  Companies make their profits from selling the technology to the government so that it can be put into space.  That acts as a reason private companies would still build (X).
 
(If they read a resources advantage) This only acts as a reason that the aff can’t solve in the short term because it will take a long time to bring resources back to Earth
 
(If they say this means the CP links to spending)  The CP still avoids the spending net benefit because the highest costs come from the actual development of the technology.  That’s the reason Obama’s new NSP has the private sector develop the technology.
 
A2: No Prototype

The CP has private companies develop a prototype for the technology, so the lack of a prototype obviously doesn’t deter private companies.
 
Empirics like the X Prize and Bigelow’s space station prize prove that with economic incentives, companies are willing to develop a prototype.
<<<AFFIRMATIVE>>>

No Solvency 

NASA incentives for private businesses fail – peer reviewed statistical analysis

Zervos, International Space University, ’08, (peer-reviewed and presented at the 55th International Astronautical Congress)
[Journal of Applied Economics, “Whatever Happened To Competition In Space Agency Procurement? The Case of NASA”, Vol XI, No. 1 (May 2008), 228-231 // Lack]

The econometric tests were initially performed using recursive least squares (RLS), a method whose results are similar to OLS, but in addition tests for structural breaks (see Doornik and Hendry 1995, and Figure 2 for details). The variables used for the estimation were all in logarithmic form to help reduce heteroskedasticity and normalise variables with very differently scaled data to obtain meaningful elasticities from the estimations (LNASAnc, LSENASA and LNASAtop10 are respective the logs of NASAnc, SENASA and NASAtop10). The data sources used for the empirical analysis are NASA annual procurement reports (NASA 1983 to 2004a) and NASA (2004b). The sample was chosen to start from 1974. This was due to the fact that during the late 1960s massive appropriations to NASA were followed by sizeable reductions in the early 1970s which meant that this era’s budgetary and contract behaviour was atypical. This was because NASA’s original purpose of existence, the Apollo program to send the man to the moon before the end of the 1960s, was successful. This period is characterised by the agency’s set-up costs and massive, Apollo program-specific budgetary appropriations that were set to decline post-1969 when the first successful mission to the moon was accomplished and continued to do so until the mid-1970s when the program terminated. The use of RLS reveals the presence of a structural break in 1994 (Figure 2), which leads to the use of a step dummy variable (s1994) and a re-evaluation of the relationship using OLS in Table 2. The step dummy variable is used because the size of the consolidation is only partially captured by LNASAtop10. This is because the list of NASA’s top contractors does not take into consideration firms, but establishments, which means that it does not fully capture the concentration of contracts to consolidated firms with several divisions. As Table 2 indicates, the performance of the re-estimated model with the incorporation of the step dummy variable to account for the consolidation of the US industry in the 1990s reveals major improvements over the RLS estimation (Figure 2). All variables are significant, have the expected sign and the explanatory power of the model is very high (89%). As expected, there is a negative and significant relationship between LSENASA and the relative size of non-competitive contracts with the coefficient of LSENASA equal to -0.42. The interpretation of this is that a one US$ change in SENASA leads to a 0.42 cents change in the opposite direction of NASAnc contracts. As a result, downward trends in the NASA space expenditure post-Cold War are resulting in upward changes in the non-competitive contracting value. To measure the impact of the structural break taking place around the mid1990s on the level of competition in NASA contracts, we can re-estimate the relationship of Table 2 without the step dummy variable with sample range from 1974 to 1997 and forecast the period from 1998 to 2003. The numerical difference between the forecasted and the actual value is an approximation of the impact of the industrial consolidation on the level of competition in NASA’s contracting behaviour. The forecasts are thus expected to be significantly lower than the actual value of LNASAnc throughout the forecast period. The performance of the relevant estimation was much poorer than that in Table 2 (all right hand side variables insignificant and an R-square of 0.2). In addition, the forecast values were persistently lower than the actual ones. On average, from 1998 to 2003, the actual percentage value of contracts awarded by NASA on a non-competitive basis were 12.5% higher than they would be without taking into account the consolidation of the US industry. The forecast error varied between 0.23 in 1998 and 0.21 in 2001 with no strong trend, so a single dummy seems adequate.2 Given the absence of empirical evidence on the comparative impact of competitive and non-competitive contracts on profit margins, we must be cautious about making inferences that NASA’s awarding policy is expected to lead to an increasing profit stream for the US space industry. A safer conclusion is that since the mid-1990s, NASA procurement with regards to the level of competition applied in the awarding process has resulted in less competitive outcomes, driven primarily by industrial consolidation and a diminished “pool” of contractors.

No Solvency – tech barriers, no market and little demand 

Sterner, former Associate Deputy Administrator for Policy & Planning at NASA, ‘10

[George C. Marshall Institute, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction”, April 2010, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/798.pdf, pg. 7-8 // Lack]

NASA seems to assume that buying human spaceflight services will lead to lower prices. Typically, in a free market, price falls as the result of competition among suppliers to offer better goods and services for any given number of customers. Is that a reasonable expectation in the case of commercial human spaceflight? The short answer is no. Simply put, a competitive, free-market in commercial human spaceflight is unlikely to develop for several reasons. 1. First, developing a spacecraft capable of safely launching people into orbit, operating there, and returning them safely to the planet is extraordinarily difficult, with extremely low tolerances for risk. For comparison purposes, launching SpaceShip 1, a privately-developed and revolutionary spacecraft capable of carrying people to suborbital space, requires roughly 2% of the total energy required to take the same mass to low-earth orbit.24 Solving such complex problems is not beyond the wherewithal of the private sector. After all, the bulk of NASA’s spacecraft were developed by contractors, and the private sector developed, owns and operates much of the nation’s infrastructure. Human spaceflight to LEO is different, however, than developing or operating the complex terrestrial systems frequently created by the private sector. It requires the development of entirely new technologies and capabilities, for which there has been no private demand or commercial reward. So, there have not been sufficient incentives for the private sector to bring its otherwise healthy abilities to mobilize massive amounts of capital or solve complex problems to bear. There simply is no useful comparison between the public and private sector interests when it comes to human spaceflight. Indeed, to date, only three governments have been able to organize the financial, organizational, scientific, and technical resources to achieve this task. At the time, two of them were superpowers and the third appears to be on the verge of becoming one. 2. Second, solving those technical challenges is extraordinarily expensive, creating a high barrier to entry into the market segment by new, potential suppliers, assuming there is an expectation of an adequate payoff after such market entry. Arguably, NASA’s initial expenditures may offset this by providing “seed” money that enables private entrants April 2010 7 to raise more private capital at a lower cost, while its demand for services theoretically creates a payoff. Still, for reasons discussed below, that “seed” money will likely be wholly inadequate. According to a study commissioned by the Commercial Spaceflight Industry, total cumulative investment committed to the commercial human spaceflight through the fall of 2009 was $1.46 billion—including government funding— of which just $838 million remained available.25 While this may seem like a significant amount of money, in aerospace development programs it is not. For comparison purposes, Boeing (a commercial company using commercial practices to develop a commercial product for mature markets and using well understood technology) pegged the cost of developing the first three Boeing 787 Dreamliners at roughly $2.5 billion.26 Meanwhile, revenue for actual commercial spaceflight services offered by the industry between 2006 and 2008 (inclusive), totaled $117.6 million. (Any revenue for an industry that cannot currently provide the services it offers reflects confidence on the part of those paying customers in the industry’s ability to do so in the future.) The industry derives significant other revenue from selling hardware, engineering services, and other non-commercial services, in which case they may differ insignificantly from aerospace firms not focused on commercial human spaceflight. 3. Third, U.S. government demand for human spaceflight services is modest. Ideally, a full crew complement aboard the International Space Station is 6-7 people, each of whom stays for roughly 6 months. Each of these individuals has to be launched to orbit and returned to earth, totaling a minimum of 1214 round trip seats to LEO. In practice, the demand for human access to LEO is higher because the ISS partners launch more astronauts to ISS than are needed to maintain a full crew complement. Of the universe of individuals launched to orbit, some become crewmembers; some pilot spacecraft back and forth; and some simply visit. In 2010 NASA will launch four shuttle missions carrying a total of 25 people to orbit, but ISS will only be crewed by 12 people, not all of whom are Americans. So, for the sake of argument, assume that the U.S. government demand for human access to space is 25 round trips to LEO per year. NASA’s recent annual cost to own and operate the space shuttle has been about $3 billion, roughly $120 million a seat.27

Privatization is unrealistic- 3 major issues impede it 
(Bruce Gagnon; 6/21/3; coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space. He offers his own reflections on organizing and the state of America's declining empire; SPACE PRIVATIZATION: ROAD TO CONFLICT? ; http://www.space4peace.org/articles/road_to_conflict.htm)

The news brings us the story of "space pioneers" launching privately funded craft into the heavens. A special prize is offered to the first private aerospace corporation who can successfully take a pilot and a "space tourist" into orbit. Is this "privatization" of space a good thing? Is there any reason to be concerned about the trend? Are there any serious questions that should be raised at this historic moment? Three major issues come immediately to mind concerning space privatization. Space as an environment, space law, and profit in space. We've all probably heard about the growing problem of space junk where over 100,000 bits of debris are now tracked on the radar screens at NORAD in Colorado as they orbit the earth at 18,000 m.p.h. Several space shuttles have been nicked by bits of debris in the past resulting in cracked windshields. The International Space Station (ISS) recently was moved to a higher orbit because space junk was coming dangerously close. Some space writers have predicted that the ISS will one day be destroyed by debris. As we see a flurry of launches by private space corporations the chances of accidents, and thus more debris, becomes a serious reality to consider. Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space. The time as certainly come for a global discussion about how we treat the sensitive environment called space before it is too late. When the United Nations concluded the 1979 Moon Treaty the U.S. refused, and still does, to sign it. One key reason is that the treaty outlaws military bases on it but also outlaws any nation, corporation, or individual from making land "claims" on the planetary body. The 1967 U.N. Outer Space Treaty takes similar position in regard to all of the planetary bodies. The U.N., realizing we needed to preempt potential conflict over "ownership" of the planetary bodies, made claim that the heavens were the province of all humankind. As the privateers move into space, in addition to building space hotels and the like, they also want to claim ownership of the planets because they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars. It was recently reported that the Haliburton Corporation is now working with NASA to develop new drilling capabilities to mine Mars. One organization that seeks to rewrite space law is called United Societies in Space (USIS). They state, "USIS provides legal and policy support for those who intend to go to space. USIS encourages private property rights and investment. Space is the Free Market Frontier." Check their web site at http://www.space-law.org The taxpayers, especially in the U.S. where NASA has been funded with taxpayer dollars since its inception, have paid billions of dollars in space technology research and development (R & D). As the aerospace industry moves toward forcing privatization of space what they are really saying is that the technological base is now at the point where the government can get out of the way and lets private industry begin to make profit and control space. Thus the idea that space is a "free market frontier." Of course this means that after the taxpayer paid all the R & D, private industry now intends to gorge itself in profits. One Republican Congressman from Southern California, an ally of the aerospace industry, has introduced legislation in Congress to make all space profits "tax free". In this vision the taxpayers won't see any return on our "collective investment." So let's just imagine for a moment that this private sector vision for space comes true. Profitable mining on the moon and Mars. Who would keep competitors from sneaking in and creating conflict over the new 21st century gold rush? Who will be the space police? In the Congressional study published in 1989 called Military Space Forces: The Next 50 Years we get some inkling of the answer. The forward of the book was signed by many politicians like former Sen. John Glenn (D-OH) and Sen. Bill Nelson (D-FL). The author reported to Congress on the importance of military bases on the moon and suggested that with bases there the U.S. could control the pathway, or the "gravity well", between the Earth and the moon. The author reported to Congress that "Armed forces might lie in wait at that location to hijack rival shipments on return." Plans are now underway to make space the next "conflict zone" where corporations intend to control resources and maximize profit. The so-called private "space pioneers" are the first step in this new direction. And ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the "shipping lanes" on and off the planet Earth. After Columbus returned to Spain with the news that he had discovered the "new world," Queen Isabella began the 100 year process to create the Spanish Armada to protect the new "interests and investments" around the world. This helped create the global war system. Privatization does not mean that the taxpayer won't be paying any more. Privatization really means that profits will be privatized. Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit. Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new "frontier" of conflict is created. 

Private market doesn’t solve – empirics.

John McGowan, contractor at NASA Ames Research Center, 09
Space Review, “Can the private sector make a breakthrough in space access?”, 6/8/09, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1388/1 [Marcus]

Many space enthusiasts embrace the idea that private entrepreneurs can achieve a breakthrough in space access where large government funded efforts have repeatedly failed. This belief remains widespread despite many years of many failures by the private sector. Previous failures include Kistler Aerospace and Rotary Rocket, among many others. Current hopes are pinned on Elon Musk and SpaceX, Richard Branson/Burt Rutan and Virgin Galactic, Jeff Bezos and Blue Origin, and miscellaneous other entrepreneurs and firms. Yet common business practices in modern high technology firms and the historical pattern of major technological inventions and scientific discoveries are in clear conflict, raising serious questions about the probability of success of the current crop of private sector attempts to achieve inexpensive and profitable space access. The rest of this article discusses the differences between common business practices and the pattern of major breakthroughs and suggests some changes to common business practices that may enable private efforts to make the breakthrough probably needed for cheap access to space. 

No Solvency – private actors have no broad plans or infrastructure for missions

News-Journal, ‘11

[The Daytona Beach News-Journal, “NASA needs clear plan for the future”, 6-6-11, http://www.news-journalonline.com/opinion/editorials/n-j-editorials/2011/06/06/nasa-needs-clear-plan-for-the-future.html // Lack]

There is a lack of certainty coming out of Washington, D.C., about the future of the space program. There is bickering in Congress. There is uncertainty at Kennedy Space Center, the Florida home of the space launch. The plan to retire the space shuttle was made by President George W. Bush in 2004. Bush wanted to replace it with new spacecraft that would get astronauts to the moon. Bush announced plans for a program named Constellation. This program was cancelled by President Barack Obama in 2010, but the general plan is to use the Orion portion for manned missions. Congress is currently undecided about the rocket to use, but the news about Orion, recently announced by NASA, will save jobs at Kennedy Space Center. It will also save the $5 billion that has been spent developing Orion, according to U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, a former astronaut himself. The Associated Press said NASA will likely rename Orion the "Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle." But what will it be used for? A manned mission to Mars? What about those asteroids that are thick with gold, platinum and other useful elements? It's been theorized that manned spacecraft will soon land on near-Earth asteroids for mining purposes. The crew vehicle is said to be much safer than a space shuttle, but it lands in water when it returns, meaning each vehicle will be retired to a museum after each use. (Blame salt water for that.) For now, the general game plan is to use the private sector's considerable space program to get astronauts to the International Space Station, or to get cargo into space. That's a good idea -- one that encourages private-sector innovation regarding our very important maintenance of satellites and scientific research in space. But even the private sector isn't planning on the kind of missions that the space shuttles were doing. And there certainly is no private plan for exploration on the moon, Mars or the asteroids of this solar system. The space shuttle Atlantis sits at Kennedy Space Center awaiting a countdown that could begin on July 8. It will be the final flight of a U.S. manned shuttle or any other kind of U.S. manned space rocket -- for now. But it shouldn't be the last NASA manned mission ever. Congressional leaders and President Obama need to agree on the future of NASA and its manned space flights. They should look to the future, assessing the need and usefulness of the next mission. And they need to keep in mind the scientific and, now, commercial possibilities future missions could bring.

Private sectors inevitably fail- empirics prove

(Katherine Butler; 3/8/10; quoting Taylor Dinerman, member of the board of advisers of Space energy, a company working on space-solar-power concepts; http://www.mnn.com/green-tech/research-innovations/stories/the-pros-and-cons-of-commercializing-space-travel)
Taylor Dinerman is a member of the board of advisers of Space Energy, a company working on space-solar-power concepts, and a regular columnist for thespacereview.com. As he explained in his “con” article to the WSJ, the private sector is not up for the job. He thinks Obama’s proposal to spend $6 billion over the next five years in conjunction with the private sector will never take off. Primarily, Dinerman believes the government’s bogged-down bureaucracy will hinder any collaboration. Obtaining proper insurance is also an obstacle on the road to space. Further, Dinerman points out that private efforts into space have failed again and again. He refers to dozens of private start-ups that never got off the ground, let alone into space. Dinerman points to Lockheed Martin's X-33 design, which was supposed to replace the space shuttle in 1996. The design never succeeded and ultimately cost the government $912 million and Lockheed Martin $357 million. Amazon.com Chief Executive Jeff Bezos’ company Blue Origin set up the DC-X program in the early 1990s. Its suborbital test vehicle was initially successful but was destroyed in a landing accident. Dinerman claims, “The Clinton administration saw the DC-X as a Reagan/Bush legacy program, and was happy to cancel it after the accident.” 
No Solvency – empirically, private ventures fail

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “Commercial space skepticism”, 5-9-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1841/1 (Lack)]

Perhaps the biggest factor in skepticism about the commercial spaceflight industry’s claims is its track record. Many remember the flowering of entrepreneurial space ventures in the latter half of the 1990s, when several companies proposed new vehicles, including fully reusable launch vehicles, to launch satellites for ventures like Iridium, Globalstar, and Teledesic at a fraction of the price of existing expendable vehicles. Most of those ventures had trouble raising money and eventually faded away when the demand for those satellites failed to materialize. Thompson obliquely refers to this in his post last week. “The last time that California gurus predicted the era of commercial spaceflight had arrived, it turned into a disaster for the U.S. space program. Private demand evaporated in the dot.com bust.” Some in the industry have expressed caution about the new wave of enthusiasm about commercial space ventures, both orbital and suborbital, noting both that past track record and the long road ahead for current ventures. “I want to preach against the sin of triumphalism,” Jeff Greason, the president of XCOR Aerospace, said at Space Access ’11, an entrepreneurial space transportation conference in Phoenix last month (see “Whither human spaceflight?”, The Space Review, April 11, 2011). “We’re not there yet, and our problems are not over.”

No solvency – ITAR treaty blocks licensing 

Blount, National Center for Remote Sensing, Air, and Space Law @ Mississippi School of Law, ‘09
[Acta Astronautica, Volume 66, Issues 11-12 (2010), pg. 1608-1612, “Informed consent v. ITAR: Regulatory conflicts that could constrain commercial human space flight” // Lack]

At this time, before the first suborbital space tourism flight has taken place, it is hard to predict what sorts of problems might arise. It is likely however that with the broad application of ITAR and the uncertainty involved in informed consent that export licensing problems may occur. If problems do arise, it will leave operators in an uncomfortable position when it comes to determining how to best protect themselves. The full disclosure that will allow for informed consent and the subsequent assumption of risk under the Human Space Flight Requirements could create the need for an operator to attain an export license for foreign participants. Without this license the operator exposes itself either to sanctions under ITAR or to litigation due a lack of proper informed consent. With the license the operator exposes itself to further costs due to fees associated with obtaining the license, delays in getting the individual license (a blanket license for all participants will not do), and also monitoring costs associated with space technology. Also, the delay associated with attaining these licenses can be significant. This could result in participants getting bumped from flights unless a proper amount of lead time is built in.

Multiple deterrents to private market space development.

Richard Kaufman et al.  member of the board of directors and a vice chair of Economists for Peace and Security, and Director of Bethesda Research Institute, Henry Hertzfield, Jeffrey Lewis, and Michael Intriligator, 08

Economists for Peace and Security, “SPACE, SECURITY AND THE ECONOMY”, 9/08, http://beta.connectusfund.org/files/spacesecurity%5B1%5D.pdf [Marcus]

The overall government attempts to privatize and outsource functions The attempted privatization of the remote sensing satellites, first in the late 1970s and again in the mid-1980s were premature and not very successful. In fact, the suggestion that the satellite weather service be privatized resulted in Congress declaring that meteorology and the satellite-based weather system was a “public good” and would not be privatized. The private market for space goods and services has not developed as rapidly as was expected although most of the privatization proposals have not been implemented due mainly to a lack of a sizable nongovernment market as well as to the large up-front investment requirements. 

No Solvency – their solvency advocate says international actors also key
Bormanis, M.A. in Science, Technology & Public Policy @ NASA Fellowship of GW University, ‘10

[The Space Review, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, 7-19-10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1 (Lack)]

The US frequently partners with other countries and international organizations on space missions, primarily in the field of robotic exploration. Partnering in the development of manned systems has been resisted because of a belief, held deeply by many in government and among the public, that the US needs to have independent human access to space to maintain its status as a world power. If the Russians and Chinese can send people into orbit, so the reasoning goes, the US must as well, or risk being perceived as a declining power on the world stage. This argument has many adherents, and is not without merit. But a distinction must be made between a capability for launching people into orbit and sending them on missions far beyond Earth. If for no other reason than the enormous expense involved in human deep space missions, international cooperation on many levels will be necessary for expanding human presence into the solar system. The US will maintain its own fleet of vehicles for getting to LEO (built by the private sector, in the Obama plan) but journeys into deep space will be an international effort. In the Obama space policy, foreign nations will be given, for the first time, the opportunity to develop systems on the “critical path” for exploration beyond LEO. This is a potentially profound change in the course of human exploration, much of which has been driven by specific national goals and interests.

No solvency – CP allows low regulation resulting in failures 

Flores, Federal Law Clerk to Federal District Judge Hood, ‘10

[Richmond Journal of Law and Technology, Vol. XVII, Issue 1 (2010), p. 17-18, “Blast Off? – Strict Liability’s Potential Role in the Development of the Space Market”, http://jolt.richmond.edu/v17i1/article2.pdf // Lack]

Still, if past attempts by private enterprises to use NASA facilities can serve as an example, the quest for safety could drive the best of the private sector out of the public space contracting business. 90 Starfighters, Inc. was the first commercial provider to use the Kennedy Space Center’s Shuttle Landing Facility in Florida, where it houses four F-104 jets on the premises. 91 The corporation offers the public suborbital flight training and provides the government with the opportunity to perform microgravity experiments. 92 But Starfighters, Inc. spent two-years before it gained NASA’s permission to use the facility. 93 Corporation President and Chief Pilot Rick Svetkoff stated, “‘It nearly put us out of business. . . . Going in as the first, it was extremely difficult. We went through a lot of hurdles.’” 94 Svetkoff believes the reason behind the difficulties lies in NASA’s inexperience in dealing with the private market. 95 As he stated, “‘[NASA is] not commercially oriented.” 96 [27] Thus, while NASA tries to maintain its commitment to safety when dealing with the private sector, the mandatory dealing with private space flight companies of President Obama’s plan might jeopardize NASA’s safety regulations. Using the airline industry as an example, NASA’s primary focus on safety will begin to bend in favor of deregulation and more flexibility in dealings with the commercial market. Thus, the agency with the expertise and knowledge to properly regulate the commercial space travel market at this early stage will have to favor the private market in its dealings. Yet, the airline industry has already faced this reality, as it routinely deals with the problems associated with the dual mandate of the FAA and the potential for agency capture. 

Prizes fail absent government involvement – grants and contracts.

Molly Macauley, Senior Fellow with Resources for the Future, 04 

Resources for the Future, “Advantages and Disadvantages of Prizes in a Portfolio of Financial Incentives for Space Activities, 7/15/04, http://keionline.org/misc-docs/RFF_CTs_04_macauley.pdf [Marcus] 

The history of prizes is attractive enough to warrant experimenting with their use in NASA activities. Further review of the structure of previous contests (their guidelines, funding, and results) and in particular, their assignment of property rights would provide helpful “lessons learned” as plans proceed. But prizes cannot fully substitute for peer-reviewed grants and procurement contracts. Even though these funding mechanisms are far from perfect, they balance some of the disadvantages of prizes. Taken together, all of these forms of financial support make up a portfolio of tools for encouraging innovation. 

No Solvency – Zervos 1AR XT

Commercial space incentives fail – high rent costs

Zervos, International Space University, ’08, (peer-reviewed and presented at the 55th International Astronautical Congress)
[Journal of Applied Economics, “Whatever Happened To Competition In Space Agency Procurement? The Case of NASA”, Vol XI, No. 1 (May 2008), 228-231 // Lack]

In the absence of contestability from foreign firms in the US domestic public space market, this appears to be in line with the results of Florens et al (1996). In policy terms, the diminishing of rent-control mechanisms can have substantial implications for the industry. On the one hand, it is possible that coupled with increased consolidation and the exploitation of economies of scale, efficiency gains can be enhanced by increasing investment in R&D and lower program costs. Commercial markets can also benefit from economies of scope and dual-use technologies and R&D. On the other hand, this procurement pattern can have a negative effect on the competitiveness of the US space industry in commercial markets. The reason for this is that the US space industry has no incentive to improve its competitiveness in commercial space markets, given the high rents it enjoys in the domestic US public market. This can potentially lead to a moral hazard situation, where the US space industry has an incentive to under-perform in commercial space markets. The impact of NASA procurement policy (as seen developed post-mid 1990s) on the efficiency and competitiveness of the US space industry is ambiguous and an important research area for the future.

No Solvency – No Market

No consumer market – cultural influences

Day, writer for the Space Review, ‘10

[The Space Review, “Picking up the torch vs. dropping the ball”, 6-28-10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1655/1 (Lack)]

The current crop of private space investors was influenced by the space race and its cultural artifacts, such as Star Trek. They have sufficient extra income to spend it on these interests. But there is no reason to believe that, in the future, rich people will want to spend their money in the same way that some rich people, like Elon Musk, Robert Bigelow, or Jeff Bezos, are spending their money today. Twenty or thirty years from now there will be a new generation of rich people looking to invest their money, and they will have their own set of cultural influences that may lead them to invest that money in things other than spaceflight. What will that be? What current cultural influences today are forming the dreams of tomorrow? Videogames and the simulated worlds they depict seem to be a likely cultural influence. Maybe some fifteen-year-old boy who is currently obsessed with playing Bioshock 2 will grow up to be a billionaire obsessed with building an undersea city, rather than a cheaper rocket. Maybe the future wealthy people participating in games like World of Warcraft will in the future seek to develop more realistic immersive environments, or genetically-engineered dragons. And maybe dreams of spaceflight, fueled by current wealth, will soon fade and be replaced by different dreams entirely. Certainly spaceflight no longer holds the imagination of the American public like it did decades ago. The point—at the risk of belaboring it—is that current interests, and current economic trends, are not deterministic. Dr. Dinkin has drawn a line on an economics graph (i.e. society will continue to produce more and more rich people) and another line on a cultural map (i.e. people will continue to be interested in space travel) and assumed that these lines continue out into the future and continue to cross. Alas, the logic of this argument is also flawed.
No Solvency – Profit Motive

The private market won’t fund the plan – profit is too long term.

Nadir Elhefnawy, U Miami professor and author for books about space and international issues, 08

Space Review, “Market romanticism and the outlook for private space development”, 9/2/08, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1199/1 [Marcus]

Last year in my article “The rise and fall of great space powers” (The Space Review, August 27, 2007), I wrote that the future of space development remains open, the parts to be played by nation-states, private investors, and larger international arrangements yet to be established. This is, perhaps, an unconventional view, as many observers of the scene have all but written off NASA and other national space programs and instead put their faith in entrepreneurs like Richard Branson. Nonetheless, there is great reason to be skeptical that private enterprise will singlehandedly get the space age back on the rails it seems to have fallen off of in the 1970s. One reason why this argument is rarely made is simple fashion: the predominance of neoliberal economic thinking which, especially, in its most vulgarized form, tends toward the idea that “private good, public bad,” which underlies the common view. However, the premises of neoliberalism themselves offer as much grounds as anything else for doubting the rosier visions of private-led, market-oriented space development. After all, the theory has its roots in classical economics, which supports markets on very particular grounds: that people are self-interested actors who seek to maximize their benefit (generally measurable in dollars and cents). Self-interested actors tend to look for safe investments that will yield high gains, and do so quickly, relative to other lines of activity. In practice, this means trade-offs between one good and another—a higher level of risk tolerated for the promise of a higher return, for instance. Space appears to hold the promise of literally astronomical returns when the energy resources, raw materials, and sheer volume of the solar system are considered. Nonetheless, the rewards are unlikely to be reaped for a very long time to come, so that anyone attempting a viable enterprise has to content themselves with rather more modest rewards. Additionally, even these tend to be of a big-ticket, long-range, and high-risk kind. The disappointment of the high expectations surrounding the market for commercial satellite services in the late 1990s, most strongly identified with the Iridium, Globalstar, and Teledesic ventures, is a perfect example, one that seems all but forgotten given how rarely it’s mentioned in these discussions. The obstacles are far greater with the kinds of activities likely to yield a new space age—like space-based energy production, mining, manufacturing, and settlement, given the sheer scale of investment they require, and the slim chances of getting a return through such enterprises anytime soon. This means that the incentive for business to put really large amounts of money into anything much more daring than established satellite services, with an occasional gamble on the overhyped space tourism sector by the more flamboyant, is weak—and the pattern of investment has reflected this (see “Does investing in transportation to Earth orbit make sense?”, The Space Review, March 27, 2006). This situation will continue for the foreseeable future. 

Private market fails – same stance as China and Russia.

Jeff Foust, editor and publisher of The Space Review, 10
Space Review, “Can commercial space win over Congress?” 3/22/10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1 [Marcus]

Members at the press conference expressed concerns about relying on the commercial sector for launching NASA astronauts that ranged from the pragmatic to the ideological. “Who will be responsible for indemnifying commercial flight?” asked Sheila Jackson Lee (D-TX). “Who makes the choice of who goes up? Who vets them? Do they meet a security check?” John Culberson (R-TX), a fiscal conservative not normally supportive of big government programs, defended Constellation, likening commercialization of crew transportation to privatization of the Marines. “It is as inconceivable to me that the president would privatize the Marine Corps and hand over their job to the private sector as it is to imagine the closing down of America’s manned space program,” he said. He even considered it something of a national security risk: “If the private sector exclusively owns access to space, who owns the technology? They’d have the right to sell it to any nation on the face of the Earth?” (Not easily, thanks to the export control regime that covers space technology in the US today.) “Imagine if America had to hitch a ride on a commercial vehicle,” he continued. “If the private sector and the Chinese and Russians control access to space, they could charge us whatever they want.” 

No Solvency – No Prototypes

Private market fails – lack of a prototype.

John McGowan, contractor at NASA Ames Research Center, 09
Space Review, “Can the private sector make a breakthrough in space access?”, 6/8/09, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1388/1 [Marcus]

In addition, venture capitalists and other sophisticated investors in high technology emphasize investing only in “technically feasible” proposals in which the core technology is proven: a working prototype, proof of concept, or something similar already exists. Yet, this is exactly the opposite of the situation in a major breakthrough. In a major breakthrough, the hard technical work is to develop a working prototype, to prove technical feasibility. In the eighteenth, nineteenth, and early twentieth centuries, some entrepreneurs like James Watt and the Wright Brothers were able to build successful businesses and make fortunes by conducting basic core technology research and development, at least during the early stages of their business. This was rare even then and has become almost unheard of in the modern business world. One might sensibly ask where the working prototypes come from today? With the sharp increase in government support for research and development during and following World War II, the nominal private sector has frequently been able to rely on the government for the development of working prototypes of new technologies. Indeed, Silicon Valley, often cited as a shining example of free market capitalism, in part grew out of government spy satellite programs at Moffett Field. Similarly, the Internet and the World Wide Web were developed to the advanced prototype stage—really a working system—entirely with government funding by DARPA, NSF, CERN, and several other government agencies. A range of favorable legislation such as the Bayh-Dole Act have made it easy for private businesses to license the fruits of government research and development programs on excellent terms. What this means is that “private” high technology investors and entrepreneurs such as Elon Musk and Jeff Bezos often have negligible experience with the research and development of core technologies comparable to rocket engines. This differs from iconic historical inventors like James Watt and the Wright Brothers. Institutional investors such as venture capital funds also have little experience evaluating, funding or managing the sort of research and development of core technologies that is probably required to achieve cheap access to space. 

Private market fails – can’t try tech.

John McGowan, contractor at NASA Ames Research Center, 09
Space Review, “Can the private sector make a breakthrough in space access?”, 6/8/09, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1388/1 [Marcus]

Modern “professional” research has not overcome the need for large amounts of trial and error to achieve major breakthroughs or significant inventions and discoveries. Indeed, the number of actual breakthroughs may have declined with increased funding and professionalization, at least in part because the per-trial cost has risen relative to funding. (See “Cheap access to space: lessons from past breakthroughs”, The Space Review, May 11, 2009) In space, a full launch attempt costs on the order of $50–100 million, depending on the vehicle, meaning that $1 billion can fund only 10–20 trials, a small number relative to the hundreds or thousands usually involved in a major breakthrough. There has been minimal progress in power and propulsion in aviation and rocketry since about 1970. 

No Solvency – Timeframe Deficit

Only the plan solves – private market takes too long.

John McGowan, contractor at NASA Ames Research Center, 09
Space Review, “Can the private sector make a breakthrough in space access?”, 6/8/09, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1388/1 [Marcus]

Space enthusiasts and others often extol the private sector for its putative results orientation, contrasting this with the waste, inefficiency, and politics of government funding agencies such as NASA. However, major breakthroughs often involve many years of frustrating failure before the breakthrough or breakthroughs occur. The German rocket program labored for over a decade before producing the V-2, a weapon that worked but was not militarily significant without a warhead such as an atomic bomb, which Germany lacked. Robert Goddard never produced a working product. Jack Parsons took almost a decade before he invented the JATO. Parsons, who might euphemistically be described as eccentric, soon had trouble with the corporate environment of Aerojet, the company that he helped to found. In fact, the hardheaded business emphasis on measurable results, profit, quarterly earnings, and so forth conflicts with the realities of most major breakthroughs.

No Solvency – Prize CP Specific

Prizes fail – lack of fundamental research

Thomas Kalil, Previous Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy, and the Previous Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 06

Brookings Institute, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, 12/06-08,  The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December [Marcus]

4. Prizes will not work for long-term, fundamental research. This criticism is largely valid. It is often impossible to specify the goal of fundamental research. Many important technological innovations are the outgrowth of curiosity-driven research. For instance, no sponsor would have established a prize to understand why certain species of jellyfish produce bioluminescence (light), but today the green fluorescent protein is one of the most important techniques for studying genes and proteins in living cells. Furthermore, research funding also helps support graduate education and the infrastructure that is needed for science, such as shared facilities. Prizes are not a substitute for stable, long-term support for fundamental research. 
Prizes fail - financing
Thomas Kalil, Previous Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy, and the Previous Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 06

Brookings Institute, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, 12/06-08,  The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December [Marcus]

Prizes have significant limitations. In most circumstances, they should not be the policy instrument of choice for science and technology. Since only winning teams receive prizes, and only after they have won, all entrants must have or raise the funds necessary to compete. Most researchers and small and medium-sized companies find it difficult to self-finance or raise external funding. For example, offering a prize for a breakthrough in high-energy physics would not work if it required physicists to raise billions of dollars to build a new particle accelerator. Furthermore, it may be impossible to clearly specify in advance what the victory conditions are, since the outcomes of fundamental research are, by definition, unknowable or difficult to quantify in advance. Many of the most interesting discoveries in science are serendipitous. Even when the goals of a prize are generally understood, it may be difficult to develop appropriately specific proxies for those goals, such as an improvement in the price-to-performance ratio of a given technology, or widespread market acceptance. Finally, prizes are more likely than traditional funding mechanisms to lead to duplication of effort, although this effect can be mitigated through careful program design (Newell and Wilson 2005). 
AT: Market Solves

Market won’t develop – high prices 

Sterner, former Associate Deputy Administrator for Policy & Planning at NASA, ‘10

[George C. Marshall Institute, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction”, April 2010, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/798.pdf, pg. 8-9 // Lack]

Some may argue that demand will be higher because the private sector will seek to go to space as well, once a private capability to take people to orbit exists. This seems to be the logic behind the administration’s plans. It hopes increased demand will lead to new suppliers, which promotes competition, which eventually lowers prices. Unfortunately, increased demand normally leads to higher prices until the market reaches a new equilibrium, a “benefit” that the administration does not advertise. Even then, there is not much evidence to support the notion that private demand will eventually lead to greater, less expensive access to space for people, largely 8 Marshall Institute Policy Outlook because no compelling private rationale has been offered to engage in human spaceflight to LEO. According to material prepared for the Committee on Science and Technology in the House of Representatives, NASA did not conduct market research to assess potential demand for private access to LEO before changing its strategy for accessing LEO. Indeed, all that White House officials reportedly could point to in the way of supporting documentation for their underlying assumptions was an eight year old market survey that overestimated the 20022009 demand for commercial human spaceflight by roughly 300%.28 The greatest potential for market growth may come from space tourism. Since 2001, 7 private individuals have traveled to the International Space Station, paying between $20$50 million per person to collectively spend 83 days in space.29 That represents an aggregate commercial demand of up to $350 million for access to LEO over a decade, not likely enough demand to warrant significant private investment in the provision of human spaceflight services to LEO, particularly given the extraordinary costs associated with providing those services. Private capital does not usually chase negative returns. Indeed, the only reason such a market exists is that the governments that own and operate the International Space Station and associated launch vehicles were willing to make the capability created by their taxpayers available to private, paying customers at the margins. They did not recover the full costs of creating such capabilities in the sales price of the private tickets and there was never much private capital at risk in exploiting this market. (Nobody has assessed the opportunity cost paid by those taxpayers to make such capabilities available for private gain). Without this massive government intervention in the market, the supply and demand curves for private human access to space would not have crossed. There may be, however, a burgeoning market for commercial human suborbital spaceflight. Several companies have announced their plans and begun developing vehicles to carry people into suborbital space. The best known by far is Virgin Galactic, backed by airline and media mogul Richard Branson and based on capabilities created by famed designer Burt Rutan. Virgin Galactic’s launch vehicle is a two-stage system, with an “unconventional” high-altitude aircraft (White Knight 2) carrying a smaller rocket-based craft (Space Ship 2) to 50,000 feet from where it launches Space Ship 2 into suborbital space, before the second craft returns to earth on an aeronautical trajectory and lands at a runway.30 The design is based on Space Ship One, which successfully competed in 2004 for the Ansari X prize to design, build, and fly a commercial spacecraft to suborbital space. Virgin Galactic is already taking deposits against the total price of $200,000 for a suborbital flight, less than four tenths of one percent of the subsidized price of a ticket to LEO. Other companies seeking to enter the market include Blue Origin, founded by Amazon.com’s Jeff Bezos, and XCOR Aerospace, which has also demonstrated its propulsion technologies. This industry is in its barnstorming phase, with a basic regulatory regime in place to enable it to function, but without the immense bureaucracies and overhead that burden so many government-directed activities. Given time and multiple technical successes, it may evolve sufficiently to create a substantial private demand for personal spaceflight services. At some point, that demand may further evolve into demand for access to LEO. Or, it may not, instead finding an equilibrium akin to that of tourists ascending Mt. Everest. Whether it contributes to the considerably more difficult challenge of expanding a private market for human spaceflight to LEO remains to be seen. If it does, it will come too late to fill the void in U.S. capabilities left by the end of the shuttle program and cancellation of Constellation.

Gov’t Comparatively Better

OSCT regulations make government facilities easier to use 
Bonnie E. Fought, Candidate for JD at UC Berkeley Boalt Hall School of Law,  ’89, [Berkeley Technology Law Journal,  “Legal Aspects of the Commercialization of Space Transportation Systems”,  January 26, 1989, http://www.law.berkeley.edu/journals/btlj/articles/vol3/fought.html  /Ghosh]
The first area acted on by the OCST was the licensing and regulation of private sector unmanned launch activities. In 1985, the OCST issued preliminary regulations followed by interim final rules in February, 1986 [FN86] which set forth a two-phase approval process [FN87] for the licensing of commercial launches, [FN88] Mission Review, [FN89] and Safety Review. [FN90] If the applicant satisfies the requirements of these two reviews, a license for the launch is granted. [FN91] This singular agency review has simplified and streamlined the Government licensing procedure by removing the duplicative and lengthy multiple-agency reviews which were previously required to secure approval for commercial launches. The two reviews conducted by the OCST seek to address "in the most effective and least burdensome manner" [FN92] two areas of federal concern: 1) the efficacy of the proposed safety operations in order to insure safe preparation and launch of the vehicle, and 2) significant issues of national interests, foreign policy interests, and international obligations associated with the launch. [FN93] The Safety Review covers launch safety procedures (both in flight and on the ground), the proposed launch site (to ensure that off-site persons and property are not exposed to unreasonable risk of harm), the expertise of range safety personnel, and the range safety equipment including flight guidance and control systems, flight termination capability, and vehicle design. [FN94] If the launch site to be used is a Government facility, "safety approval will ordinarily be given once the applicant has been accepted by the range ..." [FN95] assuming that the launch company complies with all safety requirements and procedures of the range. If the proposed launch site is not a government facility, but rather a private launch site, the applicant must demonstrate that it possesses the resources needed for safe preparation and launch of a launch vehicle and any payload to be carried by such vehicle. [FN96] In order to determine if an applicant has met these requirements, the regulations require a"comprehensive" review of the launch safety procedures. [FN97] Obtaining a license for a launch from a non-government site is a far more arduous and time consuming task than is licensing for launch from a federal range. [FN98]

Links to Politics

CP links to politics – bipartisan dislike of the CP

Jeff Foust, editor and publisher of The Space Review, 10
Space Review, “Can commercial space win over Congress?” 3/22/10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1 [Marcus]

When the White House unveiled its new plan for NASA last month as part of its 2011 budget proposal, presumably they knew to expect some opposition from Congress, particularly from those representing districts and states that benefitted from Constellation. Perhaps, though, they thought they could win some support from across the aisle for one aspect of the plan: development of commercial systems to ferry astronauts to low Earth orbit. After all, the logic likely went, Republicans have long supported free enterprise and efforts to turn government programs over to the private sector; surely they could support this? That hasn’t been the case. By and large Republicans and Democrats alike have expressed skepticism at best—and dismay and even outrage at worst—about that aspect of the plan, despite its endorsement by, among others, former Republican House speaker Newt Gingrich and former House Science Committee chairman Robert Walker. In Congressional hearings since the plan’s announcement only Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA), long an advocate for space commercialization, wholeheartedly endorsed development of commercial crew capabilities. With a new set of hearings coming up this week by powerful House and Senate appropriators, it is still an open question whether that aspect of the plan can survive a bruising battle in Congress over the next several months. 
CP unpopular – key House members oppose new commercial prize/incentive projects

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, ‘11

[The Space Review, “Commercial space skepticism”, 5-9-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1841/1 (Lack)]

That skepticism was on display last week when the House Science, Space, and Technology Committee’s space subcommittee held a hearing on the 2012 budget proposal for the FAA’s Office of Commercial Space Transportation, known in the agency’s lexicon as AST. The office had a budget of $15.2 million in fiscal year 2010, but the 2012 proposal called for a nearly 75 percent increase, to $26.6 million. (The office’s final 2011 budget wasn’t available because of the passage just last month of the final overall spending bill for the fiscal year.) Part of that increase is linked to plans announced last year to create a Commercial Spaceflight Technical Center at NASA’s Kennedy Space Center (KSC), where the agency will hire 50 people to provide safety and technical support. Another $5 million is set aside for a proposed “Low Cost Access to Space Prize”, patterned after NASA’s Centennial Challenges prize program and the original $10-million Ansari X PRIZE, which would award the money to the first non-government team to demonstrate a partially-reusable launch system that can place a one-kilogram cubesat into orbit. Another reason for the additional spending is an anticipated sharp increase in commercial launch activity overseen by AST. “In FY2012 we expect to see several dozen licensed or permitted launches,” George Nield, FAA associate administrator for commercial space transportation, said in his opening statement at Thursday’s hearing. The bulk of that activity requiring launch licenses and experimental permits will come from suborbital vehicles, although he also cited commercial resupply missions to the ISS. That’s a sharp increase from past years, where the FAA has rarely had more than ten licensed launches in a year; in 2010 there were only four. Some members of the subcommittee, though, were skeptical about the need for such a significant budget increase for AST. “You’re asking for us to increase your budget for a ‘what-if,’” claimed Rep. Sandy Adams (R-FL), who was perhaps the strongest critic of the proposed budget increase during the hearing (although, ironically, her district includes KSC and would thus benefit from the increased budget.) “I have grave concerns about that.” That statement came after she questioned another witness at the hearing, Gerald Dillingham of the Government Accountability Office (GAO), on the prospects of increased commercial launch activity. “Does the increased activity the GAO does expect in the next two years for suborbital flights justify a 45-percent increase in staff and a 74-percent increase in the AST budget?” she asked. “No, ma’am,” Dillingham replied. “We have argued that, maybe incrementally, based on the development of the industry, one could start making that move in that direction, rather than the ‘big bang theory.’” Another subcommittee member, Rep. David Wu (D-OR), expressed concern that AST was not regulating safety of commercial space vehicles, particularly those carrying humans, to the same strict standards as commercial aviation. Wu said he was surprised a statement to that effect by Nield earlier in the hearing hadn’t “elicited a gasp from this audience.” “I am absolutely stunned about that characterization of the future of commercial human spaceflight,” he said, warning later that an accident involving a crewed commercial vehicle “could potentially flatten the space program for a period of years.” Nield responded that any form of transportation has risks and fatal accidents. “The nation needs to understand that that is part of the risk of exploring the unknown, of doing new things,” he said. As for AST’s proposed space prize, subcommittee chairman Rep. Steven Palazzo (R-MS) suggested in his opening testimony that such efforts should be left to NASA. “It is my view that NASA is doing a more than sufficient job funding new technologies and capabilities through aggressive use of Space Act Agreements,” he said. Given the constrained fiscal environment, he added, “I question the wisdom of implementing another form of federal largesse.”

Links to Politics – Prizes CP

Prizes unpopular – Congress won’t appropriate 

Sargent, Attorney for the Federal Aviation Administration, ‘8
[Testimony to the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics of the House Committee on Science and Technology, “The Use of Innovation Prizes by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration”, pg. 11-12, 7-28-08, http://www.tcc.virginia.edu/WashIntern/docs/papers/Sargeant_08_r.pdf // Lack]

Prizes funded and administered by NASA alone could be perceived as being managed by a cumbersome bureaucracy that inhibits creative, outside-the-box approaches (What's Ahead in Aerospace and Defense, 2004, 2; NASA Contests and Prizes, 2004, testimony of Diamandis, 4849). The current approach of privately-managed prizes that are funded and sponsored by NASA strives for “transparent, simple, fair, and unbiased” contest rules, design, structure, and judging (National Academy of Engineering, 1999, 11; Stallbaumer, 2006, 125; NASA Contests and Prizes, 2004, testimony of Diamandis, 29-30). However, it limits NASA from obtaining funds from private sources, which has been congressionally authorized (NASA Authorization Act of 2005, Pub. L. No. 109-155, §104, 119 Stat. 2910-12 (codified at 42 U.S.C. § 2459f-1(i)); H.R. Rep. No. 109-173 at 12 (2005)). Establishing a separate organization or endowment to manage the prize would enable that outside group to solicit funding from other sources and actively engage in promotion efforts to 8 increase publicity (Morris, 2004, 4; NASA Contests and Prizes, 2004, statement of Chairman Rohrabacher, 47). Under this arrangement, NASA would benefit from both the research produced and publicity generated while only paying for part of the prize. Private donors would benefit from both the prestige of being associated with the prize and also the media and marketing benefit. Although the winners of the prize might be required to surrender certain intellectual property rights, they would obviously profit from the monetary reward, publicity, and potential for future work. Despite these advantages, an endowment soliciting private funding to host a prize contest raises political questions about the influence of private funds and the process of selecting jointly-funded prizes. There is also no guarantee that NASA’s current research and development budget and activities would receive the same level of funding. Appropriators might reduce NASA’s research budget by an equivalent amount if the agency receives research funding from outside sources (Coppinger, 2006; Supporters back threatened NASA prize program, 2006, 2).

Links to Spending

CP links to spending – private actors forced to purchase billions for insurance

Flores, Federal Law Clerk to Federal District Judge Hood, ‘10

[Richmond Journal of Law and Technology, Vol. XVII, Issue 1 (2010), p. 25-26, “Blast Off? – Strict Liability’s Potential Role in the Development of the Space Market”, http://jolt.richmond.edu/v17i1/article2.pdf // Lack]

[39] The Treaty does not deal solely with military issues, but also assesses liability on an international scale for all objects launched into space. In particular, article VII states: Each State Party to the Treaty that launches or procures the launching of an object into outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, and each State Party from whose territory or facility an object is launched, is internationally liable for damage to another State Party to the Treaty or to its natural or juridical persons by such object or its component parts on the Earth, in air space or in outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies. [40] As such, under this treaty, the United States faces potential liability for anything that goes wrong with a commercial space flight taking off from United States territory. This not only includes falling pieces of debris landing in foreign countries, but injury to foreign nationals resulting from the spacecraft’s presence in air space or outer space. 138 The potential for such liability has led to the requirement that operations must buy $500 million in third-party liability insurance with the government responsible for up to $1.5 billion for remaining damages. 139 [41] Notably, the Treaty further mandates that “[a] State Party to the Treaty on whose registry an object launched into outer space is carried shall retain jurisdiction and control over such object, and over any personnel thereof, while in outer space or on a celestial body.” 140 As a result, the D.C. Circuit Court recognized that, while the Treaty does not expressly address tort claims, “the basic principle is that in the sovereignless reaches of outer space, each state party to the treaty will retain jurisdiction over its own objects and persons.” 141 Thus, United States law controls issues of liability for accidents occurring during space flights from the United States, including Virgin Galactic flights from Spaceport America. This empowers Congress and the courts to ensure the liability standards for commercial space travel remain fair and equitable. 

CP links to Spending – the USFG will provide the private sector with money

Marcia Smith, Member of Space and Technology Policy Group in Arlington, VA, 1/14

Science Direct, “President Obama’s National Space Policy: A change in tone and a focus on space sustainability”, 1/14/11, V. 27, I. 1, P. 20-23 [Marcus]

The White House announced on 1 February 2010 as part of its FY2011 budget request for NASA that it wants to rely on the private sector instead of NASA to build a new space transportation system to take people to and from low-Earth orbit. Under the Obama plan, the government would help the private sector develop “commercial crew” systems by providing them with $6 billion over 5 years (FY2011-2015) and then purchasing services from them thereafter. Conceptually that would free NASA to focus on the more challenging goal of sending humans to destinations beyond low-Earth orbit. It is the most controversial aspect of the president’s domestic space policy, even more so than his decision to forego the Bush administration’s plan to return astronauts to the Moon by 2020 – a program named Constellation. President Obama considers the Moon a “been there, done that” destination and wants to go to an asteroid instead by 2025.

Perm 

Perm do the CP

Its normal means – NASA assists the private market

Grant Bonin, Writer for the Space Review, 6/6
Space Review, “Human spaceflight for less: the case for smaller launch vehicles, revisited”, 6/6/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1861/1 [Marcus]

While the private sector has quietly (or not so quietly) been working to address the issues of affordable and reliable access, others have struggled to address the issue at all. While NASA for its part has increasingly been embracing and assisting private initiatives in developing cheaper launch systems, there remain contingents in the agency and especially in Congress that continue to dismiss existing and emerging commercial capabilities, and who remain fixated on the belief that a heavy-lift launch vehicle (HLV) is the right and only way for human space exploration to occur. Decades of studies have called for the development of such a rocket—from the first President Bush’s Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) to the second President Bush’s Vision for Space Exploration (at least through the now defunct Constellation implementation of the Vision). But none have come to fruition since Apollo. 

Current privatization methods use grants and incentives.

Thomas Kalil, Previous Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy, and the Previous Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 06

Brookings Institute, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, 12/06-08,  The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December [Marcus]

Government efforts to promote research and development (R&D) rest on three pillars: funding, intellectual property rights, and education. First, the federal government uses grants, contracts, and appropriations to fund research efforts by private institutions, academic institutions, national laboratories, and other federally funded facilities; and uses tax incentives to encourage private firms to carry out R&D. Second, the federal government legislates and enforces intellectual property rights, such as those embodied in patents and trade secrets, so that private sector innovators have less reason to fear that other firms will copy their discoveries in the short term. Third, federal and state governments support higher education, which helps create the workforce that is needed for research-intensive science and engineering firms.

Perm do the CP – it’s normal means, NASA is already using prizes.

Thomas Kalil, Previous Deputy Assistant to President Clinton for Technology and Economic Policy, and the Previous Deputy Director of the White House National Economic Council, 06

Brookings Institute, “Prizes for Technological Innovation”, 12/06-08,  The Hamilton Project, The Brookings Institution, Discussion Paper 2006-08, December [Marcus]

NASA is also teaming with private organizations to sponsor nine competitions for technologies such as flexible astronaut gloves, space elevators, a simulated lunar lander, personal air vehicles, and others. Finally, NASA is exploring another six competitions with prizes totaling fourteen million dollars. The goals include a lunar all-terrain vehicle, low-cost space suits, a lunar night power source, and a micro reentry vehicle capable of returning viable samples from orbital research platforms. For example, to win the Micro Reentry Vehicle Challenge prize of two million dollars, the reentry vehicle must return six of twelve eggs safely to Earth from a starting point of two hundred kilometers above the surface of the Earth (NASA 2006). 

Safety DA

Privatization causes spending to spiral, and risks astronauts safety

(By Buzzle Staff and Agencies; 6/8/2010; Will NASA Space Flights be Privatized? ; http://www.buzzle.com/articles/will-nasa-space-flights-be-privatized.html)
SpaceX, or Space Exploration Technologies Corporation, has been working for NASA since 2006 to develop its own rockets and space transportation vehicles in order to deliver goods to the International Space Station within the coming years. An initial contract of nearly $280 Million was awarded to the company in order for it to execute several demonstration flights for NASA, before the space agency would allow the company to transport materials to the International Space Station on its behalf. Given that the contract was awarded in 2006 – during the Bush administration – it’s interesting that SpaceX is now being used as an example of how President Obama’s proposal of scaling back NASA could work. By privatizing aspects of space flight and exploration, the U.S. government could conceivably cut spending that is currently devoted to NASA and its sub-agencies. Of course, the far more likely outcome is that the U.S. government will fall into the same spending traps that always seem to occur when it begins outsourcing its most important functions to private sector corporate behemoths. Spending will likely spiral out of control while lobbyists and lawmakers become career puppets for the companies that are ultimately controlling decisions at the highest levels of government. From a technological standpoint, however, it’s difficult to argue with the advantages that the private sector could offer in terms of improving space flight. SpaceX recently completed a successful launch of a 154-foot, 735,000 pound rocket from Cape Canaveral, which ended with a payload capsule reaching its target orbit approximately 150 miles above the earth. This test flight was the culmination of nearly four years of testing and development and was highly successful by all accounts. The launch encountered many of the standard hiccups that seem to follow space launches, regardless of the organization handling them. There were at least two delays on the launching pad, but eventually the systems were readied and the launch occurred within the desired launch window. Despite the success of the launch and its results, it’s shortcomings are now being targeted by opponents of scaling back NASA. The New York Times printed excerpts from Texas Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison’s statement noting her opposition to the idea that NASA’s role in space flight can be reduced. "Make no mistake, even this modest success is more than a year behind schedule, and the project deadlines of other private space companies continue to slip as well. This test does not change the fact that commercial space programs are not ready to close the gap in human spaceflight." Other lawmakers were more optimistic about the results, but it is clear that it is still far too early to determine whether or not NASA space flights can or should be commercialized in the near future. If future SpaceX test flights are as successful as the one performed on Friday, it is likely that NASA will award the company a $1.2 Billion contract to make 12 cargo flights to the International Space Station on its behalf. There are certainly valid concerns that manned U.S. space flight should be controlled closely by NASA or some other government entity. The safety of U.S. astronauts and protection of U.S. interests in terms of space exploration and research are important considerations that must be weighed and debated before a significant shift can occur in the way that the U.S. Space Program operates. It is likely that Congress will spend a significant amount of time on this issue in the summer of 2010, although the ongoing oil spill crisis in the Gulf of Mexico and mounting international concerns may push debate back into the fall or winter months.
Private sectors will not be safe- SpaceX Falcon 1 proves

(KENNETH CHANG; 2/15/10; science reporter for The New York Times, covering chemistry, geology, solid state physics, nanotechnology, Pluto, plague and other scientific miscellany;  Adding Rocket Man to His Résumé; http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/16/science/16elon.html?pagewanted=1)

A Bumpy Road: By most accounts, SpaceX has assembled a talented team and successfully streamlined costs while aiming for high reliability. Instead of turning to subcontractors, SpaceX builds almost everything — about 80 percent, by value — at its California factory. “They essentially have created their own low-cost avionics and rocket companies,” said Douglas O. Stanley, an aerospace research engineer at the Georgia Institute of Technology who has made several visits to the SpaceX factory. Dr. Stanley estimates that SpaceX was able to develop its Merlin engine, which provides propulsion for the first stages of the Falcon 1 and Falcon 9 rockets, at one-fourth to one-third the cost that a traditional engine manufacturer would have required. Mr. Musk points out that SpaceX already manufactures more rocket engines than all other companies in the United States combined, and SpaceX may surpass Russia’s output this year. While SpaceX has cut costs, it has not avoided the failures that afflict rocket development. The first three flights of the Falcon 1 failed. Mr. Musk said he had invested about $100 million of his own money in SpaceX, nearly twice what he originally planned. He maintains that the company could survive four Falcon 9 failures. But Mr. Musk also expressed confidence that the development of Falcon 9, despite its greater size and complexity, would go more smoothly than that of Falcon 1. Lessons learned from the earlier failures have been applied to the Falcon 9, which shares many Falcon 1 components, like the Merlin engines. And once the Falcon 9 proves ready for cargo, it is straightforward to add seats, a carbon dioxide scrubber and other systems to make the capsule suitable for astronauts, Mr. Musk said. “The escape system and then flight testing the escape system are the only things of note,” he said. He has harsh words for those who disagree. “Joe Dyer ought to be ashamed of himself,” he said of Adm. Joseph W. Dyer, chairman of NASA’s Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel, after the panel issued a report that called for continuation of the Constellation’s Ares I rocket and stated that none of the commercial alternatives had yet met NASA’s safety standards for humans. Mr. Musk said the safety panel had spent only a few hours touring SpaceX and had no knowledge about what SpaceX had or had not done, and that SpaceX engineers had designed the Dragon capsule and the Falcon 9 rocket to meet published NASA requirements. The panel, Mr. Musk said, “just seems to be speaking out of complete ignorance.” Dr. Fragola said SpaceX has indeed kept reliability among its top priorities, but he also said numbers like structural margins were only the first step in evaluating safety for passengers. NASA has not yet set out a process for certifying commercial rockets. SpaceX doesn’t “fully understand the dramatic difference between a crew launcher and a payload launcher,” Dr. Fragola said. For example, the capsule designers have to carefully study the conditions following an accident, including the blast heat, fragments of the disintegrating booster and the pressure wave of an explosion. While they do not matter for cargo, “the crew cares tremendously about what the conditions are, because it relates to their survivability,” Dr. Fragola said.

Market DA

Space privatization is bad – it encourages challengers and is cost inefficient

David Wu, Chairman of the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Technology and Innovation.  10

AOL, “Debate: Obama's Space Privatization Plan Is a Costly Mistake:” 2/15/10, http://www.aolnews.com/2010/04/15/debate-obamas-space-privatization-plan-is-a-costly-mistake/ [Marcus]

(April 15) -- President Barack Obama is in Florida today to argue his case for privatizing the human spaceflight program. It will be a tough sell. The president's vision for privatizing American space exploration may sound appealing initially, but it rests on flawed assumptions and could result in the United States surrendering our lead in space exploration to our international competitors, including China and Russia. The president has proposed a radical restructuring of U.S. space policy, which includes the termination of the next phase of the human spaceflight program, known as the Constellation program. The Constellation program is the architecture developed to deliver American astronauts to the International Space Station -- and later to the moon and other destinations in our solar system -- following the retirement of the space shuttle program, which is on pace to fly its last mission late this year or early next year. In place of Constellation, the Obama administration supports the development of commercial capabilities for delivering Americans to the space station and beyond. This may sound good rhetorically, but it fails to meet the standards of sound space policy. The president's plan to privatize space exploration rests on ill-defined objectives and unsubstantiated assumptions. For instance, the administration has not adequately explained where the space program's shifted trajectory will lead our nation and cannot explain how its plan affects our nation's previously established goals of returning humans to the moon by 2020 and some day sending astronauts to Mars and beyond. Without clearly defined goals, including specific destinations and timelines for reaching them, how can we ensure that taxpayers are receiving an adequate return on their investments in space exploration? It is simply unwise to carry out such a dramatic shift in how our nation conducts space exploration without a clear objective in mind. More concerning is the administration's inability to explain what assumptions were used in developing its proposed commercial crew-delivery strategy. In testimony before the House Science and Technology Committee on Feb. 25, NASA administrator Charles Bolden admitted that his agency had not conducted a single market survey on the potential costs of privatizing space exploration. Instead, the administration relied solely on information provided by the aerospace industry when formulating its plans for privatizing the human spaceflight program. While these estimates may indeed be accurate, we cannot know for sure what the potential costs associated with this dramatic move will be without independent, unbiased estimates. Simply put, the president's vision lacks clearly defined objectives and metrics for measuring success. The administration cannot adequately explain where the space program's shifted focus will lead. And the president's justification for privatizing human space exploration relies on the proverbial fox guarding the hen house. The American people deserve better. The Constellation program is not perfect. But putting all of our eggs in a private-sector basket is simply too risky a gamble. If the president's plan is implemented, we would be jeopardizing our nation's lead in space exploration, and we would be jeopardizing our children's future.

Private market competition leads to space debris, territorial wars, and resource wars.

Richard Kaufman et al.  member of the board of directors and a vice chair of Economists for Peace and Security, and Director of Bethesda Research Institute, Henry Hertzfield, Jeffrey Lewis, and Michael Intriligator, 08

Economists for Peace and Security, “SPACE, SECURITY AND THE ECONOMY”, 9/08, http://beta.connectusfund.org/files/spacesecurity%5B1%5D.pdf [Marcus]

These trends are likely to result in an unstable economic situation where there will be multiple sources of some space goods and services produced by governments’ defense efforts that are essentially considered public goods and are relatively cost and price insensitive. At the same time, an oligopolistic commercial market is developing where larger private space assets are driven by the promise of economies of scale. Since most space goods and services have dual uses, the potential instability created by governments subsidizing and marketing their products commercially and competing with private production will be wasteful and possibly a longterm disincentive to private space development. One fairly obvious solution would be to have governments make their purchases from private suppliers. However, barriers to international trade in space commodities limit this option. As the space environment becomes more crowded with more companies and nations offering satellites and services, there will be an increasing effort to develop mechanisms for international regulation and governance of sensitive and threatening activities. These might include issues of space debris, space traffic management, and allocation of rights to orbits, locations, and even celestial bodies that eventually prove to have valuable resources. 

No Solvency – K Affs

Federal action is key – private action creates a dichotomy where the rich survive 

David Livingston, host and founder of The Space Show, 99

Space Future, “The Ethical Commercialization of Outer Space”, 8/14/99, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/the_ethical_commercialization_of_outer_space.shtml [Marcus]

Unlike other new territories that were open to exploration, outer space is completely void of an imprint of any kind. It is a blank slate. Unlike developing new worlds and frontiers on earth which were inhabited by indigenous peoples, space is not inhabited as we know it. As humans begin working, living, and establishing trade routes and businesses in space, space will for all time have the impressions humans place on its blank pages. Humanity has yet to face a challenge, opportunity, and responsibility of this magnitude. There are suggestions, however, for ensuring that space is not commercialized for the powerful and the rich to the exclusion of others and that the commercialization of space does not breed a new generation of pirates and robber barons. These suggestions include activities of private and international organizations, controls or regulations for commercial space businesses, legal challenges to what are thought to be abuses or transgressions by businesses operating in space, and government regulating or controlling the access to space. Longer term solutions involve education and ensuring that those wanting to conduct business in space have a "space experience." 

