***PRIVATIZATION FAILS***

Privatization fails- lose space dominance, strains NASA, and links to politics

Sterner, 2010 
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Strategic Failure. Every few years the American civil space program faces a crisis of confidence. In 1990, Norm Augustine, in a role April 2010 to which he has surely become accustomed, led a committee that studied the future of the U.S. space program. It identified a range of general concerns. Most notable at this time, it concluded: “[A]ny program that involves goals demanding 5, 10, or even 30 years for their achievement must enjoy a solid underpinning of broad, enduring support. The alternative is to suffer through a prolonged sequence of projects that are started, stopped, and restarted, only to be modified again and again.” 34 After Columbia, and the Accident Investigation Board’s recommendation to refocus NASA programs, the Bush administration proposed a Vision for Space Exploration to return people to the moon, this time to stay, before going on to Mars. For seven years, a bipartisan consensus supported that program, but failed to adequately fund it. Rather than fixing the funding problem, the Obama administration proposes to destroy that consensus. More than anything, the administration’s budget request represents a change of strategic direction, away from a focused program of exploration in which the government opens frontiers and enables the private sector to follow, towards an unstructured program intended to help tomorrow’s leaders make decisions about the future of the space program. In many ways, it marks a return to the NASA that existed before 2003, when the space shuttle Columbia was lost, minus, of course, the space shuttle and with the addition of an as yet unfocused technology program. As such, it is vulnerable to the very structural flaws in the civil program that contributed to the loss of Columbia. The administration risks recreating the competition for resources in service of diverse constituencies and missions that the Columbia Accident Investigation Board flagged as an inherent problem for the agency. Not surprisingly, the CAIB’s finding was not new, but has plagued the agency since the Apollo program ended. The 1990 Augustine Committee noted then, “NASA is oversubscribed in terms of the projects it is pursuing, given its financial and personnel resources and the time allotted to pursue them….the consequence is clear: too many projects are initiated, resource shortages appear, and margins, if ever any were present in the first place, are inexorably eroded until little or no management latitude remains.” 35 Arguably, this problem continued to afflict the agency after the VSE was announced. Nevertheless, it is one that the Obama administration’s plans will exacerbate. Therein lies the fundamental problem with the administration’s proposed changes to the exploration program. As desirable as the administration’s technology initiative and commitment to space commercialization are in isolation, they are not substitutes for focus and direction when considered in the context of vague destinations or an industry still in its infancy. Such a situation will blunt NASA as a tool of national policy. While it will continue to contribute to a range of national interests, from astronomy, astrophysics, and earth science to aeronautics, and life sciences, it will not inspire future generations of students to study science, technology, engineering or math any more than NASA did in its pre-Columbia incarnation, when it conducted a range of similar programs. Similarly, other countries will continue to partner with NASA on the International Space Station, in the robotic exploration of space, and in earth science. But, NASA will not set a global agenda. Others well might. China plans to launch its second lunar probe later this year, a rover by 2013, a sample return mission thereafter, and is studying a Saturn-class heavy lifter ideally suited for lunar exploration just as the United States cancels its comparable Ares V. 36 India will launch its second lunar probe in 2013 and has announced plans to begin training its own astronauts and building the infrastructure for human spaceflight. 37 They may be announcing more modest ambitions, but these countries will demonstrate a constancy and reliability as a partner that the administration’s change of course will take away from the United States. None of these 12 facts indicate a “space race,” but they do suggest international interest in a mission area from which the United States is stepping back. The United States can only continue to set a global agenda in space by challenging countries to work together in pursuit of a unifying purpose. It took decades after the Apollo program and the stunning loss of seven astronauts aboard the space shuttle Columbia for U.S. policymakers to establish a bipartisan, bicameral consensus on the future of the human exploration program. The fiscal year 2011 budget proposal has already undone that consensus, dividing proponents of a forward-leaning civil space program from advocates of space commercialization, human spaceflight from robotic exploration, and one state from another. In retreating from an exploration program focused on establishing a permanent presence on the moon and reaching Mars within a specific timeframe, the United States will create uncertainty about its plans, leaving others to take the initiative, lay moral claims to a leadership role, and increase their influence in establishing the formal and informal norms that will govern human space exploration for decades. Leadership requires the reverse. 

Only the government can provide the funding
Foust, 2010 (Jeff, aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher, July 26 2010, “Recasting the debate about commercial crew”, Accessed: 7/5/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1671/1 GR)
One solution to the debate would be for commercial providers to develop their systems entirely privately, and not seek NASA funding at all. That was the general advice of Alan Stern in a separate talk at NewSpace 2010. What can look like an obviously good program to industry, he noted, can look very different to a member of Congress who is up for reelection every two years and is worried about jobs in his or her district. “I would urge all of us to try to think more about how we do NewSpace without thinking about the government writing us checks.” However, the magnitude of the funding needed to develop commercial orbital crewed spacecraft—hundreds of millions to perhaps billions of dollars—suggests that the government may be the only source of funding to support near-term development of such systems. Mcalister, who last year supported the Augustine Committee, noted that at the time a number of companies pitched commercial crew systems to the committee. “Consistently, everyone said that without any government support, there was really no viable way for them to get a return on their investment,” he said.
Private sector space flight fails in the squo – multiple factors prevent success.

Taylor Dinerman 2/13/10, ( Dinerman is a staff writer for the wall street journal, “ Space: the final frontier of profit?”. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059263418508030.html. 7/5/11. Google, AW)
President Barack Obama's proposed plan for NASA bets that the private sector—small, entrepreneurial firms as well as traditional aerospace companies—can safely carry the burden of flying U.S. astronauts into space at a fraction of the former price. The main idea: to spend $6 billion over the next five years to help develop new commercial spacecraft capable of carrying humans. The private sector simply is not up for the job. For one, NASA will have to establish a system to certify commercial orbital vehicles as safe for human transport, and with government bureaucracy, that will take years. Never mind the challenges of obtaining insurance. Entrepreneurial companies have consistently overpromised and under-delivered. Over the past 30 years, over a dozen start-ups have tried to break into the launch business. The only one to make the transition into a respectably sized space company is Orbital Sciences of Dulles, Va. Building vehicles capable of going into orbit is not for the fainthearted or the undercapitalized.
The private sector cannot take over space exploration – too costly.

Jeff Foust 2/15/10, ( Foust is an analyst and staff writer for the Space review, “commercial space takes center stage”. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1566/1. 7/5/11. Google. AW)
The Obama Administration’s shift in direction for NASA has been criticized primarily on two fronts: that it strips from NASA specific goals and deadlines for human exploration beyond low Earth orbit (LEO), and that it relies too strongly on the private sector. Even some conservatives who might normally be receptive to the privatization of government programs have expressed opposition to NASA’s shift in direction. “It would be swell for private companies to take over launching astronauts,” wrote conservative commentator Charles Krauthammer in his latest column on Friday. “But they cannot do it. It’s too expensive. It’s too experimental.”
Privatization bad- political

Chow 10

 [Denise, December 7, accessed July 5, 2011, http://www.space.com/10430-high-stakes-loom-spacex-private-space-capsule-launch-test.html, MD]
The test will also be the first mission by any company under NASA's Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) program, which is designed to foster the development of private vehicles with the ability to carry cargo ? and eventually crew ? to the International Space Station. [INFOGRAPHIC: Inside Look at SpaceX's Dragon Capsule] "If they're successful, it will be a huge step forward and a feather in the cap of SpaceX," said Roger Launius, senior curator in the division of space history at the Smithsonian Institution's National Air and Space Museum in Washington, D.C. "If it's successful, we'll be that much farther down the road toward developing a new launcher that has potential to carry cargo to the station, and maybe even crews at some point." SpaceX already has a $1.6 billion contract with NASA to provide cargo flights to the space station using the company's Dragon capsule. The hope is that commercial providers such as SpaceX will help fill the gap created when NASA stops flying space shuttle missions next year. Until private spaceships are available, NASA will have to rely on Russian Soyuz spacecraft to transport astronauts to space. SpaceX plans to fly at least 12 unmanned missions to ferry supplies to the International Space Station. And, while the Dragon capsule is not yet man-rated to carry human passengers into space, the company ultimately aims to win a contract to fly astronauts to the station as well. "Successful recovery of Dragon would bode very well for future astronaut transport," SpaceX founder Elon Musk, who made his fortune as co-founder of PayPal, told SPACE.com in an e-mail. "Once shuttle retires, Dragon will be the only spacecraft [capable] of returning humans to Earth apart from Soyuz. Since a launch escape system is not needed after ascent, in principle Dragon could very easily be converted to a lifeboat with more than twice the capacity of Soyuz (seven in our case vs. three for Soyuz)." Building a launch escape system ? a device that would enable astronauts to jettison from the rocket if an emergency were to occur during liftoff ? is one of the main challenges in man-rating Dragon to carry humans. [Gallery: Photos of the Dragon Space Capsule] High stakes Recently, the U.S. Federal Aviation Administration, which oversees commercial space transportation, awarded SpaceX the first-ever commercial license to re-enter spaceships from Earth orbit. "The FAA license itself is a small milestone, but it's one more important and necessary step to really changing the way human spaceflight is done," Alexander said. Still, with commercial spaceflight still very much in its infancy, SpaceX's upcoming test demonstration has more than just an unmanned capsule riding on its rocket. "It's hard to overstate the importance," Alexander said. "But, the reality is that it's a test program, and there are always issues with test programs. One would expect issues to crop up, but because it's the beginning of the industry, this is incredibly important." In June, SpaceX conducted a successful flight test of Falcon 9 with a more simplified version of the Dragon spacecraft on board. The flight went off largely without a hitch, but Alexander cautioned that expectations for any program in its test stage should be controlled. "There's an expectation that you're going to have issues, and when it goes incredibly well, it's fantastic," he explained. "But if you look back at the history of government activities even, all previous space programs have had issues ? it's to be expected." "Let's remember, first flights of most rockets fail," Launius said. "If SpaceX is not successful, it's simply an indication that they're following a well worn path of previous design efforts. It doesn't mean that this is the wrong strategy, it just means there's more work to do." Some spaceflight experts, however, see dire political implications ? specifically for NASA's plan to rely on commercial spaceships for astronaut transportation after the space shuttle fleet is retired next year. "In the short term, it undermines whatever support there is for a commercial approach to human spaceflight, at least by the government," said space policy expert Roger Handberg, political science professor at the University of Central Florida. A failure could also hit NASA hard as well, Handberg told SPACE.com. With the space shuttle retiring next and the previous moon-oriented Constellation space exploration plan cancelled, it is not a given that Congress would support new funding into the agency's spaceflight future if its commercial investments fail, he added. Early snags In fact, SpaceX's prelaunch activities hit a few snags during engine tests Friday and Saturday, less than a week before the scheduled launch. Two attempts at so-called static fire tests were aborted on Friday and Saturday before a third finally went smoothly. The first test failed because one of the Falcon 9's engines experienced elevated chamber pressure, while the second was aborted due to low pressure in the gas generator of one of the rocket's engines. After making adjustments, the company was able to complete a full-duration static fire test later that morning. "I think there is a tendency to treat each mission as make or break when a new company like SpaceX joins the field, but no one flight is that important," Musk said. "Most of the successful launch vehicles experience a failure in one of their first three flights before going on to be very successful. These are test flights, and so the information that we gain from them is far more important than whether or not we meet all of our mission objectives." Yet, if Tuesday's test flight is deemed a success, it will undoubtedly be a historic benchmark that paves the way for the future of commercial spaceflight, experts said. "This would represent an important milestone in the history of space, heralding the dawn of a new era where private companies can now bring back spacecraft from orbit," Musk said. And perhaps that time cannot come soon enough. With the retirement of NASA's space shuttle fleet close on the horizon, the stakes are raised for who and what will provide the follow-on spaceflight capability after the shuttle era comes to an end. And test flights aren't the only challenges the burgeoning industry must face: Political factors loom as well. A NASA authorization bill recently passed by Congress allocates money for private spaceflight, but the bill is still waiting for appropriations from Congress. "The gap in human spaceflight is now entirely in the hands of Congress and what they do with appropriations," Alexander said. "The NASA authorization bill that was passed recognized the importance of this and made commercial crew primary, but things are still up in the air." 
Private sector can’t solve—cost and efficiency 

Carberry et al, 10

(C.A. Carberry, Executive Director, Explore Mars, Inc., Artemis Westenberg, President, Explore Mars, Inc., and Blake Ortner, Project Leader, ISRU Challenge, Explore Mars, Inc., October-November 2010, “The Mars Prize and Private Missions to the Red Planet”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html, AD: 6/27/11, SL)

Despite the advances in the private sector space industry, the main reason that has prevented government agencies and private entities from mounting such a mission is cost. Until less expensive and more efficient methods are developed, it is unlikely a private entity will be able to launch a successful mission.
Private sector can’t solve—safety requirements

Boyle, 1/28

(Alan Boyle, science editor, January 28, 2011, “New spaceships should be safer than the space shuttle”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/41279893/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/new-spaceships-should-be-safer-space-shuttle/, AD: 7/5/11, SL)

NASA eventually hopes to use commercial craft to ferry astronauts back and forth to the space station as well. But the job won't be easy. In a set of draft requirements issued last month, NASA said it expected commercial companies to measure up to the same risk standards the space agency expected for itself: a 1-in-1,000 chance that the crew would be lost during a journey to and from the space station. "These are quite demanding and rigorous standards," Logsdon said. Some space veterans think the commercial companies can't do it. Apollo 17 commander Gene Cernan — who was the last man to walk on the moon back in 1972 — complained to Congress last year that the new players in spaceflight "do not yet know what they don't know, and that can lead to dangerous and costly consequences." In addition to the dollars-and-cents issue, the commercial companies are wary of being too hamstrung by hundreds of pages of written requirements. Former space shuttle program director Wayne Hale, who retired from NASA last year, warned that excessive red tape could lead to a "train wreck" for the space agency's commercialization effort.
Private sector will fail – too complex to standardize

Dinerman 2011 (Taylor, Writer for The Space Review, Wall Street Journal; “Space: The Final Frontier of Profit?”, WSJ, 13-2, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059263418508030.html) 
President Barack Obama's proposed plan for NASA bets that the private sector—small, entrepreneurial firms as well as traditional aerospace companies—can safely carry the burden of flying U.S. astronauts into space at a fraction of the former price. The main idea: to spend $6 billion over the next five years to help develop new commercial spacecraft capable of carrying humans. The private sector simply is not up for the job. For one, NASA will have to establish a system to certify commercial orbital vehicles as safe for human transport, and with government bureaucracy, that will take years. Never mind the challenges of obtaining insurance. Entrepreneurial companies have consistently overpromised and under-delivered. Over the past 30 years, over a dozen start-ups have tried to break into the launch business. The only one to make the transition into a respectably sized space company is Orbital Sciences of Dulles, Va. Building vehicles capable of going into orbit is not for the fainthearted or the undercapitalized.
Private Sector Space Companies Struggling

California Space Authority 10 (CSA, trustee” of California space enterprise strategic plan, 11/06/10, http://www.californiaspaceauthority.org/images/pdfs/strat-plan-2010.pdf, LG)=
The California Space Enterprise Strategic Plan 2010-2012 (Plan) was developed collaboratively by approximately 200 California seniorlevel and executive space stakeholders from approximately 100 industry, government, academia and nonprofit organizations. Its development was facilitated by the California Space Authority (CSA), “trustee” of California space enterprise strategic planning.The Space Enterprise Advisory Council (SEAC) convened by CSA was comprised of CSA Board appointees charged with overseeing the development and implementation of the new Plan. The consensus-based strategic planning approach in development of the Plan was iterative. It involved research and analysis as well as inputs/feedback generated from presentations and dialogue in meetings, teleconferences and webinars. A new strategy for implementing the Plan is designed to be more open and flexible to better align with today’s workplace challenges and accelerated pace of change. Implementation stakeholders will have numerous “on and off” ramps for engaging. Tracking will make use of a web 2.0 platform for project management.The environmental assessment completed as part of Plan development identified numerous opportunities for California space enterprise. The new Administration looks favorably on science and technology and California’s NASA sites stand to benefit. The commercial space landscape is promising, with new applications discovered every day. California’s national security space stakeholders and assets are well positioned, despite the flat budgets expected for this area. Space systems providers, many of whom are in California, anticipate a growing need for space systems and services over the next decade. But times are challenging. Federal and state budgets have never been under more duress; regulations and the cost of doing business are increasing; the access to venture capital and credit has declined; the industrial base is more fragile than ever before; suppliers are struggling and times are still too uncertain for many businesses to expand. Export licensing controls are still inhibiting international cooperation and global competition. Up to 50 percent of the space workforce is eligible for retirement, and currently there do not exist enough qualified engineers and technicians to replace them.California space enterprise continues to enjoy strong market share and robust space-related assets (R&D and other infrastructure, skilled workforce, etc.). But global competition from an ever-growing field of players – now Iran, Brazil and Mexico as well as Europe, Russia, the Ukraine, Japan, China and India – coupled with the challenges and costs of doing business in California will no doubt have impacts
Privatization kills our global economic competitiveness and space leadership

Wu 10


(David, Congress man of Oregon’s first congressional district)

http://www.aolnews.com/2010/04/15/debate-obamas-space-privatization-plan-is-a-costly-mistake/ accessed 7/5/2011 EL)

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. The space program encourages us to reach for the stars in both our dreams and our actions. It helps drive innovation, and it challenges us to find creative solutions to technological challenges. Moreover, it inspires America's next generation of scientists and engineers to pursue their passions -- something we must have if our nation is to compete in the 21st century global economy. The president's plan to privatize our spaceflight program will hinder our nation's ability to remain at the forefront of human achievement for generations to come. We must reconsider.

Space x fails- launch capabilities and Funding.

Thompson, 5/31/11. 

Leron, ( Chief Operating Officer at the Lexington Institute ), " The Case Against SpaceX, Part II", http://blogs.forbes.com/beltway/2011/05/31/the-case-against-spacex-part-ii/. 7/5/11. JD 


Elon Musk’s public pronouncements about the launch business fall into a long tradition in America of boosters who make bold claims for ventures in which they deeply believe. For example, in an article that appeared in Aviation Week & Space Technology on December 13, Musk said he was “highly confident” that his Falcon 9 rocket and Dragon space capsule could visit the International Space Station by mid-2011 (in other words, right about now); he said that future versions of the Dragon capsule would be able to land in an area “the size of a helipad, refuel and take off again;” and he equated the gravity forces on astronauts generated by launch in his existing capsule to what would be experienced on a ride “in an amusement park.” Musk’s enthusiasm is infectious and inspiring, but SpaceX’s performance to date doesn’t measure up to the rhetoric. SpaceX has only mounted seven launches since its inception, three of which were catastrophic failures. By way of comparison. Lockheed Martin’s family of Atlas boosters has seen 97 consecutive launches without a single failure. The United Launch Alliance in which traditional providers Lockheed Martin and Boeing are partnered to offer both Atlas and Delta launch vehicles has had 50 successful launches in a row. SpaceX supporters contend this is an unfair comparison, because all of the company’s launch failures occurred with the Falcon 1 vehicle that the company no longer offers. Both launches of the much bigger Falcon 9 vehicle last year were successful, they point out — which is crucially important, since that is the rocket that SpaceX plans to use for supplying the space station. However, two launches isn’t much of a track record, and those launches were far from flawless. For instance, the trade press reported after the initial Falcon 9 launch in June of last year that “roll torque” from the first stage engines had produced a “twisting motion” on lift-off, that an overheated actuator had caused “dramatic spin” in the second stage, and that restart of the second-stage engines did not occur as planned. That’s a lot of problems for a single launch, and concerns are hardly alleviated by Mr. Musk’s description of the second-stage roll as a “non-fatal situation” (Musk admitted at the time he was “not happy” with the restart attempt on the second-stage engine). A series of tweaks presumably resolved these issues, because six months later the company conducted a second launch of the Falcon 9 vehicle that resulted in SpaceX becoming the first private company to ever launch a capsule into space, return it to earth and then recover it. But that launch too was less than perfect, with technicians during the final days before liftoff deciding to trim off four feet of rocket-motor nozzle extensions with metal shears to address an unexpected problem with cracking. Aviation Week described this unorthodox move in the headline of its story on the second Falcon 9 launch as “shear magic.” Let’s keep in mind that what I’m describing here are the only two launches of SpaceX’s main rocket that have been accomplished to date. Both occurred last year, and it isn’t so clear that another one will happen this year. The company is trying to convince NASA to combine two contracted test flights into one to save time and money, since last year’s initial test flight under a NASA commercial space contract was years late and used up most of the money allocated for three such tests. Even if NASA elects to merge the two remaining test launches, it will still need to spend more money than it was originally planning to verify that Falcon 9 and the Dragon capsule are suitable for space-station operations.
Private companies are too far behind- OSC mistakes prove

Berman 11 (Jessica, Associate Professor in English at UBMD and columnist for outlookseries.com, “Elon Musk, Space X: Falcon Heavy Rocket Tracking for 2012 Use”, 4-28, http://www.outlookseries.com/A0997/Science/3913_Elon_Musk_SpaceX_Falcon_Heavy_Rocket_Tracking_2012_Use_Elon_Musk.htm)
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. But there have been problems. Orbital Sciences Corporation, which has a contract with NASA to deliver supplies to the space station, tried but failed in March to launch a climate satellite aboard its Taurus (XL) rocket. The $424 million payload was lost when the clamshell-like structure designed to protect the satellite enroute to orbit failed to open. It was an exact replay of the company’s 2009 mishap, when a nosecone failure doomed a $270 million carbon-observing satellite. Both Orbital Sciences and NASA are investigating the twin accidents. In the meantime, the company is continuing work on its Taurus II, an expendable medium class rocket that’s designed to deliver cargo to the International Space Station from a launch pad at NASA’s Wallops Island. Facility in Virginia.

Privatization could harm aerospace industry – congressional fears prove

Defense Daily 10

[Defense Daily, February 26, 2010, “NASA Authorizers Skeptical About Obama's Shift To Commercial Spacecraft,” LexisNexis, LS]

House Science and Technology Committee Chairman Bart Gordon (D-Tenn.) said he fears the space agency's plan to spend taxpayer money on generating a commercial crew-transporting industry could end up making those firms "too important to fail" and "wards of the state." NASA Administrator Charles Bolden, during the contentious hearing on the agency's fiscal year 2011 budget proposal, insisted having multiple companies work in the near term to build systems that transport crew to low-Earth orbit is the wise route for NASA to take, instead of proceeding with the Constellation programs' Ares I rocket. The White House's Feb. 1 NASA budget request calls for eliminating Constellation, a space shuttle replacement effort intended to return astronauts to the moon, which includes the developmental Ares I launch vehicle and Orion capsule and future Ares V heavy-lift rocket. ATK [ATK] has been the prime contractor for the Ares I first stage, Boeing [BA] has developed the Ares I upper stage, and Lockheed Martin [ Company Dossier LMT] has been making Orion. The administration's proposal seeks $500 million next year, and $6 billion over five years, to spur the development of human-spaceflight vehicles by commercial companies in the United States. The agency hopes to do this through a range of competitive solicitations. It also is using funds from the economic-stimulus law passed last year to drive the beginnings of a commercial crew industry. Bolden faced many skeptical lawmakers who do not want to see Constellation canceled when he testified Wednesday before the Senate Commerce Space and Science subcommittee and yesterday before Gordon's House committee, both NASA authorization panels. Amid concerns about the government supporting financial institutions that are "too big to fail," Gordon questioned if under the new NASA plan the commercial space firms would become "too important to fail." "If the companies are going to provide the commercial crew transportation don't have other markets, then are we going to wind up having to support them?," he asked Bolden, asking for "some type of concrete evidence that there'll be other markets for their services." Bolden said that such evidence exists, but it was generated by the industry itself, and NASA has not done any of its own market surveys. Gordon also questioned why the FY '11 budget request seeks increased amounts needed for commercial endeavors, questioning how those numbers jibe with the administration's argument that the commercial route would be less expensive that continuing with Constellation. The Review of U.S. Human Space Flight Plans Committee, a blue-ribbon panel led by retired Lockheed Martin Company Dossier CEO Norm Augustine, found last year that Constellation was facing major schedule problems and needed a substantial funding boost. Bolden promised the House panel more follow-up information yesterday. When lawmakers questioned what the backup plan is if the commercial endeavors fail, Bolden insisted NASA's new plan "puts us in a better situation than we would have been with Constellation." Under Constellation, he said, one vehicle--Ares I--would go to low-Earth orbit, and one vehicle--Ares V--would eventually go further. Now, Bolden noted, two companies "are competing to handle access to low-Earth orbit," and NASA plans to "reopen the competition to see if we can add even more companies into the mix." NASA currently has contracts with SpaceX and Orbital Sciences [ORB] to develop unmanned rockets to bring cargo to the International Space Station. "Conceivably there could be multiple companies that we recognize as having met the safety criteria for what we want to do, and then we are much better off than we would have been with a NASA designed and built system in a single Ares 1," Bolden said. Many House Science and Technology Committee members remain unconvinced. Ranking Member Ralph Hall (R-Texas)--in an opening statement another lawmaker read in his absence--said he fears relying on the "unproven capabilities of a nascent commercial space industry" could threaten U.S. leadership in space and harm the aerospace industrial base with its highly skilled workforce.
