1NC Solvency

1. Current international law restricts space tourism activities 

Freeland, 05 (Steven, Professor in International Law at the University of Western Sydney, “Up, Up and . . . Back: The Emergence of Space Tourism and Its Impact on the International Law of Outer Space” Chicago Journal of International Law. Chicago: Summer 2005. Vol. 6, Iss. 1; pg. 1, 22 pgs)
The term "space tourism" has been defined as "any commercial activity offering customers direct or indirect experience with space travel"19 and a space tourist as "someone who tours or travels into, to, or through space or to a celestial body for pleasure and/or recreation."20 These definitions, though acceptable for the purposes of discussion, immediately give rise to the fundamental question: What is space? It may come as a surprise to most people to discover that, from a strictly legal perspective, there is as yet no clear definition of outer space-or put another way-it is unclear where (and how) air space ends and outer space begins. While outer space activities have continued to develop without significant restrictions notwithstanding this uncertainty, there are important practical reasons why a clear legal distinction between "commercial aviation flights" and "commercial space flights"21 should now be properly determined, given the impending advent of space tourist activities particularly involving suborbital flights. This is even more appropriate as the fundamental premises upon which air law and outer space law are respectively based are wholly divergent.

2. Space tourism isn’t feasible – cost and technical barriers, safety issues, and destruction of the space environment 

Billings, 06 (Linda, Research Associate, SETI Institute, “Exploration for the masses? Or joyrides for the ultra-rich? Prospects for space tourism” Jul. 26, 2006, Space Policy 22 (2006) 162–164)

First, human space flight is dangerous and expensive. While there is no doubt that Burt Rutan is a brilliant inventor and designer, even he may not be able to break through the price barrier to commercial space travel. And if it does get off the ground, space tourism will be very pricey. Though Virgin Galactic claims it is ‘‘developing space tourism for everybody,’’ the luxury market is definitely the niche it is after [18]. Second, US interest in the greater militarization of space could get in the way of space tourism [19]. And third, the ethical, legal, and social implications of expanding human presence into space and allowing commercial operations in the space environment have not been thoroughly examined. Advocates claim space tourism will drive the commercial development of space. But is unfettered corporate activity in this environment desirable? Humans are intrusive creatures, and wherever they have gone on Earth, they have made a mess of things: the idea of preserving pristine environments in space [20] deserves some serious consideration. With the 1967 United Nations Treaty on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space as a foundation, a framework of international law and regulation needs to be put in place to govern commercial space activities.

3. ITAR isn’t a barrier

Hobe, 09 (Stephan, Chair for Public International Law, European Law, European and International Economic Law at the University of Cologne. Concurrently he is Director of the Institute of Air and Space Law, “The legal regime for private space tourism activities—An overview,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1593–1596, Oct, 27, 2009)

Viewed from a legal perspective, it thus becomes clear that questions of air law and space law may be involved [4]. This poses particular problems, because the rules of air law and space law are fundamentally different in character [5]. Air law is characterized by the sovereignty of the subjacent States over their airspace, whereas outer space is free for exploration and use according to Article I of the Outer Space Treaty. Although we see such space tourism activity as one coherent activity and could thus think of a comprehensive aerospace convention, such convention does not yet exist. Rather, we have, on one hand, for example the basic law for aviation activities in the Chicago Convention of 1944 with its Annexes [6] and, on the other hand, the basic and fundamental law for space activities in the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 [7]. It is, however, certainly worthwhile to seriously consider the drafting of a comprehensive aero- space convention. 2. The problem As has been indicated, although such a comprehensive convention is currently missing, many problems can still be solved by having recourse either to air law or to space law. In that respect, some of the most important legal aspects relevant to space tourism activities shall be indicated in the following: (a) There is, first of all, the crucial question of the delimitation of airspace and outer space [8]. This question is not finally settled in law; however, almost finally settled in practice. There is an engaged discussion about such delimitation that stems from the beginning of the space age. It used to have military background and has today lost a lot of its factual importance. Therefore, it is only consequent that, for example, the new Australian national space law precisely lists delimits the airspace from outer space at a height of 100km above sea level [9]. Even before, according to the different theories of separation of airspace and outer space, one could say that the delimitation of airspace and outer space is somewhat between 80 and 110km above sea level. And in the foreseeable future, the International Institute of Space Law will come up with a proposal to settle this problem even in law. Somewhere between 80 and 110 km above sea level the delimitation will probably be somewhere around 100km which equals the highest apogee of an airplane and the lowest perigee of a space object. (b) Without any doubt, the International Space Station circulates in low Earth orbit which is part of outer space and thus, space law is applicable for any conduct of tourists in this environment [10]. This has been recognized explicitly in the respective Intergovernmental Agreement [11], and the ‘‘Memoranda of Understanding’’ [12], as the basis for the building of the International Space Station in 1998. However, with regard to ‘‘SpaceShipOne’’ or other sub- orbital space activities, one must, in my opinion, differentiate between the function of an aircraft and the one of a space vehicle with different legal regimes. If space tourism activities are modeled on ‘‘SpaceShipOne’’, two objects must be distinguished: the aircraft and the space vehicle attached to the aircraft until the time of separation [13]. Quite obviously, air law applies to the aircraft used both before and after separation. The question then is whether the space vehicle can be considered either an aircraft of a part of the aircraft before and after separation. As is well known, the term ‘‘aircraft’’ is mentioned in the Annexes to the Chicago Convention of 1944 as well as in some national air laws, such as Article 1 of the German Air Traffic Code. They are defined as ‘‘all machines which can derive support in the atmosphere from the reactions of the air’’ [14]. Until separation, the combined vehicle has the characteristics of an aircraft in terms of technical functions such as flight pattern and maneuverability: the space vehicle constitutes merely an additional cabin. Indeed, before separation, the space vehicle does not contribute to the propulsion and is fully dependent on the aircraft. Also, the dangers related to space missions are typically connected with the time of the launch, not with the transport by aircraft. Therefore, the aircraft and the attached space vehicle should be considered an aircraft until separation and air law should apply both to the aircraft and to the space vehicle before separation [13]. After separation, however, the space vehicle does not ‘‘derive support in the atmosphere from reaction of the air’’ and should not be considered an aircraft [13]. The vehicle may use the ‘‘reactions of the air’’ in the landing process, but it may be argued that partial fulfillment of the definition is not sufficient to qualify the vehicle as an aircraft [15]. The purpose of the vehicle at that point further supports the conclusion that the vehicle should not be regarded as an ‘‘aircraft’’. Instead, the sub-orbital vehicle may be regarded as a ‘‘space object’’ after separation from the aircraft. There is no full definition of the term ‘‘space object’’ [16]. Both the Liability Convention and the Registration Convention illustrate that the component parts of a space object as well as the launch vehicle and parts thereof are included in the term ‘‘space object’’ [17]. As has been indicated, for the time being, the status of the entire zone between 80 and 110km is still in legal uncertainty. But, if an attempted launch suffices for the qualification of a space object, it is likely that the purpose of the object will become a decisive factor. After its separation from the aircraft, the sub-orbital vehicle might only reach an altitude just slightly below the low satellite perigee. Nonetheless, the vehicle clearly has the objective of reaching outer space as can be seen from such flights being advertised as space flights or space travel. Therefore, the sub-orbital vehicle after separation can be classified as a space object and space law should apply to the sub-orbital vehicle after separation from the aircraft [18]. (c) It turns out that questions of authorization of the activities are crucial. A decisive factor is whether the vehicle gets authorized as an aircraft or as a spacecraft. In that respect, next to the Federal Aviation Authority FAA, the European Air Safety Agency EASA could be such an authority [19]. As has been discussed, air law will likely be applicable to the aircraft and the attached space vehicle prior to separation if an air launch is undertaken. In contrast, space law may be applicable to the separated sub-orbital vehicle using rocket propulsion for thrust, as well as to the two space objects used when a space capsule is launched by a rocket. The authorization after separation has to be made, according to Article VI of the Outer Space Treaty, in line with the respective national space legislation. By now, only around 15–20 countries possess the respective national space legislation [20]. In that respect, countries must be encouraged to get more deeply involved in the process of drafting national space legislation [21]. (d) With regard to registration, such registration has to be made either according to Article 17 to 21 and Annex 7 of the Chicago Convention of 1944 for the airplane, or in pursuance to Article II of the Space Registration Convention for the space plane. If space tourism activities are modeled like SpaceShipOne, the space vehicle should be considered as a part of the aircraft prior to the separation and should share its registration [22]. According to Article 17 of the Chicago Convention, an aircraft shall have the nationality of the State in which it is registered. The registration or the transfer of registration of the aircraft shall be made in accordance with the national laws and regulations of any contracting State to the Chicago Convention. Because air law provides comprehensive and detailed regulations, registration does not raise further difficulties in the context of air law. After separation, the space vehicle should be registered as a space object in accordance with Article II of the Registration Convention. If there is more than one launching State involved, an agreement between the parties is required to determine which State shall register the launched space object. With respect to the Space- ShipOne model, it seems to be correct to consider the separation of the sub-orbital vehicle from its aircraft as the launching of the space object. Thus, the problem of possible dual registration resulting in a conflict of jurisdictions can be avoided. As a result, the space vehicle becomes a space object when it separates from the aircraft. From that moment on, the vehicle should be registered in accordance with the Registration Convention [23]. The State of registry of the aircraft would be the launching state. According to Article VIII of the Outer Space Treaty, the State of registry ‘‘shall retain jurisdiction and control over such object, and over any personnel hereof while in outer space’’. (e) Of uttermost interest are questions of liability. Passenger liability involves liability for damage occurring while on board the aircraft. Here, the air law system of the Montreal and Warsaw Conventions (of Article 17 to 21) are applicable [24]. The modern Montreal Convention knows a two-tier system of liability [25]. In cases of passenger injury or death, the Montreal Convention provides for unlimited liability of carriers. In the first tier, i.e. for damages not exceeding 100,000 Special Drawing Rights the carrier is not able to exclude or limit its liability except to the extent where it can prove contributory fault of the passenger. The carrier may avoid liability in the second tier, i.e. for damages exceeding 100,000 SDRs only if the carrier proves that the damage was not due to the negligence or other wrongful act or omission of the carrier or its servants or agents or that such damage was solely due to the negligence or other wrongful act or omission of a third party. Limited liability, however, applies to damages in case of delay unless due to willful misconduct. Interestingly enough and importantly enough, there is no precise regulation of passenger liability in space law because the Liability Convention does not address these questions [26]. With regard to third-party liability, we have for airplanes the system of the Rome Convention and the current discussion on a renewal of this Convention which is not very well accepted to date. Unfortunately, also the two new conventions that came out of the diplomatic conference in May 2009 may not receive enough support [27]. On the other hand, for space planes the question is addressed by the Liability Convention of 1972. And as always with regard to liability, all comes down to the question of how much the risks incurred by space tourism activities are insurable. With regard to liability for medical risks exposure, we find at present mostly national rules regulating passenger liability. The regulation of reusable launch vehicles (RLV) by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) was governed by the 1989 Commercial Space Launch Act [28] and the final rules of the ‘‘Commercial Space Transportation Reusable Launch Vehicle and Reentry Licensing Regulations’’. In 2004, the United States enacted the ‘‘Commercial Space Law Amendment Act’’ amending Chapter 701 of Title 49 USC. with the objective, ‘‘to encourage the development of a commercial space flight industry’’. The Act defines space flight participants as individuals who are not crew, carried within a launch vehicle or reentry vehicle providing for additional license requirements for launch vehicles carry- ing a human being for compensation. On 11 February 2005, the FAA published the Draft Guidelines for Commercial Suborbital Reusable Launch Vehicle Operations with Space Flight Participants. On 29 December 2005, it released a Notice of Proposed Regulations of ‘‘Human Space Flight Requirements for Crew and Space Flight Participants’’. The final regulations were issued on 15 December 2006 and became effective on 13 February 2007 [29]. (f) The legal status of space tourists is rather unknown at the moment. There is national space legislation as we have just indicated before that gives specific treatment to so-called ‘‘space flight participants’’ [30]. Whether or not the space tourist should have a separate legal status is not yet clear. Any amendment to existing international law could be done either by a new convention or, more realistically, by a protocol to the Rescue Agreement.
4. Alt causes: export control regime, Outer Space Treaty, taxes, and government regulations 

Hudgins, 01 (Edward L., Subcomittee on Space and Aeronautics Committee on Science United States House of Representatives, “Space Policy and Space Tourism,” Jun. 26, 2001, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12326)

The creation of the Office of Commercial Space Transportation (OCST) in the Department of Transportation was suppose to avoid the jurisdictional confusion that Conestoga faced. The Challenger disaster in 1986 eventually led to the removal of the ban on government payloads from private rockets. In 1995 the OCST was transferred to the Federal Aviation Administration. Securing permission to launch still involves safety requirements, reentry licensing, financial responsibility requirements, site operations licensing, and various environmental impact requirements. If this sort of regime had been in place in the early part of this century, the civil aviation industry probably would still be a dream waiting for a deregulated future to be realized. Because of this regulatory regime, Kistler Aerospace, which is developing a reusable launch vehicle, was required to meet with local interest groups and Indian tribes, and draft extensive environmental impact statement as part of its effort to secure permission to launch from a federal test facility in Nevada. J.P. Aerospace of California was competing for the private Cheap Access to Space (CATS) prize of $250,000 for placing a payload 124 miles above the Earth by November 8, 2000. It began the effort to secure permission to launch from the Black Rock Desert in northern Nevada in May, 2000. The company was informed in late September by the government that it would take another two months to process the license. J.P. Aerospace missed the deadline. Other companies too have lost business because of the licensing process. Potentially customers generally want two month lead time for launches. Since it often takes launchers six or more months to secure a license, it is obvious how private providers are hindered. It is no wonder that other countries, for example, Australia, are openly courting American companies to launch from their less-regulated facilities. Add to the licensing difficulties the fact that many government branches and agencies still have jurisdiction over the activities of space enterprises and it is also little wonder that they have failed to develop faster. The Commercial Space Act of 1998 sought to remove barriers to private space efforts. It did, for example, remove the ban on private providers bringing vehicles and payloads, including private travelers, back from space. It also required NASA to purchase services rather than hardware whenever possible. But due to lack of enforcement, NASA has not had to honor this mandate. Further, the fact that the regulatory regime continues to change introduces uncertainty to a sector in which uncertainties in technologies are already major problems. This uncertainty concerning the regulatory regime itself is a major barrier to investments and the expansion of private space activities. Another extremely serious hindrance to private space activities in general is the export control regime. In 1998 Congress passed the Strom Thurmond National Defense Authorization Act. That law transferred jurisdiction over exports from the Commerce Department to the State Department, which has been much stricter and slower in approving exports. Already the American satellite industry is being seriously harmed. We saw how the delay in authorizing the export of a tether helped kill the Mir space station. This law is harming the private space sector in general and certainly will hinder the emergence of private space travel. Perhaps one way to deal with the regulatory problems faced by private space entrepreneurs, in addition to changing the laws, would be to establish an ombudsman both to help such entrepreneurs through the regulatory process and to monitor each step of the process. This monitoring will illuminate the regulatory roadblocks and thus better allow policy makers to eliminate them. Other ways to help the space sector in general and thus private space travel would be to create and enterprise zone in orbit, to not tax or regulate commercial activities off the Earth's surface. After all, taxes are one of the greatest burdens on private commerce. Private parties in space would provide all of their own services and thus the government would have little cause to charge them for services provided on Earth. In the long run potential problems with the Outer Space Treaty also will have to be dealt with to ensure that private space travelers and the companies providing such services are secure in their property and liberties.
5. Extensive market research is a prerequisite to industry development

Crouch, 01 (Geoffrey, Chair of Tourism Marketing School of Tourism and Hospitality Faculty of Law and Management La Trobe University “Researching the Space Tourism Market,” June 2001, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/researching_the_space_tourism_market.shtml)

In 2001, are we on the brink of a new space odyssey - the start of space tourism? The current public interest in space tourism and the determined and persistent efforts of a number of entrepreneurs, space transport technologists and other active proponents such as the Russians, the Japanese Rocket Society, and the Space Travel and Tourism Division of the US Space Transportation Association lend credence to suggestions that it may be just years rather than decades away. One of the most encouraging signs is that many space policy experts are now advocating the development of space tourism as the most effective means of radically reducing the cost of space transportation systems and thereby significantly facilitating a new era of space exploration and science in which funding and investment is based on a thriving commercial industry rather than being constrained by tightening government coffers (Commercial Space Transportation Study Alliance 1994). Of course, history tells us that predictions of this nature can go badly astray. As with most future events, we can be more certain they will happen than we can be about the precise timing. What we can be more confident predicting is that it would seem rather unlikely as we look ahead from this first year of the 21st century, that space tourism will not become an enormously important component of the tourism industry before the century's end. It is also clear that the success of space tourism development will depend upon extensive and rigorous research of the space tourism market. This latent market is not a fixed thing. Its shape, size and growth will be determined by the products, prices, competition and strategies developed and adopted by commercial space interests, guided by solid market research and resulting marketing strategies. Although a number of market studies have been conducted to date, these have barely scratched the surface in terms of the needs that lie ahead. For academic research members of TTRA, there exist numerous research opportunities on the verge of this new industry. For TTRA researchers working in industry, proponents of space tourism development are looking to interest and work with travel and tourism enterprises in order to bring space tourism about.
6. No investment in space tourism

Crouch,  01 (Geoffrey I., Chair of Tourism Marketing School of Tourism and Hospitality Faculty of Law and Management La Trobe University, “The Market for Space Tourism: Early Indications,” Journal of Travel Research, November 2001)

We might ask why public space travel is not already a reality. A century ago, two brothers in a bicycle shop were able to build the world’s first powered aircraft. But it took an organization of thousands to put man on the moon. For public space travel to get off the ground, the cooperation of many separate players will be required: governments and regulators, numerous industries (energy, tourism, insurance, finance, engineering, aviation, etc.), and of course financial markets themselves. To gain the interest, participation, and cooperation of so many disparate businesses, organizations, and individuals—but particularly to convince capital markets—valid, reliable, and convincing estimates of market demand are essential. Indeed, in the opinion of one expert in this field (Simberg 2000), “The current technology level is the least of the problems confronting space tourism entrepreneurs. . . . The most difficult problem remains not in design and implementation, but in raising needed investment funds” (p. 10).
7. Space tourism is developing in the status quo – with first launches set for 2012 

Harrold, 7/24 (Max, Staff Writer, Montreal Gazette, “Space tourism: the next frontier From brief flights of weightlessness to full orbits, chances to soar loom closer,” Edmonton Journal, http://www.edmontonjournal.com/travel/Space+tourism+next+frontier/5151234/story.html)

If you think of Earth's orbit and the moon as a big unclaimed territory, ripe for adventure, then you're in for a treat. The space excursions now being planned promise nothing less than a new perspective of life on Earth and an expansion of what it means to be human. From quick flights to see our planet from space, to honeymooning in an orbiting hotel and rover races on the moon, private individuals will, most likely starting next year, join an exclusive club of just a little more than 500 people who've gone to space - mainly astronauts and cosmonauts. True, seven tourists have already been to the International Space Station aboard Russian Soyuz rockets. But they paid millions of dollars each for their trips, $35 million in the case of the last tourist, the Canadian founder of the Cirque du Soleil, Guy Laliberte. The accessibility and relative low-cost of the new services - tickets to spend a few minutes in the weightlessness of space are being offered at $110,000 each - could see spacefarers' ranks easily double within two years, experts predict. "Space is no longer an insurmountable boundary," says Harold Line, a Calgary businessman who has paid the $20,000 deposit on a $200,000 US ticket aboard Virgin Galactic's SpaceShipTwo. Currently being tested in the United States and with its possible first passenger flight next year, the private jet-sized spacecraft with six passengers and two pilots will launch from another airborne aircraft on a 2 1/2-hour journey, including five to 10 minutes in weightlessness at an altitude of 360,000 feet. "That's when the pilot will turn off the seatbelt sign," Line, 49, says with eager anticipation. "We'll be able to float around the cabin and I'll see the curvature of the Earth. It will be something I'll look back on when I'm old and say 'I did that.' " Line, an aviation buff who flies light planes and is building a Second World War Spitfire airplane as a hobby, adds that he's not certain when he'll fly to space. He's number 124 on the list of people who've paid for their tickets on Virgin Galactic, the brainchild of Virgin Airlines founder and well-known media courtesan Richard Branson. "They're doing tests and we'll go when they say it's safe. This is like breaking the fourminute mile" as far as space exploration by private individuals is concerned. "But I'm in no rush." Virgin Galactic's website provides a preview of what passengers should feel during the separation from the other aircraft at 50,000 feet and the immediate jolt thereafter. "You are instantly pinned back into your seat, overwhelmed but enthralled by the howl of the rocket motor and the eye-watering acceleration which, as you watch the readout, has you travelling in a matter of seconds at almost 2,500 mph, over three times the speed of sound. As you hurtle through the edges of the atmosphere, the large windows show the cobalt blue sky turning to mauve and indigo and finally to black. You're on a high; this is really happening, you're loving it and you're coping well."

Ext. 1NC #1 – I-Law

ILAW reform is key facilitate development in the space tourism industry 

Freeland, 05 (Steven, Professor in International Law at the University of Western Sydney, “Up, Up and . . . Back: The Emergence of Space Tourism and Its Impact on the International Law of Outer Space” Chicago Journal of International Law. Chicago: Summer 2005. Vol. 6, Iss. 1; pg. 1, 22 pgs)
In the end, what is required is the development of laws at the international level-supplemented by laws at the national level-to meet these issues. Without a uniform set of widely accepted international rules, the development of space tourism activities will be restricted by uncertainty. However, in order to facilitate the emergence of a viable commercial space tourism industry, the principles will need to strike an appropriate balance between providing certainty and sufficient minimum standards on the one hand, and protection and encouragement of innovation on the other. Before considering this issue further, this Article will raise a number of significant areas requiring legal clarification.

Restructuring of ILAW regarding space is a prerequisite to space tourism activities

Freeland, 05 (Steven, Professor in International Law at the University of Western Sydney, “Up, Up and . . . Back: The Emergence of Space Tourism and Its Impact on the International Law of Outer Space” Chicago Journal of International Law. Chicago: Summer 2005. Vol. 6, Iss. 1; pg. 1, 22 pgs)
It has been said by one of the foremost space commentators that, in the context of meeting the new legal challenges which arise from ever expanding space activities, an essential element for effective rulemaking at the international level is a "perceived need on the part of the states concerned" to devise or change certain rules.69 We have reached the point where the development of space tourism activities makes it appropriate to reconsider the broad fundamentals of the international law of outer space. The corpus of space law that already exists represents an important base from which to develop the legal tools to properly regulate the next stage of space activities. Yet, quite clearly, it is not sufficient even for present purposes, let alone for the coming years and decades. The imminent advent of space tourism raises many as yet unanswered legal questions, some of which have been highlighted in this article. Other legal issues will also arise. As more space tourism (and other) activities take place, appropriate dispute resolution procedures must be agreed to deal with the inevitable conflicts that will arise, both at the public and private international law level. Detailed traffic and coordinated management systems must be developed to cope with the increased number of space flights. A clear and comprehensive legal framework must be established at the international level to reflect the wishes of the wider (global) community and to provide certainty. At the same time, however, the broader philosophical and ethical aspects of human activities in outer space-indeed the place of human beings in the universe-demand that we continually reassess the why and what in relation to our ongoing exploration and use of outer space. It is essential that the underlying notions of cooperation and shared benefit remain as cornerstones in this next phase of human achievement.

Ext. 1NC #2 – Tech Barriers

Necessary reductions in launch costs would require billions of dollars and technical risks – all for a market that’s uncertain at best 

Elias, 01 (Antonio,  a Graduate Aeronautical Engineer, Senior Vice-President and General Manager of the Orbital Sciences Corporation, “Affordable space transportation: impossible dream or near-term reality?” Air & Space Europe Volume 3, Issues 1-2, January-April 2001, Pages 121-124)

Reducing the cost of space launch faces both financial and technological challenges. The financial challenge is that any new launch vehicle development materially improving launch cost will require investments at the level of several billion dollars, face considerable technical risks, and with a market demand that is uncertain at best. In the mid nineties, the promise of new and lucrative telecommunication opportunities based on constellations of medium-sized, new technology satellites wet the financial community’s appetite for multi-billion dollar investments and at the same time offered the potential for many hundreds of initial deployment and replacement launches over the next 10 years f&-we 1). Iridium, for example, represented a US$4 billion investment and a market for about a dozen new commercial launches per year, a sudden 50% increase on the traditional geosynchronous communication satellite launch market of about 25/year. Teledesic, with its original 924 satellites, expanded this potential market even further. This financial and market bubble burst in late 1999 and 2000 with the bankruptcy of Iridium and Orbcomm, and the serious doubts about the viability of a reduced Globalstar (with ‘only’ 288 satellites) and, in fact, any other low-earth orbit communication constellation. Ironically, if the cost of launch had been lower even by a ‘modest’ factor of two, the business viability of these ventures may have been sufficiently improved to insure their survival and success.
Their authors are overly optimistic - cost, safety, and reliability hinder space tourism

O’Neil et al, 97 (Daniel, Compiler Marshall Space Flight Center,  “General Public Space Travel and Tourism - Volume 1 Executive Summary” Feb. 19-21, 1997, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/general_public_space_travel_and_tourism.shtml)

However, substantial obstacles remain that prevent the immediate creation of a large scale business. Today, the cost of access to space for people using currently operational vehicles remains very high; a half-dozen astronauts can accompany the delivery of payloads to space on Shuttle trips that cost some $400 million each. In addition, the safety and reliability of operational space transportation vehicles is presently far too low: a risk of some 1-in-100 of failure involving fatalities may be acceptable today for government missions and for a few adventure travelers, but not for airline-like general public passenger-carrying operations which will have to be safer by several factors of ten. Finally, there has been a persistent lack of credibility because now it is generally thought that only NASA and the Russian government can send people to space and that they must be highly trained professional astronauts. This so-called giggle factor is especially prevalent among some experienced aerospace systems engineers unfamiliar with potential new capabilities that are inherent in recent technological advances and the increased insistence of the Congress that public spending in space result in greater economic growth, especially in the human spaceflight area. And they may not recall the enormous strides made in commercial aviation over just a few decades. The general public is actually more accepting of the idea of public space travel than these engineers.
Space travel isn’t safe for the public – hinders program development

Sawaya, 04 (David B., Graduate of the International Space University, Strasbourg, France and former research assistant at the OECD, “Space tourism: Is it safe?” Mar. 2004)

But to see in these initiatives the dawn of a space tourism age would be making a leap of faith. True, space's return to the top of the international policy agenda has to be welcomed, not least for its commercial potential (see box). On the other hand, why has it taken so long? Space exploration began over 40 years ago, yet only three countries - and China's case is as yet unproven - appear to have the capability to put humans in space. And none has been able to promote space visits on a sustainable, commercial scale. The US programme intends to tackle this, though we must be realistic. The budget announced to get the programme off the ground will be high. According to the White House, most of the funding needed for the new programme will come from reallocating US$11 billion of NASA's current five-year budget of US$86 billion, and adding another billion dollars over five years. While some commentators say this will not be enough, expense is only one problem to consider. The real tricky issue is safety. The tragic break up of the space shuttle Columbia on 1 February 2003 was a reminder of how dangerous space travel still is, despite 40 years of development. In fact, space travel is much more dangerous than any other form of transportation, including driving a car. In the US manned space programme, there have been 17 fatalities in 732 person flights. That means an astonishing 2,320 deaths per 100,000 passengers, which is 45,000 times more dangerous than flying in a commercial airplane. Put another way, two space shuttles have crashed in 113 departures, which is a 1.8% failure rate. This would be unacceptable for commercial airplanes, which see an average of about 0.4 accidents per 100,000 departures per year in the US. In other words, space travel, while desirable, is just too hazardous to become a major tourist activity. It is even more dangerous than so-called "extreme" sports, such as scuba diving or sky diving.

Lack of technology and research and development costs hinder space tourism 

Abitzsch and Eilingsfeld, 92 (S and F, Aerospace Institute, Technical University of Berlin, Berlin, Germany,  The Prospects for Space Tourism: Investigation on the Economic and Technological Feasibility of Commercial Passenger Transportation into Low Earth Orbit,” 1992)

The first stumbling block for setting up a commercial passenger transportation service is the availability of a sufficient transportation system, because R&D of the latter has to be financed. Initiating space tourism as a venture which first requires development of a specially assigned passenger transportation system appears to be highly unfeasible. R&D cost of an advanced STS, which are in the range of tens of billions, are far too high to be amortized via ticket sales. Any price margin, which allowed R&D payoff within an adequate timespan, would be high enough to strangle ticket demand. For instance, in scenario C, R&D amortization would almost double ticket prices. Therefore R&D costs have to be raised by an organization not exclusively engaged in space tourism. If access to governmental funds were impossible, potential financiers could come from following branches: Aerospace engineering Airlines Tourism and travel If an adequate launcher is made available, the second stumbling block will be the need to sacrifice high profits in order to stimulate ticket demand: Profit margins of as low as 10 percent may require some risk sharing among different partners. Therefore, operations of a regular passenger transportation service could be organized in the way of a joint venture between the three interest groups named above. All these branches would benefit from a high passenger transportation rate to orbit. The aerospace industry would be able to customize transportation systems, which are originally destined for non tourism purposes, in order to open up new markets for space systems namely passenger transportation and to gain product improvement as well as spin offs for other aerospace products. For airlines, the operation of an Earth to orbit vehicle would be a very effective means for advertising their ability to manage any kind of high tech transportation vehicle and to stress corporate excellence. Tourism industry, especially adventure travel companies (after all, the first one to offer commercial space trips has been Society Expeditions of Seattle, WA, a world famous specialist for extreme adventure travel) will be able to exploit an attractive new segment of high end adventure tourism. In a joint venture the aerospace industry could contribute transportation systems, airlines their know how in operations and the tourism branch could provide capital and marketing measures. In view of world tourism revenues reaching $3,500 billion in 1992 15, a market share of, say, 0.1 percent would by far be sufficient for sustaining growth of an extraterrestrial travel business.

Ext. 1NC #5 – Market Research 1st
Market studies are necessary to ensure there is necessary capital to back space tourism venture

Crouch, 01 (Geoffrey I., Chair of Tourism Marketing School of Tourism and Hospitality Faculty of Law and Management La Trobe University, “The Market for Space Tourism: Early Indications,” Journal of Travel Research, November 2001)

It is also clear that the success of space tourism development will depend on extensive and rigorous research of the space tourism market. This latent market is not a fixed thing. Its shape, size, and growth will be determined by the products, prices, competition, and strategies developed and adopted by commercial space interests, guided by solid market research and resulting marketing strategies. Although a number of market studies have been conducted to date, these have barely scratched the surface in terms of the needs that lie ahead. For academic researchers, there exist numerous research opportunities on the verge of this new industry. 

Ext. 1NC #6 – No investment

The private sector wouldn’t fund space tourism even if ILAW restrictions were lifted

Crouch, 01 (Geoffrey I., Chair of Tourism Marketing School of Tourism and Hospitality Faculty of Law and Management La Trobe University, “The Market for Space Tourism: Early Indications,” Journal of Travel Research, November 2001)

Financial markets are likely to take a very skeptical view toward proposals to fund space tourism projects. The high costs and high risks (financial and otherwise) call for the bar to be raised on the usual standards relating to the validity, reliability, and credibility of any market research studies. As we are dealing with an entirely new product and market, market research studies will need to be particularly convincing. In addition, enterprise risk is greater than market risk. Even if research proves a favorable market, additional competitive risks face individual enterprises. Financial markets need also be concerned with “backing the right horse.”

Ext. 1NC #7 – SQ solves

Status quo – commercial industry focus is shifting towards tourism – laws and restrictions will be implemented 

Dillingham, 5/5 (Gerard L., , Ph.D., Director Physical Infrastructure Issues, “COMMERCIAL SPACE TRANSPORTATION Industry Trends and Key Issues Affecting Federal Oversight and International Competitiveness,” Government Accountability Office, May 5, 2011, http://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.science.house.gov/files/documents/hearings/050511_Dillingham.pdf)

Historically, the commercial space launch industry focused primarily on putting payloads, such as satellites, into orbit, using launch vehicles that did not return to earth. Such launches have dropped off, and the industry is increasing its focus on space tourism. Five manned commercial flights took place in 2004, demonstrating the feasibility of commercial space tourism. Since then, companies have pursued research and development and are further developing vehicles for manned flights. Concurrently, companies and states are developing additional spaceports to accommodate anticipated commercial space tourism flights. States have provided economic incentives for development, and FAA has helped to support infrastructure development. FAA also anticipates an increase in commercial launches, which it expects will increase its oversight responsibilities; thus the agency has requested significantly more resources. FAA will become responsible in the near term for the licensing and oversight of the commercial transport of NASA cargo and eventually for the licensing and oversight of space tourism flights and for safety regulations for all human commercial space travel. Anticipating an increase in responsibilities, FAA’s fiscal year 2012 budget request would increase spending on commercial space transportation by nearly 75 percent from about $15 million in actual obligations in fiscal year 2010 to about $26.6 million in fiscal year 2012. This would fund an increase of about 45 percent in staffing. GAO agrees that FAA’s workload is likely to increase but also believes there are uncertainties about how fast the demands on FAA’s resources will grow. In overseeing the commercial space launch industry, including the safety of space tourism, FAA faces several challenges. These include determining whether its current safety regulations are appropriate for all types of commercial space vehicles, operations, and launch sites; continuing to avoid conflicts between its dual role as safety regulator and industry promoter; and addressing policy and procedural issues when it integrates the operations of spacecraft into its next generation air transportation system. The industry faces competitive issues such as high launch costs that affect its ability to sell its services abroad. Finally, coordinating the federal response to the commercial space industry’s expansion is an issue for the federal government in the absence of a national space launch strategy for setting priorities and establishing federal roles.

Private development vehicle launches for human space flight will increase in the next several years 

Dillingham, 5/5 (Gerard L., , Ph.D., Director Physical Infrastructure Issues, “COMMERCIAL SPACE TRANSPORTATION Industry Trends and Key Issues Affecting Federal Oversight and International Competitiveness,” Government Accountability Office, May 5, 2011, http://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.science.house.gov/files/documents/hearings/050511_Dillingham.pdf
Like the states and private companies building commercial spaceports, FAA expects that the number of commercial space launches will increase over the next several years. This expectation is due, at least in part, to the continued private development of vehicles for human space flight, including space tourism, and NASA-sponsored commercial space launches resulting from the retirement of the space shuttle program in 2011. According to a senior FAA official and a commercial spaceflight industry official, the first suborbital flights7 with paid passengers are expected to begin within 2 years, with several launches occurring each year, adding to the agency’s licensing and oversight workload. Each launch, for example, requires both a launch and reentry license. Virgin Galactic, which formed a joint venture with Scaled Composites to develop SpaceShipTwo, is the farthest along among the companies that are undertaking research and development for launch vehicles designed to serve the anticipated space tourism market. The company began conducting related test flights in October 2009. Because those test flights did not use a rocket, they were conducted under FAA airworthiness certificates. Once a rocket is added to the vehicle, as is planned for the next phase of the test flight program, expected to begin later in 2011, an FAA launch license will be required. As of April 2011, that license was still pending. A Virgin Galactic official said that as of April 2011, over 420 people had placed deposits with the company for future spaceflights. Other companies, such as XCOR Aerospace and Armadillo Aerospace, have also announced plans to develop vehicles to serve the space tourism market. Figures 3-5 show photos of several vehicles that are under development.

The government has already created laws to facilitate the commercialization of space and private space tourism

Weeks, 11 (Edythe E., Professor of International Studies and Space Law at Webster University Worldwide, “Space Law New,” OuterSpaceDevelopment, http://sites.google.com/site/outerspacedevelopment/space-law-new)

Over the last four decades, successive US Congresses and Presidential Administrations have created legal vehicles to facilitate ways to commercialize the space industry by transferring technology developed in government laboratories to private industry and by the creation of policies promoting private financing of commercial opportunities in space. Those efforts have been reflected in a series of policies, legislative initiatives, acts and bills - most notably in satellite communications, remote sensing, launch services and space transportation systems and spaceports. Several US Laws Encouraging Commercialization · Communications Satellite Act of 1962 · Land Remote Sensing Commercialization Act of 1984 · Commercial Space Launch Act of 1984 · The Commercial Space Launch Act of 1984 · National Space Policy (1989) · Commercial Space Launch Policy (1990) · Commercial Space Policy Guidelines (1991) · National Launch Strategy (1991). · Land Remote Sensing Policy Act of 1992 · National Competitiveness Act of 1992 · Commercial Space Competitiveness Act of 1992 · The National Space Transportation Policy of 1994 · The Hydrogen and Fusion Research Authorization Act of 1994 · International Space Station Authorization Act of 1995 · Space Commercialization Promotion Act of 1996 · Spaceports Equity Bill · Act to Encourage the Development of a Commercial Space Industry in the United States, and for Other Purposes of 1998 · Commercial Space Transportation Competitiveness Act of 2000 · Space Preservation Act 2001 · The Invest in Space Now Act of 2001 · Space Tourism Promotion Act of 2001 · The Commercial Space Act of 2003 · Commercial Space Transportation Act of 2003 · Zero Gravity, Zero Tax Bill 2003 · Invest in Space Now 2003 · Spaceport Equality Act 2003 · Commercial Space Amendments Act 2004

1NC Warming DA

Space tourism would lead to global warming and a collapse of the ozone layer

Live Science 2010 (“New Climate Change Worry: Space Tourism Soot”, 10/22, http://www.livescience.com/10202-climate-change-worry-space-tourism-soot.html)

Humans’ attempts to visit space may not be good for the folks back home, according to a new study that finds soot emitted by space tourism rockets could significantly contribute to global climate change in coming decades. The researchers assumed that a fast-growing suborbital space tourism market will develop over the next decade, and they examined the climate impact of soot and carbon dioxide emissions from 1,000 suborbital rocket flights per year, the approximate number advertised in recent materials promoting space tourism. "Rockets are the only direct source of human-produced compounds above about 14 miles (22.5 kilometers), and so it is important to understand how their exhaust affects the atmosphere," said the study's chief researcher, Martin Ross of The Aerospace Corp. in El Segundo, Calif. He and his colleagues describe their findings in a scientific paper that has been accepted for publication in Geophysical Research Letters. A layer of soot According to the study, soot particles emitted by the proposed fleet of space tourism rockets would accumulate at about 25 miles (40 km) altitude, three times higher than the altitude of airline traffic. Unlike soot from jets or coal power plants, which is injected lower in the atmosphere and falls to earth within weeks, the particles created by rockets remain in the atmosphere for years, efficiently absorbing sunlight that would otherwise reach the Earth's surface. The result is a global pattern of change, according to researcher Michael Mills of the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) in Boulder, Colo. "The response of the climate system to a relatively small input of black carbon is surprising," Mills said in a statement. "Our results show particular climate system sensitivity to the type of particles that rockets emit." Using a computer model of the Earth's atmosphere, the researchers discovered that beneath the predicted layer of soot, the Earth's surface would cool by as much as 1.2 degrees Fahrenheit (0.7 degrees Celsius). Antarctica would warm by 1.5 degrees F (0.8 degrees C). Meanwhile, equatorial regions could lose about 1 percent of their ozone, while the poles could gain 10 percent. The global effect would be an increase in the amount of solar energy absorbed by the Earth's atmosphere. That means the soot from the rockets contributes to atmospheric heating at a rate higher than the carbon dioxide from those same rockets. An earlier study by Ross, published in March 2009 in the journal Astrophysics, found that rocket emissions are particularly harmful to the ozone because they're injected directly into the stratosphere where the ozone layer resides. 
2NC Link Ext.
Space tourism leads to global warming

The Christian Science Monitor 2010 (“Will space tourists be Earth polluters? Scientists sound a warning”, 10/25, http://www.csmonitor.com/Environment/2010/1025/Will-space-tourists-be-Earth-polluters-Scientists-sound-a-warning)

Scratching an expensive itch to take a pleasure trip to the doorstep of space might come with an unintended consequence: altering the climate back on Earth. A new study suggests that projected increases in so-called suborbital flights – including space tourism launches – will boost the amount of soot in the stratosphere, measurably changing climate. The soot comes from hybrid rocket motors, which burn a rubbery solid fuel, aided by a gas "oxidizer" as a stand-in for oxygen. By contrast, many liquid-fueled rockets burn oxygen and hydrogen, which produces a cleaner exhaust. According to the results, temperatures in the region around the launch site would likely cool slightly as the high-altitude soot blocked some sunlight.But the soot would spread around the globe, warming the stratosphere and touching off changes in its circulation that would bring additional warming to the poles.

More evidence

The Guardian 2010 (“Space tourists could speed up global warming”, 10/26, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/oct/26/space-tourists-speed-global-warming)

Environmentalists have already raised concerns about the carbon footprint of proposed space tourism flights, such as that planned by British billionaire Richard Branson, but according to new research the controversial flights could have an even more immediate impact on the world's climate. A new study, accepted for publication in Geophysical Research Letters, predicts that soot emitted by rockets in the upper atmosphere would lead to significant disruption to the world's climatic system resulting in a net increase in temperatures. The report, which was funded by NASA and The Aerospace Corporation, assumes that the nascent space tourism industry makes good on plans to carry out up to 1,000 suborbital rocket flights a years by the end of the decade. The resulting computer models predict that the resulting stratospheric layer of rocket soot would remain relatively localised in latitude and altitude, meaning that the earth's surface could cool by as much as 0.7 degrees Celsius in some areas, while other areas would warm with Antarctica expected to see temperatures rise by up to 0.8 degrees Celsius. The report also warned that the Ozone layer would be affected with equatorial regions losing about one per cent of ozone cover and poles gaining about 10 per cent. It concluded that "the globally integrated effect of these changes is, as for carbon dioxide, to increase the amount of solar energy absorbed by the earth's atmosphere". Martin Ross, the study's chief author who works for The Aerospace Corporation in El Segundo, California, urged the emerging industry to step up efforts to understand the environmental impacts of suborbital flights. "Rockets are the only direct source of human-produced compounds above about 14 miles [22.5 kilometers] and so it is important to understand how their exhaust affects the atmosphere," he said in a statement. "Climate impact assessments of suborbital and orbital rockets must consider black carbon emissions, or else they ignore the most significant part of the total climate impact from rockets. This includes existing assessments that may need to be brought up to date." The research comes just days after Branson opened the runway at the world's first commercial spaceport in Mexico and announced that he expected the first commercial space flights operated by his Virgin Galactic firm to begin within the next nine to 18 months.

Black carbon emissions destroy ozone – cause global temperatures to rise 

Mann, 10 (Adam, staff writer, Nature News, “Space tourism to accelerate climate change,” Oct. 22, 2010, http://www.nature.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/news/2010/101022/full/news.2010.558.html)

Climate change caused by black carbon, also known as soot, emitted during a decade of commercial space flight would be comparable to that from current global aviation, researchers estimate. The findings, reported in a paper in press in Geophysical Research Letters, suggest that emissions from 1,000 private rocket launches a year would persist high in the stratosphere, potentially altering global atmospheric circulation and distributions of ozone. The simulations show that the changes to Earth's climate could increase polar surface temperatures by 1 °C, and reduce polar sea ice by 5–15%. "There are fundamental limits to how much material human beings can put into orbit without having a significant impact," says Martin Ross, an atmospheric scientist at the Aerospace Corporation in Los Angeles, California and an author of the study. Private space flight is a rapidly maturing industry. Spaceport America, a launch site in Las Cruces, New Mexico, opened its first runway on 22 October. During the next three years, companies such as Virgin Galactic, headquartered at Spaceport America, expect to make up to two launches per day for space tourists. Meanwhile, the NASA Authorization Act passed by US Congress in September provides US$1.6 billion in private space-flight investments to develop vehicles to take astronauts and cargo into orbit. Commercial rockets burn a mixture of kerosene and liquid oxygen. But several private space-flight companies, such as Virgin Galactic, may soon use a more economical 'hybrid' rocket engine that ignites synthetic hydrocarbon with nitrous oxide, says Ross. These hybrid engines emit more black carbon than a kerosene and oxygen engine, he adds. "Rain and weather wash out these particles from the atmosphere near Earth's surface, but in the stratosphere there isn't any rain and they can remain for 3 to 10 years," says Michael Mills, an atmospheric chemist at the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) in Boulder, Colorado, and another author of the paper.

Black carbon leads to warming 

Mann, 10 (Adam, staff writer, Nature News, “Space tourism to accelerate climate change,” Oct. 22, 2010, http://www.nature.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/news/2010/101022/full/news.2010.558.html)

The researchers ran global atmospheric models of an injection of about 600 tonnes of black carbon per year at a single location: Las Cruces. The results showed a soot layer in the stratosphere that stays within 10° latitude of the launch site, says Ross. Furthermore, around 80% of the black carbon remained in the Northern Hemisphere, spreading out to between 25° and 45° northern latitude. The black carbon layer caused the temperature to decrease about 0.4 °C in the tropics and subtropics, whereas the temperature at the poles increased by between 0.2 and 1 °C, he says, emphasizing that the exact details would have to be refined with further models. The black carbon also caused ozone reductions of up to 1.7% in the tropics and subtropics, and increases of 5–6% in the polar regions. The results are surprising, says Simone Tilmes, an atmospheric chemist at NCAR who was not involved in the study. "What's interesting is that if you force the whole climate system in one point or one hemisphere you can make big changes," she says. Further, more detailed studies examining the circulation of particulates will to help to reduce some of the uncertainties in the model, she adds. Ross and his team hope to organize scientists, engineers and members of the private space-flight industry to discuss the kinds of measurements that need to be made to produce more definitive results. "The goal here is to support the commercial space industry so that it can develop normally," says Ross. He compares the problem to another one facing the industry: space debris — waste that remains in orbit and can present a potential collision risk to astronauts. "We have to come together to take care of the space commons," he says. 

Launches from space tourism ventures destroy the ozone and increase CO2 levels 

Ross et al, 10 (Martin, The Aerospace Corporation, “Potential climate impact of black carbon emitted by rockets” Dec. 28, 2010 GEOPHYSICAL RESEARCH LETTERS, VOL. 37, L24810)

[17] We have performed the first model of global change caused by particles emitted by rockets. The model predicts that the climate and ozone impacts of BC soot emissions from planned air‐launched suborbital (space tourism and scientific) launches are likely to be significant regionally, possibly comparable to the impact of present day global aviation and CFCs. Absorption of solar radiation in a BC layer that accumulates over several years of launching causes changes in the global atmospheric circulation that resemble the global scope of BD circulation changes caused by increasing GHGs, ozone recovery, and geoengineering schemes based on stratospheric particles. We estimate that for HC‐fueled rockets, the climate impact of BC soot emissions dominates over CO2 emissions by a factor of about 105, for as long as the launches continue. The strong response likely results from unique altitude, persistence, and asymmetric nature of the rocket‐produced BC soot layer. Further sensitivity and ensemble studies and measurement of emissions from HC‐ fueled rockets are required to verify and provide confidence in our results. Our result, if confirmed, could have important climate and ozone related regulatory or economic implications for HC‐fueled rockets [Ross et al., 2009].

2NC DA Turns Case
Disad leads to rollback of the plan

Fawkes 07
(Stephen, The Space Review, “Space tourism and carbon dioxide emissions”, 2/19, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/813/1)
Climate change is perhaps the defining issue of the time. It is now clear that climate change is happening and that, whatever the real causes may be, the human emission of carbon dioxide from fossil fuel combustion have been firmly linked to climate change. Governments around the world, including in the USA, are increasingly looking to regulatory, fiscal, and social mechanisms to limit carbon dioxide emissions. Most large corporations have now accepted the need for action on climate change (and indeed wider sustainability issues) and are increasingly looking to measure, reduce, or mitigate emissions from operations, transport, and the supply chain. Leaders in this field, notably GE and Wal-Mart, are seeking to make significant reductions in emissions and increasingly looking for business opportunities created by the climate change agenda.

Space tourism operators need to recognize these trends and take appropriate actions. If they don’t they will face two real business risks, the first being the possibility of excessive regulation in this area and, secondly and probably more threatening, the risk of environmental activists taking direct action to stop operations. The latter is a particularly high risk as space tourism, although small in extent, will be very high profile and it will be seen as an activity for “the rich”, which adds to its negative image in some environmental circles.

1NC Accidents DA
The plan leads to increased use of RLVs

Ryabinkin 2004 [Charity Trelease, JD Candidate, Georgetown University Law Center, Journal of Air Law and Commerce, “Let there be flight: It’s time to reform the regulation of commercial space travel,” http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/jalc69&div=8&g_sent=1&collection=journals]WZ
The successful development of space tourism is inextricably linked with favorable regulation of RLVs. As one expert stated, "[s]pace tourism more than any other commercial space venture has the potential to support low-cost-launcher operations and therefore justifies development of RLV technology."3" A 2001 NASA study likewise concluded that only space tourism of- fers a large enough market to enable RLVs to reduce the cost of getting in to orbit.39 Access to space has been dominated by expendable launch vehicles (ELVs) since the inception of spaceflight in the 1950s.4" While one-time-use rockets have an impressive track record, they suffer from one unavoidable defect: high cost.41 Current estimates put the cost of delivering one pound of cargo into Earth's orbit at $5,000 to $10,000.42 U.S. Space Shuttles re- present a reusable alternative to ELVs. Unfortunately, they too are prohibitively expensive; NASA has spent more than $3 bil- lion annually on its fleet of Shuttles.43 A Space Shuttle launch requires several thousand support personnel and two or more months of preparation, amounting to a launch cost of approximately $20,000 per kilogram.44 More important, the Space Shuttle program has been a public relations disaster.45 It is not surprising, then, that a new class of spacecraft is emerging to provide a less costly means of delivering payload. As the name would suggest, reusable launch vehicles survive launch and reentry. Their capacity for repeated use enables them to recover the huge costs involved in building a launch vehicle and provides tremendous cost benefits over comparable ELVs.46 According to some estimates, RLVs could reduce space launch costs from $10,000 per pound to $1,000 per pound.47 Such a radical reduction has obvious implications for space tourism - an industry whose costs are still far beyond the fiscal grasp of most people. While few could afford to spend $20 mil- lion dollars on a visit to space, lower price tags are sure to come with private development of RLVs. Because space tourism depends on the success of RLV development, the regulations governing this industry must be reexamined."

RLVs are dangerous and result in debris and accidents

Ryabinkin 2004 [Charity Trelease, JD Candidate, Georgetown University Law Center, Journal of Air Law and Commerce, “Let there be flight: It’s time to reform the regulation of commercial space travel,” http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/jalc69&div=8&g_sent=1&collection=journals]WZ

The operation of an RLV carries more potential risk than the operation of an ELV.18 3 Because an RLV is designed to survive reentry and return to a particular reentry site, the likelihood of damage is doubled. Another reason the risk associated with an RLV is greater is that it uses a thermal protection system-if an RLV explodes during the launch portion of the flight, the result- ing debris would probably not disintegrate as easily as the debris caused by a similar ELV failure. 84
The heat of a rocket explo- sion would more likely cause the debris from an ELV to break into smaller pieces as it approached the ground. In contrast, an RLV failure would most likely result in larger and more danger- ous pieces of debris because the thermal protection system would keep heat in check and prevent further disintegration.18 5 Additionally, the larger debris from an RLV failure would also have a higher lift coefficient, which would make debris more likely to fly and disperse over a larger area than debris from a comparable
ELV
failure. 18 6
Finally,
an
RLV
is
not
designed
to destroy itself during the launch process because they are in- tended for repeated use. RLV designers consequently will be more inclined to build their vehicles with higher fault tolerances. 87

An accident in space would destroy the industry

Zilioto, 10 (Véronique, European Space Research and Technology Centre, “Relevance of the futron/zogby survey conclusions to the current space tourism industry,” Acta Astronautica Volume 66, Issues 11-12, June-July 2010, Pages 1547-1552)

The commercial future of suborbital space travel is deemed promising and the interest in private spaceflight has built up during the last few years. Nevertheless, it still faces major challenges and winning the potential customers’ confidence about the safety of the flights is not the least one. An accident in the early phases of commercial operation could bring the industry to a halt and jeopardize its future. Another difficulty faced by this nascent industry is its perception among space experts: SpaceShipOne's 2004 achievement has been deemed as “insignificant in the overall scheme of space flight” by ex-NASA historian Roger Launius [9]. Yet the space industry needs to find new ways to fuel exploration dreams of mankind and reach a public that is increasingly loosing interest in science and technology, especially among young people. Private access to space for ordinary citizens would be a unique way to let a broader public, and especially politicians and decision-makers, get in touch with what is described by astronauts as the most thrilling experience one can have: seeing the beauty and fragility of Planet Earth from space.

Ext. Accidents Turns the Case

Elevated risks in space tourism destroys the industry

Hardy, 05 (Terry L. Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Commercial Space Transportation, “RISK PERCEPTION AND COMMUNICATION IN COMMERCIAL REUSABLE LAUNCH VEHICLE OPERATIONS,” Oct. 25-27, 2005, http://www.systemsafetyskeptic.com/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/IAASS_Risk_Perception_Paper_final.26865903.pdf)

Space flight participants voluntarily choose to ride in an RLV. In fact, as in other activities such as skydiving or hang gliding, the risk may be part of the thrill of performing the activity. The space flight participant activity would not be dreaded, would be seen as a chronic rather than catastrophic risk (catastrophic being defined as many deaths at one time), and the consequences are knowable. The risks are fairly distributed because the participants voluntarily choose to accept the risk, and there would probably be no moral concerns. On the other hand, the risk is not natural, the technology is not familiar, and memorable accidents such as Space Shuttle Challenger may make the activity seem risky. In addition, the space flight participants would not control the vehicle, increasing their perception of the risk. It is not clear whether their sources of information would be trusted or not.

Regulations are crucial to prevent accidents – that crushes the entire space tourism industry

Messier 2008 (Doug, master’s degree in Science, Technology and Public Policy from The George Washington University, where he studied at the Space Policy Institute, a graduate of the International Space University and holds a B.A. in Journalism from Rider University, “Space Tourism Regulation: A Good or Bad Idea?”, http://www.parabolicarc.com/2008/11/08/space-tourism-regulation-good-or-bad-idea/)
The New Space blogosphere is buzzing over what the Obama Administration might do in terms of regulating commercial spaceflight. Will the new government follow Bush’s hands off, deregulatory approach – which requires only that millionauts sign a waiver acknowledging the risks – or will it demand that the FAA to certify space tourism vehicles before they fly passengers? Nobody knows yet. Most of the NewSpace folks are hoping for the former. They believe that imposing regulations would kill the nascent industry at birth. Better to return to the early days of aviation, when bold inventors and their brave passengers took risks and the government stayed out. Innovate now, regulate later. But, is this really the right approach? I’m not so sure. I’m concerned that the industry could be setting itself up to auger in. By refusing to agree to even minimal safety standards for suborbital spaceflight, the industry could be increasing the chances of a fatal accident. Companies might take greater risks (or cut more corners) than they otherwise would without a set of requirements to meet. All it would take is one greedy (or sloppy) space tourism operator to blacken the reputation of the entire industry. The risks that people are advocating could change overnight from a virtue to a millstone. Many New Spacers argue that companies wouldn’t take unnecessary risks, it would be bad for business. Well, companies do a lot of things are bad for business. Especially when there are piles of cash on the table. Ask anyone at Lehman Brothers. A single accident that sends even a handful of relatively obscure millionauts to their deaths would raise a lot of doubts. The general public probably would be rather shocked to find out that unlike airplanes, there is no certification process at all on these vehicles. That could generate a lot of pressure for regulations. Meanwhile, customers would ask, “Am I really prepared to give up decades of my life for this dream? Can I do that to my family/friends/wife/husband/favorite pet? Is five minutes of weightlessness really worth the risks?” There would likely be a lot of “no’s” from people who would be willing to eat their deposits rather than set foot on something that could kill them. There’s nothing like, “That could have been me” to put the fear of the Hereafter in you. And it would be relatively easy to walk away. Space tourism is a completely optional activity; no one needs to go on a suborbital flight. It’s not like a plane, train or automobile, essential aspects of the infrastructure that you can’t avoid traveling from point to point. Suborbital space vehicles go straight up and come right back down. For many people, putting down a deposit on a spaceflight is not merely a chance to fulfill a lifetime dream. It’s also a shrewd business investment that often pays for itself. Put down $20K, get invited to select events with Richard Brason and your fellow millionauts, and talk to as many local and national media outlets as you can. Oh, the first flight’s been delayed three years? Not really a problem. All the better to stretch things out. So, you’ve got an industry offering a service that people want but don’t actually need. It is insistent upon setting its own safety standards without any outside help. But, unlike say climbing Mount Everest, this is not something that rich adventures are doing in a distance corner of the world. Instead, you’ve got a lot of very prominent, wealthy folks who want maximum publicity for their flights. And the space tourism operations will make sure they get it. That could be a very nasty brew if things go wrong.

Ext. Plan Leads to Debris
Frequent launches due to space tourism creates more space debris and the destruction of the space environment

Freeland, 05 (Steven, Professor in International Law at the University of Western Sydney, “Up, Up and . . . Back: The Emergence of Space Tourism and Its Impact on the International Law of Outer Space” Chicago Journal of International Law. Chicago: Summer 2005. Vol. 6, Iss. 1; pg. 1, 22 pgs)

Space tourism activities will inevitably result in greater pressures on the space environment. They will lead to the pollution of previously pristine areas. In contrast, however, to the imposition of rules relating to space debris, the control of human activities like littering would cost relatively little in dollar terms to regulate. It is imperative that this be done in order to minimise as much as possible any additional disruption to the space environment. Moreover, as the level of space tourism activities becomes more sophisticated, it will be necessary to construct infrastructure-hotels, dams, storage facilities, roads, and other "conveniences"-on the moon and (eventually) other celestial bodies. As has been the case on earth, mistakes will be made and there will be environmental accidents. Even though it envisages exploitation of the moon's natural resources, the Moon Agreement imposes obligations on parties to protect "the existing balance of its environment."67 The construction of any form of space tourism infrastructure on the moon will only add to the irreversible alteration of the space environment and worryingly it is difficult to imagine what the overall effect will be. There is an unavoidable conflict between the development of space tourism activities and any environmental protection principles that form part of international space law. It will therefore be necessary to establish clear guiding principles to regulate such activities.

1NC Politics DA

Space tourism is an incredibly divisive issue in congress – the plan will bring up regulatory fights

Parsons 2007 [Catherine E Parsons, Chapman Law Review, 2005-2006, JD Candidate, Chapman University School of Law, BS in Mathematics, “Space Tourism: Regulating Passage to the Happiest Place on Earth,” http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/chlr9&div=22&g_sent=1&collection=journals]

Space Wars on Paper: The Fight in Congress and Their Interpretations Several members of Congress recognize that space tourism will play an important role in the future of space technology and that space tourism requires a proper foundation in order to pros- per. "Failing to provide a precise and consistent form of management will negatively affect the industry's ability to plan for its future, compete with international providers and attract financ- ing from investors."192 Supporters felt that [t]his is about a lot more than joyrides in space, although there is nothing wrong with such an enterprise. This is about the future of the U.S. aerospace industry. As in most areas of American enterprise, the greatest innovations in aerospace are most likely to come from small entrepreneurs .... The goal of this bill is to promote robust experi- mentation, to make sure that entrepreneurs and inventors have the incentives and the capabilities they need to pursue their ideas. That is important to our Nation's future. 193 Supporters further contended these trailblazing space entre- preneurs "just need government to get out of the way," but still "are seeking a government regulatory regime that will provide predictability,.., stability and support to help them attract pri- vate capital .... In short, this industry requires government regulation, but not so much regulation as to stifle it."194 Supporters in Congress' main argument was balance- creating a regulatory system that would protect crew and general public, while still giving the industry the most latitude possible to experiment.195 California Republican representative Dana Rohrabacher, who sponsored the bill, said that "[olverall, the bill will help get this new industry on its way and on its feet and give the existing space launch industry more time to grow."196 The House almost unanimously agreed that commercial human space flight should be officially placed under the AST, and that issu- ance of permits and licenses needed to be streamlined.97 Other provisions, however, were not so warmly embraced. 49 U.S.C.A. § 70105 was the most controversial section of the Space Launch Act. Specifically, the liability waivers and eight- year buffer, which would temporarily restrain the FAA's regula- tory control, were hotly contested. Supporters wanted to allow developers freedom to experiment and generate start-up revenue, so long as the passengers were fully informed.198 The FAA must wait patiently for the industry to no longer be a "risky nov- elty...... [It seems to me kind of silly to regulate Burt Rutan's vehicle, which has flown three times, as if it was a Boeing 747. If we regulate it that way, then his craft will never evolve into the equivalent of a 747."199 Congressional opponents to the Space Launch Act believed its drafters were establishing freedom in the industry at the cost of safety, where someone would have to be killed before regulators could step in.200 The opponents also felt that the eight-year block before the FAA could regulate was similar to the FAA's original, but inappropriate role as both promoter and watchdog of the aerospace industry.201 At a minimum, opponents wanted to delay the bill and more thoroughly discuss "when it would be ap- propriate to begin to regulate for the health and safety of passen- gers on these space crafts.202 Supporters responded that some regulation now is better than no regulation.203 They firmly believed that there needed to be an initial framework to create security for the industry and its investors.204 Supporters also noted that the bill would be the only way to protect the federal government from liability for li- censed launches because the FAA would "continue to license private space flights without adequate authority to protect either the safety of the public or the finances of the government."205 The Space Launch Act already represented "the most feasible compromise possible in this session of Congress."206 Space flight technology will be developing for far longer than the Space Launch Act allows, and Congress should be cautious with its regulatory approach.207 In the end, the Space Launch Act received the necessary two- thirds majority in the House, and "went virtually unmentioned on the Senate floor" when it passed in December 2004 "tacked onto a package of House bills that were approved by unanimous consent in the Senate.208 Representative Rohrabacher said it was "a 'great victory for the future of America's space efforts."'209 Representative James Oberstar has continued to contest the Space Launch Act, and in February 2005, introduced a bill, H.R. 656, to amend the Act to grant the FAA more regulatory powers, taking into account the "inherently risky nature of human space flight."210 After the Space Launch Act passed, Burt Rutan said that the "current regulatory system is [still] in need of repair and nearly destroyed his program."211 The AST still has control over launches by private companies in the United States; their mis- sion statement indicates they must ensure that these "activities do not harm public interests, including safety of the public and property as well as U.S. national security and foreign policy in- terests."212 However, Rutan said that the process promulgated by the AST under the FAA "increased the risk for my test pilots. It did not reduce the risk to the non-involved public. It destroyed our safety policy of 'always question the product, never defend it."'213 Rutan explained that the current process "is likely to be misapplied for the regulation of future commercial spaceliners," just as it "was grossly misapplied for our research tests."214 Ru- tan also explained that the FAA was already thin on staff and could not effectively regulate the airline industry.215 Eight years from now, giving the FAA even more power will
Space tourism regulations are unpopular – empirics 
Aerospace Daily, 04 (“House panel defeats compromise on space tourism bill,” Aerospace Daily & Defense Report, Nov. 18, 2004, lexis]
A House committee on Nov. 17 voted down a proposed House-Senate compromise bill that would establish a regulatory regime for the budding space tourism industry, recommending instead that Congress reconsider the matter with further hearings next year. The bill (H.R. 3752) amends the Commercial Space Launch Act to allow the public to fly on private suborbital space vehicles such as Scaled Composites' SpaceShipOne. The House passed the bill in February, and the House and Senate finished working out a compromise version Nov. 12. However, on Nov. 17 the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, which shares jurisdiction over H.R. 3752, voted the compromise down. The committee expressed concerns about both the original provisions of H.R. 3752 and aspects of the final deal, and said it wanted to start over next year. House Science Committee Chairman and H.R. 3752 cosponsor Rep. Sherwood Boehlert (R-N.Y.) said "the final deal was a delicate, carefully calibrated compromise on precisely how much regulation was appropriate, and when. Those kinds of carefully tuned instruments tend to decay pretty rapidly over time. I fear that we're going to have to start all over next year." Meanwhile, on Nov. 16 the Senate passed and sent to President Bush a House Science Committee bill (H.R. 5245) that extends through 2009 the law under which the government insures companies that launch satellites for damages or deaths sustained by third parties (DAILY, Oct. 12). Senate approval was unanimous and Bush is expected to sign the bill.
Even just removing regulations to space tourism is unpopular – laundry list

Simberg 2000 (The Sophron Foundation, “Near-Term Prospects for Space Tourism”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/near_term_prospects_for_space_tourism.shtml)
There are at least three areas of potential political roadblocks to a viable space tourism business. First of all, it should be recognized that there are some (though by no means all, or even a majority) within the U.S. government who view space (or at least the human spaceflight segment thereof) as an exclusive province of (federal) science and national security, and private-sector activities of any kind as interlopers. To those with such views, opening up this frontier to anyone who wishes to go, at costs that are affordable to the general public, rather than privileged government agencies, will be seen as at best an inconvenience and irritation, and at worst a threat to national security and (less nobly) their own bureaucratic power base. Second, to whatever degree that this activity is actually supported by federal funding, unless it is provided via lottery, some will view it as a taxpayer subsidy to the wealthy (who, barring lotteries or contests, will initially be the only ones who can afford space trips) for their own frivolous pleasure. Even if there is no government funding involved, there is historically such a strong linkage in the mind of the public between NASA and space that any space tourism activity, even private, may still be mistakenly perceived by some as a waste of public funds. It is important, therefore, that economic gain, increased tax base, and productive employment be promoted as an inevitable byproduct of a successful space tourism business. Finally, there is a segment of society that seeks the elusive (indeed, impossible) goal of zero risk in all activities. Relating back to the regulatory issues, there is a danger that some «public-interest» groups will attempt to impose, by lobbying for legislation or regulations, unreasonable standards on space tourism vehicles and operations. Specifically with regard to use of the Space Shuttle for nascent space tourism activities, some within NASA will be concerned about the potential public-relations disaster of another civilian loss, as occurred in the Challenger incident. There will be specific legitimate concerns, discussed more in the section on public Shuttle rides, about interference with the mission and flight safety. In addition, many will be loathe to give up a precious seat to a non-NASA person when they have so many astronauts in the corps who have yet to fly, even though it might be in the national interest to do so.

Privatization of space exploration is unpopular 

Burr, 09 (Thomas, staff writer, Salt Lake Tribune, “House panelists decry space privatization,” Salt Lake Tribune, Sep. 15, 2009, lexis)
Members of the House Science and Technology Committee on Tuesday questioned a government commission report that suggested the U.S. could move away from a NASA-launched space vehicle to a private, commercial conveyance. The comments from committee members were welcomed by Alliant Techsystems. The company employs up to 5,000 people in northern Utah and is producing the solid-rocket motor that will be used on the planned Ares 1 launch vehicle that will blast humans back to the moon. ATK also is working on an emergency crew-ejection system for the Orion capsule. The Ares 1 is scheduled to replace the space shuttle in 2015. Committee members were "very rational," said Charlie Precourt, a former astronaut and now vice president and general manager of Space Launch Systems for ATK's Space Systems Group. "I would say that they are assessing things with a clear-headed view and the message that there's no program more viable than the Constellation-Ares-Orion program we're on." The report by the U.S. Human Space Flight Plans Committee says that those programs are still an option for NASA to proceed with, but it also floated the idea of the U.S. government using a commercial launch services to achieve low-Earth orbit. The White House panel of independent space experts also estimated it will cost about $3 billion a year beyond NASA's $18 budget to use the Ares 1 for a return to the moon, perhaps rendering it unsustainable. That aside, Science and Technology Committee Chairman Rep. Bart Gordon, D-Tenn., said Congress has been working with NASA for four years on the Constellation program, and that the American people have invested billions into it so far. "I think good public policy argues for setting the bar pretty high against making significant changes in direction at this point -- that is, there would need to be a compelling reason to scrap what we've invested our time and money in," Gordon told Norman Augustine, chairman of the White House panel, who testified before the committee. Rep. Ralph Hall, R-Texas, even questioned the idea of looking for more options than the one the government has already poured so much money into. "Mister chairman, in many ways it's hard for me to understand why the president is seeking new options at all when there has been an agreed upon plan for several years," Hall said. "Why don't we just fund the program we've all agreed to?" Rep. Rob Bishop, R-Utah, has said the decision on the human space launch vehicle will affect 4,000 jobs in northern Utah and has been lobbying to continue the Ares funding. Last week, ATK successfully tested a first-stage rocket motor planned for the Ares I launch vehicle after scrubbing a test only two weeks before. A Senate committee will hear testimony by Augustine today, as well. 
Incentivizing the private space industry is unpopular 

Covault, 01 (Craig, World News & Analysis, “Shuttle Privatization Raises Safety Issues,” WORLD NEWS & ANALYSIS; Vol. 155, No. 26; Pg. 36, Dec. 31, 2001, lexis)
THE AGENCY PLANS to request proposals from industry in early 2002 (AW&ST Dec. 10, p. 35). But it is likely a ''request for information'' will be issued first, followed by a formal request for proposals around the end of the first quarter. United Space Alliance could be a bidder, but not necessarily. That's because it is half-owned by Boeing and Lockheed Martin. Individual bids from the two industry giants, as well as from Orbital Sciences, are also a possibility depending upon how concepts evolve between now and March. But before any options are valid, NASA needs to know how much the shuttle program truly costs per year -- a figure that might be different from the program's annual NASA budget line item. The Johnson team set a goal of understanding that cost figure by January, along with defining several other key elements of the early privatization equation. Those include: -- Cost breakdown. Managers are trying to determine the specifics of recurring and nonrecurring costs. -- Contracting options. The Johnson team, including the contractors, are trying to develop strategies and options for long-term shuttle business arrangements, including fixed-price versus cost-plus contract structure options. The Johnson report also noted that a separate shuttle privatization study done by John Logsdon at George Washington University indicated that ''the closest analog'' to a potential privatized shuttle program is the formation of the U.S. Enrichment Corp. by the Energy Dept. to transition its uranium enrichment functions to the private sector. The Johnson report also noted similarities between what NASA wants to do and how the CIA created the In-Q-Tel nonprofit venture capitalist firm in 1999. In-Q-Tel invests in, creates and helps companies enter markets, which can help the CIA tap into new technologies. The team found privatized shuttle operations would have one of three likely company structures: -- A modification of the current NASA Space Flight Operations Contract arrangement that would utilize a single contract and contractor, but with increased contract consolidation and the merger of civil-service functions and employees. -- A government corporation. -- Expanded corporate competition beyond the current United Space Alliance arrangement that would leverage competition while expanding the number of participants in the process. Shuttle asset management and ownership transfer is yet to be defined in any arrangement. According to the Johnson report, three options are being studied: -- Continued government ownership of the shuttle assets, but with private company ''asset accountability and management.'' -- Partial government ownership with similar accountability. -- Complete transfer from government to the private sector. The report says asset ''transfer mechanisms that could be used include a facility contract, government-owned contractor-operated arrangement, lease, sale, license -- or 'gift.''' Congress is likely to frown on the ''gift'' option for turning over shuttle assets, while potential corporate bidders might cringe at the Johnson report's assessment of commercial principles. ''Shuttle privatization implementation needs to redirect the profit motive, allowing it to be a factor, but not the decisive influencing criteria,'' the report said. ''Existing contracts are structured such that contract length and terms significantly influence the contractor to make short-term profit-motivated decisions. An overemphasis on profit can result in program weakness with a reduction of critical skills,'' the report said. ''Short-term cost reduction at the expense of long-term health will not be acceptable.'' Astronauts strapped into any privatized shuttle would certainly agree with that.
Privatizing space exploration is unpopular
Daley, 04 (Beth, The Boston Globe Knight Ridder/Tribune Business News, “Space Commission Expected to Recommend Privatization of Many NASA Projects,” Jun. 15, 2004, lexis)
According to a separate summary of the report obtained by the Associated Press, the commission says private companies should take the lead in space exploration except in "areas where there is irrefutable demonstration that only government can perform the proposed activity." The commission, headed by former Air Force secretary Edward C. Aldridge Jr., was formed soon after Bush's January call to send astronauts back to the moon as early as 2015, and then to Mars sometime after 2030. Bush said about $13 billion would be needed to get the plan underway for its first five years, most of it from relocation of other NASA funds. The 60-page report may go over well with members of Congress, some of whom have already balked at NASA's budget increase request for 2005. Bush has proposed adding $1 billion to NASA's $15.4 billion budget over the next five years. Members of Congress have expressed concern over the lack of detail about the entire plan, and some publicized estimates for it have run as high as hundreds of billions of dollars.

