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TSATs Neg- A$P
Post, Deng, Ramakrishnan, Kejriwal, Lepp

***COUNTERPLAN***
Text: The United States Department of Defense should not deploy the Transformational Satellite Communications System. Instead, The United States Department of Defense should deploy the Viasat-1 system.
Solvency-
ViaSats solve better than TSATs
Freeman, 2011

(Mike Freeman, reporter and writer for Sign On San Diego, “Will Carlsbad company’s space satellite strategy pay off?”, June 24, 2011, http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/2011/jun/24/viasats-space-gamble/)
ViaSat 1 has more than 130 gigabits per second of total throughput, which exceeds all current North America Internet satellites combined. “It’s not the tallest. It’s not the heaviest. But it is the most payload intensive that we’ve built,” said Jon Danckwerth, deputy program manager for ViaSat 1 at Space Systems Loral. “It has the most hardware of any satellite we’ve built so far.” On the factory floor at Space Systems Loral, technicians piece together about 20 communications satellites, including HughesNet’s Jupiter — that company’s 100-gigabit-per-second answer to ViaSat 1. Jupiter is scheduled for launch in mid-2012. It takes three years to design and build these satellites. They undergo extensive testing on gigantic, exotic machines. Everything is oversized in the factory, from the bay doors to the ceiling. To simulate the launch, ViaSat 1 was attached to an enormous vibration table and jerked sideways and up and down. To simulate the vacuum and temperatures of space, it was hoisted into the “Blue Pumpkin” — a tub that’s 39 feet in diameter and resembles a giant crockpot. The lid alone weighs 27,000 pounds. The vacuum and temperature testing process took two months. To test the satellite’s spot beam payload, it was operated in a facility similar to a radio frequency anechoic chamber — which is like a soundproof room with noise-absorbing foam cones covering the walls. Common anechoic chambers are the size of a bedroom. This one was the size of a warehouse. One of the last steps involves installing thermal blankets — akin to wrapping the satellite in Hefty bags — and preparing ViaSat 1 for shipment to the Kazakhstan launch site. That journey begins at the end of this month. “We tend to think of these things as communications systems,” Dankberg said. “But actually, they’re self-contained little space ships.”

The counterplan avoids the link to spending
Matthews, 2009

(William Matthews, writer for Defense News, “TSAT Replacement? ViaSat Communications Satellite Piques Pentagon's Interest”, July 20, 2009, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4195271)
If 100 gigabits of throughput seems like an amazing number, consider this figure: $400 million. That's the price of a ViaSat-1 system - the satellite, insurance, launch services and ground equipment, VanderMeulen said. By itself, the satellite is about $250 million. That compares with $26 billion for a five-satellite TSAT constellation - more than $5 billion per satellite. But the comparison is not quite that simple. ViaSat-1 could deliver a boatload of bandwidth, which the U.S. military might find useful as it relies ever more on sensors that deliver streaming video, on-the-move communications, even PowerPoint presentations.

2NC CP Solvency

Counterplan solves case
PRNewsWire, 2011

(PRNewsWire, “ViaSat-1 Named Winner in Telecommunications Category for TechAmerica Foundation American Technology Awards” June 16, 2011, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/viasat-1-named-winner-in-telecommunications-category-for-techamerica-foundation-american-technology-awards-124012999.html)
CARLSBAD, Calif., June 16, 2011 /PRNewswire/ -- ViaSat Inc. (Nasdaq: VSAT) has been named the winner in the Telecommunications category for the American Technology Awards, which bestows the only "Best Of" awards recognizing all technology products and services for the technology industry. ViaSat won the award for the innovative design of its high-capacity satellite system, featuring the ViaSat-1 satellite. Nominations were vetted by industry experts and technology companies. Known as "The Termans," these awards are named after Frederick Terman, who is widely credited as being the father of Silicon Valley. "We'd like to thank the panel of experts for recognizing the true potential of our new satellite architecture to transform the performance of satellite communications and lift our industry to a more competitive position in telecommunications," said Mark Dankberg, chairman and CEO of ViaSat. "I'd also like to congratulate our CTO Mark Miller, the chief architect of the system, and all the ViaSat employees who've contributed to its development." The winners were announced on June 15 at TechAmerica Foundation's ninth annual Technology and Government Dinner, which gathered hundreds of industry, congressional, and government leaders to celebrate the partnership between industry and government. "We had a lot of nominations for these prestigious awards, and we congratulate ViaSat for its winning achievement, as it continues to influence technology development throughout the world," said Senator Bob Bennett, chairman for TechAmerica Foundation. The American Technology Awards were presented for each of following segments of the technology industry: Aerospace and Defense; Clean Tech/Green Tech/Smart Grid; Cloud Computing/Software as a Service; Computers and Peripherals; Consumer Electronics; Cyber Security and Authentication; Electronic Components; Internet Services; Measurement and Control Instruments; Medical Devices; Server & Storage Technology; Software; Technology Consulting; Technology Services; and Telecommunications. Additional award categories include: Breakthrough Technology; Corporate Leadership; and Government Technology Executive of the Year.
ViaSats are faster than TSATs
Matthews, 2009

(William Matthews, writer for Defense News, “TSAT Replacement? ViaSat Communications Satellite Piques Pentagon's Interest”, July 20, 2009, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4195271)
Now, a California satellite communications company says its new spacecraft could provide a lot more bandwidth than TSAT, a lot sooner and at a fraction of the cost. ViaSat, of Carlsbad, Calif., is building its first satellite - ViaSat-1 - and plans to use it for delivering high-speed Internet service to areas of the United States where it's now unavailable, or is slow and costly. When it's launched in early 2011, ViaSat-1 will be the world's fastest satellite in terms of data throughput, ViaSat executives say. It will be able to transmit 100 gigabits per second. Its closest competitors can manage only 10 gigabits per second. 
The counterplan is viable for the military
Matthews, 2009

(William Matthews, writer for Defense News, “TSAT Replacement? ViaSat Communications Satellite Piques Pentagon's Interest”, July 20, 2009, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4195271)
ViaSat has at least piqued the U.S. military's interest. "We are talking to the Defense Department about what it would take to have that kind of capability in their own fleet," ViaSat Chief Executive Mark Dankberg said during a May conference call with investors. "It's the right kind of satellite" for many of the military's needs, Ric VanderMeulen, a ViaSat vice president, said in an interview. "We are having discussions with them, they're considering it, they're thinking about it. Obviously, we're not under contract with them."
Private companies are necessary to defense spending
Clark, 2011

Stephen, “U.S. military turns to private sector for SATCOM capacity,” Februrary17, 2011, http://spaceflightnow.com/news/n1102/17milsatcom/
The U.S. Air Force awarded six companies more than $4.5 million in January and February to study commercial solutions for the military's Ka-band and X-band mobile communications needs, according to industry and government sources. The Defense Department is looking at commercial satellite communications systems as tight federal budgets could limit the Pentagon's ability to procure expensive government-owned spacecraft. The Air Force signed study agreements with Space Systems/Loral, Boeing Satellite Systems Inc., Orbital Sciences Corp., Intelsat, Hughes Network Systems Inc., and U.S. Space. The contracts are worth more than $4.5 million. The studies encompass augmented Ka-band and X-band capacity, communications-on-the-move for small terminals, and increased communications support to airborne intelligence, surveillance and reconnassiance platforms. Intelsat's contract covers hosted payload opportunities on commercial communications satellites. All of the agreements are for unprotected, or benign, communications. The U.S. government currently leases about 80 percent of its communications capacity from commercial sources, according to Richard Pino, deputy director of communications and network programs at the Pentagon. "The commercial marketplace for procuring commercial satellite technologies is maturing very rapidly, and in some cases may be eclipsing what the military can do," Pino said at a commercial space conference in Washington last week. Pino said government-owned satellites should focus on nuclear-hardened communications, contested environments and anti-jamming capabilities. Commercial satellites can provide the bulk of everyday communications for the military. Military satellite communications, or MILSATCOM, was ahead of commercial technology 15 years ago, but Pino said he believes industry can provide better benign communications than the government can today. "I used to always think the role of commercial was to augment MILSATCOM," Pino said. "I'm unlearning what I used to think I knew. Commercial is here to stay." The military has boosted its usage of dedicated hosted payloads and purchases of generic transponder bandwidth on commercial satellites in recent years. Hosted payloads are government-furnished instruments attached to satellites on an unrelated mission. Boeing recommends more hosted payloads for the Air Force's MILSATCOM augmentation program, according to a company press release announcing its nearly $927,000 individual award. "Boeing received orders for five hosted payloads in the past 18 months," said Craig Cooning, vice president and general manager of Boeing Space & Intelligence Systems. "These are a win-win for the military, which needs the bandwidth, and the commercial SATCOM service providers, which benefit from a secondary revenue stream. Our partnership with commercial satellite industry and our legacy of government support will result in many creative approaches to assisting this country's men and women in uniform." The Boeing 702 medium-power or high-power satellite design could host secondary payloads. Inmarsat ordered three high-power 702 spacecraft in August, and each of the satellites will carry a hosted Ka-band military payload, according to Boeing. Intelsat spacecraft have also hosted U.S. military communications payloads. Pino told an audience of industry leaders last week the Pentagon faces upcoming decisions on the expansion of MILSATCOM programs, increasing commercial transponder leasing, hosted payloads, and purchasing off-the-shelf communications satellites from a supplier like any other private sector operator. The Pentagon is also considering leveraging long-term capital leases of satellites, which offer the control advantages of buying and is cheaper than repeatedly extending short-term transponder leases, Pino said. The Air Force is ordering more Advanced Extremely High Frequency and Wideband Global SATCOM satellites to ensure military communications capacity through this decade after the cancellation of the Transformational Satellite Communications System, or TSAT. The most recent AEHF satellite contract award to Lockheed Martin Co. was worth $1.4 billion. The spacecraft, named AEHF 4, would be ready to launch in 2017, according to the contract announcement in December. 
2NC Solves ISR
Using commercial satellites solves ISR
Jean, 2011

(Grace V. Jean, writer for the National Defense, “Remotely Piloted Aircraft Fuel Demand for Satellite Bandwidth”, July 2011, http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/archive/2011/July/Pages/RemotelyPilotedAircraftFuelsDemandforSatelliteBandwidth.aspx)
Part of the challenge there for the Defense Department is providing a means for transmitting information securely over these networks. Communications routed through commercial providers are largely not protected to the same degree as transmissions over military-owned satellites, which require encryption and other security measures that safeguard them from attack. Though the ultimate plan is to move all of the Defense Department’s battle-hardened space-based communication needs onto military systems — a transition that analysts say could take years, even decades — Pentagon officials for the foreseeable future will remain dependent upon commercial providers to supplement the network. “As satellites become more expensive and the government has less money, they are looking for ways to be able to increase the amount of satellite bandwidth available,” said William Ostrove, space systems analyst at Forecast International. “They don’t have money to buy their own so they’re going to commercial satellite operators … to get that capacity without having to buy and launch their own satellites.” Commercial satellite operators are agile partners that are capable of making fast decisions that produce space systems in as little as three years, said Joseph Vanderpoorten, technical director of the advanced concepts group at the Defense Department’s military satellite communications systems directorate. Speaking on a panel at a recent satellite industry conference in Washington D.C., he told attendees that the command recently awarded a handful of contracts, several of which went to “nontraditional” partners. That marks a significant shift in the way the military typically conducts business in space systems, he said. 
***GPS TRADEOFF DISAD***

1NC GPS tradeoff
GPS is funded now though modernization is uncertain
Inside GNSS 11

(news, "FY11 Budget Battle Over, GPS Looks Ahead to FY12", 4/28/11, www.insidegnss.com/node/2577//avi)
Resolution of the between Congressional Republicans and Democrats that threatened a shutdown of the federal government has clarified the picture for military GPS programs in the coming year, although prospects for the civil side remain uncertain. On April 15, 2011, President Obama signed the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011 (H.R. 1473, Public Law 112-10), the last in a series of government-wide funding measures for Fiscal Year 2011 (FY11). The final act fully funded all GPS program items in the defense budget, a total of $1.032 billion, except for $25 million cut from the Next-Generation Operational Control Segment (OCX) request. The act reduced funding for FAA Facilities and Equipment by $233.8 million compared to the request, but it remains unclear whether the cuts will affect the civil GPS funds to support modernization, the Wide Area Augmentation System, and Ground-Based Augmentation System funding lines, which are part of that account. Section 1119 of the H. R. 1473 imposed a 0.2 percent rescission (cut) across all non-military programs, on top of any specific reductions spelled out in the budget measure.

Funding TSAT’s trades off with GPS
Matthews 10 

(William, writer for Defense News, "USAF To Launch 4 'First-of' Sats in 2010", 3/11/10, www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4535585//avi)
After years of production delays aggravated by cost overruns and punctuated by capabilities cuts, military satellite programs appear poised for a few positives this year. Four "first of" satellites are scheduled to be launched in 2010, said Gary Payton, deputy undersecretary of the Air Force for space programs: ■ The first Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) communications satellite. ■ The first Space Based Space Surveillance (SBSS) satellite. ■ The first new-generation Global Positioning System (GPS) satellite. ■ And the first Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) satellite. "It appears that space programs have finally turned the corner," said Sen. Ben Nelson, chairman of the Senate Armed Services strategic forces subcommittee. Well, that's one way to look at it. But the Government Accountability Office has a different perspective. The four launches planned for this year come only after years of enormous cost increases, delivery delays, design problems and oversight and management weaknesses, the GAO reported to Nelson's subcommittee March 10. AEHF, for example, is five years behind schedule now, the GAO says. An AEHF satellite is scheduled to be launched in September. A $5.6 billion program when it began in 2001, AEHF now will cost about twice that much and yield one less satellite, the GAO reported. The new global positioning system satellite, GPS IIF, is 3½ years late and will cost $1.7 billion instead of the $730 million agreed upon when work on it began a decade ago, the GAO said. SBSS has morphed from an $885 million program to a $3 billion behemoth that is three years late and one satellite short. ORS 1, the first in a class of operationally responsive satellites that are supposed to be ready to pop promptly into space to meet current military needs, is taking 24 months to build and launch. And those are just the four satellites the Air Force is touting as 2010 successes. There is also the Space-Based Infrared System (SBIRS), a group of four infrared satellites designed to warn of missile launches and perform other reconnaissance operations. This 1996 program has ballooned from about $ 2 billion to more than $13.6 billion today. A Lockheed Martin-Northrop Grumman effort, SBIRS is eight years late. Two satellites have been launched so far, but hardware defects have since been discovered on the first one, the GAO said. And there's MUOS, the Navy's mobile user objective system, an array of five communications satellites that are intended to supply the U.S. military with cell phone-like communications capabilities around the world. MUOS is now 21 months late, creating the possibility for communications degradation after next January, the GAO said. MUOS costs, though, have fallen slightly. They remain in the $1 billion neighborhood. It took relatively rare action by the Defense Department to get to this relatively improved state in its satellite programs: The department killed programs that were performing even worse, said Cristina Chaplain, GAO's director of acquisition and sourcing management. A year ago, Defense Secretary Robert Gates pulled the plug on TSAT, the transformational communications satellite. Air Force officials said the program's $26 billion price tag and technical complexity was led to its downfall. That the 6-year-old program was already four years late didn't help. That and other cancellations "alleviated competition for funding and may have allowed the Defense Department to focus on fixing problems and implementing reforms rather than taking on new, complex and potentially higher-risk efforts," Chaplain said. Improvements to the satellite programs have not solved all of the military's woes with space. An emerging problem is rising launch costs. The coming retirement of U.S. space shuttles this year and the proposed cancellation of Constellation program, the shuttles' follow-on, seem certain to push launch costs up, said Sen. David Vitter, R-La. With NASA cutting back as a buyer of solid rocket motors and other propulsion systems, the cost of those systems could double, Payton said. Other factors are also pushing launch costs up. The supply of rockets already in inventory is being depleted, meaning that new ones will have to be bought. But fewer annual buys are pushing costs up, Payton said. There are fewer commercial customers, which is causing the subcontractor business base to deteriorate, and that is pushing costs up.
Modernizing the GPS is key to space leadership—it turns the case
Dinerman 6

(Taylor Dinerman is an author and journalist, "Will China compel the development of GPS 4?", 6/19/06, www.thespacereview.com/article/643/1//avi)
The Chinese are not part of anything like ESA or the EU and are thus not subject to any of the pressures that led France to “be reasonable”. It will be quite a while before the Europeans fully sort out the implications of this for their system, but it is obvious that China has used its role in Galileo to gain both knowledge and expertise in military satellite navigation technology from Europe and is now going to make good use of those lessons. The Europeans, who claimed that they could separate the civil from the military aspects of this technology and only share the non-offensive parts with China, are left with egg on their face. China’s existing Beidou navigation network is a clumsy system based on three satellites, (two operational and one reserve) in geosynchronous orbit, launched between 2000 and 2003. Its military uses have been limited, but it is suspected that they include providing guidance for the ICBMs China has aimed at US targets. Above all, this system has given China hands-on operational experience with satellite navigation hardware. Combined with the sophisticated science and engineering data they have been able to obtain from Europe, they are now in a position to begin work on their own military satellite navigation system. Australia, the US, Japan, and India can thank the good folks at ESA and the EU for the subsequent increased instability—or worse—in the region. The proposed Compass system will not be operational for a long time to come, so the US has time to adjust its own plans to prevent the Chinese system from having the ability to harm US military operations. This will mean that the current GPS 3 program will have to be curtailed or modified beyond recognition. The generation after next of GPS satellites will have to include much more robust methods for overcoming or avoiding enemy interference. These could include not only such tried-and-true concepts as frequency hopping and pseudo-random burst transmissions, but also space-to-Earth laser communications with navigation information embedded in ordinary military communications. In the long term this could create some interesting opportunities for the Transformational Satellite (T-Sat) communications program to work with the designers of the future GPS system. Navigation and communication systems complement one another nicely, something the Chinese have already figured out since the Beidou system has a limited communications capability. The US may have to rethink the whole of its future, post-2020 military space architecture. Since future military space operations will likely take place throughout the Earth-Moon system, any future navigation system will have to cover this area. Some satellites in such a system will have to be placed beyond the Moon’s orbit, while others will be in cislunar space. Such a system will also have the opportunity to take advantage of the naturally occurring navigation signals given off by the sixteen pulsars that can be received in our part of the galaxy. In his 1993 speech presenting the Nobel Prize for Physics to Russell Hulse and Joseph Taylor, Carl Nordling of the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences explained that a pulsar “continuously emits a radio signal in two beams that sweep across space, resembling the beam from a lighthouse.” He goes on to explain that “its frequency is very stable, fully comparable with that of atomic clocks.” Since these clocks, and similar devices such as active and passive hydrogen masers, are the core operational elements of any modern satellite navigation system, it would seem that using pulsars in any future space or terrestrial navigation system is too good an idea to pass up. It will be interesting to see if anyone can come up with a way to jam these signals, but as adjuncts to a future large-scale navigation system they will be invaluable. For the US the best solution would be to limit the GPS 3 program to three or four satellites and proceed directly to a “GPS 3.5” and then to GPS 4. By building a system with an ever-higher-quality signal and with ever-increasing robustness and applicability, the US will not only stay in the forefront of satellite and space-based navigation technology, but will prevent either the Europeans or the Chinese from gaining military navigation, timing, and positioning capability that comes close to matching our own. 

The impact is global nuclear war 

KAGAN, 7  (Robert, senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html)

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant  naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
AT: Galileo
Galileo won’t trade off with GPS
Dinerman 4

(Taylor Dinerman is editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com, "What’s the frequency, Jacques?", 3/1/014, www.thespacereview.com/article/107/1//avi)
The European Space Agency and the EU have decided to build a satellite navigation system, similar to the US Navstar/GPS system, called Galileo. Publicly, they claimed that they were doing so because they distrusted the US, and feared that the Pentagon might somehow disrupt the GPS signal. They also claimed that they needed to build this system in order to protect Europe’s independence from the US. Their plan, as it now stands, is to launch two test satellites that will begin transmitting, on frequencies allocated to the Europeans by the International Telecommunications Union, in 2006. In 2008, they hope to begin launching the first of 30 operational navigation satellites. The just announced agreement between the European Union and the US concerning the frequencies to be used by Galileo has been portrayed as a win-win solution. In fact, it is an almost total victory for the Bush administration and a serious defeat for France’s long-term effort to create a European military organization rival to NATO. Other European states, especially the smaller ones, had no desire to drive yet another nail into the coffin of US-European friendship. Few governments in Europe wish to surrender their long-standing ties to America in order to propitiate France’s dream of European hegemony. American military forces depend on GPS in almost every aspect of their military operations. GPS timing signals are used by almost every communications system in the Pentagon’s inventory. Just a few years ago, France was counting on the so-called “frequency overlay,” to force the US to either jam its own GPS signal in order to deny its use to an enemy or to have to ask permission from a European Commission body in order to conduct military operations anywhere in the world. The frequency overlay would have given the French a sort of a veto over US national security policy. At first, the US hoped to persuade the Europeans not to build Galileo, but the French were able to make enough of a stink about US interference so as to convince the other European governments to go along. They also agreed to have most of the work for the system done outside France, even while paying the lion’s share of the cost. In typical French fashion, they are willing to surrender their own taxpayers’ and workers’ interests in order to inflict what they hope will be harm on US hyperpuissance. After the US realized that the Galileo system would probably be built, the Bush administration decided to concentrate on reducing the harm that Galileo could do to GPS. After many long and tough negotiating sessions, the EU agreed to move the quasi-military coded Publicly Regulated Service (PRS) signal to a place on the radio band where it would not interfere with the US plans for a new military signal, called M Code, that will be broadcast by the GPS -3 constellation, to be launched by the US by the end of this decade or thereabouts. The rest of the agreements have now fallen into place and, in exchange for an essentially meaningless US agreement not to demand a veto over Galileo operations, the Europeans have given in to the US on all major issues. The EU has agreed to move the common signal, which is comparable to the open GPS one used by hikers, truck drivers and the public at large. This is an unalloyed triumph for the Bush Administration and for Colin Powell’s State Department. It shows that sometimes, America’s diplomats are capable of being just as hard-line and as tough as her military. It is to be hoped that this example will be emulated by others in the department, whose reputation for ferociously defending America’s global interests is not quite as stellar as the one the Bureau of Oceans, Environment, and Science has now acquired. Galileo will probably now go ahead, though the French may lose their enthusiasm for funding it. The idea that European private enterprise will make a legitimate capitalistic investment in the system was never really in the cards. Today, the Europeans are trying to get nations such as China, Israel, and Brazil to join them in building Galileo while, at the same time, promising never to allow these partners access to the militarily useful signals. Over time, it could become a useful adjunct to GPS. If the public signal can be refined to a one-meter accuracy, then it could become an extremely valuable tool for subsistence farmers in the developing world. Of course, this would require the development of simple electronic receiver/mapper/calculators for precision agriculture but, given the demand and the potential of such devices, they will surely be designed and built over the next few years. 
***Uniqueness

Uniqueness: Modernization High
Funding for GPS is stable and focused on modernization
Mazol 9

(James Mazol, Research Associate at the George C. Marshall Institute, "Considering the FY 2010National Security Space Budget", 7/20/09, www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/720.pdf//avi)
GPS satellites provide important navigation, positioning, and timing information for the U.S. military and civilians. A fully operational GPS constellation consists of 24 satellites constantly in orbit. The next generation GPS III satellites are designed to withstand jamming and interference measures. Further RDT&E is allocated toward countering measures designed to blind vulnerable GPS satellites. The initial GPS III launch is planned for 2014. The President requested $927.8 million for FY 2010 with almost all funding going toward RDT&E. This figure represents a small increase of $3.4 million (0.34%) over 2009 Congressional appropriations. The money will fund satellite launches, integrations of replenishment satellites and continued constellation development. RDT&E on the GPS III variant will remain at high levels.18

Uniqueness: Funding Now
DoD is funding GPS modernization now despite budget concerns
Conaton 11

(ERIN C. CONATON, UNDER SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, "DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE PRESENTATION TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC FORCES COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES", 3/15/11, armedservices.house.gov/index.cfm/files/serve?File_id%3Dc820509e-3484-46b7-8eb8-8e988d922b04//avi)
In our FY 12 budget submission, we are taking important steps consistent with the NSP and NSSS. For example, we are focusing on international partnerships in our Wideband Global SATCOM (WGS) and Space Fence programs, we are working with other agencies and our industry partners to stabilize the market for National Security Space launch, and we are investing in critical upgrades to our secure communications capability and our Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) constellation. Current Funding Situation Before going into detail about the Air Force FY12 budget request for space programs, I want to emphasize to the subcommittee some of the impacts of the funding situation for the current fiscal year (FY11). In short, the operation of the Department of Defense (DoD) under a Continuing Resolution (CR) for FY11 is already causing difficulties in the execution of Air Force space acquisition programs. We have taken actions to mitigate impacts where we can, such as our recent reprogramming of $80 million in FY10 funds into the GPS IIIA program to avoid costly programmatic delays and contract renegotiation for the first long-lead production option for space vehicles (SV) 3 and 4. However, our success in mitigating CR impacts to GPS IIIA has limited our flexibility to address other detrimental impacts of a prolonged CR. Additionally, new start limitations prevent the Air Force from carrying out the scheduled award of WGS-7, potentially causing a production break with estimated cost impacts of up to $50 million if funding is delayed until the start of FY12. The Air Force plan to procure long lead items for Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF)-5 and 6 is also delayed, undermining current efforts to more efficiently acquire this satellite system and protect the space industrial base. The CR limitations also prohibit new start programs such as Space Surveillance Telescope (SST) and Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS), creating delays in critical space capability. At a time when the Air Force is striving for greater efficiency in our space programs, operating under a CR for nearly half the fiscal year undermines those efficiency efforts.

Uniqueness: Brink
GPS is being cut now but will survive—this will force tradeoffs
Brinton 11 

(Turner, writer for Space News, "House Appropriators Slam USAF Satellite Block Buy Proposal", 6/13/11, www.spacenews.com/military/110613-appropriators-slam-usaf-satellite-block-buy-proposal.html//avi)

WASHINGTON — Members of the U.S. House of Representatives Appropriations Committee on June 14 are scheduled to mark up a defense spending bill that would cut funding for the GPS program and launch vehicles and place restrictions on an Air Force proposal to buy a pair of secure communications satellites. The House version of the 2012 defense appropriation bill supports the concept of buying multiple satellites at a time in order to keep costs down. But detailed information on the Air Force’s Evolutionary Acquisition for Space Efficiency (EASE) strategy is “woefully lacking,” according to language in the defense subcommittee’s report that was released June 13. Congress for several years has urged the Pentagon to consider block buys of satellites. The Air Force in February submitted its 2012 budget request that sought permission to buy the fifth and sixth Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) communications satellites from Lockheed Martin Space Systems of Sunnyvale, Calif. To do so, the Air Force asked Congress provide advance appropriations — funding that would be set at a certain level for the next several years — to avoid the budget fluctuations that can occur from year to year. Following the lead of House authorizers, appropriators did not approve the request for advance appropriations. “The Committee understands the funding dilemma but is disappointed that the Department will not dedicate resources to fully fund its space programs, and instead is willing to rely on a budgetary gimmick,” appropriators wrote in the report accompanying the bill. However, the bill would fully fund the Air Force’s $552.8 million request to begin procurement of the fifth and sixth AEHF satellites in 2012. It reduced by $67.2 million the program’s $421.7 research and development budget, noting that the proposed amount was “excess to need” and poorly justified. The House bill would reduce the budget for both the GPS space and ground segments. The services requested $463.1 million to continue development of the Lockheed Martin-built GPS 3 spacecraft, and this amount would be reduced by $50 million. Appropriators trimmed $48 million from the $390.9 million request for the GPS Operational Control Segment, or OCX, being developed by Raytheon Intelligence and Information Systems of Aurora, Colo., citing slow program execution. The Air Force budget for launch vehicles would be cut by $170 million. With material costs skyrocketing, the service requested $1.74 billion for the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle program in 2012. The House bill would provide $1.57 billion, citing an “excess need due to efficiencies.”

***Link

Link: Cost
TSATs cost billions
Chaplain 9

(Cristina T. Chaplain, Director of Acquisition and Sourcing Management at GAO, "DOD Faces Substantial Challenges in Developing New Space Systems", 5/20/09, www.gao.gov/new.items/d09705t.pdf//avi)
I am pleased to be here today to discuss the Department of Defense’s (DOD) space acquisitions. The topic of today’s hearing is critically important. Despite a growing investment in space, the majority of large-scale acquisition programs in DOD’s space portfolio have experienced problems during the past two decades that have driven up cost and schedules and increased technical risks. The cost resulting from acquisition problems along with the ambitious nature of space programs has resulted in cancellations of programs that were expected to require investments of tens of billions of dollars, including the recently proposed cancellation of the Transformational Satellite Communications System (TSAT). Moreover, along with the cost increases, many programs are experiencing significant schedule delays—at least 7 years—resulting in potential capability gaps in areas such as positioning, navigation, and timing; missile warning; and weather monitoring. 

Link: Tech
Cancellation of TSAT’s sent resources and tech towards GPS—the plan reverses that
Reuters 9 

("US Air Force launch 'harvest' program", 5/12/09, www.independent.co.uk/life-style/gadgets-and-tech/news/us-air-force-launch-harvest-program-1683530.html//avi)
The US Air Force yesterday said it was working with Lockheed Martin Corp and Boeing Co to "harvest" for future use any government-owned property or ground stations developed for a cancelled satellite communications program. Gary Payton, deputy undersecretary of the Air Force for space programs, told reporters the Air Force had already spent $2.5 billion during two to three years of initial developmental work on the Transformational Satellite (TSAT) program, and hoped to use some of the technologies developed for TSAT in future programs. He said the program's original mission -- to provide follow-on protected satellite communications for selected U.S. government communications, including the president's ability to order a nuclear attack -- remained "absolutely critical." "We're never going to be out of that business. We're not going to back away from that job," the Air Force official said. Lockheed and Boeing, which have been competing for the TSAT contract, had both been awarded risk reduction contracts to ensure that the technologies involved were mature once the government was ready to award a contract to one winner. Defense Secretary Robert Gates last month announced the program would be cancelled. The program had already been scaled back from its initial ambitious goals. Now the Air Force plans to buy more Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) satellites, built by Lockheed, and more Wideband Global SATCOMM (WGS) satellites, built by Boeing. The Air Force is working hard "to collect what is rightfully the government's so that we can do competent planning for potential future evolutions of other systems," Payton said. He said the Air Force would seek to take control over everything from intellectual property developed under its pre-development contracts with Lockheed and Boeing, to ground stations to networking equipment. The Pentagon's fiscal 2010 budget proposal includes $11.1 billion for space programs, a 3 percent rise from fiscal 2009. Payton said an increasing area of focus was protection of U.S. satellites in space, and space situational awareness -- efforts to better track objects in space, predict possible collisions and understand any problems that arise. The budget proposal includes $7 billion for satellites, including $1.8 billion for the AEHF satellite program and $1.4 billion for launching satellites into space. The proposal also includes $308 million for space situational awareness systems. The budget does not include many new starts, but Payton said the Air Force expected to make decisions within the next year on how to meet growing demand for space-based radar, and would continue with additional AEHF and WGS procurement. He said broad issues associated with space programs would be addressed during a congressionally mandated space-posture review that was being done in tandem with the Pentagon's Quadrennial Defense Review. He said Lockheed's AEHF program experienced a disappointing "significant number of piece part failures" on its first satellite, but those issues had been resolved for the second satellite. The first satellite is due to begin thermal vacuum testing soon and should be ready for launch in September 2010. Payton said work was going well on the Global Positioning System follow-on satellites, and the Air Force planned to award a contract this summer for a next-generation ground control system. Northrop Grumman Corp and Raytheon Co are competing for the contract.

AT: We save money
Even with cost reductions TSATs undermines new DoD programs
Chaplain 7

(Cristina T. Chaplain, Director Acquisition and Sourcing Management Team,  GAO, "Actions Needed to Expand and Sustain Use of Best Practices", 4/19/07, www.gao.gov/products/GAO-07-730T//avi)
DOD's space system acquisitions have experienced problems over the past several decades that have driven up costs by hundreds of millions, even billions of dollars, stretched schedules by years, and increased performance risks. DOD has recognized the need to change its approach to developing space systems and is attempting to instill best practices in new efforts. GAO was asked to testify on its findings on space acquisitions problems and steps needed to sustain and expand the use of best practices. In preparing this testimony, GAO relied on its detailed reviews of space programs as well as cross-cutting work on cost estimating and best practices. GAO does not make recommendations in this testimony. However, GAO has made recommendations on steps DOD can take to ensure better outcomes for its space acquisitions programs. These include developing an overall investment strategy for acquisition programs, addressing human capital and other shortfalls in capacity, and revising policies supporting space to incorporate best practices. The majority of major acquisition programs in DOD's space portfolio have experienced problems during the past two decades that have driven up cost and schedules and increased technical risks. At times, cost growth has come close to or exceeded 100-percent, causing DOD to nearly double its investment in the face of technical and other problems without realizing a better return on investment. Along with the increases, many programs are experiencing significant schedule delays--as much as 6 years--postponing delivery of promised capabilities to the warfighter. Outcomes have been so disappointing in some cases that DOD has had to go back to the drawing board to consider new ways to achieve the same, or less, capability. GAO's reviews of space acquisitions this year found that some ongoing programs--for example, the Advanced Extremely High Frequency satellite program and the Wideband Global SATCOM program--have been able to work through the bulk of technical problems they were facing and are on track to meet revised targets, albeit at higher costs and with delayed capability. Others, however, including the Space-Based Infrared System High program, the Global Positioning System IIF, and the National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Satellite System, continue to face setbacks and further risks. In recognizing the need to reform space acquisitions, DOD has taken steps to instill best practices in two new major space efforts--the Transformational Satellite Communications System (TSAT) and the Space Radar program--which are expected to be among the most complex and costly space programs ever. For these programs, DOD has taken steps to separate technology discovery from acquisition, establish an incremental path toward meeting user needs, obtain agreements on requirements before program start, and use quantifiable data and demonstrable knowledge to make decisions to move to next phases. If these actions can be sustained, DOD will greatly reduce technical risks, although not completely. There is still significant inherent risk associated with integrating critical technologies on board the satellites and with developing the software needed to achieve the capabilities of the satellites. Moreover, sustaining these reforms on these two programs and expanding them to others will not be easy. Like all weapons programs, space programs continue to face funding pressures that have encouraged too much optimism. DOD has not prioritized its programs for funding even though its investment for all major space acquisitions is expected to increase about 46 percent in the next 3 years. It is likely to continue to face cost overruns on problematic programs, and it wants to undertake other major new efforts in addition to Space Radar and TSAT. In addition, new programs are being undertaken as DOD is addressing shortfalls in critical technical, business, and program management skills. In other words, DOD may not be able to obtain the right skills and experience to manage all of the new efforts.

AT: No tradeoff
Even if they don’t tradeoff they cause delays and water down both programs—turns the case
Chaplain 9
(Cristina T. Chaplain, Director of Acquisition and Sourcing Management, GAO, "Space Acquisitions: DOD Faces Substantial Challenges in Developing New Space Systems", 5/20/09, www.gao.gov/products/GAO-09-705T//avi)
Despite a growing investment in space, the majority of large-scale acquisition programs in the Department of Defense's (DOD) space portfolio have experienced problems during the past two decades that have driven up cost and schedules and increased technical risks. The cost resulting from acquisition problems along with the ambitious nature of space programs has resulted in cancellations of programs that were expected to require investments of tens of billions of dollars. Along with the cost increases, many programs are experiencing significant schedule delays--at least 7 years--resulting in potential capability gaps in areas such as positioning, navigation, and timing; missile warning; and weather monitoring. This testimony focuses on (1) the condition of space acquisitions, (2) causal factors, and (3) recommendations for better positioning programs and industry for success. In preparing this testimony, GAO relied on its body of work in space and other programs, including previously issued GAO reports on assessments of individual space programs, common problems affecting space system acquisitions, and DOD's acquisition policies. Estimated costs for major space acquisition programs have increased by about $10.9 billion from initial estimates for fiscal years 2008 through 2013. In several cases, DOD has had to cut back on quantity and capability in the face of escalating costs. Several causes behind the cost growth and related problems consistently stand out. First, DOD starts more weapon programs than it can afford, creating competition for funding that, in part, encourages low cost estimating and optimistic scheduling. Second, DOD has tended to start its space programs before it has the assurance that the capabilities it is pursuing can be achieved within available resources. GAO and others have identified a number of pressures associated with the contractors that develop space systems for the government that have hampered the acquisition process, including ambitious requirements and shortages of technical expertise in the workforce. Although DOD has taken a number of actions to address the problems on which GAO has reported, additional leadership and support are still needed to ensure that reforms that DOD has begun will take hold.

I/L: Modernization Budget low
Modernization budgets will decline—that ensures a zero-sum tradeoff
Holtz-Eakin 5
(Douglas Holtz-Eakin, Director of Congressional Budget Office, 9/12/05, "Office The Long-Term Implications of Current Plans for Investment in Major Unclassified Military Space Programs",  www.cbo.gov/doc.cfm?index%3D6637//avi)
DoD’s emphasis on what it calls transformational space systems is exemplified by two programs, which together account for almost one-third of all investment in major unclassified military space programs in CBO’s projection. The Transformational Satellite Communications System (TSAT) is intended to provide high-capacity communications capabilities for military users around the globe, and the Space Radar is designed to provide global ISR capabilities to detect and track targets. Together, projected funding for those two programs totals $15.7 billion over the 2006-2011 period of the FYDP and $40.4 billion over the 2006-2024 period—roughly 4 percent to 5 percent of the Air Force’s total investment funding during those periods. In addition, the Air Force continues to pursue the Space-Based Infrared System in high-Earth orbit (known as SBIRS-High) to replace current Defense Support Program satellites that provide warning of missile launches. The Air Force also plans to develop the next generation of Global Positioning System (GPS) satellites, the next generation of weather satellites, and new capabilities for responsive launch (the ability to get satellites into orbit rapidly) and space control. Under the current FYDP, annual investment spending for major unclassified space systems would peak at almost $10 billion, with military satellite communications (MILSATCOM) composing the largest share (see Figure 1). 4 Under CBO’s long-term projection of the implications of the FYDP, the annual demand for investment funding would decline after 2010 as programs made the transition from development to procurement, assuming that currently planned schedules were met. The numbers reported here for the FYDP and CBO’s projection generally reflect only the costs associated with the space segments of various programs (when those costs can be separately identified in the FYDP). They exclude the costs of developing and procuring the systems necessary to collect, process, and disseminate data on the ground. Beyond 2019, CBO’s projection generally includes the funding needed to sustain all constellations of satellites with only incremental improvements, rather than the greater amounts that would be necessary to develop another new generation of systems with substantially greater capabilities. That approach explains the declining and then relatively flat level of RDT&E funding in the later years of CBO’s projection (see Figure 2). The RDT&E funding that DoD actually requests for unclassified space programs in those years could be greater than CBO projects for a variety of reasons, such as cost growth, schedule slippage, or new programs not contained in DoD’s present plans. Conversely, if currently planned programs were substantially reduced in scope or canceled, actual funding requests could be smaller than CBO projects. A challenge facing DoD, which is not unique to unclassified military space programs, is cost growth. Historically, RDT&E costs for DoD’s space systems have grown by an average of 69 percent from the original development estimates, and procurement costs have risen by 19 percent, on average. If costs grew at those rates in the future, investment needs would peak at $14.4 billion—rather than $10.0 billion—in 2010, CBO projects (see Figure 1).

I/L: Chopping Block
GPS programs are on the chopping block—there are no sacred cows
Ignatius 11

(David Ignatius, syndicated columnist for the Daily Star, "No sacred cows in cutting U.S. defense spending", 1/27/11, www.dailystar.com.lb/Opinion/Columnist/Jan/27/No-sacred-cows-in-cutting-US-defense-spending.ashx#axzz1REvEUOWq//avi)

Trimming the defense budget is one of the hardest tasks in Washington. Congress never met a weapons system it didn’t like. But with the nation’s debt problems, making sensible cuts has become essential. That’s clear to Defense Secretary Robert Gates and the military leadership, even if Congress is still treating the Pentagon budget as a pork barrel. Senior Pentagon officials recognize that new technologies make it possible to reshape the budget without putting the country at greater risk. But this transition will require an honest evaluation of the “legacy systems” – squadrons of manned bombers and fighters, fleets of aircraft carriers, cruisers and submarines – that are wrapped in red, white and blue. The military loves these traditional instruments of American power, despite their immense cost. But as technologies change, they will gradually become as outmoded as a cannonball or a cavalry charge. Defense analysts argue that the military needs to focus less on fancy platforms – its nuclear ships or supersonic jets. These systems will soon be vulnerable to attack from lasers and other directed-energy weapons. But more important, the platforms will matter less than what they carry. This is the age of “unmanned aerial vehicles” – and soon unmanned ships, subs and tanks, too. These simple, autonomous platforms will be cheaper and more robust but no less deadly to an adversary. If the Obama administration seizes this opportunity, and drives it through the inevitable congressional opposition, it can begin a real transformation of the defense budget. Technology should allow the United States to cut costs for traditional legacy systems as it prepares for the new threats that are ahead. The new technologies that will drive these changes are detailed in a study called “Technology Horizons” that was prepared last year by Werner Dahm, who was then chief scientist of the Air Force. He urged research on “cyber resilience” and “electromagnetic spectrum warfare,” including lasers and other beam weapons. And he stressed that unmanned systems, coordinated by advanced software, can give “operational advantages over adversaries who are limited to human planning and decision speeds.” Lasers are only a few years away from being practical weapons, Pentagon officials say. Ground-based lasers could revolutionize air defense, and a new generation of solid-state lasers may be small enough for airborne platforms. “Directed-energy systems will be among the key ‘game-changing’ technology-enabled capabilities,” wrote Dahm. Space will become, metaphorically, a vulnerable “low ground” in this new environment. Powerful ground-based lasers will be able to blind or disable satellites, so redundant forms of communication will be needed. So will alternatives to platforms that depend on space-based “global positioning system (GPS)” technology. Though our “Buck Rogers” fantasies make us think of lasers primarily as offensive weapons, experts say they will be just as useful for surveillance – illuminating targets with pinpoint digital precision (when clouds aren’t in the way). Researchers are developing laser-driven air-defense systems that can instantly detect and then strike incoming missiles. This is a technology revolution that, among other things, could actually make Israel safe from missile and rocket attack. The hard part of this defense transformation will be giving up the grand old systems that for generations have symbolized U.S. military power. But that process of shedding the past is absolutely essential. If we try to keep all the old systems and add the new ones, our already overstretched budget will rip apart like a gunnysack. The Pentagon knows it can’t have it all; hopefully members of Congress (who love to bloviate about cutting the budget but hate cutting actual programs) will get the message, too. President Barack Obama has the right team in place to begin this strategic downsizing of the defense budget. Gates has been an outspoken advocate of cutting programs we can’t afford, and he has strong backing from Admiral Mike Mullen and General James Cartwright, the chairman and vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The military brass knows the country won’t be secure if it’s broke. In this season of budget politics, there can’t be any sacred cows. Obama and his Pentagon advisers need to show the country that by changing how we spend money, it will be possible to cut our defense budget and stay safe.
***Impact

Impact: Hunger
GPS solves hunger
Dinerman 4

(Taylor Dinerman is editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com, "What’s the frequency, Jacques?", 3/1/014, www.thespacereview.com/article/107/1//avi)
Galileo will probably now go ahead, though the French may lose their enthusiasm for funding it. The idea that European private enterprise will make a legitimate capitalistic investment in the system was never really in the cards. Today, the Europeans are trying to get nations such as China, Israel, and Brazil to join them in building Galileo while, at the same time, promising never to allow these partners access to the militarily useful signals. Over time, it could become a useful adjunct to GPS. If the public signal can be refined to a one-meter accuracy, then it could become an extremely valuable tool for subsistence farmers in the developing world. Of course, this would require the development of simple electronic receiver/mapper/calculators for precision agriculture but, given the demand and the potential of such devices, they will surely be designed and built over the next few years. In the end, GPS and Galileo could make a serious contribution to the struggle against world hunger, and that would be far more important than France’s effort to inflict some minor harm on America’s global power. Meanwhile, it will be interesting to see how, or if, the Pentagon budgeteers will capitalize on this State Department success by accelerating the development of GPS 3. 
Impact: Economy
GPS development key to the economy
Pham 11 

(Nam D Pham, PhD and Managing Partner of NDP Consulting Group, Pham is also adjunct professor at the George Washington University, where he teaches graduate courses in monetary economics, international trade and finance, macroeconomics, and microeconomics, "The Economic Benefits of Commercial GPS Use in the U.S. and The Costs of Potential Disruption", June 2011, www.saveourgps.org/pdf/GPS-Report-June-22-2011.pdf//avi)

The commercial stakes are high. The downstream industries that rely on professional and high precision GPS technology for their own business operations would face serious disruption to their operations should interference occur, and U.S. leadership and innovation would suffer. Although recreational and military applications for GPS equipment are larger in terms of equipment sales volume, commercial applications generate a large share of economic benefits for society. As shown later in this report, the direct economic benefits of GPS technology on commercial GPS users are estimated to be over $67.6 billion per year in the United States. In addition, GPS technology creates direct and indirect positive spillover effects, such as emission reductions from fuel savings, health and safety gains in the work place, time savings, job creation, higher tax revenues, and improved public safety and national defense. Today, there are more than 3.3 million jobs that rely on GPS technology, including approximately130,000 jobs in GPS manufacturing industries and 3.2 million in the downstream commercial GPS-intensive industries. The commercial GPS adoption rate is growing and expected to continue growing across industries as high financial returns have been demonstrated. Consequently, GPS technology will create $122.4 billion benefits per year and will directly affect more than 5.8 million jobs in the downstream commercial GPS-intensive industries when penetration of GPS technology reaches 100 percent in the commercial GPS-intensive industries. As is the case in all other innovative industries, the GPS industry directly creates jobs and economic activities, which spur economic growth. Evidence shows that innovative industries, such as the GPS industry, create both high- and low-skilled jobs during economic expansions and downturns, pay their employees higher-than-national-average wages, raise output and sales per employee, increase U.S. competitiveness, which is reflected in increased exports and reduced U.S. trade deficits, and spend large sums on R&D and capital investment. In addition to creating these direct economic benefits, innovative industries create productivity benefits to the downstream industries, including increased sales, profits, and investment returns. Empirical studies have shown sustained productivity benefits support further growth and job creation in downstream industries and the U.S. economy as a whole.

Economic collapse leads to global nuclear war 
Friedberg & Schoenfeld 08

 of politics and international relations 8 [Aaron Friedberg is a professor at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School. Gabriel Schoenfeld, senior editor of Commentary, is a visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J., “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” Wall Street Journal, Ocbtober 21, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html]

With the global financial system in serious trouble, is America's geostrategic dominance likely to diminish? If so, what would that mean? One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs. In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism. Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions. Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow. Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership. Are we up for the task? The American economy has historically demonstrated remarkable resilience. Our market-oriented ideology, entrepreneurial culture, flexible institutions and favorable demographic profile should serve us well in whatever trials lie ahead. The American people, too, have shown reserves of resolve when properly led. But experience after the Cold War era -- poorly articulated and executed policies, divisive domestic debates and rising anti-Americanism in at least some parts of the world -- appear to have left these reserves diminished. A recent survey by the Chicago Council on World Affairs found that 36% of respondents agreed that the U.S. should "stay out of world affairs," the highest number recorded since this question was first asked in 1947. The economic crisis could be the straw that breaks the camel's back. In the past, the American political process has managed to yield up remarkable leaders when they were most needed. As voters go to the polls in the shadow of an impending world crisis, they need to ask themselves which candidate -- based upon intellect, courage, past experience and personal testing -- is most likely to rise to an occasion as grave as the one we now face. 
Solves ISR
GPS is key to ISR
Chizek 3

(Judy G. Chizek, National Defense Fellow, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, Congressional Research Service, "Military Transformation: Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance", 1/17/03, www.fas.org/irp/crs/RL31425.pdf//avi)
As noted earlier, many observers believe significant transformation of ISR has already occurred and has been practiced in Afghanistan. The military’s ability to move data from the reconnaissance platform to the weapon system able to take action, the so-called “sensor to shooter” sequence, generally required at least a full day in Operation Desert Storm, as imagery from a satellite or reconnaissance aircraft had to be analyzed, identified as a target, turned into hard-copy, and intensively studied by the aircrew before a weapon could be dropped accurately. In Operation Enduring Freedom, Special Operations Forces personnel on the ground identified a Taliban troop concentration, called the target back to the Combined Air Operations Center in Saudi Arabia, received permission to call in an airstrike, determined the exact coordinates of the enemy using Global Positioning System (GPS), and passed those coordinates to a loitering B-52 bomber which again used GPS to guide bombs onto the target within less than 20 minutes of the original identification of the target.81 Similarly, Predator UAVs have been able to transmit live video pictures to waiting AC-130 gunships, which were able to attack moving targets while the Predator monitored for effectiveness, again within minutes of original target identification.82 These examples highlight recent gains in the precision and timely communication of intelligence, as well as interoperability among weapon systems and even between services. With regard to analysis, over the past ten years the growth of an intelligence-community-wide secure intranet known as INTELINK has significantly increased intelligence personnel access to intelligence data, reports of all types, and other analysts, worldwide.83

Solves NCW
GPS modernization solves NCW
Cebrowski 4
(A. K. Cebrowski, Director, Office of Force Transformation, Office of the Secretary of Defense, "The Implementation of Network-Centric Warfare", 12/16/04, www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/transformation/oft_implementation_ncw.pdf//avi)
While all of these exam- ples of innovation are con- sidered platform-centric, the past century has also seen many innovations focused on creating advan- tage in the information domain. The ability to develop and exploit an information advantage has always been important in warfare, hence the time- lessness of security and surprise as important principles of war. Examples of innovations that created information advantages in warfare have included couriers on horseback, signal flags, encryption and code breaking, telegraph, wireless radio, aerial reconnaissance and photography, radar, electronic warfare, satellites (communica- tions, reconnaissance), and advances in navigation (magnetic compass, Global Positioning System [GPS]). While the importance of innovation in the information domain in the past has been great, its importance has gained critical significance in warfare today. Today, the implementation of NCW through the conduct of NCO is creating a warfighting advan- tage for those who pursue it. At the most basic level of warfare, there has always been a critical need to be able to distinguish friend from foe on the battle- field, day and night and in all sorts of terrain and weather conditions. The introduction and widespread use of night vision equipment has provided our forces with a very impor- tant advantage. Similarly, the combination of digitization and networking can be employed to develop a common tactical picture that reduces the fog of war to clearly identify the posi- tions of friendly forces and the known positions of the enemy. The ability to provide such a picture provides an example of developing an information advantage through NCW. Combat power can be increased sharply by successfully exploiting this advantage. Across a broad spectrum of mission areas, evidence collected to date indicates that the devel- opment of a common operational picture (COP), such as that depicted in figure 9, can significantly increase the warfighter’s awareness and under- standing of tactical and operational situations. The sharing of information obviously contributes to shared situational awareness and understanding. The ability to develop a higher level of situational awareness, in less time than an adversary, combined with the ability to act on it, is a source of considerable warfighting advantage. This advantage is not intuitive, but its impact is profound.

Reforms K2 Heg

DoD reform key to hegemony
Eaglen et al 11 

(Mackenzie Eaglen, Research Fellow for National Security Studies, Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, Julia Pollak, Heritage Foundation, "How to Save Money, Reform Processes, and Increase Efficiency in the Defense Department", 1/10/11, www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/01/how-to-save-money-reform-processes-and-increase-efficiency-in-the-defense-department//avi)
Nevertheless, Congress can and must pursue efforts to find greater efficiencies within the large defense budget and help the Pentagon to operate more effectively, reform processes, and eliminate waste. The 112th Congress should use the reform and efficiency agenda presented in this paper as a starting point to conduct rigorous oversight. Congress should also allow military leaders to reinvest all of the funds recovered from eliminating bureaucratic overhead to pay for the more important priority of modernization, including purchasing new sets of equipment for all of the military services. The Challenge Facing the 112th Congress Members of 112th Congress will be under increasing pressure to cut defense spending, which comprises almost one-fifth of the federal budget. The annual federal deficit is running at about 10 percent of gross domestic product (GDP), and the ratio of public debt to GDP could reach 100 percent by the end of the decade. This debt burden will continue to swell as entitlement spending skyrockets. Reducing America’s debt burden is a particularly high priority for congressional Republicans, many of whom were elected by voters outraged at profligate federal spending. Robust national defense is also a high priority for many Members of Congress because the U.S. Constitution mandates that a primary responsibility of the federal government is to “provide for the common defense.” Funding a strong defense is fiscally responsible over the long term. Preparing for war often helps to keep the peace, whereas allowing the military to atrophy and then rebuilding it costs far more than simply maintaining defense spending at adequate levels in the first place. Thus, maintaining a robust national defense has not only a strong constitutional basis,[2] but also a fiscal rationale. As President George Washington told the American people in his farewell address, “[T]imely disbursements to prepare for danger frequently prevent much greater disbursements to repel it.”[3] As Washington observed, rebuilding a hollowed-out military and restoring denigrated capabilities and skills is far costlier when disaster strikes than maintaining adequate defense spending and a ready force, even during peacetime. Moreover, keeping defense budgets stable and predictable saves taxpayers money by promoting efficient build rates and healthy economies of scale in equipment purchases. Policymakers should ensure that they provide what is necessary to protect Americans, maintain a strong military, and uphold the core defense technologies and capabilities that comprise U.S. military superiority. Policymakers should simultaneously pursue greater efficiencies in defense by reforming cumbersome processes, eliminating waste and duplication, and streamlining operations. Members of Congress can support a strong defense; eliminate waste in government agencies, including the Department of Defense (DOD); and demand reform and efficiency from the national security bureaucracy. A responsible defense efficiency reform package as laid out in this paper could generate between $70 billion and $90 billion in annual savings.
***DISAD LINKS***
Spending
Plan costs at least $9.2 billion
Iannotta, 2008 
(Bed Iannotta, Editor of the C4ISR Journal, “Cost growth triggers review of U.S. satcom plan”, September 11, 2008, http://www.c4isrjournal.com/story.php?F=3720183)
Payton did not criticize the decision to add a fourth AEHF satellite, and in a previous interview an Air Force officer said a fourth satellite on orbit would improve coverage toward Earth’s poles. According to the Air Force’s cost estimate, the fourth AEHF satellite will cost about $2 billion compared to $939 million for the third satellite. “This is pretty shocking,” Payton said. The total cost for four satellites would be $9.2 billion.

TSATS are expensive
Gambrell ‘05
[Gambrell, Kathy, editor for Aerospace Daily, “Lawmakers 'acutely concerned' about Air Force space programs,” Aerospace Daily and Defense Report, News; Pg. 3 Vol. 210 No. 62, June 28, 2004.]
Senate appropriators said they have serious problems with several U.S. Air Force space programs, citing in a budget report their high cost, unproven technology and schedule delays.

"The committee remains acutely concerned that projected investments in Air Force space programs are not sustainable," says the Senate Appropriations Committee report on the fiscal 2005 defense budget. In FY '05, the Air Force "seeks to nearly double its investment" in the Space Based Radar program and "more than double" the Transformational Satellite Communications System at a time when the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle program also has more than doubled, the report says. "According to current plans, each of the above-mentioned programs grows by a minimum of 30 percent in fiscal year 2006 absent additional schedule and cost perturbations," the report says, prompting the committee and the Senate to approve several cuts.  The Senate approved the committee's $416.2 billion budget last week, including a $25 billion emergency reserve fund for ongoing military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. The committee released its report on the DOD budget June 25. The committee voted to reduce the Bush Administration's $774.8 million request for the Air Force's Transformational Satellite Communications System (TSAT) by $400 million. Technical risk associated with the deployment of the TSAT constellation is considerable, and despite the recommended reduction, "sufficient resources remain to support technology development and risk reduction activities," the report says. Uncertainties surrounding the affordability of a Space Based Radar (SBR) satellite constellation and "current levels of technological maturity" prompted the committee to recommend a $100 million cut for the program. The Administration requested $327.7 million. The committee said that the current life cycle cost estimated for SBR ranges from $25 billion to $29 billion. "The recommended level of funding permits the Air Force to continue technology maturation and further study the relationship and costs concerning SBR independence" on other programs, including TSAT, the report says. It also said that "each contractor team [should] narrow their concept development to only lead concepts." Lockheed Martin and Northrop Grumman were awarded two-year study contracts for the program in April (DAILY, April 19). The House Appropriations Committee also criticized the SBR program in the report accompanying its fiscal 2005 bill. House lawmakers said that "while the pursuit of persistent surveillance is a noble goal," the committee believes the program is too expensive and unlikely to "produce the results claimed by its advocates, within any reasonable definition of cost, technical challenge or risk" (DAILY, June 18). As a result of delays in the SBR program, the Senate recommended a $4 million reduction in funding for spacecraft vehicle technologies. The Air Force had requested $13 million for the design of deployable structures for the SBR program and an eventual flight experiment. Before submitting its budget, the Air Force cancelled its Counterspace Surveillance Reconnaissance System, prompting the committee to decrease the budget item by the requested $53 million.
Space Militarization
TSATs are the necessary prerequisite to space militarization
McHale, 2006

John McHale, writer for Military and Aerospace Electronics, “Future Weapons: Solid-State Lasers”, May 1st, 2006, http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/display/article-display/255366/articles/military-aerospace-electronics/volume-17/issue-5/features/special-report/future-weapons-solid-state-lasers.html)
Laser communications experts from two U.S. defense contractors have taken the next step in their development of the future space-based military Internet called the Transformational Satellite Communications System (TSAT). The contractor team of Lockheed Martin Space Systems in Sunnyvale, Calif., and the Northrop Grumman Space Technology sector in Redondo Beach, Calif., demonstrated the interoperability of a new fast data communications protected waveform in the initial test of the Next Generation Processor/Router (NGPR)the brain of future Internet protocol-based military satellite communications TSAT. The test of the Northrop Grumman NGPR was done against the TSAT RF Universal System Test Terminal at Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s Lincoln Laboratory from earlier this year. The Lockheed Martin/Northrop Grumman TSAT space segment team, which includes ViaSat, Rockwell Collins, General Dynamics Advanced Information Systems, L-3 Communications, Stratogis and Caspian Networks, is under a $514 million contract for the Risk Reduction and System Definition phase. This effort will culminate with a multi-billion-dollar development contract to be awarded to a single contractor in 2008. Lockheed Martin Space Systems is the prime contractor, while Northrop Grumman Space Technology has responsibility for the communications payload, including laser and radio-frequency communications and on-board processing. The U.S. Air Force is managing the program at the MILSATCOM Joint Program Office, located at the Space and Missile Systems Center, Los Angeles Air Force Base, Calif. This initial compatibility test, NGPR‑1, verified compliance with key aspects of the U.S. government’s compatibility standards for the XDR+ waveform, a secure, protected, anti-jamming waveform for TSAT ground-to-satellite uplinks and downlinks. The tests measured the compatibility of XDR+ as well as increased bandwidth efficiency to transfer more information in the same transmitted signal bandwidth. Northrop Grumman’s NGPR operated at full-flight data rates established for TSAT, Northrop Grumman officials say. XDR+ waveforms represent an advancement of the XDR waveform used on the Advanced Extremely High Frequency (EHF) satellite system. It meets the high-throughput requirements of TSAT, which uses radio frequency and laser communications to provide secure, efficient, global communications for warfighters. The NGPR takes the information transmitted through military user terminals, determines where the information needs to go, and selects the most efficient route based on standard commercial network design principles. In addition to meeting planned objectives for NGPR-1, Northrop Grumman performed additional risk-reduction tests on features for the next test, NGPR-2, which will include waveform and networking capabilities. The NGPR is a critical component of TSAT, an Internet protocol-based system to provide military protected high-bandwidth communications, as well as communications-on-the-move capabilities. TSAT will network mobile warfighters, sensors, weapons and piloted aircraft in the air, on the ground, at sea, and in space.

TSATs lead to space mil
Henderson, 2004

(Scott A. Henderson Lt. Col, Maxwell Airforce, Alabama, “THE THIRD BATTLE: IS THE U.S. READY TO WAGE THE NEXT CONFLICT IN SPACE?”, March 2004, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA476998)
A significant leap-ahead in MILSTACOM is planned for the 2012 timeframe with the Transformational Communications Architecture, a system of satellites and networks aimed at providing the communications backbone for all future military operations. The Transformational Satellite Communications spacecraft are being designed to capitalize on high capacity laser communication links to serve as an “internet in the sky” to connect deployed mobile forces on land, sea and air with the Global Information Grid.6 The budget for TSAT, $774M for 2005, has been cut by $200M in both FY06 and 07, likely delaying the program significantly.7
Crowd-Out

Any more increase in satellites will crowd out what tech we have

Scott Canon. March 2, 2011. Battle with cell phones for bandwidth worries GPS industry. http://sprintconnection.kansascity.com/?q=node/1727

Now a radio war is brewing between two large commercial interests. It’s far less clear which side might budge. One side is on the continuing quest to increase wireless broadband for your cell phone, laptop or tablet. It’s come up with a new technology combination that adds a satellite — in contrast to using cell phone towers only — to give you almost unlimited wireless coverage. And it brings fresh competition to curb high-speed broadband prices. But that new technology has come smack up against satellite-guided navigation for your GPS device. The catch is that when the new signals move in, they’ll crowd out GPS traffic. The GPS industry fears its devices could suffer the fate of those Arizona garage door openers — but without the simple fix. So what might be a boon to cell carriers like Overland Park-based Sprint Nextel could mean trouble for GPS companies like Olathe’s Garmin Ltd. “It’s not just soccer moms trying to find their way to the game,” said a Garmin spokesman. “It’s emergency response people, the military, all sorts of things.” ••• Today’s mobile phones connect us over radio signals from cell towers that dot our landscape. They give you driving directions by separate transmissions from GPS satellites. The budding new techno-combo would also use cell towers. But when those spots fall out of range, the handsets would look skyward to a satellite — not for GPS signals but to carry our voice conversations, text messages and such. The handsets would run on a radio channel that cell phones haven’t used before. It rests right next to, and poses the danger of bleeding into, the wavelengths we use for GPS directions. And that’s where the conflict lies. 
***PLAN UNPOPULAR***
Congress hates the plan
Erwin, 2005

(Sandra I. Erwin, writer for National Defense, “Multibillion-Dollar 'Internet in the Sky' Could Help Ease Bandwidth Crunch”, June 2005, Vol. 89, Iss. 619; pg. 24; http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=875056321&Fmt=7&clientId=417&RQT=309&VName=PQD&cfc=1)

In the near term, however, a more significant hurdle for TSAT will be Capitol Hill, where program supporters have yet to convince many lawmakers that the technology is more than just a pipedream. "It's become really contentious between the Air Force and Congress," said John Edwards, a space industry analyst at Forecast International, a business intelligence firm. He projects that the $836 million budget sought for TSAT in fiscal year 2006 will see cuts comparable to last year's reductions. He also predicted the launch of the first satellite likely will slip to 2015 or 2016. In fiscal year 2005, the system had its $774.8 million budget request reduced by $300 million, to $474.8 million. Lawmakers attributed the cuts to technology risks. Regardless of what happens with TSAT, the Defense Department will need to figure out an alternative to radio-frequency based communications, Edwards said. "The mounting shortage of bandwidth, is expected to pose a serious problem in the not-so-distant future," he wrote in a Forecast International study. "All current satellite systems use radio frequencies to transmit data, and there is only so much capacity to go around. "With increased transmission speeds and capacity at such high demand among military, civil, and commercial markets, U.S. operators are all fighting for a bigger piece of the pie," Edwards noted. Until TSAT is up an running, the U.S. military will continue to lean on commercial service providers for additional bandwidth to ensure continuous communications, he added.

DoD favors small satellites
de Selding 10

Peter B., “Pentagon Eyes Small Satellites to Fly UAVs at Edge of Conflicts,” October 15, 2010, http://www.spacenews.com/military/defense-department-eyes-small-satellites-for-flying-uavs-outside-war-zones.html
NEW YORK — The U.S. Defense Department is investigating whether to field a group of small satellites — perhaps operated by commercial industry — that would assure communications with unmanned aerial vehicles flying on the edge or outside of conflict zones, military and industry officials said. The project, called Airborne Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (AISR), would feature satellites with four beams in Ku- and Ka-band to assure that sufficient satellite bandwidth is available for outrider Global Hawk or other unmanned aircraft without depriving satellite links to those in the thick of a conflict zone, officials said. Despite the arrival of the Wideband Global Satcom (WGS) X- and Ka-band satellites, whose capacity dwarfs their predecessors in terms of throughput, the U.S. Air Force is concerned that demand on WGS capacity over the years will be greater than what is available on these spacecraft. AISR would station satellites in geostationary orbit to assure that the unmanned craft would be able to beam their video and other data for relay to ground commanders even if WGS spacecraft were operating at near-saturation levels. The alternative would be to devote a WGS satellite beam to the Global Hawk operating on the periphery of a conflict zone, resulting in a shortage of in-theater capacity. AISR is one of numerous proposals that the Air Force is weighing in the wake of the Transformational Satellite Communications System’s cancellation.The Pentagon cancelled the T-Sat program in 2009 after the spacecraft designs grew too big, complicated and expensive. But the requirements that T-Sat was supposed to address have not disappeared, which is why the Air Force is now taking them up, one by one, to distribute among smaller programs whose budgets are less likely to get out of hand. AISR is one of these mission ideas found in the Air Force’s broad agency announcement dubbed “Milsatcom Commercial Architecture Option,” now out for industry review. Air Force Col. Charles Cynamon, commander of the Milsatcom Network Integration Group, said AISR, which could be built by, or with, a commercial satellite fleet operator, represents an evolution in the way the Air Force looks at the commercial satellite sector. Addressing the Satcon conference here Oct. 13, Cynamon said that a decade ago, the U.S. Defense Department and the commercial satellite sector had an equivalent number of communications satellites in orbit. Now, he said, “when you look at the number of payloads going up,” commercial telecommunications satellites far outnumber their military equivalents. AISR satellites — one for training over the United States and at least two others in orbits over other regions — could be owned by a commercial satellite operator and leased to the military. Alternatively, the military could own an AISR payload that could be placed on a commercial satellite. Cynamon described the AISR satellite as a free-flying spacecraft carrying four antennas, two in Ku-band and two in Ka-band. Global Hawk aerial vehicles currently operate in Ku-band but are gradually being transitioned to a piece of the Ka-band spectrum that has been reserved for military use. “We are operationally limited, even if we use military Ka-band, on Global Hawk,” Cynamon said. “It comes down to the sharing of apertures (antennas) for tactical warfighting and AISR users.” He said the U.S. Navy’s Broad Area Maritime Surveillance aerial system also could be a user of the AISR satellite. Cynamon said initial contracts for studies on AISR could be awarded before the end of this year. U.S. Air Force Col. Michael Lakos, chief of the Milsatcom division, said the Space Command’s four main missions — missile defense; protected satellite communications; positioning, navigation and timing through GPS; and assured access to space through the Atlas and Delta launch vehicle programs — take up most of the budget. “After you fulfill those requirements, there is not a lot of money left” for new initiatives, Lakos said here Oct. 14. 
TSATs unpopular- Pentagon looking for smaller, less expensive, newer programs

Ostrove, 2011
(William N. Ostrove.  Feb 4, 2011. Space Systems Analyst, founder of forecastinternational. Programs, Budgets Challenge Military Space.) http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story.jsp?id=news/awst/2011/01/24/AW_01_24_2011_p0170-264560.xml&headline=Programs,%20Budgets%20Challenge%20Military%20Space&channel=defense.

Space assets play a vital role in current and perceived future battlefield needs, with communications satellites an important part of networking forces. But program problems and budget restrictions are combining to change thinking on how capabilities should be developed and deployed. The U.S. military has an insatiable demand for bandwidth, and the Air Force had hoped its new Transformational Satellites (TSAT) would revolutionize satellite communications. But high costs, technical delays and budget constraints prompted Defense Secretary Robert Gates to cancel the program in 2009. The Pentagon will instead focus on buying more examples of the available Advanced Extremely High-Frequency (AEHF) and Wideband Global Satcom (WGS) satellites. TSAT’s cancellation is part of a wider trend in U.S. space spending. Rather than develop advanced and expensive satellites with revolutionary technology, the Pentagon is adopting an evolutionary approach. An example is the Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) model, under which the U.S. hopes to create smaller, less expensive satellites that can be developed and launched much more quickly. These will offer only incremental capability but, by avoiding the high-risk development of “exquisite” systems, the Pentagon hopes to minimize the cost growth and delays that have plagued programs such as TSAT. Satellites developed under ORS would not completely replace the big-ticket, next-generation space programs, but in a tight budget environment they are likely to receive increased consideration. Even with a reduced budget, the U.S. spends an enormous amount on military space compared with the rest of the world.  Overall, the Pentagon is expected to spend $4.2 billion on space procurement and $4.1 billion on research and development in Fiscal 2011. In the next 10 years, the U.S. will account for 77% of global military satellite sales; Europe will be a distant second, with 9.3% of sales. Countries such as Russia, China and Israel are increasing their military space spending and, by the end of the 10-year forecast period, Asian countries will outpace Europe with 12.5% of the market. 

A2: Plan is secret
The plan would be done in public
Iannotta, 2008 
(Bed Iannotta, Editor of the C4ISR Journal, “Cost growth triggers review of U.S. satcom plan”, September 11, 2008, http://www.c4isrjournal.com/story.php?F=3720183)

A busted budget on the U.S. Air Force’s Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) satellite program will force the Pentagon to re-examine its long-range strategy for ensuring protected, jam-resistant communications between the U.S. civilian leadership and commanders around the world. The Lockheed Martin AEHF satellites are scheduled to start launching in August 2009, and sometime after 2015 the U.S. plans to shift to a constellation of futuristic Transformational Satellites (T-Sat) that would bounce transmissions through space by laser and send broadband imagery to moving vehicles. On Sept. 5, the Pentagon formally set in motion a review of its AEHF plan, something that cannot be done without also examining T-Sat, said Gary Payton, the Air Force deputy undersecretary for space programs, in a teleconference with reporters. The U.S. Nunn-McCurdy acquisition law requires the Pentagon to re-examine programs whose costs escalate by more than 25 percent, and re-justify them to Congress.  “When do we stop AEHF and when do we start T-Sat?” Payton said. “That’s within the realm of the width and breadth of a Nunn-McCurdy recertification.” Payton said the Air Force still plans to award a contract for T-Sat as early as November. Lockheed Martin and Boeing have been conducting laboratory demonstrations of their proposed laser communications links with funds from the Air Force as they compete for the right to build the spacecraft.
***CASE***

1NC ISR

1. Improvements in ISR don’t lift fog of war and incentivize attacks from US enemies
Boot, 2006
Max Boot. FALL 2006. senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, a columnist for the Los Angeles Times, and a contributing editor to The Weekly Standard. The Paradox of Military Technology. http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-paradox-of-military-technology

Taken together, the changes in military power wrought by the information revolution are still in their early stages, and they still have serious limitations. Even the best surveillance systems can be stymied by simple countermeasures like camouflage, smoke, and decoys, by bad weather, or by terrain like the deep sea, mountains, or jungles. Sensors have limited ability to penetrate solid objects, so that they cannot tell what is happening in underground bunkers such as those that North Korea and Iran likely use to hide their nuclear weapons programs. Urban areas present a particularly difficult challenge: There are far more things to track (individuals) and far more obstructions (buildings, vehicles, trees, signs) than at sea or in the sky. Figuring out whether a person is a civilian or an insurgent is a lot harder than figuring out whether an unidentified aircraft is a civilian airliner or an enemy fighter. It is harder still to figure out how many enemy soldiers will resist or what stratagems they will employ. No machine has yet been invented that can penetrate human thought processes. Even with the best equipment in the world, U.S. forces frequently have been surprised by their adversaries. Some strategists expect that advances in information technology will greatly diminish if not altogether obliterate some of these difficulties. The Pentagon is creating a Global Information Grid that will pool data from all U.S. assets, whether an infantryman on the ground or a satellite in space. The ultimate goal: to provide a perfect operational picture—a “God’s-eye view” of the battlespace. This ambitious objective could be furthered by the development of better microwave radars that could see through walls, foliage, or soil; cheaper, more pervasive sensors that could provide 24/7 coverage of the battlefield; better data compression and transmission techniques that could allow more bytes to be sent much faster; and more powerful computers that might make it possible to create, for example, a real-time, three-dimensional model of a city showing all the people who reside in it. Yet no matter how far information technology advances, it is doubtful that the Pentagon will ever succeed, as some utopians dream, in “lifting the fog of war.” The fallibility of American soldiers and the cunning of their enemies will surely continue to frustrate the best-laid plans. Moreover, America’s growing reliance on high-tech systems creates new vulnerabilities of its own: Future enemies have strong incentives to attack U.S. computer and communication nodes. Strikes on military information networks could blind or paralyze the armed forces, while strikes on civilian infrastructure, such as banking or air control systems, could cause chaos on the home front. Adversaries will almost certainly figure out ways to blunt the U.S. informational advantage. From Operation Anaconda in Afghanistan to numerous misadventures in Iraq, they already have. Whether fighting in the mountains of eastern Afghanistan or in the alleys of Ramadi and Fallujah, U.S. soldiers have been ambushed by insurgents who managed to elude their sensor networks through such simple expedients as communicating via messengers, not cell phones
2. Creating a global information grid is too difficult in the short term
GAO, 2004
GAO. July 2004. United States Government Accountability Office.  The Global Information Grid and Challenges Facing Its Implementation. http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d04858.pdf

The most critical challenge ahead for DOD is making the GIG a reality. While DOD has taken steps to define its vision and objectives for the GIG on paper and in policy and is beginning to make a heavy investment in the GIG as well as systems that will be heavily dependent on the GIG, it is not fully known how DOD will meet these objectives. For example, it is not known which investments should take priority over others and how these decisions will be enforced. Moreover, it is not known how DOD will assess the overall progress of the GIG and determine whether the network as a whole is providing a worthwhile return on investment, particularly in terms of enhancing and even transforming military operations. According to DOD officials, the enhancements DOD is making to its planning and budgeting processes are meant to begin addressing these questions. Until DOD implements an investment and oversight strategy for the GIG as a whole, it is at risk of making investments that do not fit DOD’s vision for the future.
3. GIG impossible- technology insufficient.
GAO, 2004
GAO. July 2004. United States Government Accountability Office.  The Global Information Grid and Challenges Facing Its Implementation. http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d04858.pdf

Building a reliable, secure network that will operate on the move, virtually anywhere and provide the necessary information and services to enable netcentric military operations presents considerable technical challenges. While DOD intends to utilize existing commercial communications and networking technologies, which have advanced significantly in recent years, the GIG requires DOD to advance a number of key technologies, develop a series of complex systems and software, field them without delay so schedules for other dependent systems are not disrupted, and develop the means to effectively manage and protect the network and its data. 
1NC NCW

1. Plan doesn’t prevent US space challengers
Dudney, 2011

(Robert S. Dudney, former editor in chief of Air Force Magazine, “Five Roads to Space Dominance”, July 2011, Airforce Magazine volume 94 number 7, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2011/July%202011/0711space.aspx)
Equally important to the strategy: Pentagon plans to acquire improved types of space capabilities, produced in better ways. The US looks to turn decisively away from practices common in the Cold War and early post-Cold War years. Then, the military built massive spacecraft, often ascribing multiple missions to a single orbital vehicle. As Lynn observed, "We chose not to let cost restrict our ambitions." This tended to result in a few exquisite spacecraft, at very high expense, frequently delivered years behind schedule. Today, according to Shelton, that’s history. Relying on a few vulnerable systems has become too dangerous. USAF, he said, will seek spacecraft with "adequate" capability but at lower cost and with—especially—greater "passive resilience." To Shelton, the key would be a "fault-tolerant" design, meaning one in which single-point failure does not bring down an entire constellation. Ideas include higher orbits, more numerous spacecraft, the distribution of mission systems over linked satellites, and on-orbit spares. "We can’t tolerate loss of mission critical capability," said Shelton. Others see a crying need for systems flexible enough to meet emerging requirements through rapid infusions of new technologies. The JCS vice chairman, Cartwright, bluntly asserted that new platforms should be designed with lives of no more than 10 years and be produced in larger numbers. "I don’t need the 30-year platform," he said. "I need an 18-month change cycle [for satellites], to be able to adapt these things to what’s really facing us on the battlefield." Carlson, for his part, rejects the notion that launching a few more, smaller satellites adds to security in space. He asked, "Do you think that somebody that’s got ASATs, microwave weapons, and lasers is going to worry about whether you have two or five satellites?" Still, his appears to be a minority view.
2. Any advances the US makes will be copied by China- kills US superiority
Cooper, 2009
SIMON COOPER. July 10, 2009. How China Steals U.S. Military Secrets. http://www.popularmechanics.com/technology/military/news/3319656
According to U.S. counterintelligence agents, Bill Moo was one player in a sprawling, decentralized network. "They are scouring the globe on behalf of the Chinese government, vacuuming up every shred of technology information or hardware they can get their hands on," says former FBI officer Ed Appel. A press officer at the Chinese embassy in Washington, D.C., calls that accusation "groundless," saying that "the Chinese government does not have activities in espionage in the United States." However, Appel and others say that extensive Chinese spying is indicated by a sampling of cases that have recently come to light in the United States. South Korean arms dealer Kwonhwan Park was sentenced in August 2005 for exporting Black Hawk helicopter engines and night vision equipment to China. Ting-Ih Hsu, a naturalized U.S. citizen, and Hai Lin Nee, a Chinese citizen, illegally exported 25 low-noise amplifier chips that have applications in the Hellfire air-to-ground missiles carried by Apache and Cobra helicopters. New Jersey firms Manten Electronics and Universal Technologies sold China millions of dollars' worth of restricted computer chips. Eugene You-Tsai Hsu, a retiree living in Blue Springs, Mo., tried to buy a critical encryption device tightly controlled by the National Security Agency. Additional accused Chinese operatives have been sent to prison in cases involving Generation III night vision equipment and computer chips used in advanced radar and navigation systems. None of the spies acted in concert, according to U.S. counterintelligence sources. Like Moo, they were freelancers, operating at what Appel calls a "deniable distance" from their Beijing bosses. However, they did share much of their quarry--items on shopping lists that included some of America's most sophisticated weaponry. Sights on Taiwan On Feb. 28, 1991, the United States and its allies called a halt to combat operations in the Persian Gulf War, just four days after U.S. tanks started to roll across the desert, and a few weeks after launching an air campaign. "The Chinese watched with dismay the ease of the U.S. victory over Iraq," says Toshi Yoshihara, visiting professor at the Air War College in Montgomery, Ala. In response, he says, modernizing the country's vast but primitive arsenal became a top priority for Chinese officials. According to U.S. deputy undersecretary of defense Richard Lawless, China's sense of urgency stems partly from concern over the future of Taiwan. In testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Lawless said that China wants "a variety of credible military options to deter moves by Taiwan toward permanent separation or, if required, to compel by force the integration of Taiwan" with the mainland. Since the United States has pledged to defend Taiwan, that means China is seeking the ability to go toe-to-toe against America's best weaponry. Some U.S. officials argue that China's ambitions go beyond Taiwan to encompass the global stage. Rather than trying to address all its military shortcomings at once, Yoshihara says, the Chinese government focused on obtaining "leap ahead" technologies already in use by the United States. Former Chinese leader Jiang Zemin called these technologies "shashoujian," translated variously as "assassin's mace" or "silver bullet." They ranged from advanced communications equipment to long-range missile systems. A Credible Threat The result of China's 15-year effort has been "the largest military buildup the world has witnessed since the end of the Cold War," says Richard Fisher, a China specialist for the International Assessment and Strategy Center (IASC), a Virginia-based think tank. China is now termed a "credible threat to other modern militaries operating in the region" by the Department of Defense, despite languishing perhaps 25 years behind the States in a number of areas. By next year, Chinese nuclear missiles could have the capability to hit any target in the United States from launch sites on mainland China. By 2008, the country is expected to possess submarine-launched nuclear missiles, giving it global strike capabilities. The nuclear arsenal is backed by an increasingly sophisticated navy and air force. Currently on Chinese military drawing boards are plans for combat aircraft, the Chengdu J-10 and Xian JH-7A fighter jets; a combat helicopter, the Z-10; advanced warships; and even space-based weapons designed to knock out communications satellites. U.S. observers fear that much of this will be made possible by espionage. In June 2005, China began sea trials of its new Luyang II guided-missile destroyers. When the armaments were unveiled, jaws clenched in the Pentagon. The ships were equipped with a knockoff of the latest version of the U.S. Navy's Aegis battle management system, a critical command-and-control technology. The technology enables U.S.--and now Chinese--forces to simultaneously attack land targets, submarines and surface ships. It also runs fleet defense tactics to protect against hostile planes and missiles. Federal sources insist that the only way the relatively backward Chinese military could have developed such a system was by copying it. 

1NC Aerospace

1. Aerospace gets more workers from decline of NASA space shuttle
Schneider, 2011
MIKE SCHNEIDER. Jul. 04, 2011.  An award-winning journalist with 18 years experience covering the U.S. space program, Data journalist at Associated Press. Fla.'s Space Coast feels pain of shuttle's end. http://www.kansascity.com/2011/07/04/2992354/flas-space-coast-feels-pain-of.html
With the launches of Saturn rockets, the communities of Titusville, Cape Canaveral, Merritt Island and Cocoa Beach gained an influx of highly educated engineers, project managers and technicians, and aerospace became the Space Coast's dominant industry. Even the area code is 3-2-1. Elementary schools are named for the shuttles and there's Astronaut High School and Satellite High School. Locals ate at the Moon Hut restaurant before it closed, and visitors can sleep in a bed shaped like a space shuttle at the Best Western Space Shuttle Inn in Titusville. Restaurants and businesses already are feeling the belt-tightening as residents stay home to save money. After July, it will be a long while before hotels are booked up like they usually are for shuttle launches. Hundreds of thousands of spectators pour into Brevard County, which ordinarily is home to a half million residents. "Everyone is starting to feel the pinch. People are not working. They're economizing," said Donna Thrash, who runs a jobs workshop for space workers at Brevard Workforce, the county's career center. "Every launch, this area is full of people and everyone benefits from that. Once that's gone, it's going to really hit people that that isn't coming anymore." The Space Coast had years to prepare for the end of the space shuttle. But the announcement in 2004 occurred in a different era - a time when Florida's unemployment rate was 3.5 percent, the housing boom was fueling construction growth and the Space Coast had the highest property values in central Florida. Now, unemployment is at 10.6 percent, growth has disappeared and for-sale signs dot neighborhoods. "The number of folks who have found other work is negligible. You almost have to leave the area to find other work," said Lew Jamieson, local president of the union for workers who provide support for shuttle launches The aerospace jobs that would be natural fits for the laid-off space workers are in places like South Carolina, Oklahoma and the Pacific Northwest. The Boeing Co. and other aerospace companies with workers at the space center are hiring some of their shuttle workers at airplane factories. "We don't need rocket scientists to build commercial aircraft but we need smart people," said Stephen Davis, a Boeing spokesman.
2. Aerospace industry improves without NASA programs- Boeing proves
Butler, 2011
Amy Butler. March 16, 2011. Boeing Looks to Expand Milspace Business. http://www.military.com/features/0,15240,228436,00.html

Boeing is eyeing opportunities to expand its military space business despite being left out of the government's plans to implement a satellite block-buy approach under the U.S. Air Force's Evolutionary Acquisition for Space Efficiency (EASE) procurement strategy. Some growth for Boeing's Space and Intelligence Systems could come through the sale of more hosted payloads, says Craig Cooning, a vice president there. Already, the company has sold hosted UHF payloads to Australia and the U.S. Jim Simpson, vice president for the sector's business development operations, says that as many as four hosted payload sales could be captured in a year. One option being considered by the company would compete with Lockheed Martin for the overhead, persistent, non-imaging infrared mission now being transferred from the legacy Defense Support System to the Space-Based Infrared System (Sbirs). Though Sbirs GEO-1 is set to launch in early May, the program has been billions of dollars over budget and delayed by years. And "I see a lot of high-price items crowding out a lot of the space portfolio," Cooning says. Boeing is looking at options for developing a hosted payload based on new IR technology, likely a wide-field-of-view focal plane array. It could be ready in about three years. A free-flying satellite could be ready in as little as five years, Cooning suggests. It is possible Boeing may pull some lessons from its base of classified work, which he says is "solid," to support this effort. Simpson says the company is working with the Air Force to get a payload certified for delivering ballistic missile launch warning messages prior to a launch. "If you want to provide a capability, it is going to have to go beyond an experiment," Cooning says. The Air Force is planning to boost the Commercially Hosted Infrared Payload (Chirp), developed by SAIC, this year on an SES Americom communications satellite as a project to experiment with the new IR technology. Other potential hosted payloads could include more communications, including EHF, and sensors, Simpson says. Meanwhile, Cooning is raising questions about the implementation of the Air Force's EASE satellite purchasing concept, which aims to garner savings by buying Lockheed Martin Sbirs and Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) satellites in orders of two, rather than singly (Aerospace DAILY, Feb. 17). Both satellite programs have run woefully over cost estimates and been delivered late. "The concept of EASE, I think, is a good concept in that if you can do effective block buys and smooth out the funding ... it takes care of a lot of issues in the space budget," Cooning says. "Contractors that are selected ... should earn the right to use EASE, and you do that by demonstrating a reduction [in price] that is significant over time." Cooning says Boeing was not approached about applying the EASE model to its military space programs. However, the company is sweetening the deal for future Wideband Global Satcom (WGS) buys from last year's four for the price of three to three for the price of two, he says. Despite problems manufacturing early WGS spacecraft, he says the company is reducing its price. "Once you are building a satellite ... you ought to see prices coming down dramatically." WGS 4 is now in thermal-vacuum testing and is slated for shipment to the Air Force later this year. Overall, Boeing's space business is characterized by Cooning as strong. Commercial space activity accounted for about 10% of last year's revenue and it is expected to increase to 18% this year, Cooning says.
1NC Solvency

1. TSATs fail- empirics prove
Levin, 2003

(Robert E. Levin, Director of the Acquisition and Sourcing Management Department of the United States General Accounting Office, No Title, December4, 2003, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d0471r.pdf)
Historically, DOD has had difficulty meeting the cost, schedule, and performance goals that were established at the start of its major defense acquisition programs such as TSAT. DOD’s investments in money and time have far exceeded initial estimates for developing and acquiring communications satellites and other weapon systems. In addition, weapon systems have frequently been saddled with performance shortfalls.3 To address some of these difficulties, DOD recently implemented a new space systems acquisition policy, which intends to provide decision makers in the Air Force with more consistent and robust information on costs, technologies, and requirements. The new acquisition policy also promotes rapid introduction of emerging technologies into space systems and allows technology, design, and system development to occur concurrently in an effort to speed the acquisition process. A recent GAO report identified some positive aspects of the policy; however, the report stated that any benefits will be limited because the policy permits major investments in new programs before managers know what resources are really required to deliver a promised capability.4
2. Status quo solves- other programs have replaced TSATs
Sacknoff, 2009

(Scott Sacknoff, owner of SPADE Indexes, which develops and manages sector, theme, and regional indexes used as the basis for investment products including exchange traded funds. “Ten Keys for Investing in Defense Over the Next Ten Months”, June 8th, 2009, http://seekingalpha.com/article/141946-ten-keys-for-investing-in-defense-over-the-next-six-months) 
Specifics of the FY2010 Defense Department budget were finally made available in early May and there were few surprises from the information that was leaked over the previous weeks. A number of large programs were cancelled or scaled back including major initiatives such as the Future Combat System, Transformational Satellite TSAT, and the presidential helicopter, but each were “replaced” with other programs that are designed to meet the ongoing needs of the agency. In fact, despite the cancellation of the multi-billion TSAT program, spending on new communications satellites in FY10 rose. Analysts have now shifted their attention toward gathering information on the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) which will be the guide for the FY-2011 to FY-2015 budgets -- although final details are not due until next February. While a number of analysts think defense spending has peaked with the FY-10 budget, dramatic cuts in future budgets is meeting with resistance from a number of current and former members of the executive branch and Congress as well as military officials.

3. Tech difficulties and high cost hinder deployment

Fabey 06

Michael, Aerospace Daily & Defense Report, “Air Force Approach Raises Questions About TSAT Capability and Cost,” December 18, 2006, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=aerospacedaily&id=news/TSAT12186.xml
The U.S. Air Force's incremental approach to developing and deploying its Transformational Satellite (TSAT) network is raising questions about the system's ultimate capabilities and cost. Last year, Air Force officials talked of a five-satellite network for TSAT that not only would provide laser links between the spacecraft but also down to the ground as the network grew. The estimated cost for TSAT was about $18 billion. But now officials refuse to talk about any ground-to-orbit laser link requirements, and the service won't comment on estimated total costs. "The TSAT program is composed of different segments," Air Force program officials said in an email response to questions. "These include the TSAT Mission Operations System (TMOS), which was awarded in January of 2006; risk reduction and technology development activities that have been on-going since 2004; and the TSAT space segment, which has not yet been awarded." Air Force officials said they would only discuss the first increment of the TSAT satellite program - the initial satellite, which has half the laser terminals and about a quarter of the processing throughput compared to what was initially planned. "Right now, the Air Force focus is still on the program of record, and executing the TSAT Block I capability," program officials said. The laser links for that satellite would be used to communicate with other satellites. Satellite communications to the Earth's surface are to be done with RF signals. It would be too early, Air Force program officials said, to estimate the total TSAT cost now. The two contractors vying to build the TSAT spacecraft -- Boeing and Lockheed Martin -- also refuse to discuss any ground-to-orbit laser link possibilities. Lockheed would only acknowledge an Air Force desire for laser links between the satellite and high-altitude aircraft, such as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs). As for cost, Lockheed said TSAT was a $10 billion "development program." That cost could only cover basic development, according to John Edwards of Forecast International. "When people say that TSAT is a $10 billion development program I think they are trying to describe the DOD RDT&E [research, development, test and evaluation] funding in the Air Force budget," Edwards said. "This amount totals approximately $10 billion between fiscal year '05 and fiscal year '11. This does not include actual spacecraft procurement [or] launcher procurement, nor does it include ground segment procurement costs, which, when added up, will total more than $16 billion. "The GAO [Government Accountability Office] has estimated that it would cost $16 billion in May 2006 so it's safe to say that there has been some cost growth since that time," Edwards continued. "I believe that $18 billion is the more realistic figure and I wouldn't be surprised if it was actually slightly higher than that if all the spacecraft are indeed procured." Edwards also said the recent refusals to discuss orbit-to-ground laser links are likely due to technical difficulties in developing such a capability. "The ground-orbit laser comms portion of TSAT was one of the desired capabilities and the reason you may not be hearing about it so much is because the laser comms are considered to be the most technologically and fiscally challenging portions of TSAT. The first TSAT spacecraft will be far less capable than originally expected and not until the second and maybe even third spacecraft will we start to see some of the bells and whistles that were promised with TSAT." Loren Thompson, space expert for the Lexington Institute, said the reason for a clamp down on discussions about that type of laser communications is because even the development of that capability is now considered classified. 

4. TSATs production not feasible until 2018- tech problems
Butler, 2011
(Amy Butler.2011. http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/jsp_includes/articlePrint.jsp?storyID=news/aw04078p1.xml&headLine=USAF%20Plans%20First%20AEHF%20Launch)
The government has provided about $500 million each to Boeing and Lockheed Martin to develop TSAT designs, which are expected to incorporate highly secure laser links. They will transmit massive amounts of data using lightwaves rather than radio frequencies. TSAT is also expected to make use of Internet protocol routing, essentially providing a secure Internet in the sky. The initial operational capability for TSAT - one of then-Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld's "transformational" programs designed to exploit leaps in technology - is expected to slip, possibly to 2018, according to a senior Air Force official. Plans originally called for a 2009 first launch, or earlier. Now contractors' work has been extended to June, at which time they hope to have direction from the Air Force on how to proceed. Boeing and Lockheed Martin have both submitted proposals for the TSAT development contract, but a downselect date is uncertain. Despite a $150-million cut in the Fiscal 2008 TSAT budget, Air Force officials at the Milsatcom program office say funding is still available for a decision by October. However, a cut of roughly $3.9 billion through 2013 has left planners scrambling to figure out how to field as much advanced technology with TSAT as possible, given a resource shortage. "The Department of Defense is reassessing the optimal strategy for satisfying future satellite communication requirements in light of economic realities, program interrelationships and user demand for these services," according to officials at the Milsatcom program office at Los Angeles AFB, Calif. "Until this assessment is complete, the long-term TSAT program schedule remains to be determined." AEHF will replace the Milstar constellation now in orbit. The last Milstar was lofted in April 2003. AEHF Space Vehicle-1 (SV-1) will be "backward compatible" with the Milstar constellation, meaning it will be capable of cross-linking - or transmitting data in space - to Milstar spacecraft until the full complement of AEHF satellites reaches orbit. SV-1 will also be compatible with Milstar terminals now in the field with ground units, including special operators; AEHF signals employ a low-probably-of-intercept and -detection capability as well. Lockheed Martin says its AEHF will provide 10 times the capacity and six times the channel data rates over what is offered by the most advanced Milstar satellites today. AEHF will add a "higher data rate" to the low- and medium-rate modes on Milstar II, the most recent "block" of that system. The higher data rate will allow for transmission of up to 8.2 Mbps. to future AEHF Army terminals. 

Ext 3- Not Feasible

TSATs don’t meet goals- tech too complex
Matthews, 2009
(WILLIAM MATTHEWS.  17 August 2009.  AEHF 'Not Out of Woods Yet'. http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4237140.)
TSAT, the Transformational Satellite communications system, cost U.S. taxpayers $2.5 billion before Gates pulled its plug. AEHF was expected to cost $5.6 billion in 2001 when the program was getting under way, but today the price tag is more than $10 billion for fewer satellites, according to the Government Accountability Office (GAO). TSAT was at least four years behind schedule. Launch of the first satellite had been pushed back to 2019. The first AEHF was supposed to be launched in 2008, then 2009, and now Lockheed is aiming for late 2010. Work on TSAT began in 2003, but the satellite never made it past the early stages of development before collapsing under its own complexity. It was supposed to be the space-based element of the U.S. military's "global information grid." As such, TSAT was designed to handle 100 times the communications volume of current military satellites, and it was expected to deliver secure, Internet-like communications capability to aircraft, ships, ground vehicles, unmanned spy planes, sensors and even computers in troops' backpacks. Five TSAT satellites were supposed to be able to communicate with each other and the ground using laser light, and their radiation-hardened components were to provide uninterrupted service even during a nuclear attack. Its boosters touted TSAT as "a key enabler" for network-centric warfare. "TSAT was supposed to include everything," said Vincent Sabathier, director for space initiatives at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "But it was too far-fetched. It's good to set high goals, but TSAT was too high." Faced with a $26 billion price tag, a slipping development schedule and some technology that bordered on wishful thinking, Gates announced April 6, "We will terminate the Transformational Satellite program, and instead purchase two more Advanced Extremely High Frequency satellites as alternatives." With AEHF, "you're going back to a system that was considered too expensive and not delivering the capabilities you hoped for," Sabathier said. 
Ext 4- Timeframe

TSAT’s take an extremely long time to create and put into orbit
Stew ‘08
[Magnuson, Stew with additional reporting by Erwin, Sandra I., For National Defense Magazine Online; association for the United States government and the defense industry. “Promise of ‘Revolution’ in Satellite Communications Faces Challenges,” January 2008, http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/archive/2008/January/Pages/Promise2384.aspx]
Scheduled to have its first launch as early as 2016, T-Sat is designed to dramatically boost the bandwidth that can be pushed to the lowest echelons by employing powerful Ku-band transponders and laser-based communications that are nearly impossible to jam. The five-satellite constellation will support the Marine Corps and Army’s vision of space-based on-the-move communications, which entails sending and transmitting live streaming video to and from a humvee, Stryker or other vehicles as they speed down roads. Johansen of Boeing Co., who is vying for the contract along with Lockheed Martin, said T-Sat could “revolutionize” satellite communications. The decision on which of the satellite builders wins the contract may come as early December. Meanwhile, Congress continues to question whether the Air Force should take money out of the T-Sat account and buy additional WGS or advanced EHF satellites. T-Sat is a test of the “block approach” to developing satellites. The program calls for the services that will use the system to produce clear requirements, then for the builders to achieve technical milestones in increments before they proceed to the next block. Under this strategy, the first T-Sats to reach orbit will not have all the capabilities envisioned. Once the first blocks prove themselves in space, the second generation will become fully capable. This measured approach is designed to reduce risk and maintain a predictable schedule. So far for T-Sat, the approach seems to be working, GAO found. Six of the seven critical technologies have been tested in relevant environment, it noted. GAO warned that T-Sat will be one of the most costly and technically complex military systems ever attempted. It has a $14 billion to $16 billion price tag.
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