
Space Col Addon
Problems at hand come first
Stross 7 (Charles Stross, Freelance Journalist and Writer, “The High Frontier-Redux”, http://www.antipope.org/charlie/blog-static/2007/06/the-high-frontier-redux.html)
And I don't want to spend much time talking about the unspoken ideological underpinnings of the urge to space colonization, other than to point out that they're there, that the case for space colonization isn't usually presented as an economic enterprise so much as a quasi-religious one. "We can't afford to keep all our eggs in one basket" isn't so much a justification as an appeal to sentimentality, for in the hypothetical case of a planet-trashing catastrophe, we (who currently inhabit the surface of the Earth) are dead anyway. The future extinction of the human species cannot affect you if you are already dead: strictly speaking, it should be of no personal concern. 


Colonization fails – solar rays, lack of oxygen, lack of tech and terraforming failure 
Williams, Physics Instructor, Santa Rosa College, 10
(Lynda, Peace Review Journal of Social Justice, The New Arms Race in Outer Space 22.1, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization.” Spring 2010, http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf, AH)
What do the prospects of colonies or bases on the Moon and Mars offer? Both the Moon and Mars host extreme environments that are uninhabitable to humans without very sophisticated technological life supporting systems beyond any that are feasible now or will be available in the near future. Both bodies are subjected to deadly levels of solar radiation and are void of atmospheres that could sustain oxygen-based life forms such as humans. Terra- forming either body is not feasible with current technologies or within any reasonable time frames so any colony or base would be restricted to living in space capsules or trailer park like structures which could not support a sufficient number of humans to perpetuate and sustain the species in any long term manner.

Bubble
Bubble financing won’t be used for innovation, and the collapse will completely destroy the industry.
Eric Janszen is the founder and president of iTulip, Inc. He formerly served as managing director of the venture firm Osborn Capital, CEO of AutoCell, Inc. and Bluesocket, Inc., and entrepreneur-in-residence for Trident Capital, “The next bubble: Priming the markets for tomorrow's big crash,” February 2008, http://harpers.org/archive/2008/02/0081908

There is one industry that fits the bill: alternative energy, the development of more energy-efficient products, along with viable alternatives to oil, including wind, solar, and geothermal power, along with the use of nuclear energy to produce sustainable oil substitutes, such as liquefied hydrogen from water. Indeed, the next bubble is already being branded. Wired magazine, returning to its roots in boosterism, put ethanol on the cover of its October 2007 issue, advising its readers to forget oil; NBC had a “Green Week” in November 2007, with themed shows beating away at an ecological message and Al Gore making a guest appearance on the sitcom 30 Rock. Improbably, Gore threatens to become the poster boy for the new new new economy: he has joined the legendary venture-capital firm Kleiner Perkins Caufield & Byers, which assisted at the births of Amazon.com and Google, to oversee the “climate change solutions group,” thus providing a massive dose of Nobel Prize–winning credibility that will be most useful when its first alternative-energy investments are taken public before a credulous mob. Other ventures—Lazard Capital Markets, Generation Investment Management, Nth Power, EnerTech Capital, and Battery Ventures—are funding an array of startups working on improvements to solar cells, to biofuels production, to batteries, to “energy management” software, and so on. The candidates for the 2008 presidential election, notably Obama, Clinton, Romney, and McCain, now invoke “energy security” in their stump speeches and on their websites. Previously, “energy independence” was more common, and perhaps this change in terminology is a hint that a portion of the Homeland Security budget will be allocated for alternative energy, a potential boon for startups and for FIRE. More valuable than campaign rhetoric, however, is legislation. The Energy Policy Act of 2005, a massive bill known to morning commuters for extending daylight savings time, contained provisions guaranteeing loans for alternative-energy businesses, including nuclear-power technology. The bill authorizes $200 million annually for clean-coal initiatives, repeals the current 160-acre cap on coal leases, offers subsidies for wind energy and other alternative-energy producers, and promises $50 million annually, over the life of the bill, for a biomass grant program. Loan guarantees for “innovative technologies” such as advanced nuclear-reactor designs are also at hand; a kindler, gentler nuclear industry appears to be imminent. The Price-Anderson Nuclear Industries Indemnity Act has been extended through 2025; the secretary of energy was ordered to implement the 2001 nuclear power “roadmap,” and $1.25 billion was set aside by the Department of Energy to develop a nuclear reactor that will generate both electricity and hydrogen. The future of transportation may be neither solar- nor ethanol-powered but instead rely on numerous small nuclear power plants generating electricity and, for local transportation, hydrogen. At the state and local levels, related bills have been passed or are under consideration. Supporting this alternative-energy bubble will be a boom in infrastructure—transportation and communications systems, water, and power. In its 2005 report card, the American Society of Civil Engineers called for $1.6 trillion to be spent over five years to bring the United States back up to code, giving America a grade of “D.” Decades of neglect have put us trillions of dollars away from an “A.” After last August’s bridge collapse in Minnesota, it took only a week for libertarian Robert Poole, director of transportation studies for the Reason Foundation, to renew the call for “highway public-private partnerships funded by tolls,” and for Hillary Clinton to put forth a multibillion-dollar “Rebuild America” plan. Of course, alternative energy and the improvement of our infrastructure are both necessary for our national well-being; and therein lies the danger: hyperinflations, in the long run, are always destructive. Since the 1970s, U.S. dependence on foreign energy supplies has become a major economic and security liability, and our superannuated roadways are the nation’s circulatory system. Without the efficient transit of gasoline-powered trucks laden with goods across our highways there would be no Wal-Mart, no other big-box stores, no morning FedEx deliveries. Without “energy security” and repairs to our “crumbling infrastructure,” our very competitiveness is at stake. Luckily, Al Gore will be making principled venture capital investments on our behalf. The next bubble must be large enough to recover the losses from the housing bubble collapse. How bad will it be? Some rough calculations7 : the gross market value of all enterprises needed to develop hydroelectric power, geothermal energy, nuclear energy, wind farms, solar power, and hydrogen-powered fuel-cell technology—and the infrastructure to support it—is somewhere between $2 trillion and $4 trillion; assuming the bubble can get started, the hyperinflated fictitious value could add another $12 trillion. In a hyperinflation, infrastructure upgrades will accelerate, with plenty of opportunity for big government contractors fleeing the declining market in Iraq. Thus, we can expect to see the creation of another $8 trillion in fictitious value, which gives us an estimate of $20 trillion in speculative wealth, money that inevitably will be employed to increase share prices rather than to deliver “energy security.” When the bubble finally bursts, we will be left to mop up after yet another devastated industry. FIRE, meanwhile, will already be engineering its next opportunity. Given the current state of our economy, the only thing worse than a new bubble would be its absence.

		2.	That outweighs aff solvency – no amount of financing can overcome the shakedown.
Steve Tobak is a consultant and former high-tech senior executive. He's managing partner of Invisor Consulting, a management consulting and business strategy firm, “The alternative-energy bubble,” 8/6/2008, http://news.cnet.com/8301-13555_3-10007628-34.html

When VCs smell a hot market, they fund a bunch of companies in that space and hope one or two make it. It's a numbers game. Sometimes they hit it, most of the time, they don't, but if they spread their fund around a bit, it usually pays off. Now multiply that model by a few dozen VCs, throw in a host of corporate, institutional, and individual investors, and voila, you've got dozens of companies that are very well funded. But that doesn't mean the market demand will support all those companies--and all the capacity they need to bring online for their business models to work. The principals of all those alternative-energy companies know that, but that won't stop them from doing what they're doing. Still, no matter what they say publicly, they know they have to nail their strategy and business plans, if they hope to survive an eventual shakeout. The magnitude of the shakeout will be proportional to the gap between market demand and supply. In the case of the dot-com bubble--which also included Internet and telecommunications infrastructure, fiber optics, and communications chips--the shakeout was huge, affecting the public markets by almost a trillion dollars. The nanotech bubble, on the other hand, has been largely localized to the VC community.

		3.	The squo solves better – big oil companies will innovate renewable energy without subsidies.
David Lee Smith is a columnist for The Motley Fool, “Want Renewable Energy? Stop Fighting Big Oil,” 3/27/2012, http://www.dailyfinance.com/2012/03/27/want-renewable-energy-stop-fighting-big-oil/

In North America, due mainly to technological advancements, we're far better off from a fossil fuels perspective than we were as recently as a half-decade ago. Despite a less-than-sensible decision to delay approval of the northern portion of the Keystone XL pipeline, the possibility for the U.S. to achieve energy independence -- at least from unfriendly countries -- now seems real. There appears to be an approach to improving our energy picture even further. It harkens back to an article titled "Marketing Myopia" that became a classic immediately after it was published in 1960 in the vaunted Harvard Business Review. As its author Theodore Levitt noted, industries often falter when they view their roles too narrowly in the face of new competitive challenges. For instance, the railroads saw themselves only as riders of the rails and failed to participate in and benefit from the emergence of cars and airplanes. Similarly, rather than assume a broader scope as purveyors of entertainment, the film studios stood by and let others develop and expand television in the 1940s. It may surprise you to know that the members of Big Oil hardly suffer from marketing myopia. Indeed, ExxonMobil (NYS: XOM) , while plying the world in the progressively more challenging search for crude deposits and filling the role of our nation's largest natural gas producer, is involved in a significant partnership that is attempting to develop advanced biofuels from photosynthetic algae. Concurrently, Chevron is conducting programs to leverage its energy expertise in the pursuit of economically and commercially viable, renewable energy opportunities, including solar. The Foolish bottom line Meanwhile, our federal government continues to dole out funds to the likes of Solyndra and floundering First Solar (NAS: FSLR) . President Barack Obama recently said of the Congress, "They can either place their bets on a fossil fuel from the last century or they can place their bets on America's future," while again calling for the repositioning of roughly $4 billion in subsidies for the oil and gas industry to promote clean energy. Here's a better option: Let's cast aside myopia, corporate or federal, and place our bets on energy broadly defined. If Exxon and its peers are best-equipped and funded to achieve meaningful breakthroughs in renewable fuel development, while simultaneously continuing to develop the oil and gas that realistically will constitute our energy core for eons to come, what better place to cast our bets? If you agree, I'd urge you to keep close tabs on the companies discussed above by clicking on the links below to add them to your personalized watchlist. I also highly recommend reading The Motley Fool's special free report on "3 Stocks for $100 Oil." These three companies are poised to profit from the world's insatiable thirst for energy, but to find out which stocks our top analysts picked, download this report free for a limited time only.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
That causes the mother of all market crashes.
Louis Basenese is a former Wall Street consultant and analyst, Louis helped direct over $1 billion in institutional capital before founding WSD Insider and Wall Street Daily where he serves as Chief Investment Strategist, “Green Energy: The Largest Speculative Bubble We’ve Ever Seen,” 3/3/2009, http://www.investmentu.com/2009/March/green-energy.html

A few months ago I warned you about the bubble in U.S. Treasuries. And sure enough, it’s popping. Treasuries have already plummeted 20% from their December peak. By my estimates, they’ve still got another 20% to go. But regardless of how far price falls, it’ll be a pittance compared to the losses from the next bubble – one that could be $21-trillion large when the air comes rushing out… In what, you ask? Green energy… but first let me provide you with a brief historical and psychological perspective. Otherwise, I’m afraid you’ll be too quick to dismiss my prediction. And that could lead to disastrous results. Speculative Bubbles Dot The Free-Market Landscape Instances of speculative bubbles dot the free-market landscape… The 17th century brought us the Tulip Mania bubble, which like every bubble, was fueled by the social contagion of boom thinking. Tulips were the most-coveted flowers on the planet, different from every other flower known to horticulturists. As such, the incredible demand sent prices through the roof. The madness reached its peak during the winter of 1636-37, when tulip bulbs were changing hands ten times in a day. Soon after, however, the market crashed in spectacular fashion. In 1720, it was the South Sea Bubble, where massive over-speculation in Britain’s South Sea Company – which was granted a monopoly to trade in Spain’s South American colonies as part of a treaty during the War of Spanish Succession – caused financial ruin for many. (Incidentally, the bursting of this bubble led to a Bubble Act – talk about a useless and ineffective piece of legislation.) Fast-forward a couple hundred years and we endured the Japanese asset price bubble of 1990 and, of course, the infamous dot-com bubble of 2000. Lately, we’ve stepped it up even more. Three bubbles – the housing bubble, the commodity bubble and the U.S. Treasury bubble – have been crammed into a ridiculously short time span of less than eight years. The Green Energy Super-Bubble And unless our pattern of behavior suddenly changes, the ominous green energy super-bubble that’s forming will burst before the prior three have ample time to deflate. We’ve ordained a bubble economy because favorable speculative conditions constantly exist. The ever-shrinking gap between bubbles serves as all the proof we need. Cash is the fuel. Legislation is the accelerant, providing extra incentives via tax credits or subsidies. And popular culture is the explosive kicker. Together, they comprise the primary ingredients for a first-rate asset bubble. And right now, there’s only one industry that rests squarely at the intersection of public policy, investing and popular culture – alternative energy. That’s right. I believe “going green” will lead to lots of red for unprepared investors. As much as $21 trillion, based on former venture capitalist, Eric Janszen’s estimates. And here’s why… 1. The legislation is in place. And more is on the way. Under the Bush administration we got the ridiculous ethanol mandates. And solar and wind credits were routinely extended. Now, President Obama is making the environment and green-collar jobs the cornerstones of his economic recovery plan. 2. Money is already pouring into the sector. More than $200 billion was invested in clean energy and clean technology markets in the last two years. And yet, record amounts of cash are still waiting to be deployed. According to Bloomberg, speculators are sitting on $8.85 trillion in cash, desperate for an outlet. 3. Tough credit conditions actually encourage more speculation. Wayne Woo, director of Good Energies, reports that green start-ups will now give up to 75% ownership (up from 50%) to get their projects off the ground. Getting a bigger piece of the potential profit pie, for the same perceived level of risk, is bound to encourage more speculation. 4. Green is the new black. Forget fashionable. Going green resembles a religious movement nowadays. This alone has people ignoring economics in the name of social responsibility. Unmistakably, the ingredients are all there. What Will Burst This Green Energy Bubble? The only question left is, “What will burst this green energy bubble?” Plenty of scenarios exist… Government spending could fail to create sustainable jobs, which would, in effect, cause green investment to grind to a halt. Or, the lack of focus toward one be-all, end-all alternative-energy solution, whether it be wind, solar, biofuel, or something else, could frustrate investors and force them to bail. Likewise, too many so-called green innovations still reside in the laboratory. Many will never make it to market, which is another surefire way to hand investors 100% losses and sap enthusiasm and future investment. In the end, the economics just don’t add up. Without tax breaks and government subsidies, not a single alternative energy will be able to compete. So no matter how popular or fashionable alternative energy becomes, if it remains economically stupid, it’s destined to fail. No doubt, the run-up and profits will be historic. Just be forewarned that the green euphoria will ultimately be replaced with despair and massive losses.

2NC Free Market CP: Nuke Loan Guarantee Fails

The free market solves best—
Loan Guarantees fail
a) Lead to government dependence
b) Direct capital away from competition
c) Distort the allocation of resources
d) Reduces incentives for risk management and innovation
Loan Guarantees Cripple the Nuke Power Industry-Only the Free Market Solves
Spencer-9 Senior Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy Policy at Heritage Foundation
(http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/02/the-problem-with-increasing-energy-loan-guarantees)
How Loan Guarantees Distort the Market They remove incentives to decrease costs. The loan guarantee discounts the cost to build a project, and this artificial price reduction allows the recipient's project to be market viable at a point where it otherwise would not be. The consumer will eventually have to pay for this artificial reduction either through higher prices once the subsidy is removed or by being denied access to the less expensive technology that the guarantee recipient displaced. Eventually, these inefficiencies will result in higher electricity prices for consumers. They stifle competition and innovation both between sectors and within sectors. The loan guarantee artificially reduces the cost of capital, which allows a recipient to offer its product at below actual cost. This removes the incentive to look for less expensive or more competitive options. If a product is not competitive in a free market, then it should be allowed to adjust or fail. Part of the success of nuclear energy will depend on competition within the industry. While a utility might not be able to afford a single large reactor without subsidies, it might be able to afford multiple smaller rectors or a reactor based on some other technology. This would create competition, and the subsidized technologies would have to either reduce costs or lose market share. This competitive environment, with other energy sources and within the nuclear sector, would force the entire industry to become more efficient, innovative, and cost effective. They perpetuate the regulatory status quo. Nuclear energy could transform how the nation produces energy. But one of the big problems with the success of nuclear power in the United States is not that it lacks subsidies but that the regulatory environment for nuclear power does not promote growth, innovation, or competition. Assuming the permitting process works perfectly, it takes the Nuclear Regulatory Commission four years to permit a new reactor. That is too long. Furthermore, the commission is prepared to permit only one type of reactor, essentially limiting competition to a handful of companies and one technology. Another regulatory obstacle is the nation's dysfunctional nuclear waste management strategy. The federal government has taken responsibility of nuclear waste (or used fuel) management, allowing nuclear power users to ignore waste production--a critical element of the nuclear fuel cycle--when developing their business models. Because each nuclear technology produces a unique waste stream that has its own characteristics, some reactor types would be more attractive than others depending on how the waste was being managed. But so long as nuclear operators do not have to consider waste management, reactors with attractive waste characteristics can be ignored. Furthermore, developing a sound approach to waste management would substantially reduce investor risk, which would be reflected in lower financing costs. Guaranteeing the loans reduces near-term pressure to fix this ongoing problem. They suppress private-sector financing solutions. Companies invest in major projects with substantial risk all the time and do so without government loan guarantees. If they believe that the potential reward justifies the risk, they figure out a way to secure financing. This might include forming a consortium with other firms to share risk or developing an industry insurance scheme of some sort. Numerous companies exist in the private sector to insure large projects. Finding a way to develop an investment is at the heart of capitalism. But loan guarantees distort this process and remove the incentive to come up with better long-term solutions. Encouraging Government Dependence While the significant costs of the program are paid by the applicants and limited subsidies can have a role in overcoming some initial regulatory uncertainty, expanding the loan guarantee program as part of the stimulus bill is not appropriate. It is detrimental to taxpayers, consumers, and long-term competitiveness. It seems that business models are being based more on subsidies, preferences, and protections rather than on sound market principles. The result is that the prospect of a rebirth of the American nuclear industry is coming dangerously close to being completely dependent on government largesse before even one plant is built. And that is why adding a massive, long-term energy loan guarantee program is just one more example of how the stimulus package has gone awry. Instead of a series of short-term incentives that promote real and sustainable economic growth, it is a massive spending bill with provisions that should go through the normal legislative process.

Deters private-sector investment
Spencer ’11 (Jack Spencer is Research Fellow in Nuclear Energy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy, Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Congress’s Recent Attempts to Promote Small Modular Nuclear Reactors Fall Short”, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2011/pdf/wm3283.pdf, June 8, 2011, LEQ)

It deters private-sector investment. Multiple companies are currently investing in SMRs. By picking which two companies get government support, S. 512/H.R. 1808 essentially punishes those that were not chosen. This signals to private investors either that they should not get into the nuclear business or that they should spend significant resources on lobbying instead of product development. 

Loan guarantees fail - 
– increase cost of projects and decrease innovation 
De Rugy 6/8/12 (Veronique, Senior Research Fellow at the Marcatus Center at George Mason University, “Assessing the Department of Energy Loan Guarantee Program, Mercatus Center, George Mason University) 
For obvious reasons, more than any other recent events, the waste of taxpayers’ money due to Solyndra’s failure has attracted much attention. However, the problems with loan guarantees are much more fundamental than the cost of one or more failed projects. In fact, the economic literature shows that (1) every loan guarantee program transfers the risk from lenders to taxpayers, (2) is likely to inhibit innovation, and (3) increases the overall cost of borrowing. At a minimum, such guarantees distort crucial market signals that determine where capital should be invested, causing unmerited lower interest rates and a reduction of capital in the market for more worthy projects. At their worst, they introduce political incentives into business decisions, creating the conditions for businesses to seek financial rewards by pleasing political interests rather than customers. This is called cronyism, and it entails real economic costs. 2 


- turns the economy because it crowds out private investment which is necessary for innovation
De Rugy 6/8/12 (Veronique, Senior Research Fellow at the Marcatus Center at George Mason University, “Assessing the Department of Energy Loan Guarantee Program, Mercatus Center, George Mason University) 
Loan guarantee programs can also have an impact on the economy beyond their cost to taxpayers. Mal-investment—the misallocation of capital and labor—may result from these loan guarantee programs. In theory, banks lend money to the projects with the highest probability of being repaid. These projects are often the ones likely to produce larger profits and, in turn, more economic growth. However, considering that there isn’t an infinite amount of capital available at a given interest rate, loan guarantee programs could displace resources from non-politically motivated projects to politically motivated ones. Think about it this way: When the government reduces a lender’s exposure to fund a project it wouldn’t have funded otherwise, it reduces the amount of money available for projects that would have been viable without subsidies. This government involvement can distort the market signals further. For instance, the data shows that private investors tend to congregate toward government guarantee projects, independently of the merits of the projects, taking capital away from unsubsidized projects that have a better probability of success without subsidy and a more viable business plan. As the Government Accountability Office noted, “Guarantees would make projects assists financially more attractive to private capital than conservation projects not backed by federal guarantees. Thus both its loans and its guarantees will siphon private capital away.” 25 This reallocation of resources by private investors away from viable projects may even take place within the same industry—that is, one green energy project might trade off with another, more viable green energy project. More importantly, once the government subsidizes a portion of the market, the object of the subsidy becomes a safe asset. Safety in the market, however, often means low return on investments, which is likely to turn venture capitalists away. As a result, capital investments will likely dry out and innovation rates will go down. 26


