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****Agent Counterplans***
1nc recommend cp (1) 
Text: The Office of the President of the United States should publicly issue a major revision to the National Space Policy by declaring that ______________________________________


is necessary to achieve United States goals in space. 
The counterplan results in the plan, but begins with presidential action 
Keuter, 10 [President Marshall Institute, “Evaluating the Obama National Space Policy:

Continuity and New Priorities”, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/900.pdf] 
Nearly every president since Eisenhower has released a “national space policy,” outlining his views on the significance of space to American interests and identifying high level priorities intended to guide government action. Of course, the policies also are meant for international and public consumption, and so, they signal intentions and priorities meant to influence subsequent events. The new national space policy (released June 28, 2010) includes unique elements, but many of its principles, goals, and objectives are found in earlier space policies and reflect long-standing U.S. views on the use of and objectives in outer space. The natural comparison for the policy is the one it replaces, which is the Bush Administration’s policy released in October 2006. In general terms, the new policy builds on the old policy, much as one expects. Although phrased differently, the core principles embodied in the 2006 document remain, just as the 2006 policy included the core principles of the 1996 Clinton space policy. New areas recognize new challenges and different approaches to old problems. The Obama policy adds several new terms to the space policy lexicon – sustainability, responsible behavior, and stability, most notably. How those terms come to be interpreted and subsequently reflected in decisions about other policies and programs will be of considerable interest to U.S. departments and agencies, policy analysts, and foreign governments. On face, the Obama policy appears to emphasize international cooperation and highlights the goal of U.S. space leadership more than past policies. The U.S. actively participates in and leads international discussions on a host of space issues, leaving one to ask what additional efforts are anticipated in the new policy. The Obama policy adds a welcome emphasis on expanding cooperation with allies on space security concerns and added prioritization on assuring access to space. Finally, the Obama policy offers more detailed discussion of commercial and civil space issues. The policy signals principles and goals, but ultimately, actions, reflected by budgets, decisions about programs and technical investments, and positions taken in bilateral and multilateral settings, will determine the character of U.S. space policy. How the policy’s principles, goals, and guidelines are implemented is the challenge ahead.

And, the counterplan reinvigorates presidential leadership on space – it alters United States strategy, cements the US as the leader in space and ensures a steady foundation for the aerospace industry 
Spudis, 5/24/11 [“Presidential Pronouncements on Space: Some 50th Anniversary Thoughts” Paul, D . Senior Staff Scientist at the Lunar and Planetary Institute in Houston, Texas. He was Deputy Leader of the Science Team for the Department of Defense Clementine mission to the Moon in 1994 http://blogs.airspacemag.com/moon/] 
Tomorrow is the 50th anniversary of President John F. Kennedy’s special address to Congress – a request for supplemental appropriation for a variety of projects but most famously remembered for the announcement of his Man-Moon-Decade goal of Project Apollo. That event, cited by space advocates and excerpted in space and history documentaries, is remembered as the pinnacle of American leadership in space policy. When President Kennedy announced his Moon landing goal for America, no world power was capable of accomplishing such a feat. By winning the “Moon race,” America would demonstrate to the non-aligned (and supposedly undecided) world that a free, democratic system could win against the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics’ repressive, communist regime. The Soviet’s then-advantage in rocketry did not give them a leg up on a manned race to the Moon as both countries would have to develop and build a new system to deliver men to the lunar surface. Congress and enthusiastic Americans accepted this audacious challenge, winning not only the race to the Moon (within the decade) but also developing a strong economy through technological and scientific breakthroughs. The subsequent forty-year span since Apollo ended has seen space enthusiasts and policy makers searching for the “holy grail” of renewed greatness, believing (because of events following President Kennedy’s bold direction) that presidential statements can make it happen again. The most recent articulation of this belief comes from one of the most insightful students of the JFK decision, Prof. John Logsdon, whose new book 
1nc recommend cp (2)

John F. Kennedy and the Race to the Moon) focuses on the Apollo decision and its subsequent impact on space policy. Logsdon places particular emphasis on a supposed change of heart by Kennedy after the Moon race was well underway. In citing two occasions where Kennedy publicly proposed to the Soviets that we go to the Moon together, Logsdon believes that had he lived, Kennedy would have retooled the race away from a nationalistic competition to joined hands with the Soviets in a cosmic Kumbaya reach for the Moon. Though Logsdon recognizes that the unique aspect of Apollo came about as a manifestation of Cold War competition (something he believes does not prevail today), he sees JFK’s later comments regarding cooperation as providing us with the “holy grail” of continued space exploration going forward. “I kind of fall back on presidential leadership,” he said. “I doubt this is going to happen, but I would hope that on the 50th anniversary of Kennedy’s own speech, next Wednesday, President Obama has something positive to say about working together internationally to find a global strategy for exploration… I would not hold my breath on that happening, but something like that needs to be done.” After years of reminding space students that the Apollo decision is not a good historical guide for setting a space agenda, Logsdon wants President Obama to resurrect space using the force of a Kennedyesque pronouncement – not as a national challenge, but as he believes Apollo would have developed had Kennedy lived to redirect it: an international project of cooperation that will financially support space exploration. By passing the JFK space leadership “torch” to President Obama, Logsdon envisions the Apollo presidential challenge resurrected and revitalized (this time to Mars, the long-held and sought after dream of many space advocates). But this vision rewrites history: Apollo wasn’t about space, it was about war, where presidential leadership is needed and required. The problem with applying Logsdon’s reasoning to the current U.S. space policy morass is that, as with our endless debate about heavy lift vs. other launch vehicle options, it confuses means with ends. Whether we go into space with or without a bold presidential declaration is secondary to WHY we are doing it. Because we have not stated what we are trying to achieve, arguments about how we go about it, whether in terms of rockets, destinations, declarations or participants, leave us still sitting on the launch pad (soon, only on a Russian launch pad). Without an agreed upon national purpose, space has become a political toy, vulnerable to changes in direction with each new administration. On the 50th anniversary of Kennedy’s rightly famous speech, the real question before us remains unaddressed and in some respects, unasked. I ask it now: What are we trying to accomplish with our national civil space program? By answering that question and establishing a realistic and reachablenational goal, America will establish a lasting space industry and presence, one undeterred or hobbled by changing political winds. I have my own answer to this question, which I have discussed here and elsewhere in detail. Space development is an essential, irreplaceable part of everyday life in 21st Century America; we have charted a course whereby we must learn the skills of creating more capability in space, including the building and maintenance of larger, more capable space assets (as well as protecting existing ones). To proceed, we need a reusable and extensible Earth-Moon space transportation system. I believe that one can be created through the production and use of the material and energy resources of the Moon. 
And, that is key to hegemony 

Walker et al, 02  - Chair of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners (Robert, Final Report of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners, November, http://www.trade.gov/td/aerospace/aerospacecommission/AeroCommissionFinalReport.pdf)
Defending our nation against its enemies is the first  and fundamental commitment of the federal govern-ment.2 This translates into two broad missions—Defend America and Project Power—when and where needed. In order to defend America and project power, the  nation needs the ability to move manpower,  materiel, intelligence information and precision  weaponry swiftly to any point around the globe,  when needed. This has been, and will continue to be,  a mainstay of our national security strategy. The events of September 11, 2001 dramatically  demonstrated the extent of our national reliance on  aerospace capabilities and related military contribu-tions to homeland security. Combat air patrols swept  the skies; satellites supported real-time communica-tions for emergency responders, imagery for recov-  ery, and intelligence on terrorist activities; and the  security and protection of key government officials was enabled by timely air transport. As recent events in Afghanistan and Kosovo show,  the power generated by our nation’s aerospace capa-bilities is an—and perhaps the—essential ingredient  in force projection and expeditionary operations. In  both places, at the outset of the crisis, satellites and  reconnaissance aircraft, some unmanned, provided  critical strategic and tactical intelligence to our  national leadership. Space-borne intelligence, com-mand, control and communications assets permitted  the rapid targeting of key enemy positions and facil-ities. Airlifters and tankers 
1nc recommend cp (3)
brought personnel,  materiel, and aircraft to critical locations. And aerial  bombardment, with precision weapons and cruise  missiles, often aided by the Global Positioning  System (GPS) and the Predator unmanned vehicle, destroyed enemy forces. Aircraft carriers and their  aircraft also played key roles in both conflicts. Today’s military aerospace capabilities are indeed  robust, but at significant risk. They rely on platforms  and an industrial base—measured in both human  capital and physical facilities—that are aging and  increasingly inadequate. Consider just a few of the  issues: Much of our capability to defend America and  project power depends on satellites. Assured reli-able access to space is a critical enabler of this capa-bility. As recently as 1998, the key to near- and  mid-term space access was the Evolved Expendable  Launch Vehicle (EELV), a development project of  Boeing, Lockheed Martin and the U. S. Air Force.  EELV drew primarily on commercial demand to  close the business case for two new launchers, with  the U.S. government essentially buying launches at  the margin. In this model, each company partner  made significant investments of corporate funds in  vehicle development and infrastructure, reducing  the overall need for government investment. Today, however, worldwide demand for commer-cial satellite launch has dropped essentially to  nothing—and is not expected to rise for a decade  or more—while the number of available launch  platforms worldwide has proliferated. Today,  therefore, the business case for EELV simply does  not close, and reliance on the economics of a com-mercially-driven market is unsustainable. A new  strategy for assured access to space must be found.  The U.S. needs unrestricted access to space for  civil, commercial, and military applications. Our  satellite systems will become increasingly impor-  tant to military operations as today’s information  revolution, the so-called “revolution in military  affairs,” continues, while at the same time satellites  will become increasingly vulnerable to attack as the  century proceeds. To preserve critical satellite net-works, the nation will almost certainly need the  capability to launch replacement satellites quickly  after an attack. One of the key enablers for “launch  on demand” is reusable space launch, and yet  within the last year all work has been stopped on  the X-33 and X-34 reusable launch programs • The challenge for the defense industrial base is to  have the capability to build the base force struc-ture, support contingency-related surges, provide  production capacity that can increase faster than  any new emerging global threat can build up its  capacity, and provide an “appropriate” return to shareholders. But the motivation of government  and industry are different. This is a prime detrac-tion for wanting to form government-industry  partnerships. Industry prioritizes investments  toward near-term, high-return, and high-dollar  programs that make for a sound business case for  them. Government, on the other hand, wants to  prioritize investment to ensure a continuing capa-bility to meet any new threat to the nation. This need is cyclical and difficult for businesses to sus-tain during periods of government inactiv-ity. Based on the cyclic nature of demand, the  increasing cost/complexity of new systems, and the  slow pace of defense modernization, aerospace companies are losing market advantages and the  sector is contracting. Twenty-two years ago, today’s  “Big 5” in aerospace were 75 separate companies,  as depicted by the historical chart of industry con-solidation shown in Chapter 7. • Tactical combat aircraft have been a key compo-nent of America’s air forces. Today, three tactical  aircraft programs continue: the F/A-18E/F (in  production), the F/A-22 (in a late stage of test and  evaluation), and the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (just  moving into system design and development).  Because of the recentness of these programs, there  are robust design teams in existence. But all of the  initial design work on all three programs will be  completed by 2008. If the nation were to con-  clude, as it very well may, that a new manned tac-  tical aircraft needs to be fielded in the middle of  this century, where will we find the experienced  design teams required to design and build it, if the  design process is in fact gapped for 20 years or  more? • More than half of the aerospace workforce is over  the age of 404, and the average age of aerospace  defense workers is over 50.5Inside the Department  of Defense (DoD), a large percent of all scientists  and engineers will be retirement eligible by 2005.  Given these demographics, there will be an exodus  of “corporate knowledge” in the next decade that  will be difficult and costly to rebuild once it is lost.  There will  be a critical need for new engineers, but  little new work to mature their practical skill over  the next several decades. Further, enrollment in  aerospace engineering programs has dropped by 47  percent in the past nine years6, and the interest and  national skills in mathematics and science are  down. Defense spending on cutting-edge work is  at best stable, and commercial aircraft programs  are struggling and laying workers off. As the DoD’s  recent Space Research and Development (R&D)  Industrial Base Study7 concluded, “[s]ustaining a  talented workforce of sufficient size and experience  remains a long-term issue and is likely to get  worse.” In short, the nation needs a plan to attract,  train and maintain a skilled, world-class aerospace  workforce, but none currently exists.• The current U.S. research, development, test and  evaluation (RDT&E) infrastructure has a legacy  dating back to either World War II or the expan-  sion during the Space Age in the 1960s. It is now  suffering significantly from a lack of resources  required for modernization. In some cases, our  nation’s capabilities have atrophied and we have  lost the lead, as with our outdated wind tunnels,  where European facilities are now more modern  and efficient. In the current climate, there is inad-  equate funding to modernize aging government  infrastructure or build facilities that would support  the development of new transformational capabil-  ities, such as wind tunnels needed to design and  test new hypersonic vehicles. The aerospace indus-try must have access to appropriate, modern facil-  ities to develop, test and evaluate new systems.  Throughout this dynamic and challenging environ-ment, one message remains clear: a healthy U.S.  aerospace industry is more than a hedge against an  uncertain future. It is one of the primary national  instruments through which DoD will develop and  obtain the superior technologies and capabilities  essential to the on-going transformation of the  armed forces, thus maintaining our position as the  world’s preeminent military power. 

2nc recommend solvency (1)
The cp results in the aff 

Sadeh, 11 [Eligar, Towards a National Space Strategy, Astroconsulting International, http://swfound.org/media/31155/National_Space_Strategy_Report-execsum.pdf] 
Working assumptions 1. National space strategy can either be formulated as an overarching grand strategy or as a limited strategy covering specific areas of concern and common problems that crosscut the space sectors. Both of these approaches have their advantages and disadvantages, and in either case, strategy provides guidance for USG agencies and the USG can use strategy to evaluate and hold accountable the various agencies that implement space programs and projects. 2. The USG does not suffer from a lack of National Space Policy, which has been fairly consistent and robust since the beginning of the space age. National space strategy provides a roadmap for connecting ways and means to achieve ends established by the national space policy. Strategy is the link between policy and pro grams. 3. National space strategy development must proceed on the basis that resource constraints and flat budgets for space programs and projects will be the norm in the near‐ and mid‐term. Within this context, space strategy development should account for how best to deal with gaps between policy, programs and projects and budgets. For a national space strategy to be effective, it must serve as a guide to allow for decisions on requirements, budgets and operations, and guide major decisions, actions and trade‐offs that are necessary given resource constraints. 4. National space strategy development should take a “whole‐of‐ government” approach. In addition to a focus on hardware development, capabilities and operations, this approach should address issues across security, civil and commercial space sectors and consider regulatory, diplomatic and legislative factors. 5. Space users share a set of basic strategic goals: to secure the space domain for everyone’s peaceful use; to protect legitimate space assets from various types of threats; and to derive value from space assets for security, economic, civil and environmental ends.

2nc recommend perm do the cp (1)
The cp competes --- kabaam

DalBello, 11 [2-25, Mr. Richard Vice President Legal and Government Affairs Intelsat General Corp., National Space Policy: The Challenge of Implementation, http://www.intelsatgeneral.com/sites/default/files/2011-02-25_HighFrontier.pdf] 
Space policies are not laws. Although they provide some guidance to agencies, they do not assign budgets, establish programs, or obligate Congress. They are, instead, written to be directional and aspirational, and, in a tradition that goes all the way back to President Dwight D. Eisenhower, serve to focus the nation’s thinking about this one area of American expertise. Because of the holistic and ecumenical nature of space policy documents, they also tend to have a ‘something for everyone’ character that can be confusing and, occasionally, internally inconsistent. 
2nc a2 no implementation (1)
Their indicts of the current space policy doesn’t apply

a) It is very vague 

Nosowitz, 10 [Dan, Smart Planet Editor , Obama’s new national space policy focuses on…Earh, http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/thinking-tech/obama-8217s-new-national-space-policy-focuses-on-8230earth/4631
President Obama’s new National Space Policy is going to be a tough pill to swallow for anyone wanting NASA to pursue traditional goals of manned space missions. But NASA has always been a contentious destination for public funding, and Obama’s plan uses the department’s expertise to help solve problems right here on our home planet. The policy statement is pretty ambiguous, but at least we can get a sense of the direction in which Obama wants our space policy to go. It lays out NASA’s new role in supporting private firms like SpaceX, and also its new policy to focus on Earth-bound issues like climate change, human environmental impact, and changes to land and water. The policy ropes in other governmental departments for this task, including the Departments of Defense, Commerce, the Interior, and Homeland Security. In addition to a new focus on issues here at home, Obama makes a drastic change from his predecessor in relationships with other countries in the space arena. He actually says that “space belongs to all nations,” which former President Bush may not have agreed with, and asks for all space-bound countries to work together on projects like cleaning space debris. 
2nc a2 no implementation (2)
B) The vague nature of the current space policy undermines its efficacy – the process of the cp is sufficient to solve and overwhelm the current policy 

Delgado, 10 [Laura, “Space Policy Experts Point to Continuing Uncertainty for Civil Space As a Challenge”, http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1194:space-policy-experts-point-to-continuing-uncertainty-for-civil-space-as-a-challenge&catid=67:news&Itemid=27 ] 
Where the policy is clear, as in the direction it lays out for the Department of Commerce's National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), implementation has already begun. Mary Kicza, Assistant Administrator for Satellite and Information Services at NOAA, lauded the policy for providing more clarity and direction to the agency. Already, NOAA has been engaging countries, like Japan, China, India, Canada, and others, in data sharing and other initiatives. Participants also mentioned elements like the push for increased international cooperation as a positive and implementable aspect of the policy. Not only an opportunity for government agencies, international engagement may also provide a boost to U.S. industry, suggested Marion Blakey, CEO of the Aerospace Industries Association. "International business opportunities may be our industry's best and only opportunity for growth," she said, and mentioned India and South Korea as two potential markets. Opening up the U.S. industry further to the international market would require changes in export control rules, also an important priority for the Administration. Participants discussed recent developments in the move to reform export controls with optimism. Elliot Pulham, CEO of the Space Foundation, said that in this area "implementation is happening very rapidly." Blakey added that the elections next Tuesday add an element of change, but that maintaining good discussion and engagement with newcomers and those already in Congress should be enough to keep momentum going for reform. It will take advocacy, she said, but there is a real opportunity for change. Where the policy is less clear, on the other hand, implementation issues abound. Victoria Samson, of the Secure World Foundation, for example, praised the policy for its initiatives towards securing the sustainability of space, but pointed to several lingering questions. The possibility of space arms control measures is back in the policy, which states that they would be considered if they prove to be equitable and verifiable - elements she pointed out have yet to be defined. Some aspects of the NSP are the cause of considerable disagreements. With regard to the new direction to NASA about the commercialization of crew transport to low Earth orbit, a fundamental aspect of the policy, participants repeatedly brought up differences of opinion on what constitutes "commercial." Pulham, for example, believes that something that is government funded is not commercial and will not be until a "Rockets-R-US" for the commercial launch industry exists. He offered that "things that are too hard, too risky" ought to be governmental, but provided no specific examples. The human spaceflight (HSF) aspect of the policy, which has been a focal point of the heated debates this summer, remains unclear despite the approval of the 2010 NASA Authorization Act this month. John Logsdon, Professor Emeritus of the George Washington University and founder of the Space Policy Institute, said that in contrast to other aspects of the policy, there is "no agreed-upon policy to implement" the HSF portion of the NSP. He described the environment of the discussions today as "the most confused situation" since December 1960, when President Eisenhower announced the country would no longer have a HSF program - an announcement that was reversed the next year in President John F. Kennedy's famous speech that initiated the Apollo lunar program. Logsdon described the 2010 authorization act as an "uneasy compromise" and said that in the next 6 months there would be either "more clarity or more compromise and uncertainty." Keys for success are program stability and funding security. Robert Dickman, Executive Director of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, referred to a common idiom, saying that "policy with resources is vision, but policy without resources is fiction." With the potential that the Republicans may take over Congress on Tuesday, some fear that the resources to implement these programs may not materialize. Charles Baker of the Office of Space Commerce at the Department of Commerce said that "the unknown" of agency budgets was tied to future economic performance. If the economy performs well, he added, there would be fewer ventures dependent on government money. Until that day comes, clarity, direction and stability are essential for the implementation of the NSP. "What's the endgame?" asked Dickman early in the discussion. Several participants agreed that without a long-term strategy in space, lack of clarity could stall or doom many initiatives, hurting the U.S. space program in the long run. Phil McAlister, Special Assistant for Program Analysis at NASA Headquarters, agreed that "we'd be moving farther faster if there was a little more strategy." 

A2 no solvo advocate
Here is an advocate for a new strategy

Rendelman, 11 [Col James D. Rendleman, USAF, retired Space Law, Policy, and Strategy Contributor Colorado Springs, Colorado, The New National Space Policy: More is Needed, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-110224-052.pdf] 
Ultimately, the four tiers of the space assurance strategy provide a needed approach to secure the space domain. The 2010 NSP stopped short of calling for a national security space strategy, but it does recognize the need by directing the secretary of defense and director of national intelligence to: Develop and implement plans, procedures, techniques, and capabilities necessary to assure critical national security spaceenabled missions. Options for mission assurance may include rapid restoration of space assets and leveraging allied, foreign, and/or commercial space, and non-space capabilities to help perform the mission.…19 The policy update has been published. It is time for the heavy lifting of strategy development. No doubt, the “pushing and shoving” and “who’s in charge” of the US national security space enterprise will continue throughout strategy development. A single document to address all these competing interests may not be enough, since civil and commercial space interests must also be addressed. Whether encompassed in a single document, or developed through a series of documents, a US National Security Space Strategy needs to be developed and issued.

1nc generic prez do the plan cp (1)
Text: The President of the United States should < > 
The presidency is the best starting point for directing space policy – it is the central institution responsible for the plan -- congressional action alone doesn’t solve. 

Goldman, 92 [Space Policy an Introduction, Iowa state Press, Nathan, 0813810248, p. google books] 
ALTHOUGH THE CONSTITUTION establishes separation of powers among coequal branches of government, the presidency has become the central institution of American government. The dramatic increase in the visibility and importance of foreign and military affairs has enhanced the presidential powers of commander in chief and chief diplomat. The president's roles as commander in chief of the armed forces and as chief administrator of the federal bureaucracy ensure executive preeminence over the diplomatic, military, and intelligence establishments. After the Vietnam War, the Watergate scandal of 1975, and again after the Iran-Contra affair of 1987, the Congress attempted to reassert its power in these arenas. The Challenger disaster directed Congress's attention also toward a renewed interest in the creation and implementation of space policy. But the Congress cannot speak with a unified voice, does not have ready access to bureaucratic expertise and information, and can rarely respond to events as quickly as the president can. In assessing the relative strength of the two branches, one should distinguish between the powers to authorize and appropriate funds for military and intelligence forces and the powers to command these forces. The president shares the former in degrees with Congress; the latter are his almost exclusively. As chief diplomat, he has preeminence in foreign affairs, determining national interests and recommending to Congress the means to protect these interests. Until the late 1980s, space policy resulted as much from the interest and powers of the presidency as from the relative indifference of Congress. The president, assisted by executive departments and agencies, determined the na- tional policies and the role of space in their fulfillment. Few members of Congress have had a keen interest in space policy. Space has not usually involved personal entitlements that require special legislation. Nor does space provide sufficient economic activity in most home states and districts to warrant close attention. Absent sizable and focused interest-group activity. Congress hastened lo follow the White House and public opinion. Yet, clear public opinion is often nonexistent for secret military and intelligence space programs and it is volatile for civilian programs because the public perceives space mainly as en- tertainment. The White House, therefore, has until recently formulated space policy in a relative political and institutional vacuum. Several factors suggest now that congressional and, indeed, presidential consideration of space policy may increase. The importance of space worldwide and the shrinking American lead in space technologies and applications dictate a closer review of the subject. The slowness of NASA's recovery from the Challenger disaster impugned the ability of the executive branch to make and implement space policy. As President Reagan struggled with the Iran-Contra scandal and with lame-duck status, the Congress controlled by the other party exerted itself politically and institutionally. 

1nc generic prez do the plan cp (2)
And, only the counterplan restores leadership in Space that generates certainty about the civil space program  
Whittington, 11 [Mark, author of Children of Apollo and The Last Moonwalker. He has written on space subjects for a variety of periodicals, including The Houston Chronicle, The Washington Post, USA Today, the L.A. Times, and The Weekly Standard, “John Logsdon Wrestles with a Broken Space Policy”, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110521/cm_ac/8512867_john_logsdon_wrestles_with_a_broken_space_policy] 
Logsdon seemed to suggest that personalities can affect space policy as well as process. He noted that May 25 is the 50th anniversary of John F. Kennedy's "Man on the Moon" speech before a joint session of the Congress. Then he stated something half wistfully about the current president. "'How do we get ourselves out of this morass?' Logsdon asked. Fifty years ago, he noted, we had an external motivation in the Soviet Union; a similar driving force doesn't exist today. '[They] kind of fall back on presidential leadership," he said. "I doubt this is going to happen, but I would hope that on the 50th anniversary of Kennedy's own speech, next Wednesday, President Obama has something positive to say about working together internationally to find a global strategy for exploration -- I would not hold my breath on that happening, but something like that needs to be done.'" Implicit in this statement is that the process of developing space policy can be the most efficient in the world, but still be broken if the personalities involved do not know what they are doing. Logsdon, who generally supports Democrats, is implying that President Barack Obama's space policy as regarded human space flight is broken. Whether the president can fix what has been broken in a single speech is open to question. Indeed, Obama gave the sort of speech that Logsdon wishes he would make on May 25, 2011, last year, on April 15. Like many of the president's speeches, it created chaos and acrimony. Part of the reason for that was that the speech itself was flawed, with its sneering about a return to the Moon and its airy promises about going to an asteroid and then to Mars. The other part is that there was a lack of follow through. Space policy is now in chaos with competing factions pulling this way and that, with a limited budget that cannot possibly cover every one's agenda. In this President Obama shares with his predecessor. President George W. Bush made an excellent speech in early 2004 about space exploration and the need to nurture commercial space. But his follow through, efforts to keep his plan on track and adequately funded, left much to be desired. That left an opening for President Obama to cancel Bush's plan and substitute not so much his own plan, but a set of ill defined ideas. The problem with space policy may not be process, but rather leadership. Until leadership is found that can not only articulate space policy, but implement it effectively through the shifting tides of political whim, the course of the US civil space program will remain uncertain.

2nc doesn’t link to pols (1)

The cp solves and doesn’t link to politics – it would just get tacked onto a funding bill which the congress doesn’t care about 

Fox, 08 [Popular Science, “The Final Frontier : McCain and Obama Reach Toward the Stars”, http://www.popsci.com/scitech/article/2008-10/final-frontier-mccain-and-obama-reach-toward-stars
Space, what President Kennedy called “the most hazardous and dangerous and greatest adventure on which man has ever embarked,” has always been the greatest measure of America’s prestige. Other countries have democracy, other countries have nuclear weapons, but no other country has a flag on the Moon. So it is no surprise that both candidates propose ambitious space policies in their Science Debate 2008 answers. Talking about the grandiose themes space travel evokes makes a candidate sound very presidential, while at the same time, failing to deliver on space related campaign promises doesn’t really anger the majority of voters. It’s win-win for lofty rhetoric, but does anything in their record hint that their promises of a beefed up space program are for real? The answer is both yes and no. “The problem is, Senators don’t really get to vote on this,” said Scott Pace, Director of the Space Policy Institute, “there are space issues in the Defense appropriation and authorization bills, and in the NASA appropriation and authorization bills, but space has not been a major legislative issue for either candidate.” Congress does not have much say in US space policy. Traditionally, the executive branch dictates space policy; with the President setting the agenda, and the Vice President enforces that policy as the Chairman of the Board of NASA.

The cp is a pre requisite to the plan – leadership has to emanate from the white house for the plan to happen. And, only the cp precludes political backlash.

Launius, 97 [Chair of the Division of Space History, National Air and Space Museum, “ Spaceflight and the myth of presidential leadership” By Roger D. Launius, p. google books] 
Conclusion Presidents exercise leadership in the U.S. space program within a complex web of ideological, partisan, and economic constraints. Other nuances too subtle to discuss here, such as a personal infatuation with space explora- tion, have also moved individual political leaders to support or oppose presidential initiatives in space. Presidential cadcrship is not easy, given these constraints, nor is success assured. In this regard, the space program resembles other political issues. It is not as unique as its adherents would like to believe. Although opportunities for presidential control are limited, the president continues to be the person who initiates the national space agenda Before an initiative has any chance of political success, it must be endorsed by the president. The initiative may be modified substantially by the Con- gress, but it will not be considered to any great extent unless the president proposes it- No one but; the president could have effectively initiated the race to the Moon in 1961. the space shuttle program in 197a, or the space station and space exploration initiatives of the 1980s. Leadership had to emanate from the White I louse, even if other politicians disagreed. As such, the president has been and continues to be the crucial player in the effort to define the overall space program. Without the president, no large-scale project could be placed on the national political agenda. Once proposed, however, any large space effort has to be nurtured through the political process. For projects involving space technology, this lakes place over many years. That process in Washington has never been particularly tidy, nor can it ever be in a pluralistic system. There may be fundamental agreement on overarching goals, such as the desire to par- ticipate in space exploration, but specific means for achieving those goals are constantly reevaluated and altered. This constant revaluation gives rise to what some observers have char- acterized as "heterogeneous engineering." a situation in which technolo- gy and politics develop simultaneously.ri The image of presidential lead ership created by Kennedy and Project Apollo is certainly attractive, but it does not abolish the general rule. Space policy is constructed within a complex web of institutions and interests that makes space exploration no more or less exceptional than other governmental activities.
2nc xo solvency
XO’s solve the case – they don’t link to politics and allows private sector innovation 

Cooper, Gund Professor of Liberal Arts and first recipient of the Charles Levin award, 02 [Phillip J., “By Order of the President: The Use & Abuse of Executive Direct Action,”

University Press of Kansas]
Presidents do not use executive orders solely or even primarily to control the operation of executive branch agencies. In fact, presidents sometimes elect to employ executive orders that are nominally directed to government officials in order to leverage a much larger change in the society as a whole. The federal government (and states and localities at their levels) represents a large and important employer and a major participant in the economy, particularly when members of the armed services are included in the count. When government issues significant policy changes with respect to employment, it sets out markers that influence demands in the private sector as well. Similarly, when government establishes contracting requirements or even simply lays out purchasing preferences, it can significantly affect business practices across the nation. Chief executives are well aware of that leverage and have used it to achieve important policy impact without the need to fight pitched congressional battles or to depend on executive branch agencies to generate regulations.
2nc leadership key/turns the case
Only sustained presidential leadership can catalyze a race to space that solves the aff 

Logsdon, 11 [Lesson for Obama: JFK's global push into space

professor emeritus at the Space Policy Institute, George Washington University, May, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2011-05-25/news/os-ed-john-kennedy-moon-052511-20110524_1_space-exploration-space-program-single-space-project/2] 
If President Obama hopes for a positive space legacy, he needs to emulate John Kennedy; without sustained presidential leadership, NASA will continue to lack the focus required for a space effort producing acknowledged international leadership and national pride in what the United States accomplishes. One other aspect of JFK's relationship to the U.S. space program may also be relevant to today's situation. Close Kennedy adviser Theodore Sorensen noted in a 1995 interview that "it is no secret that Kennedy would have preferred to cooperate with the Soviets" in space rather than initiate a costly space race. Kennedy in his Inaugural Address had suggested to the Soviet Union "let us explore the stars together." The link between space achievements and Cold War rivalry made such cooperation impossible in 1961 and 1962, but just two months before he was assassinated, in a speech to the U.N. General Assembly, Kennedy asked "why should man's first flight to the moon be a matter of national competition?" and suggested the possibility of a "joint expedition to the moon." Indeed, he added, why not send to the moon "not the representatives of a single nation, but representatives of all our countries?" With JFK's death, Apollo became a memorial to a slain young president, and Kennedy's cooperative proposal faded from memory. But as planning for 21st-century space exploration moves forward, his hope — that "the scientists and engineers of all the world ... work together in the conquest of space" — may well hold the key to making space exploration, with the United States in a catalyzing role, a truly global undertaking. Inviting other world leaders to join the United States in committing their countries to a cooperative effort in exploring space would be a fitting way for President Obama to honor John F. Kennedy's space legacy of a half-century ago.

2nc solves the industrial base/revitalizes the industry
Only the cp revitalizes the space industry and creates a centralized space architecture 
Space Daily, 09 [“The Ongoing Erosion Of The US Space Industrial Base” http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/The_Ongoing_Erosion_Of_The_US_Space_Industrial_Base_999.html] 

Once upon a time there was a big, beautiful country with an innovative, exciting Space Program. The government had great ideas and superb leadership. Space systems evolved and provided new services never before available to the people. Everyone was happy. Over a period of time, everyone got used to having the latest technological products developed by the Space Program and adapted for improving daily life. People took these innovations for granted. They lost interest in supporting Space and new Space Programs were under-funded and poorly designed. Delays and cost overruns became commonplace. New satellites did not work as expected. The population thought technological wizardy developed for Space would continue to be available to them without much effort. They forgot about the importance of a strong Space Program. Soon, other countries caught up technologically and could compete effectively in Space. The Leadership in the big, beautiful country did not pay attention to world competition. They were unaware of the importance of Space in National Security. Eventually, the big, beautiful country wasn't so big and beautiful. National Security was compromised. The big, beautiful country became dependent upon other nations for satellite launches and rides to outer Space and the Space Station. People no longer had the latest gadgets sending signals and music from Space. There was a sadness upon the land. Recently, several studies and academic scholars have documented a dramatic deterioration in the industrial base for U.S. space systems over the last 25 years. There are many pockets of excellence throughout the country, but the American space industry, NASA, DoD and other government agencies involved in U.S. Space Programs do not command the respect they once did. The preeminent space power has severely declined. Performance has eroded, support is lacking and expectations have diminished. Why? The success of the Global Positioning System (GPS) and other U.S. technological innovations highlighted the strategic importance of Space as an enabler for communications, navigation and remote sensing, thus attracting the attention of the international defense and intelligence communities. Twenty years ago only the U.S., the former Soviet Union and Europe were aware of the importance of Space applications. Today, every developing nation is a customer for Space applications. The world now recognizes that the marketplace for Space-related goods and services has greatly expanded. More providers have entered the competition and are winning customers away from the U.S. Furthermore, the licensing processes under U.S. International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) have restricted the ability of U.S. Space contractors to compete in foreign markets. Some European manufacturers even advertise "ITAR-free" spacecraftproducts. The actual impact of ITAR is exactly the opposite of its original intent, i.e., to slow the development of certain technologies outside the U.S. In today's environment, it is simply arrogant and immature to think other countries lack the intellectual capital and will to create technologies for strategic applications. International competition, disarray in U.S. leadership and a shortage of native Space technologists have crippled the country's capability to compete. Economics' driven industry consolidations and an aging workforce of older space professionals further weaken the Space industry's capacity to deliver cutting-edge systems. Evidence supporting this analysis is clearly on display with the most recent military and intelligence spacecraft programs. U.S. Space leaders have been fully informed of this dire situation, but little has been done. Strong leadership across the government, in industry and in academia is mandatory to reverse this trend in U.S. Space decline. ITAR restrictions and licensing processes need urgent reform to allow Space contractors to market and compete more effectively. Presidential leadership is mandatory to reorganize the government Space enterprise and to create a centralized Space Architecture.

2nc solvency (1)

The president can directly shape space policy which precipitates the development of space  

Goldman, 92 [Space Policy an Introduction, Iowa state Press, Nathan, 0813810248, p. google books] 
Although ii has become increasingly institutionalized, the office of the president is driven by one person. The public policy of the presidency is deter- mined by the president's own personality, values, beliefs, and style. Presidents have rarely valued space policy beyond its instrumental function. Eisenhower perceived space as public relations. Kennedy championed space only after realizing its value in the Cold War. Johnson was the first true space advocate, as shown by his association with space in the Senate and in the vice presidency. Nixon declared landing on the moon "the greatest event since creation," but he chopped its budget to ensure a stillbirth. Friendly Ford was benevolent; engi- neer Carter, mechanical; actor Reagan, a born-again space enthusiast. Reagan attempted to formulate and execute the first systematic space policy since the Kennedy era but with mixed results. Bush may be unique; he believes in space exploration for its own sake and not as a means to another end. Each president has left his imprint on space policy and the development of space. In the first half of the twentieth century, presidents had already con- fronted a similar problem in the role that the United States would play in world aviation. Policymakers then were slow to respond to the potential of the Wright brothers' invention, as shown by the early lead that Europe took in military aviation. Only as World War I threatened to reach America did President Woodrow Wilson establish the National Advisory Committee on Aeronautics. This agency conducted research for the next forty years, providing important technological advances in aviation that served the nation well in both world wars.

And, this is particularly true in the context of Obama – he can issue directives which radically alter existing policy

NYT, 10 [“Obama Reverses Bush’s Space Policy” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/29/science/space/29orbit.html] 
The Obama administration on Monday unveiled a space policy that renounces the unilateral stance of the Bush administration and instead emphasizes international cooperation, including the possibility of an arms control treaty that would limit the development of space weapons. In recent years, both China and the United States have destroyed satellites in orbit, raising fears about the start of a costly arms race that might ultimately hurt the United States because it dominates the military use of space. China smashed a satellite in January 2007, and the United States did so in February 2008. The new space policy explicitly says that Washington will “consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies.” The Bush administration, in the space policy it released in August 2006, said it “rejects any limitations on the fundamental right of the United States to operate in and acquire data from space,” a phrase that was interpreted as giving a green light to the development and use of antisatellite weapons. The policy also stated that Washington would “oppose the development of new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access or use of space,” a phrase that effectively ruled out arms control. In secret, the Bush administration engaged in research that critics said could produce a powerful ground-based laser, among other potential weapons meant to shatter enemy satellites in orbit. By contrast, the Obama policy underlines the need for international cooperation. “It is the shared interest of all nations to act responsibly in space to help prevent mishaps, misperceptions and mistrust,” the new policy says in its opening lines. “Space operations should be conducted in ways that emphasize openness and transparency.” Peter Marquez, director of space policy at the White House National Security Council, told reporters on Monday that the policy was reverting to a less confrontational approach that the United States had championed in the past. “The arms control language is bipartisan language that appeared in the Reagan policy and George H. W. Bush’s policy and the Clinton policy,” Mr. Marquez said in a White House briefing. “So we’re bringing it back to a bipartisan agreed-upon position.” Jeff Abramson, a senior analyst at the Arms Control Association, a private group in Washington, said the new policy “sets the stage for progress in space arms control — without getting into specifics.” For many years, diplomats from around the globe have gathered in Geneva to hammer out a treaty on the “prevention of an arms race in outer space,” which would ban space weapons. Arms control supporters say that China and Russia have backed the process, and that the United States during the Bush administration dragged its feet. In 2006, John Mohanco, a State Department official, told the diplomats in Geneva that as long as attacks on satellites remained a threat, “our government will continue to consider the possible role that space-related weapons may play in protecting our assets.” Now, the Obama administration has stopped the saber-rattling and started what might end in a new kind of peaceful accord — though with plenty of caveats and vague conditions. Although the new policy calls on the United States to “lead in the enhancement of security, stability and responsible behavior in space,” it also says that any resulting arms treaties would have to be equitable, verifiable and enhance the security interests of the United States and its allies. “Those are the gates,” Mr. Marquez told reporters, “that the arms control proposals must come through before we consider them.” The White House said the State Department would make more details public in coming weeks. President Obama said in a statement that the new policy was “designed to strengthen America’s leadership in space while fostering untold rewards here on Earth.” On the civilian use of space, the policy, which is 14 pages long, puts renewed emphasis on the commercial space industry, reflecting the administration’s desire to get the National Aeronautics and Space Administration out of the business of launching astronauts. Listed first among the administration’s space goals is to “energize 
2nc solvency (2)
domestic industries.” That contrasts with the top goal of the 2006 Bush administration policy, to “strengthen the nation’s space leadership,” and that of the 1996 Clinton administration policy, to “enhance the knowledge of the Earth, the solar system and the universe.” The Bush policy asserted that the government would buy commercial services “to the maximum practical extent” and refrain from federal activities that would discourage or compete with commercial options. The Obama policy retains those provisions and, in addition, calls on federal agencies to “actively explore the use of inventive, nontraditional arrangements” like creating public-private partnerships, flying government instruments on commercial spacecraft or buying data from commercial satellite operators. The commercial space section of the Obama policy also includes provisions for promoting American commercial space industry in foreign markets. In contrast, the Bush administration highlighted national security concerns, like preventing unfriendly countries from obtaining advanced technologies. Critics of that approach said the same technologies could often be bought from other countries, adding that the limitations hurt American aerospace companies without improving the nation’s security.

Presidential directives necessitate change

Morgan, 10 [CRS Specialist in Science and Technology Policy, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues 

Facing Congress”, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R41016_20100708.pdf] 
Some aspects of space policy are documented in a formal presidential statement of national space policy. In 2006, the Bush Administration issued such a statement, 158 replacing a previous one that had been in place for 10 years. 159 The 2006 policy established principles and goals for U.S. civilian and national security space programs and set guidelines for a few specific issues such as the use of nuclear power in space and the hazard of debris in orbit. It defined the space-related roles, responsibilities, and relationships of NASA and other federal agencies, such as the Department of Defense and the Department of Commerce. The Obama Administration issued an updated national space policy in June 2010. 160 The new policy reiterates the policy changes proposed in the Administration’s FY2011 budget and places new emphasis on international cooperation and development of the commercial space industry.

And, no solvency deficits – his action necessitates other actors follow suit – that doesn’t take out the net benefit because the congress is willing to acquiesce to his demands and our link isn’t explicitly centered on political capital
Malik, 10 [Space Policy .com, http://www.space.com/8220-president-obama-give-major-space-policy-speech-florida.html] 
CAPE CANAVERAL, Fla. ? President Barack Obama will visit NASA?s Florida spaceport today to hold a much-anticipated summit on his vision for the future of America?s space exploration program. Space experts, scientists and members of Congress are expected to attend the space summithere at NASA?s Kennedy Space Center, which will be followed by a presentation by the space agency?s chief Charles Bolden and other officials. ?I think I can share that he actually plans to have some private moments with the members who will be there for the conference,? Bolden told reporters last week of the President?s intentions. ?He then plans to deliver a major space policy speech.? That speech, Bolden hopes, will convince allies and critics alike that President Obama is ?dedicated to exploration and human spaceflight.? [Fact sheet on Obama?s space plan.] Space plan under fire President Obama?s space plan has been under fire since its announcement in February, when the president rolled out a $19 billion NASA budget request for 2011 that included the cancellation of the agency?s Constellation program in charge of developing new Orion spacecraft and the Ares rockets designed to launch them into space. Critics blasted the plan for not stating a timetable or destination for human spaceflight, as well as for shifting American manned spacecraft development from NASA to commercial companies. The president?s 2011 budget would increase NASA funding and set aside $6 billion to spur commercial spacecraft development. 
2nc solvency (3)
National directives are codified in federal law – they are functionally legislation, but the president does it 

NASA, No Date [“Explanation of Executive Branch Policy Directives”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/explain.htm]

While the U.S. Congress establishes its positions on National space policy through authorization and appropriations bills, the Executive Branch articulates the President's views on the Nation's ends and means for Space exploration and development through the budget it introduces annually, any other legislation it might introduce, and a series of policy directives. These directives, no less than congressional legislation, are the result of compromise, though the compromises are hammered out by a much smaller number of players, viz., representatives of Executive branch agencies in negotiation with White House staff assigned to various policy areas. During the administrations of President Ronald Reagan and President George Bush, shaping and articulating "National" (but actually the Administration) space policy was the work of the National Space Council, descendant of the National Space Council first established in 1958 under the National Aeronautics and Space Act ("the Space Act"; PL 85-568). Chaired by the Vice-President, the Council consisted of the heads of all Federal departments or other high-level offices having either a programmatic role, or legitimate concern, in Federal government space activities, e.g., the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the Department of Commerce (which contains the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration), the Director of Central Intelligence, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The National Space Council's policy declarations, designated "National Space Policy Directives" (NSPD's), were negotiated by the policy staffs of the member agencies, agreed to by their "principals," who sat on the Council, and eventually signed by the President. Both Presidents Reagan and Bush displayed an interest in the unique importance of Space exploration to the country's future. For example, President Reagan openly supported NASA's Space Station Freedom initiative, while President Bush publicly endorsed a piloted ("manned") mission to the planet Mars. Not surprisingly, then, the Bush administration witnessed the articulation of an important series of NSPD's. The first, NSPD-1 (1989), entitled "National Space Policy," articulated the Bush Administration's overall policy for U.S. purposes and activities in Space. NSPD-2 ("Commercial Space Launch Policy", 1990) reflected the Administration's commitment to developing a thriving commercial space sector by establishing "the long-term goal of a free and fair [space launch] market in which the U.S. industry can compete" internationally, while NSPD-3 elaborated the Administration's commercial Space policy with specific guidelines "aimed at expanding private sector investment in space by the market-driven Commercial Space Sector". NSPD-4 affirmed "assured access to Space" as a key element of National space launch policy. Maintaining "a continuity of Landsat-type [remote sensing] data" was the principal objective of NSPD-5 (1992), while the desire to ensure well coordinated planning and implementation of a U.S. program to examine natural and human-induced changes in the Earth system was reflected in NSPD-7 (1992). NSPD-6("Space Exploration Initiative", 1992) announced the strongest White House commitment to an ambitious program of human Space exploration since John F. Kennedy's clarion call of 1961 for a human mission to the Moon. Classified annexes to Space policy directives, or other classified directives, articulated policy for sensitive National security and intelligence activities in Space.
Only the president can influence policy to successfully catalyze space development and exploration 
Abbey, 09 [George, Carnegie Endowment for International peace, “United States Space Policy: Challenges and Opportunities Gone Astray”, http://carnegie.org/fileadmin/Media/Publications/PDF/spaceUS.pdf] 

Under Bush’s ill-defined space policy, government leaders made decisions about space policy that affected not only national security but also the ability of the United States to compete successfully with other countries in the commercial use of space and to maintain a leadership role in space exploration, science and engineering, and technology. These decisions have had ramifications for the health of the U.S. space industry, which is crucial to all aspects of the space program and fundamental to the future of American efforts in space. Furthermore, these policies were being made without adequate consultation with foreign partners, whose participation is essential to future U.S. space efforts.
2nc solvency (4)
Even if they win a solvency deficit, we still win – the cp reinvigorates presidential leadership which independently solves the case 
Jones, 11 [planetary scientist, veteran astronaut, speaker and author 50 Years After JFK's Moon Declaration, We Need a New Course in Space: Analysis Read more: NASA's Manned Space Program - President John F. Kennedy - Popular Mechanics He flew on four space shuttle missions and helped build the International Space Station.   http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/nasa/50-years-after-jfks-moon-declaration-we-need-a-new-course-in-space] 
Tomorrow is the 50th anniversary of President John F. Kennedy's call to send a man to the moon and back, a goal achieved by Apollo 11. With the space shuttle program one launch away from being shuttered, astronaut and PM contributor Tom Jones argues that we need another spark of presidential leadership to relight America's pioneering and entrepreneurial spirit. This week six astronauts aboard space shuttle Endeavour are knocking its last mission to the International Space Station (ISS) out of the park. In July, Atlantis's final flight will bring down the curtain on NASA's 30-year shuttle program. However, when Atlantis's crew calls "wheels stop, Houston!" for the final time, many Americans will be startled to find that the nation has no replacement rocket that can launch astronauts to the ISS, 220 miles up. Fifty years ago tomorrow, John F. Kennedy committed the nation to reaching the moon within a decade. But soon we'll be unable to reach the space station we largely built and paid for without help. Until roughly 2015, when American companies hope to produce a commercial rocket and spacecraft that can carry NASA's crews safely and economically, astronauts will be renting rides on the Russian Soyuz vehicle (at $55 million per seat and climbing). The fact that presidents and congresses have seen this gap coming and failed to close it is a significant gamble, and not just because it's unclear whether commercial spaceflight will be ready to deliver crews by the 2015 target. NASA has no backup: If the new space startups can't make a profit on flying astronauts and other customers to orbit, they will hang up the out-of-business sign and walk away. We'd be forced to buy Russian seats indefinitely while starting an expensive crash program to regain access to the ISS. Once we find a way to reach the station, we face another gap—one of vision. Between now and 2020, the Obama administration proposes nothing more ambitious for the nation in space than operating the ISS in low Earth orbit, where we have been mired since 1972. The president's single mention last year of a 2025 mission to a nearby asteroid has not led to firm NASA program plans, realistic milestones or funding. This space-policy muddle is already having serious negative effects. NASA is letting go thousands of skilled engineers, technicians and scientists who made the shuttle a success and built the space station. As they scatter to other industries, the nation loses an irreplaceable resource. Congress stepped in and directed NASA to build a rocket and deep spacecraft, but senators and representatives are not paid to do rocket science. Only the president can propose and execute a coherent policy for space exploration. To fill this vacuum in space policy, the president should chart a vigorous, well-funded exploration path that finally returns American explorers to deep space, with the twin goals of scientific exploration and the creation of a commercial, space-based economy. Astronauts should lead the way out of Earth orbit by 2020, using a new heavy-lift booster and deep-space craft that will serve the nation for at least the next two decades. Commercial competition can help to create an innovative design, but this is a job for NASA. To see a project of such scale realized, the government will have to fund it. After tests in lunar orbit, astronauts should embark on a series of voyages to nearby asteroids that are rich in water and other resources. Robot explorers like the Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter have already found water near the lunar poles, and ground-based telescopes, along with recovered meteorites, tell us that some nearby asteroids harbor minerals comprising as much as 20 percent water. Asteroids are also rich in iron, nickel, rare platinum group metals, and industrial catalysts. Following up discoveries by robot prospectors, astronauts could tap these space natural resources and demonstrate methods to produce water, structural materials and energy to fuel off-Earth industries. NASA's mission will not just grow our economy, but also invigorate scientific discovery: The experience and resources derived from asteroids and our moon will lay the foundation for eventual expeditions to the moons and surface of Mars. And it could even lead to the technologies that will protect our society from the threat of a future asteroid impact. This pursuit will drive technological innovation for decades, spurring our high-tech economy and, like President Kennedy's declaration, inspiring new generations of young scientists, engineers and explorers. Can we afford it? We'd be foolish not to invest in space. During Apollo, spurred by the Cold War, we spent nearly 5 percent of the annual federal budget on space, winning the space race and sparking a technological revolution. But NASA's budget has been shrinking for two decades; today, it is just over half a percent of annual spending. The Augustine Committee in 2009 recommended that we commit to a human spaceflight program "worthy of a great nation," estimating NASA would need only an additional $3 billion above the current $19 billion annually to launch America on voyages into deep space. That would still be less than 0.6 percent of the federal budget, an affordable investment to open this frontier and ensure our technological leadership in the 21st century. As we debate America's future in space, we should look for leaders who will build on the shuttle's success, set ambitious goals and commit the resources to achieve them. Great nations are exploring nations. America's explorer-entrepreneurs are just waiting for the word "go!"
2nc solves hegemony advantages
And, only the cp solves the case and sends a signal which revitalizes US space leadership. 

Sebathier et al. 09 a senior associate with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. From 2004 to 2009, he was senior fellow and director for space initiatives at CSIS. He is also senior adviser to the SAFRAN group and consults internationally on aerospace and telecommunications.  Mr. Sabathier has written more than 50 articles and reports and lectured at a variety of conferences and symposiums. He has also taught space transportation systems at the University Paul Sabatier in Toulouse. He received his degree from École Centrale de Nantes in France and performed research work at the Colorado School of Mines with a grant from Martin Marietta Astronautics.  (Vincent G, November 9th, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Commentary on the Augustine Committee Report on the Future of Human Space Exploration,” http://csis.org/files/publication/091109_Sabathier_AugustineCommittee_0.pdf

After many months of speculation, numerous meetings, articles, and suggestions, the Review of U.S. Human Space Flight Plans Committee (aka the Augustine Committee) has released its reports providing options to the administration for consideration in plotting the course of human exploration through the rest of the decade and beyond. The report is, within the bounds of the mission presented in its charter, generally sound and is in broad agreement with CSIS’s May 2009 report Mid- and Long-Term Prospects for Human Spaceflight. While there are a few overarching conclusions that deserve special attention, before exploring the key findings and integrated options presented in the Augustine Committee report, one thing is clear above all else: a successful or meaningful space program in the United States will require strong presidential leadership. The most ambitious, exciting, and enduring projects in the history of the U.S. space program were all born out of strong presidential leadership: Kennedy for the Apollo program, Reagan and Clinton for the International Space Station. President Obama has a clear opportunity to leave a profound legacy for generations yet to come. Moreover, the critical state of the human space exploration program means that a failure of presidential leadership in this critical period will, in all likelihood, spell the beginning of the end of U.S. leadership in space.  

First, space exploration is inescapably a global effort. Other nations now can match, or in some cases, exceed the technological capabilities of the U.S. space program. If the U.S. president is willing to take a strong role in guiding NASA leadership in a global program of exploration (but without a domineering posture), building on shared benefit, mutual interdependence, and creation of a global architecture, exploration could become and remain a healthy, vibrant global enterprise. Well thought out engagement of international partners in a manner appropriate to today’s geopolitical realities could yield useful soft-power benefits while ensuring the health of a strong human spaceflight program. Experience throughout the history of the space program – from Kennedy and the Apollo program to Reagan and Clinton support of the International Space Station – demonstrates that healthy civil space programs absolutely require strong presidential leadership.  Second, commercial spaceflight capabilities continue to mature. In the very long term, a human space exploration program will not be viable if the commercial sector is neither able nor relied upon to provide more and more basic services. Without commercial engagement, exploration will continue to push the footprint of human presence further and further outward, continually expanding the scale of government obligations, rather than keeping civil space programs focused on the frontiers of exploration. Expenditure of limited NASA resources on recurrent, repetitive, well-understood operational tasks is and will continue to be an inefficient use of the agency’s core competencies and unique skills. Furthermore, failure to make effective use of existing commercial capabilities will not help sustain an industrial base in need of income to sustain vital RDT&E efforts.  Third, should NASA continue to address the exploration challenges of the next century using antiquated Cold War, 1960s- era organizational structures and approaches, it is likely that the fundamental problems that have plagued it over past decades will continue in the future. Unless strong measures are taken to change the way NASA does business, we should expect to see future gaps in space exploration capabilities, a weak sense of mission, and a growing difficulty in  maintaining a lead in space exploration against those countries better adapted to the political, economic, and technological realities of the twenty-first century.  

2nc a2 courts key (1)
No offense -- the court will just agree with the counterplan, but the explicit sequencing matters. The cp is a test case which allows the court to rule. 

Balkin 3 (Jack, Knight Professor of Constitutional Law and the First Amendment at Yale Law School, “Good Judging and "Following the Rules Laid Down”, 5/18, http://balkin.blogspot.com/2003/05/good-judging-and-following-rules-laid_18.html) 
The Supreme Court, and the federal courts generally, work in conversation with the political branches, not in isolation from them. Courts change the content of constitutional doctrines in response to social movement contestation and changing social mores. It's pretty clear that decision according to precedent does not explain the sex equality cases. The reasons lie elsewhere: in the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which required sex equality in employment, in the Civil Rights Movement of the 1950's and 1960's, and above all in the second wave of American feminism, which succeeded, in a very short time, in changing most Americans' attitudes about what political equality meant. Under this account, the fact that Congress had passed the ERA and submitted it to the states was a clear signal that the meaning of political equality had changed in the country, and therefore the Court was authorized to overrule its previous precedents and bring the Constitution in line with the times. Indeed, this is exactly what Justice White said to his colleagues in the conference notes on Frontiero v. Richardson. That is to say, although the standard story is that judging is supposed to be independent of politics, nothing could be further from the truth. Judgments of political principle are inextricable from legal interpretation of the Constitution, particularly its abstract generalities like equal protection, due process, and free speech. That is often true of decisions that people despise, but more importantly, it is also true of decisions, that, in retrospect, we regard as the greatest achievements of the courts, decisions that have made our Constitution the charter of liberty and equality worthy of our respect and admiration. Our Constitution is great not because it was great when it left the hands of its Framers; it has become great, and worthy of our admiration, because of what happened to it afterward, because of continuous political struggles over the larger meanings of liberty and equality that were eventually assimilated and codified by courts. That is how a Constitution originally designed to protect aristocratic white male property owners gradually was transformed into a charter of freedom. The account that Larry offers of good judging is internalist: it tries to identify features of sound legal argument and juridical practice that are isolated from what is happening in the political world outside the courts. I think that every such account of judging is doomed to failure, not because the judicial virtues he identifies are unimportant, but because they are incomplete, and because they don't capture the historical realities of constitutional change in the United States. The more one studies the history of constitutional doctrine, the more one recognizes that the work of judges, although formally independent from politics, is never practically isolated from political contestation about the basic values of American life. That connection, which is sometimes hidden, and sometimes overt, is the by far the most important source of constitutional change, and, if I may say so, of constitutional legitimacy as well. 

2ac a2 president cp (1)
The president alone isn’t sufficient to solve the case 

Hsu, 10 [Space.Com, “All Spaced Out: Past Presidents' Cosmic Visions”
http://www.space.com/8234-spaced-presidents-cosmic-visions.html] 
The U.S. space program got its legs when President John F. Kennedy urged the nation to send a man to the moon, during a speech on May 25, 1961. It's a bit unfair for Kennedy's successors such as Obama, but that has since become the model to follow, said Roger Launius, space history curator at the Smithsonian's National Air and Space Museum. "He's the fellow who stood in front of Congress and said we'll land a man on the moon and return him safely to Earth within the decade, and he did it," Launius noted. "We tend to judge any succeeding president by that standard, but how often does that happen?" Kennedy benefited from unique circumstances in which a nation gripped in the Cold War became convinced of the need to win the space race, Launius explained. The competition with the Soviet Union gained a "wartime footing" which has not come up again since. Without the outside urgency, a president's words and determination might only go so far in realizing a new vision for U.S. space exploration. "In my mind, presidential leadership is necessary but not sufficient to carry out these activities," Launius told SPACE.com. 

Presidential leadership of space policy is a myth – they don’t have the capacity to lead 

Hearsey, 09 [University of North Dakota, Critiquing Rationales in Space Policy Proposals: Developing a Methodology for Evaluating Space Policy http://www.atenisi.edu.to/scholarship/Dudley-Flores/2009_AIAA-2009-6819a.pdf] 

Third, Presidential leadership has not guided NASA’s policy goals and objectives to meet the visions laid out by successive presidents since President Kennedy. NASA and Presidential scholars have noted that presidential leadership of space policy has been something of a myth (Launius and McCurdy 1997). 18 The complexity of issues related to space is affected by actors in tandem or in competition with presidential leadership. A president can shape policy but very rarely leads. This is due to several factors: presidents tend to only see the short-term political benefits rather than any long-term vision that would be required for a sufficient national space program; there is no incentive for a future president to implement the vision of their predecessor(s); Congress has a leading role in how money is dispensed, therefore has had a disproportionate influence on space policy; Congress tends to kill large nonmilitary projects from time to time if they are not politically identifiable with jobs, job creation, district wealth creation or are of unjustifiably high cost; and outside social and economic shocks tend to affect funding, leadership, and/or technology development. Presidents, more times than not, must build a consensus to make their vision of space a reality. To understand why some reforms were implemented, we must draw our attention away from both presidential politics and NASA’s internal struggles, as NASA has been most profoundly affected by the wider social, economic, and political forces that create the changes in the policy environment within which NASA operates. This explains, in large part, why NASA’s long-term strategic goals never get implemented. 
2ac a2 president cp (2)
Their evidence overstates the president’s ability to influence space policy --- it has steadily diminished since the Apollo program 
Young, 08 [author of The Saturn V F-1 Engine: Powering Apollo into History (September 2008) and Lunar and Planetary Rovers: The Wheels of Apollo and the Quest for Mars (2006), both published by Springer-Praxis, “Review: Spaceflight and the Myth of Presidential Leadership”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1218/1] 
Ever since the administration of President John F. Kennedy and his call to send astronauts to the Moon and return them safely to Earth, there has been the commonly held belief that U.S. presidents can and do drive national space policy. As the editors and contributors to Spaceflight and the Myth of Presidential Leadership are wont to point out, this is really not the case. The book title flies in the face of conventional wisdom that presidents do, in fact, help to formulate national space exploration goals and have the power to move Congress to fund those goals. The authors in this book put forth the views that US presidents do not have that power and certainly cannot mandate the Congress to fully fund ambitious manned and unmanned exploration programs. The reality is that formulating and funding space programs is a much more complex process than it would appear to the man on the street. This myth, the authors contend, probably stems from the iconic speech President Kennedy made before Congress—as part of “Urgent National Needs”—and the seemingly unobstructed carte blanche funding the Congress agreed to provide for Kennedy’s announced space exploration programs. What viewers and voters did not see were the behind-closed-doors Congressional meetings and intelligence briefings that took place weeks before Kennedy’s speech. The Soviet Union’s payload launch capability and obvious technical and scientific prowess and the portent they held for US national security and geopolitical power—not to mention national prestige—were the real drivers behind Congressional willingness to fund an ambitious and expensive manned space program in general and Project Apollo in particular. President Kennedy would not have made such a public request for that national commitment if the money had not already been approved. As Launius and McCurdy state in their book: Most space supporters did not understand how truly exceptional the Apollo mandate was. After the glamor of Kennedy’s moment dimmed, space policy came to rest alongside all the other priorities of government for which presidential leadership played a diminishing role. This eventually disappointed those who believed in the power of presidents to make space exploration special. The Apollo decision was, therefore, an anomaly in the history of the U.S. space program. The chapters in this book were among papers presented at a symposium in 1993 organized by the NASA History Office and the Center for Congressional and Presidential Studies. They include “The Reluctant Racer: Eisenhower and U.S. Space Policy” by David Callahan and Fred I. Greenstein; “Kennedy and the Decision to Go to the Moon” by Michael R. Beschloss; “Johnson, Project Apollo, and the Politics of Space Program Planning” by Robert Dallek; “The Presidency, Congress, and the Deceleration of the U.S. Space Program in the 1970s” by Joan Hoff; “Politics Not Science: The U.S. Space Program in the Reagan and Bush Years” by Lyn Ragsdale; “Presidential Leadership and International Aspects of the Space Program” by Robert H. Ferrell; and “National Leadership and Presidential Power” by John M. Logsdon. Launius and McCurdy include their own “Epilogue: Beyond NASA Exceptionalism”. Perhaps it is because the Kennedy era and Project Apollo achieved such astounding goals for the United States that this is still seen as the model for other presidents to follow. Indeed, almost every subsequent US president has made some formal announcement for the need for a new era of American space exploration. Various advisory councils are established by presidential decree to survey the current status of America’s space program and make recommendations to the president on the direction the country to take in the years ahead. Glossy, impressive, and inspiring documents are produced to give the president, Congress, and the public recommendations and reasons why American should undertake a bold new initiative. The contributors to this book state while these efforts are laudable, they rarely have the desired effect of moving Congress, which holds the purse strings, to fund those goals. Fifteen years have gone by since that symposium was held, but US space policy and goals remained essentially unchanged until the destruction of the space shuttle Columbia and the death of its crew on reentry in 2003. That was primarily true because the International Space Station and the space shuttle orbiter were inexorably linked. The ISS could not be completed without the shuttle orbiter, so the shuttle program continued longer than any manned spacecraft program in US history. The shuttle fleet was nearly a quarter of a century old when Columbia disintegrated during its return to Earth. No American astronauts died during missions in their Mercury, Gemini, or Apollo capsules; fourteen astronauts have died aboard two space shuttle orbiters: seven aboard Challenger during launch and seven aboard Columbia during reentry. The calls for retiring the shuttle fleet were unstoppable. That is what drove the need for a new manned spacecraft, launch vehicle and creation of Project Constellation. Spaceflight and the Myth of Presidential Leadership will not only clarify in the reader’s mind the machinations behind US space policy and congressional funding of NASA and its programs, it might also realistically lower expectations of what the next US president will promote and achieve.

2ac a2 president cp (3)
The president fails at space policy – it can’t command policy outcomes and relies on the actions of others 

Logdon, 03 [National Defense University,  Press, Emerging Domestic Structures: Organizing the Presidency for Spacepower, http:// http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch27.htmlwww.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch27.html] 
A President is not self-sufficient. The Congress can perform its constitutional functions without the executive establishment and the bureaucracy. A President cannot. It is the agency heads, not the President, who have the men, money, material, and legal powers. . . . To work his will . . . the President must have at his disposal the trade goods controlled by the agencies and be able to enlist the support of their constituencies. An alliance—which is what the executive branch really is—is by definition a confederation of sovereigns joined together in pursuit of some common goal. . . . Individual purposes and goals are subordinated only to the extent necessary to hold the alliance intact.2 The capabilities that form the basis of U.S. spacepower are controlled, not by the President, but by executive branch agencies such as the Department of Defense and its constituent elements, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO). The Department of State relates space capabilities to U.S. foreign policy objectives and oversees the implementation of the International Traffic in Arms Regulations, which influence space technology exports. The Departments of Commerce and Transportation and the Federal Communications Commission also play important regulatory roles vis-à-vis the U.S. commercial space sector. That sector increasingly is developing with private capital and is operating capabilities that are an essential part of U.S. spacepower. Each of these space actors, and subelements within them (for example, NASA's Science Mission Directorate), has its own set of relationships with supportive nongovernmental constituencies. Bringing these separate organizations together in pursuit of common goals is a challenging task. A President has limited power to pursue national interests as he defines them in the face of this distribution of power with the executive branch. The President can set priorities through policy directives and budget decisions and can appoint people who share his values and perspectives to head the executive agencies, but almost inevitably those individuals find their loyalties divided between White House priorities and their own agency's interests, which only occasionally are the same. In addition, congressional oversight and funding responsibilities with respect to executive branch space activities are diffused over many committees and subcommittees. They reflect the decentralized organization of the executive branch, and the dispersion of power among congressional committees makes a coherent congressional perspective on any particular space issue, much less a comprehensive approach to U.S. spacepower, almost impossible to achieve. Relationships between executive agencies and Congress may pull agency leaders in directions inconsistent with the President's priorities. Congress and the White House are separate institutions sharing power, and the President must convince Congress to agree with his priorities for U.S. spacepower capabilities if those capabilities are to be maximized. Congress cannot substitute for the President in this regard. There are also many nongovernmental interests trying to influence the direction taken by one or the other element of the government's space agencies. Each actor in the space industry, labor unions, representatives of state and regional governments, universities, and science and engineering associations, among others, attempts to align the government's space activities with its particular interests.
2ac a2 president cp (4)
Presidential leadership is not the driving force behind space policy.

Handberg et al, professor of Political Science at the University of Central Florida, Dec, 27, 1999 [Roger, “The Myth of Presidential Attention to Space Policy”, http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science/article/pii/0160791X9500014I]

Therefore, the persistence of the myth surrounding the Apollo program is striking since it sustains a basic falsehood concerning space policy that is only now being moving beyond.’ Two facets of this myth dominate percep- tions: the civilian space program is a major national priority, and national civilian space activity is a function of the degree of presidential personal interest in policy. These perceptions hamper efforts to place national civilian space policy on a more stable footing. The central fallacy of the myth is its heavy reliance upon presidential leadership as the force behind a successful civilian space policy.3 In this paper, we do not want to retell the history of the Apollo project, but rather to argue that any president is politically incapable of personally concentrating attention on space policy. In addition, we argue that apparent presidential indifference is the reality which NASAmust confront in the near future.

2nc a2 agent counterplans bad (1)

The counterplan is theoretically legit 

1. It addresses fundamental questions at the core of space policy – 
a) Questions of bureaucracy and agency disputes are an overriding problem that should be addressed. 

Goldman, 92 [Space Policy an Introduction, Iowa state Press, Nathan, 0813810248, p. google books] 
THIS CHAPTER REVIEWS (the operational and regulatory activities of the federal government in the exploration and use of outer space. It begins by describing the fragmented space bureaucracy. NASA, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and the Department of Defense, the operational space agencies, operate space programs. Other agencies are users of space services and, increasingly, of space goods. Other institutions have duties of oversight and regulation. As private enterprise becomes more active in space, still other agencies will regulate new businesses. Agencies frequently have over- lapping jurisdictions, conflicting interests, and ongoing rivalries. Coordinating space activities in the executive branch will be an overriding problem for space policy for a long time. The section on the executive branch concludes with a discussion of the friction the agencies experienced as they considered the Na- tional Space Policy Initiative of 1988. 
b) The cp warrants great scrutiny – key to informed policy analysis  

Conley, 10 [ proff poli sci University of Florida, The Perils of Presidential Leadership on Space Policy: The Politics ofCongressional Budgeting for NASA, 1958-2008, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1642810] 
Presidential-congressional relations on NASA appropriations represent an intriguing case of budget politics that warrants greater scrutiny. This research is the first to attempt to quantify the factors that drive congressional responses to presidential budget requests for space policy spanning fiscal years 1959-2009. The analysis accentuates NASA’s exceptional situation in the budgeting process as an agency without a core social or geographic constituency, the impact of congressional budget reforms of the 1970s, and presidents’ relative (in)attention to space policy since the agency’s inception. The theoretical basis for the quantitative analysis also draws from perspectives that include domestic economic factors, international contexts, and the congressional electoral cycle. As such, the empirical analysis highlights the broader implications for theories of executive and legislative budget politics in “tertiary” policy areas.

Neg flex – we need to test the plan from multiple angles, key to fairness and in depth education. 

Counter Interp – only domestic agent counterplans that are intricately tied to united states space policy – solves their infinite regress offence

Predictability – our cp is at the core of the literature which proves that it has detailed answers in the literature.

Not Topical – it tests the necessity of the entirety of the federal government acting because the word the modifies the entirety of the United States federal government.

2nc a2 agent counterplans bad (2)
Training debaters capable of understanding the conflicting branches in space politics is pedagogically significant – it directly affects policy formulation 

Lambright, 03 [Space Policy in the 21st century, henry, Johns Hopkins University, p. google books] 

The interplay of various actors concerned with space policy is dynamic It is always fascinating to observe and seek to understand because the interaction does not have predictable outcomes. Looking ahead, all the writers see a great future for increased complexity, co- operation, and conflict in space policy. While there are many challenges, opportunities for creative policy making abound in a situation so fluid. The Cold War is over, and globalization is a dominant trend in the con- temporary era. Space policy in the twenty-first century will reflect co tinuities but also be different from what it has been. With all the uncertainties, space policy will still be influenced most by human will and energy. The issue is which humans will prevail in policy making, and whose vision of the future will take hold. 
2nc a2 perm do the cp (1)

The counterplan competes --- our interpretation is that absent specification in the 1ac the aff has to defend the entirety of the United States federal government taking action. 

This is best

A) Resolutional Basis =-- Power doesn’t exist monolithically within the federal government; it’s subdivided into 3 branches

Rotunda 01 (Richard, professor of law at the University of Illinois, 18 Const. Commentary 319, “THE COMMERCE CLAUSE, THE POLITICAL QUESTION DOCTRINE, AND MORRISON”, lexis)

The Framers sought to protect liberty by creating a central government of enumerated powers. They divided power between the state and federal governments, and they further divided power within the federal government by splitting it among the three branches of government, and they further divided the legislative power (the power that the Framers most feared) by splitting it between two Houses of Congress. n12\

And, if we win that argument it means you vote negative on presumption

Brovero, 94 (Adrienne, Immigration Policies Expert, “Immigration Regulation : Borderline Policies” Wake Forest Debate Site,) www.wfu.edu/Studentorganizations/debate/MiscSites/DRGArticles/Brovero1994Immigration.htm)

The problem is not that there is not a plan; this time there is one. The problem is that there is no agent specified. The federal government does not enact policies, agents or agencies within the federal government enact policies. The agent enacting a policy is a very important aspect of the policy. For some of the same reasons the affirmative team should specify a plan of action, the affirmative team should specify an agent of action
B) Negative ground – discussion of the agent is vital to substantively engage the affirmative 

2. Severs – the word the implies they must defend the entirety of the USFG

Google Dictionary, 2011 [“The”, http://www.google.com/#hl=en&authuser=0&q=the&tbs=dfn:1&tbo=u&sa=X&ei=sCgCToT5AsrEswasn9CuDQ&sqi=2&ved=0CCQQkQ4&bav=on.2,or.r_gc.r_pw.&fp=e2cdbf82a93ada0c&biw=1149&bih=696
 Used to refer to a person, place, or thing that is unique - the Queen - the Mona Lisa - the Nile  Denoting a disease or affliction - I've got the flu  (with a unit of time) The present; the current - dish of the day - man of the moment  Used instead of a possessive to refer to someone with whom the speaker or person addressed is associated - I'm meeting the boss - how's the family?  Used with a surname to refer to a family or married couple - the Johnsons were not wealthy  Used before the surname of the chief of a Scottish or Irish clan - the O'Donoghue  Used to point forward to a following qualifying or defining clause or phrase - the fuss that he made of her - the top of a bus - I have done the best I could  (chiefly with rulers and family members with the same name) Used after a name to qualify it - George the Sixth - Edward the Confessor - Jack the Ripper  Used to make a generalized reference to something rather than identifying a particular instance - he taught himself to play the violin - worry about the future  Used with a singular noun to indicate that it represents a whole species or class - they placed the African elephant on their endangered list
2nc a2 perm do the cp xo mod (1)
And, the aff must be a net increase in space exploration and development which is an action that congress has to take 

1. Increase is a net increase 

Words and Phrases 8 (v. 20a, p.264-265)
Cal.App.2 Dist. 1991.  Term “increase,” as used in statute giving the Energy Commission modification jurisdiction over any alteration, replacement, or improvement of equipment that results in “increase” of 50 megawatts or more in electric generating capacity of existing thermal power plant, refers to “net increase” in power plant’s total generating capacity; in deciding whether there has been the requisite 50-megawatt increase as a result of new units being incorporated into a plant, Energy Commission cannot ignore decreases in capacity caused by retirement or deactivation of other units at plant.  West’s Ann.Cal.Pub.Res.Code § 25123.

2. Space development means R and D – only congress can authorize the funding for that  

SDPA 5 (Space Development Promotion Act of the Republic of Korea, Journal of Space Law, 33, 5-31, http://www.spacelaw.olemiss.edu/library/space/Korea/Laws/33jsl175.pdf)

Article 2 (Definitions) Definitions of terms used in this Act are as follows: (a) The term “space development” means one of the following: (i) Research and technology development activities related to design, production, launch, operation, etc. of space objects; (ii) Use and exploration of outer space and activities to facilitate them; (b) The term “space development project” means a project to promote space development or a project to pursue the development of education, technology, information, industry, etc. related to space development; (c) The term “space object” means an object designed and manufactured for use in outer space, including a launch vehicle, a satellite, a space ship and their components; (d) The term “space accident” means an occurrence of damage to life, body or property due to crash, collision or explosion of a space object or other situation; (e) The term “satellite information” means image, voice, sound or data acquired by using a satellite, or in formation made of their combination, including processed or applied information. 

And, congress does the plan

Goldman, 92 [Space Policy an Introduction,  Iowa state Press, Nathan, 0813810248, p. google books] 
ALTHOUGH THE PRESIDENT'S ROLE in formulating space policy is highly visible, the U.S. Congress must approve and fund any policies and programs advocated by the administration. The Congress enacts legislation in the pursuit of its own prerogatives and from its own perspective. The early history of (he U.S. space program, in which the Democratic Congress prodded a recalcitrant Republican president to commit the nation to space exploration, has had residual implications for space programs. The Congress initially maintained a paren- tal interest in NASA; over time, however, NASA and the other space agencies have reached adulthood and must compete in the cruel world of politics.'

And, if we win the cp is theoretically legit, the cp should be deemed competitive because it proves it is something that should be discussed as an alternative policy proposal 

2nc a2 rollback (1)

Counter interp – the neg is entitled to durable fiat which prevents rollback 

That is best -- 

A) Neg ground – the alternative is them finding a card that some random actor will rollback the plan – kills cp ground which is good because the status quo is fundamentally indefensible

B) Reciprocity – the alternative is the aff getting rolled back if we win a politics link. 
**Congress***

1nc congress cp generic (1)
Text: The Congress of the United States should ______________________________________________ 

Congress can compel space policy – it changes how it is formulated via funding and law making  

Goldman, 92 [Space Policy an Introduction,  Iowa state Press, Nathan, 0813810248, p. google books] 
Besides its role in the funding process, Congress has passed laws that deal with the development of space. In 1982 Congress extended criminal jurisdiction to crimes committed on a U.S. space vehicle. Congress has passed laws approving regulatory oversight for private launch vehicles, communications satellites. and remote sensing satellites and legislation on patent law as well as a comprehensive Space Commerce Act. The importance of Congress in the future of space policy cannot be easily overstated."

The net benefit is reverse politics which is an advantage to the cp and a da to the perm – courts provide political cover. 

Ward, 9 (Artemus, Professor – Political Science – Northern Illinois University “Political Foundations of Judicial Supremacy: The Presidency, the Supreme Court”, Congress & the Presidency, Jan-Apr, (36)1; p. 119)

After the old order has collapse the once- united, new-regime coalition begins to fracture as original commitments are extended to new issues. In chapter 3 Whittington combines Skowronek's articulation and disjunctive categories into the overarching "affiliated" presidencies as both seek to elaborate the regime begun under reconstructive leaders. By this point in the ascendant regime, Bourts are staffed by justices from the dominant ruling coalition via the appointment process - and Whittington spends time on appointment politics here and more fully in chapter 4. Perhaps counter-intuitively, affiliated political actors - including presidents - encourage Courts to exercise vetoes and operate in issue areas of relatively low political salience. Of course, this "activism" is never used against the affiliated president per se. Instead, affiliated Courts correct for the overreaching of those who operate outside the preferred constitutional vision, which are often state and local governments who need to be brought into line with nationally dominant constitutional commitments. Whittington explains why it is easier for affilitated judges, rather than affiliated presidents, to rein in outliers and conduct constitutional maintenance. The latter are saddled with controlling opposition political figures, satisfying short-term political demands, and navigating intraregime gridlock and political thickets. Furthermore, because of their electoral accountability, politicians engage in position-taking, credit-claiming, and blame-avoidance behavior. By contrast, their judicial counterparts are relatively sheltered from political pressures and have more straightforward decisional processes. Activist Courts can take the blame for advancing and legitimizing constitutional commitments that might have electoral costs. In short, a division of labor exists between politicians and judges affiliated with the dominant regime.

2nc solvency (1)

Congress has the last word on space policy implementation 

The Huntsville Times, 2010 [http://blog.al.com/breaking/2010/09/ex-nasa_administrator_congress.html] 
HUNTSVILLE, AL -- While President Barack Obama's vision for America's space program has generated much debate, Congress will have the final word. That's according to a speech Thursday by Mike Griffin, an eminent scholar at the University of Alabama in Huntsville, to the Space Transportation Association in Washington. "We are no longer facing a future in which the administration's proposal is one of the possible outcomes," Griffin said in his speech. UAH provided a copy to The Times. Griffin has been one of Obama's harshest critics in the space industry. Griffin stepped down as NASA administrator in January 2009 as Obama was coming into office. There are differences in the bills being written in the Senate and House. But there is common ground, Griffin said. "The Congress, while not yet unified as to what the nation should do in space, is clearly unified in regard to what will not be done," Griffin said. Obama proposed earlier this year ending the Constellation moon program and temporarily relying on seats on Russian rockets. The president also called for emphasis on the development of commercial space flight. The House and Senate are forging bills to accelerate NASA's heavy-lift rocket program, which is counter to Obama's proposal. The two houses of Congress must come together to develop the NASA authorization bill. "The Senate has passed an authorization bill that takes a more mature approach to human space exploration," Griffin said, "and the House Science and Technology Committee has issued a draft bill which is even better. "As is to be expected, differences exist between the two bills, but either represents a substantial practical improvement over the administration's proposal." Rep. Robert Aderholt, R-Haleyville, is a member of the House Commerce, Justice and Science Appropriations Subcommittee, which controls appropriations funding for NASA. "The most direct connection between national capability and work done in Alabama is the heavy-lift rocket program," Aderholt said in a statement to The Times Thursday. "In other words, the rocket closest to what the Ares V was planned to do. "The final Space Act Bill must specify that the core stage of this rocket has a minimum capability to lift 130 metric tons to orbit. That is what the Saturn V, Apollo program rocket, was able to do." Griffin called for a minimum lift capability of 130 metric tons. "A positive of the Senate Authorization Bill is that it assigns a funding figure to the heavy-lift rocket program," Aderholt said, "and a positive of the House Authorization Bill is that it strongly rejects the president's disastrous idea of depending only on commercial abilities for access to space." Griffin also criticized the 14 Nobel laureates who wrote a letter to Rep. Bart Gordon, D-Tenn., in support of Obama's plan. Gordon is the chair of the House Science and Technology Committee. "It is unsurprising to find that a group of eminent university-affiliated scientists," Griffin said, "along with several former directors of NASA research and robotic spacecraft centers, would favor reallocating the NASA budget toward increased university research, technology development and robotic space missions instead of human spaceflight."

2nc solvency (1)
Congress is a preferable actor – they have the resources to direct change 

Stoddard 97 (Thomas B, adjunct professor at the New York University School of Law, executive director of the Lambda Legal Defense and Education Fund, and gay rights activist, “BLEEDING HEART: REFLECTIONS ON USING THE LAW TO MAKE SOCIAL CHANGE”, New York University Law Review, November) 
Let me also suggest this: the Civil Rights Act of 1964 has had such a powerful cultural impact not just because of what it said, but also because of how it came into being. The Act was the product of a continuing passionate and informal national debate of at least a decade's duration (beginning, vaguely, with the Supreme Court's decision in Brown v. Board of Education invalidating the concept of "separate but equal" in the public schools) over the state of race relations in the United States. The debate took place every day and every night in millions of homes, schools, and workplaces. It is this debate--not the debate in the Congress--that really made the Act a reform capable of moral force. Through a continuing national conversation about race, ordinary citizens (especially white citizens) came to see the subject of race anew. The arena of change may also have influenced the scope and power of the result. Imagine that the new rules enacted by the Civil Rights Act of 1964 had, instead, emanated from a ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court. (Such a decision, even under the Warren Court, would have seemed unlikely, but not completely implausible. The Court could arguably have relied on a Thirteenth Amendment theory, because the Thirteenth Amendment, unlike the Fourteenth Amendment, is not limited in scope to state action, [FN19] or it could have turned alternatively to the principle relied on by the Court in Shelley v. Kraemer [FN20] to invalidate restrictive covenants in housing--the idea that the government must not be an accessory to private discriminatory schemes.) Imagine further no substantial difference between the provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as enacted and the holdings of one or several hypothetical decisions from the Supreme Court. Would American history have evolved in the same way? Would the difference in the forum of decisionmaking have resulted in a different public reaction to the new rules of law? I think history would have been different. The new rules of law were widely disliked, especially by whites in the South, but the opponents of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 never rose in rebellion, either formal or informal, against enforcement of the statute. If the new rules had come down from on high from the Supreme Court, many Americans would have probably considered the change of law illegitimate, high-handed, and undemocratic--another act of arrogance by the nine philosopher-kings sitting on the Court. Because the change emanated from Congress, however, such sentiments of distrust (whether grounded in principle or in simple racism) never came to affect the legitimacy of this stunning change in American law and mores. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 came into being because a majority of the members of the national legislature believed it represented sound policy and would improve the life of the country's citizens as a whole; the ideas motivating the Act must therefore have validity behind them. In general, then, not only did the historical fact of the continuing national debate on race facilitate the public's acceptance of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, even in the South, but so did the additional (I believe crucial) fact that the change came through legislative consideration rather than judicial or administrative fiat--lending it "culture-shifting" as well as "rule-shifting" power. 

2nc a2 courts key (1)

No offense -- the court will just agree with the counterplan, but the explicit sequencing matters. The cp is a test case which allows the court to rule. 

Balkin 3 (Jack, Knight Professor of Constitutional Law and the First Amendment at Yale Law School, “Good Judging and "Following the Rules Laid Down”, 5/18, http://balkin.blogspot.com/2003/05/good-judging-and-following-rules-laid_18.html) 
The Supreme Court, and the federal courts generally, work in conversation with the political branches, not in isolation from them. Courts change the content of constitutional doctrines in response to social movement contestation and changing social mores. It's pretty clear that decision according to precedent does not explain the sex equality cases. The reasons lie elsewhere: in the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which required sex equality in employment, in the Civil Rights Movement of the 1950's and 1960's, and above all in the second wave of American feminism, which succeeded, in a very short time, in changing most Americans' attitudes about what political equality meant. Under this account, the fact that Congress had passed the ERA and submitted it to the states was a clear signal that the meaning of political equality had changed in the country, and therefore the Court was authorized to overrule its previous precedents and bring the Constitution in line with the times. Indeed, this is exactly what Justice White said to his colleagues in the conference notes on Frontiero v. Richardson. That is to say, although the standard story is that judging is supposed to be independent of politics, nothing could be further from the truth. Judgments of political principle are inextricable from legal interpretation of the Constitution, particularly its abstract generalities like equal protection, due process, and free speech. That is often true of decisions that people despise, but more importantly, it is also true of decisions, that, in retrospect, we regard as the greatest achievements of the courts, decisions that have made our Constitution the charter of liberty and equality worthy of our respect and admiration. Our Constitution is great not because it was great when it left the hands of its Framers; it has become great, and worthy of our admiration, because of what happened to it afterward, because of continuous political struggles over the larger meanings of liberty and equality that were eventually assimilated and codified by courts. That is how a Constitution originally designed to protect aristocratic white male property owners gradually was transformed into a charter of freedom. The account that Larry offers of good judging is internalist: it tries to identify features of sound legal argument and juridical practice that are isolated from what is happening in the political world outside the courts. I think that every such account of judging is doomed to failure, not because the judicial virtues he identifies are unimportant, but because they are incomplete, and because they don't capture the historical realities of constitutional change in the United States. The more one studies the history of constitutional doctrine, the more one recognizes that the work of judges, although formally independent from politics, is never practically isolated from political contestation about the basic values of American life. That connection, which is sometimes hidden, and sometimes overt, is the by far the most important source of constitutional change, and, if I may say so, of constitutional legitimacy as well. 
***NASA CP**
1nc counterplan (1)

The National Aeronautic and Space Administration should through internal budget reallocate funding towards <>

NASA can effectively shape US space policy 
Lambright, 03 [Space Policy in the 21st century, henry, Johns Hopkins University, p. google books] 

At the first, or agency level, the most significant force for shaping U.S. space policy is NASA. Because its survival and health depends totally on the nature and direction of space policy, it is the most active force of all, most of the time, in asserting its claims on U.S. and international deNASA is influenced by the larger forces in its environment. At the same time, it seeks to mold its environment to accord with its needs. At a second or national level of political action in the United States are various domestic forces that typically collide in the executive branch and Congress over priorities. Here battles are fought over national policy choices between space and other functions of public investment. How much is enough for space versus housing, health, and veteran's affairs? Also, within the space sector itself legislators, White House science ad- visors, budgeters, and others contest with NASA over the relative mer- its of specific programs. It is at this level where the many issues of U.S. space policy—involving access, commercialization, human spaceflight, space science, Earth monitoring applications, and other concerns—are fought out. Because the United States is still key to world space policy and NASA is most critical to what the United States does in civil space, special at- tention is paid in the conclusion to NASA as a moving force or policy entrepreneur, acting and reacting in this tripartite context. This conclu- sion analyzes the politics behind space policy. It also examines NASA as an adaptive organization. Can NASA evolve with the times, responding to them so as to influence them? Leadership in the space endeavor re- quires an agency capable of holding to long-term strategies while making deft tactical moves in the short run. It requires an agency that relin- quishes operational tasks to an ever-widening gyre of other actors in order to emphasize a core mission of frontier discovery. Paradoxically, it entails sharing power to gain power. 
SPACE doesn’t link to politics 

Space policy change is under the political radar – the thesis of their link argument is about cost that is bunk 

MSNBC, 11 [January, “NASA stuck in limbo as new Congress takes over”http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40967788/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasa-stuck-limbo-new-congress-takes-over/] 
Still, NASA's current quagmire may last for a while as other, more-pressing matters are debated by the new Congress, which convened Jan. 5. Handberg said: "NASA's just not important enough in the bigger picture, in the context of Congress. I don't think anybody hates NASA, they just don't care. That makes life very hard." Hertzfeld noted: "NASA is not a huge amount of money — it's less than 1 percent of the budget — so it's not going to be the first thing discussed. I think we can expect some delays before they really get serious about the NASA budget." And the longer NASA has to wait, the harder it will be to achieve any of its new objectives on time. Advertise | AdChoices "The amount of money it would take to build a new heavy-lift vehicle for example, will take time," Hertzfeld said. "The more delay, and the less money, the longer it will take." Some supporters of NASA hope that it can escape the budget ax that falls on other agencies. "Even though there's an appalling amount of pork-barreling in most local congressmen's support of NASA, there's also a wider consensus that space spending is a long-range wealth creator by being a knowledge and know-how creator," space policy expert James Oberg, a former shuttle mission control engineer, said after November's elections. "So financial support of NASA and similar research activities may be considered fundamentally different from day-to-day costs of governing, and might be successfully promoted as part of the solution, not part of the problem."

