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***Increase***

1NC – Increase – Pre-existing

A.  Interp – Increase requires pre-existence

Buckley 6 (Jeremiah, Attorney, Amicus Curiae Brief, Safeco Ins. Co. of America et al v. Charles Burr et al, http://supreme.lp.findlaw.com/supreme_court/briefs/06-84/06-84.mer.ami.mica.pdf)

First, the court said that the ordinary meaning of the word “increase” is “to make something greater,” which it believed should not “be limited to cases in which a company raises the rate that an individual has previously been charged.”  435 F.3d at 1091.  Yet the definition offered by the Ninth Circuit compels the opposite conclusion.  Because  “increase” means “to make something greater,” there must necessarily have been an existing premium, to which Edo’s  actual premium may be compared, to determine whether an “increase” occurred.  Congress could have provided that “ad-verse action” in the insurance context means charging an amount greater than the optimal premium, but instead chose to define adverse action in terms of an “increase.”  That def-initional choice must be respected, not ignored.  See Colautti v. Franklin, 439 U.S. 379, 392-93 n.10 (1979) (“[a] defin-ition which declares what a term ‘means’ . . . excludes any  meaning that is not stated”). Next, the Ninth Circuit reasoned that because the Insurance Prong includes the words “existing or applied for,” Congress intended that an “increase in any charge” for insurance must “apply to all insurance transactions – from an initial policy of insurance to a renewal of a long-held policy.”   435 F.3d at 1091.  This interpretation reads the words “exist-ing or applied for” in isolation.  Other types of adverse action described in the Insurance Prong apply only to situations where a consumer had an existing policy of insurance, such as a “cancellation,” “reduction,” or “change” in insurance.    Each of these forms of adverse action presupposes an already-existing policy, and under usual canons of statutory  construction the term “increase” also should be construed to  apply to increases of an already-existing policy.  See Hibbs v.  Winn, 542 U.S. 88, 101 (2004) (“a phrase gathers meaning from the words around it”) (citation omitted).

B. violation – plan creates a project in space
C. standards
1. Predictable Ground – no d/as or CPs to theoretical ideas for space exploration – kills fairness

2. Education – don’t learn about space policy present in the status quo – key to real world education

3. Limits – allows an infinite number of affs that explore or develop specific sectors of space – allows them to create programs
D. Voter to preserve fairness and education

***Its***

1NC – Its – Privates

A. Interpretation:

The USFG is the government in Washington D.C.
Encarta 2k http://encarta.msn.com
 “The federal government of the United States is centered in Washington DC”
“Its” means belonging to it or that thing

Oxford English Dictionary, 1989  (second edition, online)

Its

A. As adj. poss. pron. Of or belonging to it, or that thing (L. ejus); also refl., Of or belonging to itself, its own (L. suus).

The reflexive is often more fully its own, for which in earlier times the own, it own, were used: see OWN.

B. Violation – the exploration and/or development is done by a private entity, not the USFG

C. Standards

1. Ground – The core generic Das -- Politics, Spending, Tradeoff, Relations – all assume USFG action. Also, no uniqueness for any DA – privatization is the direction of the squo.

2. Limits – nearly an infinite number of private actors could do space flight or observation – aff can generate unpredictable non-germane advantages and dodge solvency debates.

D. Voter for fairness and education. Default to competing interpretations – it’s the only non-arbitrary standard.

2NC – AT: Contracting 
Contracting is topical under our interp because the USFG owns the final product. 

This takes away none of our offense

Spending and Trade-Off link to affs that contract out because it’s still NASA or DOD budget

Politics still links because a USFG agency is still there to take the blame

Relations still links because it is perceived internationally as a US Fed Gov project, even if components are made outside

Since it is normal means for NASA projects to contract, we will have answers – in fact we have a whole contracting bad case turn

1NC – Its - Coop
A. Interpretation:

The USFG is the government in Washington D.C.
Encarta 2k http://encarta.msn.com
 “The federal government of the United States is centered in Washington DC”
“Its” means belonging to it or that thing

Oxford English Dictionary, 1989  (second edition, online)

Its

A. As adj. poss. pron. Of or belonging to it, or that thing (L. ejus); also refl., Of or belonging to itself, its own (L. suus).

The reflexive is often more fully its own, for which in earlier times the own, it own, were used: see OWN.

Here’s the most inclusive list of development – doesn’t include cooperation

Weeks 04 E. E. Weeks currently lectures at Northern Arizona University in Flagstaff, Arizona in the US, and is writing a dissertation entitled The Politics of Space Law, in a Post Cold War Era. Weeks has published several articles and presented several papers at international conferences. After completing a Juris Doctors degree in Law from the University of Missouri-Columbia in 1987, Weeks worked in a number of laws firms and corporations performing legal research, he is the author of  the “Outsiders' Guide to Understanding Outer Space Development” (E. E. Weeks, 2004, www.qpg.com/custom/1066021/powerpoint2.ppt)

Outer space development means different things to different people, and this changes over time. It can mean:
· space exploration, studying planets, moons and stars, and entering into outer space through either robotic or manned (human) missions

· advancements in biological and other sciences and technology, and discoveries and spin off benefits

· satellite telecommunications – cell phones, the  Internet and cable television

· remote sensing, Global Positioning Systems (GPS), visual imagery, mapping or meteorology satellites

· space transportation vehicles, spaceports, launch services and old versus new space vehicles
· space tourism, adventure travel, joyrides, parabolic flights, suborbital flights, short stays in low earth or geostationary orbit in orbital hotels
· space settlement, space colonization, long stays in artificial, closed-ecology human space habitats in free orbit powered by solar power

· mining and extracting minerals from asteroids, The Moon and Mars such as gold, platinum, magnesium, calcium, iron and many others

· The search, discovery and communication with extraterrestrial intelligence To
B. Violation – Plan causes exploration and/or development by a foreign government, not the USFG

C. Standards

1. Limits – Their interp multiplies the number of affs by almost 200 – US could cooperate with any nation on any of the many topical affs. Neg could never keep up with all the random countries – even if we just count countries with space agencies, there’s 41

Perreau 8 (Ben, writer @ Wired, 5/19/8, http://www.wired.com/science/space/magazine/16-06/st_spacerace) JPG

As technology makes the world smaller, it's also helping more countries escape to the heavens. (Ground control to Major Olawale!) But don't start daydreaming of UN meetings on Mars and space walks for peace: These space programs are all about blasting surveillance tech, comet chasers, super telescopes, and celestial probes into the (increasingly crowded) cosmos. Nigeria Program Founded: 1998 Budget: $93 million (initial funding) Yes, Nigeria actually has its own space agency. The organization sent up its first satellite, a weather unit, back in 2003. In May 2007, China assisted in the launch of NigComSat-1, which helps provide Internet access to rural areas of the country. Algeria Program Founded: 2002 Budget: Unknown France helped establish a constellation of desert launch sites more than 60 years ago. In 2002, the newly formed Agence Spatiale Algerienne blasted up Alsat-1, a 200-pound cube that has beamed back more than 1,000 photos as well as intel for disaster relief. Israel Program Founded: 1983 Budget: $50 million (est.) Israel's Shavit launch vehicle is used primarily for communications, imaging, and research satellites — always over the Mediterranean to avoid flying above hostile neighbors. The first Israeli astronaut, Ilan Ramon, died aboard the NASA shuttle Columbia. India Program Founded: 1972 Budget: $1 billion India's space agency is racing to be the sixth program to reach the moon (after Russia, the US, Europe, Japan, and China) with Chandrayaan-1 — an $83 million lunar orbiter carrying NASA and ESA instruments. India aims to send up its own manned lunar mission by 2020. Iran Program Founded: 2003 Budget: $100 million In October 2005, Iran launched its first satellite, Sina-1, aboard a Russian rocket. Earlier this year, the country fired its own rocket, Kavoshgar-1, designed to scout future orbital paths. By 2010, Tehran expects to deploy four additional satellites. Brazil Program Founded: 1994 Budget: $125 million In 2003, an explosion on the launch pad took 21 lives. But Brazil rebounded the next year, when a VSB-30 rocket reached an altitude of 160 miles. In 2006, Marcos Pontes became the first Brazilian in space, floating aboard the International Space Station for eight days. Japan Program Founded: 2003 Budget: $2.5 billion Japan has yet to build a spacecraft fit for humans. But it did send the first journalist into space: 18 years ago, Toyohiro Akiyama spent a week on the Russian space station Mir. The Japanese are eyeing a lunar landing in 2020 and hoping to build a base on the moon by 2030. China Program Founded: 1993 Budget: $2 billion (est.) From the Gobi Desert, China sent its first human into orbit in 2003 — becoming the fourth agency to do so. Today, manned missions are taking off on a regular basis. Officials are planning China's first space walk this fall and expect to launch a moon rover by 2012. European Space Agency Program Founded: 1975 Budget: $5 billion On the ESA's plate: launching the James Webb Space Telescope (with NASA and Canada) in 2013. The following year, its Rosetta spacecraft will meet up with 67P/Churyumov-Gerasimenko for the first long-term analysis of a comet. Russia Program Founded: 1920s Budget: $1.5 billion Russia helps fund its space program by licensing its rocket tech and assisting other countries' initiatives. (South Korea paid $25 million to send up its first citizen.) A joint effort with China aims to launch a soil-collecting satellite to the Martian moon Phobos in 2009. * Wired apologizes to those countries funding space exploration that we did not mention, such as Argentina, Australia, Bulgaria, Chile, Colombia, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Egypt, Germany, Greece, Indonesia, Italy, Kazakhstan, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, the UAE, the UK, and, likely, North Korea and Iraq.
2. Ground – Politics, Spending, and Trade-off – the core neg generics – assume US action, and none of our solvency attacks apply.

3. Even if they meet, they are extra-T – independent voter because it allows them to claim extra advantages and they can utilize it to get out of Das

D. Voter for fairness and education. Default to competing interpretations – it’s the only non-arbitrary standard.
***Exploration***

1NC – Exploration – Not Science

A. Interpretation - Exploration is not identical to science- it must push back a frontier

Lester and Robinson 2009 (Daniel F., Dept. of Astronomy @ UT Austin and Michael, Dept. of History @ Hillyer College, U of Hartford, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy 25, p. 236-243 GAL)

Current US space policy has come of age in the shadow of the Columbia disaster, an event which has also advanced specific, if implicit, ideas about exploration. For example, the Columbia Accident Investigation Board (CAIB) reported that "The crew members lost that morning were explorers in the finest tradition, and since then, everyone associated with the Board has felt that we were laboring in their legacy". The loss was of more than astronauts and national pride, but of "explorers". This tragedy, and that seminal report, led to the VSE a year later. The 2004 President's Commission on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy (the Aldridge Commission) was chartered a week after the announcement of the VSE to make recommendations on the implementation of that vision. They noted in their report that "Science and exploration are synergistic: science is the attempt to explain nature, while exploration is the establish​ment and pushing back of a frontier" [2j. In fact, panel member Neil Tyson recalled to the present authors that one of the first decisions this committee reached was that exploration was not identically science. While synergistic, and not iden​tical, a distinction between the two activities can be considered simplistic, in that science can be considered to be establishing and pushing back an intellectual frontier.
B. Violation – the Affirmative takes on a scientific project, which is not a form of exploration

C. Standards:

1. Predictable Limits – There are hundreds of science initiatives that could be initiated, gives the negative too many AFF’s to prep for. This kills fairness because we end up not being prepared to debate the aff, putting us on an uneven field, and killing education because we are unable to learn about their AFF, and they do not learn anything from a prepped out NEG strat. 

2. Negative Ground – Science AFF’s have a harder time linking to generic exploration DA’s. This kills Negative generic, which kills fairness because we have no prepped arsenal to read. 

3. Contextuality – Our interpretation quotes the President’s Commission on Implementation of US Space policy. This is the most predictable interpretation because it uses the resolutional actors interpretation. 

D. Voter – fairness, education, jurisdiction. Extra-Topicality is an independent voting issue because it allows them ground we cannot predict to answer. 

1NC – Exploration – Human 

A. Interpretation
Exploration must include human travel- gender modified
Wright 8 (Edward, Project Manager – Teachers in Space, Former President – X-Rocket, LLC, and Programming Writer – Microsoft Corporation, Comment on “A Move Against ‘Mars Mission Funding’”, Space Politics, 6-28, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2006/06/28/a-move-against-mars-mission-funding/)

> No it doesn’t, the article showed democratic support for further unmanned mars missions? Unmanned[staffed] missions are not exploration, they are merely reconnaissance. The dictionary defines exploration as “travel for purposes of discovery.” Sitting in a control room looking at pictures of Mars on a TV set is not exploration because it does not involve travel. Calling unmanned[staffed] space “exploration” and unmanned probes “spaceships” is just an attempt to co-opt the language. Mark further confuses the issue by defined “space exploration” to mean only missions conducted by NASA, ignoring the fact that the private sector is also working on space exploration.

There’s a clear delineation—contextual evidence
Congressional budget office 4 (A Budgetary Analysis of NASA's New Vision for Space Exploration, September 2004, DA 6/21/11, OST)

Of NASA's total projected budget of $271 billion through 2020, $100 billion has been allocated to the exploration missions (see Table 1-1). Between 2005 and 2009, funding for that category, which averages about $3.4 billion annually, is split between human exploration and robotic missions. Between 2010 and 2020, funding for the exploration missions category is projected to more than double--to about $7.5 billion per year--in anticipation of the first return mission to the moon. Much of that increase comes from retiring the shuttle fleet in 2010 and ending ISS-related operations in 2017. 

B. Violation- the aff doesn’t involve human exploration

C. Reasons to prefer- 

1. Predictable limits- limits exploration to missions where human presence is feasible.  Non-human missions explodes the topic to include the smallest probe mission to Pluto and beyond

2. Ground- allowing robotic missions dodges neg DA links and makes it impossible to be prepared for unpredictable small cases

3. Education- the most significant achievements in space involve human spaceflight, robotic missions are only a gateway to what we should be learning about

D. Topicality is a voting issue for fairness and education 

1NC – Exploration – Look at Earth

A. Interpretation- Exploration looks outward

Vega Space 11 (“Space Exploration”, http://www.vegaspace.com/newsroom/in_focus/space_exploration.aspx)

What is Space exploration?

Space exploration missions are about looking outward from Earth towards the Sun, other planets the universe and beyond. Mission objectives include seeking to shed light on the evolution of our solar system, our place in the universe, what the future may hold and the origins of life.

B. Violation- the plan uses ______________ to look at the Earth from space

C. Reasons to Prefer-


1. Empirical example- mission to planet Earth was distinct from exploration

Spitzel 99(Helmut, Assistant to the Galileo Programme Manager at the European Commission, http://neptune.spaceports.com/~helmut/exploration99/strategy1/2_1_1_current_space_strategies.html, 10/20/1999, DA 6/20/11, OST)

This section reviews current space strategies and identifies the gaps addressed by the strategy proposed in this report. Firstly, the definition of a space strategy requires clarification. A space strategy is not restricted to space exploration but runs the entire gamut of present and future space activities. Currently, only space agencies are able to implement concrete strategies. Even for them, it is such a great task that inter-agency cooperation is often required.  This section first presents the global situation of the majority of the space players so that a better understanding of the specific interests of each country is reached. Next, the strategic plans of the four most influential space agencies--NASA, RSA, NASDA, and ESA--are reviewed in detail, to outline the strategic motivators for these space powers. Particular attention will be paid to the Human Exploration aspects of the space strategies, since that is the major focus of this report.  The Space Players  The most influential country involved in space activities at the present time is the United States of America (Hertzfeld, 1999 and ESA, 1999). For the USA, space has a large impact on defense, economy and science. Space allows for the global control of information, a key parameter for supremacy in the contemporary world. At the present time, about 75% of the public monies invested in space come from the USA. This gives the country an extraordinary advantage. A partnership occurs between government and private firms. The development of new technologies by public programs--military or civilian--benefits the private sector. A considerable effort is directed to reducing the cost of space systems. Through the concept of "Faster, Better, Cheaper" NASA is shifting its focus away from large scale, complex projects. Furthermore, NASA is moving more of the responsibility of day-to-day operations and management to industry. This allows the agency to emphasize research and development. By focusing more on R&D, the USA hopes to garner the means to maintaining its supremacy in space.  Russia has considerable experience and potential in space science and seeks to preserve this stronghold through international and industrial cooperation. Exploration and utilization of outer space plays an increasingly important role in the economic, scientific and social development of the country, and ensures its national security. Geographical features of Russia (terrestrial size, large extent of sea, land and air border, variable landscape, abundant natural resources and other factors) drive the necessary development and effective use of this space potential.  Canada is a partner in current international space programs, including the ISS. Canadian space activities are overseen by the Canadian Space Agency (CSA). Working with a relatively limited budget, Canada has managed to position itself in niche areas including space robotics, telecommunications and remote sensing.  Japan has now acquired autonomy in all space activities and is an essential partner in a growing number of international space projects, including the study of the global environment and the International Space Station. Its industrial power allows it to act as a major player in commercial applications. The strength of Japanese space telecommunications and information technology industries allow Japan to compete in new application sectors.  China has made concerted efforts over decades and is an established space power. The country's size and needs justify an intensive use of space applications widening the economic returns of said activities (i.e. the commercialization of its launchers). China is currently developing a human space program of great interest to the world and space faring nations. Unfortunately, assessing the Chinese National Space Agency strategy remains difficult; accurate information is not available.  India invests vast amounts in space technologies and applications to satisfy its needs for development and autonomy. Program highlights have included launcher developments and the successful commercialization of the IRS Earth observation satellite pictures.  Brazil supports a program in space applications and launchers. Early work focused on telecommunication satellites for domestic applications; the program is now one of the more active players in the region.  The economic development of South America, like Asia, favors the rising needs of the people, especially in the field of telecommunications. The commercial demand for space products or services is greatly increasing in these regions. This will further South American investment in space systems.  Finally, Europe constitutes a major space power, with the European Space Agency coordinating the efforts of 14 European countries. In addition, several space agencies exist at the national level including CNES (French Space Agency), DLR (German Space agency) and the ASI (Italian Space Agency). The common strategy is coordinated by ESA and is described below.  Space Strategies  NASA divides its space strategy into four sections dubbed the 'Four Strategic Enterprises':  1. Space Science Enterprise  2. Earth Science Enterprise  3. Aeronautics and Space Technology Enterprise  4. Human Exploration and Development of Space Enterprise  The mission of the Space Science Enterprise is to solve the mysteries of the universe, explore the solar system; discover planets around other stars; search for life beyond Earth from origins to its destiny; and chart the evolution of the universe in order to understand its galaxies, stars, planets, and life. As a visible link to future human exploration beyond Earth orbit, Space Science Enterprise robotic missions will help develop the scientific knowledge required for these ventures. At the same time, the Space Science Enterprises will benefit from the opportunities human exploration offers in conducting scientific research that stretches beyond the capabilities of robotic systems.  NASA's Earth Science Enterprise, the Mission to Planet Earth is dedicated to understanding the Earth's environmental system and the effects of natural and human-induced changes on the global environment.

2. Predictable Limits- the aff explodes the topic forcing the neg to research all possible exploration of Earth from space as well.  And, the limitless number of cases makes it impossible to predict on the neg- destroying topic specific education.


3. Ground- the aff spikes out of links to core neg disads like Alien Contact that uniquely that are key to testing the desirability of the plan.

D. T is a voter for fairness and education

1NC – Exploration – Astronomy

A. Interpretation – exploration must involve risk in distant places, excludes astronomy

Lester and Robinson 2009 (Daniel F., Dept. of Astronomy @ UT Austin and Michael, Dept. of History @ Hillyer College, U of Hartford, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy 25, p. 236-243 GAL)

Yet, for others, humans remain vital to a modern vision of exploration. According to Planetary Society Executive Director Lou Friedman, exploration has to involve risk in distant places. Or. as he puts it, "Exploration" = "Adventure" + "Discovery". To him. astronomy with telescopes is perhaps not a form of exploration at all. Astronomers would be seriously perturbed by such an outlook, however. One might make the case that even for an astronaut standing on Mars, surveying terrain that represents this new frontier is using light to do so. just as astronomers use light to survey more distant frontiers.

B. Violation – the aff increases astronomy-related studies, this isn’t exploration

C. Vote neg – 


1. Limits: allowing astronomy affs opens the topic up to affs as ridiculous as “the president should look at the stars tomorrow”

2. Topic-Specific Education: Exploration is a key defining term for NASA- it permeates their strategic plan and budget proposals

Lester and Robinson 2009 (Daniel F., Dept. of Astronomy @ UT Austin and Michael, Dept. of History @ Hillyer College, U of Hartford, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy 25, p. 236-243 GAL)

"Exploration" is a word that is intimately associated with discussion of human space flight and national policy state​ments. For example, the White House laid out "The Vision for Space Exploration" (VSE), as per the National Security Presidential Directive NSPD-31 in January 2004 [1]. This document paved the way for the new Exploration Systems Mission Directorate at NASA as the agency implementer for at least the human space flight part of what was commonly abbreviated as the President's Exploration Initiative. The fundamental goal of this vision is to "advance US scientific, security, and economic interests through a robust space exploration program." The word "exploration" also perme​ates the NASA Strategic Plan and budget proposals, as well as Congressional oversight of the agency (see Pig. 1). It appears almost a thousand times in the NASA budget proposal. As expressed in these documents, "exploration" is both a ratio​nale and justification for the task that NASA has been congressionally authorized to perform. It is a key defining term in the agency charter, which identifies "space activities" as those required for the "exploration of space". The purpose of this essay is to examine the underpinnings of the word "exploration" as it applies to our efforts in space.

3. Ground: explodes aff ground to where staring at the sky is topical, makes it unfairly harder to be neg because we wouldn’t be able to find links

D. T is a voter for fairness and education.
1NC – Exploration – Specific Destination

A. Interpretation: Exploration must have a specific land based destination- this is a traditional assumption used to restrict the terms meaning

Lester and Robinson 2009 (Daniel F., Dept. of Astronomy @ UT Austin and Michael, Dept. of History @ Hillyer College, U of Hartford, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy 25, p. 236-243 GAL)

So far. this essay has pointed out the range of meanings attached to exploration, a term so conceptually broad that it would seem to admit anyone with a geographical goal and a good pair of shoes. But exploration has hidden assumptions that restrict its meaning. For example, the objectives of the VSE involve traveling to places distinguished by land and landforms (e.g. Moon-to-Mars. and perhaps to Near-F-arth Objects— NFOs) rather than to points in space. In this focus on rocky places- NASA is following in a long tradition of exploration. Renaissance voyagers during the "Age of Discovery" viewed other lands — Asia. Africa, and the Spice Islands — as the goal of their voyages. Oceans, on the other hand, were treated as highways rather than habitats, a medium to traverse rather than to be investigated. Only in the 19th century did this change, as deep-sea exploration came of age. Yet even then many of these sea expeditions focused on the ocean floor rather than the watery world that covered it [24]. Twentieth century explorers have expressed this "land bias" too. When Frederick Cook and Robert Peary returned from their North Pole expeditions in 1909. their photos rep​resented the North Pole, a geographical point in the middle of the polar sea. as a towering hummock of ice. Yet neither man had navigational equipment precise enough to determine the location of the North Pole so exactly. Nevertheless, both men saw fit to plant their Hag on the tallest, "rockiest" mound of ice in the vicinity (see Fig. 2).
B. Violation—the aff does not specify a land-based destination

C. Standards—

1. Limits—specific destinations check satellite affs. There are hundreds of satellites with thousands of different functions in space, the aff could choose to modify one which would explode the topic and kill predictability for the neg

2. Education—Contextual definitions are key to topic specific education—in order to learn about space policy-making we have to engage in the same language that a space policy-maker would.

3. Most predictable interpretation—topic lit-based interps overwhelm their reasonability claims, the aff should at least be held to the standards of the most common definition

1NC – Exploration – Moon, Mars, NEOs

A. Interpretation: “Exploration” is Moon, Mars, and NEOs- excludes LEO activity, astronomy, and deep space
Curtis 9 (Dr. Jeremy, Head of Education – UK Space Agency, et al., “Space Exploration Review”, British National Space Centre, December, http://www.lpi.usra.edu/lunar/strategies/UKSpaceExporationReview2009.pdf)
2.4 What is space exploration? In the context of this report space exploration encompasses the region of the solar system that is accessible to human beings using currently feasible technology (or to reiterate the Global Exploration Strategy, 'Solar System destinations where humans may one day live and work'). This includes the Moon, Mars, certain Near Earth Objects (asteroids) and particular regions of space from Low Earth Orbit (LEO) through to the various libration points in the Earth-Moon and Earth-Sun systems. These latter locations have special properties and uses (see box on p22). Excluded from this definition of space exploration is the purely scientific exploration of the outer Solar System (since we cannot yet build space vehicles able to carry and protect astronauts on such voyages), as well as space-based observatories used to study the stars and universe beyond. Likewise unmanned satellites in Earth orbit are excluded – for example those providing Earth observation, communications and navigation services). Both robotic and human activities are included – exploration per se does not favour one over the other, though in many cases a combination of both is the best approach. Space exploration within this definition encompasses projects which may combine in varying degrees scientific, technological, cultural and economic goals. Example goals include science objectives such as the study of lunar geology to understand the history of the Earth; technology demonstrations, such as testing new communication techniques; and commercial projects such as the search for usable mineral resources on the Moon or Near Earth Objects.

B. Violation – they explore outside the specified locations

C. Standards

a. Ground – there’s no literature for small-scale projects or massively unrealistic ones; the aff can spike all our disadvantages by claiming a delay or an existing project similar to the aff.


b. Limits – the universe is too big to predict every aff inside it.  Limits are key to in-depth debate about the topic – best link to education.

D. Voter for fairness and education
***Development***

1NC – Development – Not Military

A. Interpretation- Space development refers to peaceful activities, including research and technology expansion and exploration of outer space - most contextual

SDPA 2005 (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)  AV
Article 1 (Purpose) This Act is aimed at facilitating the peaceful use and scientific exploration of outer space and contributing to national security, the sound development of national economy and the improvement of people’s living, by promoting space development in a systematic way and ensuring the efficient use and administration of space objects 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. 

B. Violation- The aff increases development of non-peaceful activities.

C. Standards-

1. Limits- There is an unlimited amount of weapons that can be put in space and non-peaceful activities for space. Our definition limits the topic to a reasonable amount of affs.

2. Education- The literature on non-peaceful uses of space is minimal we learn more going in-depth in peaceful uses of space.

3. Ground- Our definition allows for in-depth debates and stable ground for each team on peaceful uses of space, allowing non-peaceful uses takes away neg ground because there is no literature and thousands of different weapons we could debate. 

D. Topicality is a voter for jurisdiction and the reasons above. Prefer competing interpretations over reasonability because reasonability is arbitrary and leads to judge intervention. 

1NC – Development – Privatization

A. Interpretation – Development in the context of space policy refers to the commercialization or privatization of space.

Weeks, 10 (Edythe, (PhD) teaches courses on international relations, space law and outer space development at Webster University and Washington University in St. Louis, and has presented a variety of papers at the International Astronautical Federation Congress and is a member of the International Institute of Space Law, " Outer Space Development: Including Everyone in the Process." July 9th, 2010. http://www.e-ir.info/?p=4545) AV

The term used herein, “outer space development” involves a culmination of forces – historical, legal, ideological, institutional, political, economic, psychological and structural all operating together in the post Cold War era so that space commercialization and privatization are widespread accepted norms.[i] Recently, a new trend is being set by U.S. policy. In 2004 a new policy was instituted in accordance with the President’s Commission Report which lays the foundation of U.S. development of the outer space territory[ii]. Also in 2004 a new U.S. law[iii] was passed facilitating the legality of  private space travel as a new industry being called “space tourism”. In addition the NASA Authorization Act of 2005 made funding available to carry out the New Vision U.S. Space Exploration Policy.[iv] This policy, to a large extent calls for more participation from the private-sector in space exploration and other programs. Already a critical number of space entrepreneurs have paved the way towards new space industries, as they did during the satellite telecommunications revolution during the 1980s and 1990s. This is only the beginning of a new trend towards further space commercialization and privatization.
B. Violation – The affirmative does not defend the commercialization or privatization of space.

C. Standards – 

1. Predictable Limits – There are a limited number of plans that could the aff could defend as privatization while there are hundreds of possible, theoretical and existing NASA and military projects. 

2. Research Burden – Our interpretation excludes military and sketchy international cooperation affs that explode the research burden.

3. Topic Specific Education -  Limiting to privatization and commercialization gets at the core of the topic by forcing debates about truly viable projects  that follow the trend toward privatization now.

D. Voter for fairness and education

1NC – Development – Excludes Privatization

A. Interpretation – Development excludes privatization of space
Weeks 04 E. E. Weeks currently lectures at Northern Arizona University in Flagstaff, Arizona in the US, and is writing a dissertation entitled The Politics of Space Law, in a Post Cold War Era. Weeks has published several articles and presented several papers at international conferences. After completing a Juris Doctors degree in Law from the University of Missouri-Columbia in 1987, Weeks worked in a number of laws firms and corporations performing legal research, he is the author of  the “Outsiders' Guide to Understanding Outer Space Development” (E. E. Weeks, 2004, www.qpg.com/custom/1066021/powerpoint2.ppt)

Outer space development means different things to different people, and this changes over time. It can mean: space exploration, studying planets, moons and stars, and entering into outer space through either robotic or manned (human) missions advancements in biological and other sciences and technology, and discoveries and spin off benefits satellite telecommunications – cell phones, the Internet and cable television remote sensing, Global Positioning Systems (GPS), visual imagery, mapping or meteorology satellites space transportation vehicles, spaceports, launch services and old versus new space vehicles space tourism, adventure travel, joyrides, parabolic flights, suborbital flights, short stays in low earth or geostationary orbit in orbital hotels space settlement, space colonization, long stays in artificial, closed-ecology human space habitats in free orbit powered by solar power mining and extracting minerals from asteroids, The Moon and Mars such as gold, platinum, magnesium, calcium, iron and many others The search, discovery and communication with extraterrestrial intelligence.

B. Violation – The affirmative defends development of space as the privatization of space.

C. Standards

1. Unlimits the Topic – The aff exponentially multiplies the number of topical affs because any plan normally limited to NASA could be done under an ulimited number of privatization means.

2. Research Burden – There are an unlimited number of privatized mechanism, and corporations the aff could justify for the plan.

3. Topic Specific Education – Shifts the focus of the debate from the USfg’s development of space which was meant to be focused around NASA to simply the development of space which is infinite.

D. Voter for fairness and education.
***Mesosphere***
1NC – Beyond the Mesosphere – 80km

A.  Interpretation – 

Beyond is outside the limits of
Collins 9 (Collins English Dictionary Unabridged, “beyond”, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/beyond)

-- prep

1. at or to a point on the other side of; at or to the further side of: beyond those hills there is a river

2. outside the limits or scope of: beyond this country's jurisdiction
Mesosphere refers to 80 KM above the Earth’s surface

Atmospheric Chemistry Glossary 11 

Mesosphere - In the atmosphere, the region immediately above the stratosphere and immediately below the thermosphere. The mesosphere begins about 50 kilometers high at the stratopause and ends about 80 kilometers high at the mesopause. The temperature in the mesosphere decreases sharply with increased altitude.

Space refers to at least 80KM from Earth's surface - NASA definition

Thirsk 9 (Robert, Canadian Space Agency “The Space-Flight Environment: the International Space Station and Beyond”, June, http://www.ecmaj.ca/cgi/content/full/180/12/)AV
There are different definitions for the boundary to space. National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) uses flight above 80 km to designate individuals as astronauts, while the Fédération Aéronautique Internationale uses the 100 km Karman line as the internationally accepted boundary to space. Beyond this altitude, aerodynamic flight is not possible, and spacecraft must travel faster than orbital velocity to manoeuvre and remain in orbit.
B.  Violation – The affirmative does not increase exploration and/or development at least 80KM above the Earth’s surface.

C.  Standards

1. Predictable Limits – A strict interpretation of what the mesosphere refers to is necessary to limit the enormous topic – affirmatives that develop below the mesosphere explode the negative’s research burden.

2. Ground – the mesosphere divides outer space from Earth’s environment – our specific space disads or even our generics don’t link to affirmatives that develop below the mesosphere.

D. Topicality is a voter for fairness and education. Evaluate the round under competing interpretations, which limits judge intervention and is the most objective way to view the debate.

***Other***

1NC – ASPEC 

A. Interpretation 

USfg is the three branches – they should specify which branch
The Free Dictionary 4 (Thefreedictionary.com, April 6 2004, DA 6/21/11, OST)

The executive and legislative and judicial branches of the federal government of the United States

B. Violation – the aff doesn’t specify which branch they use 

C. Vote Neg

1. Education – specifying your agent is key to education about the political process and interaction between branches

2. Ground – we lose links to agent-based DAs and Counterplans because they can spike the link in the 2AC

***Affirmative Blocks***

2AC – AT: Substantially – Material Qualifications

A. Counter-interpretation

Substantial means considerable in quantity

Merriam-Webster 2003  (www.m-w.com)

Main Entry: sub·stan·tial      b : considerable in quantity : significantly great <earned a substantial wage>

B. Standards

1. Predictability. Their definition can only be found in a law dictionary. It was used in a case against a Yellow Cab company in one specific instance. It’s not contextual to the space topic and since legal definitions change depending on the case, it’s an empirically bad interpretation. Our definition is from a mainstream dictionary and is consistent with common language, making it more predictable and the linchpin of ground. 

2. Over limits the topic. There are few to none affirmatives can increase space exploration and/or development without increasing some form of propulsion or funding or technology. Our interpretation allows any affirmatives that increase quantity or exploration and/or development, a reasonable limit. 

3. Reasonability is key. Their definition that was only used once is unreasonable compared to our common knowledge definition. 

4. Ground. They use their interpretation to decrease any aff ground, making the debate unfair and un-educational because there can be no clash when affirmatives are caught off guard.

5. Jurisdiction. Not all debate judges know about every single legal case, therefore expecting them to judge the debate based on legal definitions is unreasonable. Our definition preserves conversation between debaters and the judge. 
C. T is not a voter, prefer substantive debate over procedural debate. 
2AC – AT: Substantially – Percentage

1. We meet- SPS costs a lot of money

2. Counter interpretation- "Substantial" is of real worth or considerable value- this is the usual meaning

Words and Phrases 2 (Volume 40A, p. 458)
D.S.C. 1966.  The word “substantial” within Civil Rights Act providing that a place is a public accommodation if a “substantial” portion of food which is served has moved in commerce must be construed in light of its usual and customary meaning, that is, something of real worth and importance; of considerable value; valuable, something worthwhile as distinguished from something without value or merely nominal  
3. We meet the counter interpretation- SPS cost a lot of money and are of value

4. Standards

A) Ground- Ensures that aff is important and of worth guaranteeing neg ground

B) Their definition is arbitrary - “Substantial” is inherently flexible and imprecise

Mellinkoff 92 (David, Law Professor UCLA, 1992 (Mellinkoff’s Dictionary of American Legal Usage, p. 626).

substantial is as flexible in the law as in ordinary English.  That is its reason for continued existence in the law.  Long use of substantial in combinations, e.g., substantial evidence, can produce impression of precision, which is lacking.  The word is an alert!  What substantial fastens itself to becomes infected with substantial’s flexibility.  A place for discretion.

C) Overlimits bad- Neg can read 1 percent higher than any aff justifies counter interpretation only our aff is topical.

D) Predictability- Considerable worth is assumed by percentages and intent to define

E) Percentages aren’t predictable- infinite number of possible percentages all which are true in contextualized instances 

5. No Voter-

a. Lit Checks

b. Potential abuse isn't a voter

c. Prefer reasonability - Competing interpretations are arbitrary, can exclude all affs except one
2AC – AT: Increase – Prior Existence

1. We meet – increase doesn’t require preexistence 

Reinhardt 5 (U.S. Judge for the UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT (Stephen, JASON RAY REYNOLDS; MATTHEW RAUSCH, Plaintiffs-Appellants, v. HARTFORD FINANCIAL SERVICES GROUP, INC.; HARTFORD FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY, Defendants-Appellees., lexis)

Specifically, we must decide whether charging a higher price for initial insurance than the insured would otherwise have been charged because of information in a consumer credit report constitutes an "increase in any charge" within the meaning of FCRA. First, we examine the definitions of "increase" and "charge." Hartford Fire contends that, limited to their ordinary definitions, these words apply only when a consumer has previously been charged for insurance and that charge has thereafter been increased by the insurer. The phrase, "has previously been charged," as used by Hartford, refers not only to a rate that the consumer has previously paid for insurance but also to a rate that the consumer has previously been quoted, even if that rate was increased [**23]  before the consumer made any payment. Reynolds disagrees, asserting that, under  [*1091]  the ordinary definition of the term, an increase in a charge also occurs whenever an insurer charges a higher rate than it would otherwise have charged because of any factor--such as adverse credit information, age, or driving record 8 --regardless of whether the customer was previously charged some other rate. According to Reynolds, he was charged an increased rate because of his credit rating when he was compelled to pay a rate higher than the premium rate because he failed to obtain a high insurance score. Thus, he argues, the definitions of "increase" and "charge" encompass the insurance companies' practice. Reynolds is correct. “Increase" means to make something greater. See, e.g., OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY (2d ed. 1989) ("The action, process, or fact of becoming or making greater; augmentation, growth, enlargement, extension."); WEBSTER'S NEW WORLD DICTIONARY OF AMERICAN ENGLISH (3d college ed. 1988) (defining "increase" as "growth, enlargement, etc[.]"). "Charge" means the price demanded for goods or services. See, e.g., OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY (2d ed. 1989) ("The price required or demanded for service rendered, or (less usually) for goods supplied."); WEBSTER'S NEW WORLD DICTIONARY OF AMERICAN ENGLISH (3d college ed. 1988) ("The cost or price of an article, service, etc."). Nothing in the definition of these words implies that the term "increase in any charge for" should be limited to cases in which a company raises the rate that an individual has previously been charged.

2. Counter interp – aff must be a net increase

Rogers 5 (Judge – New York, et al., Petitioners v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Respondent, NSR Manufacturers Roundtable, et al., Intervenors, 2005 U.S. App. LEXIS 12378, **; 60 ERC (BNA) 1791, 6/24, Lexis)

[**48]  Statutory Interpretation. HN16While the CAA defines a "modification" as any physical or operational change that "increases" emissions, it is silent on how to calculate such "increases" in emissions. 42 U.S.C. § 7411(a)(4). According to government petitioners, the lack of a statutory definition does not render the term "increases" ambiguous, but merely compels the court to give the term its "ordinary meaning." See Engine Mfrs.Ass'nv.S.Coast AirQualityMgmt.Dist., 541 U.S. 246, 124 S. Ct. 1756, 1761, 158 L. Ed. 2d 529(2004); Bluewater Network, 370 F.3d at 13; Am. Fed'n of Gov't Employees v. Glickman, 342 U.S. App. D.C. 7, 215 F.3d 7, 10 [*23]  (D.C. Cir. 2000). Relying on two "real world" analogies, government petitioners contend that the ordinary meaning of "increases" requires the baseline to be calculated from a period immediately preceding the change. They maintain, for example, that in determining whether a high-pressure weather system "increases" the local temperature, the relevant baseline is the temperature immediately preceding the arrival of the weather system, not the temperature five or ten years ago. Similarly,  [**49]  in determining whether a new engine "increases" the value of a car, the relevant baseline is the value of the car immediately preceding the replacement of the engine, not the value of the car five or ten years ago when the engine was in perfect condition.

3. Counter-standards 

a. Aff Ground – NASA programs are all being slashed in the status quo – limiting the aff to existing programs leaves few affs 

b. Limits – they set an unfair limit on the topic – space development is an infant stage now – we need to be able to make leaps and bounds in space policy for every aff – they all necessitate the development of new space infrastructure

c. Education – only our interpretation allows scientific education on new possibilities for NASA instead of stale education on the same bureaucratic existing NASA programs

4. Reasonability is best – competing interpretations ensures they’ll always move the goalpost to keep our aff out
2AC – AT: Development – Privatization/Commercialization

2. We meet: we charger a corporation to do the plan

3. We meet: their interpretation is only inclusive not exclusive

4. We meet: their interpretation just says that space development policy is moving toward privatization and commercialization in the status quo, not that other 
things aren’t space development

5. Counter Interpretation: Development includes launch vehicles, SSP, tourism, comm satellites, and transportation infrastructure

Hsu 9 (Feng, Ph.D. and Senior Fellow – Aerospace Technology Working Group, and Ken Cox, Ph.D. and Founder & Director – Aerospace Technology Working Group, “Sustainable Space Exploration and Space Development - A Unified Strategic Vision”, 2-20, http://www.spacerenaissance.org/papers/A-UnifiedSpaceVision-Hsu-Cox.pdf)

In our view, even with adequate reform in its governance model, NASA is not a rightful institution to lead or manage the nation's business in Space Development projects. This is because human space development activities, such as development of affordable launch vehicles, RLVs, space-based solar power, space touring capabilities, communication satellites, and trans-earth or trans-lunar space transportation infrastructure systems, are primarily human economic and commercial development endeavors that are not only cost-benefit-sensitive in project management, but are in the nature of business activities and are thus subject to fundamental business principles related to profitability, sustainability, and market development, etc. Whereas, in space exploration, by its nature and definition, there are basic human scientific research and development (R&D) activities that require exploring the unknowns, pushing the envelope of new frontiers or taking higher risks with full government and public support, and these need to be invested in solely by taxpayer contributions.

6. Standards:

a. Limits: we limit development to the five biggest affs – provides a reasonable research burden and ensures aff ground

b. Overlimits: under their interpretation no aff would be topical. Either we advocate privatization and they would read T – its or we go through a government agency and they read T – commercialization

c. Evidence: our evidence is the only one trying to define development

d. Topic Specific Education: only our interpretation allows us to learn about the United States developing space rather than private companies

e. Neg ground: we don’t spike out of any of their ground – they still have links to key generics like spending

7. Prefer reasonability: it’s more fair and checks a race to the bottom

8. Don’t vote on potential abuse – it’s illogical and infinitely regressive 

2AC – AT: ASPEC 
1. Counterinterp – the affirmative should specify their actor as the United States federal government. 

2. No abuse – we will give you competition for your agent counterplans

3. Inifintely Regressive — their interpretation justifies us having to specify every senator’s vote, forcing the aff to read 8 minutes of plan text.

4. Cross-x checks abuse—they could have just asked us.

5. No Education – make them prove that agent is key in the context of withdrawal from Japan

6. Justifies agent Counterplans. This is a voter

a) Ground. No lit assumes a choice between two different agents. 

b) Topic education. We already know about the courts

7. Don’t vote on potential abuse – only vote on things in the round 
