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We Meet – the satellites are US satellites – we merely cooperate with india over the development

It is a cornerstone of US space development
Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies Fellow, 2011 (Yasuhito, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”, Space Policy, Vol. 27, No. 1, accessed: 6/20/11, Science Direct, CQ)

Besides collaboration with its allies in the region, the Obama administration is seeking to expand cooperation with an emerging space power, India. In July 2009 both governments signed a Technology Safeguards Agreement which was intended to “permit the launch of civil or non-commercial satellites containing US components on Indian space launch vehicles.”17 In November 2009 President Obama and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh agreed to “collaborate in the application of their space technology and related scientific capabilities in outer space and for development purposes.”18 Furthermore, in November 2010, both leaders agreed to expand their collaboration in space.19 According to the agreement, the two countries are to hold a Joint Civil Space Working Group in 2011 to develop closer ties in space cooperation and Earth observation. The leaders also agreed to cooperate on the safety and security of space activities. Of special note is the US decision to remove all Indian civil space and defense-related entities from the Department of Commerce “Entity List”, which involves export license requirements. Accordingly, subordinates of the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) and the Defense Research and Development Organization (DRDO) were removed from the list in order to “facilitate trade and cooperation in civil space and defense.”20 In his remarks to the Indian parliament President Obama stated that the removal, along with the ongoing reform of the export control system, “will ensure that Indian companies seeking high-tech trade and technologies from America are treated the same as our very closest allies and partners.”21

We Meet – Entities operating underneath a government contract are legally recognized as part of the government- many former court cases prove.

AINS Inc. v. United States 2004 United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit 03-5134 AINS, INC. Plaintiff-Appellant, v. UNITED STATES, Defendant-Appellee DECIDED:  April 23, 2004 Judge Lawrence J. Block <http://www.ll.georgetown.edu/federal/judicial/fed/opinions/03opinions/03-5134.html>//DoeS

The first historically recorded NAFI in the United States was a self-supporting post fund that Army officers administered to aid indigent widows and children of deceased Civil War soldiers.  Congress expanded upon this idea to develop a system of  “post exchanges” (PXs), which the Army regulates and operates as profit making ventures.  After World War II, Congress expanded the idea of self-supporting agencies even further, and NAFIs began to appear throughout the civilian sector. The NAFI doctrine, as it relates to the Court of Federal Claims and to jurisdiction under the Tucker Act, began to develop following Standard Oil Company of California v. Johnson, 316 U.S. 481, 484-85 (1942).  In Standard Oil, the Supreme Court ruled that PXs qualified for a federal government exemption from a California motor vehicle fuel tax.  Id.  According to the Court, “post exchanges as now operated are arms of the Government deemed by it essential for the performance of governmental functions,” though the “government assumes none of the financial obligations of the exchange.”  Id. at 485. In other words, Standard Oil recognized the existence of “government agencies” for which the government had not accepted financial responsibility.  Standard Oil did not address the questions of liability and/or of sovereign immunity as applied to such “agencies.”  Shortly thereafter, however, the Court of Claims opined that its jurisdiction under the Tucker Act was limited to claims against the general fund, or more specifically, to claims against government instrumentalities whose judgments could be paid from appropriated funds.  The Court of Claims reasoned that when the government assumed no liability for a federal entity, the government could not be said to have consented to suit against that entity—and that the Tucker Act consequently provided the Claims Court with no jurisdiction to hear complaints against these entities.  NAFIs therefore retain their sovereign immunity from suit for breaches of contract that Congress waived with respect to government agencies funded by appropriations from the general fund.  See, e.g., Borden v. United States, 116 F. Supp. 873 (Ct. Cl. 1953); Pulaski Cab Co. v. United States, 157 F. Supp. 955 (Ct. Cl. 1958); Kyer v. United States, 369 F.2d 714 (Ct. Cl. 1966). It appears that Standard Oil did not compel this result.  The early cases articulating the doctrine that NAFIs retained sovereign immunity met with spirited insistence that the doctrine emerged from an erroneous interpretation of Standard Oil.  See, e.g., Borden, 116 F. Supp. at 910-14 (Whitaker, J., dissenting); Pulaski Cab Co., 157 F. Supp. at 958 (Whitaker, J., concurring).  In the Court of Claims’ first significant NAFI doctrine case, Borden was an accountant employed by an Army PX under contract with the PX.  Borden, 116 F. Supp. at 873.  Someone stole payroll funds from Borden’s office, and some of these funds were never recovered.  The PX withheld an amount equal to its loss from Borden’s salary, alleging that his negligence had caused the loss.  Borden sued the United States to recover his withheld salary.   The court recognized that this case presented an anomaly because Borden seemed to have no avenue along which to seek redress of his claims.  Id. at 907.  He could not sue the PX, with whom he had a contract, because it was an arm of the government.  And “in the light of [Standard Oil]. . . [the court] reluctantly reach[ed] the conclusion that plaintiff c[ould] not sue the United States on a contract of employment which is signed by the Army Exchange Service, European Theater.”  Id. at 907-09.  In dissent, Judge Whitaker complained that [t]he majority recognize that [Borden] should have a right of action, but they feel compelled to hold that he has not by the decision of the Supreme Court in Standard Oil. . . .  I do not feel so compelled. . . . Army regulations say exchange contracts are not government contracts, and, yet, the Supreme Court says that exchanges are "arms of the government." . . .  By what authority does the Army say that their contracts are not government contracts?  . . . The Army cannot set aside an Act of Congress
Counter-interpretation – 

“Its” can mean “associated in some way with”

World English Dictionary Last Updated 2009 <<http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/its>> //DoeS

determiner a. of, belonging to, or associated in some way with it: its left rear wheel b. ( as pronoun ): each town claims its is the best 

Reasons to Prefer – 

A.   Aff ground – They limit the topic to two or three aff’s with no US key warrants – aff ground outweighs neg ground because they have generics and counterplans to read – aff creativity is key to fairness
B.   Literature – Cooperation is normal means – their interpretation artificially limits the lit base – that means any education they provide is useless and only aff education can be used outside of the debate
Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies Fellow, 2011 (Yasuhito, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”, Space Policy, Vol. 27, No. 1, accessed: 6/20/11, Science Direct, CQ)

This paper aims to analyze the new US National Space Policy (NSP) and examine its relevance to Asia. President Barack Obama announced the new NSP in June 2010, after inviting wide speculation on how the new administration wanted to define its NSP. The NSP is a comprehensive document which stipulates principles, goals and inter-sectoral and sectoral guidelines for space activities; it can be analyzed from various perspectives. Above all, the NSP’s great emphasis on the importance of international cooperation has significant meaning for Asia. The USA has a long history of international space cooperation, especially in the field of civil space, and past administrations also pledged the promotion of international cooperation in their NSPs. Even the former Bush administration’s NSP, which was sometimes regarded as a product of unilateralism, included “cooperation with other nations” as one of the principles of US space programs and activities.1 Obama’s NSP is, however, rooted in cooperation and incorporates the concept throughout, instead of just mentioning it in one section. The introduction states that “the United States hereby renews its pledge of cooperation,” whereas for the principles of space activities, the USA will adhere to its principles “in this spirit of cooperation” and proposes that other nations follow suit. Also, as one of the goals of its national space programs, emphasis is placed on the expansion of international cooperation. In the inter-sectoral guidelines there is a special section on international cooperation, which stipulates the need to strengthen US space leadership, identify areas for potential international cooperation, and develop transparency and confidence-building measures (TCBMs). According to a senior administration official, who played a central role in shaping the document, enhancing international cooperation and collaboration in space is positioned as a “key cornerstone” in Obama’s NSP.2
Their limits standard is stupid – only a limited number of countries have space programs and solvency advocates limit that number even lower plus the need to read a good aff means the cooperate with Turkey aff sucks
Their ground standard is dumb – generics solve their offense –and you can cut arguments about why cooperation is ineffective or bad
Grammar is dumb – they use a dangling participle in their ground standard - so there!

Err aff – Competing interpretations creates a race to the bottom and incentivizes T debates which distract from substantive education about the topic – the aff is reasonable
