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Resolved: The United States federal government should substantially increase its exploration and/or development of space beyond the Earth’s mesosphere.
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*** KEY TOPIC TERMS

Exploration – No Satellites / Deep Space
“Exploration” refers to space activities toward the Moon, Mars, or NEOs --- this excludes the outer Solar System and beyond and satellites in Earth’s orbit
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.

Exploration – Only Deep Space
Exploration refers to deep space --- activities must take place outside of orbit of the Earth’s
Schmitt 3 (Harrison, Chair – Interlune-Intermars Initiative, Inc. and Astronaut – Apollo 17, Testimony Before the Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee, 11-6, http://www.chicagospace.org/schmitttestimony.ht ml)

Appendix A: Space Exploration And Development - Why Humans?

The term "space exploration" implies the exploration of the Moon, planets and asteroids, that is, "deep space," in contrast to continuing human activities in Earth orbit. Human activities in Earth orbit have less to do with exploration and more to do with international commitments, as in the case of the Space Station, and prestige and technological development, as in the case of China and Russia. There are also research opportunities, not fully recognized even after 40 years, that exploit the opportunities presented by being in Earth orbit.

Deep space exploration has been and should always be conducted with the best combination of human and robotic techniques. Many here will argue the value of robotics. I will just say that any data collection that can be successfully automated at reasonable cost should be. In general, human being's should not waste their time with activities such as surveying, systematic photography, and routine data collection. Robotic precursors into situations of undefined or uncertain risk also are clearly appropriate.

Exploration must have an outward focus --- research directed toward the Earth isn’t topical
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.
Exploration – Only Deep Space
Earth science activities are distinct from space exploration and development
Spitzl 99 (Helmut, Space Expert – European Commission, “Out of the Cradle – Chapter 2”, http://neptune.spaceports.com/~helmut/exploration99/strategy1/2_1_1_current_space_strategies.html)

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.

The mission of the Aerospace Technology Enterprise is to pioneer the identification, development, verification, transfer, application, and commercialization of high-payoff aeronautical and space transportation technologies.

Finally, the mission of the Human Exploration and Development of Space Enterprise (HEDS) is to open the space frontier by exploring and to expand the human experience into the far reaches of space. The Space Shuttle and International Space Station (ISS) serve as research platforms to pave the way for sustained human presence in space through critical research on human adaptation. The goals of the HEDS Enterprise are as follows:

Prepare to conduct human missions of exploration to planetary and other bodies in the solar system (i.e. Mars Reference Mission)

Use the space environment to expand scientific knowledge

Provide safe and affordable human access to space, establish a human presence in space, and share that experience

Enable the commercial development of space via information and technology sharing for the betterment of the all mankind

Exploration – Specific Destination
“Exploration” must have a specific destination --- any other interpretation unlimits

Lester 9 (Daniel F., Professor of Astronomy – University of Texas, and Michael Robinson, Professor of History – Hillyer College, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy, 25(4), November, p. 240)

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-Earth Objects--NEOs) 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 e Asia, Africa, and the Spice Islands e 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 represented 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 flag on the tallest, ‘‘rockiest’’ mound of ice in the vicinity (see Fig. 2).

(Note – “VSE” = “Vision for Space Exploration”, a National Security Presidential Directive issued in 2004)

Exploration – Excludes Robotics

Exploration is only human space travel --- robotic missions aren’t topical
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 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 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.
Even if “exploration” can include robots, it must also have a human component
Ehrenfreud 10 (P., Space Policy Institute – George Washington University, et al., “Cross-Cultural Management Supporting Global Space Exploration”, Acta Astronautica, 66(1-2), January-February, p. 245)

1 The European Space Agency ESA defines exploration as the ``travel through [and to] an unfamiliar area in order to learn about it'' and space exploration as ``extending access and a sustainable presence for humans in the Earth–Moon–Mars space, including the Lagrangian points and near-Earth objects'' [1]. In this paper we adopt this definition of space exploration to explore robotically and later with humans neighboring planets and small bodies of our solar system.

Exploration – Includes Robotics
Space exploration includes use of satellites, probes, and human spacecraft
Free Dictionary 11 (http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/space+exploration)
space exploration, the investigation of physical conditions in space and on stars, planets, and other celestial bodies through the use of artificial satellites (spacecraft that orbit the earth), space probes (spacecraft that pass through the solar system and that may or may not orbit another celestial body), and spacecraft with human crews.

Exploration includes both robotic and human activities

Brook 10 (Richard, Consultant – Surrey Satellite Technology, et al., “Space Exploration, A New European Flagship Programme”, Space Advisory Group, 10-10, http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/newsroom/cf/_getdocument.cfm?doc_id=6195)
The relevance of space in the new TFEU should be reflected in space policies and programmes  with the appropriate  budgets by extending  the  scope and ambitions of the EU contribution.  There are many reasons  that  justify the need to devote additional  EU resources to Space  exploration.  In this document, the term "space exploration" refers to  "the combination of robotic and human activities for the discovery of extra-terrestrial environments that will open up new  frontiers for the acquisition of knowledge and peaceful expansion of humankind”. The broad scope of this definition requires that the EU prioritise the proposed activities to be addressed  in line with the potential financial envelope and technological capabilities.
Limiting “exploration” to only human travel is outdated

Lester 9 (Daniel F., Professor of Astronomy – University of Texas, and Michael Robinson, Professor of History – Hillyer College, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy, 25(4), November, p. 236)

The word ‘‘exploration’’ threads its way through every discussion of human space ﬂight and often headlines national policy statements about the US space agency. Yet this concept, so rooted in our culture, remains remarkably ill-defined. In this paper, we examine various presumptions implicit in the term and its ramifications for federally supported space endeavors. We argue that historical examples of exploration, widely used by policy makers, often make poor models for contemporary space travel. In particular, historical precedents of exploration set up a land-biased view of discovery, a restriction which impedes full expression of the Vision for Space Exploration and its possible scientific returns. These same precedents also set up a view of discovery that is biased toward in situ human presence, a view that modern technology is rendering increasingly absurd. 

Exploration – Physical Exploration
“Space exploration” requires physical exploration

OECD 7 (The Space Economy At A Glance, p. 62)

Definition

Space exploration is the physical exploration of outer-Earth objects, via robotic probes and human missions. More broadly, it also includes the scientific disciplines (e.g. astronomy, solar physics, astrophysics, planetary sciences), technologies and policies applied to space endeavours.

Exploration – Excludes Travel 
“Exploration” must generate scientific returns --- pure travel is only “tourism”

Spudis 10 (Dr. Paul, Senior Staff Scientist – Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory, “Have We Forgotten What Exploration Means?”, The Once and Future Moon – Blog of Air & Space Magazine, 1-25, http://blogs.airspacemag.com/moon/2010/01/have-we-forgotten-what-exploration-means/)
As long as we are navel-gazing during this policy hiatus, I want to examine a topic that many think is self-evident: what activities do we mean by the word “exploration?”  NASA describes itself as a space exploration agency; we had the Vision for Space Exploration.  The department within the agency developing the new Orion spacecraft and Ares launch vehicle is the Exploration Systems Mission Directorate.  So clearly, the term is tightly woven into the fabric of the space program.  But exactly what does exploration encompass?

Exploration can have very personal meanings, such as your own exploration of a new town, or a new and unknown field of knowledge.  Here, I speak of the collective, societal exploration exemplified by our national space program.  This exploration began in 1957, when the launch of Sputnik by the Soviet Union initiated a decade-long “space race” of geopolitical dimensions with the United States.  That race culminated with our first trips to the Moon.  Once its primary geopolitical rationale had been served, Moon exploration was terminated.  Since then, the “space program” has been astonishingly unfocused – drifting from a quest to develop a reusable spacecraft to building orbiting space stations – and despite numerous studies affirming needed direction, unfulfilled plans to send humans back to the Moon and eventually on to Mars.

When the race to the Moon began 50 years ago, space was considered just another field of exploration, similar to Earth-bound exploration of the oceans, Antarctica, and even more abstract fields such as medical research and technology development.  Moreover, many used the term “frontier” when speaking about space, touching a very familiar chord in our national psyche by drawing an analogy with the westward movement in American history.  What better way to motivate a nation shaped by the development of the western frontier than by enticing it with the prospect of a new (and boundless) frontier to explore?  After all, we are descended from immigrants and explorers.  Over time however, few recognized that there had been a shift in the definition and understanding of just what exploration represented.

Starting around the turn of the last century, while still retaining its geopolitical context, exploration became closely associated with science.  Although first detectable in the 19th Century exploration of America and Africa, the tendency to use science as the rationale for geopolitical exploration reached its acme during the heroic age of polar exploration.  Amundsen, Nansen, Cook, Peary, Scott and Shackleton all had personal motivations to spend years of their lives in the polar regions, but all of them cloaked their ego-driven imperatives in the mantle of “scientific research.”  After all, the quest for new knowledge sounds much nobler than self-gratification, global power projection or land grabbing.

Science has been part of the space program from the beginning and has served as both an activity and a rationale.  The more scientists got, the more they wanted.  They realized that their access to space depended upon the appropriation of enormous amounts of public money and hence, supported the non-scientific aspects of the space program (although not without some resentment).  Because science occurs on the cutting edge of human knowledge, its conflation with exploration is understandable.  But originally, exploration was a much broader and richer term.  Which brings us back to the analogy with the westward movement in American history and the changed meaning of the word “exploration.”  A true frontier has explorers and scientists, but it also has miners, transportation builders, settlers and entrepreneurs.  Many are perfectly satisfied to limit space access to only the former.

“Exploration without science is tourism.” – Statement of the American Astronomical Society on the Vision for Space Exploration, July 11, 2005

This fatuous quote accurately reflects the elitist, constricted mindset of many in the scientific community.  In one fell swoop, the famous explorers of history – Marco Polo, Columbus, Balboa, Drake – are consigned to the category of  “tourist.”  Overcoming great difficulty and hardship, these men sought new lands for many varied reasons.  Exploration includes obtaining new knowledge but it does not end there; it begins there.  The quest for new lands has always been a search for new territories, resources, and riches.  Historically, survival and wealth creation are stronger drivers of exploration and settlement than curiosity.

What is missing from our current program of space exploration is a firm understanding that it must generate wealth, not just consume it.  Exploration is more than an experiment.  The idea of space as a sanctuary for science has trapped us in an endless loop of building expendable hardware to support science experiments.  Once the data are obtained, of what use is an empty booster or a used rover?  We’ve “been there” and a pipeline of new inquiry awaits, to be facilitated by new spacecraft and new sensors designed to reach new destinations of study.  Hugely expensive equipment must be developed to support science while the idea of creating transportation infrastructure or settlement is branded as “budget busting” (i.e., manned space exploration cuts into science’s budget).  So “exploration” lives to enable science, period.

This is our current model of space exploration.  I contend that it is not exploration as historically understood and practiced.  Traditionally, science (knowledge gathering) was a tool in the long process of exploration, which included surveys, mining, infrastructure creation and settlement (all advanced and protected with military assistance).  This was the model of national exploration prior to the 20th Century and it is readily applicable today – if we change our business model for space. What is needed is the incremental, cumulative build-up of space faring infrastructure that is both extensible and maintainable, a growing system whose aim is to transport us anywhere we want to go, for whatever reasons we can imagine, with whatever capabilities we may need.

These changes do not require that an ever-increasing amount of new money be spent on space.  Instead, true exploration requires only the understanding that it must contribute more to society than it consumes.  And the American people have every right to expect as much in return for their years of supporting NASA.
Exploration – Excludes Travel

Space travel is not exploration

Meckling 63 (William H., Dean of the Graduate School of Management – University of Rochester, “Economics and Space Technology”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May, p. 17)

First, any really significant innovations arc almost by definition going to be ones we now do not foresee. If we could foresee them, we would already be working on them. Second, it seems likely that any indirect economic benefits that accrue as a result of space endeavors, like the lunar landing program, will take the form of improved or new products used here on earth. Mankind is not going to be enriched either by exploiting re​sources on the moon or by establishing residence there. Indeed, it seems unlikely that space travel (as distin​guished from space exploration) will be a good invest​ment in any time period in which our generation has a serious interest. To put the matter a little differently, I would not buy stock in a company that was proposing to acquire valid title to the moon for a price that was even a small fraction of what we are proposing to spend in getting there.

Exploration missions require intent to pursue new discoveries, development, and applications

NASA 10 (“The NASA Fundamental Space Biology Science Plan 2010-2020”, 11-4, http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/541222main_10-05-17%20FSB%20Sci%20Plan-Signed_508.pdf)
What is Space Biology? 

The only life we have yet encountered in the universe is life on Earth. Every known living thing evolved under the common influence of Earth’s gravity, atmosphere, and radiation. Space exploration, defined as missions conducted to pursue new discoveries, new development and new applications beyond Earth, can be accomplished in different ways by people traveling on spacecraft, or by robot surrogates monitored by people. FSB conducts research to optimize the value of the human exploration component by all practical means.

Exploration – Historical Examples Bad

Historical examples are a selective and inaccurate means of defining “exploration”

Lester 9 (Daniel F., Professor of Astronomy – University of Texas, and Michael Robinson, Professor of History – Hillyer College, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy, 25(4), November, p. 237-238)

2. Exploration and the historical record

The historical record offers a rich set of examples of what we call exploration: Christopher Columbus sailing to the New World, Roald Amundsen driving his dogs towards the South Pole, and Neil Armstrong stepping into the soft dust of the Moon. Yet these examples illustrate the difficulty in pinning down exploration as an activity. If we define exploration as travel through an unfamiliar area in order to learn about it we exclude Columbus, whose discovery was serendipitous rather than purposeful. We would also have to exclude Amundsen and Armstrong, and indeed many of the pantheon of explorers, who tended to dash across new terrain rather than investigate it systematically. Even more expansive terms such as ‘‘discovery’’ sometimes offer a poor fit for the object of modern expeditions: did Robert Peary discover the North Pole in 1909, an axis point that Greek astronomers knew about 2500 years ago? Not in any meaningful sense of the word. Students of exploration, then, must make peace with this uncomfortable fact: ‘‘exploration’’ is a multivalent term, one which has been (and undoubtedly will continue to be) used in different ways by different people. Geographical discovery, scientific investigation, resource extraction, and high-risk travel are activities tucked inside this definitional basket. Because of exploration’s multiple historical meanings, policy makers and administrators have often used this history selectively and out of context. Specifically, policy statements cite the history of exploration in order to make two points: first, that humans are compelled to explore, that curiosity about the world is an innate attribute of our species; and second, that this compulsion has expressed itself most fully in the USA, where exploration has moved beyond matters of trade and settlement to become a part of national identity, a symbol of American idealism, enterprise, and self-sufficiency [7].

Exploration – Inclusive Aff Definitions
“Exploration” can target any celestial object

Stocker 6 (Brian, Physicist and Former Teacher, “Teaching Space and the Solar System”, Education Articles, 6-27, http://www.edarticle.com/article.php?id=5)
What is space exploration? The age of space exploration began in the sixth decade of the 20th century. Since that time, robot probes and human beings have ventured beyond the limits of the Earth’s atmosphere. Today, space explorations include the investigation of celestial objects ranging in size from cosmic dust to the giant planets of the solar system. Because of technology, humans are continuously discovering more about life and forces in space. The possibilities are endless. 
“Exploration” includes astronomy

Lester 9 (Daniel F., Professor of Astronomy – University of Texas, and Michael Robinson, Professor of History – Hillyer College, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy, 25(4), November, p. 242)

What to do? There are few easy answers. However, the history of US exploration offers insight about places we can start. First, we should accept that ‘‘exploration’’ is a multivalent term, with many meanings, some of which are contradictory, and all of which have historical precedent. For too long we have looked at the history of exploration selectively, seeking to ﬁnd the antecedents which justify our own vision of exploration: as science, as human adventure, as geopolitical statement. This is a deﬁnitional fight which cannot be won. Space policy must acknowledge the multiple visions for space exploration, developing a clear-eyed metric of value which avoids the vagaries of lofty ‘‘exploration-speak’’. If the merits of human exploration of the Moon and Mars are primarily symbolic and geopolitical, what are these goals worth in terms of federal funding? What are costs and benefits of missions developed to express ‘‘soft power’’ vs. science? Finally, which goals or combination of goals offers the best chance of longterm buy-in by the taxpayer? While historical precedent defines exploration in terms of human explorers who travel to new destinations, that definition is woefully obsolete with regard to discovery in an era in which teleoperation offers virtual presence for explorers who remain on the surface of the Earth. As has been pointed out by many authors, ‘‘robots’’ have come to be less personal assistants who follow us dutifully, and more expendable extensions of our senses. In this respect, science can be viewed as arguably the most important frontier for humankind, and whether it is done by humans in situ or by humans remotely is no longer a particularly relevant distinction.
Space exploration is the expansion of human influence in space

Sabathier 9 (Vincent G., Senior Associate in the Technology and Public Policy Program – Center for Strategic and International Studies, “The Role of NASA 40 Years after the Lunar Landing”, 7-20, http://csis.org/publication/role-nasa-40-years-after-lunar-landing)

Space exploration is the expansion of human influence in space. This definition of exploration is inherently one of capacity building. Human influence in space is a measure of our ability to do useful things beyond the Earth’s surface. In order to do something useful, there has to be some sort of human presence—either humans themselves or their robotic proxies. Once some measure of human influence has been established at some destination in space, there are two ways a space exploration agency can expand that influence. First, the agency can decrease the costs and increase the benefits of human influence at a given location until such influence becomes sufficiently useful that it is economically self-sustaining, at which point continued use of agency resources is unnecessary. Alternately, human influence can be extended to some new place that may in the future become home to some form of self-supporting human influence. The key element is that such a mandate compels each step to build on past accomplishments and lay the groundwork for future missions.

Exploration – Precision Impacts*
Their interpretation guts precision --- “space exploration” requires exacting contextual definitions --- generic definitions are facially absurd and far too broad to shape space policy 

Lester 9 (Daniel F., Professor of Astronomy – University of Texas, and Michael Robinson, Professor of History – Hillyer College, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy, 25(4), November, p. 237)

The optimal strategy for US space exploration has recently been the subject of some decidedly revisionist thinking, manifested in the February 2008 workshop ‘‘Examining the Vision: Balancing Science and Exploration’’ sponsored by Stanford University and the Planetary Society [3]. Human space exploration was defined implicitly by the participants with an implementation plan e to wit ‘‘the purpose of sustained human exploration is to go to Mars and beyond’’. This, and also the view that science is a beneficiary of human space flight but is not its primary motivation, is consistent with the thinking of the Aldridge Commission. This consistency became a matter of revisionism here because, following the Aldridge Report with its broad set of science goals, the NASA exploration enterprise subsequently became narrowly focused on lunar return. While these statements provide context, they do little to advance our deeper understanding of exploration and its implications for space policy. The CAIB report defined Columbia’s astronauts as explorers even though the crew never left low-Earth orbit, a region traveled by hundreds of other astronauts prior to STS-107. In what sense then were they ‘‘pushing back . a frontier’’ as specified in the Aldridge Report? Or is the notion of exploration as travel to places never visited too limiting? After all, Sir Edmund Hillary and Tenzing Norgay’s ascent of Everest brought them to a place never visited, whereas Charles Darwin followed in the footsteps of hundreds of others when he made his world-changing discoveries in the Galapagos Islands. Does this make Hillary and Norgay explorers to the exclusion of Darwin? [4] Despite these ambiguities in meaning, it is still emphasized by many that the USA is a nation founded by explorers, and that, however troubling their legacy might be, those explorers have instilled in us a national ‘‘spirit of exploration’’. A discussion about the definition of ‘‘exploration’’ can, in principle, devolve into a comparison of dictionary definitions, and that is not very satisfying. Were we to do this, we would quickly find that the verb ‘‘explore’’ is defined (as per the Oxford English dictionary) as to: (1) travel through an unfamiliar area in order to learn about it; (2) inquire into or discuss in detail; and (3) examine by touch. Two of these would apply to human space flight. By these definitions, one might argue that exploration involves little more than walking into the woods a few hundred yards from home and planting tracks on a few square inches of ground that might never have been touched by human feet. This seems absurd, of course. Such definitions could even be rendered irrelevant by Chief Justice Potter Stewart’s ‘‘I know it when I see it’’ test (which he famously used to define obscenity) [5]. Such a test, in which exploration is defined at gut-level, seems endemic to practical modern views of space exploration. Yet it is an absurdity which makes the point clear: definitions offer little help in understanding the constellation of meanings which surround modern exploration [6]. These may seem like semantic questions, but there are perils which await the US space program if it chooses to base a program on exploration, and yet leaves the meaning of the word unexamined. As NASA moves from policy statements to implementation goals and mission metrics, the ambiguity of exploration continues to play out in debates over goals and outcomes. The question for NASA is not ‘‘What is the true meaning of exploration?’’ but rather ‘‘What kind of exploration should we pursue?’’ We do not presume to answer either question here but, rather, hope to prepare the way for the debate which must follow: first, by looking at the different meanings of exploration and their historical precedents; second, by examining some of the hidden assumptions in exploration policy and its implications for the VSE.

Exploration – Precision Impacts*

Terminological imprecision about “exploration” corrupts debates about space policy --- resolving ambiguity in the term is a pre-requisite to effective policy-making
Lester 9 (Daniel F., Professor of Astronomy – University of Texas, and Michael Robinson, Professor of History – Hillyer College, “Visions of Exploration”, Space Policy, 25(4), November, p. 239)

3. The ‘‘insegreviousness’’ of exploration

That Americans have broadly embraced exploration as a part of their national identity seems clear. Yet, as the above examples show, this embrace provides little insight into the meanings of exploration, the effect of such meanings on the planning of missions, or the value of such missions to the nation. Why does such an important term as ‘‘exploration’’ retain such ambiguity? One finds many answers, but perhaps comedian Gary Owen explains it best. Certain words, Owen states, are ‘‘freedom words’’, terms with meanings broad enough to label things that would be hard to categorize. Like Owen’s made-up word ‘‘insegrevious’’, exploration has come to mean whatever its users want it to mean. In truth, the ambiguity of the term ‘‘exploration’’ has certain advantages, particularly from the perspective of funding and policy making. Because funding of NASA budgets requires broad agreement in Congress, the fuzziness of exploration often avoids triggering debates that would weaken political support. ‘‘In the political realm, it’s not desirable to have too precise a definition’’, according to Scott Hubbard, Stanford Professor of Engineering and Former Director of NASA Ames Research Center, with respect to exploration. Within this environment, explains Hubbard, defining exploration too narrowly ‘‘is not without some peril’’. Ian Pryke, Senior Fellow at George Mason University and Former Head of the European Space Agency’s Washington Office, speaks in similar terms about the word. ‘‘A little bit of constructive ambiguity never hurts.’’ [19]. Yet this ambiguity comes with a price. If it makes it easier to craft policy and pass space budgets, it makes later decisions, such as policy implementation and mission metrics, more difficult. Five years after the announcement of VSE and four years after the Exploration Systems Architecture Study (ESAS), broad disagreement remains about core concepts in US space exploration. While VSE and the reports detailing and extending it deserve praise for being visionary and ambitious, they have also ‘‘kicked the can down the road’’, delaying, rather than resolving, debates about the ultimate goals of space exploration.

Development – R+D
Space development includes R+D and activities to facilitate exploration

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. 

R+D, testing, and evaluation

Rau 99 (Russell A., Assistant Inspector General, “Earned Value Management at NASA”, Audit Report, 9-30, http://oig.nasa.gov/audits/reports/FY99/pdfs/ig-99-058.pdf)
2  NASA is substituting the word “development” for “research, development, test, and evaluation” in the subsequent

version of NPD 9501.3.

Development – Only Peaceful

“Space development” is creating hardware for peaceful purposes --- includes satellites and launch vehicles
Hwang 6 (Chin Young, Policy and International Relations Division – Korea Aerospace Research Institute, “Space Activities in Korea—History, Current Programs and Future Plans”, Space Policy, 22(3), August, p. 199)
Space development in Korea has several characteristics. First, space development activities are initiated by a scientific research institute, KARI, and a university, KAIST SaTRec, for peaceful purposes. Most development projects have been proposed by research institutes, not government decision makers. Second, most satellite missions are multipurpose. Since space development has not been initiated by the top levels of government, funding has to be sought by research institutes and MOST. In order to get enough funds, missions must be able to meet various requirements of related ministries. At the same time, each space development project has to justify its feasibility in terms of an economic cost–benefit analysis. Third, Korean space activities have been focused on hardware—development of satellites and launch vehicles—rather than on the development of a full vision and the missions that would accompany this. The national space development plan reflects these characteristics, even though it contains some mention of space science and manned missions to the ISS through the international cooperation program.

Development – Includes Production
Development includes all production phases --- this is the most precise interpretation

Alves 1 (Péricles Gasparini, Masters – Universite De Geneve, “The Transfer of Dual-Use Outer Space Technologies : Confrontation or Co-Operation?”, http://www.unige.ch/cyberdocuments/theses2001/GaspariniP/these_body.html)

Category I of the Annex includes a long section on definition of terms in order to avoid misinterpretation of the items subject to control. For example, the term development covers a large realm of possibilities ranging from research design to projects, pilot production schemes and mounted and test prototypes. Production is understood to be all production phases: e.g., production engineering, integration inspection, test, etc. Most interesting is the attention paid to define the term technology: described to be the specific information required for the development, production, or use of a product, which can be technical data or assistance. Here too the Decree is very meticulous and describes technical data to include diagrams, formulas, diskettes, tapes, instruction manuals, and others, while technical assistance consists of training, consulting, and etc.
Development – Inclusive Aff Definitions
“Development” includes many specific activities

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.

“Space development” includes launch vehicles, ISS development, and remote sensing satellites

Collins 2 (Patrick, Azabu University, “The Cost to Taxpayers of Governments' Anti-Space Tourism Policy and Prospects for Improvement”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/pending/the_cost_to_taxpayers_of_governments _anti_space_tourism_policy_and_prospects_for_improvement.shtml)
As a result, out of space agencies' cumulative funding to date of some $1 trillion, almost nothing has been spent to promote the development of passenger space travel ? although they have acknowledged that this is the only activity that will lead to commercialisation of space activities and hence to economic growth in space. Although space agencies are formally responsible for the commercial development of space, in reality they do no more than try to sell systems they have developed for political reasons. This is entirely different, and economically it is a costly failure. G7 governments' claim thay they are working to commercialise space activities is untrue: they are in fact using taxpayers' money under false pretences.

Since the author's ISTS 2000 paper [15] G7 governments have spent a further $36 billion on a range of non-science 'space development' activities, centring on unprofitable expendable launch vehicles, unprofitable �e international space station' development, and further unprofitable over-investment in remote sensing satellite systems. Over the same period they have once again spent almost nothing on work relevant to passenger travel.

“Space development” includes launching objects and operating satellites

Kwanbo 7 (South Korean Publication, “Space Damages Compensation Act”, Global Legal Information Network, 12-21, http://www.glin.gov/view.action?glinID=205544)
There is a rising need to prepare for space accidents. The probability of such accidents has increased as countries around the world have actively pursued space development and private companies that use satellites are appearing. However, it is inappropriate to apply liability with negligence under the civil act to compensate for damages resulting from space accidents considering that space technology engenders many cutting-edge fields such as aerospace, electricity & electronics, telecommunications, and advanced materials. Also, payments for damages would be astronomical: forcing the payment in its entire amount would hinder the private sector's participation in the space development business. The need for a new compensation scheme is clear. This act is intended to set up specific standards and procedures such as the scope of compensation for damages and limits of responsibility for space accidents related to space development activities such as launching of space objects and operating of satellites.

*** BEYOND THE MESOSPHERE
Beyond the Mesosphere – 1NC

Interpretation --- 

“Beyond” means 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
That means activities must occur above 50 miles from the Earth’s surface
WC 11 (Weather Channel – Weather Glossary, “M”, http://www.weather.com/glossary/m.html)

MESOSPHERE

The layer of the atmosphere located between the stratosphere and the ionosphere, wheretemperatures drop rapidly with increasing height. It extends between 31 and 50 miles (17 to 80 kilometers) above the earth's surface.

Violation --- the plan increases [exploration/development] less than 50 miles from the surface

Voting issue --- 

1. Limits --- a strict interpretation of “beyond the mesosphere” is the only way to prevent an explosion of Affs that expand research into other areas, like high-altitude testing, non-space rockets, aerospace, etc. --- making research impossible

2. Ground --- the mesosphere is what distinguishes space from Earth’s environment, critically dividing literature relevant to the topic 
Athena 10 (Upper Atmosphere Wiki, “Mesosphere”, 4-26, http://www.athena-spu.gr/~upperatmosphere/index.php/ Mesosphere)

Being the “gateway” that connects Earth’s environment and space, the mesosphere is a region of great importance in energy balance processes and a link in vertical energy transfer, as it is in these layers that great surges of energy meet: solar radiation and particles contribute to downward energy transfer, whereas gravity waves, planetary waves and tides contribute to upward energy transfer from the stratosphere. Thus this region is a boundary layer that determines the temperature and density characteristics of the surrounding layers. In addition, in a time of increased concern about global climate change, the fact that the mesosphere might act as a “canary in a coal mine”, being a sensitive indicator of global temperature change, makes its long-term study an increasingly pressing matter. Finally, the continuous and ever-increasing presence of mankind in space, and the importance of the behavior of this region to multiple issues related to aerospace technology, such as orbital calculations, vehicle re-entry, space debris lifetime etc., make its extensive study a pressing need.
Beyond the Mesosphere – Ground / Precision
Our interpretation is most precise and critical to preserve space-specific links --- 50 miles is the NASA-defined boundary for space
Thirsk 9 (Robert, Canadian Space Agency, et al., “The Space-Flight Environment: the International Space Station and Beyond”, Canadian Medical Association Journal, 180(12), June, http://www.ecmaj.ca/cgi/content/full/180/12/ 1216)

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.

(Note – 80km roughly converts to 50mi – this is referenced in the 1NC Weather Channel card)
Beyond

Past

AHD 11 (American Heritage Dictionary, “beyond”, http://education.yahoo.com/reference/dictionary/entry/beyond)
PREPOSITION:

On the far side of; past: Just beyond the fence. 

Later than; after: beyond midnight. 

To a degree that is past the understanding, reach, or scope of: an evil beyond remedy. 

To a degree or amount greater than: rich beyond his wildest dreams. 

In addition to: asked for nothing beyond peace and quiet. 

Outside an area

Macmillon 11 (Dictionary, “beyond”, http://www.macmillandictionary.com/dictionary/american/beyond)
1 past a place or outside an area

a. farther away than something else
He could see a line of cypress trees and, beyond it, a landscape of red hills.

Traders looked eastward to India and beyond.

b. outside a particular area
By now Dr. Barnard’s fame had spread far beyond South Africa.

On the other side of --- this is the core meaning

Encarta 9 (World English Dictionary, “beyond”, http://encarta.msn.com/encnet/features/dictionary/DictionaryResults.aspx?refid=1861590257)
be·yond [ bee ónd, 

 HYPERLINK "http://encarta.msn.com/encnet/features/dictionary/Pronounce.aspx?search=beyond" bi yónd ] CORE MEANING: a grammatical word indicating that something is on the other side of something else, either physically or in the abstract
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 (prep) They are expanding environmental protection programs beyond the border area.
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 (prep) The gift of laughter is beyond price.

Outside a stated limit
Cambridge 10 (Dictionaries Online, “beyond”, http://dictionaries.cambridge.org/define.asp?key=beyond*2+0&dict=A)
beyond (OUTSIDE A LIMIT)
 [Show phonetics]
preposition, adverb 
outside or after a stated limit
Mesosphere

Topical action must be in the thermosphere or higher

Atmospheric Chemistry Glossary 11 (Sam Houston State University, http://www.shsu.edu/~chm_tgc/Glossary/lmn.html#M)
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. [Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences; v49n24; 2353-2371; 1992.] [Introduction to Meteorology; F.W. Cole; page 7; 1980; John Wiley and Sons New York.]

80 kilometers and above is topical
OED 11 (Compact Oxford English Dictionary, “mesosphere”, http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/mesosphere?view=uk)
the region of the earth's atmosphere above the stratosphere and below the thermosphere, between about 50 and 80 km in altitude.

Weisstein 7 (Eric W., Math and Science Encyclopedist, World of Astronomy, http://scienceworld.wolfram.com/astronomy/Mesosphere.html)
The region of the Earth's atmosphere from roughly 50-80 km altitude. 

Aff’s must explore/develop in the ionosphere or higher
Zoom Astronomy Glossary 10 (http://www.enchantedlearning.com/subjects/astronomy/glossary/indexm.shtml#mesosphere)
MESOSPHERE
The mesosphere is the atmospheric layer between the stratosphere and the ionosphere. The mesosphere is characterized by temperatures that quickly decrease as height increases. The mesosphere extends from between 31 and 50 miles (17 to 80 kilometers) above the earth's surface.
50 miles or higher
Glossary of Air Pollution Terms 10 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/html/gloss.htm#mesosphere)
Mesosphere

The layer of the Earth's atmosphere above the stratosphere and below the thermosphere. It is between 35 and 60 miles from the Earth. 

Mesophere is defined by an upper temperature minimum

National Weather Service 9 (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Weather Service Glossary, http://www.nws.noaa.gov/glossary/index.php?letter=m)
Mesosphere

The atmospheric shell between about 20 km and about 70 to 80 km, extending from the top of the stratosphere (the stratopause) to the upper temperature minimum that defines the mesopause (the base of the thermosphere).
*** SUBSTANTIALLY
Substantially – Context Key
Substantially must be given meaning --- contextual uses are key

Devinsky 2 (Paul, “Is Claim "Substantially" Definite?  Ask Person of Skill in the Art”, IP Update, 5(11), November, http://www.mwe.com/index.cfm/fuseaction/publications.nldetail/object_id/c2c73bdb-9b1a-42bf-a2b7-075812dc0e2d.cfm)
In reversing a summary judgment of invalidity, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit found that the district court, by failing to look beyond the intrinsic claim construction evidence to consider what a person of skill in the art would understand in a "technologic context," erroneously concluded the term "substantially" made a claim fatally indefinite.  Verve, LLC v. Crane Cams, Inc., Case No. 01-1417 (Fed. Cir. November 14, 2002). The patent in suit related to an improved push rod for an internal combustion engine.  The patent claims a hollow push rod whose overall diameter is larger at the middle than at the ends and has "substantially constant wall thickness" throughout the rod and rounded seats at the tips.  The district court found that the expression "substantially constant wall thickness" was not supported in the specification and prosecution history by a sufficiently clear definition of "substantially" and was, therefore, indefinite.  The district court recognized that the use of the term "substantially" may be definite in some cases but ruled that in this case it was indefinite because it was not further defined. The Federal Circuit reversed, concluding that the district court erred in requiring that the meaning of the term "substantially" in a particular "technologic context" be found solely in intrinsic evidence:  "While reference to intrinsic evidence is primary in interpreting claims, the criterion is the meaning of words as they would be understood by persons in the field of the invention."  Thus, the Federal Circuit instructed that "resolution of any ambiguity arising from the claims and specification may be aided by extrinsic evidence of usage and meaning of a term in the context of the invention."  The Federal Circuit remanded the case to the district court with instruction that "[t]he question is not whether the word 'substantially' has a fixed meaning as applied to 'constant wall thickness,' but how the phrase would be understood by persons experienced in this field of mechanics, upon reading the patent documents."

Substantially – A2: “Considerable Amount”
Arbitrary --- there’s no objective determination of what is ‘considerable’
Stark 97 (Stephen J., “Key Words And Tricky Phrases: An Analysis Of Patent Drafter's Attempts To Circumvent The Language Of 35 U.S.C.”, Journal of Intellectual Property Law, Fall, 5 J. Intell. Prop. L. 365, Lexis)
1. Ordinary Meaning. First, words in a patent are to be given their ordinary meaning unless otherwise defined. 30 However, what if a particular word has multiple meanings? For example, consider the word "substantial." The Webster dictionary gives eleven different definitions of the word substantial. 31 Additionally, there are another two definitions specifically provided for the adverb "substantially." 32 Thus, the "ordinary meaning" is not clear.  The first definition of the word "substantial" given by the Webster's Dictionary is "of ample or considerable amount, quantity, size, etc." 33 Supposing that this is the precise definition that the drafter had in mind when drafting the patent, the meaning of "ample or considerable amount" appears amorphous. This could have one of at least the following interpretations: (1) almost all, (2) more than half, or (3) barely enough to do the job. Therefore, the use of a term, such as "substantial," which usually has a very ambiguous meaning, makes the scope of protection particularly hard to determine.
Substantially – Large Amount

Substantially increase means by a large amount

NRC 3 (Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards Policy and Procedures, April 2003,) http://www.fontana.org/main/dev_serv/planning/ventana_eir/appendix_e.pdf
“Substantial increase” means “important or significant in a large amount, extent, or degree,” and not resulting in insignificant or small benefit to the public health and safety, common defense and security, or the environment, regardless of costs. However, this standard is not intended to be interpreted in a way that would result in disapproval of worthwhile safety or security improvements with justifiable costs.2
Substantially – Considerable
"Substantial" means of real worth or considerable value --- this is the usual and customary meaning of the term

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  

“Substantial” means considerable or to a large degree --- this common meaning is preferable because the word is not a term of art
Arkush 2 (David, JD Candidate – Harvard University, “Preserving "Catalyst" Attorneys' Fees Under the Freedom of Information Act in the Wake of Buckhannon Board and Care Home v. West Virginia Department of Health and Human Resources”, Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, Winter, 
37 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 131)

Plaintiffs should argue that the term "substantially prevail" is not a term of art because if considered a term of art, resort to Black's 7th produces a definition of "prevail" that could be interpreted adversely to plaintiffs. 99 It is commonly accepted that words that are not legal terms of art should be accorded their ordinary, not their legal, meaning, 100 and ordinary-usage dictionaries provide FOIA fee claimants with helpful arguments. The Supreme Court has already found favorable, temporally relevant definitions of the word "substantially" in ordinary dictionaries: "Substantially" suggests "considerable" or "specified to a large degree." See Webster's Third New International Dictionary 2280 (1976) (defining "substantially" as "in a substantial manner" and "substantial" as "considerable in amount, value, or worth" and "being that specified to a large degree or in the main"); see also 17 Oxford English Dictionary 66-67 (2d ed. 1989) ("substantial": "relating to or proceeding from the essence of a thing; essential"; "of ample or considerable amount, quantity or dimensions"). 101
Substantial means “of considerable amount” --- not some contrived percentage

Prost 4 (Judge – United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, “Committee For Fairly Traded Venezuelan Cement v. United States”, 6-18, http://www.ll.georgetown.edu/federal/judicial/fed/opinions/04opinions/04-1016.html)

The URAA and the SAA neither amend nor refine the language of § 1677(4)(C).  In fact, they merely suggest, without disqualifying other alternatives, a “clearly higher/substantial proportion” approach.  Indeed, the SAA specifically mentions that no “precise mathematical formula” or “‘benchmark’ proportion” is to be used for a dumping concentration analysis.  SAA at 860 (citations omitted); see also Venez. Cement, 279 F. Supp. 2d at 1329-30.  Furthermore, as the Court of International Trade noted, the SAA emphasizes that the Commission retains the discretion to determine concentration of imports on a “case-by-case basis.”  SAA at 860.  Finally, the definition of the word “substantial” undercuts the CFTVC’s argument.  The word “substantial” generally means “considerable in amount, value or worth.”  Webster’s Third New International Dictionary 2280 (1993).  It does not imply a specific number or cut-off.  What may be substantial in one situation may not be in another situation.  The very breadth of the term “substantial” undercuts the CFTVC’s argument that Congress spoke clearly in establishing a standard for the Commission’s regional antidumping and countervailing duty analyses.  It therefore supports the conclusion that the Commission is owed deference in its interpretation of “substantial proportion.”  The Commission clearly embarked on its analysis having been given considerable leeway to interpret a particularly broad term.

Substantially – Real
"Substantial" means actually existing, real, or belonging to substance

Words and Phrases 2 (Volume 40A) p. 460

Ala. 1909.  “Substantial” means “belonging to substance; actually existing; real; *** not seeming or imaginary; not elusive; real; solid; true; veritable

"Substantial" means having substance or considerable

Ballentine's 95 (Legal Dictionary and Thesaurus, p. 644)

having substance; considerable

Substantially – In the Main
"Substantial" means in the main

Words and Phrases 2 (Volume 40A, p. 469) 

Ill.App.2 Dist. 1923 “Substantial” means in substance, in the main, essential, including material or essential parts

Substantially – Without Material Qualification

“Substantially” is without material qualification

Black’s Law 91 (Dictionary, p. 1024)
Substantially - means essentially; without material qualification
Substantially – Durable
“Substantially” means durable

Ballantine’s 94 (Thesaurus for Legal Research and Writing, p. 173)

substantial [sub . stan . shel] adj. abundant, consequential, durable, extraordinary, heavyweight, plentiful (“a substantial supply”); actual, concrete, existent, physical, righteous, sensible, tangible (“substantial problem”); affluent, comfortable, easy, opulent, prosperous, solvent.
*** INCREASE

Increase – Make Greater

Increase means to make greater

AHD 11 (American Heritage Dictionary, “increase”, http://education.yahoo.com/reference/dictionary/entry/increase)
in·crease  ([image: image5.png]
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s) KEY 
VERB: in·creased, in·creas·ing, in·creas·es 
VERB: intr.

To become greater or larger.

To multiply; reproduce.

VERB: tr.

To make greater or larger.

This includes size, amount, number, or intensity

Webster’s 11 (Merriam-Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary, “increase”, http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/increase)
to become progressively greater (as in size, amount, number, or intensity)

Increase doesn’t require pre-existence

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.

Increase includes an extension of duration

Word and Phrases 8 (vol. 20B, p. 265)

Me. 1922.  Within Workmen’s Compensation Act, § 36, providing for review of any agreement, award, findings, or decree, and that member of Commission may increase, diminish, or discontinue compensation, an “increase” may include an extension of the time of the award. –Graney’s Case, 118 A. 369, 121 Me.500.—Work Comp 2049.

Increase – Mandate

‘Increase’ refers to a process, not an outcome --- the plan itself must increase exploration and/or development --- it cannot simply lead to it

HEFC 4 (Higher Education Funding Council, http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt200304/jtselect/jtchar/1 67/167we98.htm# n43)
9.1 The Draft Bill creates an obligation on the principal regulator to do all that it "reasonably can to meet the compliance objective in relation to the charity".[ 45] The Draft Bill defines the compliance objective as "to increase compliance by the charity trustees with their legal obligations in exercising control and management of the administration of the charity".[ 46] 9.2 Although the word "increase" is used in relation to the functions of a number of statutory bodies,[47] such examples demonstrate that "increase" is used in relation to considerations to be taken into account in the exercise of a function, rather than an objective in itself. 9.3 HEFCE is concerned that an obligation on principal regulators to "increase" compliance per se is unworkable, in so far as it does not adequately define the limits or nature of the statutory duty. Indeed, the obligation could be considered to be ever-increasing.

Increase – Net
Increase means 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.
Increase means 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.

Increase – Excludes Create

Increase requires making an already program greater --- the Aff creates something new
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). 
Increase requires pre-existence

Brown 3 (US Federal Judge – District Court of Oregon (Elena Mark and Paul Gustafson, Plaintiffs, v. Valley Insurance Company and Valley Property and Casualty, Defendants, 7-17, Lexis)

FCRA does not define the term "increase." The plain and ordinary meaning of the verb "to increase" is to make something greater or larger. 4 Merriam-Webster's  [**22]   Collegiate Dictionary 589 (10th ed. 1998). The "something" that is increased in the statute is the "charge for any insurance." The plain and common meaning of the noun "charge" is "the price demanded for something." Id. at 192. Thus, the statute plainly means an insurer takes adverse action if the insurer makes greater (i.e., larger) the price demanded for insurance.

An insurer cannot "make greater" something that did not exist previously. The statutory definition of adverse action, therefore, clearly anticipates an insurer must have made an initial charge or demand for payment before the insurer can increase that charge. In other words, an insurer cannot increase the charge for insurance unless the insurer previously set and demanded payment of the premium for that insured's insurance [**23]  coverage at a lower price.

*** GENERICS

Resolved

‘Resolved’ means to enact a policy by law

Words and Phrases 64 (Permanent Edition)

Definition of the word “resolve,” given by Webster is “to express an opinion or determination by resolution or vote; as ‘it was resolved by the legislature;” It is of similar force to the word “enact,” which is defined by Bouvier as meaning “to establish by law”.

Determination reached by voting 
Webster’s 98  (Revised Unabridged, Dictionary.com)
Resolved: 5. To express, as an opinion or determination, by resolution and vote; to declare or decide by a formal vote; -- followed by a clause; as, the house resolved (or, it was resolved by the house) that no money should be apropriated (or, to appropriate no money).

Firm decision 
AHD 6 (American Heritage Dictionary, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/resolved)

Resolve TRANSITIVE VERB:1. To make a firm decision about. 2. To cause (a person) to reach a decision. See  synonyms at decide. 3. To decide or express by formal vote. 

Specific course of action 
AHD 6 (American Heritage Dictionary, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/resolved)

INTRANSITIVE VERB:1. To reach a decision or make a determination: resolve on a course of action. 2. To  become separated or reduced to constituents. 3. Music To undergo resolution.   
Resolved implies immediacy

Random House 6 (Unabridged Dictionary, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/resolve)
re·solve [image: image7.png]


 Audio Help   /rɪˈzɒlv/ Pronunciation Key - Show Spelled Pronunciation[ri-zolv] Pronunciation Key - Show IPA Pronunciation verb, -solved, -solv·ing, noun 

–verb (used with object) 

1. to come to a definite or earnest decision about; determine (to do something): I have resolved that I shall live to the full.

The
 “The” indicates reference to a noun as a whole 
Webster’s 5 (Merriam Webster’s Online Dictionary, http://www.m-w.com/cgi-bin/dictionary)

4 -- used as a function word before a noun or a substantivized adjective to indicate reference to a group as a whole <the elite> 

Requires specification

Random House 6 (Unabridged Dictionary, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/the)
(used, esp. before a noun, with a specifying or particularizing effect, as opposed to the indefinite or generalizing force of the indefinite article a or an): the book you gave me; Come into the house.

Indicates a proper noun

Random House 6 (Unabridged Dictionary, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/the)

(used to mark a proper noun, natural phenomenon, ship, building, time, point of the compass, branch of endeavor, or field of study as something well-known or unique): the sun; the Alps; the Queen Elizabeth; the past; the West.

“The” means all parts
Encarta 9 (World English Dictionary, “The”, http://encarta.msn.com/encnet/features/dictionary/DictionaryResults.aspx?refid=1861719495)
2. indicating generic class: used to refer to a person or thing considered generically or universally
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Exercise is good for the heart.
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She played the violin.
[image: image12.png]




 INCLUDEPICTURE "http://encarta.msn.com/xImages/trans.gif" \* MERGEFORMATINET [image: image13.png]


The dog is a loyal pet.

United States

“United States” means United States of North America

Webster’s 61 (Third New International Dictionary, p. 2501)
Of or from the United States of North America
“United States” means the federal government

Ballentine's 95 (Legal Dictionary and Thesaurus, p. 689)

the federal government

"United States" means the sovereign state called the "United States"

Ballentine's 95 (Legal Dictionary and Thesaurus, p. 689)

a sovereign nation or sovereign state called the “United States” 
"United States" means the territory over which the sovereign nation of the "United States" exercises sovereign power

Ballentine's 95 (Legal Dictionary and Thesaurus, p. 689)

the territory over which this sovereign nation called the “United States” exercises sovereign power
“United States” is the USA
Encarta 7 (Dictionary Online, “United States”,  http://encarta.msn.com/encnet/features/dictionary/DictionaryResults.aspx?refid=1861708119)
U·nit·ed States [ y ntəd stáyts ] country in central North America, consisting of 50 states.
Languages: English.
Currency: dollar.
Capital: Washington, D.C..
Population: 290,342,550 (2001). 
Area: 9,629,047 sq km (3,717,796 sq mi.) 
Official name  United States of America
Federal Government

“Federal Government” means the United States government

Black’s Law 99 (Dictionary, Seventh Edition, p.703)
The U.S. government—also termed national government
"Federal Government" means the national government, not the states or localities

Black’s Law 99 (Dictionary, Seventh Edition, p.703)
A national government that exercises some degree of control over smaller political units that have surrendered some degree of power in exchange for the right to participate in national political matters
“Federal Government” means the government of the United States of America

Ballentine's 95 (Legal Dictionary and Thesaurus, p. 245)

the government of the United States of America
“Federal” means the political unit created by the states, not the states themselves

OED 89 (Oxford English Dictionary, 2ed. XIX, p. 795)

b. Of or pertaining to the political unity so constituted, as distinguished from the separate states composing it.

“Federal” is the central government not the states

AHD 92 (American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, p. 647)

federal—3.  Of or relating to the central government of a federation as distinct from the governments of its member units.

“Federal” refers to a government in which states form a central government

AHD 92 (American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, p. 647)

federal—1.  Of, relating to, or being a form of government in which a union of states recognizes the sovereignty of a central authority while retaining certain residual powers of government.

“Government” is all three branches

Black’s Law 90 (Dictionary, p. 695)

“[Government] In the United States, government consists of the executive, legislative, and judicial branches in addition to administrative agencies.  In a broader sense, includes the federal government and all its agencies and bureaus, state and county governments, and city and township governments.”

Should – Desirable
“Should” means desirable --- this does not have to be a mandate
Atlas Collaboration 99 (“Use of Shall, Should, May Can,” http://rd13doc.cern.ch/Atlas/DaqSoft/sde/inspect/shall.html)
shall

'shall' describes something that is mandatory. If a requirement uses 'shall', then that requirement _will_ be satisfied without fail.  Noncompliance is not allowed. Failure to comply with one single 'shall' is sufficient reason to reject the entire product. Indeed, it must be rejected under these circumstances.  Examples:  #  "Requirements shall make use of the word 'shall' only where compliance is mandatory."  This is a  good example.  #    "C++ code shall have comments every 5th line."  This is a bad example. Using 'shall' here is too strong.

should

'should' is weaker. It describes something that might not be satisfied in the final product, but that is desirable enough that any noncompliance shall be explicitly justified. Any use of 'should' should be examined carefully, as it probably means that something is not being stated clearly. If a 'should' can be replaced by a 'shall', or can be discarded entirely, so much the better.  Examples:  #  "C++ code should be ANSI compliant." A good example. It may not be possible to be ANSI compliant on all  platforms, but we should try.  #    "Code should be tested thoroughly."  Bad example. This 'should' shall be replaced with 'shall' if this requirement is to be stated anywhere (to say nothing of defining what  'thoroughly' means).
“Should” doesn’t require certainty

Black’s Law 79 (Black’s Law Dictionary – Fifth Edition, p. 1237)

Should. The past tense of shall; ordinarily implying duty or obligation; although usually no more than an obligation of propriety or expediency, or a moral obligation, thereby distinguishing it from “ought.” It is not normally synonymous with “may,” and although often interchangeable with the word “would,” it does not ordinarily express certainty as “will” sometimes does. 

Should – Mandatory

“Should” means must – its mandatory

Foresi 32 (Remo Foresi v. Hudson Coal Co., Superior Court of Pennsylvania, 106 Pa. Super. 307; 161 A. 910; 1932 Pa. Super. LEXIS 239, 7-14, Lexis)
As regards the mandatory character of the rule, the word 'should' is not only an auxiliary verb, it is also the preterite of the verb, 'shall' and has for one of its meanings as defined in the Century Dictionary: "Obliged or compelled (to); would have (to); must; ought (to); used with an infinitive (without to) to express obligation, necessity or duty in connection with some act yet to be carried out." We think it clear that it is in that sense that the word 'should' is used in this rule, not merely advisory. When the judge in charging the jury tells them that, unless they find from all the evidence, beyond a reasonable doubt, that the defendant is guilty of the offense charged, they should acquit, the word 'should' is not used in an advisory sense but has the force or meaning of 'must', or 'ought to' and carries [***8]  with it the sense of  [*313]  obligation and duty equivalent to compulsion. A natural sense of sympathy for a few unfortunate claimants who have been injured while doing something in direct violation of law must not be so indulged as to fritter away, or nullify, provisions which have been enacted to safeguard and protect the welfare of thousands who are engaged in the hazardous occupation of mining.
Its – Solely U.S.

‘Its’ is possessive
English Grammar 5 (Glossary of English Grammar Terms, http://www.usingenglish.com/glossary/possessive-pronoun.html)

Mine, yours, his, hers, its, ours, theirs are the possessive pronouns used to substitute a noun and to show possession or ownership. EG. This is your disk and that's mine. (Mine substitutes the word disk and shows that it belongs to me.)

Grammatically, this refers solely to U.S. weapons
Manderino 73 (Justice – Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, “Sigal, Appellant, v. Manufacturers Light and Heat Co”., No. 26, Jan. T., 1972, Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, 450 Pa. 228; 299 A.2d 646; 1973 Pa. LEXIS 600; 44 Oil & Gas Rep. 214, Lexis)
On its face, the written instrument granting easement rights in this case is ambiguous. The same sentence which refers to the right to lay a 14 inch pipeline (singular) has a later reference to "said lines" (plural). The use of the plural "lines" makes no sense because the only previous reference has been to a "line" (singular). The writing is additionally ambiguous because other key words which are "also may change the size of its pipes" are dangling in that the possessive pronoun "its" before the word "pipes" does not have any subject preceding, to which the possessive pronoun refers. The dangling phrase is the beginning of a sentence, the first word of which does not begin with a capital letter as is customary in normal English [***10]  usage. Immediately preceding the "sentence" which does not begin with a capital letter, there appears a dangling  [*236]  semicolon which makes no sense at the beginning of a sentence and can hardly relate to the preceding sentence which is already properly punctuated by a closing period.  The above deviations from accepted grammatical usage make difficult, if not impossible, a clear understanding of the words used or the intention of the parties. This is particularly true concerning the meaning of a disputed phrase in the instrument which states that the grantee is to pay damages from ". . . the relaying, maintaining and operating said pipeline. . . ." The instrument is ambiguous as to what the words ". . . relaying . . . said pipeline . . ." were intended to mean.

And --- its a term of exclusion

Frey 28 (Judge – Supreme Court of Missouri, Supreme Court of Missouri,
320 Mo. 1058; 10 S.W.2d 47; 1928 Mo. LEXIS 834, Lexis)
In support of this contention appellant again argues that when any ambiguity exists in a will it is the duty of the court to construe the will under guidance of the presumption that the testatrix intended her property to go to her next of kin, unless there is a strong intention to the contrary. Again we say, there is intrinsic proof of a  [*1074]  strong intention to the contrary. In the first place, testatrix only named two of her blood relatives in the will and had she desired [***37]  them to take the residuary estate she doubtless would have mentioned them by name in the residuary clause. In the second place, if she used the word "heirs" in the sense of blood relatives she certainly would have dispelled all ambiguity by stating whose blood relatives were intended. Not only had  [**53]  she taken pains in the will to identify her own two blood relatives but she had also identified certain blood relatives of her deceased husband. Had it been her intention to vest the residuary estate in her blood relatives solely, she would certainly have used the possessive pronoun "my" instead of the indefinite article "the" in the clause, "the above heirs."its is geographical
Of – Reference To

Of indicates a reference to something else
Random House 11 (“of”, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/of)

–preposition

1.(used to indicate distance or direction from, separation,deprivation, etc.): within a mile of the church; south ofOmaha; to be robbed of one's money.

2. (used to indicate derivation, origin, or source): a man ofgood family; the plays of Shakespeare; a piece of cake.

Of – Whole

“Of” means whole

CJS 78 (Corpus Juris Secundum, 67, p. 200)

Of: The word "of" is a preposition. It is a word of different meanings, and susceptible of numerous different connotations. It may be used in its possessive sense to denote possession or ownership. It may also be used as a word of identification and relation, rather than as a word of proprietorship or possession. "Of" may denote source, origin, existence, descent, or location, or it may denote that from which something issues, proceeds, or is derived. The term may indicate the aggregate or whole of which the limited word or words denote a part, or of which a part is referred to, thought of, affected, etc.

And/Or
One or the other or both

Words and Phrases 7 (3A W&P, p. 220)

C.A.1 (Mass.) 1981. Words “and/or,” for contract purposes, commonly mean the one or the other or both.—Local Division 589, Amalgameted Transit Union, AFL-CIO, CLC v. Com. Of Mass., 666 F.2d 618, certiorari denied Local Div. 589, Amalgamated Transit Union AFL-CIO v. Massachusetts, 102 S.Ct. 2928, 457 U.S. 1117, 73 L.Ed.2d 1329.—Contracts 159.

And/or means one or the other or both

Pullum 8 (Geoffrey K., Professor of General Linguistics – University of Edinburgh, “And/or: "and AND or", or "and OR or"?”, Language Log, 4-14, http://languagelog.ldc.upenn.edu/nll/?p=35)

Does and/or mean "and and or", or "and or or"? That is, if I say I am interested in A and/or B, do I mean I'm interested in A and B and I'm interested in A or B, or do I mean that I'm interested in A and B or I'm interested in A or B? (You may want to say that it means I'm interested in A and B and/or I'm interested in A or B; but in that case I repeat my question.) Having reflected on it for a little while, I am convinced that the answer has to be that A and/or B must mean "A and B or A or B". That is, if an entity A is claimed to have the property of being F and/or G, the claim amounts to saying that either (i) A has the property of being both F and G or (ii) A has the property of being either F or G. And to claim that F is a property of entities A and/or B is to claim that either (i) F holds for A and B or (ii) F holds for A or B. However, in that case and/or is effectively identical in meaning with or, so it is at first rather hard to see why and/or exists at all. But I do have a guess. The right theory of what or means in English is that it is in general inclusive but that sometimes the exclusive special case is conveyed as a conversational implicature. I'm going to study linguistics at either York or Edinburgh would often be taken to have the exclusive sense: since you typically go to a single university to take a single degree, and during the degree course you have no time to study elsewhere, a decision to choose York would normally exclude choosing Edinburgh as well. The exclusive sense is thus conveyed: one or the other of York and Edinburgh will be chosen, and if it is York it will not be Edinburgh, and if it is Edinburgh it will not be York. But of course if you think about it, someone who says she is choosing between those two universities does not commit herself for life to never studying at the other. When the two alternatives exclude each other, then the exclusive meaning is the only one that makes sense. If you are asked whether you want to sit in the stalls or in the balcony, it's one or the other but not both, because you can only be in one place at one time. When they don't exclude each other, it's always understood that or allows for both: obviously someone whose ambition is to win either an Oscar or an Olympic medal wouldn't feel a failure if they won both. Winning both would satisfy the ambition in spades. So my guess would be that and/or is a way of underlining the point that the or is to be understood in its inclusive sense rather than its exclusive sense. Sometimes you want to explicitly indicate "or more than one of the above", and and/or does that. Take the first example of and/or in the Wall Street Journal corpus of 1987-1989 (a 44-million-word collection of random articles that linguists often use as a source for real-life examples because the Linguistic Data Consortium — the host for the giant Language Log servers — made it available in 1993 nice and cheap). The example (which actually happens to be a quotation from the Washington Post) is this: Too many of his attitudes, claims and complaints are careless, conflicting, dubious, inaccurate, mean, petty, simplistic, superficial, uninformed and/or pointlessly biased. I take it as obvious that if one hundred percent of the hapless man's attitudes, claims and complaints had all ten properties — every single one was careless and conflicting and dubious and inaccurate and mean and petty and simplistic and superficial and uninformed and pointlessly biased — then the quoted claim would be regarded as true, not false. An or would have done the job here, but the and/or injects a (logically redundant) reminder that it may well be the case that more than one of the list of ten properties applies to the miserable individual in question.
And/Or
X or Y or both

Wood 1 (Diane P., Circuit Judge – United States Court of Appeals, “Susan E. Hess, Plaintiff-Appellee, v. Hartford Life & Accident Insurance Company”, 12-13, http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?court=7th&navby=case&no=002043)

Having determined that Hess's 1996 employment contract is properly a part of the administrative record the district court was entitled to consider, we must next decide whether Hartford could reasonably have determined that Hess's benefits as of April 19, 1996, should have been based only on her 1995 draw amount. Like the district court, we cannot read the contract that way. Hess's 1996 contract clearly states that the draw system was to be phased out as of April 5. The contract also specifies that her benefits, including long-term disability benefits, would be calculated based on her "base salary and/or draw." (We note in passing that the phrase "and/or" has its critics. Bryan A. Garner reports in A Dictionary of Modern Legal Usage 56 (2d ed. 1995), that "and/or has been vilified for most of its life-- and rightly so." He goes on to say, however, that the expression, while "undeniably clumsy, does have a specific meaning (x and/or y = x or y or both)." Id.) Here, this would mean that Hess could have her benefits calculated on the basis of her base salary, or her draw, or both. In the context of Fleet's transition away from a draw system, the only reasonable interpretation of this provision was that the benefits would be based on the draw while it was in effect and on the base salary thereafter. As of April 5, Hess was thus contractually entitled to a benefits package based on her base salary--that is, based on the average of her previous two years' commissions. The fact that Fleet may have breached the contract (or been slow in implementing its details) by failing to move from the draw system to the base salary system until June 1 does not change the package of compensation and benefits to which Hess was contractually entitled. Nor could the fact that Fleet failed to inform Hartford about the date the change-over was to have occurred affect Hess's benefit amount. The Hartford policy states that "[i]f [Fleet] gives The Hartford any incorrect information, the relevant facts will be determined" to establish the correct benefit amount. Once informed by Hess's attorney that Hess believed the information Fleet provided Hartford was incorrect, it was incumbent on the examiner to refer to Hess's employment contract to determine her actual regular monthly pay. Had he done so, he would have seen that Hess became entitled to the higher level of benefits on April 5, two weeks before her disability. The district court therefore did not err when it concluded that Hartford's failure to consider the contract was arbitrary and capricious. 
“And/or” can mean either – defer to general community practice

Words and Phrases 7 (3A W&P, p. 224)

N.D. 1964. “And/or” as used in contract may mean either “and” or “or”, and interpretation should be one which will best effect purpose of parties as determined in light of equities of the case.—Hummel v. Kranz, 126 N.W.2d 786—Contracts 159.

“And/or” means or

Words and Phrases 7 (3A W&P, p. 224)

Or. 1942. As used in the constitutional amendment and statue relating to the creation of public utility districts, the hybrid phrase “and/or” may be construed as meaning “or”.—Ollilo v. Clatskanie People’s Utility Dist., 132 P.2d 416, 170 Or. 173. 
