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Non inherent – international debris reduction efforts are already underway.

Wright no date (David, codirector and senior scientist with the global security program of the Union of Concerned Scientists in Cambridge, Massachusetts, Physics Today, Space Debris, no full date, http://ptonline.aip.org/journals/doc/PHTOAD-ft/vol_60/iss_10/35_1.shtml#bio, SP)
International efforts are under way to control the production of debris from routine space activity. In the mid-1990s the US developed and released a set of debris-mitigation guidelines; subsequently other countries developed similar national guidelines. In 2002 the Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee adopted a consensus set of guidelines,4 and in June 2007 the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS) adopted a set of mitigation guidelines based on the IADC guidelines.5 To reduce the production of debris in space, all the guidelines call for measures such as designing satellites and rocket stages to limit the release of mission-related debris and depleting propellant from nonoperational satellites or stages to reduce the risk of explosions. By calling for spent stages and satellites to be removed from orbit, the guidelines also attempt to control the number of large objects in space that could break up due to collisions. Unfortunately, the guidelines are not legally binding. Nevertheless, those efforts appear to have been partially successful. The number of objects in the catalog increased roughly linearly from 1960 through the mid-1990s, but it rose at a much slower rate from 1997 through 2006, in part due to a significant reduction in the release of mission-related and fragmentation debris.6 Unfortunately, the January ASAT test and the Briz-M explosion in February that is estimated to have created at least 1000 trackable fragments appear to have essentially undone the gains in the previous decade. The explosion of the Briz-M stage could likely have been prevented by strict adherence to the IADC guidelines, which call for venting unused propellants. There are currently no international restrictions on the testing or use of military systems intended to destroy satellites. 

Non-Inherent 2/5

The aff is not inherent because countries have recognized the issue and are taking steps to stop it

Black and Butt 10 (Samuel and Yousaf, research associate at the Henry L. Stimson Center and staff scientist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics that is currently on leave at the National Academy of Sciences, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, The growing threat of space debris, March 2010, Vol. 66 Issue 2, p1-8, SP)
Luckily, recognition of the space debris issue is now widespread, and many countries have expressed a willingness to take steps to address it. China’s 2000 White Paper on Space Activities, for example, stated, “[Beijing will] continuously make efforts to explore, together with other countries, ways and means to mitigate and reduce space debris, and promote international cooperation on this issue.”24 India’s delegation promised in 2007 its “full support and cooperation” with COPUOS’s efforts to prevent space debris.25 The U.S., French, and Pakistani delegations all made similar statements in support of efforts to mitigate space debris at COPUOS meetings in 2007.26 In addition, a number of diplomatic initiatives have been proposed to address the long-term debris consequences of destructive ASAT weapons. China and Russia have submitted a draft treaty at the U.N. Conference on Disarmament that would seek to prevent the placement, or use, of weapons in outer space.27 The U.S. government and many independent experts, however, feel that the draft treaty has serious flaws—e.g., the absence of prohibitions on the research, development, and deployment of ground-based ASATs (such as the one tested by China) and the absence of any verification measures.28 Another initiative is a European Union–sponsored voluntary code of conduct that addresses issues such as space-traffic management, debris mitigation, and destructive ASAT testing. By agreeing to certain rules, states would clarify responsible and irresponsible actions, facilitating responses to the latter, which would include debris-creating events.29 But China, Russia, and others have expressed a desire for a legally binding agreement, a condition that the European Union code does not satisfy. A third initiative is a narrowly focused proposal that would ban destructive testing against space objects. Such a treaty would directly address a pernicious source of space debris without approaching many of the contentious issues entailed in the more comprehensive approach taken by China and Russia. The idea was broached at a 2008 workshop organized by the Henry L. Stimson Center (where one of the authors of this article is employed), but no country has formally endorsed it.30 No international consensus exists on which of these approaches would enhance space security the most. China and Russia remain publicly committed to a comprehensive, legally binding treaty. The European Union is conducting rounds of consultations with other spacefaring nations on its code of conduct. And discussions on the narrow treaty proposal have so far been largely academic. It is unfortunate that at present, an international agreement addressing the largest potential source of debris, destructive ASAT tests, does not appear to be forthcoming. Without it, international security and the use of space are under threat.
Non-Inherent 3/5

Current levels of space debris manageable in the SQUO. 

David 11(Leonard David has been reporting on the space industry for more than five decades. He is a winner of this year's National Space Club Press Award and a past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space World magazines. He has written for SPACE.com since 1999., Space.com, How to Clean Up Space Junk: DARPA's Orbital Catcher's Mitt, 5/13/11;http://www.space.com/11657-space-junk-orbital-debris-cleanup-darpa.html, rn)
Although space debris is a growing concern and will have to be addressed at some point in the future, even in the most congested low-Earth orbit altitude regimes, the current risk from orbital debris is significant … but manageable, said Wade Pulliam, manager of Advanced Concepts of Logos Technologies in Arlington, Va., and the former program manager of DARPA’s Catcher's Mitt report. "By significant I mean that it can be one of the top single contributors to the lifecycle risk of a satellite, but manageable in that the risk is still sufficiently low that it doesn't require a change in operations," Pulliam told SPACE.com.  Pulliam noted that a recent study by The Aerospace Corporation projected the effects of the future debris environment over the next 30 years. It showed that for typical low-Earth orbit satellite constellations, the risk of space debris will add only 4 to 15 percent to the cost of the constellation, depending on the type of constellation. *Catcher's Mitt is the name of a study being conducted (as of December 2009) by the United States Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) to "better understand the issues and challenges involved with removing man-made debris from earth orbit." DARPA's goal is to use the study to determine both if DARPA should invest more resources in orbital debris removal and, if so, how to best do so 
Non inherent – US strategic command maintains a catalog of space debris now that is globally expansive.

Schildknecht 7 (Thomas, Astronomical Institute of the University of Bern, Astronomy and Astrophysics Review, Optical Surveys for Space Debris, January 2007, EBSCO - Vol. 14 Issue 1, p41-111, SP)
The US Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM), a military entity of the USA, maintains a catalog of about 9,000 known ‘large’ objects. (Russia maintains a similar catalog but we restrict our description to the US catalog.) Sensors of the so-called ‘space surveillance network’ (SSN) continuously collect measurements, which are then combined with earlier data to produce orbits. The SSN consists of a global network of radar stations and a series of optical telescopes. Most radar systems are part of the US early warning system for intercontinental ballistic missiles and are capable of detecting new objects and of tracking known objects. Radar is mostly used to survey the LEO region. In LEO the SSN is thereby detecting and tracking all objects larger than about 10– 20 cm. To observe objects at higher altitude, in particular including the GEO, comparatively cost effective optical systems outperform the radars. For high altitudes the SSN is using optical telescopes of 1m aperture which are equipped with electro-optical sensors, the so-called Ground-based Electro-Optical Deep Space Surveillance system (GEODSS). The smallest objects, which these systems can detect in GEO, have sizes of the order of 1m in diameter.
Non-Inherent 4/5

Non inherent – the US Space Surveillance Network and Russia already map all the significant space debris.

Williamson 6 (Mark, specialist space writer, IEE Review, Space junk makes an impact, January 2006, Vol. 52 Issue 1, p40-44, SP)

The leading authority for debris tracking is the US Space Surveillance Network (SSN), which routinely tracks objects of 10cm and more in diameter in low Earth orbit (LEO) – see table, opposite. Additional facilities, which track by radar and optical means, have been installed by other space-faring nations, but only the US and Russia have dedicated space surveillance systems that monitor objects larger than a given minimum size. For smaller objects, radar systems with very large antennas, such as the MIT Lincoln Laboratory’s Haystack Long Range Imaging Radar, with its 36m dish and 400kW transmitter, are capable of detecting objects down to 1cm at an altitude of 1000km. It was the 70m-diameter Goldstone radio-telescope in California, for example, that detected liquid sodium/potassium coolant leaking from one of Russia’s retired nuclear-powered reconnaissance satellites. Some 70,000 droplets, 6mm to 4.5cm across, were found in near circular orbits at 700km to 1000km. But these are very much ad hoc observations, and it is likely that much debris of this nature goes unnoticed.
Non-Inherent 5/5

Space debris cleanup non inherent- Russian space corporation funding

Beck 10 (Julie, Writer for Popular Science, Science, Russia Invests $2 Billion To Clean Up Space Debris, November 29, 2010, http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2010-11/russia-invests-2-billion-clean-space-debris, NG)
Hare-brained schemes for cleaning up space debris have been batted around for some time, but Russia has finally put some money down on a real project. Russia’s space corporation, Energia, is going to invest $2 billion to build a space pod to fly around and knock the junk out of orbit and out of our way. Hopefully it will burn up in the atmosphere, or land in the ocean, and notrain down on Chinese villagers. This pod could help reopen orbits that are currently inaccessible to future spacecraft due to the amount of shredded metal and empty hulls of dead satellites floating around. Using an ion drive, it will gently nudge these useless scraps out of orbit. Energia plans to have completed testing on the pod, which will have a nuclear power core, by 2020, and have it in service no later than three years after. It will have a lifespan of about 15 years, enough time to make a significant dent in our space debris problem. Energia is also working on developing an “interceptor” spacecraft using similar technology. This craft would be able to derail any incoming comets or other outer-space projectiles that might be hurtling towards Earth, and change their trajectory just enough that they miss us.
Plan not key – Status Quo has Finland implementing viable options to solve satellites from becoming a problem in the future 

Good News Finland in 10 (Good News Finland is an independent media service unit that operates as an interface between foreign media and Finnish industry and business, Good News Finland, Finnish inventions reduces space debris, April 16, 2010, http://www.goodnewsfinland.com/archive/news/finnish-invention-reduces-space-debris/, NU)

The Finnish Meteorological Institute has developed a plasma brake capable of reducing the amount of debris left in space. Using the plasma brake, small satellites can be returned to the atmosphere after their service life, thus preventing the accumulation of space debris. – In principle, the deorbiting device could be, for example, a braking rocket, but especially for small satellites, the inclusion of a rocket engine would increase total costs considerably. The plasma brake developed at the Finnish Meteorological Institute is a negatively charged tether made of a thin metal wire. Interacting with the ionosphere, the tether reduces the satellite's speed so that its orbit falls gradually, says Pekka Janhunen, Research Manager at the Finnish Meteorological Institute. Depending on the size of the satellite, the plasma brake is estimated to weigh only a few hundred grams. The device is about ten times more efficient than the previously known electrodynamic tether. The plasma brake tether is so thin that it poses no risk to other satellites. The plasma brake was invented at the Finnish Meteorological Institute by the same group that previously invented the electric solar wind sail, a revolutionary propulsion method for planetary probes that is now being developed in Finland and elsewhere in Europe. Both inventions will be tested on the Estonian ESTCube-1 nanosatellite to be launched in 2012.
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Nuclear primacy solves heg

Craig 9 – Professor of International Relations at the University of Southampton (Campbell, Review of International Studies, “American power preponderance and the nuclear revolution,” 35, 27–44, Cambridge Database)
As Keir Lieber and Daryl Press have suggested, the US may be on the verge of acquiring a first-strike nuclear capability, which, combined with an effective system of anti-ballistic missile defence, could allow the US to destroy a rival’s nuclear capabilities and intercept any remaining retaliatory missiles before they hit American cities. While this possibility clearly reduces the likelihood of other states seeking to match American power with the aim of fighting and winning a nuclear war, and, if their argument becomes widely accepted, could lead American policy-makers to reject the logic of the nuclear revolution and consider pre-emptive nuclear strikes against large nuclear rivals, it clearly is less germane to the question of small-state deterrence.33 Lieber and Press contend that the US may have the capability to destroy the entire nuclear arsenal of another large nuclear state lest that state use it on America first for the purposes of winning a great war. That, as they say, would mean the end of Mutual Assured Destruction as it existed during the Cold War. However, Washington would have much less reason to use its new first-strike capability against a nation that cannot threaten to destroy the US, and has no ambition to defeat America in a war, but only possesses a second-strike minimum deterrent. Such an attack would turn much of the world against a US willing to use nuclear weapons and kill hundreds of thousands or millions in order to defeat a nation that did not threaten its survival. Perhaps more to the point, an attack like this would be tremendously risky. Even after a perfect first strike some retaliation might get through, which could mean the nuclear destruction of an American city or perhaps the city of an American ally. At the very least, survivors of the attacked state and their allies would seek to unleash destruction upon the US in other ways, including an unconventional delivery of a nuclear, chemical, or biological weapon. An imperfect first strike, or, even worse, a failure of the US anti-missile system, would constitute a total disaster for the US: not only would it incur the world’s wrath and suffer the destruction of one or more of its cities, but such a failure would also expose America as both a brutal and vulnerable state, surely encouraging other states to acquire nuclear weapons or otherwise defy it. The US might have reason to launch a first strike against a large rival that deployed a major arsenal and appeared ready to attack America, as implausible as this scenario is. It would have little reason to do so against a small nation with a second-strike minimum deterrent arsenal. The nuclear revolution delivers a clear message to any large state considering major war with a powerful nuclear rival. The message is that such a war is likely to escalate to total nuclear exchange, and that in this event a large percentage of its citizenry will be killed or injured, its ability to govern what remains of the nation will be weakened or destroyed, and its power relative to other states that stayed out of the war will be radically diminished. It also delivers a message to any advanced small state eager to obtain security from the possible predation of large ones. The message is that if the small state possesses, or can quickly get its hands on, a few invulnerable and deliverable nuclear weapons, any large state contemplating invading it will have to weigh the benefits of invasion against a new kind of cost – not just a difficult or stalemated conventional war, such as the US faced in Vietnam and faces in Iraq, but the destruction of perhaps one, three, or five of its cities, and the death and injury of millions of its citizens. Unless it is able to obtain an absolutely fool-proof defence against any kind of nuclear retaliation, the choice that any large state is going to make when faced with this new circumstance is so likely to be peace that the small nuclear state can feel confident that it will be safe from conquest.34  [Continues no text deleted] The general relevance of these messages to American unipolar preponderance is clear. At the ‘great power’ level, rising states are unlikely to regard major war as a suitable means for overturning the international system and overthrowing American preponderance. The classic means of systemic change – hegemonic war – will not be an attractive option to any state hoping to survive, and the very existence of nuclear arsenals will make all states cautious about provoking conflict with nuclear rivals, especially the heavily armed US.35 Moreover, advanced smaller states know that they can provide for their own security, if they come to believe that it is endangered, not by 
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(continued)

embarking on large military build-ups or forming alliances with larger states, but by developing a small and invulnerable nuclear arsenal, or at least preparing the way to obtain such an arsenal quickly. This means that small states have a far greater ability to defend themselves from, and therefore be less afraid of, American predation today than comparable states facing dominant powers in previous eras.36 The main effects of the nuclear revolution, then, bolster the general claim of Power Preponderance that unipolarity is enduring. To support their claim, Brooks and Wohlforth specify three factors that dissuade would-be rivals to the US from balancing against it in traditional military terms: the effect of America’s relative geographical isolation from these potential rivals; the fact that American preponderance happened as a fait accompli about which no other nation could do anything; and the vast and growing ‘power gap’ between the US and all other rivals. The next section will describe each factor, and show how the nuclear revolution specifically reinforces each of them.
Drone strikes foster terrorism 

Sandal 5-4 (Kansan Newspaper, University of Kansas Law, Drone Missions counter-productive war on terror, May 4, 2011, http://www.kansan.com/news/2011/may/04/sandal-drone-missions-counter-productive-war-terro/,NG)

UAV strikes in Pakistan killed between 1,459 and 2,319 people in Pakistan since 2004. About 20 percent of those were non-militant civilians. As Pakistani officials have warned, there is a risk that citizens who have lost loved ones in the strikes will resort to extreme measures in retaliation. Most UAV strikes occur in Pakistan’s Federally Administered Tribal Area (FATA), a poor area lacking jobs, schools, health care and opportunities. In a recent opinion poll there, 76 percent of respondents were opposed to the UAV attacks in FATA. 81 percent thought that the strikes killed civilians. Although most respondents were opposed to suicide bombing in general, 59 percent said such attacks against the U.S. military may be justified. The U.S. government has recognized that poverty creates conditions ripe for extremism. It has committed to addressing the causes of poverty in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The U.S. Security Strategy (2010) aims to provide “substantial assistance for development to meet the needs of the Pakistani people.” The explicit purpose of this aid is to “contrast al-Qaida’s intent to destroy with our constructive vision,” by working with “Muslim communities around the world on behalf of health, education, science, employment and innovation…security and opportunity.” 72 percent of those FATA poll respondents said that if the U.S. swapped UAV strikes for development aid their opinion of the U.S. would improve. Yet, the UAV strikes destroy. They undermine that essential pillar of counterterrorism: economic development. As the former director-general of the World Trade Organization has observed, where there is progress and hope, there is much less fertile ground for the seeds of fanaticism. Pakistani officials have said that UAV strikes are impeding economic development and making it more difficult to fight terrorism. It certainly isn’t improving public perception of the U.S. And as the government and people of Pakistan become more hostile to the U.S. activities there, opportunities to bridge the divides between our countries may disappear. If FATA residents’ views are at all representative of views in the larger region, it is apparent that the U.S. is losing its struggle against extremism and the terrorism it produces. Dismayingly, few poll respondents believed the U.S. “war on terror” was about terrorism. 79 percent thought the U.S. had ulterior motives, including dividing and weakening the Islamic world, waging a war on Islam, capturing oil reserves, and ensuring American domination. Of 23 strikes in 2011 (so far), none have killed militant leaders. I am not arguing that UAVs should be banned or that they are never useful. I do argue that the strikes are now hurting more than helping. The U.S. should start focusing on changing the conditions that foster extremist and anti-American attitudes. And it should stop activities like UAV strikes foster resentment and plant the seeds of hate.
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Terrorists are not pursuing WMD – it is impractical and against their moral code

Parachini, 03 (RAND Policy Analyst, The Washington Quarterly, Putting WMD Terrorism into Perspective, Volume 26 Issue 4, 2003,http://www.twq.com/03autumn/docs/03autumn_parachini.pdf)
An apparent lack of interest on the part of terrorist groups in acquiring unconventional weapons also helps explain why unconventional weapons attacks are so rare. In the case studies on the Irish Republican Army (IRA), the FARC, and Hamas, political vision, practical military utility, and moral codes all restrained them in part from seeking and using unconventional weapons. In some cases, group leaders indicated to members that the use of chemical or biological weapons would not be legitimate to their struggle. Hamas leader Abu Shannab, for one, stated that the use of poison was contrary to Islamic teachings. 22 Although Hamas is a religiously based organization, its struggle to establish a Palestinian state on Israeli territory and to eliminate Israel as a state is decidedly political.

Al-Qaeda and Taliban weakening 

AP, 10 (12/16/10, “Obama war review: Taliban, al-Qaida diminished”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5jmZ1RU--DbUPUrT7patrOdDx7QmA?docId=74fb8331590243e8b2de3de6d4145e1d)
President Barack Obama's expansion of the war in Afghanistan has eroded the power of the al-Qaida terrorists who attacked America in 2001 and the resurgent Taliban militants who gave them cover, according to his own government's review. The findings ensure that Obama will stay the course, with U.S. forces to remain at war through 2014. U.S. troops will begin to leave Afghanistan in July, according to the report, the same timeline that Obama promised one year ago and has consistently upheld in recent weeks. But the scope and pace of that withdrawal remain unclear, and both are expected to be modest, given the enormity of the security and governance challenges in Afghanistan. All the findings will be tested in the months and years to come. They form the basis not just of Obama's war strategy but also his credibility with the American people on how this long, costly war is going – and when it will end. The United States and its NATO allies hope to turn control of the Afghanistan conflict to that nation's own forces by the end of 2014, a timeline endorsed in the new review. Even then, Obama envisions an enduring U.S. role in Afghanistan. The White House released a five-page summary of the newly finished, classified evaluation of the war strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan that Obama unveiled to much fanfare in December 2009. Obama will speak about the review findings at the White House on Thursday morning. The most promising conclusions are that the senior leadership of al-Qaida in Pakistan is at it weakest since the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks – and that the Taliban, a constant source of violence and instability in Afghanistan, has seen much of its power halted and reversed over the last 12 months
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No nuclear terror

Schneidmiller 9 (Chris, Experts Debate Threat of Nuclear, Biological Terrorism, 13 January 2009,http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20090113_7105.php)
There is an "almost vanishingly small" likelihood that terrorists would ever be able to acquire and detonate a nuclear weapon, one expert said here yesterday (see GSN, Dec. 2, 2008). In even the most likely scenario of nuclear terrorism, there are 20 barriers between extremists and a successful nuclear strike on a major city, said John Mueller, a political science professor at Ohio State University. The process itself is seemingly straightforward but exceedingly difficult -- buy or steal highly enriched uranium, manufacture a weapon, take the bomb to the target site and blow it up. Meanwhile, variables strewn across the path to an attack would increase the complexity of the effort, Mueller argued. Terrorists would have to bribe officials in a state nuclear program to acquire the material, while avoiding a sting by authorities or a scam by the sellers. The material itself could also turn out to be bad. "Once the purloined material is purloined, [police are] going to be chasing after you. They are also going to put on a high reward, extremely high reward, on getting the weapon back or getting the fissile material back," Mueller said during a panel discussion at a two-day Cato Institute conference on counterterrorism issues facing the incoming Obama administration. Smuggling the material out of a country would mean relying on criminals who "are very good at extortion" and might have to be killed to avoid a double-cross, Mueller said. The terrorists would then have to find scientists and engineers willing to give up their normal lives to manufacture a bomb, which would require an expensive and sophisticated machine shop. Finally, further technological expertise would be needed to sneak the weapon across national borders to its destination point and conduct a successful detonation, Mueller said. Every obstacle is "difficult but not impossible" to overcome, Mueller said, putting the chance of success at no less than one in three for each. The likelihood of successfully passing through each obstacle, in sequence, would be roughly one in 3 1/2 billion, he said, but for argument's sake dropped it to 3 1/2 million. "It's a total gamble. This is a very expensive and difficult thing to do," said Mueller, who addresses the issue at greater length in an upcoming book, Atomic Obsession. "So unlike buying a ticket to the lottery ... you're basically putting everything, including your life, at stake for a gamble that's maybe one in 3 1/2 million or 3 1/2 billion." Other scenarios are even less probable, Mueller said. A nuclear-armed state is "exceedingly unlikely" to hand a weapon to a terrorist group, he argued: "States just simply won't give it to somebody they can't control." Terrorists are also not likely to be able to steal a whole weapon, Mueller asserted, dismissing the idea of "loose nukes." Even Pakistan, which today is perhaps the nation of greatest concern regarding nuclear security, keeps its bombs in two segments that are stored at different locations, he said (see GSN, Jan. 12). Fear of an "extremely improbable event" such as nuclear terrorism produces support for a wide range of homeland security activities, Mueller said. He argued that there has been a major and costly overreaction to the terrorism threat -- noting that the Sept. 11 attacks helped to precipitate the invasion of Iraq, which has led to far more deaths than the original event. Panel moderator Benjamin Friedman, a research fellow at the Cato Institute, said academic and governmental discussions of acts of nuclear or biological terrorism have tended to focus on "worst-case assumptions about terrorists' ability to use these weapons to kill us." There is need for consideration for what is probable rather than simply what is possible, he said. Friedman took issue with the finding late last year of an experts' report that an act of WMD terrorism would "more likely than not" occur in the next half decade unless the international community takes greater action. "I would say that the report, if you read it, actually offers no analysis to justify that claim, which seems to have been made to change policy by generating alarm in headlines." One panel speaker offered a partial rebuttal to Mueller's presentation. Jim Walsh, principal research scientist for the Security Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, said he agreed that nations would almost certainly not give a nuclear weapon to a nonstate group, that most terrorist organizations have no interest in seeking out the bomb, and that it would be difficult to build a weapon or use one that has been stolen.
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Having instructions does not guarantee success – the odds of actually constructing and detonating a nuclear weapon is one in over three billion

Choong, 2k9 (William, Senior Writer at The Straits Times, “Fear is the worst enemy in war on terror,” Jan 16, Lexis, AD: 6/30/09)
This leaves the second route: terrorists building a nuclear device themselves. And arguably, nuclear terrorists can find do-it-yourself instructions for a nuclear weapon, albeit crude ones, on the Internet. Having the blueprint for a weapon, however, does not guarantee the production of that weapon. In the estimation of Professor John Mueller, a political scientist at Ohio University, terrorists will have to successfully navigate about 20 steps to build an improvised nuclear device - and all the steps must be achieved. These include processes centred on producing, transporting and detonating the device. If the terrorist group has a 50 per cent chance of success for each step, the odds of the group pulling off all the steps would be one in a million. If each step involves a 33 per cent chance of success, the odds of pulling off all of them would drop to one in over three billion, Prof Mueller says in an e-mail in reply to questions by this newspaper.
A2: Accidental War Adv. 1/5
Accidents will never occur- safeguards, no use or lose pressures, and rational leaders all prevent them and history proves the scenario is science fiction

Quinlan 9 (Sir Michael Quinlan, Former Permanent Under-Secretary of State UK Ministry of Defense, Thinking About Nuclear Weapons: Principles, Problems, Prospects, p. 63-69, The book reflects the author's experience across more than forty years in assessing and forming policy about nuclear weapons, mostly at senior levels close to the centre both of British governmental decision-making and of NATO's development of plans and deployments, with much interaction also with comparable levels of United States activity in the Pentagon and the State department)

Even if initial nuclear use did not quickly end the fighting, the supposition of inexorable momentum in a developing exchange, with each side rushing to overreaction amid confusion and uncertainty, is implausible. It fails to consider what the situation of the decision-makers would really be. Neither side could want escalation. Both would be appalled at what was going on. Both would be desperately looking for signs that the other was ready to call a halt. Both, given the capacity for evasion or concealment which drive modern delivery platforms and vehicles can possess, could have in reserve significant forces invulnerable enough not to entail use-or-lose pressures. (It may be more open to question, as noted earlier, whether newer nuclear weapon possessors can be immediately in that position; but it is within reach of any substantial state with advanced technological capabilities and attaining it is certain to be a high priority in the development of forces.) As a result, neither side can have any predisposition to suppose, in an ambiguous situation of fearful risk, that the right course when in doubt is to go on copiously launching weapons. And none of this analysis rests on any presumption of highly subtle or pre-concerted rationality. The rationality required is plain. The argument is reinforced if we consider the possible reasoning of an aggressor at a more dispassionate level. Any substantial nuclear armoury can inflict destruction outweighing any possible prize that aggression could hope to seize. A state attacking the possessor of such an armoury must therefore be doing so (once given that it cannot count upon destroying the armoury pre-emptively) on a judgment that the possessor would be found lacking in the will to use it. If the attacker possessor used nuclear weapons, whether first or in response to the aggressor’s own first use, this judgment would begin to look dangerously precarious. There must be at least a substantial probability of the aggressor leaders’ concluding that their initial judgment had been mistaken—that the risks were after all greater than whatever prize they had been seeking, and that for their own country’s survival they must call off the aggression. Deterrence planning such as that of NATO was directed in the first place to preventing the initial misjudgment and in the second, if it were nevertheless made, to compelling such a reappraisal. The former aim had to have primacy, because it could not be taken for granted that the latter was certain to work. But there was no ground for assuming in advance, for all possible scenarios, that the chance of its working must be negligible. An aggressor state would itself be at huge risk if nuclear war developed, as its leaders would know. It may be argued that a policy which abandons hope of physically defeating the enemy and simply hopes to get him to desist is pure gamble, a matter of who blinks first; and that the political and moral nature of most likely aggressors, almost ex hypothesi, makes them less likely to blink. One response to this is to ask what is the alternative—it can be only surrender. But a more hopeful answer lies in the fact that the criticism is posed in a political vacuum. Real-life conflict would have a political context. The context which concerned NATO during the Cold War, for example, was one of defending vital interests against a postulated aggressor whose own vital interests would not be engaged or would be less engaged. Certainty is not possible, but a clear asymmetry of vital interest is a legitimate basis for expecting an asymmetry, credible to both sides, of resolve in conflict. That places upon statesmen, as page 23 has noted, the key task in deterrence of building up in advance a clear and shared grasp of where limits lie. That was plainly achieved in cold-war Europe. If vital interests have been defused in a way that is clear, and also clearly not overlapping or incompatible with those of the adversary; a credible basis has been laid for the likelihood of greater resolve in resistance. It was also sometimes suggested by critics that whatever might be indicated by theoretical discussion of political will and interests, the military environment of nuclear warfare —particularly difficulties of communication and control—would drive escalation with overwhelming probability to the limit. But it is obscure why matters should be regarded as inevitably so for every possible level and setting of action. Even if the history of war suggested (as it scarcely does) that military decision-makers are mostly apt to work on the principle ‘When in doubt, lash out’, the nuclear revolution creates an utterly new situation. The pervasive reality, always plain to both sides during the cold war, is ‘if this goes on to the end, we are all ruined’. Given that inexorable escalation would mean catastrophe for both, it would be perverse to suppose them permanently incapable of framing arrangements which avoid it. As page 16 has noted, NATO gave its military commanders no widespread delegated authority, in peace or war, to launch nuclear weapons without specific political direction. Many types of weapon moreover had physical safeguards such as PALS incorporated to reinforce organizational ones. There 
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were multiple communication and control systems for passing information, orders, and prohibitions. Such systems could not be totally guaranteed against disruption if at a fairly intense level at strategic exchange—which was only one of many possible levels of conflict— an adversary judged it to be in his interest to weaken political control. [Continues no text deleted]It was far from clear why he necessarily should so judge. Even then, however, it remained possible to operate on a general tail-safe presumption: no authorization, no use. That was the basis on which NATO operated. If it is feared that the arrangements which a nuclear-weapon possessor has in place do not meet such standards in some respects, the logical course is to continue to improve them rather than to assume escalation to be certain and uncontrollable, with all the enormous inferences that would have to flow from such an assumption. The likelihood of escalation can never be 100 per cent, and never zero. Where between those two extremes it may lie can never be precisely calculable in advance; and even were it so calculable, it would not be uniquely fixed—it would stand to vary hugely with circumstances. That there should be any risk at all of escalation to widespread nuclear war must be deeply disturbing, and decision-makers would always have to weigh it most anxiously. But a pair of key truths about it need to be recognized. The first is that the risk of escalation to large-scale nuclear war is inescapably present in any significant armed conflict between nuclear-capable powers, whoever may have started the conflict and whoever may first have used any particular category of weapon. The initiator of the conflict will always have physically available to him options for applying more force if he meets effective resistance. If the risk of escalation, whatever its degree of probability, is to be regarded as absolutely unacceptable, the necessary inference is that a state attacked by a substantial nuclear power must forgo military resistance. It must surrender, even if it has a nuclear armory of its own. But the companion truth is that, as page 47 has noted, the risk of escalation is an inescapable burden also upon the aggressor. The exploitation of that burden is the crucial route, if conflict does break out, for managing it to a tolerable outcome—the only route, indeed, intermediate between surrender and holocaust, and so the necessary basis for deterrence beforehand. The working nut of plans to exploit escalation risk most effectively in deterring potential aggression entails further and complex issues. It is for example plainly desirable, wherever geography, politics, and available resources so permit without triggering arms races, to make provisions and dispositions that are likely to place the onus of making the bigger and more evidently dangerous steps in escalation upon the aggressor who wishes to maintain his attack, rather than upon the defender. The customary shorthand fur this desirable posture used to be ‘escalation dominance’.) These issues are not further discussed here. But addressing them needs to start from acknowledgement that there are in any event no certainties or absolutes available, no options guaranteed to be risk-free and cost-free. Deterrence is not possible without escalation risk; and its presence can point to no automatic policy conclusion save for those who espouse outright pacifism and accept its consequences. Accident and Miscalculation Ensuring the safety and security of nuclear weapons plainly needs to be taken most seriously. Detailed information is understandably not published, but such direct evidence as there is suggests that it always has been so taken in every possessor state, with the inevitable occasional failures to follow strict procedures dealt with rigorously. Critics have nevertheless from time to time argued that the possibility of accident involving nuclear weapons is so substantial that it must weigh heavily in the entire evaluation of whether war-prevention structures entailing their existence should be tolerated at all. Two sorts of scenario are usually in question. The first is that of a single grave event involving an unintended nuclear explosion—a technical disaster at a storage site, for example, or the accidental or unauthorized launch of a delivery system with a live nuclear warhead. The second is that of some event—perhaps such an explosion or launch, or some other mishap such as malfunction or misinterpretation of radar signals or computer systems—initiating a sequence of response and counter-response that culminated in a nuclear exchange which no one had truly intended. No event that is physically possible can be said to be of absolutely zero probability (just as at an opposite extremer it is absurd to claim, as has been heard from distinguished figures, that nuclear-weapon use can be guaranteed to happen within some finite future span despite not having happened for over sixty years.) But human affairs cannot be managed to the standard of either zero or total probability. We have to assess levels between those theoretical limits and weigh the reality and implications against other factors, in security planning as in everyday life There have certainly been, across the decades since 1945, many known accidents involving nuclear weapons, from transporters skidding off roads to bomber aircraft crashing with or accidentally dropping the weapons they carried (in past days when such carriage was a frequent feature of readiness arrangements it no longer is). A few of these accidents may have released into the nearby environment highly toxic material. None however has entailed a nuclear detonation. Some commentators suggest that this reflects bizarrely good fortune amid such massive activity and deployment over so many years. A more rational deduction from the facts of this long experience would however be that the probability of any accident triggering a nuclear explosion is extremely low. It might be further nested that the mechanisms needed to set of such an explosion are technically demanding, and that in a large number of ways the past sixty years have seen extensive improvements in safety arrangements for both the design and the handling of weapons. It is undoubtedly possible to see respects in which, after the cold war, some of the factors bearing upon risk may be new or more adverse; but some are now plainly less so. The years which the world has come 
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through entirely without accidental or unauthorized detonation have included early decades in which knowledge was sketchier, precautions were less developed, and weapon designs were less ultra-safe than they later became, as well as substantial periods in which weapon numbers were larger, deployments immure widespread arid diverse, movements more frequent, and several aspects of doctrine and readiness arrangements more tense. Similar considerations apply to the hypothesis of nuclear war being mistakenly triggered by false alarm. Critics again point to the fact, as it is understood, of numerous occasions when initial steps in alert sequences for US nuclear forces were embarked upon, or at least called for, by indicators mistaken or misconstrued. In none of these instances, it is accepted, did matters get at all near to nuclear launch—extraordinary good fortune again, critics have suggested. But the rival and more logical inference from hundreds of events stretching over sixty years of experience presents itself once more: that the probability of initial misinterpretation leading far towards mistaken launch is remote. Precisely because any nuclear weapon processor recognizes the vast gravity of any launch, release sequences have many steps, and human decision is repeatedly interposed as well as capping the sequences. To convey that because a first step was prompted the world somehow came close to accidental nuclear war is wild hyperbole, rather like asserting, when a tennis champion has lost his opening service game, that he was nearly beaten in straight sets. History anyway scarcely offers any ready example of major war started by accident even before the nuclear revolution imposed an order-of-magnitude increase of caution. In was occasion conjectured that nuclear war might be triggered by the real but accidental or unauthorized launch of a strategic nuclear-weapon delivery system in the direction of a potential adversary. No such launch is known to have occurred in over sixty years. The probability of it is therefore very low. But even if it did happen, the further hypothesis of it initiating a general nuclear exchange is far-fetched. It fails to consider the real situation of decision-makers, as pages 63-4 have brought out. The notion that cosmic holocaust might be mistakenly precipitated in this way belongs to science fiction. 
Accidental launches will not escalate.

Kislov ’93 (Alexander K. Kislov, Professor and director of Peace and Research Institute (Moscow). 1993. Inadvertent Nuclear War. Pg. 239-240.

A deliberate nuclear war between East and West is out of the question; but what about a war caused by chance factors? An accidental or unauthorized launching of a missile or even of several missiles (in itself highly improbable) is unlikely to bring about a full-scale nuclear war when neither side has any incentive for it. We assume a very small probability of a very limited (“automatic” or unauthorized) reaction and a close-to-zero probability of a very limited authorized ‘retaliation’; this is the maximal assumption that is possible if we want to remain realistic. 
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De-targeting solves

Slocombe ‘9 (De-Alerting: Diagnoses, Prescriptions, and Side-Effects* By The Honorable Walter B. Slocombe Discussion paper presented at the seminar on “Re-framing De-Alert: Decreasing the Operational Readiness of Nuclear Weapons Systems in the U.S.-Russia Context” in Yverdon, Switzerland, 21-23 June 2009. Caplin & Drysdale Attorneys; Former Under Secretary of Defense for Policy 

Moreover, in recent years, both the US and Russia, as well as Britain and China, have modified their procedures so that even if a nuclear-armed missile were launched, it would go not to a “real” target in another country but – at least in the US 6 case - to empty ocean. In addition to the basic advantage of insuring against a nuclear detonation in a populated area, the fact that a missile launched in error would be on flight path that diverged from a plausible attacking trajectory should be detectable by either the US or the Russian warning systems, reducing the possibility of the accident being perceived as a deliberate attack. De-targeting, therefore, provides a significant protection against technical error.5 These arrangements – PALs and their equivalents coupled with continued observance of the agreement made in the mid-90s on “de-targeting” – do not eliminate the possibility of technical or operator-level failures, but they come very close to providing absolute assurance that such errors cannot lead to a nuclear explosion or be interpreted as the start of a deliberate nuclear attack.6 The advantage of such requirements for external information to activate weapons is of course that the weapons remain available for authorized use but not susceptible of appropriation or mistaken use. 
US has no risk of accidents- arsenal upgrades

Rudney and Stanley ‘2K (Dealerting Proposals for Strategic Nuclear Forces: A Critical Analysis. By: , Robert Rudney, Senior Managing Editor of Comparative Strategy and Willis Stanley President of the National Institute for Public Policy,, Comparative Strategy, 01495933, Jan-Mar2000, Vol. 19, Issue 1

The U.S. record in maintaining a safe and secure nuclear deterrent over the past 50 years has been outstanding. According to Assistant Secretary of Defense Edward L. Warner, "Because of changes in our posture and technical improvements in our systems, our nuclear weapons are less exposed to accident environments, and the likelihood of a nuclear accident has decreased significantly" [ 2]. The United States is committed to maintaining high confidence in the safety, reliability, and performance of the nuclear stockpile through an aggressive, well-funded stockpile-stewardship program.
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Intelligence reports all go neg- no risk of accidents

Rudney and Stanley ‘2K (Robert and Willis, Dealerting proposals for strategic nuclear forces: A critical analysis, Comparative Strategy, 1521-0448, Volume 19, Issue 1, 2000)
Senior U.S. officials downplay allegations by Blair and other dealerting advocates that there is a significant risk of accidental or unauthorized launch of missiles by the Russians. In a December 1998 speech, Robert D. Walpole, National Intelligence Officer for Strategic and Nuclear Programs, summarized the CIA's annual report to Congress on foreign missile developments, which found that "an unauthorized or accidental launch of a Russian or Chinese strategic missile is highly unlikely, as long as current security procedures and systems are in place. Russia employs an extensive array of technical and procedural safeguards and China keeps its missiles unfueled and without warheads mated" [ 110]. In communications to Congress in 1998, both the CIA and the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) asserted that the possibility of an unauthorized launch Russian strategic weapons was very low because of the many safeguards built into the system [ 111 ].
Red lines solve

Ryabikhin et al. ‘9 (Discussion paper presented at the seminar on “Re-framing De-Alert: Decreasing the Operational Readiness of Nuclear Weapons Systems in the U.S.-Russia Context” in Yverdon, Switzerland, 21-23 21-23 June 2009  De-alerting: Decreasing the Operational Readiness of Strategic Nuclear Forces By Dr. Leonid RYABIKHIN Executive Secretary, Committee of Scientist for Global Security and Arms Control; Senior Fellow, EastWest Institute General (Ret.) Viktor KOLTUNOV Deputy Director, Institute for Strategic Stability of Rosatom Dr. Eugene MIASNIKOV Senior Research Scientist, Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies  
Besides that it should be mentioned that even the Soviet Union and the United States had taken important bilateral steps toward decreasing the risk of accidental nuclear conflict. Direct emergency telephone “red line” has been established between the White House and the Kremlin in 1963. In 1971 the USSR and USA signed the Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Nuclear War Threat. This Agreement established the actions of each side in case of even a hypothetical accidental missile launch and it contains the requirements for the owner of the launched missile to deactivate and eliminate the missile. Both the Soviet Union and 5 the United States have developed proper measures to observe the agreed requirements. 
No chance of U.S.-Russia war

Perkovich 3 (George Perkovich, Vice President for Studies–Global Security and Economic Development at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, March/April 2003, Foreign Affairs)
As for Russia, a full-scale war between it and the United States now seems inconceivable. Given the desires for larger cuts in nuclear forces that Russia displayed in negotiating the 2002 Moscow Treaty, Russia hardly seems enough of a threat to justify the size and forward-leaning posture of America's present arsenal.
A2: Nuclear Fallout Advantage

No threat from radiation; nuclear sources parked in the burial orbit

Zaitsev 09 (Yuri, expert with the Space Research Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences, The Growing Problem of Space Junk, 1/13/07, http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20090213/120123116.html, M.S.)

In its day, the Soviet Union launched 33 spacecraft with nuclear power units aboard. After fulfilling their missions, the units were jettisoned from the satellites and put in the so-called burial orbit (700 to 1,000 kilometers). There, their cores, consisting of fuel clusters, were jettisoned in turn. Currently, 44 radiation sources from Russia are parked in the burial orbit. They are: two satellites with unseparated nuclear power units (Cosmos-1818 and Cosmos-1867), fuel assemblies and 12 closed-down reactors with a liquid metal coolant, 15 nuclear-fuel assemblies, and 15 fuel-free units with a coolant in the secondary cooling loop. They are to spend no less than 300 to 400 passive years in the orbit. That is enough for uranium-235 fission products to decay to safe levels
No Impact

No impact to space debris – status quo projections estimate a handful of non catastrophic collisions in the future based on empirical studies.

Institution of Mechanical Engineers 7 (Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers -- Part G -- Journal of Aerospace Engineering (Professional Engineering Publishing), The predicted growth of the low-Earth orbit space debris environment - an assessment of future risk for spacecraft, December 2007, EBSCO - Vol. 221 Issue 6, pages 975-985, SP)
The current work was performed with the NASA longterm debris environment model, LEGEND, adapted for the prediction of collisions among objects larger than 1 cm. The 2001 NASA standard breakup model deposited the fragments of the calculated explosions and collisions. NaK (sodium potassium) droplets were generatedby theNASANaKmodel, newly corrected for a factor of two over-estimation of the droplet population. SRM slag and surface degradation particulates (ejecta and paint flakes) were excluded in the current work. NASA, at present, has no verified models of either. The only known source of 1-cm objects would be the SRM slag, which would then likely increase the collision rates determined here. Also excluded were any vehicles orMRDassociated with crewed missions. The current work was intended as a general study of collision risks in the high traffic regions of LEO. The current study models collisional events among objects in LEO larger than 1 cm throughout the years 1957–2035. The activity is most prevalent in regions of high traffic in LEO, the altitude bands 600–1000km and 1400–1500 km. The risk to LEO spacecraft in the near future is a continuation of that which has been occurring throughout the past. The overall effect is an increasing collision rate to a handful of events per year by the end of 2035, this assuming only standardmitigation techniques are applied throughout the period (e.g. moderately successful upper stage safing and MRD suppression as in the last decade). Non-catastrophic collisions between small impactors (<10 cm) and large targets (10 cm) are by far the dominant mode of collisions in the modelled environment. In reality, these events would be unlikely to be observed, as the effect is a destruction of an untracked impactor and some crater damage to a much larger target.
Non inherent 

the Inter Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee is an international forum that facilitates research between different agencies and identifies mitigation options for debris.

Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee no date (international governmental forum for the worldwide coordination of activities related to the issues of man-made and natural debris in space, Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee, Welcome to the Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee Website, http://www.iadc-online.org/index.cgi, SP)

The Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee (IADC) is an international governmental forum for the worldwide coordination of activities related to the issues of man-made and natural debris in space. The primary purposes of the IADC are to exchange information on space debris research activities between member space agencies, to facilitate opportunities for cooperation in space debris research, to review the progress of ongoing cooperative activities, and to identify debris mitigation options. The IADC member agencies include the following: ASI (Agenzia Spaziale Italiana) CNES (Centre National d'Etudes Spatiales) CNSA (China National Space Administration) CSA (Canadian Space Agency) DLR (German Aerospace Center) ESA (European Space Agency) ISRO (Indian Space Research Organisation) JAXA (Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency) NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Administration) NSAU (National Space Agency of Ukraine) ROSCOSMOS (Russian Federal Space Agency) UKSpace (UK Space Agency)
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Removal of space debris not feasible. 

David 11(Leonard David has been reporting on the space industry for more than five decades. He is a winner of this year’s National Space Club Press Award and a past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space World magazines. He has written for Space.com since 1999., space.com, 

Ugly truth of space junk: No feasible solutions  Debris continues to multiply, but there's no affordable way to eliminate it , 5/10/11, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42975224/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/ugly-truth-space-junk-no-feasible-solutions/, rn)
Dealing with the decades of detritus from using outer space — human-made orbital debris — is a global concern, but some experts are now questioning the feasibility of the wide range of "solutions" sketched out to grapple with high-speed space litter.  What may be shaping up is an "abandon in place" posture for certain orbital altitudes — an outlook that flags the messy message resulting from countless bits of orbital refuse.  In a recent conference here, Gen. William Shelton, commander of the U.S. Air Force Space Command, relayed his worries about rising amounts of human-made space junk.  "The traffic is increasing. We've now got over 50 nations that are participants in the space environment," Shelton said last month during the Space Foundation’s 27th National Space Symposium. Given existing space situational awareness capabilities, over 20,000 objects are now tracked. "We catalog those routinely and keep track of them. That number is projected to triple by 2030, and much of that is improved sensors, but some of that is increased traffic," Shelton said. "Then if you think about it, there are probably 10 times more objects in space than we're able to track with our sensor capability today. Those objects are untrackable … yet they are lethal to our space systems — to military space systems, civil space systems, commercial — no one’s immune from the threats that are on orbit today, just due to the traffic in space."  
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Space debris includes micro-particulate matter created from surface degradation of space objects – the aff can’t solve without continual clean up.

Senechal 10 (Thierry, Policy Manager with the International Chamber of Commerce, Papers on International Environmental Treaty-Making, Space Debris Pollution: A Convention Proposal, 2010, http://www.pon.org/downloads/ien16.2.Senechal.pdf, SP)

In his article ―Space Debris: Legal and Policy Implications, Howard Baker divides space debris into four classes: inactive payloads, operational debris, fragmentation debris and microparticulate matter. I refer to these categories in my paper as follows: (1) Inactive payloads or inoperative objects: Inactive payloads are primarily made up of satellites that have run out of fuel for station-keeping operations or have malfunctioned and are no longer able to maneuver. However, the use of the term ―inactive payloads‖ requires clarification. Because satellites can be deactivated for periods of time and then later reactivated, and because debris may include objects manufactured in outer space and not just payloads, the term ―inoperative objects may be more correct when referring to objects which entities can no longer control. (2) Operational debris: Operational debris includes any intact object or component part that was launched or released into space during normal operations. The largest single category of this type of debris is intact rocket bodies that remain in orbit after launching a satellite. (3) Fragmentation debris: Fragmentation debris is created when a space object breaks apart. This type of debris can be created through explosions, collisions, deterioration, or any other means. Collisions are another source of fragmentation debris. Debris of this type may result from collisions between space object and either natural or artificial orbital debris. (4) Microparticulate matter: Surface degradation is also a cause of space debris. Surfaces of spacecraft are exposed to the deleterious space environment of ultraviolet radiation, atomic oxygen, thermal cycling, micro-particulates, and micrometeoroids. This can lead to degradation in the optical, thermal and structural integrity of surfaces and coatings with subsequent shedding of materials into the space environment. Indeed, debris can be created as the result of the gradual disintegration of the surfaces on a satellite due to exposure to the space environment. 
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The aff isn’t going to solve – only enforceable international treaties can actually solve security.

Black and Butt 10 (Samuel and Yousaf, research associate at the Henry L. Stimson Center and staff scientist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics that is currently on leave at the National Academy of Sciences, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, The growing threat of space debris, March 2010, Vol. 66 Issue 2, p1-8, SP)
Luckily, recognition of the space debris issue is now widespread, and many countries have expressed a willingness to take steps to address it. China’s 2000 White Paper on Space Activities, for example, stated, “[Beijing will] continuously make efforts to explore, together with other countries, ways and means to mitigate and reduce space debris, and promote international cooperation on this issue.”24 India’s delegation promised in 2007 its “full support and cooperation” with COPUOS’s efforts to prevent space debris.25 The U.S., French, and Pakistani delegations all made similar statements in support of efforts to mitigate space debris at COPUOS meetings in 2007.26 In addition, a number of diplomatic initiatives have been proposed to address the long-term debris consequences of destructive ASAT weapons. China and Russia have submitted a draft treaty at the U.N. Conference on Disarmament that would seek to prevent the placement, or use, of weapons in outer space.27 The U.S. government and many independent experts, however, feel that the draft treaty has serious flaws—e.g., the absence of prohibitions on the research, development, and deployment of ground-based ASATs (such as the one tested by China) and the absence of any verification measures.28 Another initiative is a European Union–sponsored voluntary code of conduct that addresses issues such as space-traffic management, debris mitigation, and destructive ASAT testing. By agreeing to certain rules, states would clarify responsible and irresponsible actions, facilitating responses to the latter, which would include debris-creating events.29 But China, Russia, and others have expressed a desire for a legally binding agreement, a condition that the European Union code does not satisfy. A third initiative is a narrowly focused proposal that would ban destructive testing against space objects. Such a treaty would directly address a pernicious source of space debris without approaching many of the contentious issues entailed in the more comprehensive approach taken by China and Russia. The idea was broached at a 2008 workshop organized by the Henry L. Stimson Center (where one of the authors of this article is employed), but no country has formally endorsed it.30 No international consensus exists on which of these approaches would enhance space security the most. China and Russia remain publicly committed to a comprehensive, legally binding treaty. The European Union is conducting rounds of consultations with other spacefaring nations on its code of conduct. And discussions on the narrow treaty proposal have so far been largely academic. It is unfortunate that at present, an international agreement addressing the largest potential source of debris, destructive ASAT tests, does not appear to be forthcoming. Without it, international security and the use of space are under threat.
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No solvency for the aff because accidents happen – the chinese ASAT test and the Iridium satellite explosion prove. The only way to solve is to prevent future explosions.

Barbee et. al 11 (Brent William, NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, with Elfego Pinon III, Emergent Space Technologies, Inc., Kenn Gold, Emergent Space Technologies, Inc., David Gaylor, Emergent Space Technologies, Inc., and Salvatore Alfano, Center for Space Standards and Innovation, Aerospace Conference 2011 IEEE, Design of spacecraft missions to remove multiple orbital debris objects, March 2011, http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpls/abs_all.jsp?arnumber=5747303&tag=1, SP)
The Chinese ASAT Test and the Iridium Collision Two recent events have caused particularly large increases in the known orbital debris environments. In January of 2007, the Chinese government conducted an anti-satellite (AS AT)The Chinese ASAT Test and the Iridium Collision Two recent events have caused particularly large increases in the known orbital debris environments. In January of 2007, the Chinese government conducted an anti-satellite (AS AT) test in which the FengYun lC satellite was destroyed. This single event resulted in more than 2,900 pieces of orbital de­ bris greater than 10 cm in size, many of which are not yet included in the debris catalog [4]. The first unintentional col­ lision of two satellites occurred in February of 2009 when the operational Iridium-33 satellite collided with the inopera­ tive Cosmos 2251. This accident generated more than 1, 600 pieces of large debris in two separate clouds. These events taken together represent an increase in the collision risk for operational satellites in orbits between 750 and 900 km alti­ tude [5]. The sheer magnitude of these events and the size of the collision fragment clouds demonstrate the necessity of preventing future collisions. 

No solvency - Space debris is inevitable - Each launch increases debris.

Hitches 05 (Theresa journalist with a focus on military, defense industry and NATO affairs, CDI Fact Sheet, Space Debris, August, 2005, http://www.space4peace.org/articles/debris_facts.htm, MS)

Space-faring nations are well aware of the dangers caused by space debris – from inactive satellites to discarded rocket stages to nuts and bolts left in orbit.  Space debris is the inevitable consequence of the global uses of space; every space launch will create some amount and form of debris, just as every kind of transportation on Earth creates some amount and form of pollution. Even tiny pieces of debris such as paint flecks or bolts can damage or destroy a satellite or spacecraft, due to the tremendously high speeds of orbital objects (some 10 kilometers per second in Low Earth Orbit). Space scientists universally agree there is already too much orbital debris, particularly in the most heavily used orbits. Unfortunately, the amount of space debris is increasing rather than decreasing as more nations and commercial entities seek the economic and military benefits provided by satellites. Indeed, space debris is now of such a concern that there is an effort underway, with NASA playing a leading role, to create U.N.-sanctioned international guidelines for space operators designed to minimize the creation of debris during routine space operations.
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The aff can’t solve, it ignores the GEO – while the LEO has a higher probability of collisions, the GEO is still important to clean up – it deploys important commercial and military payloads.

McKnight 10 (Darren, Technical Director of Integrity Applications, Proceedings of the Advanced Maui Optical and Space Surveillance Technologies Conference, Pay Me Now or Pay Me More Later: Start the Development of Active Orbital Debris Removal Now, September 2010, http://www.amostech.com/TechnicalPapers/2010/Posters/McKnight.pdf, SP)
The GEO orbit has not been discussed much since the current collision hazard in GEO is much smaller than in the LEO environment. As a result, the impetus to start active debris removal based on collision hazard will probably begin in LEO. This observation could be altered if there are some major accidental breakup events or other operational issues that arise in GEO due to its unique characteristics: - critical commercial and military payloads are being deployed in GEO; - GEO region is much harder to access than LEO; - GEO satellites are generally larger and more expensive than LEO satellites; and - no secular orbit contraction perturbations exist in GEO (such as atmospheric drag). While the need for debris removal in GEO is likely to lag behind LEO, the population of GEO objects is distributed such that the highest priority objects to remove are clearly identified. In geosynchronous orbit (GEO), the average annual probability of collision with the trackable population for a large stationkept communications satellite is 3E-7 to 3E-6 depending on its location relative to the stable points. [6] The objects in GEO that are “trapped” (i.e. oscillate about stable points on the GEO arc) pose a disproportionately high percentage of the collision risk to operational satellites: about 15% of the objects pose 80% of the collision hazard in GEO. Therefore, the removal of around 150 objects can reduce overall GEO collision risk by a factor of five. [17]
The aff can’t go it alone – the United States needs to team up internationally and with private sectors to track space debris.

Space.com Staff 11 (website in space and aeronautics, Space.com, Space Debris Threat Needs International Response, Military Official Says, March 22 2011, http://www.space.com/11191-space-debris-international-response.html, SP)
The United States needs to team up with other countries and the private sector to track the huge volume of potentially dangerous space debris circling the Earth, according to a U.S. military official. More than 22,000 pieces of space junk are being tracked today as they zip around our planet, posing a collision threat to valuable satellites and other spacecraft. But there's far too much of the stuff for the U.S. government to keep track of on its own, so cooperation is required to improve the country's space situational awareness (SSA) capabilities, said Lt. Gen. Susan Helms, commander of the U.S. Strategic Command's Joint Functional Component Command for Space. "We must partner with other nations and enterprises to achieve mutually beneficial goals, and at the top of our priorities is the development of comprehensive SSA," Helms said during a recent trip to Israel. [The Worst Space Debris Events of All Time] Helms articulated the need for cooperation at the Sixth Annual Ilan Ramon International Space Conference in Tel Aviv, and again shortly after she returned to the U.S. last month. Her statements echo recommendations laid out in the U.S. National Space Policy, which was announced by President Obama last June. A key component of SSA is tracking and cataloguing objects in space, which help prevent collisions with spacecraft. However, with 22,000 pieces 
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of trackable space junk and more than 60 nations operating in space, the U.S. will have a tough time going it alone, officials said. The National Space Policy acknowledges that fact, stating that no single country has the resources to precisely track every object in space. [Video: Expanding Threat of Space Debris] "It directs us to collaborate with other nations, the private-sector and intergovernmental organizations to improve our space situational awareness — specifically to enhance our shared ability to rapidly detect, warn of, characterize and attribute natural and man-made disturbances to space systems," Helms said. 
US can’t do the plan alone - US must enter international treaty to clean space solves national security threats

Imburgia 2011(, Joseph S., author in Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law; “Space Debris and Its Threat to National Security: A Proposal for a Binding International Agreement to Clean Up the Junk.” May 2011 http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail?sid=6e7410a9-26b2-454c-a808-c656e99bad12%40sessionmgr15&vid=2&hid=15&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d SH)

To demonstrate the urgency of the problem and highlight the  need for a binding international agreement on space debris, this  Article first examines the amount of space debris currently in  existence and the predictions for future additions.  It then discusses  the United States’ reliance on the unhindered use of space for  national security and demonstrates why a space debris threat to  American space assets presents an immediate and serious concern to  the United States.  The Article then analyzes the 1967 Outer Space  Treaty, 12  the 1972 Liability Convention, 13  and the 1975 Registration  Convention14  to show that these treaties are, by their terms,  insufficient to deal with the space debris problem.  Next, the Article  illustrates why no other international agreement adequately  addresses or demands the removal  of space debris currently in  Earth’s orbit.  Consequently, to better preserve and protect the national  security interests of the United States by assuring access to space  and the freedom to operate there, the United States must pursue a  binding international agreement with real consequences, and it must  persuade the international community to follow its lead.  Definitions  for both “space” and “space debris” are needed in such an agreement.   Additionally, countries must be required to do at least three things:  (1) minimize the creation of space debris; (2) make efforts to rid the  space environment of the debris they create or have already created;  and (3) notify each other when they cause space debris.  The proposed  agreement at Annex A addresses each of these issues.  An agreement  is necessary because of both the  gloomy future presented by an  unresolved space debris problem and the lack of adequate  international law in this area 
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No solvency – the number of large debris is increasing in the status quo and can uniquely cause large fragmentation. Their approach to small debris is not enough.

Barbee et. al 11 (Brent William, NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, with Elfego Pinon III, Emergent Space Technologies, Inc., Kenn Gold, Emergent Space Technologies, Inc., David Gaylor, Emergent Space Technologies, Inc., and Salvatore Alfano, Center for Space Standards and Innovation, Aerospace Conference 2011 IEEE, Design of spacecraft missions to remove multiple orbital debris objects, March 2011, http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpls/abs_all.jsp?arnumber=5747303&tag=1, SP)

The Current State of the Orbital Debris Problem Significant growth of the orbital debris environment began with the June 1961 explosion of a man-made vehicle which created more than 300 trackable objects. Over the ensuing 45 years, the number of large debris objects (> 10 cm) grew by about 300 per year [1]. The primary source of orbital de­ bris in Low Earth Orbit (LEO) is the fragmentation of space vehicles, though the problem continues to worsen through the accumulation of launch vehicle orbital stages and derelict spacecraft, as shown in Figure 1. At least 190 spacecraft are known to have been involved in fragmenting breakups, and at least 50 more have been involved in lower-level anomalous fragmentation events [2]. While orbital debris smaller than 10 cm can collide with operational satellites and render them inoperative due to hypervelocity impacts, it is generally be­ lieved that debris larger than 10 cm presents the possibility of destroying another satellite and causing a large fragmen­ tation event. Although the risk is currently low, with only a single confirmed loss of a functioning satellite due to man­ made orbital debris (Iridium-33) the problem is expected to worsen, and a significant risk is thus presented to the nearly 1000 operational satellites in LEO. 

Outer Space Treaty prevents legal barriers to US efforts at space debris removal. 

Pearson 10 (Jerome Pearson, Ohio Eta ’61, is president of STAR, Inc., a small business in Mount Pleasant, SC, that has developed aircraft, spacecraft, and space-tether concepts for DOD and NASA. He invented the Earth and lunar space elevators, developed multi-winglets for lowered aircraft drag, published engineering solutions to global warming and space debris, and conceived the propellantless electrodynamic spacecraft EDDE. Before founding his firm, he was an engineer at NASA Langley and Ames research centers and a branch chief for the Air Force Research Laboratory. He has degrees in engineering and geology and is author of nearly 100 technical publications, including invited articles for Encyclopaedia Britannica and New Scientist. An associate fellow of AIAA, a fellow of the BIS, and a member of the International Academy of Astronautics, he has had television interviews about space elevators and climate change and was featured in the Discovery Channel series “Science of the Impossible.”,  THE BENT OF TAU BETA PI, The ElectroDynamic Debris Eliminator (EDDE): Removing Debris in Space, spring 2010, http://www.tbp.org/pages/publications/Bent/Features/SP10Pearson.pdf, rn)

Constraints on Removal The EDDE vehicle addresses the technical and cost problems of removing space debris, but there are legal, political, and economic constraints that must be overcome before the general cleanup of space can begin. Now is the time to address these more difficult problems. Removal of highway debris is straightforward: the responsible state, county, or city collects taxes and hires people to clean the roadways. Volunteers can also do the job for civic pride and recognition, because it is inexpensive. Cleaning space, however, is not so simple. One problem is legal. The Outer Space Treaty of 1967, signed by all space-faring nations, says that the launching nation owns its satellites, even if they are defunct and abandoned. Unlike the maritime law, space law does not allow for salvage rights or treasure hunters. To remove debris objects, we need permission from each original owner. Since most of the mass of defunct satellites in orbit was launched by the Soviet Union, we need permission from the successor states of Russia and Ukraine to remove these objects. This leads to the legal problem of liability for damages. If we deliberately cause a space object to enter the atmosphere, we are responsible for any damage or injury it causes. This is why the U.S. and Russia tried to de-orbit the Skylab and Mir space stations over remote areas of the Pacific. Total potential liability could be enormous as a result of the removal of the most dangerous debris objects in LEO that weigh more than 2 kg. 
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Current space debris is a problem but all current projects are not feasible. 

Michaels 09 (Daniel, Writer for the Wall Street Journal-a top news source of America, A Cosmic Question: How to Get Rid Of All That Orbiting Space Junk, March 11, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123672891900989069.html, NG)
Among the suggestions: launching big nets and large magnets to snag refuse, or using high-energy lasers to atomize debris. None of these ideas is feasible. Magnets would be useless because spacecraft contain almost no iron. Nets are almost uncontrollable. Blasting debris, meanwhile, would simply create smaller remains that would be tougher to track and produce a vast haze of shrapnel, experts say. Artist's rendering of an explosion of a rocket stage, spreading debris. Detritus wasn't an issue back in October 1957, when the Soviet Union launched Sputnik, the first man-made satellite. But within 20 years, concerns about trash were already growing. In 1978, two NASA scientists published a paper predicting "the creation of a debris belt" around the Earth. NASA soon after appointed one of the paper's authors, Donald Kessler, to start a new Orbital Debris Program. The office began working with other U.S. government agencies to track and analyze orbiting garbage. Dr. Kessler says that from the start, his team examined ways to cleanse space. "They were all science-fictiony kinds of things," recalls the retired astrophysicist in Ashville, N.C. One concept to vacuum up refuse was similar to the Planet Eater, which devoured spaceships in an episode of "Star Trek," he says. Since then, engineers have gotten more serious. In 2003, the Aerospace Corporation, a research center in California, patented plans for an inflatable set of space tongs that could grab and tow objects. They would act like "a hearse for dragging dead satellites to a galactic necropolis," says the patent's author, retired nuclear engineer Ernie Robinson, who lives in Altadena, Calif. Costs, Benefits Still, such ideas floundered because the risk of space junk seemed small compared to the cost of removing it. The threat ballooned on Jan. 11, 2007, when China demonstrated its ability to eliminate potential military threats in space by firing a ballistic missile at its Fengyun-1C weather satellite. Instantly, the projectile and the one-ton spacecraft were reduced to roughly 3,000 fragments, increasing the estimated volume of orbiting debris around Earth by about 25%. The Feb. 10 collision almost 500 miles above Siberia added at least 600 more big fragments, specialists say, and refocused attention on the problem. "Debris removal is moving to the front of the agenda," says William Ailor, director of the Center for Orbital and Reentry Debris Studies at the Aerospace Corporation in Los Angeles. One unlikely proposal he frequently hears is using "catchers' mitts and such" -- launching a big ball of foam or clay that could sponge up debris. One hitch is that the blob would have to be huge to make a difference, and so would itself become a threat to live satellites, Mr. Ailor says. With such complexities dogging most space-cleaning ideas for at least the near future, space-debris expert Dr. Klinkrad says the best solution is to follow earthly advise: "Don't litter." 
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Space debris inevitable. 

Dinerman 02 (Taylor Dinerman is an author and journalist based in New York City., The Space Review, Sticky airbags and grapples: kinetic ASATs without the debris, 1/22/07, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/789/1, rn)
Some were trying to force the US to accept a set of so-called “Rules of the Road” that would have effectively banned US space weapons, including space-based missile interceptors and ASATs that produced debris. The debris question is interesting since it is the excuse they use to try and prevent the US from working on its own ASATs. Dangerous space debris is both man-made and natural, in the latter case in the form of micrometeoroids. Confusing the two is a great way to make the issue into more of a problem than it already is. The environment around Earth is certainly filled with space junk, but if this was as dangerous as has been claimed, spacecraft would be breaking up on an almost weekly basis. Space junk is a problem and always will be. The international agreements designed to mitigate the dangers have been useful, but cannot halt the creation of more debris any more than recycling laws halt the production of garbage. The trend has been moving in the right direction, at least until our Chinese friends decided to make a statement. 
Space debris removal neither economically nor technologically feasible-unlikely any action will be taken. 

David 11(Leonard David has been reporting on the space industry for more than five decades. He is a winner of this year’s National Space Club Press Award and a past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space World magazines. He has written for Space.com since 1999., space.com, 

Ugly truth of space junk: No feasible solutions  Debris continues to multiply, but there's no affordable way to eliminate it , 5/10/11, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42975224/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/ugly-truth-space-junk-no-feasible-solutions/, rn)
Complex and very expensive  "The buildup of debris is not a naturally reversible process. If we are to clean up space, it will certainly be complex and very expensive. If we continue, as we have, to use these very popular orbits in near-Earth space, the density of debris and collision events will surely increase," Kaplan told Space.com.  The good news is that no immediate action is necessary in terms of removing debris objects, Kaplan advised, as experts estimate that the situation will not go unstable anytime soon.  But, when it does, operational satellites will be destroyed at an alarming rate, and they cannot be replaced. We must prepare for this seemingly inevitable event," Kaplan said. While there are many options for debris removal that have been proposed, he feels that none are sensible.  "Barring the discovery of a disruptive technology within the next decade or so, there will be no practical removal solution," Kaplan added. "We simply lack the technology to economically clean up space."  For Kaplan, the issue of dealing with orbital debris will become dire.  "The proliferation is irreversible. Any cleanup would be too expensive. Given this insight, it is unlikely spacefaring nations are going to do anything significant about cleaning up space," Kaplan said. "The fact is that we really can't do anything. We can't afford it. We don't have the technology. We don't have the cooperation. Nobody wants to pay for it. Space debris cleanup is a 'growth industry,' but there are no customers. In addition, it is politically untenable."  
Not Feasible

Space debris removal neither economically nor technologically feasible-unlikely any action will be taken. 

David 11(Leonard David has been reporting on the space industry for more than five decades. He is a winner of this year’s National Space Club Press Award and a past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space World magazines. He has written for Space.com since 1999., space.com, Ugly truth of space junk: No feasible solutions  Debris continues to multiply, but there's no affordable way to eliminate it , 5/10/11, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42975224/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/ugly-truth-space-junk-no-feasible-solutions/, rn)

Complex and very expensive  "The buildup of debris is not a naturally reversible process. If we are to clean up space, it will certainly be complex and very expensive. If we continue, as we have, to use these very popular orbits in near-Earth space, the density of debris and collision events will surely increase," Kaplan told Space.com.  The good news is that no immediate action is necessary in terms of removing debris objects, Kaplan advised, as experts estimate that the situation will not go unstable anytime soon.  But, when it does, operational satellites will be destroyed at an alarming rate, and they cannot be replaced. We must prepare for this seemingly inevitable event," Kaplan said. While there are many options for debris removal that have been proposed, he feels that none are sensible.  "Barring the discovery of a disruptive technology within the next decade or so, there will be no practical removal solution," Kaplan added. "We simply lack the technology to economically clean up space."  For Kaplan, the issue of dealing with orbital debris will become dire.  "The proliferation is irreversible. Any cleanup would be too expensive. Given this insight, it is unlikely spacefaring nations are going to do anything significant about cleaning up space," Kaplan said. "The fact is that we really can't do anything. We can't afford it. We don't have the technology. We don't have the cooperation. Nobody wants to pay for it. Space debris cleanup is a 'growth industry,' but there are no customers. In addition, it is politically untenable."  
Removal of space debris not feasible. 

David 11(Leonard David has been reporting on the space industry for more than five decades. He is a winner of this year’s National Space Club Press Award and a past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space World magazines. He has written for Space.com since 1999., space.com, Ugly truth of space junk: No feasible solutions  Debris continues to multiply, but there's no affordable way to eliminate it , 5/10/11, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42975224/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/ugly-truth-space-junk-no-feasible-solutions/, rn)

Dealing with the decades of detritus from using outer space — human-made orbital debris — is a global concern, but some experts are now questioning the feasibility of the wide range of "solutions" sketched out to grapple with high-speed space litter.  What may be shaping up is an "abandon in place" posture for certain orbital altitudes — an outlook that flags the messy message resulting from countless bits of orbital refuse.  In a recent conference here, Gen. William Shelton, commander of the U.S. Air Force Space Command, relayed his worries about rising amounts of human-made space junk.  "The traffic is increasing. We've now got over 50 nations that are participants in the space environment," Shelton said last month during the Space Foundation’s 27th National Space Symposium. Given existing space situational awareness capabilities, over 20,000 objects are now tracked. "We catalog those routinely and keep track of them. That number is projected to triple by 2030, and much of that is improved sensors, but some of that is increased traffic," Shelton said. "Then if you think about it, there are probably 10 times more objects in space than we're able to track with our sensor capability today. Those objects are untrackable … yet they are lethal to our space systems — to military space systems, civil space systems, commercial — no one’s immune from the threats that are on orbit today, just due to the traffic in space."  
Orion Doesn’t Solve

Using lasers to destroy debris would fail-other nations would be scared and react

Grossman in 11. (Science journalist, covers physics and astronomy, Wired  science, NASA Considers Shooting Space Junk With Lasers, 3-15-2011, http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2011/03/lasering-space-junk/. DT)

NASA scientists have suggested shooting space junk with lasers before. But earlier plans relied on military-class lasers that would either destroy an object altogether, or vaporize part of its surface and create little plasma plumes that would rocket the piece of litter away. Those lasers would be prohibitively expensive, the team says, not to mention make other space-faring nations nervous about what exactly that military-grade laser is pointing at.
Orion expensive - Laser reduction is incredibly expensive

Dahl in 09 (Major, USAF, Source Title, Is it time for space debris reduction capabilities, 4-9, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539788&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf. DT)

Another possible solution for the removal of existing debris and fragmentation is through  the laser space propulsion. An Orion study conducted by NASA and the USAF in 1996  concluded that it was technically feasible to develop a capability to remove debris in space using  ground-based lasers. The team took into consideration the different materials in which space  debris consists of (aluminum, carbon phenolic, sodium/potassium metal, steel, and multiplayer  insulation) and proposed a technique that uses the surface material of the debris as a propellant to  either send the debris to higher orbits or de-orbit back to Earth.  “In essence, the intensity of the  laser must be sufficiently great to cause the material on the surface of the object to form a vapor,  which as this hot vapor expands imparts a force or thrust to the object.”  95   The optimal intensity  of the laser energy depends on the material of the debris and the laser pulses’ duration to create  25 this propulsion.  “This system would be effective against both metallic and nonmetallic targets in  space, and could be effective against materials that are in higher orbital altitudes.” 96  Although  technically feasible, another study conducted in 2000 assessed whether it was cost effective.   This study used the Iridium satellite system and the number of objects in LEO as a basis for their  estimate.  The $3.450 billion system is comprised of 66 satellites (each satellite being worth  approximately $50 million), and the estimated amount of damage to satellites in this orbit was  found to be $40M per year. 97   The study concluded that one ground-based laser facility operating  near the equator “could remove all orbital debris up to an altitude of 800 km in two years” for  about $100 to 200M. 98   The team also recommended a technical demonstration study to further  this concept, but it is unknown at this time as to whether anything is underway to make this  capability a reality. However, one of the challenges facing the employment of this solution  would likely be the ground facility’s dependency with the tracking capabilities existing today.  It  would seem that for this ground-based laser facility to be effective, it would require dedicated  and improved tracking capabilities to track debris smaller than 10-cm, which again, can still  damage a satellite and create more debris).  Thus, the costs associated with this solution may not  truly include a system level approach to employment. 
Space Lasers Don’t Solve

Plans of space lasers do not solve, stabilization problems, energy, and costs. 

Johnson et al 08 (Kevin, Project Manager Overseer and University of Nebraska at Omaha, Project Sponsored by USSTRATCOM Global Innovation and Strategy Center, Global Innovation and Strategy Center, Elminiating Space Debris: Applied Technology and Policy Prescriptions, January 2008, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA497909&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  pg 96, NG)
There are many challenges to implementing a space-based laser. Simply getting the laser device into space greatly increases cost as compared to a ground-based solution. Stabilization of the laser platform is difficult in any environment, especially in space. Firing a laser repeatedly thousands or hundreds of thousands of times requires a considerable amount of power and this power requirement complicates any space-based solution. For these reasons, the space-based laser received a rating of 4.5 out of 10 overall. 
Plans of airborne cleanup lasers do not solve, technology unavailable. 

Johnson et al 08 (Kevin, Project Manager Overseer and University of Nebraska at Omaha, Project Sponsored by USSTRATCOM Global Innovation and Strategy Center, Global Innovation and Strategy Center, Elminiating Space Debris: Applied Technology and Policy Prescriptions, January 2008, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA497909&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  pg 96, NG)
An airborne laser is advantageous because an airplane can fly high enough to be above most of the atmospheric interference that makes aiming the laser difficult. An airborne laser prototype is under development by Boeing, Northrop Grumman, and Lockheed Martin for ballistic missile defense purposes. However, airborne lasers have several disadvantages. Maintaining the laser and providing power is more difficult then with a ground-based laser. This technology has not been further explored because advances in adaptive optics have made aiming ground-based lasers more practical 
Tungsten Doesn’t Solve

The tungsten solution fails and creates a double bind – either a. there isn’t enough tungsten to attach to every small piece of debris or b. there is enough to the point that the tungsten drags down satellites and solar panels while obscuring telescopes.

Dillow 11 (Clay, writer for Popular Science, Popular Science Magazine, Space Debris Solution du Jour: Launching a Cloud of Tungsten Dust Into Orbit, April 12 2011, http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2011-04/fighting-orbital-space-debris-cloud-tungsten-dust, SP)

A researcher at the U.S. NRL suggests releasing a cloud of tungsten dust at about 680 miles up, creating a layer of particles that will completely shroud the planet. The particles themselves will be just 30 micrometers across, but because tungsten is nearly twice as dense as lead they will still add effective weight to any small debris they latch on to. This, the thinking goes, will drag small debris pieces down below that 560 mile marker over a decade or two, where natural forces will take over and the debris will burn up, scrubbing orbital space clean of small debris over the next 25 or 35 years. If you haven’t begun verbally objecting to this idea at this point, feel free to begin now. First of all, what effect is this tungsten cloud going to have on all of the equipment we don’t want to deorbit, like our functioning satellites? What about the delicate optics on our science satellites and the the solar panels that keep our communications satellites powered up? And, as Tech Review notes, might this tungsten layer obscure our view of the cosmos, reducing the power of our earth-based telescopes? Put another way, this problem began when we started putting stuff in orbit that wasn’t naturally there before. And while you’re not going to get an argument against human space ambitions on this site, we do respect the notion that perhaps putting more junk into space isn’t the answer here.
Catcher’s Mitt Doesn’t Solve

Catcher’s Mitt fails, it would cost 3.8 billion dollars to match ORION in efficiency. 

Phipps 10 (PhD at Stanford University in plasma physics, Photonic Associates, “Catcher’s Mitt” as an Alternative to laser Space Debris Mitigation, 2010, http://photonicassociates.com/ORION_Update.pdf, AX)
Table 4 shows the results for particles of size 1 and 10 cm and densities 1 (representing polymers) and 9 g/cm3 (steel). To slow all these particles, the Table shows that the mitt thickness must be 47 cm, so mitt mass from Eq. (4) must be m = 81 kT on orbit. With current launch technology, m/M = 4.8% [5], so launch vehicle mass M would be 1.7 MT, and would require a thruster capable of 3.8 billion pounds thrust at liftoff, 500 times larger than any thruster ever built. Even if the object were divided into 500 payloads, the cost would be prohibitive.
Catcher’s Mitt fails, too much fuel needed. 

Phipps 10 (PhD at Stanford University in plasma physics, Photonic Associates, “Catcher’s Mitt” as an Alternative to laser Space Debris Mitigation, 2010, http://photonicassociates.com/ORION_Update.pdf, AX)
Even though atmospheric density at altitude h1 is just 3.7E-15 g/cm3 [6], ram pressure at orbital velocity is p = ρv 2 , which works out to 438N/km2 . For our aerogel block with cross-sectional area 174 km2 , the thrust required to oppose orbital decay at h1 is 74kN. This thrust is dramatically reduced at higher altitudes, so the approximate average thrust required to maintain orbit, averaged over an orbit, is 12kN. In other words, a rocket developing approximately 2,500 pounds thrust is required to operate continuously for the life of the mission (two years). This would require a fuel mass of 1.54E8 kg, twice the mass of the mitt. The associated costs (at least 3E12$ at current costs of 20k$ per kg lifted to low Earth orbit [5]) would be unacceptable. If mitt perigee is raised until this thrust becomes reasonable (e.g., 4.4N at 1000km), the mitt fails to address the debris problem except for the small subset of very elliptical or very high altitude debris orbits.
DR LEO Doesn’t Solve

Don’t trust any evidence from the DR LEO Project – it was made by college students.

Hobbs 10 (Dr. Stephen, Cranfield Space Research Centre, School of Engineering, Cranfield University, Cranfield, College of Aeronautics Report 1001, Debris Removal from Low Earth Orbit: DR LEO, September 13 2010, https://dspace.lib.cranfield.ac.uk/bitstream/1826/4561/1/Debris_removal_from_Low_Earth_Orbit-2010.pdf, SP)

1.1 MSc Group Project Each year, students of the MSc in Astronautics and Space Engineering are given a current topic in the space industry as the theme for their group project. Students work in teams of typically 8-16 students on the project, which runs from October to the end of March. One of the projects for the year 2009/10 was a debris removal mission for low Earth orbit (LEO); the project was named DR LEO (Debris Removal from LEO). 1.1.1 Organisation of the Project The project runs over the first two terms (October to Easter) of the year long MSc course in Astronautics and Space Engineering at Cranfield University. The students work as one team, organised into several subgroups, and each student contributes about 600 hours' effort to the project; the total resource represented by the project is approximately 6600 hours' work (or 4 man-years) for the academic year 2009/10. Students are given responsibility for all technical aspects of the mission and over the 6 months of the project are required to develop a credible baseline mission. There are formal weekly progress meetings which staff supervisors attend, and two key milestones. The first is a System Requirements Review (SRR) presentation in early December and the second is the more formal Preliminary Design Review (PDR) in late March. The project runs in a similar manner to many industry projects and is intended to teach both technical and transferable skills to students.
Japan Space Net Doesn’t Solve

Japan space net does not solve, a passive debris collector would require a diameter of 10km minimum for efficient cleaning. 

Johnson et al 08 (Kevin, Project Manager Overseer and University of Nebraska at Omaha, Project Sponsored by USSTRATCOM Global Innovation and Strategy Center, Global Innovation and Strategy Center, Elminiating Space Debris: Applied Technology and Policy Prescriptions, January 2008, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA497909&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  pg 97, NG)
A large area passive system employs a large surface used for collecting space debris and will function by passively encountering the debris by means of orbital interception or coincidental collision. An example of an orbital interception would be when a passive system is placed in the path of a currently orbiting object with the intention of intercepting it. A coincidental collision occurs when a space-based system equipped with a large area debris collector is struck by space debris. Even in the most densely populated regions of LEO, most objects greater than 1 cm in diameter are greater then 10 km apart. When traveling in an orbit that is a different direction then the debris, 10 km is not a great distance because relative velocity is high. However, in order to collect this debris relative velocity would have to be low or the collector would be destroyed or damaged. Thus, in order to remove debris effectively, the collector would need to be very large, on the order of 10 km in diameter or there would have to be more collectors placed in orbit than cost feasible.
ESA/CubeSail Doesn’t Solve

Cube sail does not solve, a passive debris collector would require a diameter of 10km minimum for efficient cleaning cube sail is a mere meters. 

Johnson et al 08 (Kevin, Project Manager Overseer and University of Nebraska at Omaha, Project Sponsored by USSTRATCOM Global Innovation and Strategy Center, Global Innovation and Strategy Center, Elminiating Space Debris: Applied Technology and Policy Prescriptions, January 2008, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA497909&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  pg 97, NG)
A large area passive system employs a large surface used for collecting space debris and will function by passively encountering the debris by means of orbital interception or coincidental collision. An example of an orbital interception would be when a passive system is placed in the path of a currently orbiting object with the intention of intercepting it. A coincidental collision occurs when a space-based system equipped with a large area debris collector is struck by space debris. Even in the most densely populated regions of LEO, most objects greater than 1 cm in diameter are greater then 10 km apart. When traveling in an orbit that is a different direction then the debris, 10 km is not a great distance because relative velocity is high. However, in order to collect this debris relative velocity would have to be low or the collector would be destroyed or damaged. Thus, in order to remove debris effectively, the collector would need to be very large, on the order of 10 km in diameter or there would have to be more collectors placed in orbit than cost feasible.
US Bad

US gov’t hampering space debris collision prevention. 

New Scientist 09 (New Scientist is a weekly international science magazine and website covering recent developments in science and technology for a general English-speaking audience New Scientist has maintained a website since 1996, publishing daily news. As well as covering current events and news from the scientific community, the magazine often features speculative articles, ranging from the technical to the philosophical., New Scientist, US government is "hampering" space debris prevention, 5/2/09, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail?sid=b8502e58-2b5b-4d5f-9537-44cf0bb3541e%40sessionmgr15&vid=4&hid=24&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#db=a9h&AN=39344311 , rn) 
By refusing to release detailed data about the satellites it is tracking, the US is hindering efforts to prevent future collisions, lawmakers have heard THE US government's reluctance to publish data about the satellites it is tracking is hampering efforts to prevent collisions in space. The US tracks the orbits of the world's satellites and thousands of bits of space junk as small as 10 centimetres across, using radar and telescopes on the ground. But it closely guards its most precise data and routinely releases only lower-precision data to satellite companies and other countries. That makes it difficult for satellite operators to predict a collision between satellites or with a piece of space junk, said Richard DalBello of satellite operator Intelsat General, in testimony to a congressional hearing on Tuesday about space debris and safety. To help avoid accidents like the one in February in which a Russian communications satellite collided with an American one, some commercial operators are pooling information on the positions and orbits of their satellites, based on their own tracking data. Further information is still sorely needed from the government, DalBello says. "The US government should play a leadership role on the issue of space traffic control," he says, adding that a collision in geosynchronous orbit could create a cloud of hazardous debris lasting tens of thousands of years. Military satellites used for tasks such as reconnaissance and operational support pose a particular problem. "The government may not want to say where some satellites are, or even that they exist," Scott Pace, director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University in Washington DC, told the hearing. Victoria Samson of the Secure World Foundation in Washington DC, which promotes the peaceful use of space, says that even limited information about a country's satellites will help to avoid collisions. "All you need to know in order not to crash into it is where it's going to be," she notes. 
Focus on Space Debris Bad

Domestic security outweighs the potential damage of space debris. 

Dinerman 02 (Taylor Dinerman is an author and journalist based in New York City., The Space Review, Sticky airbags and grapples: kinetic ASATs without the debris, 1/22/07, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/789/1, rn)

Whatever happens the US should be wary of making too big a deal out of the orbital debris issue. All man-made activity in space produces debris. If the US or its allies worry too much about this question instead of simply deciding to live with it, the enemy will find ways of using this concern against the US, like in the case of the “collateral damage” question, where Al-Qaeda, the Taliban, and others learned the lesson that when they kill civilians, they win, and when the US kills civilians, they win. If America’s space warriors concentrate on their primary mission, which is to defeat the enemy, destroy his space assets, and protect our own, all will be well. If, on the other hand, we end up concentrating on limiting the creation of space debris while avoiding the primary mission, we will hand the enemy a tool they will use to frustrate our goals. War is a dirty, messy business and cannot be waged cleanly, not in Baghdad nor in outer space. 
Kessler Syndrome Over Exaggerated

Be skeptical of their impacts. Even Kessler admits that his syndrome has been hyped up

Broad in 07. (Writer for the NY times, NY times, Orbiting junk in space, once a nuisance, is now a threat - Health & Science, 2-6-7, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/02/06/health/06iht-web.0206space.4485857.html?pagewanted=2. DT)

If nothing is done, a kind of orbital crisis might ensue that is known as the Kessler Syndrome, after Kessler. A staple of science fiction, it holds that the space around Earth becomes so riddled with junk that launchings are almost impossible. Vehicles that entered space would quickly be destroyed.  In an interview, Kessler called the worst-case scenario an exaggeration. "It's been overdone," he said of the syndrome. Still, he warned of an economic barrier to space exploration that could arise. To fight debris, he said, designers will have to give spacecraft more and more shielding, struggling to protect the craft from destruction and making them heavier and more costly in the process. At some point, he said, perhaps centuries from now, the costs will outweigh the benefits 

Timeframe is long

The timeframe for the aff is long – normal means is a lot of legal work and multi-disciplinary collaboration.

Wheeler 7 (J. [sorry there is no full first name anywhere], Milbank, Tweed, Hadley & McCloy LLP, 10 Gresham Street, London EC2V 7JD, UK, Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers -- Part G -- Journal of Aerospace Engineering (Professional Engineering Publishing), The current legal framework associated with space debris mitigation, December 1 2007, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?sid=724c13a9-46b4-420a-ad48-003f4354ce0a%40sessionmgr10&vid=2&hid=17, SP)

It is no longer solely of academic interest, but a necessity that lawyers be involved in measures for the mitigation of space debris. Much legal work is still required. However, such a multi-disciplinary challenge as space debris requires the collaboration of scientists, engineers, industry players, economists, and lawyers to achieve a practical solution to mitigate the potential risks. The sustainable future of man’s activities in outer space, whether in exploration, communications, observation, broadcasting, or navigation demands it.
Space Debris Off Case
Vagueness T

Vagueness argument right here – there is no internationally agreed definition of “space debris” and the Outer Space Treaty is also generic with regards to how states clean it up.

Wheeler 7 (J. [sorry there is no full first name anywhere], Milbank, Tweed, Hadley & McCloy LLP, 10 Gresham Street, London EC2V 7JD, UK, Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers -- Part G -- Journal of Aerospace Engineering (Professional Engineering Publishing), The current legal framework associated with space debris mitigation, December 1 2007, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?sid=724c13a9-46b4-420a-ad48-003f4354ce0a%40sessionmgr10&vid=2&hid=17, SP)

The legal issues of space debris are to some extent dealt with in current international space law, which confirms general obligations without creating clear rules. The Magna Carta of space law is the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 (Outer Space Treaty) [2], however, its provisions alone are too generic to deal with the complex problems of space debris. In fact, despite efforts by legal writers to define the concept of ‘space debris’, no internationally agreed definition or description exists [3]. The Outer Space Treaty does, however, offer indirect minimal guidance at state level with much interpretation left to lawyers. Article IX provides that State Parties to the Outer Space Treaty: ‘shall conduct all their activities in outer space. . . with due regard to the corresponding interests of all other States Parties to the Treaty’. This provision can be interpreted generally to oblige State Parties to avoid the creation of and to attempt to reduce, and even remove, space debris so as to allow all states to participate in the exploration and use of outer space with minimal risk from debris. Interpretative difficulties are further illustrated by the next sentence of Article IX, which explains that the study and exploration of outer space shall be conducted, ‘so as to avoid their harmful contamination’, and that States Parties, ‘shall adopt appropriate measures for this purpose’. The Outer Space Treaty does not enlighten us by providing a definition or guidance as to what constitutes ‘harmful contamination’, or what such ‘appropriate measures’ consist of. Although open to various interpretations, these provisions are in practice limited. Space debris is not normally classed as ‘harmful contamination’; the phrase being usually construed as biological or radioactive contamination.
Topicality definitions (Neg)

Exploration is only in unknown regions

Random House Dictionary 2011 (Large American dictionary first published in 1966, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/exploration, NU)

2. the investigation of unknown regions.
Exploration requires a human presence

Faith 09 (G. Ryan, Writer for the Space Review, The space review, Giving NASA a Clear Mission, August 31, 2009, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1456/1, NU)
If neither technology-oriented nor destination-oriented objectives seem able to provide a sense of direction to guide the nation’s efforts in space, then what can? To approach this question, it is useful to ask why President Kennedy’s challenge to go to the Moon was so effective in providing NASA with leadership. The critical element of this challenge that, although never explicit, was so important to NASA’s health and growth during this period was the transformation—at least in fact, if not in law—into an exploration agency. If we wish to see NASA act effectively as a space exploration agency, then the most direct way to do this is to amend the Space Act to explicitly task the agency with the job of space exploration. However, before we do so, we must define what space exploration actually is.

Space exploration is the expansion of human influence in space.

International Treaty CP 1/4

Text: The USFG should enter in an international treaty with _____ to [Do Plan]
CP solves best - US must enter international treaty to clean space solves national security threats

Imburgia 2011(, Joseph S., author in Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law; “Space Debris and Its Threat to National Security: A Proposal for a Binding International Agreement to Clean Up the Junk.” May 2011 http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail?sid=6e7410a9-26b2-454c-a808-c656e99bad12%40sessionmgr15&vid=2&hid=15&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d SH)

To demonstrate the urgency of the problem and highlight the  need for a binding international agreement on space debris, this  Article first examines the amount of space debris currently in  existence and the predictions for future additions.  It then discusses  the United States’ reliance on the unhindered use of space for  national security and demonstrates why a space debris threat to  American space assets presents an immediate and serious concern to  the United States.  The Article then analyzes the 1967 Outer Space  Treaty, 12  the 1972 Liability Convention, 13  and the 1975 Registration  Convention14  to show that these treaties are, by their terms,  insufficient to deal with the space debris problem.  Next, the Article  illustrates why no other international agreement adequately  addresses or demands the removal  of space debris currently in  Earth’s orbit.  Consequently, to better preserve and protect the national  security interests of the United States by assuring access to space  and the freedom to operate there, the United States must pursue a  binding international agreement with real consequences, and it must  persuade the international community to follow its lead.  Definitions  for both “space” and “space debris” are needed in such an agreement.   Additionally, countries must be required to do at least three things:  (1) minimize the creation of space debris; (2) make efforts to rid the  space environment of the debris they create or have already created;  and (3) notify each other when they cause space debris.  The proposed  agreement at Annex A addresses each of these issues.  An agreement  is necessary because of both the  gloomy future presented by an  unresolved space debris problem and the lack of adequate  international law in this area 
International Treaty CP 2/4

The only way to clean up space debris is to create an international convention – it’s legally binding, enhances space stability while decreasing probability of conflict, and provides the mechanisms to solve debris effectively.

Senechal 10 (Thierry, Policy Manager with the International Chamber of Commerce, Papers on International Environmental Treaty-Making, Space Debris Pollution: A Convention Proposal, 2010, http://www.pon.org/downloads/ien16.2.Senechal.pdf, SP)

Because space debris is a global challenge that may impact any country deciding to develop space activities, the issue cannot be resolved among a few countries. This is why I am advocating that a global convention on space debris is a requirement for preserving this special environment for future generations. Following the logic of the Brundland Report, we need development that ―meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.‖ A global convention is needed for the simple reason that the successful approval of voluntary guidelines has not been consistent over the last years. For instance, the Chinese test is an example of failure to enforce mitigation standards for space debris. If rightly discussed and implemented, an international convention would increase mutual understanding on acceptable activities in space and thus enhance stability in space and decrease the likelihood of friction and conflict. It would also provide the mechanisms to study, mitigate, and remediate the consequences posed by space debris. More importantly, the convention would serve as an agreement between the different countries and would be legally binding to the contracting States. Other important issues would also need to be addressed. For instance, the destruction of spacecraft is presently not covered. The liability and dispute mechanism and compensation of a damage resulting from ―tracked debris are non-existent. This is why a specific international convention is much needed.
International Treaty CP 3/4

International Cooperation key to solve space debris. 

Space.com 10 ( citing Lt. Gen. Susan Helms, commander of the U.S. Strategic Command's Joint Functional Component Command for Space; space.com, Space Debris Threat Needs International Response, Military Official Says, 3/22/11; http://www.space.com/11191-space-debris-international-response.html, rn)

The United States needs to team up with other countries and the private sector to track the huge volume of potentially dangerous space debris circling the Earth, according to a U.S. military official. More than 22,000 pieces of space junk are being tracked today as they zip around our planet, posing a collision threat to valuable satellites and other spacecraft. But there's far too much of the stuff for the U.S. government to keep track of on its own, so cooperation is required to improve the country's space situational awareness (SSA) capabilities, said Lt. Gen. Susan Helms, commander of the U.S. Strategic Command's Joint Functional Component Command for Space. "We must partner with other nations and enterprises to achieve mutually beneficial goals, and at the top of our priorities is the development of comprehensive SSA," Helms said during A big problem Helms articulated the need for cooperation at the Sixth Annual Ilan Ramon International Space Conference in Tel Aviv, and again shortly after she returned to the U.S. last month. Her statements echo recommendations laid out in the U.S. National Space Policy, which was announced by President Obama last June. A key component of SSA is tracking and cataloguing objects in space, which help prevent collisions with spacecraft. However, with 22,000 pieces of trackable space junk and more than 60 nations operating in space, the U.S. will have a tough time going it alone, officials said. The National Space Policy acknowledges that fact, stating that no single country has the resources to precisely track every object in space. [Video: Expanding Threat of Space Debris] "It directs us to collaborate with other nations, the private-sector and intergovernmental organizations to improve our space situational awareness — specifically to enhance our shared ability to rapidly detect, warn of, characterize and attribute natural and man-made disturbances to space systems," Helms said. 
Multilateral cleanup good. It encourages and increases international cooperation.

Space.com 3/22 (Educated website about space and how it relates to science, Space.com, Space Debris Threat Needs International Response, Military Official Says, March 22, 2011, http://www.space.com/11191-space-debris-international-response.html, MS)

The United States needs to team up with other countries and the private sector to track the huge volume of potentially dangerous space debris circling the Earth, according to a U.S. military official. More than 22,000 pieces of space junk are being tracked today as they zip around our planet, posing a collision threat to valuable satellites and other spacecraft. But there's far too much of the stuff for the U.S. government to keep track of on its own, so cooperation is required to improve the country's space situational awareness (SSA) capabilities, said Lt. Gen. Susan Helms, commander of the U.S. Strategic Command's Joint Functional Component Command for Space. "We must partner with other nations and enterprises to achieve mutually beneficial goals, and at the top of our priorities is the development of comprehensive SSA," Helms said during a recent trip to Israel.
International Treaty CP 4/4

International cooperation key to solving space debris and ensuring space security. 

Hsu 11(Jeremy Hsu, SPACE.com Senior Writer, Space.com, U.S. Worried About Outer Space Security, 2/4/11, http://www.space.com/10775-national-space-security-strategy-reaction.html, rn)

Making space safer The U.S. Strategic Command has also struck deals with 19 companies to share space situational awareness data, and has signed similar agreements with certain countries. Having a broader shared awareness allows the U.S. to better monitor the growing crowd of satellites and other space assets — perhaps avoiding repeats of satellite collisions. Indeed, the first such satellite collision resulted in the destruction of a U.S. Iridium 33 satellite and Russia's spent Cosmos 2251 communications craft, which added to the space debris that has already threatened both the space shuttle and International Space Station. The U.S. space strategy also aims to defuse the possibility of hostile action by boosting international cooperation. In that spirit, the Department of Defense plans to preannounce space launches so as to avoid the swirl of uncertainty and paranoia from other countries. Such "transparency and confidence-building measures" have already been applied on international issues such as nuclear security, but could take a bigger role based on the U.S. space strategy, Weeden said. The Joint Space Operations Center at Vandenberg Air Force Base, Calif., is also expected to become a "combined center" that allows for more international participation. 
Privatization CP

Text: Have the private sector [do the plan]
CP solves best - The government has no jurisdiction to remove foreign space debris, while privatization can solve. 

Clark 10 (Stuart Clark is a widely read astronomy journalist and holds a first class honours degree and a PhD in astrophysics. He is a Fellow of the Royal Astronomical Society and a former Vice Chair of the Association of British Science Writers. He writes for the Space Agency as senior editor for space science. In addition, he writes articles and news for New Scientist, The Times, BBC Focus and BBC Sky at Night and is a former editor of Astronomy Now magazine. Stuart was the Director of Public Astronomy Education at the University of Hertfordshire., New Scientist, Who you gonna call? Junk busters! 9/11/2010; http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail?vid=7&hid=14&sid=7ac5f409-0ed2-4624-9745d27b1812ca59%40sessionmgr12&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#db=a9h&AN=58665244, rn)

Then there are the legal issues around space debris. Under maritime law, anyone can remove an abandoned ship without the owner's permission. Not so for space vehicles, as stipulated in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty. "Once you put it up there, it is yours for life," says James Dunstan, a lawyer specialising in issues to do with space and founder of Mobius Legal Group in Washington DC. So the US may not remove a Russian satellite from orbit with impunity, even if that satellite were completely dead and presenting a danger to working spacecraft. Together with Berin Szoka of the Progress and Freedom Foundation, a think-tank also based in Washington DC, Dunstan has created the outlines of an economic model that would see private industry taking responsibility for removing space debris. An international body, such as the IADC, would put a price - rather like a bounty - on every defunct satellite. Private companies can lodge bids with satellite owners for the right to buy and de-orbit their spacecraft. Once de-orbiting is successfully completed, the company could pocket the bounty, which would be funded out of a new tax that satellite operators would have to pay.
ASAT CP

Counterplan: Prohibit the testing or use of kinetic energy ASAT weapons through international guidelines.

Wright no date (David, codirector and senior scientist with the global security program of the Union of Concerned Scientists in Cambridge, Massachusetts, Physics Today, Space Debris, no full date, http://ptonline.aip.org/journals/doc/PHTOAD-ft/vol_60/iss_10/35_1.shtml#bio, SP)
Space is uniquely suited for a range of important uses, such as communication, Earth observation, and navigation, and in the 50 years since Sputnik 1, society has become highly dependent on satellites. As we start the second 50 years of the space age, failing to take steps to preserve humanity's ability to use space would be incredibly short-sighted. Controlling the production of debris is crucial to the sustainable use of space. The international community has begun to take steps in the right direction by developing debris-mitigation guidelines for routine activity in space. However, there are no legal restrictions on the testing or use of weapons intended to destroy satellites in orbit. Given the very large quantities of debris that would be created by destroying satellites, such weapons could have a significant, long-term impact on the space environment. Developing international measures to prohibit the testing or use of kinetic-energy ASAT weapons should therefore be an international priority. 
International Actor CP 1/2

Text: Have the ESA [do the plan text]
Competition: The CP has the ESA do it while the resolution mandates the plan is enacted by the USFG
The ESA has developed the CubeSail which solves the entirety of the aff

O’Neill in 10 (Ian, Writer for Discovery News, Discovery News is the world’s number one nonfiction media company, Discovery Space News, CUBESAILS TO DRAG SPACE JUNK FROM ORBIT, http://news.discovery.com/space/cubesails-to-drag-space-junk-from-orbit.html March 28, 2010, NU)

The nanosatellite concept, designed by scientists at the University of Surrey and funded by the European space company Astrium, will be launched for space trials in 2011. Inspired by the solar sail -- a spacecraft propulsion system that uses the pressure of sunlight to get around space -- the CubeSail uses air resistance to slow down its motion. Unfolding into a 5×5 meter sheet of plastic, the CubeSail is designed to "drag" defunct satellites from orbit, making use of the thin wisps of atmospheric gases at orbital altitudes. Although the density of air molecules is low, it's enough to make the sail act like a parachute, slowing it down, dragging the dead satellite to a fiery reentry much sooner than it would have done otherwise. "Protecting our planet and environment is key for sustainable growth," said Vaios Lappas, lead researcher on the project. "CubeSail is a novel, low cost space mission which will demonstrate for the first time space debris/satellite deorbiting using an ultra light 5 x 5 sail stowed and supported on a 3 kg nanosatellite."

And, CubeSail is a lot cheaper than any other alternative - Saves millions of dollars compared to other space programs 

CMS in 10 (The agency, established in 1994, is part of Feza Media Corp, which also owns Zaman newspaper and AKSIYON, a weekly news magazine. Cihan which is producing news in the fields of current events, politics, economy, foreign news, art-magazine and sports, is daily servicing approximately 450 written news, 315 photos and 100 video news, Cihan Science and Technology, English scientists develop satellites to take out space trash, http://www.cihanmedia.com/media_services/product.do?method=detail&productId=2243&categoryId=88080384&productDetailId=94339076&productEvent=MaxNew, March 29, 2010)

Luckily, researchers at the University of Surrey have invented a "Cubesail" satellite that will reduce future orbital garbage. Once equipment has done its job, the Cubesail will de-orbit debris. This Cubesail satellite has a 16.4 ft. by 16.4 ft. deployable "solar sail" that connects to its 6.6 lb., 4 in. x 4 in. x 12 in. body. The Cubesail can be attached to orbital devices and deployed once the equipment has completed its tasks. Best of all, this nano-satellite is ready to go - it'll be equipped to launch equipment starting next year and will begin clearing out future junk starting in 2013. Projects will cost about 1.5 million U.S Dollars. Satellite is being financed by the Europe’s biggest Space Company EADS Astrium. Space will collect the trashes which nearly 700 km above from the atmosphere
International Actor CP 2/2

New French technology mitigates the danger of larger space debris caused from dead satellites. 

Cooper 09 (Annie, Writer for Popular Science, property of the Bonnier Corporation, Headlines, Space Tech: A Parachute To Pull Orbital Debris Back to Earth, September 2009, Volume 275 Issue 3 Page 31, SP)

Having scrubbed the notoriously squalid streets of Paris spotless, the French have set their sights on a bigger clean-up project: the expanding swarm of space debris circling the planet. French spaceflight engineer Brice Santerre of the European aerospace company EADS Astrium has constructed the Aerobraking Sail for bringing defunct satellites out of orbit. When a satellite dies, the built-in braking system will deploy two inflatable booms, which release a pair of heat-resistant polymer "wings." The wings increase the friction drag that slows the satellite's orbit and allow gravity to tug it into the lower atmosphere, where it will burn up in 25 years instead of the typical 50 to 100, Santerre says. The 50-square-foot sail will get a test run on France's Microscope satellite in 2016, three years after its launch. Santerre's team is also applying the tech to the rockets used to put satellites in orbit, which can explode and create thousands of smaller chunks. Santerre says the sail won't work on things smaller than a beach ball, which regularly ding the space shuttle's windows on reentry, but it should help mop up the big stuff. 
Spending DA

Cleanup is ridiculously expensive.

Kiger 09 (co-author of two books, “Poplorica: A Popular History of the Fads, Mavericks, Inventions and Lore that Shaped Modern America," and “Oops: 20 Life Lessons From the Fiascoes That Shaped America.”, Science Good Ideas, A Space Debris Dustbuster?, March 27, 2009, http://blogs.discovery.com/good_idea/2009/03/a-space-debris-dustbuster.html, MS)

Such a garbage-collecting spacecraft—or rather, a fleet of them—might be able to eliminate what is turning into a huge, potentially catastrophic problem for our spacefaring civilization. A space debris Dustbuster would also help establish a new ethic of off-world environmentalism  for the exploration and commercial use of space.  It would help make clear that we don’t regard orbital space, the Moon, and other planets merely as natural resources to be exploited—or trashed, depending upon human convenience or whim. Instead, we would take responsibility for cleaning up our own mess, and hopefully do a better job of it than we’ve done on Earth since the Industrial Revolution. There’s at least one obvious downside to space detritus collection: Given the quantity of junk already in space, we’d probably need a sizeable fleet of space debris Dustbusters. Space shuttles are about $1.7 billion apiece to build and a single mission can cost as much as $2.4 billion, so we’re probably talking about having to spend an amount that would be the equivalent of several AIG bailouts.
Perception DA

Using lasers make other nations would be scared and react

Grossman in 11. (Science journalist, covers physics and astronomy, Wired  science, NASA Considers Shooting Space Junk With Lasers, 3-15-2011, http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2011/03/lasering-space-junk/. DT)

NASA scientists have suggested shooting space junk with lasers before. But earlier plans relied on military-class lasers that would either destroy an object altogether, or vaporize part of its surface and create little plasma plumes that would rocket the piece of litter away. Those lasers would be prohibitively expensive, the team says, not to mention make other space-faring nations nervous about what exactly that military-grade laser is pointing at.
Hoarding DA

Space debris is highly valuable and should be corralled.

Clark 10 (Stuart Clark is a widely read astronomy journalist and  holds a first class honours degree and a PhD in astrophysics. He is a Fellow of the Royal Astronomical Society and a former Vice Chair of the Association of British Science Writers. He writes for the Space Agency as senior editor for space science. In addition, he writes articles and news for New Scientist, The Times, BBC Focus and BBC Sky at Night and is a former editor of Astronomy Now magazine. Stuart was the Director of Public Astronomy Education at the University of Hertfordshire Citing, James Dunstan, a lawyer specialising in issues to do with space and founder of Mobius Legal Group in Washington DC., New Scientist, Who you gonna call? Junk busters! 9/11/2010; http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail?vid=7&hid=14&sid=7ac5f409-0ed2-4624-9745d27b1812ca59%40sessionmgr12&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#db=a9h&AN=58665244, rn)

But why bring these things down just to burn up in the atmosphere when they are potentially valuable? Dunstan estimates that of the 6000 tonnes of material in Earth orbit, one-sixth is high-grade aluminium in the form of discarded upper rocket stages. These empty fuel tanks have an internal volume 20 times that of the International Space Station. If they could only be corralled, they would make an inexpensive space station or, Dunstan suggests, they could be cut into shielding material to protect other satellites. "Why not set up Joe's Shingle Shack in orbit?" he asks, only half-joking.
Energy DA 1/2

ORION laser requires constant high imputs of energy, increasing energy dependence. 

Phipps and Sinko 10 (PhD at Stanford University in plasma physics, Photonic Associates, ORION update, 10, http://photonicassociates.com/ORION_Update.pdf, NG)

Even though a 140kJ/pulse laser operating at 12 pulses per minute might is not yet within the state of the art, we believe it will be soon. The average power is much more reasonable than for the other combinations of parameters. Table 2 indicates a clear advantage for propelling polymer debris targets. The beam director diameter, set by the combination of nonlinear optical effects in the atmosphere and the achievement of the correct target fluence for maximum coupling, is significantly smaller than for the Table 2 case than for the other cases. Addressing only large debris objects was shown not to be the best strategy, based on published debris statistics, and it requires lasers which are even further beyond the state of the art. Using cost estimation methods reported in [3], we can estimate that the small objects can be removed at a cost of $330 each, including supplies and personnel, with system costs amortized over three years.
Obama reducing oil dependence, trying to cut energy consumption

Lane 6-7 (Brian, Writer for ThomasNet News, comprehensive source of new timely product information in the industrial marketplace, Inside Obamas Blueprint For a Secure Energy Future, Industrial Market Trends, June 7, 2011, http://news.thomasnet.com/IMT/archives/2011/06/inside-obama-administrations-blueprint-for-a-secure-energy-future.html?t=recent, NG)
In its recently released Blueprint for a Secure Energy Future report, the Obama administration outlines the steps it believes are necessary to reduce America's dependence on foreign oil by a third by 2021. During an address at Georgetown University in March, President Barack Obama discussed his plans for weaning America off foreign oil dependence and reducing the impact and cost of America's energy needs. While admitting there were "no quick fixes" to the problems posed by the country's massive demand for energy, the president sought to specify realistic goals in developing a comprehensive national energy policy to decrease energy costs while boosting domestic supply. Noting that every American president since Richard Nixon had promised to help America reach energy independence, Obama admitted that "that promise has so far gone unmet." Hoping to avoid the pitfalls of previous administrations, Obama declared his goal to reduce American imports of foreign oil by one-third within a decade. He described this goal as "one that is reasonable, one that is achievable and one that is necessary." To achieve this end, the Obama administration has released itsBlueprint for a Secure Energy Future report, which outlines the steps that the administration believes are necessary to hasten American energy independence.
Energy DA 2/2

US oil dependence risks national security policy. 

Scanlon 92 (Gregory M., Published writer of Case Western Reserve Journal of International Law, Hard Choices American oil import dependence and oil import fees, Case Western Reserve Journal of International Law, Winter 92, Volume 24 Issue 1, p115, EBSCO,NG)
In addition to increased prices and genuine energy shortages, the 1973 oil embargo demonstrated that oil import dependence has significant foreign policy and national security implications and that exporting nations have the power to affect international political stability.[53] In a more limited sense, import dependence transforms energy policy into an element of foreign policy.[54] The concentration of oil reserves in the Middle East region gives those nations an amplified, albeit distorted, sense of importance in the international community. The value of oil to the exporters is greater than the market price per barrel. Oil is a political commodity,[55] a weapon which threatens the import dependent nations of the industrialized world. Effective use of "the oil weapon" enables exporting countries to affect the energy policy and foreign policy of the importing countries. Clearly, American policies are affected by the actions of the oil-rich nations.[56] Oil import dependence is a political and economic weakness[57] which is necessarily a factor in U.S. policies toward the exporters. Fluctuations in international oil prices have negative economic, political and international security ramifications,[58] and an outright failure to obtain enough oil from abroad would be a "serious blow" to the American economy.[59] As the threat of disruption in the flow of foreign oil is very real, the time to take steps to reduce import dependence is now, not when the oil stops flowing.[60] Current global dependence on oil as a source of energy necessarily makes its trade a matter of vital importance to the international community, particularly to the principle importing and exporting countries. Indeed, the trade of oil is the key link between the energy consuming and energy producing sectors of the global economy. Energy related decisions of the individual nations effect this "global linkage."[61] This link, however, is heavily weighted in favor of the exporting countries, and the resulting imbalance forces many of the oil consuming nations to avoid confrontations with their oil-rich suppliers.[62] Insofar as oil is a factor in U.S. foreign policy decisions, national security is negatively impacted by increased levels of import dependence. As one commentator stated, "[e]nergy self-reliance -- is the forgotten element of our national security policy."[63] Recognition of the national security aspects of American import dependence is not a recent phenomenon. Indeed, "[n]ational security considerations have always been an important factor in the U.S. Government's foreign oil policy."[64] In 1944, one commentator advised that increased American ownership (or control) of foreign oil reserves would be a desirable policy.[65] In July 1950, a committee of the National Petroleum Council, set up to examine oil import, policy reported that "[i]mports of crude oil and its products, if increased beyond the limits of supplementing domestic production, will adversely affect the domestic industry, the national economy, and national security."[66] The Eisenhower Administration echoed concerns about the rising U.S. dependence on foreign oil, specifically noting its potential negative implications for defense preparedness, but opposed federal government intervention to address the problem.[67] Although national security problems related to import levels were recognized early, these problems were not taken seriously throughout the 1950s and 1960s. Indeed, until the late 1960s, national security reasons for restricting off imports were not legitimate, as no valid threat to import supplies existed.[68] Furthermore, the state of domestic supply was much better, as until the early 1960s a great deal of total off demand was met by domestic production.[69] Today, both the sources of U.S. oil imports, and the state of domestic production legitimize national security concerns over import dependence. The late 1960s saw the Middle East become a principal supplier of American oil imports.[70] Insofar as energy policy is a factor of foreign policy, American objectives in the Middle East region reflect its off needs. One author has stated the major policy goals of the United States in the Middle East are "to ensure that the region does not fall under the control of an outside power hostile to the United States and its allies ... and to ensure the continued availability of Middle Eastern off on acceptable terms to our Western European allies and... to the United States itself."[71] Another commentator has identified the following central energy policy goals. (1) A sufficient and safe supply of petroleum; (2) maintaining a "reasonable and predictable" price for oil; (3) maintenance of national security, and (4) the maintenance of viable foreign relations.[72] 
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Unilateral action is unfeasible and economic suicide, multilateralism solves.

Woellert 9 (Kirk, Navy Intelligence Officer, Space Police Institute George Washington University, Space Debris: why the US cannot go it alone, May 18, 2009, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1373/1, NG)
A recent article in The Space Review claims the US should deal with the issue of space debris unilaterally (see “Unilateral orbital cleanup”, May 4, 2009). A complete analysis of individual space debris removal strategies is beyond the scope of this forum. For that matter, even the question of a passive or active strategy for dealing with space debris is a complex issue by itself. The purpose herein is to look at one active space debris strategy proposal and point out some technical and policy implications. The conclusion is the US cannot afford to, nor should it attempt to, deal with space debris on its own.  Technical Considering the assertion in that article:  What is required is a new type of space maneuver vehicle, one that can rendezvous with, catch, and store a bit of debris, and then proceed to the next one. Such a vehicle would not need to move very fast: the process would be a leisurely one, and thus would allow for the use of a highly efficient space propulsion system such as a pulse plasma thruster or ion engine.  The proposal is for a dedicated spacecraft to maneuver and capture individual pieces of space debris. The proposed vehicle would rely on ultra-efficient propulsion such as ion or plasma arc-jet thrusters. On the surface the concept may appear sound. However, it’s worthwhile to delve into a bit of orbital mechanics.  The US cannot afford to, nor should it attempt to, deal with space debris on its own. First, there are thousands of space debris objects actively tracked and many thousands more that are not tracked. Although on a large scale there are clusters and gaps in the debris field, each of these objects are in unique orbits. Various types of orbital maneuvers would need to be continuously executed. These maneuvers will include changes in the vehicle altitude, period, right ascension, and inclination. A first order analysis of the mission profile would consider the most costly maneuver in terms of energy, a change in orbital inclination. Typically such analysis calculates the change in velocity or “deltaV” required to perform a maneuver. Although there are relative concentrations at select inclinations between roughly 60° and 100°, space debris takes on many inclination values spanning 0°–100°. Atmospheric drag dominates for circular orbits below about 200 kilometers. Hence any space debris orbiting at or below these altitudes will decay in a reasonable period of time.  For purposes of this discussion, consider a space debris collection satellite performing an inclination change at an altitude of 500 kilometers. The orbital velocity for a satellite at any altitude is given by:  (1) V = GMe/r where; G = universal gravitational constant Me = mass of the earth r = Radius of the earth plus the altitude of the satellite  Using these values, the orbital velocity V = 7613 m/s. This would be the initial velocity of the spacecraft prior to any maneuver.  Next let’s calculate the velocity change required for an inclination plane change. The formula for deltaV for an inclination change is:  (2) deltaV = 2 x (Vi) x Sin (theta/2), where: Vi = initial velocity of the spacecraft prior to the maneuver Theta = angle between the planes of the initial and final orbits  As a minimal case, what is the deltaV required for a 1° inclination change? From equation (2); Vi = 7613 m/s, theta = 1, resulting in a deltaV = about 66 m/s.  Ion propulsion is very efficient and while propellant requirements are important, in this context they are less of a mission driver than the time required for maneuvers. How long must a typical ion thruster fire to achieve a deltaV of 66 m/s? A review of the literature shows calculating this involves tradeoffs and intermediate calculations that are probably beyond the scope of this forum. Instead we can draw upon real world experience and observations of aerospace professionals. The NASA Dawn spacecraft, which utilizes a contemporary ion thruster, can be a reference case. The Dawn web site quotes its ion engines at full thrust can achieve a velocity change of “0-60mph in 4 days”. That is equivalent to a deltaV of 27 m/s in 4 days. [Continues no text deleted]For this discussion the acceleration in this case should be computed:  v = 27 m/s t = 4 days = 345,600 sec (1) a = v/t = (27 m/s) / (345600 sec) = 7.8 x 10e-5 m/sec2 or .00078 m/sec2  How long would the Dawn spacecraft need to achieve a 66 m/sec deltaV? Solving for t in equation (1):  t = v/a = (66 m/sec) / (.00078 m/sec2) = 844,800 sec = 9.7 days  Per the aforementioned analysis, a 1° change in inclination would require 9.7 days. This time does not include fine orbit maneuvers required to close to within a reasonable distance to the target debris. Another limiting factor to this concept is the mission profile does not allow for the advantage of continuous acceleration often cited for ion propulsion.  Continuing on with the analysis, NORAD tracks about 19,000 objects in orbit. Assume half of these objects, or 9,500, require an inclination plane change maneuver of at least 1° for the vehicle to achieve co-orbit with the target. This implies the time to capture these objects would be (9,500 x 9.7 days) = 254 years. Admittedly this analysis is simplistic but it gives some sense of the time scale involved.  Space debris concerns all spacefaring nations and 
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should be addressed as an international issue utilizing a multilateral approach. Ion engine operation is limited by erosion of thruster elements caused by exposure to charged particles of the exhaust stream. Current ion thruster technology has demonstrated continuous firing for 3.5 years. The ion thrusters on the Dawn spacecraft launched in 2007 have a design mission life of 5.5 years. In either case, it’s well short of the two and half centuries for a single spacecraft to address a significant portion of all debris on orbit. An ongoing program to replace aged vehicles would be needed. To achieve practical results in a reasonable time frame, a constellation of such vehicles would be needed. A program of such scope is obviously a multi-billion dollar initiative.  It should be noted that many of the logistical and technical challenges of removing space debris are similar to those involved with ballistic missile defense. A space debris collector capturing a space debris object is subject to the same orbital mechanics as a kinetic ASAT. A space- or ground-based laser used to vaporize small pieces of debris is subject to the same physics as a laser used for destroying ballistic missile or adversary satellites. The US has not elected unilaterally field a global ballistic missile defense system in part due to the huge costs and technical challenges. Why would a space debris removal system be any different?  It seems reasonable to assume, based on this “back of the envelope” analysis, that the technical and resource challenges involved with eliminating the space debris hazard would be daunting for the US to achieve on its own.  Policy From a policy perspective a unilateral approach by the US is counter to historical precedent and trends in US space policy. The ISS the most audacious example to date of international cooperation cost an estimated $100 billion to design and deploy. Would the ISS exist today if the U.S. were the only country willing to pony up the money? Space science program managers appear to want more international cooperation. Indeed, as noted in this publication, NASA and ESA are actively working to promote international cooperation in space science programs as a way to address limited budgets (see “Doing more for less (or the same) in space science”, The Space Review, May 4, 2009). The U.S. civil space budget is already under considerable stress with the competing requirements of safely retiring the Space Shuttle, operating the ISS, and pursuing the Constellation program. It seems improbable Congress would appropriate the additional funding for NASA to effectively clean up space debris.  The assertion that space debris is a problem best left to the DOD seems misguided. The US military budget is already committed to fighting wars in Iraq, Afghanistan, and, as evident in recent news, may need to commit resources to stabilize Pakistan. The DOD space acquisition track record is not exactly a paragon of success with several major programs experiencing major cost and schedule overruns (e.g. NPOESS, FIA). More fundamentally, assigning the responsibility of cleaning up space debris to the DOD has implications for the US as a signatory to the Outer Space Treaty. As space assets are dual-use by nature, what prevents a space debris removal vehicle from also performing in the role as a space adversary ASAT?  Conclusion Space debris concerns all spacefaring nations and should be addressed as an international issue utilizing a multilateral approach. [Continues no text deleted]International cooperation takes significant time to build consensus and on occasion has led to ineffectual results. Nevertheless, the US can best protect its interests in space not by unilateral action but by using its influence and leadership to establish an effective international response to mitigating—and perhaps one day eliminating—the hazard of space debris.
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Space cleanup will be expensive, politically unfeasible, and technologically unfeasible. 

Leonard 5-9 (David, Space.com Space insider columnist, quoting Marshall Kaplan, Orbital debris expert with the Space Department at Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory, Ugly truth of space junk: Orbital debris problem to triple by 2030, May 9, 2011, http://www.space.com/11607-space-junk-rising-orbital-debris-levels-2030.html, NG)

"The buildup of debris is not a naturally reversible process. If we are to clean up space, it will certainly be complex and very expensive. If we continue, as we have, to use these very popular orbits in near-Earth space, the density of debris and collision events will surely increase," Kaplan told SPACE.com. The good news is that no immediate action is necessary in terms of removing debris objects, Kaplan advised, as experts estimate that the situation will not go unstable anytime soon. "But, when it does, operational satellites will be destroyed at an alarming rate, and they cannot be replaced. We must prepare for this seemingly inevitable event," Kaplan said. While there are many options for debris removal that have been proposed, he feels that none are sensible. "Barring the discovery of a disruptive technology within the next decade or so, there will be no practical removal solution," Kaplan added. "We simply lack the technology to economically clean up space." [Lasers Could Zap Space Junk Clear From Satellites] For Kaplan, the issue of dealing with orbital debris will become dire. "The proliferation is irreversible. Any cleanup would be too expensive. Given this insight, it is unlikely spacefaring nations are going to do anything significant about cleaning up space," Kaplan said. "The fact is that we really can't do anything. We can't afford it. We don't have the technology. We don't have the cooperation. Nobody wants to pay for it. Space debris cleanup is a 'growth industry,' but there are no customers. In addition, it is politically untenable."
Obama is pushing for space debris removal now.

Shiga 6/30 (David Shiga, reporter, writer for New Scientist, New Scientist, Obama declares war on space junk, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn19101-obama-declares-war-on-space-junk.html, 6/30/11; rn)

Keeping space debris in check has become a national mission for the US. The White House yesterday announced plans to share more information with other countries in a bid to prevent satellite collisions. The US will also fund research into cleaning up the space junk that's already there. Each new US president issues a list of priorities and positions related to outer space. Many elements, such as support for space exploration, tend to stay constant from one administration to the next. However, Barack Obama's National Space Policy includes new language on space debris, calling for the US government's orbital tracking information and collision predictions to be shared with industry and other countries – a move that some have long sought. Pooling information with other countries should help reduce the chances of another satellite collision like one in February last year that produced thousands of pieces of high-speed debris. The more the better "The more data the better, as long as it's good quality and you can understand it," says Laura Grego of the Union of Concerned Scientists in Cambridge, Massachusetts. Previous space policies have dealt with preventing space debris, but the Obama administration also calls for research into technologies that could remove space debris already in orbit, such as laser tractor beams. However it is best to prevent the generation of space debris in the first place, says Eugene Stansbery of NASA's Orbital Debris Program Office in Houston, Texas. "It will always be cheaper and easier to prevent debris rather than remove it after the fact."
