Notes

--most neg for this aff can be found in the militarization disad already turned out.  There is some supplemental work in here, but that disad is the opposite of the aff.  There are specific solvency answers in the section of that disad that answers defensive space.

***ORS PIC

1NC Pegasus Falls  

Text: The United States federal government should substantially increase non-duel use development of Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 operational platforms through the use of Taurus, Minotaur I, Minotaur IV, and Falcon I launch vehicles and meet all designated goals.  
Its competitive - ORS uses Pegasus rockets as a key way to get parts in space – The other four rocket types solve because they aren’t perceived as a weapon. 

Johal and Wilke 2K8 - *Director of CSA engineering **Member of CSA engineering (Satellite Component Load Reduction Using SoftRide, pg 5, http://www.responsivespace.com/Papers/RS6/SESSIONS/SESSION%20VI/6002_JOHAL/6002P.pdf) 

CSA has a large library of spacecraft dynamic models which can be used for the proposed approach. These spacecraft have varying properties such as mass, CG height, moments of inertia, first significant modal frequencies, and placement of specialized components. Since there is no single standard for spacecraft design, each item can vary dramatically in the above properties. The plan is for CSA to select actual spacecraft models from the library having a mass of approximately 450 kg (992 lb). These spacecraft will be incorporated onto the various launch vehicles and analyzed using CLA. Each spacecraft will undergo variance analysis, in which its mass and stiffness will be increased and decreased by some percentage to evaluate the effects of changing mass and frequency on loads and isolation performance. Therefore, each spacecraft selected will be used several times in analysis, each time with a different scaled mass or stiffness. The launch vehicles proposed for use for ORS missions are the Taurus, Pegasus, Minotaur I, Minotaur IV, and Falcon I. These are shown in Figure 4.

Pegasus Launch Vehicles are perceived as airborne launch rockets – Impossible to verify by other countries 
Hagen and Scheffran 2K3 - * Coordinator of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation (INESAP), located at Darmstadt University of Technology. She is also on the board of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space. ** a physicist by training, is chair of the INESAP Project ‘Moving Beyond Missile Defense’. He is co-author of the 1984 Göttingen proposal on limiting the military uses of outer space. Both authors have written numerous articles and spoken widely on missile defence and space weaponization issues. They are co-editors of the book Space Use and Ethics (W. Bender et al.) published by Agenda, Münster in 2001 (Is a space weapons ban feasible? Thoughts on technology and verification of arms control in space, pg 47, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art1886.pdf) 

As air launches have considerable advantages for both commercial and military purposes, several air-launch programmes are under development and corresponding test programmes are being conducted. The only existing air-launch system so far is ‘Pegasus’, carried aloft by Orbital’s L–1011 carrier aircraft to around 13,000m where the Pegasus rocket is released. Since the initial flight in 1990, Pegasus and the updated Pegasus XL version have flown almost thirty missions. In the Russian Federation, several commercial enterprises are working on similar projects, such as using the Antonov AN–124–100 ‘Ruslan’ as the carrier system. Another project proposes using the An225 ‘Mriya’ carrier aircraft, the world’s largest heavy lifter with a maximum payload capacity of 260 tons. It is planned that the carrier would not launch a rocket but an expandable, re-usable orbiter. A similar design is under development for a United States Air Force project, using a modified Boeing 747–400F as the carrier for the proposed Space Maneuver Vehicle to lift 3,000kg payloads to LEO. In the case of an air-launched intercept, there is little time for early warning. In an ideal constellation, a missile could hit a satellite just ten minutes after its launch from a plane. The aircraft could take off from any airfield where the runway is long enough. Verification of appropriate launches is difficult, as it is hard to distinguish between an ASAT mission of the carrier aircraft and a permitted one. If an airborne missile attempts to manoeuvre close to a satellite, this may possibly be observed with ground- and space-based tracking systems and telemetry receivers, but in practice may prove infeasible because of short warning times. Due to the existence of air-launch systems for commercial and other military purposes, it would not be possible to verify the non-existence of such systems. Instead, verification of this technology in the framework of an ASAT ban would have to fall back to confidence-building measures, on-site inspections, and verification of non-test and non-use for ASAT purposes.
2NC 

ORS uses Pegasus rockets to get objects into space – other launch vehicles solve 

Mohney 11 – Doug Mohney has clocked over 20 years in the ICT arena between working in real-world businesses and writing about them. He has written for a diverse group of publications over the past dozen years, including Boardwatch, Mobile Radio Technology/Urgent Communications, The Inquirer, and VON Magazine, covering telecommunications, the Internet, and online video. Most recently, he has served at Editor in Chief of the Telecom and Digital Media Group at an online media publisher and Editor-in-Chief at VON Magazine (DoD ORS-1 Satellite Being Prepped for Launch at MARS/Wallops Island, http://satellite.tmcnet.com/topics/satellite/articles/187152-dod-ors-1-satellite-being-prepped-launch-marswallops.htm) 
A modern-day version of swords to plowshares – combine with Orbital Pegasus XL and Taurus XL solid rocket motors. This will be the fourth Minotaur I rocket launched from NASA's Wallops Flight facility and MARS since December 2006. ORS-1 will be the Operationally Responsive Space Office's first operational satellite and the first satellite developed to support field operations and provide battlespace awareness to support U.S. Central Command as it runs operations in the Middle East. 

ORS spec

They must specify the mechanism for ORS implementation – the term ‘ORS’ is vague, which hurts key link ground like politics, leads to roll back, and makes it impossible to tell if they are topical
Larrimore, 07 – Lt Col, USAF (April, Scott C., Air Force Fellows Air University, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Paradigm or Another False Start?” 

https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)RK

A sampling of these writings reveals one thing: there is not a simple, clear and consistent definition of what constitutes ORS.
Analysis of ORS elements Disparate Definitions

The OFT began the current ORS initiative as a better means to develop tactically oriented satellites and rapidly get them to orbit. VADM Cebrowski wanted to create a “new business model” that focused on operational demand. Smaller, less costly spacecraft would be emphasized that tolerated greater reliability risk than traditional national security satellites due to overall system cost.2 This definition broadened as ORS transitioned from just a technology demonstration program to an operational concept involving Combatant Commands, the services, Congress, and the acquisition, and science and technology communities.

These different constituent groups have various viewpoints on what ORS really means. Congress sees the program as a way to contain space systems costs while supporting the deployed warfighter. The Combatant Commands see the program as a means to satisfy urgent warfighter support requirements. The Science and Technology community views ORS as a test bed to develop new spacecraft technologies, payloads, and launcher capabilities in order to provide space services to the military forces. The acquisition community sees ORS as a means to complement established space systems support to tactical forces. Industry, in particular smaller companies, envisions ORS as a new market opportunity.3 Appendix B presents additional definitions from ORS stakeholders. According to Brian Green, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Forces Policy, the lack of a commonly accepted ORS definition has contributed to the difficulty of coordinating various aspects of the initiative within the DOD.4

Compounding the problem, space leaders have included other ancillary elements in their own ORS definitions. Lieutenant General Frank Koltz, AFSPC Vice Commander, included near-space5 as one of the four ORS components in a speech at a 2006 conference. The other elements were responsive satellites, spacelift, and launch ranges. A year later, AFSPC Commander Kevin Chilton ORS had three missions:

1. Augmenting surveillance and reconnaissance systems in response to combatant commander’s needs

2. Replacing space assets that have been disabled by attack or natural phenomenon

3. Enhancing space situational awareness6

Current ORS solves
Current airforce launch capabilities are enough for ORS
Steele, 9 – USAF Lieutenant Colonel, Command Lead for the EELV program and at United States Strategic Command (2/12/09, Thomas M., Air War College, Air University “Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicles (Eelv) For Operationally Responsive Space,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA540092)RK

While it is unlikely that EELV will now attract the large number of commercial payloads that were initially expected,18 it was designed and engineered to support a robust launch schedule. This means the EELV has an associated launch infrastructure that can still accommodate a significant launch demand. Currently, United States Government (USG) launch agencies use a “launch on schedule” Concept of Operations (CONOP) that does not require the EELV system to be meet launch rates the ORS program would consider “responsive.” However, with targeted additional investments and changes to the CONOP, the EELV family of launch vehicles could meet most ORS Tier 2 and 3 responsiveness requirements. In 2006 the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) commissioned RAND to study U.S. launch vehicles and publish the National Security Space (NSS) Launch Report. The study concluded, “Ample evidence suggests that these rockets (EELV s) can meet the N SS launch needs of the United States through 2020 (the end of the study period), barring the emergence of payload requirements that exceed their design lift capability.’’19 In addition to EELV, the U.S. has access to a variety of smaller launch vehicles that are either currently operational or are in development. These vehicles also have the potential to meet ORS responsiveness requirements.

The Congressionally mandated National Security Space Launch Report, produced by RAND in 2006 provides the following background on the EELV program. In August 1994, in recognition of the vital role played by space transportation systems, the Clinton administration issued National Science and Technology Council–4, commonly known as the 1994 NSTP. The directive stated that assuring reliable and affordable access to space was a fundamental goal of the U.S. space program.20 To this end, the policy mandated that appropriate government agencies work to maintain strong launch systems and infrastructure while modernizing space transportation capabilities and encouraging cost reductions. In October 1994, the U.S. Air Force was selected as the executive agency for the newly created EELV program.21

The objective of the project was to develop a national space launch system capable of reliably satisfying the government’s national mission model requirements while reducing space launch costs by at least 25 percent. Under the EELV program’s original [1994] acquisition strategy, the Air Force would select a single contractor. In November 1997, however, a new acquisition approach was adopted because it was determined that a larger than previously envisioned commercial market would support two contractors. The intent was that this new arrangement would create two vehicle families capable of meeting government requirements while also capturing commercial launches, which would result in lower mission costs and higher reliability for all. Currently, the EELV program consists of two families of launch vehicles as well as associated launch infrastructure and support systems. Lockheed Martin’s Atlas V family is built around a Common Core Booster powered by the Russian-built RD-180 engine; it began operations in August 2002 and has completed eight successful flights with no failures. Boeing’s Delta IV family is built around a Common Booster Core powered by the Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne RS-68 engine; it began operations in November 2002 and has completed six successful launches.22

Together, the additional contractor and the reduced commercial market demands have created excess capacity which could be used by the separate EELV vehicle families to fulfill ORS Tier 2 responsive requirements. The launch vehicle families are shown in Figure 1.

Responsive EELVs

Responsive launch requirements for the EELV system have been established by AFSPC’s Operational Requirements Documents (ORD). AFSPC published two ORDs for the EELV launch vehicle system, ORD-1, 22 Oct 96 and ORD-2, 15 Sep 98. ORD-1 was produced when the acquisition strategy was to select one launch provider; ORD-2 was created to reflect the changed acquisition strategy that would retain two contractors and better leverage the anticipated commercial launch market. The total launch rate of 26 per year contained in ORD-1 was reduced, to 18 per year in ORD-2. However, because ORD-2 called for both contractors to meet the new 18 per year launch rate, it

created a requirement for a total increase of up to 10 additional launches per year. 

SSA solves now

SSA is improving and the DOD is increasing data-sharing
Schulte, 11 - Deputy Assistance Secretary Defense For Space Policy (Gregory, CQ Congressional Testimony, “DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION MILITARY SPACE PROGRAMS”, 5/11, lexis)

The United States will promote the responsible, peaceful, and safe use of space as the foundational step to addressing the congested and contested space domain. A more cooperative, predictable environment enhances U.S. national security and discourages destabilizing crisis behavior. The United States will encourage responsible behavior in space and will support development of data standards, best practices, transparency and confidence-building measures, and norms of behavior for responsible space operations. The United States will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the national security of the United States.
With increasing congestion in the space domain, efforts to develop and share situational awareness can help bring order to the congestion and prevent mishaps, misperceptions, and mistrust. The Department of Defense will continue to improve the quantity and quality of the space situational awareness (SSA) information it obtains and, in coordination with other government agencies, will seek to establish agreements with other nations and commercial firms to enhance spaceflight safety for all parties. The Department of Defense is also pursuing opportunities to expand sharing of space situational awareness data to increase transparency and cooperation in the domain. U.S. Strategic Command has entered into agreements with 23 companies, including both launch providers and satellite owners and operators, to improve spaceflight safety.
US SSA is improving

Jaramillo et al, 11 – Project Ploughshares (Cesar, Space Security 2011, Executive Summary, May, 
http://www.spacesecurity.org/executive.summary.2011.PDF
TREND 2.1: U.S. space situational awareness (SSA) capabilities slowly improving — The U.S. continues to lead the world in space situational awareness capabilities with the Space Surveillance Network (SSN). Sharing SSA data from the SSN could benefit all space actors by allowing them to supplement the data collected by national assets at little if any additional cost. Still, there is currently no operational global system for space surveillance, in part because of the sensitive nature of surveillance data. Since the 2009 Cosmos-Iridium satellite collision there has been an increased push in the U.S. to boost conjunction analysis—the ability to accurately predict high-speed collisions between two orbiting objects. A new Space Fence, currently under development, is expected to cost more than US$1-billion to design and procure. The system, with a target completion date of 2015, will likely include a series of S-band radars in at least three separate locations.

2010 Developments:

• U.S. launches orbital space surveillance sensor as part of 20-year plan to improve SSA

• S-Band Space Fence acquisition program moves to the next phase

• U.S. Air Force improves ability to integrate data from different sources for SSA

• Australia funds space debris tracking research and initiates SSA partnership with U.S.

Space Security Impact

The increase in U.S. SSA capabilities, especially tracking and cataloging of objects smaller than 10 cm, significantly improves space security. The conjunction warnings issued by the U.S. military have had a significant positive impact on spacecraft operations worldwide, allowing all operators to protect their spacecraft from collisions with space debris. However, the slow progress on SSA data sharing with other countries and satellite operators impedes further improvement for both U.S. SSA and space security.
The DOD has already entered into formal SSA data sharing agreements

Schulte, 11 - Deputy Assistance Secretary Defense For Space Policy (Gregory, CQ Congressional Testimony, “DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION MILITARY SPACE PROGRAMS”, 5/11, lexis)


The United States will pursue additional opportunities to partner with responsible nations, international organizations, and commercial firms to augment the U.S. national security space posture. Decisions on partnering will be consistent with U.S. policy and international commitments and will consider cost, protection of sources and methods, and effects on the U.S. industrial base. U.S. military personnel will ensure the appropriate review and release of classified information to enhance partner access to space information. With our allies, we will explore the development of combined space doctrine that endorse and enable the collaborative sharing of space capabilities in crisis and conflict. The Department is already exploring transforming STRATCOM's Joint Space Operations Center into a Combined Space Operations Center operated with international partners. A Combined Space Operations Center will allow our allies to work side-by-side with U.S. commanders, integrating a coalition approach to space into our day-to-day operations. The Department of Defense, in conjunction with the State Department and other appropriate U.S. government agencies, will work to expand mutually beneficial agreements with key partners to utilize existing and planned capabilities that can augment U.S. national security space capabilities. Wideband Global SATCOM is a good example - Australia has joined the constellation and other allies are looking at doing the same. A larger, more international constellation adds resilience and augments our space-based capabilities and forces a potential aggressor to contemplate attacking space systems used by a coalition of countries instead of one country.
We will explore sharing space-derived information as "global utilities" with partnered nations. We will continue to share SSA information to promote responsible and safe space operations and will pursue enhanced sharing of other space services such as missile warning and maritime domain awareness. We will explore the establishment of a collaborative missile warning network to detect attacks against our interests and those of our allies and partners. Strategic partnerships with commercial firms will be pursued in areas that stabilize costs and improve the resilience of space architectures upon which we rely. Such partnerships enhance national security capabilities by providing opportunities to host national security payloads on commercial spacecraft or by offering innovative opportunities to buy or lease capabilities on- orbit. In an era of limited resources, the DoD will develop space systems only when there is no suitable, cost-effective commercial alternatives or when national security needs dictate.
We will also actively promote the sale of capabilities developed by U.S. companies to partner nations. Such capabilities could then be integrated into existing U.S. architectures and networks through arrangements that enhance and diversify U.S. capabilities. Prevent and deter aggression against space infrastructure that supports U.S. national security The United States is pursuing a multilayered approach to prevent and deter aggression against U.S. and allied space systems that support our national security. The Department seeks to enhance its capability to dissuade and deter the development, testing, and employment of counterspace systems and prevent and deter aggression against space systems and supporting infrastructure that support U.S. national security.
Many elements of this strategy contribute to this approach. The Department of Defense will: support diplomatic efforts to promote norms of responsible behavior in space which may dissuade and impose international costs on irresponsible behavior; pursue international partnerships that encourage potential adversary restraint; improve our ability to attribute attacks; strengthen the resilience of our architectures to deny the benefits of an attack; and retain the right to respond, should deterrence fail.
SSA will continue to be a top priority, as it decreases the risk that an adversary's action could occur without warning or attribution. We are working with the Director of National Intelligence to improve our intelligence posture - predictive awareness, characterization, warning, and attribution, to improve our understanding of activities in the space domain. When combined with efforts to promote responsible behavior, such transparency will facilitate the quick identification of actions that threaten U.S. interests. Furthermore, the United States will deny adversaries meaningful benefits of attack by improving protection and strengthening the resilience of our architectures. Partnerships as well as alternative U.S. Government approaches such as cross-domain solutions, hosted payloads, responsive options, and other innovative solutions, can deliver capability, should our space systems be attacked. This also will enable our ability to operate in a degraded space environment.

The US provides SSA to China

Krolikowski, 11 - Visiting Scholar, George Washington University Space Policy Institute (Alanna, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA,” 5/11, lexis)

The United States and China increasingly interact in space and already engage in space-related activities that could be termed cooperative. For example, the United States provides China with warnings of imminent orbital conjunctions between Chinese space assets and other space objects, because preventing another debris- producing event serves U.S. interests. Both countries also participate in many of the same multilateral processes addressing space issues. 11



AT: Space Pearl Harbor

Even if an attack occurs – wouldn’t cause significant damage

Lowther 5-14-2011 (William a staff writer in Washington “US expert warns of PRC economic trap” http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/front/archives/2011/05/14/2003503184) BW

Watts — former head of the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation at the Department of Defense — quoted one study by the Commission on US National Security in Space that warned that unless steps were taken to reduce the vulnerability of the US’ space systems, the country would face the real possibility of a “space Pearl Harbor.”
However, he said that after the PRC’s successful anti-satellite weapons (ASAT) test in January 2007, it was concluded that even with months of planning, the best China could do against US space capabilities would be to attack nine Low Earth Orbit satellites.

The short-term consequences of such an attack would be “limited,” and even under a worst-case scenario, a Chinese all-out ASAT attack would “only reduce” the US’ use of precision-guided weapons and satellite communications.

ASAT attacks are too difficult to pull off – the scale of the challenge makes it impossible to hit enough satellites, and redundancy means the US won’t lose critical systems
Forden, 8 - Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Geoffrey, Astropolitics, 6:138–153, “VIEWPOINT: CHINA AND SPACE WAR,” Ebsco Political Science)
However, China could not launch the massive attack required to have anything like a significant effect on U.S. ability to utilize space without months of careful planning and pre-positioning of ASAT carrying missiles around the country. It would also have to utilize its satellite launch facilities to attack any U.S. assets in deep space, i.e., the GPS navigation satellites and communications satellites in GEO orbit. Most importantly, it would have to time the attack to hit as many U.S. satellites as simultaneously as possible. And despite all that movement, China would somehow have to keep the whole thing secret. Failure to do so would undoubtedly result in the U.S. attacking the large, fixed facilities China needs to wage this kind of war before the full blow had been struck. Even if the U.S. decided not to attack, China would undoubtedly plan for that contingency.

Based on the orbits of U.S. military satellites determined by the world-wide network of amateur observers, there appears to be periods of time where a large number of LEO military satellites cross over China several times each week. To hit them, China would have to preposition its ASAT-tipped missiles and their mobile launchers in remote areas of China, one position for each satellite. If reports of low reliabilities for these missiles are correct, two or more missiles might be assigned to each satellite.3 Furthermore, these positions are really only suitable for a particular day. If China’s political and military planners have any uncertainty at all about which day to launch their space war, they would need to pre-position additional launchers around the country. Thus, attacking nine LEO satellites could require as many as 36 mobile launchers—enough for two interceptors fired at each satellite with a contingency day if plans change—moved to remote areas of China; areas determined more by the satellite orbits than China’s network of roads.

At the same time that China would be trying to move its mobile missile launchers around the country covertly, it would also have to assemble a fleet of large rockets, ones normally used for launching satellites. The more large rockets China uses for this task, the more deep-space satellites it can destroy. At present, China only has the facilities for assembling and launching a total of four such rockets nearly simultaneously. Two would have to be assembled out in the open where they could be observed by U.S. spy satellites, and two could be assembled inside a vertical assembly building during the 18 days it takes to stack and fuel the Long March rocket’s stages while preparing to launch.4 Even the two assembled indoors would need to arrive by train and eventually would have to be moved, one after the other, to the launch pad. Each of these rockets, usually reserved for launching satellites into GEO orbits, could carry three to four interceptors and their special orbital maneuver motors to attack U.S. navigation satellites, at about 20,000km altitude, or communications satellites at about 36,000 km.
Four days prior to the attack, China would launch the first of its Long March rockets carrying deep-space attack ASATs; the same launch pad would have to be used for the second rocket stacked inside the vertical assembly building. As the technicians renovated that pad, the first rocket’s payload would circle the Earth in a parking orbit at about 300km altitude waiting to be joined by the other deep-space ASATs. This would appear to be a tell-tale sign of an impending strike. China, of course, could explain the delay to the international community by claiming that the third stage, intended to take the payload it its final altitude, had failed to fire and that they were working on it. Roughly six hours before the first the attack on U.S. LEO military satellites, the other three Long March rockets would have to be fired since it takes roughly that long to get their payloads up to their target’s orbits. Delays or failures to launch any of these rockets would strand their interceptors on the launch pad and subject them to possible retaliatory bombing by the U.S.

If all goes as planned, China would have launched between 12 and 16 ASATs, each capable of destroying a strategically important deep-space satellite. However, the U.S. military has many more deep space satellites. Presently, there are 32 functioning GPS navigation satellites even though the original design called for 24.5 In addition, the U.S. has 23 military communications satellites, six early warning satellites that observe missile launches, and six surveillance satellites—most of which detect and monitor electronic transmissions of potential adversaries but one, apparently capable of photoreconnaissance—in GEO orbit.6 These satellites are reinforced by a private network of 90 commercial communications satellites—owned and operated by U.S. corporations—which could be used to replace destroyed military communications satellites, presumably.7 In addition, there are 75 civilian and the 64 military/civilian communications satellites in LEO—although they do not have the same transmission capacity as the GEO satellites.8 The U.S. may be the country most dependent on space for its military activities, but it is also the least vulnerable, because of the tremendous redundancy of its space assets.
Our evidence accounts for the worst case scenario and at most it would set the US back a few hours
Forden, 8 - Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Geoffrey, Astropolitics, 6:138–153, “VIEWPOINT: CHINA AND SPACE WAR,” Ebsco Political Science)
The answers to these questions should influence how the U.S. responds to the threats China’s ASAT represents. There is at least one way to answer these questions, i.e., ‘‘war-gaming’’ a massive Chinese attack on U.S. satellites, where China is only limited by the laws of physics and the known properties of their ASAT, and see how much damage could be done. Such an exercise also reveals what the U.S. could do, and what it could not do, to minimize the consequences. The results are reported herein.

They assume that China launches a massive attack and that everything works exactly as planned; every ASAT launches, the U.S. does not respond until after the attacks are launched even though it will have overwhelming evidence ahead of time, and every ASAT hits its target. Thus, this is a worst case scenario for the U.S. In the end, the U.S. would still possess sufficient space assets to fight a major conventional war with China, even after such an attack. America’s military capabilities would be reduced, for a few hours at a time, but they would not be crippled. Back in 2001, a commission lead by Donald Rumsfeld warned of a ‘‘Pearl Harbor’’ in space whereby a single strike could cripple America’s satellite network.1 It turns out that there is no such thing.
China’s offensive space launch capabilities are too weak

Forden, 8 - Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Geoffrey, Astropolitics, 6:138–153, “VIEWPOINT: CHINA AND SPACE WAR,” Ebsco Political Science)
You need a launch pad to attack a target in deep space, like an American GPS satellite. China has just three of these pads. This really restricts China’s offensive capabilities in space. Assuming that China devotes all its deep-space ASATs on GPS satellites, it could destroy at most 16 satellites. At the current time, with 32 functioning navigation satellites, that would still leave 16 satellites still working. Over a period of years, the debris from those collisions would represent a significant threat to more than those satellites immediately attacked. They would pass repeatedly through the belts of debris that resulted from the interceptions. However, it would probably take longer than the military conflict China initiated with these attacks before additional satellites were destroyed by subsequent collisions.

There are usually about nine GPS satellites over China at any given time. If China somehow managed to destroy all of these, it could eliminate America’s use of precision-guided munitions—for a few hours, until the orbits of other GPS satellites take them over the Taiwan Straits. Quite quickly, the constellation’s other 23 satellites would fill in the gap due to their normal orbital movement. Even if it destroyed 16 satellites, China could still only interrupt GPS over the Straits for about eight hours.10 During the other 16 hours, there would be the four or more satellites present over the target area for bombing runs, unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) flights, and ship tracking. This pattern of eight hours off followed by 16 hours when GPS could be used would be repeated every day until new satellites are launched. This outage would certainly cause difficulties; GPS guides precision bombs, helps pilot UAV spy planes, and navigate ships. U.S. casualties might increase, with air crews forced to fly missions during daylight hours, and conduct some of the dangerous missions now flown by robotic planes. No American commander would want to face this situation, though it would not be catastrophic. Further, it would not eliminate precision weaponry, UAVs, or any other American activity that depends on GPS.
Keep in mind that this is the worst of the worst-case scenarios. It is highly unlikely that China could remove all the satellites over the conflict area at the same time. After all, attacking 16 satellites, all in different orbits with ASATs launched on just four different rockets involves some complex orbital maneuvers. A much more likely scenario is that, at best, China could destroy four GPS satellites in the initial wave followed roughly seven hours later by four more, a third wave at roughly 45 minutes after that, and the final wave two hours later. Thus, the GPS attack is spread over ten hours and never eliminates all the satellites visible over the area of conflict at the same time. This Chinese attack on U.S. navigation satellites would not eliminate or even significantly degrade the U.S. ability to use precision-guided munitions.

China can’t destroy US space assets
Forden, 8 - Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Geoffrey, Astropolitics, 6:138–153, “VIEWPOINT: CHINA AND SPACE WAR,” Ebsco Political Science)
The short-term military consequences of an attack by China on U.S. space assets are limited. Even under the worst-case scenario, China could only reduce the use of precision-guided munitions or satellite communications into and out of the theater of operations. They would not be stopped. China could destroy a large fraction of strategic intelligence gathering capabilities but not all of it. With a greater than normal expenditure of fuel, the remaining U.S. spy satellites could continue to survive their crosses over China and photograph Chinese troop movements, harbors, and strategic forces, although at a reduced rate.

The war would also quickly move into a tactical phase where the U.S. gathers most of its operational photographs using airplanes, instead of satellites. U.S. ships and unmanned vehicles might have difficulty navigating, theoretically, during certain hours of the day. Most of the time, they would be free to function normally. China’s space strike would fail to achieve its war aims even if the U.S. failed to respond in any way other than moving its LEO satellites.

When it warned of a space Pearl Harbor, the Rumsfeld space commission was afraid that a lesser power could launch a surprise attack that would wipe out key U.S. strategic assets and render the U.S. impotent. This is what Japan tried, but failed, to do at the start of World War II. And much like Japan’s failure to destroy the U.S. carrier fleet, a Chinese attack on U.S. satellites would fail to cripple our military, China’s strategic goal in launching a space war.
AT: China attacks

Chinese dependence on space means it won’t attack
Watts, 11 - Senior Fellow, Center for Strategic & Budgetary Assessments (Barry, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA; COMMITTEE: SENATE U.S.-CHINA ECONOMIC AND SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION,” 5/11, lexis)

Chinese appreciation of the vital role information will play in future hitech local wars has two main ramifications. The first is that, from a modernization perspective, the PLA has no choice but to invest in the capability to get information for its forces from space. It is not unreasonable to suspect that, without some inflight target updates, a DF21D reentry vehicle, even with terminal guidance, might be hardpressed to hit a U.S. aircraft carrier operating hundreds of miles off the Chinese coast. After all, during a notional fiveminute DF21D time of flight, a U.S. carrier moving at 25 knots could change its position by some two nautical miles, and radiofrequency aerosol obscurants could defeat the warhead's radar terminal guidance. China's emerging ASBM capability, therefore, is likely to require inflight target updates, and Chinese writings indicate that these updates will come from satellites.
These observations about the dependence of the DF21D ASBM on spacebased sensors raise an important point about U.S. perceptions of PLA approaches to space systems in the event of a conflict with the United States. A frequent move by the China team in U.S. war games has been to mount attacks early on to deny the use of satellites to both sides on the premise that U.S. forces have more to lose than China's. If, however, the 2nd Artillery Corps needs information from overhead sensors to carry out its own missions in time of war, the strategy may not make as much sense as war games have tended to suggest. Selectively dazzling or blinding U.S. EO satellites as they come into view over Chinese territory with groundbased lasers is one thing. Rendering LEO unusable for all nations either by generating debris from multiple kinetic attacks on U.S. reconnaissance satellites, 10 or by detonating a nuclear weapon above the mesosphere to charge up the Earth's van Allen radiation belts, is another. Both are essentially "Samson" options.
No Chinese attacks on US space assets – too many Chinese vulnerabilities.  Miscalculation is the only risk
MacDonald, 11 - Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace (Bruce, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA”, 5/11, lexis)

In the face of this growing Chinese military space challenge, it is easy to assume the worst about Chinese intentions. China seeks to be able to prevail militarily at some point in the future should conflict come, but they see the United States as militarily superior to them and thus would be unlikely to consciously provoke any military conflict. While we should guard against a worst case, we should not treat it as a given. I do not believe China or the PLA is spoiling for a fight with the United States - China has come too far to want to place their substantial economic achievements at risk unless they faced an extraordinary threat to their national security. In addition, China faces serious demographic realities over the next couple of decades, where their ratio of workers to retirees will shrink substantially (the result of their onechild policy), which further underscores China's need for stability and continued economic growth for years to come. China also has additional needs, and vulnerabilities:
-- Growing environmental problems and water shortages with no obvious solutions that are growing irritants to the public;
-- A relentless search for new sources of manufacturing inputs;
-- An increasingly restive working class that is making new demands for higher wages and political freedoms;
-- A nondemocratic oneparty system that leaves its senior leadership constantly looking over its shoulder at possible challenges to its authority, especially in the aftermath of the "Arab Spring";
-- Growing citizen anger against corruption and cronyism that seems impossible for the CCP to root out; and many more.
These factors are reasons why China is probably not looking for war with the United States, though they also could inadvertently become factors in China's stumbling into a conflict they would ordinarily not want, through miscalculation or distraction.
AT: China weapon test
China is weaponizing for defensive capabilities, not offensive.

Elhefnawy 7 – Professor at the University of Miami (Nader, The Space Review, “Making sense of China’s weapons test”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/801/1) NYan

The other explanation is that China is hedging its bets, developing a counterspace capability in the likely event that it fails to get a treaty that it has good reason to want. Even if China may see attacking American satellites as a way of undermining US military power, China, too, is a space power, the world’s third largest, and like all the rest dependent on constellations of weather, navigation, communications, and intelligence satellites. This dependence, military as well as civilian, will only grow with time, and should it attack another country’s systems, it will only raise the risk that its systems will be attacked in kind.
Of course, Chinese policymakers may have decided that without such a treaty their country’s space networks are at risk of attack in a future war anyway, and that they can only hope to protect their own systems by being able to put an attacker’s satellites at risk. They may also see this as their only option given the much-discussed possibility of US space forces moving from being a way of supporting attacks by air, land, and sea, to another medium for delivering attacks.

In any event, the Chinese government must have expected that the test would be detected by the United States and perhaps the space surveillance systems of other governments as well. Like other highly publicized weapons tests, it may well have been conducted for the benefit of an audience: not just to remind others of China’s feeling on the matter, but to demonstrate a military capability in the hopes of making the US take its initiative more seriously.

Chinese can’t out-build it opponents are developing space weapons as a “risk fleet”.
Elhefnawy 7 – Professor at the University of Miami (Nader, The Space Review, “Making sense of China’s weapons test”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/801/1) NYan

Does that mean that China’s statement that it has no wish to see an arms race in space is an attempt to pull the wool over the eyes of naïve arms control supporters? That can’t be totally ruled out, but it seems unlikely—and unnecessary. The absence of an arms race does not necessarily mean the total absence of investment in a given type of military capability. For instance, China is currently modernizing its air, land, and sea forces, and few contest that China sees a confrontation with the US as at least possible. Many American planners, certainly, view the developments with some alarm. However, no one characterizes the changes as an arms race because China is not conducting its modernization programs in competition with a United States whose forces it aims to overwhelm quantitatively or qualitatively in the foreseeable future.

This logic could also apply to China’s space forces. Recognizing that it cannot out-build likely opponents, it will not try to do so, but resort to other strategies that would not constitute an “arms race” per se. The pre-World War 1 German navy, for instance, was built as a “risk fleet,” deterring the stronger British not through the likelihood of defeat, but its ability to inflict unacceptably high losses, even in victory. 
China is too far behind- their motivation comes from a sense of weakness and not strength.
Elhefnawy 7 – Professor at the University of Miami (Nader, The Space Review, “Making sense of China’s weapons test”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/801/1) NYan

Whatever course China pursues, however, its position of disadvantage should not be forgotten—the way Americans were so often prone to forget Soviet weakness during the Cold War. In fact, Soviet leaders in the Cold War were always painfully aware of their country’s weakness relative to the West, from Stalin to Gorbachev. Even Soviet actions which seem foolhardy in retrospect, like the placing of missiles in Cuba in 1962, were motivated by that sense of weakness, rather than a sense of triumphalist arrogance. 
China’s position over the next few decades is not much different, but it has been common practice to paint outlandish visions of China’s strength for years now, just as the Cold Warriors who spoke of bomber and missile gaps did fifty years ago. They predict a 200-submarine Chinese navy by the mid-2020s, exaggerate the power of China’s nuclear arsenal, and offer dubious reports about the scope of China’s space weapons program. Remember the stories about China’s parasite satellites? All the evidence on that seems to have been one story in a Hong Kong newspaper several years ago.

This weapons test does not change the basic facts of the situation, and certainly not the balance of power in East Asia. While the US intelligence community was at last report still gathering data on the test, no new technology really seems to have been required. It can therefore be read not as a matter of pushing the envelope, but of China (in most respects) catching up to where the US and the Soviet Union were forty years ago—just as is the case with its manned space program. Nor is a single test the same thing as the organization of a militarily effective combat unit. Indeed, as the restraint of both superpowers during the Cold War demonstrated, it is not even a sign that the creation of such a unit is imminent.

AT: PLA statements

New PLA white paper is against weaponization of space
Honge 3/31 (Mo Honge, March 31, 2011, “China opposes arms race in outer space: white paper”, GOV, http://www.gov.cn/english/2011-03/31/content_1835476.htm, DMintz)

The Chinese government advocates the peaceful use of outer space, and opposes any weaponization of outer space and any arms race in outer space, says a white paper on the country's national defense.

"China believes that the best way for the international community to prevent any weaponization of or arms race in outer space is to negotiate and conclude a relevant international legally-binding instrument," says the white paper, issued by the Information Office of the State Council Thursday.

According to the document, in February 2008, China and Russia jointly submitted to the Conference on Disarmament (CD) a draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space and the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT).

In August 2009, China and Russia jointly submitted their working paper responding to the questions and comments raised by the CD members on the draft treaty.

China is looking forward to starting negotiations on the draft treaty at the earliest possible date, in order to conclude a new outer space treaty, says the white paper. 

AT: Taiwan impact
No invasion of Taiwan
Watts, 11 - Senior Fellow, Center for Strategic & Budgetary Assessments (Barry, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA; COMMITTEE: SENATE U.S.-CHINA ECONOMIC AND SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION,” 5/11, lexis)

The most common scenarios for a conflict between the United States and the PRC are built around a Chinese attempt to take Taiwan by military force. The first point to be made about the likelihood of such an attempt is that China has been fairly successful in pursuing the economic entanglement of Taiwan. In 2003 I participated in discussions of net assessment with senior Taiwanese national security officials held in Taipei. What struck me during that trip was the growing migration of Taiwan's advanced technologies and businesses to mainland China, lured by such incentives as lower labor costs. Since then, the indications are that the gradual economic entanglement of Taiwan has continued, and that it is leading in the long run to Taiwan's eventual economic "capture" by the PRC.
If this assessment is correct, then the chances of the PRC initiating a military takeover of Taiwan in 2012 or even 2020 appear to be quite low. Why use military force if economic entanglement leading to economic capture is succeeding? Note, too, that this approach embodies Sun Tzu's dictum that the acme of strategy is to subdue the enemy without fighting.


AT: EU weaponization
Code of Conduct proves Europe doesn’t intend to weaponize space
Baltazar, 11 – Major at the Portuguese Air Force and Proffesor at the Institute of High Military Studies (Spring 2011, Ana, JANUS.NET e-journal of International Relations, “Europe’s Fight For Space – A New Challenge,” http://observare.ual.pt/janus.net/images/stories/PDF/vol2_n1/en/en_vol2_n1_art3.pdf)RK

Europe has recognised that space has an important strategic dimension (ESDA, 2008). Space resources are military centres of gravity that need to be protected, inasmuch as they are potential targets. An attack on the space system of a particular country may render its armed forces blind, deaf and mute. However, the EU is not in a position (and not particularly interested in it) to have a predominant role in space. Accordingly, arms control is not a viable option, given the costs associated with it and the polemics it would generate internally. Therefore, and due to the fact it might fall prey of arms control by other countries, on 3 December 2008 the Council of the European Union publicly announced a draft document on space code of conduct it intends to present to other world nations. Basically, the EU aims to render space weapons free, thus becoming a pioneer in how to address this issue. This document also refers to the importance of space technology for the development of economies, societies and the culture of nations. Nonetheless, it is acknowledged that space capacities are vital for national security and for the maintenance of peace and international security. Accordingly, it calls upon international agreements to, among other things, guarantee the following: influence the safe and peaceful use of space with established rules – as long as it is used for peaceful means – ensuring freedom of access to space; preserve the safety and integrity of space objects in orbit. 

The EU can’t and won’t deploy space weapons – no perceived benefit, lack of capacity, and no political will
Baltazar, 11 – Major at the Portuguese Air Force and Proffesor at the Institute of High Military Studies (Spring 2011, Ana, JANUS.NET e-journal of International Relations, “Europe’s Fight For Space – A New Challenge,” http://observare.ual.pt/janus.net/images/stories/PDF/vol2_n1/en/en_vol2_n1_art3.pdf)RK

It is a fact that European governments need to have new military capacities to be able to meet all the objectives set out by the ESDP, namely the Petersberg tasks. Space technology may be a means of achieving it without having to develop major capacities, that is, without the requirement to invest. With regard to space technology, the EU is faced with three possible scenarios: firstly, it may become an active participant in the arms race; secondly, it may play a passive role, that is, be an extra that does not intervene whatsoever in events; thirdly, it may become the main player in the development of space technology and of norms advocating prevention. It seems that the last scenario was chosen, as there have been efforts to make international agreements regulating activities in Space. The code of conduct, for example, is important because it may foster international cooperation, economic growth, exploration, and, simultaneously, reduce the risk of incidents, making space safer.

In the absence of this kind of regulation, the chance of space armament increases, satellites are exposed to higher risks and space debris expands. This type of agreement may also facilitate the control of dual-use materials. This creates a climate of unawareness of capacities and mistrust of countries’ intentions, which may render an escalade in arms race inevitable. However, it is most advisable that the Europeans demonstrate internationally that they have a position and an identity in what concerns space security, in line with their values, objectives and policies. Nevertheless, it is equally paramount that the role they will play is guided by the intentions expressed in the European Security Strategy, based on multiculturalism, cooperation, diplomacy, in the combination of military and civilian resources, and in the promotion of Rule of Law Nations.

In fact, over the last few years, the EU has shown a serious and independent mind about space security. This attitude stems from the awareness that, for the time being, it does not have the means to figure prominently, in military terms, in space, and probably it has no intention to do so. However, this does not imply it does not have military resources in space, as some European countries have developed military satellites (observation and telecommunication, amongst others) in the knowledge that space weapons are not part of the EU’s strategy. A strategy leading to an arms race would be too radical to be developed on a national basis, and too sensitive to be developed in partnership. 
AT: Indian ASATs
India does not have the motivation nor technology to weaponize.
Chellaney 7 - professor of strategic studies at the private Center for Policy Research in New Delhi (2/9, Brahma, The Japan Times, “India's vulnerability bared”, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20070209bc.html) NYan

Instead of accelerating its space-launch and missile programs, New Delhi has allowed the asymmetry to widen to a point where China has now laid bare India's battlefield vulnerability.

Indeed, the Chinese ASAT lethality arguably holds the greatest import for India. The only counter to ASAT weapons is a capability to pay back in kind. The United States and Russia can cripple China's communications and expose its ground assets if their space assets were struck. Japan, also concerned over the test, is fortunate to be ensconced under the U.S. security umbrella. India, by contrast, neither has the missile reach for a counter-offensive in the Chinese heartland nor seeks ASAT power to deter the destruction of its space assets.

Fighting a 21st-century war with one's key space assets disabled will be worse than facing an adversary with one hand tied. Such assets are critical not just for communications but also for imagery, navigation, interception, missile guidance and delivery of precision munitions.

AT: ASATs threaten US military
Chinese ASATs can’t cripple US military dominance- too many alternatives.
Devan 7 (2/2, James, The Straits Times, “'Mad' in space; China successfully tested an anti-satellite weapon on Jan 12”, Lexis) NYan

* Wright works at the Union of Concerned Scientists in Cambridge Massachusetts, is a research affiliate with MIT, and co-recipient of the American Physical Society's 2001 Joseph A. Burton Forum Award 

If the Chinese were to develop their Asat capacity, would the US military, heavily dependent on space, be severely crippled in the event of a US-China conflict?

Not necessarily, say the experts. Firstly, the US can protect its satellites either by hardening them or by improving their manoeuvrability. But these steps would add considerably to their weight.

Secondly, the US could surround its crucial satellites with 'bodyguards', as it were, to absorb the impact of an Asat weapon. But the debris from the exploding 'bodyguards' would pose a problem.

A more workable solution would be for the US to accept the vulnerability of individual satellites and devise alternatives, say the experts. For example, in the event of a conflict, it could launch satellites in temporary near-space orbit - from 75km to 200km - to aid navigation and communications over specific battlefields (such as the Taiwan Strait). Or it could use high-altitude aircraft or balloons to relay communications and to conduct surveillance.

Given these possibilities, Dr Wright said he did not think the Chinese strategists thought Asat weapons would be militarily decisive. At best, the weapons can make 'nuisance attacks, buy time, cause confusion, but not that much more'. The Chinese missile test signals to the US that 'it is not going to get a free ride in space, but nobody in China thinks Asat weapons can dramatically change a military situation', said Dr Wright.

AT: First strike stability advantage

Their first strike stability advantage has nothing to do with nuclear first strikes
Morgan, 10 - defense policy researcher working in RAND Corporation's Pittsburgh Office. Prior to joining RAND in January 2003, Dr. Morgan served a 27-year career in the U.S. Air Force (Forrest, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space,”

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522541&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Space stability issues differ from the Kent-Thaler conception of first-strike stability in that nuclear forces are not directly involved, so the risk of prompt catastrophic damage in the event of a deterrence failure is not nearly as great. However, several other strong parallels exist between first-strike stability in space and in the nuclear realm. First, space support substantially enhances operational warfighting capabilities in the terrestrial domain that are threatening to potential enemies. At the same time, satellites are difficult to defend against adversaries with capabilities to attack them. As a result, space, like the nuclear realm, is an offense-dominant environment with substantial incentives for striking first should war appear probable. Second, deterrence failures in space, though not as immediately catastrophic as nuclear deterrence failures, could, nonetheless, be very costly given the resources invested in orbital infrastructure and the many security and economic functions that benefit from space support. And, like nuclear deterrence failures, the costs of warfare in space would likely be shared by third parties due to global economic interdependence and multinational ownership of many space systems—all the more so if kinetic attacks on satellites litter important orbits with debris. Finally, there is a parallel between nuclear and space deterrence in that significant thresholds are perceived in both realms, the crossing of which could lead to reprisals, follow-on attacks, and rapid escalation.4

AT: ISR advantage
UAVs solve the need for ISR

Campbell, 10 - USASMDC/ARSTRAT Commander Joint Functional Component Command Integrated Missile Defense (Kevin, High Frontier, May, “The Warfighter's Perspective on Space Support,” http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf
We have leveraged our strategic space systems to meet tactical level requirements over the years. Arguably, we have enjoyed success. However, today’s combat environment introduces more demanding tactical level requirements on our strategic systems. The changes in the operating environment have caused us to search for other viable means of providing persistent, responsive ISR and communications to the solider at the tip of the spear.

Today, many of the soldier’s communications and ISR needs are being filled by unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV). Looking at the predator alone, we have more than 30 combat air patrols operating 24 hours a day, seven days a week, nearly 52 weeks a year. We passed 250,000 flying hours with the predator after 12 years of operation in June 2007. In the next 20 months we added an additional 250,000 hours of operation. In the past seven months, an additional 100,000 hours were flown.2

To meet the warfighter’s need for assured, persistent, and responsive communications for the lower echelons, the US Army began deploying communications relay payloads on the Shadow 200 UAV in 2007. Flying around 14,000 feet above sea level, the Communication Relay Package-Light system has demonstrated the ability to extend the range of tactical communications to around 170 km—far beyond the line-of-sight range of very high frequency or ultrahigh frequency radios. The Shadow is currently being operated in a similar role supporting the Marine Amphibious Brigade in Helmand, Afghanistan.3 Here, the use of a UAV to provide airborne relay “can effectively connect to units operating in mountainous area, where terrestrial radio communications are typically masked and screened by the terrain.”4

Do UAVs provide assured capabilities? Are UAVs responsive? Are they persistent? We think if you ask a ground commander you will get a resounding “yes” to each of these questions. Because of these attributes, the numbers of and uses for UAVs continues to grow. This is, in part, because traditional space systems cannot meet all the warfighter’s needs for persistent and responsive ISR and battlefield communications.
AT: Industrial base advantage

Space contracting can’t save the industrial base

Sterner, 10 - fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute. He was a senior professional staff member on the House Armed Services and Science Committees and served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and as NASA's associate deputy administrator of policy and planning (Eric, World Politics Review, “Tending the Forge of American Space Power,” 6/15,
http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/5793/tending-the-forge-of-american-space-power

The industry also faces difficulties in the manner that contracts are awarded. Increasingly, to simplify and expedite the contracting process, the government awards multi-year, winner-take-all contracts. While this process can reduce the administrative burden and uncertainty of frequent competitions, it also creates a situation in which the losers in a particular bid face multi-year dry-spells in which they may have no significant government work. As a result, they are forced to release design teams, lay off skilled laborers, and dispose of, or mothball, physical plant. More often than not, those capabilities cannot be reconstituted, except at extraordinarily high prices. As a result, talent is not available for future bids, and the overall size of the industrial base shrinks.
The nature of space systems compounds the problem. Unlike other systems, once launched, space systems cannot be "maintained." Thus, there is no post-deployment, hands-on work on a spacecraft that often enables a contractor to maintain critical skill-sets. Moreover, because so much is riding on each launch event, they are few and far between. Thus, there is an extremely limited number of opportunities for those entities that constitute the industrial base to practice their trade and enhance skill-sets.

The industry's future is at risk as well. Its workforce is aging, yet low flight rates and the industry's contraction over recent decades have limited the number of opportunities for younger engineers to acquire the technical and management skills possessed by their predecessors. Often, talented younger personnel simply leave the industry. Consequently, there is a risk of leadership shortages in the future. Meanwhile, for those engineers, skilled manufacturers, and scientists who stay in the community, the feast-or-famine distribution of work among contractors often creates a migrant workforce, in which individuals follow the work from contractor to contractor. While this mobility may create learning opportunities and foster the spread of some knowledge, it also retards the development of corporate knowledge and expertise.


Increased space spending empirically doesn’t help the industrial base

Sterner, 10 - fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute. He was a senior professional staff member on the House Armed Services and Science Committees and served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and as NASA's associate deputy administrator of policy and planning (Eric, World Politics Review, “Tending the Forge of American Space Power,” 6/15,
http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/5793/tending-the-forge-of-american-space-power

There is no easy way out of this situation. It is tempting to view potential solutions through the prism of resources. The last decade, however, has seen real growth in U.S. aerospace spending in general, and space spending in particular. Yet, problems in the space industrial base continued to grow. Most of the additional resources went to pay for cost-growth in existing programs, many of which were ultimately cancelled. Similarly, flight rates did not increase appreciably, meaning there were not significant new opportunities for people to enter the workforce or incentives for firms and individuals to remain in the space sector. In other words, increased funding may be necessary to address industrial base problems, but it clearly is not sufficient. 
The military won’t drive the commercial small satellite sector

Fuller et al, 11 – founder and President of Futron Corporation, which specializes in innovative business and technology solutions for aerospace, defense, and transportation. He has 20 years of experience with NASA as an aerospace systems engineer, project manager (Joseph, Toward a Theory of Space Power: Selected Essays, February, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

Small satellites are a key emerging technology area in the satellite manufacturing sector. The ability to conduct functions currently handled by larger satellites using smaller, lighter payloads promises to increase payload versatility while reducing manufacturing and launch costs. While smallsats promise advantages due to their launch and operational flexibility, their strategic value has not yet been demonstrated in operational scenarios. The U.S. military has funded the building and test launch of several smallsats, and numerous universities worldwide have designed 1-kilogram cube-shaped satellites for similar experimental missions. These have been used mainly for technology development rather than commercial applications. While there will continue to be military, scientific, and nonprofit interest in smallsat technologies, the manufacturing tempo of small satellites appears unlikely to increase significantly until their commercial viability has been demonstrated.

AT: Tactical satellites advantage

Tactical satellites are impossible – they would either be too complex for launch on demand or too low orbiting to effectively provide combat information
Larrimore, 07 – Lt Col, USAF (April, Scott C., Air Force Fellows Air University, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Paradigm or Another False Start?” 

https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)RK

One of the principal motivations for the ORS initiative is to provide space support to the deployed warfighter. Much of this focus has been on assisting tactical units. The OFT’s technology demonstration spacecraft’s name, tactical satellites or TacSats, implies support to the tactical user. According to ADM Joseph Sestak, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Warfare Requirements and Programs), TacSat-1 will demonstrate “tactical control of payload and dissemination of data.”23 Unfortunately, the emphasis on a tactical satellite supporting tactical units is misapplied.

Currently, potential responsive spacelift systems can only reach LEO, restricting ORS spacecraft and the missions they support to that orbit regime. Satellites in other, higher orbits require larger, more complex boosters that take weeks or months to prepare for launch. Once a spacecraft attains orbit, orbital mechanics governs its motion. Physics dictates that a single LEO satellite can only provide a few minutes of coverage of any particular surface location a day, greatly restricting the spacecraft’s support to tactical surface commanders.
Before further exploring spacecraft physical limitations, one should examine a tactical satellite’s potential missions. What types of space missions would be appropriate for deployed tactical units to command and control? After the missions are determined, physical and fiscal realities will be applied to the problem.

Mission Analysis

As Lt Col Edward B. Tomme, USAF, retired, points out in his recent paper “The Myth of the Tactical Satellite,” the most promising missions for a tactical satellite are augmenting joint force intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities (ISR). Other missions are either not technically feasible for emerging responsive space systems or are inherently strategic in nature.24 The scope of space missions are describe in joint doctrine.

Joint Publication 3-14, Space Operations, establishes four space operations mission areas: force application, space support, space control, and force enhancement.25

Force application is the means to strike terrestrial targets from or through space. Force application weapons would likely be more massive than a responsive spacelift system could deliver into LEO. Due to the high cost and potential political consequences of using these systems, the force application weapon would likely be reserved for strategic targets. In fact, the United States already has a responsive force application weapon, ballistic missiles, which are the quintessential strategic weapon systems.

Space support is generally not applicable to satellites themselves. It refers to the physical, human, and informational infrastructure required to conduct other space operations missions such as space lift and satellite operations. Tactical satellites would require space support, not provide it.
Space Control provides the “freedom of action in space for friendly forces while, when directed, denying it to an adversary, and include the broad aspect of protection of United States and allied space systems and negation of adversary space.”26 This mission area will benefit from leveraging responsive spacelift and small satellite technologies currently under development. However, space control is a strategic mission with significant political ramifications and global impact. The worldwide impact and reaction of China’s January 2007 ASAT test demonstrates the strategic nature of space control. Even though a space control engagement may provide tactical advantages, it remains a strategic weapon beyond the purview of tactical commanders.
Space Enhancement provides information, data, and communications support to other forces and weapon systems to enhance their effectiveness and lethality. There are five force enhancement functional areas: integrated tactical warning and attack; environmental monitoring; navigation and timing; communications; and ISR. The attack-warning mission, e.g. watching for nuclear detonations and ballistic missile launches, as well as the navigation mission are strategic in nature and currently operated in higher Earth orbits. The environmental monitoring mission, which includes meteorology, geological and oceanographic functions, has strategic, operational, and tactical uses.

Communications and ISR missions are the most applicable for tactical combat support. The This FY2008 Air Force budget justification exhibit for ORS validates this analysis, stating, “Potential missions include communications, data exfiltration, blue-force situational awareness, positioning, navigation and timing, weather, and battlefield intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance.”27 The majority of these force enhancement missions concentrate on communications and ISR capabilities. Unfortunately, the laws of physics and fiscal realities further constrain a potential ORS system’s ability to support tactical surface units.
Physical Limitations

Some commentators call Operation Desert Storm in 1991 the “first space war” because every aspect of military operations depended on support from space-based systems. These systems provided navigation, meteorological, communication, imagery, and missile early warning information to deployed forces. Since the war, the Army has woven space capabilities services into its battle plans for forces at all levels.28

While space support is undoubtedly critical to today’s JFCs and subordinate maneuver forces, calls for these tactical units to own and operate dedicated tactical satellites are inherently flawed. Without understanding the physical limitations dictated by orbital mechanics and the laws of physics, advocates are overselling ORS capacity to support tactical units without incurring great expense to the taxpayer.29

To be useful to a tactical commander, support from a tactical satellite should be available quick enough to effect a tactical engagement. As stated in Joint Publication 3-0, Joint Operations, a tactical engagement is normally “a short-duration action between opposing forces.” Battles last longer; involving sets of related engagements and can affect the course of a campaign.30 Ideally, tactical support would be persistent and available anywhere in the area of operations. “What the Army wants is persistent surveillance and the means to move that information around the battlefields,” claimed Lt. Gen. Larry J. Dodgen, Commander, U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command in a 2004 interview.31

Unfortunately, orbital mechanics and laws of physics limit a satellite’s persistency. Spacecraft are in constant motion about the Earth. Spacecraft in LEO, the focus of current ORS initiative and experimentation, may only see a ground location for short time each orbit, and only a few orbits would pass over a given ground location each day. These satellite visibility opportunities to a ground site range from a few seconds to less than 10 minutes followed by several hour gaps. Sensors that have other physical limitations, such as the amount of atmosphere through which an imaging satellite must peer compound the problem. This limitation greatly restricts an imaging satellites field of regard. Unfortunately, the time the satellite passes overhead cannot be drastically changed. It would be largely happenstantial that a single tactical satellite passed over a particular ground target during a tactical engagement.

Satellites in higher altitudes can have longer accesses to points on the Earth’s surface. Perhaps the most operationally useful is the geostationary orbit (GEO), where a satellite is seemingly stationary above a reference point above the Earth’s equator and has continual access to about a third of the planet. Satellites in these orbits provide the persistency ground commanders demand.

It would be very costly, however, to use geostationary orbit for most tactical support missions. First, collection sensors at this altitude would be very large compared to counterparts in LEO since electromagnetic energy dissipates as the square of the distance between emitter and collector. Mirrors required for electro-optical imagery in GEO would be several times larger than the United States can currently produce or deploy.32 Furthermore, as the spacecraft sensors becomes larger, so do requirements for the supporting spacecraft vehicle, resulting in a more massive satellite and higher launch costs. As the program grows in expense, additional insurance checks and backups are introduced to mitigate mission risk, further increasing complexity and cost. Furthermore, neither large satellites nor their launchers are tactically responsive. Large satellites are complex and can take years to acquire and months to make operationally ready once they are in orbit; large rockets similarly take months of assembly and processing to prepare for a launch.33

Recognizing the limitations of employing large satellites, some national security experts recommend constellations of smaller, simpler, and cheaper satellites instead.34 These smaller satellites, usually considered for LEO, are ideally suited for the ORS mission. They could be launched and deployed quickly in support of military crises. Since the satellites’ payloads are only a few hundred to a couple thousand kilometers from the targets of interest on the Earth’s surface, instead of tens of thousand of kilometers away, smaller sensors are used. However, since LEO spacecraft only have a few minutes of access to a ground target per pass, persistent coverage of a given region traditionally requires large constellations with dozens of satellites. For example, the Iridium, Globalstar, and Orbcomm LEO commercial communication constellations use 66, 40, and 30 satellites respectively.35

Both of these solutions for tactical persistency are very expensive. Large geostationary satellites typically cost several hundred million to a billion dollars, and ride atop rockets costing almost as much. A proliferated LEO constellation would be just as expensive. Assuming each satellite costs the ORS Congressional goal of $40 million, and the launch vehicle is $10 million, an abbreviated constellation of 15 satellites would cost at least $750 million just in procurement. Operations and operations support costs would be additional. However, that abbreviated constellation would not offer continuous coverage, but rather only intermittent access to a ground target each day.36

Tactical missions for ORS are impossible

Larrimore, 07 – Lt Col, USAF (April, Scott C., Air Force Fellows Air University, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Paradigm or Another False Start?” 

https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)RK

Due to orbital mechanics and laws of physics, even a few ORS spacecraft would not provide the persistency required by tactical commanders to be a viable supporting platform. Spacecraft in LEO, the orbit regime current and projected responsive space launch systems can reach, would provide only fleeting access to potential ground targets. Proliferated constellations and larger spacecraft in higher orbits would be cost prohibitive and not able to be launched on a responsive timescale.
AT: Apollo – STEM advantage

The public no longer cares
Pollpeter 8 - China Project Manager for DGI’s Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis, specializes in China national security issues with a focus on China’s space program, he also served in research positions at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies and the RAND Corporation, B.A. degree in China Studies from Grinnell College and a M.A. degree in International Policy Studies from the Monterey Institute of International Studies [NOTE: DGI=Defense Group Inc. a private consultation company for defense initiatives that works in conjunction with numerous US defense agencies including the DOD, DHS, DOE and DOJ] (Kevin, March 2008, “BUILDING FOR THE FUTURE: CHINA’S PROGRESS IN SPACE TECHNOLOG DURING THE TENTH 5-YEAR PLAN AND THE U.S. RESPONSE”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub852.pdf)JCP
Support for another space race faces an additional hurdle. The American public is not as emotionally invested in its space program as during the 1950s and 1960s. The historical conditions that created the space race were unique and pitted rival superpowers in a contest of economic systems and global support. While many Americans recognize China as a potential threat, most do not regard it as inimical to U.S. interests as the Soviet Union. U.S.-China relations may be ambivalent, but they are also ones in which extensive cooperation takes place, and it is not apparent how defining China as a competitor in a space race will further relations. It is also not apparent whether the American public will support a race which it has already won. The United States first landed men on the moon in 1969 and may be in no rush to return. 
ORS fails

Antiquated acquisition doctrine prevents ORS
Larrimore, 07 – Lt Col, USAF (April, Scott C., Air Force Fellows Air University, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Paradigm or Another False Start?” 

https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)RK

Acquisition Strategy

If the ORS concept is to be taken beyond technology flight demonstrations and into operations, a new acquisition paradigm is required. The United States government normally acquires space systems individually or in small lots. Shortly after production, the spacecraft is normally launched. Satellite acquisition usually takes multiple years to design, construct, and test the spacecraft prior to launch.
If a satellite needs to be operational in a short amount of time, the country cannot wait for a new material solution to be acquired. For the reconstitution mission, replacement satellites need to be acquired in advance and appropriately stored, likely close to the launch location, ready for use. Likewise, launch vehicles need to be procured, stored, and easily prepared for a quick flight.

A similar argument holds for tactical augmentation satellites, though the responsiveness may be a little more relaxed, at least in support of initial force deployment to the theater of operations. It still takes the United States several months to deploy a force large enough to fight a major crisis, one that may require augmented space support. For example, Operation Iraqi Freedom, a scaled down force compared to Operations Desert Shield and Storm a decade earlier, needed six months to build up sufficient military forces in theater for the invasion.48 Quicker response may be required in support of an emergent need of forces already deployed.

To implement this procurement step, one or more acquisition program offices will be required to purchase these spacecraft and launch systems. Once the program office acquires the satellites and boosters, they are turned over to operations and operations support units for implementation.

Operations and Operations Support

An acquisition program office would provide a responsive space material element, but that is only a portion of an overall functioning capability. To be operational, the country needs personnel trained and proficient to launch, command, and manage the responsive space system. For this task, new operational units need to be formed and resourced. These missions might be well suited for the Air Force Reserves, which has the capability to surge personnel in support of emerging crises.

There are several operational support issues to resolve. The units must be proficient at maintaining and sustaining satellites and launchers while in storage, preparing boosters and satellites for launch, and integrating the spacecraft and rocket together. The launch team must exercise launching, deploying, and operationally enabling the satellite in a short time period. The satellite operations team must exercise commanding and controlling the spacecraft and integrating it into established national security information networks for payload tasking and product dissemination. The operations support organizations will likely have to be resourced on the order of tens of million of dollars, depending upon the scope of this launch on demand capability. However, this investment may be well founded based upon changing military and political environment.

ORS doesn’t have a function – empirically launch rates are low, and it wouldn’t solve any barriers to higher flight rates
Foust, 03 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (10/13/03, Jeff, The Space Review, “Operationally Responsive Spacelift: A solution seeking a problem?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/52/1)RK

Who needs it?

There’s no question that operationally responsive spacelift has generated a buzz in the launch industry, either out of genuine interest in the concept itself or because of the possibility of lucrative government contracts to develop such a vehicle. What remains unclear, though, is exactly what payloads require both low cost and responsive launch vehicles.
Lou Amorosi, vice president of Orbital Sciences Corporation, noted during the Space 2003 panel session that operationally responsive spacelift is not really a new concept. Orbital designed the Pegasus launch vehicle to carry out one to two launches a month, he said, with a surge rate of one a week. The Taurus, meanwhile, was designed to launch on a flat pad on just eight days’ notice.
While Pegasus and Taurus were designed for relatively high launch rates and launches on short notice, in practice these attributes have not been utilized. The Pegasus has flown only 35 times since its introduction in 1990, an average of less than three launches a year. The Taurus, introduced in 1994, has launched only six times (a seventh is scheduled for next month.)

If operationally responsive spacelift is so important, why aren’t existing vehicles capable of launching on short notice in greater demand? The Space 2003 panelists offered a variety of answers. Amorosi suggested that a lack of payloads has been a big part of the problem. Conger, on the other hand, said that the high cost of existing vehicles—a Pegasus launch is estimated to cost $20-25 million—is keeping these vehicles from being used. He suggested that if the total cost of a mission, including the launch vehicle, spacecraft, and all operations, could be reduced to below $20 million, such a system could become “a real driver” for launch demand.

However, what payloads would require launch on such short notice is something that remains to be determined. Air Force officials have talked about launching reconnaissance satellites on short notice to keep an eye on hot spots as they develop around the world. However, to date the Defense Department has focused on much larger reconnaissance satellites, too big to fit on a FALCON SLV. While the Air Force has experimented with a number of small spacecraft, primarily to develop new technologies, whether the military develops any small reconnaissance or other satellites that can be built and stored for launch on short notice is today uncertain.
Another uncertainty is if a vehicle can both be operationally responsive and still be low cost. Amorosi pointed that that launching on even two days’ notice may require a dedicated vehicle and launch site for a ground-launched vehicle, or a dedicated aircraft and vehicle for air-launched systems. The expense required to maintain these assets, particularly if they are used fairly infrequently, could wipe out any low-cost attributes of the vehicle itself.
While the responsiveness needs of the FALCON SLV are uncertain, there is near unanimity that there is strong demand for a small low-cost launcher. Many university-built satellites are sitting on the ground because of a lack of affordable launch opportunities, and there is plenty of anecdotal evidence from industry and the government that high launch costs have hindered the utilization of small satellites. Air Force Colonel Rich White, director of the Space Test Program, said that there is a need to reduce space access costs. “The STP budget is fixed, so we need launch vehicle costs to go down,” he said.

Right now vehicle developers are optimistic that they can provide boosters that can meet both the cost and responsiveness requirements of FALCON. However, history is littered with vehicle projects that have failed to meet their performance expectations. Should the time come when the Pentagon and/or a vehicle developer is facing a tradeoff between low cost and responsiveness, they should think long and hard about what the needs for responsive launch really are before altering a vehicle that could offer affordable access to space for small payloads.

ORS satellite development fails
Day, 8 - program officer with the Space Studies Board of the National Research Council, PhD (Dwayne, “Some ORS for ORS,” The Space Review, 1/28, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1048/1)

So far, most of the well-known problems have involved the launch vehicle side of the equation, where ORS still lacks an inexpensive and reliable launcher. But that is really less than half the equation. The RAND study noted that they heard from many persons who stated that the payload challenge—developing a useful satellite within the weight limitations—was greater than the launch vehicle challenge. RAND claimed (p. 42) that the ORS demonstration satellites cannot achieve the kind of optical quality that military commanders need. They based this on a 2004 study by the Air Force’s Scientific Advisory Board (SAB). Maybe a lot of progress has been made since 2004 and this is no longer the case. More likely, this is a definitional problem, and perhaps the Scientific Advisory Board was demanding performance that ORS advocates believe is unnecessary to fulfill many military requirements.
Dr. Wertz stated that the goal for ORS is $20–25 million for the launch, payload, spacecraft bus, and one year of operations (excluding the non-recurring development cost). The Government Accountability Office stated that TacSats 2-4 cost approximately $40 million each, and the only currently available booster is the Minotaur, which cost $25–31 million apiece. So the demonstration flights all will cost $65–71 million apiece, excluding the operations costs. That’s very little in space terms, although for a one-year lifetime satellite, it looks less attractive at second blush. More to the point, the cost target is less than a third of these demonstration projects, and how confident are ORS advocates that those goals can be achieved? Certainly part of the answer hinges on what happens with the Falcon 1 rocket, which could potentially cut up to $23 million off the topline cost. But first Falcon 1 has to successfully reach orbit. Then it has to reach its cost goal. And the satellites have to come down in price as well, something that RAND said is going to be tough. The best way to bring the costs down is to build a lot of satellites, but that may run counter to the goal of matching what the military builds to what it needs over a long period of time, so that spares don’t sit on the ground for a decade gathering dust and becoming obsolete.

No matter what they end up costing, ORS will have to demonstrate its cost superiority to other relatively cheap alternatives like UAVs (a Global Hawk UAV costs approximately $26 million, whereas a Predator costs about $4 million) whose costs can be amortized over decades of operation, compared to the nominal one-year lifetime of an ORS satellite. Yes, ORS will be able to do some things that UAVs, and big satellites, cannot do. But are those things sufficient to justify their cost?
Maintaining a ready to launch capability wipes out any cost savings
Rendleman, 10 - Colonel, U.S. Air Force (Retired), (James, Astropolitics, 8:220–255, 2010, “A Strategy for Space Assurance,” Ebsco Political Science)

Other considerations complicate a responsive space infrastructure’s ability to achieve economies of scale, lower overall costs with responsive systems, and reduce opportunity costs. Lou Amorosi has noted that launching on even two days’ notice may require a dedicated vehicle and launch site for a ground-launched vehicle, or a dedicated aircraft and vehicle for air-launched systems. The expense required to maintain these assets, particularly if they are used fairly infrequently, could wipe out low-cost attributes of the system itself.85 Despite this, some now explore the concept for a ‘‘Recon Wing Capability for Space,’’ with attendant responsive platforms, rapid build-up and turn times, responsive payloads and busses, and supporting infrastructure.86 The challenges of commanding and controlling such a unit would also require new approaches for military space.87
Cyberwar solvency takeout

The US is substantially behind China in cyberwar capabilities and the PLA will use it over kinetic space capabilities
Watts, 11 - Senior Fellow, Center for Strategic & Budgetary Assessments (Barry, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA; COMMITTEE: SENATE U.S.-CHINA ECONOMIC AND SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION,” 5/11, lexis)

There is extensive evidence that the PLA understands these U.S. dependencies and is making every effort to find ways to be able to exploit them in any future conflict with the United States. The Chinese are investing in everything from jamming to counternetwork attack (the offensive form of cyber warfare), antisatellite (ASAT) systems, and directedenergy weapons. Retired Vice Admiral Mike McConnell argued in February 2010 that the United States is already engaged in a cyberwar with various competitors, adding that the United States was losing this "war," particularly against China. 13 As for traditional "kinetic" approaches to undermining U.S. access to space, in January 2007 China demonstrated a directascent ASAT capability by destroying one of its own aging LEO weather satellites with a kinetickill vehicle launched by a mobile missile at the Xichang space facility in Sichuan province. 14 Suffice it to say that even if the PLA would hesitate to disarm its own precisionstrike capabilities by taking out both sides space systems in a future conflict, the Chinese will certainly do what they can to degrade and interfere with unimpeded U.S. access to space.

China is far more likely to use cyber attacks than ASAT attacks – it’s easier to do and Chinese ASATs are too limited
Watts, 11 - Senior Fellow, Center for Strategic & Budgetary Assessments (Barry, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA; COMMITTEE: SENATE U.S.-CHINA ECONOMIC AND SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION,” 5/11, lexis)

What role might China's space capabilities play should such a conflict occur nonetheless? Answers to this question vary widely. In 2001, the commission on U.S. national security in space warned that unless steps were taken to reduce the vulnerability of America's space systems, the country would face the real possibility of a "Space Pearl Harbor." 21 After the PRC's successful ASAT test in January 2007, Geoffrey Forden from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology concluded that even with months of planning and prepositioning, the best China could do against U.S. space capabilities would be to attack nine LEO satellites.
He argued that the short term consequences of such an attack would be limited, and that, due to the redundancy of U.S. space systems, even under the worst case scenario China's all out ASAT attack would "only reduce" America's use of precision guided weapons and satellite communications into and out of the theater. 22
My inclination is to think that Forden's assessment better reflects actual PRC ASAT capabilities between now and 2020 than did the 2001 space commission's warning of a looming Space Pearl Harbor. Ashley Tellis, whose assessment of China's military space strategy in the autumn 2007 issue of Survival sparked a strident debate over China's counterspace capabilities and strategic goals in early 2008, 23 mentions several other options directed energy weapons, electronic attacks including jamming, and terrestrial attacks against the ground segments of U.S. space systems that provide alternatives to direct ascent, kinetic attacks against U.S. satellites. To these alternatives I would add cyber attacks aimed at disrupting U.S. computer networks. There are other ways, then, to try to turn U.S. dependence on space into vulnerabilities in addition to kinetic attacks on satellites, and some ways are certainly easier than others.


Europe solves – maritime security
ESA monitoring system solves

Mantzouris, 10 - PhD Candidate, US Naval Postgraduate School (June 2010, Georgios, 15th International Command & Control Research & Technology Symposium, “Micro and Pico Satellites in Maritime Interdiction Operations,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA525245)RK

ESA, together with European industry, is developing a space-based system to monitor maritime traffic on a worldwide basis. Tens of thousands of ships are crossing the oceans at any one time but they could be tracked with a constellation of as few as five satellites, by using advanced signal receiver technology. Also this receiver will be used for Maritime Tracking and tracking and remove unexploded ordnance on land lines. During the tests ship’s position was recorded within a certain time interval – three hours was a starting point and the probability of detection found to be around 85-90%[8].

***Militarization disad

Link – Unilateral space policy

Space policy requires prior consultation or it will be perceived as unilateralist
Garretson, 9 - Transformational Air and Space Power Strategist currently on an International Fellowship with the Council on Foreign Relations (Peter, The Space Review, “Elements of a 21st century space policy,” 8/3, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1433/1)

While policy is a necessary enabling framework to communicate restrictions and freedom of action to internal audiences, it is also a powerful external communication to our friends and allies. Whether rightly or wrongly, as a result of what the world perceived the larger unstated intentions of our last President, or the greater context of the perceived unilateralism of the period, the tone of the 2006 space policy was taken and received in such a way that it cost America in influence and freedom of action, and put us on the defensive.

The first criteria of any new space policy is that it must be read by our allies and partners as measured, consultative, and inclusive, and provides no wedge for our adversaries to diminish the moral bonds with those partners and the uncommitted.
Links – defensive militarization

Other countries will assume the worst
Zhang 11 – Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies @ Lingnan University, Hong Kong [Baohui Zhang, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship,” Asian Survey, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011), pp. 311-332)

This strategy of space dominance, however, generates the classic security dilemma between the U.S. and other countries. Although the U.S. may be motivated by defensive purposes, such as shielding the American population from nuclear weapons and other threats, other countries have to assume the worst in an anarchic world. As observed by Joan Johnson-Freese, “I would argue that the rest of the world accepts U.S. space supremacy. What the Bush Administration claims is space dominance, and that is what the rest of the world won’t accept.”17

Links – space elevator
A space elevator would cause an international backlash over use
Kent, 7 - Major, USAF, Blue Horizons Paper for the Center for Strategy and Technology at the Air War College (Jason, “Getting to Space on a Thread … Space Elevator as Alternative Access to Space,” April, 

http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/bh_kent.pdf)

Politics tops the list of headaches for the operators of a space elevator. There are three sub-issues here worth mentioning. First, the nation which constructs a space elevator will hold the keys to the usage of space due to the extremely low cost to orbit. Forming a semi-private consortium to operate the space elevator will help alleviate some concerns of one nation dominating space access since a corporation would simply sell space to anyone who wishes to use the elevator. 75 Secondly, friction would likely arise when nations who participated in the elevator construction received priority service, per the charter of the consortium. This would simply need to be understood by those using the elevator as a benefit for taking the risks in the first place. Also, some nations may find themselves left out in the cold should their usage of the elevator be blocked due to any number of reasons. This could be due to activities in the international arena. Dealing with such a nation is best left to national governments, not the elevator operators to handle.

Another potential issue is that a successful space elevator would likely put most other launch providers out of business overnight no matter what their nationality. This eventuality could be handled by governments maintaining at least a core capability to back up access to space should the space elevator experience damage or be unusable for any reason. Also, these industries could be focused on space infrastructure and logistics development instead of launch capabilities to keep eager aerospace firms employed. Actually, the construction of a space elevator would be wonderful for all of these industries due to expanded construction of space assets to be lifted by the space elevators and the orbital infrastructure needed to support them. 76 Tied into the politics of operating a space elevator is the use by military services of this valuable asset.

As this paper has pointed out, military services, namely the USAF, would find a space elevator quite useful in carrying out many missions in space. Reconnaissance, communication, geo-location, and weather are but a few of the services which would benefit from the use of a space elevator. Nations not involved in the construction of the space elevator could still have use of the elevator to place non-threatening assets into space. What actually is placed in orbit will likely be dictated by treaties, law, or simply constrained by good faith.

There are many threats facing those operating a space elevator. These threats include: attacks or sabotage, weather, and debris. Since the space elevator provides such a valuable link to orbit for commercial, scientific, as well as military purposes, it immediately becomes a prime target for those opposed to the policies or very nature of the nations operating the elevator. Threats can be mitigated by placement of the liftport in an isolated location, active air, sea, and perhaps space defenses, as well as procedures to ensure the safety of cargo and passengers similar to those employed by airlines today.77 Weather has been discussed earlier. Again, threats from powerful storms, electrical storms and natural threats like micrometeorites must be mitigated or decreased through design and operation methodology. Man-made debris will also need to be taken into account by operators of the elevator. While active satellites in lower orbits can be easily predicted and avoided by moving the tether, extremely accurate tracking of the 110,000 pieces of debris over 1 cm will need to be carried out. Operators of the space elevator can tie into the tracking networks of debris already in place (NORAD) and perhaps deploy sensors of their own to increase the fidelity of tracking capabilities. Managing the risk of multiple threats as well as the military use and politics involved makes the operation of the space elevator an extremely challenging prospect.

Link – SSA

SSA will be used to make US punishment strategies credible

Morgan, 10 - defense policy researcher working in RAND Corporation's Pittsburgh Office. Prior to joining RAND in January 2003, Dr. Morgan served a 27-year career in the U.S. Air Force (Forrest, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space,”

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522541&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
The Critical Need for Better Space Situational Awareness

While many options exist for punishing space aggressors and reducing the benefits of their attacks, nearly all of them depend to some degree on improvements in SSA. Poor SSA undermines the credibility of threats of punishment in some scenarios, as the attacker may expect to have a reasonable chance of striking anonymously. Conversely, good SSA has intrinsic deterrent value, because any prospective aggressor, knowing that culpability for an attack might be quickly determined and exposed to the world, would have to weigh the long-term costs of angering the United States and international community, even if no immediate capability existed to inflict punishment. All active defenses require better SSA than what current capabilities provide, and many passive defenses could also be improved with better SSA. Lack of effective SSA could both inhibit the United States from taking reprisals against covert space aggressors and create risks that unjustified reprisals may be taken in response to natural satellite failures occurring during a crisis. Better SSA will improve diagnostic capabilities, helping operators to distinguish satellite malfunction from attack more quickly and reliably, thereby enhancing first-strike stability in space. Improving SSA should be one of the United States’ top priorities in its efforts to develop the capabilities needed for an effective space deterrence regime.
Links – Small sats

Smallsats can be used for impromptu repair and attack systems and recent developments in FEPT propulsion make them technically feasible

Mizzou Engineer 08 – The engineering magazine put out by the engineering department at University of Missouri, citing Scott Kovaleski-assistant professor in electrical and computer engineering (2008, “Small spark gaps; big X-rays” http://engineering.missouri.edu/magazine/2008/03/small-spark-gaps-big-x-rays/)
 In addition to his pulsed power research project for Sandia National Labs, Scott Kovaleski, an assistant professor in electrical and computer engineering, invented and is conducting research with ferroelectric plasma thrusters (FEPT) for space propulsion of small satellites weighing less than 25 pounds or less.
The size of three quarters stacked together, the thruster developed by Kovaleski’s research group contains a lithium niobate crystal. “By applying hundreds of volts of radio frequency power to the crystal and making use of the magic of ferroelectricity, plasma is generated,” he explained. “As the plasma ions are pushed away by electric fields from the crystal and radio frequency voltage, an equal and opposite reaction force pushes on the device creating thrust.”

Small satellites can be used to repair larger satellites and may also be used to spy on them or to destroy them. Additionally the so-called micro-satellites can work together and if one fails the others can work independently, reducing mission risk. They also represent a great cost savings when launched compared to larger spacecraft.

Size matters when the craft being powered is modified with the prefix micro. “Our propulsion source may possibly be the most compact and lightest weight electrostatic thruster developed so far,” said Kovaleski. The fact that the FEPT and its power supply are a simple, self-contained unit is also an advantage over other types of propulsion. 

AT: Code of Conduct not verifiable
Current satellites mean verification is possible
Elhefnawy 7 – Professor at the University of Miami (Nader, The Space Review, “Making sense of China’s weapons test”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/801/1) NYan

More ambitiously, the US can call for a moratorium on anti-satellite weapons testing. Verification should not be a problem. The launch of a missile and the discharge of a directed-energy weapon are both easy enough for American satellites to detect, while the results of a test would be readily detectable in the form of missing space objects and the creation of space debris. Additionally, the problem of defining the systems in question is far from insuperable. The agreement can be defined to cover particular targets of weapons tests, rather than the types of weapons tested. This would represent an extremely modest beginning for a new round of engagement on the matter, but a beginning nonetheless. 

***OTHER
Space elevator fails
Launching the tether would require many launches and orbital construction – not feasible with current tech

Kent, 7 - Major, USAF, Blue Horizons Paper for the Center for Strategy and Technology at the Air War College (Jason, “Getting to Space on a Thread … Space Elevator as Alternative Access to Space,” April, 

http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/bh_kent.pdf)

The tether attached to the ground station is the next subject of discussion. The tether envisioned here is a flat ribbon just a meter-wide and paper-thin.71 Lifter rollers would grip either side of the ribbon and be used to propel the lifters along the ribbon. This technique was recently illustrated at the Space Elevator Games at the 2006 X-Prize in Las Cruces, New Mexico where contestants raced their climber design up a 200-ft long industrial ribbon powered by light beams. A CNT ribbon would be braided in a cris-cross pattern that in theory would be strong enough to allow a 20-ton lifter to climb into space. The tether would stretch out though GEO to a distance of 62,000 miles. At this length, the tether would weigh about 800 tons and require a 600 ton counterweight at the end of the ribbon.72 The weight of the ribbon is balanced at GEO with earth’s gravity pulling the lower half of the ribbon toward the surface with centrifugal force pulling the tether and counterweight outward. As a reminder, the counterweight and length of ribbon beyond GEO are acting like the ball to keep the lower half of the ribbon from falling back to Earth. The question then becomes: How do you get a 62,000 mile tether from a liftport out into GEO?

The simple answer to how you get a 62,000 mile tether from the surface to orbit is: you don’t. There is no way lift this 800 ton mass into space all at once. The solution is to start small and build up. Edwards estimates two heavy lift launch vehicles currently available could deliver the first cord of the CNT tether to orbit where it could then be unraveled.73 Once the tether is within the atmosphere, a high altitude balloon could be used to either bring the tether to the ground station or attach the orbiting tether to a shorter length hanging from the balloon down to the liftport. Either way, once you have a CNT string running from earth to orbit, you have the beginnings of a space elevator.

With the initial thread to space set in place, small climbers powered by lasers would ascend into space, carrying another thin line of CNT which would be bonded to the first line. How this bonding would be accomplished is one of the technical hurdles to be overcome during the design and planning of the space elevator. In Edward’s design, braided CNT cables would be bonded by epoxy and strapped together every few feet. This first climber would be followed by up to 280 more climbers until the tether was at design width. All of these climbers would be grouped together at the end of the 62,000 mile tether in order to form the counterweight. Since the counterweight grew with the addition of each line, it would be of sufficient weight to provide the centrifugal force needed to keep the tether balanced at GEO.74 At this point, all of the components of the space elevator are in place: maneuverable ground station, tether, and counter weight. The first-ever space elevator is ready for business.
AT: China moon race

China won’t send humans to the moon until 2025
Press TV 7/9/11 [“China pushing forward with space program”, http://www.presstv.ir/detail/188315.html]

Where America retreats, China advances. On 8 July, the US space shuttle began its last mission which, when completed, will be followed by a suspension of America's manned space program. Across the Pacific, however, China is pushing forward with its own. In 2003 Yang Liwei's flight into orbit on his Shenzhou 5 spacecraft made China the third country to put a man into space. On a recent visit to the Space Center outside Beijing, the taikonaut told journalists about his country's next step into the final frontier. Later this year, China's own space shuttle will lift off carrying a railway wagon-sized space-laboratory. More modules will follow and be assembled into a space station. China's space station will have a crew of three and it should start full operations around the year 2020. Beyond its space station, China also has its sights set on the moon. A lunar probe carrying an unmanned roving vehicle is scheduled to lift off in 2013 and before 2025 China wants a manned mission to follow. Although China has also said it wants to send a man to Mars before 2060, foreign experts doubt if statements to this effect are a real reflection of intent. China's space station will be much smaller than the current international space station, which is now used by the US, Russia, Canada, Japan and 11 European countries. The international space station, however, is due to be retired in the same year that China's version starts operating. So if the US and its partners don't come up with a replacement, China could then be the only country with a permanent human presence in the sky. 

Chinese space missions at most will put humans on the moon by 2024 – and these are all small exploration missions
Moltz, 11 - Associate Professor Naval Postgraduate School (James, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA”, 5/11, lexis)

For political reasons, China has invested heavily in human spaceflight. It launched its first taikonaut successfully on Shenzhou V in October 2003 and has since followed with a twoman flight in October 2005 on Shenzhou VI and then a threeman flight with a 6 spacewalk on Shenzhou VII in October 2008. Chinese television proudly broadcast the 2008 mission and its spacewalk. The flight also involved the release of a 40kilogram picosat (BanXing [or BX]1), which took pictures of the Shenzhou VII. In space science, China's first highprestige mission came in the form of the Chang'e 1 lunar probe, which orbited the Moon from 2008 to early 2009, mapping the lunar surface and analyzing the lunar environment. China continues to contract with Russian space enterprises for their expertise in instrumentation, equipment, and control systems for major space missions. In 2006, Russian Space Agency Deputy Director Yuri Nosenko reported that China signed contracts with Russian space enterprises worth tens of millions of dollars. The two sides have announced plans to cooperate on lunarand Marsrelated robotic exploration, including with automated rovers.
China's priorities for the coming five years in space applications, include development of higher-resolution remote-sensing satellites and related ground stations, implementation of its Beidou precision navigational system, completion of the mission of its second lunar orbiter (Chang'e 2) launched in October 2010, conduct of a lunar mission and a later samplereturn mission in 2017 to 2020, and development of a series of three small space laboratories (called Tiangong1, 2, and 3) in the coming decade. Further ahead, China has announced plans for a 60 ton space station to be launched by 2020. Some officials have mentioned a possible 2024 Moon mission as well.

China lacks the capability to compete in space

Moltz, 11 - Associate Professor Naval Postgraduate School (James, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA”, 5/11, lexis)

But China's recent rise in space does not guarantee its success. China remains behind world standards in a number of critical space technologies, raising questions among partner nations in terms of the quality of its spacecraft. Despite Thailand's membership in APSCO, for example, Bangkok turned to a European consortium to purchase its Thailand Earth Observation Satellite (THEOS), whose remotesensing technology is more sophisticated than China's. Similarly, China had technical problems with its Nigcomsat1 due to a faulty solar array, causing the spacecraft to cease functioning in 2008. Beijing has had to offer a replacement satellite.
Another problem that China may face in the future relates to its staterun model of organization. With the steady expansion of private entrepreneurship in global space activities, it remains to be seen whether the Chinese state is flexible enough to thrive in the next stage of international space competition. A 2010 study by China expert Eric Hagt for the U.S. Army War College, for example, described China's space industry as "dispersed, bloated, and located in geographically isolated regions." The sector has also had to deal with a series of reforms as Chinese authorities have sought to inject greater civilian management and innovation into hidebound defense industries.
With this in mind, the Chinese State Council demoted the old umbrella organization for scientific research and development for the defense industry, COSTIND, in 2008. In its place, a new department called the State Administration for Science, Technology, and Industry for National Defense (SASTIND) has been created under the new superMinistry of Industry and Information Technology. Still, many of China's staterun organizations continue to suffer from legacy inefficiencies of the socialist economy.
Another potentially limiting factor is the fact that the State Council and the Military Commission of the Communist Party's Central Committee have since 1997 implemented new export controls and a licensing system. Since 2002, the Military Products Export Control List administered by SASTIND has included a special Category 8 for military space items, while other regulations now govern civilian space exports. While possibly reducing China's space trade, this recent development of spacerelated export controls must be viewed as a positive development from a U.S. perspective, bringing China into greater compliance with international efforts to prevent the proliferation of technologies that could be used for military purposes. Indeed, most Chinese space exports today focus on deliveryonorbit products and services, rather than direct technology transfer.
Although China's relationship with Europe was reaffirmed in a recent European Union statement calling for new cooperation with China, one sore point has been China's role in Europe's planned Galileo navigation system. Initially, China pledged some $300 million in investment funds in order to become a full partner in the Galileo project, which Beijing viewed as a counterbalance to the U.S.controlled Global Positioning System (GPS). But the Europeans eventually ousted China out of security concerns and irritation with Beijing's plans to build a competing commercial system as part of its Beidou program, as well as to broadcast its military signal on the same frequency the Europeans had planned to use. Finally, as noted with APSCO, China has no close allies in space with significant space capabilities. While it cooperates with Russia, the two sides do not share strategic interests, and the bulk of China's cooperative agreements involve developing countries.
Thus, China has no capable space allies that it can rely on in a crisis.

China’s space program is slow and faces tons of setbacks

Krolikowski, 11 - Visiting Scholar, George Washington University Space Policy Institute (Alanna, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA,” 5/11, lexis)

International observers and Chinese media often describe China's civil space program as "soaring" ahead or "leaping" forward. Chinese space professionals familiar with different aspects of the program, however, tend to regard its progress as cautious and unbalanced. They also emphasize that their program is not racing with any other country.
Progress has been steady but not necessarily rapid across the main areas of the civil space program, with some exceptions. The pace of launches accelerated recently. In 2010, China for the first time matched the United States in the number of launches in a single year: 15. By contrast, the human spaceflight program, although reaching new milestones since 2003, has proceeded at a cautious pace. Chinese observers note that their country's crewed launch schedule has been slower than the U.S. Apollo Program's of the 1960s. China has also experienced recent delays and setbacks in satellite production, including the on-orbit failure in 2008 of a satellite delivered to Nigeria, a launch failure in 2009, and delays in launch-vehicle development.
The Chinese lunar program is strictly exploration, not development – their human program is only a concept study

Krolikowski, 11 - Visiting Scholar, George Washington University Space Policy Institute (Alanna, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA,” 5/11, lexis)

Lunar exploration program. The lunar program has three stages, referred to as the orbiting, landing, and sample-return stages. In the first (2002-2007), two satellites, Chang'e 1 and a back- up, orbited the Moon and collected images of the lunar surface. Since the start of the second and current "landing" stage (2008- 2014), Chang'e 2 launched and entered lunar orbit, where it continues to collect data. Chang'e 3 will launch around 2013 and land on the Moon with a rover. In the "sample return" stage (2015-2020), another small unpiloted vehicle will land on the Moon, collect samples, and return them to Earth. During this third stage, the human spaceflight program will conduct a human lunar mission concept study, which is to be complete by or around 2020.


AT: Lunar mining affs
The plan’s timeframe is enormous – it will be 2025 before the US has the launch capacity to put a single person on the Moon

Sabathier and Faith, 11 – *more than 20 years of experience in aerospace, from rocket and satellite design to space policy, also a senior associate with the technology and public policy program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies AND ** research analyst at the Space Foundation. Prior to that, he was a program manager for space initiatives at CSIS (Vincent and G. Ryan, World Politics Review, “The Global Impact of the Chinese Space Program,” 5/17, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8878/the-global-impact-of-the-chinese-space-program)

However, experience has shown that budget size is not a reliable indicator of the security of space assets themselves. It is easy to state, as did U.S. President Barack Obama on April 15, 2010, that the moon is not of significant interest and that "We've been there before." But the fact is, the U.S. would be hard-pressed to land another astronaut on the moon by 2025, given the difficulty in finding a reliable and affordable replacement for the Space Shuttle. Before the recent budget freeze, NASA had been unable to produce the heavy launch vehicle needed to go beyond low earth orbit, as mandated by Congress. NASA subsequently lost $6 billion in budgeting dedicated to the program for the period 2011-2015, and such a launcher will not be available before 2020 at best.  

RLVs bad

RLVs increase costs

Adams and Hickman 4--  *Senior Project Leader in the Developmental Planning Directorate at Aerospace, AND **Director of the Advanced Spacelift and Force Application Directorate 

(Winter 2004, Cross Link, “Future Launch Systems”,  http://www.aero.org/publications/crosslink/winter2004/08.html  , FS)

A disadvantage of reusable launch vehicles is their relatively high initial costs. The combined cost of development, facilities, and fleet procurement will reach well into the billions of dollars, even for small fleets. For this reason, it may be impractical to develop completely separate reusable launch vehicle designs for defense, commercial, and civil communities. Rather, it will probably be more affordable to pursue modular development approaches to support the broad community. For example, derivatives of boosters and orbiters could be used in various configurations to support various payload classes. While the derivatives would not be identical to the original vehicles, they would possess common systems and components, thus reducing development and production costs. This commonality would also reduce the operational costs of logistics and sustaining engineering, which are major recurring costs. 

Understanding the operability of such a system is crucial, as responsiveness will be the key defining characteristic of the next-generation launch system. Aerospace developed the Operability Design Model to estimate the maintenance and turnaround operations of future reusable launch vehicles. Using this tool, Aerospace determined that a new vehicle could improve operations one to two orders of magnitude compared with the space shuttle simply by implementing improved system designs, process improvements, and cutting-edge technologies. 

Even with the industry's best operability analysis tools, experts agree that such estimates carry significant uncertainty. Credible estimates of turnaround time for the next reusable launch vehicle range from 2 to 10 days. This uncertainty is a problem for the Air Force, because it will affect how many vehicles and facilities are needed to accommodate a surge in demand (for example, during wartime). This affects cost sufficiently that the difference between a 2-day and 10-day turnaround may determine the ultimate choice between expendable or reusable launch vehicles. 

Estimates of reusable launch vehicle production cost are also uncertain because the only actual data point is the space shuttle. The per-kilogram cost to build each orbiter was twice that of the Air Force's most expensive aircraft, the B-2 bomber. Were this to hold true for the next reusable launch vehicle, production costs would severely limit its affordability. There are, however, rational arguments suggesting the cost will be lower. For example, the shuttle was the first of its kind, and was never optimized to control production cost. The orbiters have life-support systems, and must be built to safeguard the lives of the crew. The shuttle features distributed, rather than modular, subsystems. The shuttle program did not have access to the latest materials and production technologies. All of these problems can be corrected or minimized by using modern designs, technologies, and production techniques. Nonetheless, a factor-of-two uncertainty in production cost greatly affects the decision on expendable versus reusable launch vehicles. 
RLVs fail—no tech, no demand, and it’s too expensive
Space Daily 9 (2-4-09, Space Daily, “Whatever happened to reusable launch vehicles?”, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/What_Ever_Happened_To_Reusable_Launch_Vehicles_999.html   , FS)

The simple truth is that we do not know how to make reusables and we cannot make a good business case for them. Many have tried, but all have failed. Most recently NASA spent over one billion dollars trying to build a scaled down technology demonstrator, the X-33.

This was to be the forerunner for a single-stage-to-orbit vehicle, VentureStar. In 2000, after several years of trying to build the demonstrator, the program was shut down. The needed technology was simply not ready.

Walter Kistler started a reusable launch vehicle company around 1993 to pursue a two-stage-to-orbit, fully reusable vehicle. Kistler Aerospace raised over $500 million in private funds and proceeded to construct the first prototype, the K-1.

But, the vehicle got too expensive and the perceived market disappeared when Iridium filed for bankruptcy at the turn of the century. Kistler Aerospace was liquidated before completing that first vehicle.

Here we are. It is 2009 and there are no fully reusable space launchers. The Shuttle is scheduled to be retired next year, and be replaced with an expendable Ares I. There are no near-term prospects for a truly reusable launch vehicle.

SpaceX has announced that Falcon stages may be retrieved and partially reused, but that has yet to happen. To summarize, we are spending an average of roughly $70 million per launch, when we could be spending about one-tenth of this amount, if only we had reusables. Why?

The answer has several parts. There is not enough launch vehicle demand to justify the multi-billion-dollar expense of developing a true reusable. In order to cut the per-launch cost by a factor of 10, there would have to be an extremely high launch frequency.

Today, the world wide annual launch rate is about 68. This will have to increase by an order of magnitude or more to make the reusable financially viable. To further complicate the picture, reusables are limited to low orbits about the Earth. The requirement of returning the vehicle limits the distance from Earth because the propellant needed to return is very limited.

The Shuttle is limited and cannot go beyond the International Space Station. This eliminates one of the most important launch customers, the geostationary satellite operators.

Finally, there are several challenging technology issues that must be resolved before we can build a reliable, high-performing reusable vehicle. Sadly, is does not appear that reusables are in our near-term future.
RLVs can’t lower launch costs—even if they increase launches, those don’t affect costs

Collins and Tanaguchi 97  (1997, Patrick Collins and H. Tanaguchi, Space Future,“The Promise of Reusable Launch Vehicles for SPS”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/the_promise_of_reusable_launch_vehicles_for_sps.shtml  , FS)
 A major problem facing RLVs is that they need many payloads to launch in order to achieve economical operation. Unfortunately the demand for launch of satellites and other payloads to orbit has low "price elasticity". That is, it is not expected to increase significantly even if launch prices fall considerably. Demand for launch can be divided into commercial demand for satellite launch, and government demand for research missions. Total launch demand is not expected to grow substantially beyond its current level of about $3 billion per year; Arianespace has estimated it to be $34 billion over the next 10 years, as shown in Table 1 (10). 

AT: Hybrid launch vehicles decrease costs

Near-space balloons, converted ICBMs, provide a cheaper solution than HLVs.
Brown 6 – liquid rocket engine system engineer for NASA and researcher at College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education (Kendall K., Air and Space Power Journal Summer 2006, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html) NYan

HLV = Hybrid Launch Vehicle

Perhaps we won't need an HLV to support the ORS construct--some other combination of systems may provide a better solution. A recent Air Force futures war game held at Air University included the capabilities of an ORS system and those of near-space balloons. Postgame analysis concluded that ultrahigh altitude (often referred to as near-space) balloons, coupled with conventional attack aircraft offer better support to the war fighter than does the responsive launch vehicle." Thus, instead of spending a great deal of time and money developing and fielding a system that may not provide the capabilities expected of it, the use of near-space balloons, converted ICBMs, or other inexpensive, expendable launch vehicles might be a better solution.
***Politics LINKS

ORS popular

Defense concerns make ORS popular 
Larrimore 07 – Lt Col, USAF (Scott C., April 2007,  AIR FORCE FELLOWS AIR UNIVERSITY, “A NEW PARADIGM OR ANOTHER FALSE START?” Advised by Dr, Richard Van Atta, Institute for Defense Analyses https://www.afresearch.org/skins/RIMS/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741 Ajones)

Political While the United States and its allies generally enjoy strategic peace, there is increasing apprehension over China’s rise as a near-peer military competitor. China’s defense budget grew 17.8 percent in 2007 and 14.7 percent in 2006. In response to China’s ASAT test and continued military build-up, Vice President Cheney stated these actions “are less constructive and are not consistent with China’s stated goal of a peaceful rise.”54 While China may be a strategic rival in the long term, the United States immediate attention is on regional powers. Regional conflicts, particularly the Middle East, will likely embroil the United States for years to come. Concern is increasing, however, that some regional actors such as Iran or North Korea might develop ASAT weapons to ride atop their proven intermediate ballistic missiles. Concern over United States’ satellite vulnerability is one reason Congress decided to fund robustly the ORS initiative in 2006 and 2007. 

ORS is increasingly popular

Steele 09-  Lt Col, USAF (Thomas M, 12 February 2009, AIR WAR COLLEGE AIR UNIVERSITY, “EVOLVED EXPENDABLE LAUNCH VEHICLES (EELV) FOR OPERATIONALLY RESPONSIVE SPACE”  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA540092 Ajones)

ORS Present In April 2007, the Department of Defense (DoD) submitted to Congress its Plan for Operationally Responsive Space. Congress approved the plan, and at this time the ORS concept enjoyed the support required to actively pursue operationally responsive space capabilities. Unlike past plans focused on one system or capability, today’s ORS plan includes the full spectrum of systems and capabilities to meet the combatant commanders’ responsive space requirements. The Commander, United States Strategic Command (CDRUSSTRATCOM) has expressed three desires: first, to rapidly exploit and infuse space technological or operational innovations; second, to rapidly adapt or augment existing space capabilities when needed to expand operational capability; and third, to rapidly reconstitute or replenish critical space capabilities to preserve operational capability. These desires have led to a multi-dimensional concept to implement ORS to improve the responsiveness of existing space capabilities (e.g., space segment, launch segment, ground segment) and to develop complementary, more affordable, small satellite/launch vehicle combinations and associated ground systems that can be deployed in operationally relevant timeframes.10 In April 2008, DoD published a more detailed document, the Implementation Plan for Operationally Responsive Space. This plan identified a specific program office to pursue promising concepts and established the rules of engagement for acquiring new capabilities. The plan placed STRATCOM’s desires into a three tiered structure designed to satisfy ORS’s requirements. This tiered system is designed to guide and focus the space community’s selection of promising technologies for further testing and  development based on combatant commanders’ requirements and responsiveness

needs.11 

ORS is popular under Obama—concerns over military dominance 
Neff 09 – Umich Graduate (couldn’t possibly be more qualled),  on the advisory board of the University of Colorado's Department of Astrophysical and Planetary Sciences, and a member of the the National Association of Science Writers, the Society of Environmental Journalists, the Planetary Society and the National Space Society (Todd, March 01, 2009,  C4ISR Journal “Fast forward - U.S. CentCom to get first fast-launch satellite”, http://www.c4isrjournal.com/story.php?F=3900391 Ajones)
Josh Hartman, the senior adviser in the Pentagon’s acquisition office, was more blunt: “We need to stop screwing with the out-year funding program.” With the arrival of the Obama administration, the ORS program appears to have continued strong political support. In a space policy paper released during the campaign, the Obama team listed the “Operationally Responsive Space program” as one of the technical investments that would “allow us to avoid [space] attack and recover from them quickly.” In a sense, the U.S. is playing catch-up on the responsive concept. The Soviet Union launched spy satellites quickly during the 1973 Yom Kippur War and the 1982 Falklands War. Decades later, American officials are still giving nods to their former Soviet counterparts. “The U.S. has nothing that can come close” in terms of responsiveness, said Jim Wertz, president of California-based Microcosm Inc., an engineering firm that has organized the annual Responsive Space conference since 2003. The prevailing American approach has been to launch massive satellites every few years. These spacecraft were like multibillion dollar Swiss Army Knives, with instruments and subsystems carried like spoons and tweezers for every contingency. Wertz and others interviewed for this story said ORS aims not to abandon that approach — big, powerful, complex spacecraft can do things their smaller brethren cannot — but rather to give the military a way to augment gold-plated missions, or respond to a loss of one of them, with low-cost, rapid-fire endeavors. “We’ve evolved a national security space enterprise to deliver as much as we can on orbit,” said Air Force Col. Robert Walker, ORS command lead at Air Force Space Command. “We’re not moving at the speed of combat.” Ron Sega, who was the Air Force undersecretary at ORS’s creation and is now a Colorado State University engineering professor, said the basic idea was to redistribute risk. “We would lower the risk in system production but increase the risk in scientific and certainly parts of technology development,” he said. “The goal was to simultaneously reduce acquisition cycle time and increase the probability of delivering on cost and schedule.” Technical hurdles include ensuring that parts are compatible and that the satellites are reliable despite streamlined pre-launch testing. But fostering a major cultural change may be more difficult, said Hartman, who in his previous job as a congressional staffer wrote the legislation behind the establishment of the ORS program. “The biggest challenge they have in rapidly producing spacecraft is cultural,” Hartman said. “It’s getting people to understand what the business model and approach is about.” It may be a matter of making ORS tangible, said Van Sant of U.S. Strategic Command. “Culturally, DoD hasn’t determined that small satellites can have a whole lot of utility,” Van Sant said. “So we’re going to struggle with that until we can actually produce something the [combatant commands] can use.” In 2007, Sega and Marine Corps Gen. James E. Cartwright, then the head of Strategic Command, set up ORS’s three tiers. Tier 1 would be the first response to an emergency. Managers would have backup plans in place to tie together existing hardware — meaning backup satellites or systems on the ground — within hours or days. If there were no Tier 1 solutions available, managers would turn to their Tier 2 options, which would mean plugging previously built instruments into small satellites and launching them within days or weeks. Tier 3 would kick in if commanders needed a new type of capability. Engineers would deliver that capability within months to a year. Tier 3 spacecraft would have to cost less than $40 million to build and at most $20 million to launch. Tier 1 programs are underway, Wegner said. Tier 2 capabilities are two to three years away, and Tier 3 capabilities will come online three to five years from now, he said. Demand for two distinct types of ORS solutions is becoming evident, said Joe Rouge, director of the Pentagon’s National Security Space Office, founded in 2004 to coordinate space policies across the Air Force, the other services and the National Reconnaissance Office, which manages spy satellites. “The issue comes down to immediacy vs. future immediacy,” Rouge said. In a crisis, commanders will want to respond immediately, but they’ll also want more capability in the future. “By far, the biggest issue is balancing the creation of future capability vs. meeting urgent needs as identified by StratCom.”

Kyl strongly supports ORS
Larrimore 07 – Lt Col, USAF (Scott C., April 2007,  AIR FORCE FELLOWS AIR UNIVERSITY, “A NEW PARADIGM OR ANOTHER FALSE START?” Advised by Dr, Richard Van Atta, Institute for Defense Analyses https://www.afresearch.org/skins/RIMS/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741 Ajones)

Official United States’ reaction to the ASAT has been muted. National Security Council spokesperson Gordon Johndroe said the country “expressed our concern” about the test to the Chinese.4 Secretary of Defense Robert Gates testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee that the test was “troubling”5 while the Department of State wanted the Chinese to “clarify their intentions in seeking to develop” their anti-satellite capability.6 The most visible sign of United States’ disapproval of the test was the suspension of cooperative civil space endeavors between China and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA).7

Criticism has been much louder from several members of Congress. Senator Jon Kyl argued, “Key policy makers seem oblivious to the nature and the urgency of the threat.”8 In speeches following the Chinese ASAT test, Senator Kyl, as well as the former Ranking Member on the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence Representative Jane Harman and current Chairman of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee, Representative Terry Everett,9 called on the nation to create new Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) capabilities as a means to mitigate the Chinese ASAT threat.10

The members of Congress look to ORS as a means to reconstitute critical assets lost in space combat. “In a world where our space assets are likely to be threatened, operationally responsive space capabilities will allow us to quickly and affordably replace assets lost to anti-satellite attacks,” Senator Kyl advocated. While a key motivator, ORS is more than just a satellite replenishment strategy. In a broader sense, Congress seeks ORS “to launch – and activate quickly – militarily useful satellites”11 in order to “supplement a battlefield commander’s capabilities.”12

Kyl’s key to the agenda - only way to get the GOP on board

McConnell 10 (Mitch, Senate Minority Leader, “Jon Kyl,” Time 100, http://www.time.com/time/specials/packages/article/0,28804,1984685_1984864_1984901,00.html, EMM)
In the Senate, Arizona's Jon Kyl has built a reputation for his encyclopedic knowledge of domestic and foreign policy, and his hard work and leadership. Few people have his command of policy, his knowledge of its nuances or his grip on how they fit together. This is why so many of his Senate colleagues look to him for policy advice. Kyl, 68, is a principled conservative who knows what is attainable. He believes in the wisdom contained in a sign on President Reagan's desk that said, "There's no limit to what a man can do or where he can go if he doesn't mind who gets the credit." Jon Kyl is a great persuader. As minority whip, the No. 2 position in the Senate Republican leadership, he is responsible for rallying his Republican colleagues for key legislative votes. What is unique is his single-minded focus on convincing them that a particular vote is in the best interests of their state and the nation. Jon demonstrates continually that the essence of Senate power is the power to persuade.

Broad congressional support for ORS
Larrimore 07 – Lt Col, USAF (Scott C., April 2007,  AIR FORCE FELLOWS AIR UNIVERSITY, “A NEW PARADIGM OR ANOTHER FALSE START?” Advised by Dr, Richard Van Atta, Institute for Defense Analyses https://www.afresearch.org/skins/RIMS/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741 Ajones)

Official United States’ reaction to the ASAT has been muted. National Security Council spokesperson Gordon Johndroe said the country “expressed our concern” about the test to the Chinese.4 Secretary of Defense Robert Gates testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee that the test was “troubling”5 while the Department of State wanted the Chinese to “clarify their intentions in seeking to develop” their anti-satellite capability.6 The most visible sign of United States’ disapproval of the test was the suspension of cooperative civil space endeavors between China and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA).7 Criticism has been much louder from several members of Congress. Senator Jon Kyl argued, “Key policy makers seem oblivious to the nature and the urgency of the threat.”8 In speeches following the Chinese ASAT test, Senator Kyl, as well as the former Ranking Member on the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence Representative Jane Harman and current Chairman of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee, Representative Terry Everett,9 called on the nation to create new Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) capabilities as a means to mitigate the Chinese ASAT threat.10 The members of Congress look to ORS as a means to reconstitute critical assets lost in space combat. “In a world where our space assets are likely to be threatened, operationally responsive space capabilities will allow us to quickly and affordably replace assets lost to anti-satellite attacks,” Senator Kyl advocated. While a key motivator, ORS is more than just a satellite replenishment strategy. In a broader sense, Congress seeks ORS “to launch – and activate quickly – militarily useful satellites”11 in order to “supplement a battlefield commander’s capabilities.”12 VADM Arthur K. Cebrowski, USN, retired, conceived the ORS concept as a new business model for space while serving as Director of the Office of Secretary of Defense’s (OSD) Office of Force Transformation (OFT). As a 2006 Government Accountability Office report notes, “…ORS was created by [the Department of Defense’s] (DOD’s) Office of Force Transformation in response to the Secretary of Defense’s instruction to create a new business model for developing and employing space systems.”13 This business model includes concepts such as standardized small core satellites with “plugn-play” interfaces for payloads, new investment in small payload launchers, and requirements focused on tactical and operational levels of warfare, rather than the primarily strategic focus of many current national systems. In some cases, members of a deployed joint task force will communicate directly with the satellite to task the payload.14 The tactical emphasis of ORS has the potential of radically changing the way space systems support military forces. If fully implemented, changes would be required in the way satellites and launch systems are acquired and deployed, moving from a system that launches customized spacecraft as they are completed in the factory to a model that purchases several boosters and spacecraft at a time and stores them for future use. New operational organizations would be needed to train, exercise, and eventually conduct expedient spacelift and satellite operations. Tactical satellites capabilities will need to be seamlessly integrated into established information and communication structures to maximize synergistic effects for fielded forces. Most of these concepts are not new. Many of them have been discussed in space trade publications and technical conferences for at least two decades. The United States has operated small launch vehicles since the mid-1960s that could be integrated with their payloads and launched in a couple of weeks. Large investments in space technologies in the 1980s under the Reagan and Bush administrations began to bear fruit in the 1990s with more that a dozen small technology demonstration and exploration satellites. Small satellites proved themselves capable of conducting missions only possible with very large spacecraft just a few years before. Why, then, is ORS now generating significant attention? The political and military environment in which these technical and operational ideas converge has changed remarkably since these concepts were first offered many years ago. The 1970s was the era of détente, with thawing relations between the Cold War superpowers embodied by the space handshake of friendship between astronaut Tom Stafford and cosmonaut Alexei Leonov during the 1975Apollo-Soyuz Test Project. This mission was meant to symbolize the end of superpower competition and the beginning of a new era of cooperation in space.15 Politically, America’s national security spacecraft were not very vulnerable at that time. The Cold War adversaries’ relations chilled in the 1980s with Reagan administration’s hard-line stand against communism and an ensuing defense buildup. The Air Force did initiate a tactical satellite program aimed at spacecraft reconstitution at the end of the decade, but geopolitics metamorphosed once again with the fall of the Berlin Wall. The following post-Cold War decade of the 1990s was strategically peaceful as former communist countries struggled to integrate democracy and capitalism into their societies, not how to incapacitate United States spacecraft. The strategic calm of the 1990s is giving way to multipolar competition in the twenty-first century. Asia, and particularly China, is emerging as an economic and military superpower. Missile and space system technologies are proliferating around the world, enabling regional powers to threaten global powers thousands of miles away. Space systems offer immense informational advantages to countries possessing them, which also make them more alluring targets to potential adversaries. The new vulnerability of critical space systems, coupled with the perceived need to supply more space-derived information and products to joint warfighting forces, provides the motivational context for the current ORS initiative. Does a tactical satellite system have a better chance at succeeding in today’s environment than it did two decades ago? This essay will examine tactical satellite programs of the past and the ORS initiative of today. Previous programs will be analyzed to determine why they were never fielded. Then the current ORS effort will be described and subsequently analyzed to determine its viability as an operational weapon system. Results will show that the current emphasis on responsive spacecraft providing direct support to tactical units is inappropriate. Physical limitations due to orbital mechanics and fiscal realities prevent OSR spacecraft from providing the persistency tactical forces require. Instead, ORS’ focus should be directed towards missions better suited to small, responsive satellites in LEO: 1. Providing support to deployed forces at the theater or operational level, 2. Augmenting spacecraft currently on-orbit, and 3. Reconstituting incapacitated or damaged spacecraft. Finally, the paper will conclude with ten recommendations the United States could take to evolve its current ORS technology demonstration efforts into an operational system and enhance likelihood of long-term program success. Operational Responsive Space has generated a significant amount of attention in the past couple of years, due at least in no small measure to the energy and persistence of OSD’s OFT. Several members of Congress generated more attention when they called for the nation to establish a robust ORS capability following the January 2007 Chinese ASAT test. Commanders and Deputy Commanders of USSTRATCOM and AFSPC have made speeches on ORS. In the scholastic community, there have been several professional engineering conferences on the subject generating over 125 technical papers.1 Many operationally oriented papers have appeared in military journals such as Air University’s Air and Space Power and the United States Naval Institute’s Proceedings. A sampling of these writings reveals one thing: there is not a simple, clear and consistent definition of what constitutes ORS. 

ORS popular—congressional support and aerospace lobbies

DiMascio 07- Defense and Congressional writer for Politico (Jen, August 20, 2007, Space & Missile Defense Report, “Lawmakers Support Operationally Responsive Space As It Hits Hurdles” Lexis, Ajones)
The Pentagon's new office to rapidly produce space capabilities for commanders has so far received support from Capitol Hill, but the fledgling program faces a number of obstacles as it moves forward. Col. Kevin McLaughlin, the director of the recently formed Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) office, gave a nuts and bolts presentation at a meeting of the group's executive committee. The office will need more funding and better organization, but a strategic framework could help overcome those hurdles in the future, according to McLaughlin's briefing. Air Force Space Command Commander Gen. Kevin Chilton, in line to become the next Strategic Command commander, also gave a briefing at the meeting, in which Chilton recommended that the Air Force assume control over ORS, sources said. That message that left some befuddled about the organization's way forward, sources said. According to one official present at the meeting, if Congress had wanted the Air Force to make operationally responsive satellites, it would have asked the Air Force to do so. Air Force Space Command responded to discussion about Chilton's briefing in a statement saying it supports the ORS program as it was laid out in the fiscal year 2007 Defense Authorization Act. "We are supporting the leadership of the [Department of Defense (DOD)] executive agent for space and the commander of US STRATCOM in working to make ORS a success." Chilton's briefing pointed to a potential sore point for ORS similar to a smoldering debate over who will control the military's unmanned aerial vehicles, the official said. In the case of future satellites, other services are concerned that if the Air Force assumes control of the program, design tradeoffs will come first from items sought by the Army and Navy. Another tension within ORS is whether to place investments in large existing satellite programs, or pursue smaller, lighter and cheaper new satellite systems. The Aerospace Industries Association of America has an ORS working group with members who work for companies producing both kinds of satellites. As such the group advocates continuing to balance investment between both types and maintain consistent funding for the effort, according to J.P. Stevens, vice president of the space systems division at the Aerospace Industries Association of America. The ORS office received strong support from Congress so far this year, but current language addresses the issue of the program's internal balance. Each bill recommends additional funding for the effort but for slightly different purposes. The House appropriations bill adds $20 million, but $6 million of that should be used for classified efforts, according to the committee's report on the bill. The House authorization bill reflects a concern that the Pentagon has not balanced the funding for low-cost payloads, spacelift and launch control capabilities and put the bulk of its money in existing launch vehicle purchases, responsive launch vehicle development, responsive payload and bus development, and responsive launch control capabilities, according to a report on the bill. The bill recommends rebalancing ORS funding to develop more responsive capabilities. House authorizers also added $30 million for launch and payload design and testing. The Senate Armed Services Committee added $15 million to the program, noting that ORS should pay more attention to sensor development. The Senate Appropriations defense subcommittee has yet to mark up its version of the bill, and industry officials said they are eager to learn how ORS fares. Though challenges with ORS remain, support from Congress is encouraging to Stevens, who said several years ago people questioned whether the effort should move forward at all. 

ORS unpopular

ORS links to politics

Rendleman, 10 - Colonel, U.S. Air Force (Retired), (James, Astropolitics, 8:220–255, 2010, “A Strategy for Space Assurance,” Ebsco Political Science)

Whether the DOD will decide to develop any small satellites to perform reconnaissance, communications, warning, weather, or other missions and then store them for launch on short notice is, at best, uncertain. Appropriators in the Congress would probably view with suspicion a long-term storage strategy for satellites deployed only as part of some sort of reconstitution strategy. That is, they would not support storage of satellites ‘‘in the barn’’ or on-orbit unless the move was part of a viable and cost-effective sustainment strategy. This is not to say long-term storage cannot be used as part of a large constellation storage and sustainment strategy. Such a strategy could provide unique opportunities to upgrade, repair, or replace specific capabilities before it is too late do so upon launch of the spacecraft. The DOD already employs a replenishment launch campaign strategy to sustain its GPS precision navigation and timing system, and that system’s acquisition and sustainment approaches, while a bit imperfect, could be adopted at a minimum. Still, long-term storage of satellites could present a vexing dilemma—launching relatively old, outdated, and marginally useful systems if the storage continues too long. Taking a satellite that was designed 20 or 30 years ago, and built five to 10 years ago, and keeping it in storage does not appear to support a winning space strategy.
ORS unpopular with Democrats—funding

Larrimore 07 – Lt Col, USAF (Scott C., April 2007,  AIR FORCE FELLOWS AIR UNIVERSITY, “A NEW PARADIGM OR ANOTHER FALSE START?” Advised by Dr, Richard Van Atta, Institute for Defense Analyses https://www.afresearch.org/skins/RIMS/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741 Ajones)

 FiscalThe Fiscal Year 2008 President’s Budget expanded the ORS budget over $50 million from the previous year, rising to $87 million in 2008 compared to $35 million in 2007.55 While the Five Year Defense Plan shows additional increases in successive years to well over $100 million a year, that plan might not be very sustainable in light of fiscal priorities looming the rest of the decade.

The Air Force is suffering significant budget shortfalls. The Air Force aircraft fleet is getting old with an average age of 23 years.56 Almost every major weapon, aircraft and space system alike, needs to be recapitalized. The service is trying to shepherd in some very large procurements, such as the F-22 and F-35 fighters, new tankers, and new satellite systems “We are recapitalizing every system in the command,” General Kevin Chilton, the Commander of AFSPC, said. “Right now, every satellite system—whether weather, communications, missile warning, or GPS satellites—is being recapitalized. We are developing brand new ones, and we are launching some of those satellites this year.” 57 The problem is so severe that the Air Force chose to reduce its ranks by 40,000 personnel and shift savings to weapon system procurement.58 While this tactic may solve the Air Force’s fiscal problems in 2007 and 2008, financial problems continue to plague DOD. The budgetary prospects do not look any better when looking beyond the Air Force’s funding line. According to a Congressional Research Service 2006 report, fighting the Global War on Terrorism cost about $549 billion through FY 2007.59 Paying war large war expenses reduces flexibility and discretionary funds for other programs. For example, the Air Force paid $4.2 billion for petroleum in fiscal 2005 -- almost $1.4 billion more than fiscal 2004 -- due to rising fuel costs.60 Furthermore, Congressional elections in 2006, fueled by anti-war platforms, caused a change control of both houses of Congress. Concerned with a ballooning federal deficit, the Democratically controlled Congress adopted a g“pay-as-you-go” strategy early in 2007 that linked continued federal budget increases with either new taxes or cuts in other programs.61 Any increases in the defense budget are likely to be restrained for the rest of this decade as Democrats funding emphasis shifts to domestic spending and reducing the budget deficit. 

Politics turns the case

Political support is key to addressing problems that will arrive in ORS development

Larrimore, 07 – Lt Col, USAF (April, Scott C., Air Force Fellows Air University, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Paradigm or Another False Start?” 

https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)RK

Other, pragmatic, problems will inevitably be worked out as the ORS program evolves and matures. Issues such as procurement program management; organizational relationships between stakeholders and their appropriate roles and responsibilities; and where responsive launch fits among overall array of tactics and procedures will be resolved in the years to come. That is, as long as ORS remains appropriately resourced and politically supported in an increasingly challenging fiscal environment.
***Privatization CP
Commercial launches boost space leadership
A strong commercial launch sector deters and dissuades adversaries from pursuing military space

Buck 10 - Integration Manager for the NSSO Communications Functional Integration Office (COMM-FIO), and augments COMM-FIO leadership of a 200-member enterprise team of elite DoD, Intelligence Community (IC), NASA, and space & cyber industry engineers, operators & stakeholders (February 17, 2010, Darren J., “SPACE 2035: TECHNOLOGY, TRANSPARENCY, AND TRUSTED IMMUNITY,” https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_1a3a5809-1e22-4f94-890f-cc231da5bd28/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)

A preponderance of United States presence and involvement, i.e., United States space leadership or pre-eminence, in the global space industry will serve as a significant advantage for a deterrent strategy. United States leadership in space activities and pre-eminence in space industry can have the effect of shaping commercial markets, dissuading potential competitors; providing insight into industry trends; promoting growth in American space industry workforce and strength in education; and promoting improved performance and reliability. 

Recognition of the interdependence of the public and private sectors will be critical in building future space capabilities. Another adage from the space launch business is that every commercial launch from American soil or operating location, irrespective of payload type or ownership, demonstrates the United States’ national capability to physically access the space medium. This is a basic recognition of the fact that, in the space industry, commercial markets provide an additional driver for competition, innovation, and exercise of capability. Effective public-private partnerships can build industries that can leverage new markets; increase industry robustness; and strengthen national capabilities through United States leadership in space, an important element of dissuasive deterrent strategy. 

The current debate over the future of America’s manned spaceflight capability illustrates the tension between old and new paradigms, political interests, economics, and the value of public-private partnerships for strengthening United States space leadership. On one side, opponents of developing commercial options for manned spaceflight primarily argue that commercial flights are not sufficiently safe nor are they cost-effective.43 This position seems dismissive of the tremendous competitive and solvency pressures with which commercial manned spaceflight service providers must contend. One only need consider the commercial airline industry to recognize the inherent necessity for flight safety.44 

NASA should seriously consider commercial options for manned spaceflight as both a hedging strategy and as a strategy for building and strengthening the global value of United States’ leadership in the emerging commercial manned spaceflight arena. It should encourage venture capitalists to develop this industry. With leadership and support, the United States’ commercial spaceflight industry could potentially command a leading role in the market; provide greater space access options for United States national interests; spur growth in a future-oriented high-technology industry; and provide many practical exercises of national capability. United States leadership could significantly reduce market opportunities for potential adversaries and 23 dissuade other nations or groups from pursuing these capabilities. As of February 2010, the Obama Administration’s budget request for FY11 moves the NASA manned spaceflight program into commercially-derived hardware, so it appears the commercial argument has won a round. It remains to be seen if Congressional interests will accommodate the change in strategy.45

Commercial sector solves ORS
Commercial launch vehicles can meet ORS needs

Bender, 10 - Vice President of Government Business Development Space Exploration Technologies Corporation Washington DC (Mike, “Reliable and Affordable Falcon Commercial Launch Vehicles for Operationally Responsive Launch” High Frontier, May, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf)
SpaceX has deliberately designed its launch vehicle systems so that launch site operations are simple, quick, and efficient. This approach is critical because quality and mission success are both greatly increased by reducing or eliminating the amount of processing required under less than ideal conditions. Costs are reduced by minimizing the number of personnel required at the launch site—and the necessary duration of their stay. In addition, flight rate is increased by reducing the onpad time for each launch. Scheduling range time is simplified and conflicts reduced by reducing and compressing the testing requiring range assets. For all these reasons, the Falcon 1/1e vehicles were designed to require relatively little launch site infrastructure, and are processed very quickly from arrival at the site to liftoff. For example, once the payload arrives, attachment and fairing encapsulation can be completed in less than 24 hours. The following paragraphs discuss ORS enablers demonstrated by SpaceX and progress towards the six-day callup to launch objective for ORS.

In February 2008, the ORS Office contracted with SpaceX to participate in the Jumpstart mission. The objectives of this mission were to demonstrate several ORS enablers, such as streamlined payload processing to enable a rapid call up to launch, low-cost access to orbit for ORS-class vehicles, and software encryption. The mission also established a preliminary framework for responsive processes to include rapid contracting, procedure development, and spacecraft development, integration and test.


SpaceX’s effort included the manifest planning, integration, and testing of several payloads, with the identification of the primary payload revealed just two weeks prior to launch on a Falcon 1. The three candidates for primary payload were an Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL) plug and play satellite bus, the SpaceDev, Inc. Trailblazer spacecraft bus, and the Air Force Office of Scientific Research (AFOSR)/AFRL NanoSat-4, CUSat.

The Trailblazer spacecraft was ultimately selected by the ORS Office approximately six weeks prior to launch. In addition to the ORS primary payload, Flight 3 also carried a RideShare Adapter experiment for a SpaceX commercial customer, as well as two CubeSat payloads.

SpaceX gained experience in the late manifesting of payloads, rapidly executing coupled loads analyses and executing the various procedural and contractual aspects of a launch that are not fully defined until late in the launch campaign timeline. Specifically, documentation and analysis were completed in advance so that regardless of which payload was ultimately chosen, the final integration and verification activities could be kept to a bare minimum and fit within the final two to four weeks of the launch campaign. Coupled loads analyses, collision avoidance maneuver analyses, performance and trajectory analyses, and safety analyses were completed for multiple payload configurations. Three separate interface control documents were worked between SpaceX, the team for the primary payload being considered, and the secondary payload system teams. Additionally, although unnecessary for ORS missions, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) demonstrated re selected; FAA personnel reviewed the payload safety information from all three candidates for acceptance before granting a commercial launch license that enveloped them all.

SpaceX had previously demonstrated a responsive launch operations campaign in March 2007 on the Falcon 1 second demonstration mission for the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency with support from the US Air Force. The US Air Force “clocked” operations and determined that SpaceX could launch the Falcon 1 within 77 hours after hardware arrived at the launch site. Although this span was not a contiguous 77 hours since multiple shifts of launch operations personnel were not working around the clock, the measurement indicates that a rapid launch campaign is achievable to meet the ORS objective of a six-day call-up to launch.

Launch site operations are greatly simplified with SpaceX’s use of horizontal processing of the launch vehicles. All work is performed at “man level,” precluding the need for any vertical service structure at the launch pad.

Upon arrival at the launch site, each of the two launch vehicle stages undergoes a receiving inspection and a simple health check prior to being integrated together. Once fully integrated, the vehicle is run through a complete hardware in the loop test in order to verify the functionality of both the avionics software and the critical hardware actuation mechanisms. Integration of the spacecraft to the fairing and payload adapter cone is done vertically. After encapsulation, the fairing assembly is rotated horizontally and attached to the vehicle in the hangar. Following attachment, the fully-assembled vehicle is lifted onto a transportation dolly for movement to the launch pad. As shown in figure 5, this operation is performed with simple “A-frame” cranes for Falcon 1/1e (rather than large capacity overhead cranes) due to the fact that the fully integrated vehicle is relatively lightweight when unfueled.

SpaceX is continuing its efforts to demonstrate its ability to meet the requirements for ORS operations. In 2010, SpaceX will be conducting a study for the ORS Office to assess the modifications necessary in vehicle hardware and software, support equipment, facilities, and processes for the Falcon 1e to meet the six-day call-up to launch objective. The launch vehicles shall be capable of being in ready storage for a minimum of one year prior to call-up. During the study, SpaceX will evaluate a number of enhancements to achieve the objective, such as onboard metric tracking, autonomous flight termination systems, and more automated mission planning to facilitate rapid retargeting of the mission trajectory.

Conclusion

US commercial launch vehicles can meet the performance and schedule requirements for operational responsive launch—and do so reliably and affordably— satisfying warfighter needs, US space policy, and Congressional direction. Highly reliable, low-cost space transportation is the singular goal that drives SpaceX. Design simplicity and hardware commonality across SpaceX’s family of Falcon launch vehicles result in substantial improvements in system reliability and affordability. Falcon 1 launch campaigns have demonstrated that much progress has been made towards the objective ORS goal of 6-days from call-up to launch and on-orbit operational capability. SpaceX looks forward to continuing to work with the ORS community and it stakeholders to make this goal a reality for our warfighters.

US commercial space growing
US commercial space launch is becoming competitive

Moltz, 11 - Associate Professor Naval Postgraduate School (James, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA”, 5/11, lexis)

Supporters of current restrictions also argue that the policy helps protect U.S. space launchers. Indeed, highly inflated costs for U.S. boosters have supported a few U.S. companies. But they have also hurt the U.S. space industry overall by reducing timely and affordable access to space. Fortunately, thanks to recent developments by such U.S. companies as SpaceX (with its Falcon 1 and 9 boosters), the U.S. launch services sector is becoming competitive on the international marketplace without the need to fall back on protectionism.


AT: Commercial spaceflight not safe

Competitive pressure means the commercial industry will improve safety
Buck 10 - Integration Manager for the NSSO Communications Functional Integration Office (COMM-FIO), and augments COMM-FIO leadership of a 200-member enterprise team of elite DoD, Intelligence Community (IC), NASA, and space & cyber industry engineers, operators & stakeholders (February 17, 2010, Darren J., “SPACE 2035: TECHNOLOGY, TRANSPARENCY, AND TRUSTED IMMUNITY,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/proteus/docs/centron-future-technology.pdf)

The current debate over the future of America’s manned spaceflight capability illustrates the tension between old and new paradigms, political interests, economics, and the value of public-private partnerships for strengthening United States space leadership. On one side, opponents of developing commercial options for manned spaceflight primarily argue that commercial flights are not sufficiently safe nor are they cost-effective.43 This position seems dismissive of the tremendous competitive and solvency pressures with which commercial manned spaceflight service providers must contend. One only need consider the commercial airline industry to recognize the inherent necessity for flight safety.44 

***Beyond the Earth’s Mesosphere

Strategy Notes

In cross-ex ask them what “satellite hardening” would entail—try to get them to concede that they incorporate “redundancy” and “reconstitution” into their new space policy. For example, find a card that mentions reconstitution and ask them about how it works.  Also, the 2NC/1NR shell is more like a “win it in a minute” strategy.

1NC—Mesosphere

A.
The mesosphere is the atmospheric region between 31-56 miles above the surface

National Weather Service, 11 (“Layers of the Atmosphere”, 2/11, http://www.srh.noaa.gov/jetstream//atmos/layers.htm)

Stratosphere

The Stratosphere extends from the top of the troposphere up to around 31 miles (50 km) above the Earth's surface. This layer holds 19 percent of the atmosphere's gases but very little water vapor.
In this region the temperature increases with height. Heat is produced in the process of the formation of Ozone and this heat is responsible for temperature increases from an average -60°F
(-51°C) at tropopause to a maximum of about 5°F (-15°C) at the top of the stratosphere.
This increase in temperature with height means warmer air is located above cooler air. This prevents "convection" since there is no upward vertical movement of the gases and is the reason for the 'anvil-shaped' tops of cumulonimbus clouds. These anvils occur at the tropopause.
The transition boundary which separates the stratosphere from the mesosphere is called the stratopause.

Mesosphere

The mesosphere extends from the top of the stratosphere to about 56 miles (90 km) above the earth. The gases, including the oxygen molecules, continue to become thinner and thinner with height.
As such, the effect of the warming by ultraviolet radiation also becomes less and less leading to a decrease in temperature with height. On average, temperature decreases from about 5°F (-15°C) to as low as -184°F (-120°C) at the mesopause.
However, the gases in the mesosphere are still thick enough to slow down meteors hurtling into the atmosphere, where they burn up, leaving fiery trails in the night sky. Both the stratosphere to the mesosphere is considered the middle atmosphere.

The transition boundary which separates the mesosphere from the thermosphere is called the mesopause.

B.
Violation

The affirmative incorporates “redundancy” and “replacement” as part of their new space policy–stockpiling satellites occurs in labs and warehouses—this is not beyond the mesosphere. Additionally, their mechanism of “pursuing a strategy” would inherently involve things that would never be sent into space

C.
Voting Issue

1.
Limits

The aff could read any affirmative that had the potential to develop space—for example, build a rocket in order to save the aerospace industry but never launch it and spike out of disads

2.
Ground

We can’t read any disads because there is no uniqueness—we cannot know when the aff will actually launch the satellites into space—that would only happen after an adversary shot one down

2NC/1NR—Mesosphere

Extend our interpretation—

The mesosphere is the atmospheric region between 31 and 56 miles above the surface of the earth—that’s the National Weather Service.  Prefer our interpretation, it is the definition that the US government uses and it is the most reasonable.

Additionally, development means the deployment of technology outside the lab

Chayes ‘85 -- Leading International Law Specialist, Kennedy Administration's Chief International Lawyer, and Felix Frankfurter Professor of Law, Emeritus [deceased] (Summer 1985, Abram, “Space Weapons: The Legal Context”, Daedalus Vol. 114, No. 3, Weapons in Space, Vol. II: Implications for Security Pg. 202-203 http://www.jstor.org/pss/20024990)

Development

ACDA Director Gerard C. Smith was questioned on this subject by Senator Henry Jackson during the Senate hearings on approval of the ABM treaty. A written response was prepared by the administration after a thorough review of the negotiating record. It states: 

The prohibitions on development contained in the ABM Treaty would start at that part of the development process where field testing is initiated on either a prototype or breadboard model. It was understood by both sides that the prohibition on "development" applies to activities involved after a component moves from the laboratory development and testing stage to the field testing stage, wherever performed. The fact that early stages of the development process, such as laboratory testing, would pose problems for verification by national technical means is an important consideration in reaching this definition.19 4

The definition of "development" as any work performed outside the laboratory remains the official United States position, and has been reiterated in Arms Control Impact Statements issued since the adoption of the treaty.20 The line that is drawn is thus a functional one, related to the method accepted by both parties for verifying compliance with treaty provisions: "national technical means of verification" (NTM). It is fair to say that if an activity cannot be monitored by NTM, it is not prohibited by the treaty; the two parties, particularly the United States, have been unwilling to accept constraints that cannot be verified. Conversely, any test of a component is prohibited if it can be observed by national technical means (or could be observed if the country in question were complying with its treaty obligation not to use "deliberate concealment measures which impede verification by national technical means"). At least, there would be a heavy burden on it to establish that such activity was mere "research," and did not amount to development or testing within the meaning of the treaty.21 

Also, beyond means to further reaching or to the further side of

Oxford Dictionary http://oxforddictionaries.com/definition/beyond?view=uk

 1 at or to the further side of:[as preposition] :he pointed to a spot beyond the concealing trees[as adverb] :from south of Dortmund as far as Essen and beyond [preposition] outside the physical limits or range of:the hook which held the chandelier was beyond her reach more extensive or extreme than; further -reaching than:[as preposition] :what these children go through is far beyond what most adults endure in a lifetimethe authority of the inspectors goes beyond ordinary police powers[as adverb] :pushing the laws to their limits and beyond 

Extend the violation—

The affirmative’s use of reconstitution does not “develop space beyond Earth’s mesosphere”—it inherently entails stockpiling satellites in warehouses on the ground.  Also, they don’t meet the development interpretation—the development of new technologies would occur in laboratories, not in space

Here’s some evidence—reconstitution involves maintaining reserve satellites on earth

Tom Wilson, Space Commission Staff Member, 2001 (“Threats to United States Space Capabilities,” Paper Prepared in 2001 for the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, Available Online at http://www.fas.org/spp/eprint/article05.html#31 //ADuner)

There are two basic ways to rapidly reconstitute an on-orbit capability. First, spare or reserve satellites can be maintained on-orbit. Second, replacement satellites can be launched into orbit on short notice. In either case, an advanced commitment of resources is needed to provide this capability. Furthermore, the U.S. does not currently possess the capability to rapidly launch satellites into orbit, so a national level commitment to develop a rapid launch capability would be needed.

This puts them in a double bind—

Either they use reconstitution to be able to replace satellites and they are not topical or they don’t, and cannot solve the case

This is a voting issue—

1.
Limits

They justify reading any affirmative that has even the potential to be topical—this explodes the topic because there are an infinite number of things that could eventually result in topical action.

2.
Ground

We can’t garner any uniqueness for disads because the implementation of a key part of the affirmative is probabilistic—we cannot know when the aff will actually launch the satellites into space because that would only happen after an adversary shot one down

Even potential abuse is a voting issue

Olson, 6 -  Professor of Rhetoric at the University of Wisconsin (Kathryn M. “The Epideictic Lens: The Unrealized Potential of Existing Argumentation Theory to Explain the Bush Administration’s Presentation of War with Iraq.” In Engaging Argument, edited by Patricia Riley, 18-28. Washington, D.C.: National Communication Association, 2006.

So, I conclude with three of this reading's implications for our own research, pedagogy and civic action. First, epideictic argument must get every bit as much critical attention and practical application in our teaching, research, and citizenship as do deliberative and forensic—particularly since epideictic can "pass" for the other two quite easily, and it is relatively invulnerable to judgments and refutations launched from the other frames. We need to equip ourselves and our students to immediately recognize, incisively articulate, and participate effectively in the epideictic frame with its distinctive proof requirements, comparative logic, building protection for the arguer, tendency to tranquilize audience action, and special refutation possibilities—especially when it is deployed in public debates where it technically is not "supposed" to be used (e.g., in preparation for war). For all the value that the recent discussions of "deliberative democracy" offer, let them not blind us to the fact that the public in a democracy relies at least as much on nondeliberative rhetorical forms in its operations.

Second, bring back topicality as an actual voting issue in academic debate. Jim rightly observes that intercollegiate debate is a key training ground for the public sphere and that policy debate's heavy "reliance on authority and quotation as proof diminishes the complexity of the notion of evidence" (Klumpp, 2005, p. 14). To move debaters beyond this dependent, secondary spewing toward more independent, nuanced and critical analysis requires competitive incentives to develop such fluency. Topicality is the central issue that teaches and tests one's precision and awareness of specific language—and equips one to hold others' responsible for theirs, regardless of the argumentative genre(s) in play. Effective civic arguers need not only to know, but also to be practiced at articulating, explaining in lay terms and defending against such arguments, which rely less on evidence than on extended careful reasoning. But, if judges will more likely vote on a sloppy link to a large impact disadvantage than a carefully crafted, precisely explained analysis of key language, why would these competitive souls invest their time to develop these more transferable language analysis skills?

***Weaponization

Link Supplement

Defensive space weapon capabilities eventually make offensive development inevitable – Provokes China and Russian miscalc.

MacDonald 9 –  Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program (Bruce W., 3/18, “Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald,” Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee  House Armed Services Committee, http://www.cfr.org/china/space-security/p18862) 7/28/11 K. Harris

This is a question that lends itself to simplistic answers on both sides of the question. If it is possible to establish a space regime where no one had offensive space weapons, we should certainly do so. If we can maintain space deterrence by other than offensive means, we should certainly do so. We must think long and hard before we deploy a major offensive space capability. But if there are no feasible alternatives, then we should develop a limited offensive capability, in a deterrence context. Limited, tactical applications may also be possible but must be fully understood first.  The U.S. and China have already crossed a space Rubicon of sorts. ASAT capabilities already developed cannot be un-invented, and missile defense, with inherent ASAT capabilities, is here to stay. This is reality. U.S. security crucially depends on space and will do so even more in the future, and such capabilities must be preserved. Defensive steps can help, but ultimately it is difficult to protect space assets. We also can and should decentralize our space assets, putting our space eggs in more baskets to reduce our vulnerability, which would help, but likely not resolve, our problem. Arms control and other diplomatic steps certainly have a larger role to play and can help limit some of these threats. But verification issues make a comprehensive diplomatic-only solution seem improbable at present, which means the U.S. may need at least some offensive space capabilities, though we should tread carefully and thoughtfully into this new, highly uncertain world. We need to know where the pitfalls are, and not just develop space weapons now and worry about the implications later. The real question is what kind abd level of offensive capability might we need, and to what purpose? Any offensive space capability should have at least seven characteristics:   1. Effectiveness – they should be able to negate hostile space assets to differing levels.   2. Temporary and reversible effects – the space targets should not be permanently destroyed, only rendered ineffective during the conflict.   3. Survivability – the systems themselves should be largely invulnerable to attack, and thus stabilizing in a crisis, which would tend to favor ground-based systems.   4. Cost-effectiveness – it should be cheaper to add a unit of offense than for the adversary to defend against it.   5. Resilience – systems should be capable of performing in multiple scenarios.   6. Credibility – systems must appear credible to an adversary. A space nuclear burst would be a very effective ASAT, but it would be so damaging to U.S. space assets that it would have no credibility as a U.S. weapon.   7. Minimal collateral damage – systems should have little/no effect on other satellites.   We should not seek offensive counterspace capability at the expense of effective steps to protect U.S. space capabilities. We must be very careful, if we acquire offensive capabilities, to do so in a manner that other nations will find as unthreatening as possible. Otherwise, we could create a self-fulfilling prophecy: as nations like China or Russia see evidence of U.S. attempted space hegemony, they would accelerate their own efforts, just as we would if the roles were reversed. Above all, we want to avoid the space policy and doctrinal near-vacuum we currently are in, where our space technology seems to shape our policy, rather than our policy shaping technical solutions.

Increased deployment of defensive space weapons sparks weaponization.

BBC 11 (4/19, “Russian envoy's statement at UN Disarmament Commission session,” p.ln) 7/29/11 K. harris
As we see it, the elimination of nuclear arms is only possible as a result of complex and phased disarmament process, with the strategic stability being maintained and the principle of equal and indivisible security for all being strictly followed. Current environment makes us carefully consider all international security factors that can negatively affect the strategic stability. Among such factors there are possible space weapons, plans to create strategic offensive non-nuclear arms systems, unilateral build-up of strategic missile defence, and growing conventional arms imbalance. Strategic offensive and defensive armaments are closely interconnected. The further we go in the reduction of strategic offensive armaments, the more careful we should be about anti-missile ballistic defence systems deployment. Missile defence deployment, unlimited and unrelated to real missile risks and challenges, can provoke counteraction and give impulse to an arms race. This cannot be allowed. It is obvious that the mentioned problems are not easy to solve. Meanwhile, the intensifying thought process on the disarmament issues gives hope for the real progress on this path. We welcome the responsible steps in this area, pay due attention to nuclear disarmament ideas and initiatives introduced in the international community, and hold a constructive dialogue with all interested parties.

Defensive weaponization provokes China – Previous commitments and BMD prove.

Gertz 11 – Staff Writer for the Washington Times (Bill, 3/3, “Inside the Ring,” Washington Times, p.ln) 7/29/11 K. harris
China's government is continuing to reject Obama administration arms-control initiatives while feigning cooperation, according to administration officials close to the issue. "The arms controllers are embarrassed by China's lack of cooperation," one official said. The problem was on display during a Feb. 23 speech by Rose Gottemoeller, assistant secretary of state for arms control, verification and compliance. She spoke in Las Vegas before a regional forum of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations on disarmament. Ms. Gottemoeller, the Obama administration's key official on arms control, made no mention of China in her remarks. Instead, she praised the New START with Russia. The administration continues to strike out in three areas where it has sought agreements with Beijing: space arms control, fissile material limits, and arms-proliferation security. "In all three areas, the Obama administration naively thought China would reach agreements," the official said. "Instead, they are now blaming the Bush administration" for the lack of progress. A draft agreement being worked on for several years by the U.N. Conference on Disarmament on the prevention of an arms race in space has been blocked by China. China wants to define weapons in space in the agreement so that key sensors used by U.S. missile defenses - the Space Based Infrared Radar - will be banned, something that would nullify multibillion-dollar U.S. strategic missile defenses. Beijing also opposes on-site verification, making any agreement a trust-but-don't-verify accord.

Defensive weaponization breaks the strategic posture declared by Obama – Spurs arms races.

Watt 11 – Staff Writer for the Sunday Times (Holly, 2/3, “Battle for defence beyond the atmosphere; 
Arms race,” The Daily Telegraph, p.ln) 7/29/11 K. harris
The race to take control of space raged throughout much of the Cold War and has previously been dominated by the Americans. The development of anti-satellite (ASAT) weaponry began in the 1950s, with America and the Soviet Union exploring new technologies. However, in 1967, the US, Britain and Russia agreed a treaty which banned countries from placing nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction in space. In 1983, President Ronald Reagan abandoned the treaty when he created the Strategic Defense Initiative to protect the US from nuclear missiles. The system, which was intended to track and destroy inter-continental ballistic missiles, was nicknamed Star Wars. A range of systems, including lasers in outer space to take out the missiles at their highest point when they left the Earth's atmosphere, was envisioned. Tens of billions of dollars were earmarked for the scheme. The ambitious project was meant to protect the US, but the missile defence shield was widely criticised for being unrealistic. By the end of the 1980s, the Star Wars plan had petered out. But in the 1990s, President Bill Clinton revived the missile defence shield with the so-called "Son of Star Wars" plan. The system was supposed to protect the West against the nuclear threat from "rogue" states such as North Korea, Iran and Iraq. However, this plan, which also ran into controversy, was far more modest in scope as it only involved shooting down missiles within the Earth's atmosphere. That required missile launch positions on Earth and many countries were reluctant to host the American shield. The new defence system required the placing of missiles in the Czech Republic and Poland, a proposal which angered the Russians. The plan was scrapped by President Barack Obama in September 2009.

Satilite hardening is perceived as “bringing the arms race to space”

BBC 10 (10/26, “Expert sees renewed Russian, US interest in airborne combat laser technology,” p.ln) 7/29/11 K. Harris
Work was also conducted on creating a space-based system of missile and antisatellite defence. 27 August 1984 the minister of general machine building signed order #343/0180 on creating the 17F19D Skif-D spacecraft. This same order approved a programme to create heavy military satellites. The work went on 16 hours a day: Launch into orbit was to have taken place 15 May 1987. The Skifs signified our total victory in the battle for near-earth space. The long-duration orbiters would use a laser gun to destroy foreign spacecraft. There was no need to make this a long-range weapon - 100 km was sufficient. No supercomputers are needed here for accurate firing. And the fleet of Skifs would guarantee to pulverize the entire low-orbit grouping of US military satellites. But three days prior to this, with the Energiya rocket already standing on the launch pad with an 80-tonne Skif-D - the prototype laser-equipped space fighter - attached to its side, General Secretary Gorbachev turned up at Baikonur. The space centre's large conference hall was packed. "We are opposed to the arms race, including in space...", the man with the blotch on his bald spot uttered solemnly. "Our interests coincide here with the interests of the American people... We are categorically against taking the arms race into space..." The Skif was placed in orbit merely in order for it to be promptly discarded and allowed to burn up in the dense layers of the atmosphere. Mister Gorby knew in advance, he knew it all in advance.

***Code of Conduct

Solvency

Code of conduct solves case.

MacDonald 9 –  Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program (Bruce W., 3/18, “Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald,” Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee  House Armed Services Committee, http://www.cfr.org/china/space-security/p18862) 7/28/11 K. Harris

One important drawback of current U.S. space policy is its explicit rejection of space arms control. The U.S. literally was alone in the UN and elsewhere on space arms control issues, which eroded our international leadership in this area with our allies and allowed Russia and China to credibly mischaracterize our stance as provocative and hostile. The Bush administration was interested in voluntary steps on code of conduct, rules of road, and especially space debris, which was commendable but needed more emphasis than it received. My colleague Michael Krepon has done fine work on the code of conduct issue over the years; I highly recommend it to this Subcommittee and believe it offers a good early opportunity for U.S. diplomatic leadership in space
***Hegemony Advantage

1NC—Hegemony Frontline

1.
U.S. Power is inevitable—training exercises ensure capabilities even if satellites are attacked 

Lynn, 2011 – Deputy Secretary of State [William J. Lynn, III A Military Strategy for the New Space Environment The Washington Quarterly SUMMER http://www.twq.com/11summer/docs/11summer_Lynn.pdf]

Third, we need to make our space systems more resilient, and our combat power less reliant on their full functioning. This will help deny adversaries the benefit from an attack in space. Just as in the cyber domain, denying the benefit of attack in space can join retaliatory deterrence as a disincentive to adversaries. To maintain our combat power, we are learning how to operate in a degraded information environment. Training exercises where we disrupt space-based capabilities help our forces become proficient at operating with interference. To improve resiliency, we are developing technology to help us mitigate the loss or degradation of on-orbit systems. For instance, we now have ground, air, and naval-based platforms which can increasingly augment or replace space assets. The U.S. military is one of the few militaries today with the capability to operate in all domains on a global basis, and this ability provides a strategic advantage when space capabilities come under threat. Responsive space capabilities which rapidly launch replacements can also play an important role in reconstituting functionality either during or after an attack. And broader partnerships with commercial firms which enable national security payloads to ride on commercial satellites will further improve our resiliency. Hosting military payloads on commercial spacecraft, as we are already doing with a missile warning sensor, is not only cost-effective, it also enables a more diverse, robust, and distributed set of space systems. Finally, the United States views free access to space as a vital national interest. Consistent with our inherent right of self-defense, we will respond accordingly to attacks on it, at a time and place of our choosing and not necessarily in space. Ultimately, deterrence must impact the decision-making of particular countries and leaders in specific scenarios. A multilayered approach to deterrence offers the greatest likelihood of encouraging restraint, and thereby protecting our vital space capabilities from attack.

2.
Space weapons are not key to hegemony – we will develop alternatives easily that are cheaper and less provocative

DeBlois 04, former Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations [Bruce, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon”, Richard L. Garwin, R. Scott Kemp, Jeremy C. Marwell Source: International Security, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Autumn, 2004), pp. 50-84 http://www.jstor.org/stable/4137586, Accessed July 7 2011]

IN SUM: GLOBAL FORCE PROJECTION. Global rapid and denied-access force projection is possible and will happen without the development of space weapons, through adaptations to existing systems. Except for the unique capability that might be contributed by space-based lasers for a small class of targets, terrestrial methods of force projection appear to be superior to space weapons systems, if they were to become a reality at some point in the future. Furthermore, space weapons will be expensive, vulnerable to countermeasures, and politically inflammatory. The question of whether to deploy space weapons, therefore, becomes a matter of marginal value added and opportunity costs. In the near term, nonspace weapons such as UAVs, cruise missiles, and ICBMs with conventional payloads will provide greater capability sooner and at lower cost.
3.
Heg doesn’t solve war

Christopher Preble (director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute) August 2010 “U.S. Military Power: Preeminence for What Purpose?” http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/u-s-military-power-preeminence-for-what-purpose/

Most in Washington still embraces the notion that America is, and forever will be, the world’s indispensable nation. Some scholars, however, questioned the logic of hegemonic stability theory from the very beginning. A number continue to do so today. They advance arguments diametrically at odds with the primacist consensus. Trade routes need not be policed by a single dominant power; the international economy is complex and resilient. Supply disruptions are likely to be temporary, and the costs of mitigating their effects should be borne by those who stand to lose — or gain — the most. Islamic extremists are scary, but hardly comparable to the threat posed by a globe-straddling Soviet Union armed with thousands of nuclear weapons. It is frankly absurd that we spend more today to fight Osama bin Laden and his tiny band of murderous thugs than we spent to face down Joseph Stalin and Chairman Mao. Many factors have contributed to the dramatic decline in the number of wars between nation-states; it is unrealistic to expect that a new spasm of global conflict would erupt if the United States were to modestly refocus its efforts, draw down its military power, and call on other countries to play a larger role in their own defense, and in the security of their respective regions. But while there are credible alternatives to the United States serving in its current dual role as world policeman / armed social worker, the foreign policy establishment in Washington has no interest in exploring them. The people here have grown accustomed to living at the center of the earth, and indeed, of the universe. The tangible benefits of all this military spending flow disproportionately to this tiny corner of the United States while the schlubs in fly-over country pick up the tab.

4.
No motivation or ability for adversaries to challenge us in space - only a risk US weaponization would lead to conflict

Hitchens, 3 (Theresa, Director of the Center for Defense Information, “ Monsters and Shadows: Left Unchecked, American Fears Regarding Threats to Space Assets Will Drive Weaponization,” Disarmament Forum No1, Accessed on Spacedebate.com, http://ctbtdebate.org/evidence/1222/)

It is obvious that American space systems do have inherent vulnerabilities. It is also obvious that technologies for exploiting those vulnerabilities exist, or are likely to become available over the next several decades. However, neither vulnerabilities in American systems nor the potential capabilities of others necessarily translate into threats. In order to threaten American space assets, a potential adversary must have not only the technological ability to develop weapons and the means to develop and use them, but also the political will and intent to use them in a hostile manner. There is little evidence to date that any other country or hostile non-state actor possesses both the mature technology and the intention to seriously threaten American military or commercial operations in space and even less evidence of serious pursuit of actual space-based weapons by potentially hostile actors. There are severe technical barriers and high costs to overcome for all but the most rudimentary ASAT capabilities, especially for development of on-orbit weapons. It further remains unclear what political drivers outside of American development of space-based weaponry would force American competitors, in the near- to medium-term to seriously pursue such technology. Neither vulnerabilities in American systems nor the potential capabilities of others necessarily translate into threats.

Additional Heg Card

Plan doesn’t sustain hegemony – Creates bilateral dominance between the US and China – No preclusion of China rise.

MacDonald 9 –  Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program (Bruce W., 3/18, “Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald,” Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee  House Armed Services Committee, http://www.cfr.org/china/space-security/p18862) 7/28/11 K. Harris

It would be unwise for the United States to seek space dominance. There are many ways to attack space assets, and it is easier and cheaper to attack than to defend them, which would likely frustrate any sustained attempt at dominance and leave us worse off than we are now. In trying to maintain dominance, we would be at the mercy of unpredictably advancing space technologies that could favor China or others as well as us. In the face of likely Chinese and other resistance to such a provocative posture, we would constantly be trying to stay ahead technologically to maintain this dominance, demanding large expenditures. It would also be very unstable, especially if China achieved a breakthrough that threatened our dominance.  Rather than dominance, a posture of space pre-eminence would seek to assure that the U.S. is the clear space leader, a non-hegemonic “best-in-class” posture with more advanced space capabilities than other countries. We would continue to derive substantially more military and economic benefit from space than others, and we would continue to leverage this space pre-eminence in our weapons, our enhanced intelligence, and the superior military decision-making enabled by superior space-supported information. An analogous posture between the U.S. and China already exists today in the strategic nuclear arena, where the U.S. is pre-eminent over China but China retains deterrent capabilities sufficient to its needs.

2NC/1NR—Power Inevitable

Extend 1NC #1—

The US military does exercises to simulate a scenario where we don’t have satellites—we will still be able to power project without satellites—that’s Lynn.  Prefer our evidence, he is the Deputy Secretary of State and is writing in 2011 and assumes the most recent military training exercises. 

2NC/1NR—Not Key to Hegemony

Extend 1NC #2—

Satellites are not crucial to hegemony—terrestrial methods like UAVs and ICBMs are cheaper and are just as effective—that’s DeBlois.  Prefer our evidence—he is a senior fellow at the CFR

Also, they are not essential for real time decision-making

DeBlois 04, former Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations [Bruce, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon”, Richard L. Garwin, R. Scott Kemp, Jeremy C. Marwell Source: International Security, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Autumn, 2004), pp. 50-84 http://www.jstor.org/stable/4137586, Accessed July 7 2011]

TIME-CRITICAL TARGETS. Recent U.S. military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq have demonstrated the growing importance of rapid intelligence and response cycles for identifying and targeting mobile, low-profile objectives such as small groups of (or even individual) military personnel. It should be noted that over the past decade the Pentagon has significantly accelerated U.S. military response times without the use of space weapons. The amount of time necessary to identify and strike a target shrank from twenty-four hours in Operation Desert Storm to forty-five minutes in Afghanistan to some eleven minutes most recently in Iraq. U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff John Jumper has stated his desire to decrease response times still further, to one minute or less.46 With such short U.S. response times, decisionmaking, rather than technology, may be the limiting factor (i.e., response times of less than a minute are of diminishing value if good decisions-e.g., the determination of hostile intent-cannot be made in such a short time frame). But there are instances (and there will be more) in which the decision has been made, as in the case of the few-second response required to intercept an ICBM fired from a known hostile nuclear launch site.

And, weaponization won’t solve heg or deterrence – our conventional superiority means that the calculus is already set

Krepon, 3 – president of the Stimson Center (Michael, with Christopher Clary, “Space Assurance or Space Dominance?.” The Henry L. Stimson Center, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf)  

These presumed benefits have already been demonstrated by U.S. power projection capabilities featuring conventional munitions of increasing range and lethality. Further advances can be expected, so advocates of U.S. space warfare capabilities have the added burden of explaining why these terrestrial advances are insufficient to support a dominant U.S. military capability, and what added value would accrue from even greater increases in lethality, promptness, and reach from space. Moreover, further improvements in the range, promptness, and lethality of terrestrial weapons are likely to come far sooner, and at a fraction of the diplomatic, political, and financial cost, than the advent of “space strike” capabilities. 

Are space weapons needed to destroy hardened, underground bunkers? Existing or improved conventional weapons can serve to deny access to such facilities, thereby rendering the weapons inside unusable. The nullification of such threats could thereby be accomplished at a small fraction of the multiple costs associated with flight-testing and deploying space warfare capabilities. For the same reasons, the rationale for “improved” nuclear weapons designed for this purpose is deeply suspect.

The presumed additional deterrent value of U.S. space weapons is also questionable. If existing U.S. conventional military and nuclear superiority prove insufficient to deter, it is doubtful that the addition of space warfare capabilities would make an appreciable difference in an adversary’s calculus of decision. The search to strengthen or supplant nuclear deterrence by means of space warfare capabilities will therefore appear to many as a quest to escape from, rather than “enhance,” deterrence. When viewed though this lens, the pursuit of space weapons appears designed less for strengthening deterrence and more for negating the deterrents of potential adversaries.

To the extent that this perception holds, the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons is unlikely to raise the nuclear threshold, as proponents claim. To the contrary, the use of conventionally armed "space-strike" weapons could prompt unwanted escalation by threatening the nuclear forces of a weaker foe. In this event, the United States will receive little or no applause of the choice of weaponry used in preemptive strikes.

2NC/1NR—No Challengers

Extend 1NC #4—

Just because our satellites are vulnerable and others have ASAT capabilities does not mean that we have to worry—they have no incentive to start a war and don’t have the technology necessary to do so—that’s Hitchens.  

***China Advantage

1NC—China Frontline

1.
US naval power is inevitable—China is just developing its first carrier and is decades away from matching the US 

Jeremy Paige, the Wall Street Journal’s China correspondent, 7/28/11 (“China Says Carrier Won't Alter Naval Strategy,” Published Online for the Wall Street Journal at  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111903635604576472014072981554.html //ADuner)

BEIJING—China's Defense Ministry said its first aircraft carrier would be used for "research, experiments and training" and would not affect its defensive naval strategy, in an apparent attempt to ease regional concerns that the vessel could be used to enforce Chinese territorial claims. Senior Col. Geng Yansheng, a Defense Ministry spokesman, also confirmed for the first time that Chinese pilots were training to operate from the carrier, which is based on an empty hull bought from Ukraine, and which is due to start sea trials this summer. But he said it would take a long time to become fully operational. "Building an aircraft carrier is extremely complex and at present we are using a scrapped aircraft carrier platform to carry out refurbishment for the purposes of technological research, experiments and training," Col. Geng said, according to a Chinese transcript of a monthly Defense Ministry news conference published on its web site. Asked about media reports that the vessel would be launched on Aug. 1, China's Army Day, he said: "There is not a question of when this ship is launched, because it has been in the water all along. As for the precise timetable for the ship beginning sea trials, it will be decided according to the schedule of the refurbishment project." He also dismissed a question suggesting that China's sudden relative openness about the carrier was linked to recent tensions in the South China Sea, where China has conflicting territorial claims with Vietnam, the Philippines, Taiwan, Malaysia and Brunei, and has warned the U.S. to stop reconnaissance operations. "To construct and use a carrier requires the integration of various types of weaponry, and requires synergy in every area," Col. Geng said. "This will be a long and slow process." A Chinese company purchased the empty hull of a carrier called the Varyag from Ukraine in 1998, on the understanding that it would be used as a floating casino, but it was later towed to the northeastern port of Dalian, where it has been undergoing refurbishment ever since. China's plans to reactivate the carrier for its navy have been known for years. The vessel is easily visible from parts of Dalian and photographs and video footage of the refurbishing have been published online. But China did not officially confirm its plans until earlier this month, when Gen. Cheng Bingde, the Chief of General Staff of the People's Liberation Army, spoke about it at a news conference after meeting Mike Mullen, the U.S. chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in Beijing. Gen. Chen did not, however, say how China planned to use the carrier. The vessel is significant as it will give China, for the first time, the theoretical ability to project air power far from its shores, as well as providing crucial experience for developing its own, larger indigenous carriers, the first of which some defense experts say is already under construction. It would take China several decades to match the U.S.'s current carrier fleet of 11, but Beijing only needs a few to enhance its ability to deny U.S. forces access to waters around China in the event of a regional conflict, or to protect its shipping lanes and other perceived national interests overseas. To be effective, at least two or three carriers are required, so that at least one can remain active while another undergoes repairs, and each active one requires its own carrier group including several other vessels, according to Chinese and foreign defense experts. For the moment, therefore, they say the Varyag—which has yet to be renamed—will likely be used mainly to test equipment and train personnel, especially pilots who must learn to take off from and land on the carrier while it is moving. Some also say that it could be used for limited patrols around China's territorial waters, as well as visits to foreign countries to try to enhance military relations and help them grow accustomed to China's newfound naval strength. Col. Geng said that a carrier could be used for offensive or defensive purposes as well as for disaster relief, and that China was pursuing its carrier program "in order to increase its ability to protect national security and world peace." "China's firm adherence to a defensive national defense policy will not change because of the development of advanced weapons," he said. "China's naval strategy of inshore defense also has not changed." Col. Geng declined to provide further details. But the state-run Xinhua news agency quoted Cao Weidong, a researcher with the PLA Navy's Academic Research Institute, as saying that China's first carrier was a conventionally-powered medium-sized carrier equipped with indigenous Chinese engines, ship-borne aircraft, radar and other hardware.   

2.
No China threat—domestic issues will keep them out of military confrontation with the US

MacDonald, 5/11 – US Institute of Peace (11, Bruee W., Testimony before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission on The Implications of China’s Military and Civil Space Programs, pdf)

In the face of this growing Chinese military space challenge, it is easy to assume the worst about Chinese intentions. China seeks to be able to prevail militarily at some point in the future should conflict come, but they see the United States as militarily superior to them and thus would be unlikely to consciously provoke any military conflict. While we should guard against a worst case, we should not treat it as a given. I do not believe China or the PLA is spoiling for a fight with the United States – China has come too far to want to place their substantial economic achievements at risk unless they faced an extraordinary threat to their national security. In addition, China faces serious demographic realities over the next couple of decades, where their ratio of workers to retirees will shrink substantially (the result of their one- child policy), which further underscores China’s need for stability and continued economic growth for years to come. China also has additional needs, and vulnerabilities: 

• Growing environmental problems and water shortages with no obvious solutions that are growing 

irritants to the public; 

• A relentless search for new sources of manufacturing inputs; 

• An increasingly restive working class that is making new demands for higher wages and political 

freedoms; 

• A non-democratic one-party system that leaves its senior leadership constantly looking over its 

shoulder at possible challenges to its authority, especially in the aftermath of the “Arab Spring”; 

• Growing citizen anger against corruption and cronyism that seems impossible for the CCP to root 

out; and many more. 

These factors are reasons why China is probably not looking for war with the United States, though they 

also could inadvertently become factors in China’s stumbling into a conflict they would ordinarily not want, through miscalculation or distraction. 

3.
China wont attack US space assets—they know that they will receive international backlash

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

A similar situation obtains with regard to physically neutralising the global positioning system constellation. The precision navigation and timing data provided by this system are vital for military and civilian purposes worldwide. Both rely on the system for accurate location information, but military users also depend on it for accurate weapons delivery, synchronisation of operations requiring precise coordination, and successful search and rescue. Highly accurate three-dimensional location information requires four or more satellites to be within the field of view of the receiver. Since the global positioning system constellation comprises 24 spacecraft (plus spares) at 20,000km, where it takes each satellite 12 hours to complete one orbit, at any given time there are usually 5–12 satellites in view of most users, depending on topography. Physically destroying the constellation to deny the US military the precision navigation and timing data it has come to rely on would, therefore, require more than discrete attacks on a few satellites. Even more substantial attacks would only deny navigation and timing data for a part of the day.74 The United States could, albeit painfully, compensate for spacecraft losses by either changing the orbits of the surviving satellites, or by relying on other positioning constellations, such as those operated by the Russians or eventually the Europeans, or by minimising the use of coordinate-seeking weapons in favour of other precision systems. Any loss of capabilities that compelled the United States to rely on such alternatives would no doubt be extremely costly in military terms, but it would not be pain free for China either: it would make Beijing the object of international opprobrium and would increase the prospect of American escalation, both of which China would presumably want to avoid.75

2NC/1NR—Naval Power Inevitable

Extend 1NC #1—

US naval power is inevitable—China just launched its first carrier and has a long way to go before it can have a full navy—even if our satellites are taken out, China does not have the ability to do any actual damage

Here’s more evidence—China is the last of the UN Security Council members to build a carrier

Lu Hui for Xinhua News, 7/28/11 (“Expert: China has a long way to develop navy” Available Online at http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/video/2011-07/28/c_131014645.htm //ADuner)

BEIJING, July 28 (Xinhuanet) – Looking at aircraft carriers around the world, we can find a tendency that as long as a nation is capable, it will be interested in developing aircraft carriers. However, among five permanent members of United Nation Security Council, China is the last one to propose the idea of building an aircraft carrier. Meanwhile, three of the so-called "golden brics" nations including Brazil, India, Russia have all developed aircraft carriers before.

Among all the permanent UN Security Council members, the United States leads the way, currently with 11 aircraft carriers, including one specifically for operational training purposes. Britain started to build aircraft carriers back in 1913. Just this month, Britain has initiated its largest aircraft carrier project "Queen Elizabeth". Meanwhile, France is the second nation developing nuclear-powered carriers following the US. Moreover, traditional military power Russia has reached a fully-fledged stage in terms of carrier construction technology according to Russian media and other sources, Russia's Kuznetsov aircraft carrier could be undergoing retrofit, and upgraded to a nuclear-driven ship.

Yin Zhuo, military expert said "China has a long way to go to developing a navy. In fact, it is impossible to purchase any carrier-related equipment from western countries, let alone asking for help to build it. However, with economic developments over the past few decades, nowadays China is fiscally and technologically capable of overcoming issues on aircraft carrier construction. And that is the time for Chinese to build its own carrier."

Along with high-speed economic development, China's national interests and rights have reached a new spectrum beyond some strategists and navy experts' expectation. For example, a couple of years ago, experts predicted that by 2011 China's export volume would be close to 2 trillion US dollars. As a matter of fact, by now the actual number has almost reached 3.3 trillion US dollars, 75 percent more than predicted.

Yin Zhuo said "Due to China's interests on the high seas, and maritime security, it is natural for China to have its first aircraft carrier. Compared to other permanent UN Security Council members, China is the last one to develop a carrier."
The expert also pointed out that other nations should not crticize China's plans for the carrier.

2NC/1NR—No China Threat

Extend 1NC #2—

China will not go to war with the US—they have to deal with domestic issues like demographics, the environment, corruption, and a restive middle class before they will focus on external geopolitical issues—that’s MacDonald, their author.

Independently, economic integration raises the costs of war and gives China other means to pressure Taiwan

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]

 It is worth emphasizing that the economic consequences of a cross-Strait military conflict would almost certainly extend far beyond cross-Strait economic ties. Indeed, such a conflict would likely have a significant impact on both sides’ broader links with the global economy. Thus, as China becomes more integrated into global markets, a cross-Strait conflict will potentially have more significant, and devastating, consequences for China’s continued economic development. pay high costs to block Taiwan independence. In essence, economic integration may reduce the likelihood of war because it provides Beijing with ways to punish Taiwan without resorting to military violence.
2NC/1NR—No ASAT Attacks

Extend 1NC #3—

There is no risk of a Chinese ASAT attack—they are a rational actor and will not want to invite international backlash or even create a scenario for conflict.

Diplomacy checks China threat

Hagt, 7 -- director of the China Program at the World Security Institute (Eric, “China’s ASAT Test: Strategic Response.” http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_3.pdf) 

Even if we are facing the worst case scenario and China is bent on space weaponization (entirely inconsistent with its past behavior), the reality remains that China can be brought to the negotiating table with appropriate measures and international pressure. After all, China clearly remains the far weaker space power vis-à-vis the United States and a space race would be proportionately far more costly to China than the United States. But in order for progress to be made, the United States also needs to come to terms with a new reality. China’s ASAT test was a voice of opposition both to the structure of security in space and the U.S. pursuit of military dominance in space at the exclusion of others.

And thus, it is actually America’s response to the ASAT test that may be even more important in how the future of space security plays out. China probably has both the technological and financial means to compete with the United States in space over the long term. If the United States concludes it must meet a threat with more threat, it may invite a military race in outer space and China may just give it to them. If the United States can muster the political will and leadership to restrain its reaction, there is still hope. But flexibility and sacrifice will be essential.

And, China wouldn’t engage in a large-scale space attack—they know it would lead to  full scale war.

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

To begin with, the number of spacecraft in the tactical communications and navigation and positioning constellations is relatively large. The US military, for example, uses at least five separate dedicated satellite constellations for its defence connectivity needs, each with several primary platforms and associated relays.72 In recent years, American dependence on allied, commercial and civilian space satellites for military communications has also increased tremendously, confronting Chinese planners with a plethora of targets that must be neutralised to comprehensively disrupt the tactical communications of their potential adversary.73 Because the US tactical military communications network is highly diversified, with numerous alternative and redundant channels of connectivity, the most effective option for a Chinese military strategist is not discrete anti-satellite attacks but large-scale ’sky clearing’ operations. Such actions would of necessity embroil the People’s Republic of China not merely in a war with the United States, but with the entire international community, and are unlikely to be the military option of first resort.
***Vagueness Theory

1NC 

Our interpretation is that the plan must define what ORS is

This is best:

a) The term ‘ORS’ is vague – it is impossible to make a coherent 1NC

Larrimore, 07 – Lt Col, USAF (April, Scott C., Air Force Fellows Air University, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Paradigm or Another False Start?” 

https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)RK

A sampling of these writings reveals one thing: there is not a simple, clear and consistent definition of what constitutes ORS. Analysis of ORS elements Disparate Definitions The OFT began the current ORS initiative as a better means to develop tactically oriented satellites and rapidly get them to orbit. VADM Cebrowski wanted to create a “new business model” that focused on operational demand. Smaller, less costly spacecraft would be emphasized that tolerated greater reliability risk than traditional national security satellites due to overall system cost.2 This definition broadened as ORS transitioned from just a technology demonstration program to an operational concept involving Combatant Commands, the services, Congress, and the acquisition, and science and technology communities. These different constituent groups have various viewpoints on what ORS really means. Congress sees the program as a way to contain space systems costs while supporting the deployed warfighter. The Combatant Commands see the program as a means to satisfy urgent warfighter support requirements. The Science and Technology community views ORS as a test bed to develop new spacecraft technologies, payloads, and launcher capabilities in order to provide space services to the military forces. The acquisition community sees ORS as a means to complement established space systems support to tactical forces. Industry, in particular smaller companies, envisions ORS as a new market opportunity.3 Appendix B presents additional definitions from ORS stakeholders. According to Brian Green, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Forces Policy, the lack of a commonly accepted ORS definition has contributed to the difficulty of coordinating various aspects of the initiative within the DOD.4 Compounding the problem, space leaders have included other ancillary elements in their own ORS definitions. Lieutenant General Frank Koltz, AFSPC Vice Commander, included near-space5 as one of the four ORS components in a speech at a 2006 conference. The other elements were responsive satellites, spacelift, and launch ranges. A year later, AFSPC Commander Kevin Chilton ORS had three missions: 1. Augmenting surveillance and reconnaissance systems in response to combatant commander’s needs 2. Replacing space assets that have been disabled by attack or natural phenomenon 3. Enhancing space situational awareness6

b) Defining ORS is a prerequisite to their solvency debate – they can’t solve, vote neg on presumption 

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD is making some progress in developing the ORS concept, but whether it will meet warfighter requirements is unclear, principally because the concept is in the early stages of development and not commonly understood by all members of the warfighter and national security space communities. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the need to communicate to stakeholders often and early and to clearly define specific objectives. Since the Joint ORS Office was established in May 2007, it has developed a process for converting warfighter needs into formal requirements and identifying potential ORS solutions. Moreover, DOD issued the ORS Implementation Plan in April 2008 and is also developing new ORS guidance documents. However, GAO found disparity in stakeholder understanding of the ORS concept within the warfighter and national security space communities. This disparity exists because DOD has not clearly defined key elements of the ORS concept and has not effectively communicated the concept with key stakeholders. For example, initial ORS planning documents are broad and lack the specificity needed to guide the ORS concept, according to some members of the warfighter and national security space communities. Moreover, officials from the intelligence community were concerned about DOD’s lack of consultation and communication with them regarding the ORS concept. Without having a well-defined and commonly understood concept, DOD’s ability to fully meet warfighter needs may be hampered. 

C) Plan text is key – we can only see if the plan affirms the resolution if we know what the plan does. It is impossible to disprove them meeting the resolution without a coherent plan

Our Interpertation 

Defining ORS solves

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
GAO recommends that (1) DOD define ORS key terms, how timely satisfaction of a need is evaluated, and what Joint Force Commander needs the ORS concept is trying to satisfy; (2) establish an ongoing communications and outreach approach for ORS; and (3) identify the steps necessary to ensure the integration of the ORS concept into existing DOD and intelligence community processes and architecture. DOD partially concurred with our recommendations. 

DoD agrees – ORS needs to be defined

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD partially concurred with our recommendation to define ORS key terms including what qualifies as an urgent need, how timely satisfaction of a need is evaluated, and what Joint Force Commander needs the ORS concept is trying to satisfy. In its comments, DOD stated that it codified the definition of ORS on July 9, 2007, and U.S. Strategic Command developed an Initial Concept of Operations containing additional terms intended to further define and clarify ORS activities. However, our work showed that the warfighter and intelligence community believe that key ORS terms need to be better defined and clearer. As we stated in our report, the initial guidance documents—such as the Plan for ORS and the Initial Concept of Operations—are considered broad by users and lack the specificity needed to guide the ORS concept. Based on our work, this has led to a lack of a common understanding of the concept among the warfighter and national security space communities. DOD also stated that responsibility for providing overarching definitions and policy guidance will remain with the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, and U.S. Strategic Command will continue to validate ORS requirements and provide additional clarification, definition, and direction to the ORS Office as the capability matures. However, our recommendation focuses on the need for better-defined and clear ORS terms. Therefore, we continue to believe that DOD should take additional steps now to define and clarify ORS and provide more definition of key terms. 

DoD agrees – definitions are key to ORS – failure to do so destroys the mission – turns solvency

Green 2k8 – Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategic Capabilities (Brian, Letter Cited in the Government Accountability Office’s Report “Defense Space Activities: Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)

Department Of Defense Comments To The Recommendations: Recommendation 1: The GAO recommends that the DoD Executive Agent for Space direct the Joint Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) Office, in consultation with the U.S. Strategic Command, to define ORS key terms including: what qualifies as an urgent need, how timely satisfaction of a need is evaluated, and what Joint Force Commander needs the ORS concept is trying to satisfy. DOD Response: Partially Concur. Defining the key terms, metrics, and requirements is vital to achieving mission success. The Deputy Secretary of Defense codified the Department's definition of Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) on July 9, 2007. This definition provided focus for the intended purpose of ORS and differentiated ORS from other space activities. Subsequently, United States Strategic Command developed an initial Concept of Operations containing additional terms intended to further define and clarify ORS activities. While we agree with the substance of the GAO recommendation, responsibilities for providing overarching definitions and policy guidance will remain with the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy; United States Strategic Command will continue to validate ORS requirements in accordance with public law, and provide additional clarification, definition, and direction to the ORS Office as we further mature this capability. 

A) 1NC Strat/Decision

The plan is too vague to make judgment

The Rand Corporation 06 Foot note 6 (“The Congressionally Mandated National Security Space Launch Requirements Panel Prepared for the Office of the Secretary of Defense Approved for public release; distribution unlimited” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG503.pdf)
6 The potential demands placed on the ranges by Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) are not deﬁned well enough to make judgments regarding their potential eﬀect on range requirements (see Chapter Five). Regardless, the Panel believes that there is adequate time to make adjustments, as necessary, to meet an increase in launch tempo resulting from possible ORS needs. The ORS range needs are too vague in deﬁnition and in concept at this point to be considered a major driver for new range capabilities. 

-- Plan Doesn’t Act

The plan doesn’t even act – it just tells the secretary of defense to submit a plan

DOD Executive Agency For Space No Date ([Section 913(c) of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364] http://www.acq.osd.mil/nsso/ors/ors.htm accessed 7/29/2011)

PLAN FOR OPERATIONALLY RESPONSIVE SPACE.— 

(1) PLAN REQUIRED.—Not later than 120 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report setting forth a plan for the acquisition by the Department of Defense of capabilities for operationally responsive space to support military users and military operations. 

B) Can’t Solve

Specifying ORS is key to solvency

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD Has Not Clearly Defined the ORS Concept: DOD has not documented a clear definition of the ORS concept and as a result key stakeholders in the warfighter and national security space communities do not share a common understanding of the concept. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the necessity to communicate clearly defined goals and specific objectives to key stakeholders. Initial ORS planning documents--the Plan for ORS[Footnote 12] and the Initial Concept of Operations [Footnote 13]--are broad and lack the specificity needed to guide the ORS concept, according to some members of the warfighter and national security space communities. For example, the associate director of the National Security Space Office said that the Plan for ORS addressed the eight areas required by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007 in only a broad sense. Moreover, an official from one combatant command said that the Initial Concept of Operations was not well-defined, and officials from another combatant command told us that the concept of operations was really more of a vision statement. We found several examples of a lack of clarity within these initial documents. First, the Initial ORS Concept of Operations states that ORS is focused on the timely satisfaction of the urgent needs of the Joint Force Commanders, but it does not adequately define what constitutes "urgent." Additionally, the approach presented in the April 2007 Plan for ORS for enhancing the responsiveness of space systems is to implement ORS to develop more affordable, small systems that can be deployed in operationally relevant time frames, but does not clarify what is meant by "operationally relevant time frames." According to the Plan for ORS and the Initial Concept of Operations, some ORS solutions could take up to 1 year to execute. Officials in the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy questioned whether these time frames could really meet an urgent need. Additionally, officials from one combatant command told us that a time frame of 1 year to get a need met would not be considered responsive enough for them unless a satellite was already in orbit so that they could task it directly. Based on these examples, key stakeholders are not operating under a common understanding regarding the time frames for ORS. Moreover, key stakeholders in the intelligence community have said that they are not sure which operational needs or urgent needs the ORS concept is to satisfy. Additionally, at the time of our review, other guidance documents needed to clarify the ORS concept had not yet been developed. The August 2007 memorandum from the DOD Executive Agent for Space directed the Joint ORS Office to develop an ORS Strategy, an ORS Road Map, and an ORS Program Plan in addition to the ORS Implementation Plan. The Deputy Director of the ORS Office said that they decided to complete the ORS Implementation Plan before writing the other documents so that it could guide the development of the other required documents. Now that the ORS Implementation Plan has been released, he said that they will need to get more guidance from the DOD Executive Agent for Space regarding what specific information should be included in the remaining documents. 

-- WarFighting MOD

Lack of definition kills warfighting needs

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD Has Not Communicated Effectively with Key Stakeholders: DOD has not effectively communicated with key stakeholders or engaged them regarding the ORS concept. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the need to adopt a communication strategy that provides a common framework for conducting consistent and coordinated outreach within and outside its organization often and early and seeks to genuinely engage all stakeholders in the organization's transformation. However, DOD did not initially involve the geographic combatant commands in the development of the ORS concept. For example, officials from one geographic combatant command told us that they did not have any input into the development of the Initial Concept of Operations for ORS and were not involved in any of the ORS working groups. These officials were concerned that failing to involve the geographic combatant commands in the ORS concept development would lead to new capabilities that drive warfighter requirements instead of warfighter requirements determining how to develop ORS capabilities. Additionally, officials from a functional combatant command told us that key ORS meetings took place in August 2007 but they were not invited to participate and neither were the geographic combatant commands. These officials were concerned that failing to invite these combatant commands to the meetings might result in the development of requirements that really do not benefit the warfighter. The first extensive outreach to the combatant commands was in preparation for the November 2007 ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, which took place 6 months after the standup of the Joint ORS Office. A senior space planner, who is the lead for ORS for one combatant command, told us that during preparatory briefings for the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, participants were told that the purpose of the forum would be to learn what space capabilities the combatant commands needed that ORS might be able to address. However, after a couple of briefings, he learned that the purpose of the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum had shifted to that of educating the combatant commands on the ORS process and how to get an ORS capability. The senior space planner explained that rather than asking the warfighter what they need, the focus was now on placing their needs into a process that had already been developed. This same combatant command official told us that no clear answers were provided to questions asked at the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum regarding the submission of warfighter needs or how these needs would be prioritized and, as of the end of February 2008, they had received no updates from U.S. Strategic Command on any of the issues discussed at the forum. Similarly, an intelligence agency official told us that no consensus was reached during the forum and very little concrete information was relayed regarding how ORS will be used in the future. Officials from various commands called for better communication strategies to enhance their understanding of the ORS concept. Various geographic combatant command officials we spoke with generally said that U.S. Strategic Command should increase its ORS outreach activities (e.g., visits, briefings, and education) to reach more staff throughout the commands and services. The Chief of Staff at the U.S. Strategic Command Joint Functional Component Command for Space acknowledged that outreach activities need to be completed with the combatant commands so that they can better understand how future ORS capabilities can benefit their area of operation. Officials from U.S. Strategic Command acknowledged that they had not done a good job of educating the combatant commands on the ORS concept in its early days. However, the Deputy Director of the ORS Office told us that one of the responsibilities of one of the division chiefs who arrived in March 2008 at the Joint ORS Office will be to reach out to the combatant commands and engage the warfighter on the ORS concept. Additionally, DOD has not communicated well with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept. Officials from the National Security Agency said that they are very concerned about the lack of consultation that has been done with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept. Officials from the National Geospatial- Intelligence Agency also said that they believe that communication with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept has been insufficient. However, both agencies acknowledged that communication between DOD and the intelligence community has improved since they started working together on tactical satellites, but their concerns regarding communication remain. While the U.S. Strategic Command and the Joint ORS Office have taken some steps to promote the ORS concept such as the November 2007 ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, directing one of the Joint ORS Office division chiefs to reach out to the combatant commands, and engaging the intelligence community on the tactical satellites, they have not developed a consistent and comprehensive outreach strategy. The lack of a clearly defined ORS concept and effective outreach to the stakeholders has affected the acceptance and understanding of the ORS concept throughout the warfighter and national security space communities. Without a complete and clearly articulated concept that is well communicated with key stakeholders, DOD could encounter difficulties in fully implementing the ORS concept and may miss opportunities to meet warfighter needs. 

Warfighter needs key to readiness, especially in Iraq and Afghanistan

GAO 2k11 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Warfighter Support: DOD’s Urgent Needs Processes Need a More Comprehensive Approach and Evaluation for Potential Consolidation,” Summary, 3/1/2k11, http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-11-273 /mr)
Summary Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan have faced significant risks of mission failure and loss of life due to rapidly changing enemy threats. In response, the Department of Defense (DOD) established urgent operational needs processes to rapidly develop, modify, and field new capabilities, such as intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) technology, and counter-improvised explosive devices (IED) systems. However, GAO, the Defense Science Board, and others have raised concerns about the effectiveness, efficiency, and oversight of DOD's various urgent needs processes. GAO conducted this review to determine (1) what various entities exist within DOD for responding to urgent operational needs, and the extent to which there is fragmentation, overlap, or duplication; (2) the extent to which DOD has a comprehensive approach for managing and overseeing its urgent needs activities; and (3) the extent to which DOD has evaluated the potential for consolidations. To conduct this review, GAO examined DOD's urgent needs processes and collected and analyzed data from urgent needs entities. Over the past two decades, the fulfillment of urgent needs has evolved as a set of complex processes within the Joint Staff, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, each of the military services, and the combatant commands to rapidly develop, equip, and field solutions and critical capabilities to the warfighter. GAO identified at least 31 entities that manage urgent needs and expedite the development of solutions to address them. Moreover, GAO found that some overlap exists. For example, there are numerous points of entry for the warfighter to submit a request for an urgently needed capability, including through the Joint Staff and each military service. Additionally, several entities have focused on developing solutions for the same subject areas, such as counter-IED and ISR capabilities, potentially resulting in duplication of efforts. For example, both the Army and the Marine Corps had their own separate efforts to develop counter-IED mine rollers. DOD has taken steps to improve its fulfillment of urgent needs, but the department does not have a comprehensive approach to manage and oversee the breadth of its activities to address capability gaps identified by warfighters in-theater. Steps DOD has taken include developing policy to guide joint urgent need efforts and working to establish a senior oversight council to help synchronize DOD's efforts. Federal internal control standards require detailed policies, procedures, and practices to help program managers achieve desired results through effective stewardship of public resources. However, DOD does not have a comprehensive, DOD-wide policy that establishes a baseline and provides a common approach for how all joint and military service urgent needs are to be addressed. Moreover, DOD lacks visibility over the full range of its urgent needs efforts. For example, DOD cannot readily identify the cost of its departmentwide urgent needs efforts, which is at least $76.9 billion based on GAO's analysis. Additionally, DOD does not have a senior-level focal point to lead the department's efforts to fulfill validated urgent needs requirements. Without DOD-wide guidance and a focal point to lead its efforts, DOD risks having duplicative, overlapping, and fragmented efforts, which can result in avoidable costs. DOD also has not comprehensively evaluated opportunities for consolidation across the department. GAO's Business Process Reengineering Assessment Guide establishes that such a comprehensive analysis of alternative processes should be performed, to include a performance-based, risk-adjusted analysis of benefits and costs for each alternative. In an effort to examine various ways the department might improve its fulfillment of urgent needs, GAO identified and analyzed several potential consolidation options, ranging from consolidation of all DOD urgent needs entities to more limited consolidation of key functions. Until DOD comprehensively evaluates its strategic direction on urgent needs, it will be unaware of opportunities for consolidation as well as opportunities for increased efficiencies in its fulfillment of urgent needs. GAO recommends that DOD develop comprehensive guidance that, among other things, defines roles, responsibilities, and authorities across the department and designates a focal point to lead urgent needs efforts. GAO also recommends that DOD evaluate potential options for consolidation. DOD concurred with the recommendations.

-- ORS WarFighting Link Extensions

DOD can’t use ORS without clear definition – kills warfighting 

Chanvanne 08 – Pentagon Reporter, Aviation Week & Space Technology (“DOD Must Clarify ORS: GAO” Jul 15, 2008 By Bettina H. Chavanne http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=defense&id=news/ORS07158.xml)

ORS is broadly defined as the ability to launch small, flexible military satellite payloads on short notice, tailored to pressing operational needs. But without a fully defined and commonly understood concept, GAO says, DOD’s ability to use ORS to meet warfighter needs is hampered. DOD has acknowledged the importance of integrating ORS into existing DOD and intelligence community processes and architecture, “but it has not fully addressed how it will achieve this integration,” GAO says. ORS is designed to provide intelligence and information during ongoing operations. DOD plans to begin integrating new ORS processes sometime between 2010 and 2015. But members of the national security space community have expressed concerns about the concept’s “immaturity.” GAO is recommending that DOD define key ORS terms and what Joint Force Commander needs the concept is trying to satisfy. The agency also recommends DOD “begin to adequately plan integration of the ORS concept now” to ensure success down the road.

-- RoleBack MOD

Vagueness means the plan gets struck down 

Keiser 98 (Debra M., “Regulating The Internet: A Critique Of Reno v. ACLU”, Albany Law Review, 62 Alb. L. Rev. 769, Lexis)
Courts may also strike down a statute regulating free speech if it is too vague. 39 In general, the void-for-vagueness doctrine prohibits statutes that restrict speech in terms so vague that they include protected speech. 40 Further, the vagueness doctrine requires that criminal laws provide fair notice and explicit guidelines to individuals in order to prevent unnecessary regulation, which would deter people from engaging in protected speech. 41 The Supreme Court, in Grayned v. City of Rockford, 42 summarized the vagueness doctrine as follows:

-- RoleBack Extensions 

Courts will strike down the plan – vague terms haven’t been upheld – clarifying doesn’t check 

Justia, 1 (US Supreme Court Center, “Clarity in Criminal Statutes: The Void-for-Vagueness Doctrine,” http://supreme.justia.com/constitution/amendment-14/54-void-for-vagueness-doctrine.html, Sawyer) 
For instance, the Court voided for vagueness a criminal statute providing that a person was a "gangster" and subject to fine or imprisonment if he was without lawful employment, had been either convicted at least three times for disorderly conduct or had been convicted of any other crime, and was "known to be a member of a gang of two or more persons." The Court observed that neither common law nor the statute gave the words "gang" or "gangster" definite meaning, that the enforcing agencies and courts were free to construe the terms broadly or narrowly, and that the phrase "known to be a member" was ambiguous. The statute was held void, and the Court refused to allow specification of details in the particular indictment to save it because it was the statute, not the indictment, that prescribed the rules to govern conduct.986
Detailed precision of the plan is key – clarity issues means low threshold for strike down 

WEAL, 8 (2008, West’s Encyclopedia of American Law, The Free Dictionary, “Void for Vagueness Doctrine,” Edition 2, http://legal-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Void+for+Vagueness+Doctrine, Sawyer) 

The void for vagueness doctrine advances four underlying policies. First, the doctrine encourages the government to clearly distinguish conduct that is lawful from that which is unlawful. Under the Due Process Clauses, individuals must be given adequate notice of their legal obligations so they can govern their behavior accordingly. When individuals are left uncertain by the wording of an imprecise statute, the law becomes a standardless trap for the unwary. For example, Vagrancy is a crime that is frequently regulated by lawmakers despite difficulties that have been encountered in defining it. Vagrancy laws are often drafted in such a way as to encompass ordinarily innocent activity. In one case the Supreme Court struck down an ordinance that prohibited "loafing," "strolling," or "wandering around from place to place" because such activity comprises an innocuous part of nearly everyone's life (Papachristou v. City of Jacksonville, 405 U.S. 156, 92 S. Ct. 839, 31 L. Ed. 2d 110 [1972]). The Court concluded that the ordinance did not provide society with adequate warning as to what type of conduct might be subject to prosecution. Second, the void for vagueness doctrine curbs the Arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement of criminal statutes. Penal laws must be understood not only by those persons who are required to obey them but by those persons who are charged with the duty of enforcing them. Statutes that do not carefully outline detailed procedures by which police officers may perform an investigation, conduct a search, or make an arrest confer wide discretion upon each officer to act as he or she sees fit. Precisely worded statutes are intended to confine an officer's activities to the letter of the law.

Even if it doesn’t get struck down it gets delayed 

Batey, 97 – Professor, Stetson University College of Law (Fall 1997, Robert, LexisNexis Academic, Virginia Journal of Social Policy & the Law, “Vagueness and the Construction of Criminal Statutes – Balancing Acts,” 5 Va. J. Soc. Pol'y & L. 1, Sawyer)

The foregoing suggests a threshold test for vagueness, which most courts probably apply without giving much thought to it. The question is whether the statute, as interpreted by courts (and perhaps other legal actors), n23 adequately gives notice that certain conduct is criminal, or more importantly, sufficiently constrains the discretion of police and prosecutors in initiating the criminal process. If a court senses either of these concerns, it should proceed to a more thorough application of the vagueness doctrine, which almost always involves the balancing of competing considerations.

Even if the courts know the plan as a whole is a good idea and is necessary, the fact that they could have clarified means they’ll still strike it down

Batey, 97 – Professor, Stetson University College of Law (Fall 1997, Robert, LexisNexis Academic, Virginia Journal of Social Policy & the Law, “Vagueness and the Construction of Criminal Statutes – Balancing Acts,” 5 Va. J. Soc. Pol'y & L. 1, Sawyer)

A further sign of these low valuations by the Lawson majority is evidenced by its statement that "this is not a case where further precision in the statutory language is either impossible or impractical." n54 While the feasibility of being less vague is definitely relevant to the concept of necessity, n55 one expects after such a contention an example of narrower language that would still satisfy the legislative goal. n56 However, the Lawson Court offered no such suggestions, and the inability of commentators to remedy this statutory ambiguity n57 implies the difficulty of being more precise. The Court's unsupported assertion may reflect its disdain not so much for the legislature's drafting ability as for its decision to enact such a statute in the first place.
-- Petro MOD

Clarity of the plan is a constitutional liberty 

WEAL, 8 (2008, West’s Encyclopedia of American Law, The Free Dictionary, “Void for Vagueness Doctrine,” Edition 2, http://legal-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Void+for+Vagueness+Doctrine, Sawyer) 

If a person of ordinary intelligence cannot determine what persons are regulated, what conduct is prohibited, or what punishment may be imposed under a particular law, then the law will be deemed unconstitutionally vague. The U.S. Supreme Court has said that no one may be required at peril of life, liberty, or property to speculate as to the meaning of a penal law. Everyone is entitled to know what the government commands or forbids.

Individual liberty comes first – rejecting every instance is key

Petro, 74 [Sylvester, Professor of Law at NYU, Toledo Law Review, Spring, p. 480, http://www.ndtceda.com/archives/200304/0783.html]

However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway - "I believe in only one thing: liberty." And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume's observation: "It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once." Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no importance because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Dijas. In sum, if one believed in freedom as a supreme value and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.

C) Plan Text

It isn’t possible to prove if the aff is topical – that destroys the linguistic skills of debate

Olson, 6 - Professor of Rhetoric at the University of Wisconsin (Kathryn M. “The Epideictic Lens: The Unrealized Potential of Existing Argumentation Theory to Explain the Bush Administration’s Presentation of War with Iraq.” In Engaging Argument, edited by Patricia Riley, 18-28. Washington, D.C.: National Communication Association, 2006.

So, I conclude with three of this reading's implications for our own research, pedagogy and civic action. First, epideictic argument must get every bit as much critical attention and practical application in our teaching, research, and citizenship as do deliberative and forensic—particularly since epideictic can "pass" for the other two quite easily, and it is relatively invulnerable to judgments and refutations launched from the other frames. We need to equip ourselves and our students to immediately recognize, incisively articulate, and participate effectively in the epideictic frame with its distinctive proof requirements, comparative logic, building protection for the arguer, tendency to tranquilize audience action, and special refutation possibilities—especially when it is deployed in public debates where it technically is not "supposed" to be used (e.g., in preparation for war). For all the value that the recent discussions of "deliberative democracy" offer, let them not blind us to the fact that the public in a democracy relies at least as much on nondeliberative rhetorical forms in its operations.

Second, bring back topicality as an actual voting issue in academic debate. Jim rightly observes that intercollegiate debate is a key training ground for the public sphere and that policy debate's heavy "reliance on authority and quotation as proof diminishes the complexity of the notion of evidence" (Klumpp, 2005, p. 14). To move debaters beyond this dependent, secondary spewing toward more independent, nuanced and critical analysis requires competitive incentives to develop such fluency. Topicality is the central issue that teaches and tests one's precision and awareness of specific language—and equips one to hold others' responsible for theirs, regardless of the argumentative genre(s) in play. Effective civic arguers need not only to know, but also to be practiced at articulating, explaining in lay terms and defending against such arguments, which rely less on evidence than on extended careful reasoning. But, if judges will more likely vote on a sloppy link to a large impact disadvantage than a carefully crafted, precisely explained analysis of key language, why would these competitive souls invest their time to develop these more transferable language analysis skills?

-- Extra-T

The plan has extra topical bureaucratic planks 

DOD Executive Agency For Space No Date ([Section 913(c) of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364)] http://www.acq.osd.mil/nsso/ors/ors.htm accessed 7/29/2011)

PLAN FOR OPERATIONALLY RESPONSIVE SPACE.—

(1) PLAN REQUIRED.—Not later than 120 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report setting forth a plan for the acquisition by the Department of Defense of capabilities for operationally responsive space to support military users and military operations.

(2) ELEMENTS.—The plan required by paragraph (1) shall include the following:

(A) An identification of the roles and missions of each military department, Defense Agency, and other component or element of the Department of Defense for the fulfillment of the mission of the Department with respect to operationally responsive space.

(B) An identification of the capabilities required by the Department to fulfill such mission during the period covered by the current future years defense program submitted to Congress pursuant to section 221 of title 10, United States Code, and an additional 10-year period.

(C) A description of the chain of command and reporting structure of the Operationally Responsive Space Program Office established under section 2273a of title 10, United States Code, as amended by subsection (b).

(D) A description of the classification of information required for the Operationally Responsive Space Program Office in order to ensure that the Office carries out its responsibilities under such section 2273a in a proper and efficient manner.

(E) A description of the acquisition policies and procedures applicable to the Operationally Responsive Space Program Office, including a description of any legislative or administrative action necessary to provide the Office additional acquisition authority to carry out its responsibilities.

(F) A schedule for the implementation of the plan and the establishment of the Operationally Responsive Space Program Office.

(G) The funding and personnel required to implement the plan over the course of the current future-years defense program.

(H) A description of any additional authorities and programmatic, organizational, or other changes necessary to ensure that the Operationally Responsive Space Program Office can successfully carry out its responsibilities.

***AT

AT: 2AC Checks

2AC is too late – the abuse is done when the 1NC doesn’t have a strat

The plan focus standard is a DA – we need to talk about if the plan is a good idea or not

AT: CX Checks

You wouldn’t spec – we asked in CX and you didn’t tell us everything ORS is

CX is too late – the abuse is done when the 1NC doesn’t have a strat

The plan focus standard is a DA – we need to talk about if the plan is a good idea or not

AT: Infinitly Regressive

Not infinitely regressive – just specify things that aren’t legally defined

CI – we can make spec args that are in the literature


a) Topic and plan specific education – we do the research about the specific plans to see if we have a spec arg


b) Lit checks – the evidence on this topic says the plan hasn’t happened because of spec args. They are the key arg

AT: PICs Bad

No link – we aren’t a pic, we are asking so we can read DA’s

CI – we can PIC out of something the plan does, not just a process or agent

Defend your plan – they’ve had plenty of time to craft their plant text – defending that is key to educational advocacy and negative ground.

Lit and research – if we have found out that there is some terrible reason your plan fails and instead we should do something else we deserve to win 

In depth – we can focus the debate on the issue and flaws of the plan 

Best policy option – if the plan isn’t the best, we should allow finding the best plan even if it does part of the aff 

Plan text checks – just say what the plan does and be prepared to defend that 

AT: Whole Res

Wrong, we know the res not the plan – the issue is we don’t know any of the plan as off the reading of the text

The plan focus standard is a DA – we need to talk about if the plan is a good idea or not

AT: We Are T

This isn’t falsifiable; that’s our arg – we don’t know if they are T or not because we don’t know what they do

AT: The Tiers (General) 

This is just vague – all we know is that they employ, deploy, and develop

ORS.mil No Date (http://ors.csd.disa.mil/mission/index.html accessed 7/29/2011)

Tier 1: EMPLOY- On-demand use of existing deployed assets in applications that may extend or expand their original purpose. The objective of Tier 1 is to deliver these capabilities within minutes to hours. Other elements of the National Security Space (NSS) community have the primary responsibility for identifying and executing Tier 1 initiatives. 

Tier 2: DEPLOY- Deploying new or additional capabilities that are field-ready;that is, already produced. The objective of Tier 2 is to deliver capabilities within days to weeks. 

Tier 3: DEVELOP- The rapid development, delivery, and employment of a new capability. The objective of Tier 3 is to deliver capabilities within months and less than one year. The ORS Tier 3 strategy comprises the primary office activity focused on maturing the ORS enabling elements. Anticipated initial mission types include:

AT: Tier 1

Here is the government definition – it doesn’t tell us anything useful 

ORS.mil No Date (http://ors.csd.disa.mil/tier-1/index.html accessed 7/29/2011)

Tier-1 uses existing or on-station capabilities to provide highly responsive space effects through the employment/modification of existing, fielded space capabilities. The targeted time period for Tier-1 solutions is minutes to hours from the time at which the need is established. These solutions focus on existing ground and space systems, operations and processes. Although mission or system utilization analyses may be needed, Tier-1 solutions will not typically involve the design, engineering, or fabrication of new material items. 

AT: Tier 2

Here is the government definition – it doesn’t tell us anything useful 

ORS.mil No Date (http://ors.csd.disa.mil/tier-2/index.html accessed 7/29/2011)

A Tier-2 solution will be considered when a Tier-1 solution cannot respond to the need. Tier-2 solutions will utilize field-ready capabilities or deploy new or additional capabilities that are field ready. The targeted timeframe for delivering usable Tier-2 solutions is days to weeks from the time at which the JFC need is established. The focus of activities in Tier-2 solutions is on achieving responsive exploitation, augmentation, or reconstitution of space force enhancement or space control capabilities through rapid assembly, integration, testing, and deployment of a small, low cost satellite. 

AT: Tier 3

Here is the government definition – it doesn’t tell us anything useful 

ORS.mil No Date (http://ors.csd.disa.mil/tier-3/index.html accessed 7/29/2011)

In some cases, an expressed need may not be addressable through Tier-1 or Tier-2 capabilities. In such cases, ORS will focus on the rapid development and deployment of a new capability. Once developed, Tier-3 capabilities will be responsively deployed and employed in the same way as Tier-2 assets. The goal of executing Tier-3 is months to one year from established need to presentation of operational capability. Achieving such a timeline will be very challenging and cannot be accomplished unless the amount of new development involved is limited. Consequently, much of the work will be anticipatory in nature identifying the most probable emergent space needs and preparing the elements required to ensure highly responsive delivery of needed capabilities. This anticipatory foundation is critical for realizing the one year goal for providing space capabilities in response to urgent needs. 

***Random

37 ORS Abbreviation

There are 37 “ORS” programs 

Free Dictionary.com (http://acronyms.thefreedictionary.com/ORS accessed 7/29/2011)

ORS Oregon Revised Statutes

ORS Oral Rehydration Salts

ORS Office of Research Services

ORS Observatoire Régional de la Santé

ORS Oral Rehydration Solution

ORS Output Record Separator

ORS Office of Research and Statistics (Social Security)

ORS Operational Research Society

ORS Operationally Responsive Space (US DoD)

ORS Orthopaedic Research Society

ORS Ocean Rowing Society

ORS Order Routing System

ORS Office of Regulatory Staff

ORS Online Reporting System

ORS Oculo-Respiratory Syndrome

ORS Office for Recreation and Sport (Australia)

ORS O-Ring Seal

ORS Obligated Reserve Section

ORS Operational Research Section

ORS Occurrence Reporting System

ORS Office of Records Services (US government)

ORS Omnificent Role-playing System (gaming)

ORS Offensive Radar System

ORS Orbiter Refueling System (NASA)

ORS Online Reference System

ORS Optical Routing Switch (Corvis)

ORS Online Recruiting Station

ORS Occurrence Reporting Section

ORS Over Range Station

ORS Orthopaedic Research Society ROC (Taiwan)

ORS Operational Requirements Statement

ORS On-Line Reprogramming System

ORS Open Replicator for Symmetrix (EMC)

ORS OpRisk Suite

ORS Office Repeater Shelf

ORS Oregon Radiological Society

ORS Open Registration System 

Implementation matters 

Implementation matters as much as policy development.

Foust, aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher, 10 (November 29, Jeff, “NASA’s extended limbo”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1731/1) 

It’s all about implementation

The debate about NASA’s budget and how the agency plans to carry out programs like HLV development is a reminder that policy alone, as defined in the authorization bill, is necessary but not sufficient for the agency to implement a new direction. That policy needs to be acted upon, and with sufficient funding, neither of which are guaranteed.

“Policy follows money, but sometimes authorization bills matter, and certainty the recent NASA authorization bill matters quite a lot,” said Jim Muncy, president of PoliSpace, during a panel session about space policy at the International Symposium for Personal and Commercial Spaceflight in Las Cruces, New Mexico, last month. He added, though, that the key to the policy—including the broader national space policy issued by the administration in June—is how it’s carried out. “The policy’s great, but the question is, will they implement it correctly?” 

***Case Stuff

Inherency

Air force launching ORS satellites now

SMSCPA, 2011—Center at the Kirtland Air Force Base; directed the ORS satellite launch operation [Space and Missile Systems Center's Public Affairs, “ORS-1 satellite successfully launched into space,” 7/5/2011, http://www.kirtland.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123262656]

Los Angles AFB, Calif. -- The U.S. Air Force successfully launched the first Operationally Responsive Space prototype satellite aboard a Minotaur I launch vehicle on June 29, at 9:09 p.m. MDT, from Pad 0B at the Mid-Atlantic Regional Spaceport, a facility owned by the Virginia Commercial Flight Authority, located at NASA's Wallops Flight Facility, Wallops Island, Va. ORS-1 deployed 12 minutes after launch. This marks a great achievement by the Space and Missile Systems Center's Space Development and Test Directorate and the Operationally Responsive Space Office, both located at Kirtland AFB, as well as their contractor teams. ORS-1 is the Operationally Responsive Space Office's first operational prototype satellite and represents the potential of low-cost, tactically focused satellites designed to provide critical battlespace awareness capabilities to the joint warfighter. "Words cannot express how proud I am of the entire ORS-1 team," said Col. Carol Welsch, SMC/SD Acting Director and ORS-1 Mission Director. "The men and women of the Space Development and Test Directorate, the Operationally Responsive Space Office, and our industry partners of Goodrich, ATK, and Orbital have all worked tirelessly to move forward on the concept of a responsive space capability designed to support the warfighter. Their teamwork and dedication is simply inspiring." Rapidly developing and fielding ORS-1 is an important step to demonstrating the possibilities to meet emerging and persistent warfighter needs in operationally relevant timelines. "Our team was able to develop, integrate, test and launch this system in just over 30 months which is a remarkable achievement," said Colonel Welsch. 

The U.S. and Israel are teaming up to develop ORS capabilities now

Defense Update, 2009—an online defense magazine published in Israel, written by experienced defense journalists from different nations, with contribution by analysts specializing in different fields [“Operationally Responsive SAR Satellite Offered by a US-Israeli Team,” May 20, 2009, http://defense-update.com/products/t/tecsar.htm] 

Northrop Grumman Corporation (NYSE:NOC) and Israeli Aerospace Industries (IAI) have teamed to build and launch surveillance satellites carrying an Israeli Synthetic Aperture Radar payload. The US government is seeking operationally responsive capabilities to address the challenge posed by the proliferation of anti-satelite capabilities, particularly in China. An all-weather, day/night system like this adds an operationally responsive capability to the U.S. inventory that is critically needed… [such an] airborne assets will enable us to hold the high ground on a global scale when dealing with the threats we face today.''' said Jeff Grant, vice president of Business Development for Northrop Grumman's Space Technology sector. TECSAR satellite carries a multi-mode X-band radar imaging payload which can provide significant, near-term, day/night and all-weather point and area collection capability to meet the immediate needs of warfighters in theater as well as those of the broader intelligence community. The a space-based radar imaging system will provide an all-weather, day/night imaging capability, offering US military and government users a rapid response, low-risk and affordable access to space. ``This new system provides a capability that complements both existing and U.S. military and intelligence community capabilities being developed,'' said Alexis Livanos, corporate vice president and president of Northrop Grumman's Space Technology sector. ``When they want to move quickly on any given contingency, users now have an option that offers greatly reduced timelines for deploying tactical satellites at low cost and at very low risk.'' As other Israeli built satellites, TECSAR is a low weight mini-satellite weighing about 660 pounds (300 kg). In the US configuration it could weight up to 800 pounds (363 kg). The projected cost is expected to be around $200 million per satellite, including launch costs. IAI's TECSAR is a high-resolution, synthetic aperture radar imaging satellite developed under an Israel MOD Defense Research & Development Directorate (DRDD) funding. The satellite uses a generic bus system developed by IAI Space Systems Division, to fit both EO imaging and SAR payload. The 220 pounds (100 kg) EL/M-2070 SAR payload employs multi-beam electronic steering was developed by IAI/Elta Systems. While the specific resolution of the payload is classified, it's advertised capabilities include multiple modes of operation, including high resolution spot, strip, mosaic (Electronic Steering) and wide area coverage. Image enhancement for better target discriminantion is also supported, by employing Multi-polarization. Northrop Grumman is planning to have the satellite ready for operational use within 28 months after authorization to proceed. The satellite will be stored for quick preparation for launch, on a 30-day call-up. TECSAR satellites ordered by the US Government could be individually launched from a low-cost Minotaur or Falcon 1 rocket, or as a group of four or more on an EELV-class launcher. The first TECSAR satellite was launched on an Indian satellite launcher in January 2008. Northrop Grumman plans to demonstrate the new rapid response capability following the launch. The company proposes to modify the Israeli multi-mode X-band SAR carrying platform to incorporate additional equipment required by the US government, including mission assurance systems and secure communications. The new satellite program is dubbed 'Trinidad'. Northrop Grumman will also conduct final integration and testing for Trinidad satellites, at its facilities in Redondo Beach, Calif. "We are confident that the high resolution imagery provided by Trinidad can become an important part of the U.S. inventory, providing global awareness," said Jeff D. Grant, vice president and general manager of the company's National Systems Division. "Northrop Grumman is ready to quickly deliver Trinidad to help the U.S. gain a more complete picture of the threats we face today on a global scale." The space based radar will provide 24-hour surveillance in all weather conditions from a low earth orbit. The satellite can be controlled by multiple ground stations to address user requirements in different locations. It will be operated with a compact, portable ground system that provides the flexibility to perform tasking and data dissemination from the continental U.S. or from any operational theater. The payload control system is designed to facilitate tasking to dissemination cycles in less than 3 hours. The ground station supports various automated processes including Registration to Digital Map or Orthophoto, Automatic Target Detection, Automatic Cluster Detection, Automatic Change Detection, Report Generation and Dissemination. 

PGS Disad

ORS allows the U.S. to develop a PGS system

Doggrell, 2006—US Air Force General, [Les Doggrell, “Operationally responsive space: a vision for the future of military space” 6/22/2006, http://www.freepatentsonline.com/article/Air-Space-Power-Journal/154818021.html]

Development of responsive space may in turn enable new concepts. We could use a highly responsive and inexpensive space-launch capability to precisely deliver conventional ordnance anywhere in the world (a Prompt Global Strike system). Low-cost spacecraft could enable space systems to provide direct support to the operational and tactical levels of warfare, as envisioned by the Air Force's concept document on joint war-fighting space. (16) Development of quick-response spacecraft capable of augmenting existing capabilities might allow transition to an expeditionary space forces concept whereby we deploy the full system capability only when needed. Counterspace missions will benefit from improvements to small spacecraft and responsive-launch technologies associated with ORS. Ultimately, technologies that improve the responsiveness of new missions and small spacecraft will transform the way we perform traditional space missions.

PGS kills non proliferation efforts leading to Taiwanese conflict. 

Davis and Dodd 6 (Ian and Robin, independent human security and arms control consultants, [http://www.basicint.org/pubs/Papers/BP51.pdf] AD: 6/29/10)
The PGS capability also raises serious non-proliferation issues. First, it is likely to lead to a new arms race in ballistic missiles and countermeasures as other countries seek to match the US system and/or seek to protect their sovereignty by building weapon systems to counter US capabilities. It seems likely, for example, that other nuclear powers, such as China and Russia, would embark on similar SLBM and ICBM conversion projects. This could in turn ratchet up the potential for major armed conflict in areas, such as the Taiwan Straits, where tensions already run high. Second, PGS clearly undermines ballistic missile non-proliferation efforts, such as the 2002 Hague Code of Conduct Against Ballistic Missile Proliferation, which calls for greater restraint in developing, testing, using, and spreading ballistic missiles.22 At the signing of the Code, John Bolton, then US Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security, affirmed US support for it, but also highlighted a number of qualifying factors and reservations. One such reservation concerning pre-launch notifications was that the United States ‘reserves the right in circumstances of war to launch ballistic missile and space-launch vehicles without prior notification’.23 If the US administration is also asserting its ‘right’ to pre-emptive launch of a PGS capability the Code is as good as dead and buried. Third, it will lower the threshold of use for such weapons. And as Steve Andreason, a former US Nation Security Council staffer has pointed out: “Long-range ballistic missiles have never been used in combat in 50 years”. But once the United States starts indicating that it views these missiles as no different than any other weapon, “other nations will adopt the same logic”, he said.24 4 

The Air Force plans to use ORS to bolster PGS—plan accelerates it

Pike, 2011—one of the world's leading experts on defense, space and intelligence policy, is Director of GlobalSecurity.org, previously worked for nearly two decades with the Federation of American Scientists, established the Space Policy Working Group in Congress [John Pike, “LGM-30H Minuteman IV,” July 27, 2011, http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/systems/lgm-30_4.htm]
In early 2003, AFMC, AFSPC, AFRL, and the Product Center Commanders established an Enterprise Leadership (EL) Long Range Strike (LRS) Task Team (LRS-TT) whose charter is to build roadmaps to describe the integrated development of LRS capabilities/solution options. Task teams uniquely bring together expertise from across enterprises & MAJCOMs to attack horizontal integration issues & produce integrated solutions in response to identified shortfalls. ACC had conducted several studies to research, assess and define LRS options. AFSPC has initiated the Operationally Responsive Space lift (ORS) Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) as part of the drive towards responsive space capabilities. A Prompt Global Strike (PGS) AoA is planned by AFSPC in FY05/06. USSTRATCOM has a newly defined Global Strike mission to provide Global Strike forces/options as a supporting or supported Combatant Commander. The Air Force needs to develop integrated air and space LRS capabilities to present forces for JTF/CC-directed Global Strike missions. LRS solutions must be developed to address shortfalls in current LRS capability. Operationally responsive space enables rapid access to space and power projection, space superiority, and enhanced intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities. 

Weaponization inevitable

Weaponization inevitable—India, China, Russia, Libya, and Iran are developing capabilities now

Meisinger and Parker, 2008—*Lieutenant Colonel for the U.S. Navy **Associate Professor Joint Military Operations [James Meisinger and Tom Parker, "Operationally Responsive Space and the Joint Force Commander," October 31, 2008, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA494213] 

Current threats to U.S. space assets come in several forms. In recent years several parties traditionally hostile to U.S. interests have directed electronic warfare at U.S. satellites. Iran reportedly conducted a series of satellite attacks in 2003 from its embassy located in Cuba. The attacks targeted a U.S. commercial communications satellite, with negligible effect. After pressure from the United States, the attacks came to an end.8 Libya is also reported to have jammed satellites. In a Space News Business Report article in 2007, Peter de Selding describes the Thuraya Satellite Telecommunications Company’s efforts to locate the source of electronic interference with its satellite telephone operations. Thuraya satellite phones are used by many customers across the Middle East, including numerous U.S. government and military customers. Thuraya was able to geolocate the source of the jamming to three locations within Libya, and used diplomatic pressure to bring the jamming to a halt.9 China and Russia are both reported to have developed various types of ASAT weapons. These include ground-based laser ASATs, micro-satellites that attach to a larger satellite like a parasite and activate a destruct mechanism on command, space-based directed energy weapons, and ASAT missiles launched from fighter aircraft. The true status and maturity of these programs remains unknown, but the intention of both countries is clear: to develop the capability to attack a satellite in orbit.10 Of the two, China’s investment in these types of programs is assessed to be far greater.11 China’s dramatic shoot-down of a retired weather satellite on January 11, 2007 moved the threat of a kinetic satellite kill from theoretical discussions to immediate reality.12 A recent government report indicated China also likely has the ability to attack a satellite with a ground-based laser.13 This type of attack could blind the optical sensors of an imaging satellite or damage other satellite components such as solar panels or communications antennae. Unlike the temporary and reversible electronic interference practiced by Libya and Iran, China’s kinetic threats could cause permanent damage or a catastrophic kill to a satellite. None of these attempts yielded significant degradation to U.S. capabilities, but the actions sent ripples of alarm through the space community, which has focused on protection of space capabilities through maneuver and redundancy rather than active defense.14 While it is a relatively simple task to shoot electrons at a satellite, it is still much more difficult to deliver meaningful effects that last and degrade operations in any significant way. These actions brought home the reality that the age of earth-to-space degradation has begun and will no doubt increase in effectiveness over time.

a2 Russia Deter Good  

Russia has been trying since 1980 to prevent weaponization of space and are working now

Tronchetti 11— Faculty of Law, Harbin Institute of Technology, Harbin, China

(Fabio, 5-14,“Preventing the weaponization of outer space: Is a Chinese-Russian-European common approach possible? ScienceDirect)

Preventing the weaponization of outer space: the Chinese-Russian and the European proposals Already in the early 1980s the USSR had introduced the topic of the prevention of an arms race in space into the agenda of the 36th UN General Assembly and had also submitted to the UN a “Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Stationing of Weapons of any kind in Outer Space”. 20 Although unsuccessful, this Draft Treaty did have the effect of focusing the attention of UN members on the issue of the prevention of a space arms race. This was reﬂected in the adoption by the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) of a resolution on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) in 1981. 21 In spite of the initiatives undertaken within the UNGA, the main forum of discussion for the prevention of weaponization of outer space is the Conference on Disarmament (CD). PAROS was inserted as an agenda item in 1982 and, between 1985 and 1994, an ad hoc committee on PAROS was set up. Problems related to the working method to be followed and issues to be addressed led the activities of the ad hoc committee as well as the efforts undertaken by the CD after its dissolution, to failure and a compete standstill. This fact created the need for an alternative forum in which to discuss PAROS. Despite the objection by several delegations, which considered the CD the only appropriate forum for disarmament issues, 22 the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS) was chosen as this alternative forum. In recent years an item entitled “Ways and Means of Maintaining Outer Space for Peaceful Purposes” has been added to the COPUOS agenda and concerns about the weaponization of space have been voiced by states during COPUOS meetings. 23 In the past decade efforts aimed at preventing an arms race in space have multiplied, as a result of a series of events which sounded the alarm. In 2002 the USA withdrew from the AntiBallistic Missile Treaty and in 2006 it adopted a space policy which foresaw the possibility of denying access to space to enemy states; in 2007 and 2008 China and the USA successfully performed ASAT tests. 24 The two most signiﬁcant initiatives on PAROS have been taken by China and Russia, on the one hand, and by the European Union, on the other. The former have proposed a Draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the latter has issued a Code of Conduct for space activities. 4.1. The ChineseeRussian 2008 draft treaty In February 2008 China and Russia jointly submitted to the CD a Draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space and of the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT). 25 The text of the PPWT is mainly based on a working paper introduced to the CD in 2002, in which China and Russia argued that the current space law regime to halt an arms race in outer space was inadequate and suggested the general framework and concrete contents of a future legal instrument on the prevention of weaponization of outer space. 26 The PPWT speciﬁcally aims to prevent the weaponization of outer space. In this respect, the core provision is contained in Art. II, which reads: “The State Parties undertake not to place in orbit around the Earth any object carrying any kinds of weapons, not to install such weapons on celestial bodies and not to place such weapons in outer space in any other manner; not to resort to the threat or use of force against outer space objects; and not to assist or induce other States, groups of States or international organizations to participate in activities prohibited by this Treaty”. The PPWT contains provisions that guarantee that the treaty cannot be interpreted as impeding the rights of states to explore and use outer space and to exercise their inherent right of self-defence (Art. IV and V). Interestingly, the PPWT includes, inter alia, a deﬁnition of weapons in outer space (Art. I (c)). 27 Compliance with the treaty provisions would be enforced by an Executive Organization, which would be responsible for considering complaints of treaty violations, for organizing and conducting consultation with state parties and for taking measures to put an end to the violation of the treaty (Art. VIII). Veriﬁcation is put on hold by foreseeing the possibility of subsequent negotiation of an additional protocol (Art. VI). In order to ensure compliance and to promote transparency and conﬁdence-building, state parties are encouraged to practice, on a voluntary basis, conﬁdence-building measures (Art. VI). Several shortcomings of the PPWT have been identiﬁed. One of the main criticisms concerns its lack of provisions on ground-based ASATs. The PPWT allows research, development, production and terrestrial storage of ASATs and does not explicitly prohibit their testing and development. Only the threat or use of them against space objects for hostile purpose is explicitly prohibited. In order to increase its chances of success and, in particular, to obtain the support of the USA, the PPWT needs to ban space-based weapons and ground-based ASATs in parallel. And consensus on this point is, indeed, developing. Russia and China have recognized a provision banning ASATs as a possible amendment to the text of the PPWT. 28 China is also open to proposals establishing a world-wide ban on ASATs. 29 Additionally, while prohibiting the deployment of space-based weapons, the PPWT does not prohibit research, development, production and terrestrial storage. Problems also exist with regard to the so-called dual-use systems which, since they are not speciﬁcally produced or converted to destroy objects in space and do not fall within the deﬁnition of weapons in space provided by the PPWT. Another major problem of the PPWT concerns the absence of a veriﬁcation mechanism. This may signiﬁcantly weaken the capacity of the PPWT to protect outer space objects and to prevent the weaponization of outer space. A compilation of comments and suggestions on the PPWT made by member states and observer delegations to the CD reveals that the Chinese/ Russian initiative is widely appreciated and it is considered a good starting point for a new international convention on prohibiting space weaponization. 30 Some delegations have, however, opposed it. The USA considers it a tool to allow China and Russia to gain a military advantage over it. 31 In addition, the USA deems unacceptable the clause in the PPWT according to which amendments are to be approved by a majority of state parties (Art. X). Clearly, US opposition reduces the PPWT’s chances of success and its possibility of becoming the optimal instrument to prevent the weaponization of outer space.

Russia is politically tied to anti-weaponization and fears Chinese and European backlash

Tronchetti 11— Faculty of Law, Harbin Institute of Technology, Harbin, China

(Fabio, 5-14,“Preventing the weaponization of outer space: Is a Chinese-Russian-European common approach possible? ScienceDirect)

5. Developing a Chinese-Russian-European common approach to the prevention of weaponization of outer space 5.1. Preliminary considerations The purpose of this paper is to suggest the possibility of developing a Chinese-Russia-European common approach to the prevention of weaponization of outer space. Taking into account the tremendous impact that these states have on space activities, it is self-evident that a joint proposal of these three players would have be highly politically and legally signiﬁcant and could not be simply disregarded or refused without valid arguments by other international actors. The main questions, then, are: why should China, Russia and the EU frame a common proposal to avoid the weaponization of outer space and preserve the safety and security of space assets? What form and contents such proposal should take? Would this proposal have a higher chance of being internationally accepted than those previously submitted by China and Russia, or the one presented by the European Union? 5.2. Political elements in favour of a common approach At ﬁrst sight developing a Chinese-Russian-European common proposal on the prevention of weaponization of space appears very challenging. Not only have these states submitted different types of legal instruments e a hard law instrument in the case of China and Russia, a soft law instrument in the case of the EU  but they have also followed two different approaches. China and Russia focused on the prevention of deployment and use of space weapons: the EU’s proposal is more broadly encompassing, intended to cover the issues of safety and security of space activities. Nevertheless, political and legal elements supporting the setting up of a common approach among this group of states can be identiﬁed. First of all, China, Russia and the EU share the same goal, namely prevention of the weaponization of outer space. Although China and Russia have been more active than the EU in international fora in proposing solutions to the problem of space weaponization, they are all committed to making their best efforts to preserve the peaceful character of the space environment. Second, both the Chinese/Russian and the EU proposals have been criticized. This leads to the conclusion that these proposals, at least in their original formulation, have little or no chance of gaining universal acceptance. In contrast, a common proposal which combines the valuable elements of these two approaches might have a better chance of being agreed by the majority of states. Third, if China, Russia and the EU were able to propose a balanced and well structured proposal on the prevention of outer space weaponization, the beneﬁts for these three countries in terms of international prestige and respect would be remarkable. Other states would look to them as the leaders in the international efforts aimed at preserving the peaceful nature of outer space and guaranteeing the right to freely access, explore and use it. Fourth, cooperation among China, Russia and the EU in space-related issues could take advantage of the fact that these countries have longstanding political and economic relations. Considering the fundamental contribution of space assets to the good functioning of their economies and societies, a valuable proposal capable of protecting these assets would clearly be in the interests of China, Russia and the EU. Finally, China, Russia and the EU have made huge ﬁnancial investments in the space sector and have ongoing space-related projects, for example, with reference to the EU, the Galileo project. Ensuring the safety and security of space objects as well as of space activities represents the best choice for creating the conditions to ensure a return on the investments they have made in the space business and to favour the completion of the space programmes they have undertaken. 5.3. Legal elements in favour of a common approach Despite their differences, the texts of the PPWT and of the EU Code of Conduct present several similarities. Both instruments point out states’ responsibility in preventing the weaponization of outer space and the commitment of the states parties to assure the safety and security of outer space and space objects. 37 At the same time, the PPWT and the Code of Conduct emphasise the need for the widest possible adherence to and compliance with the existing legal instruments that promote the peaceful uses of outer space. 38 Moreover, both proposals make clear that none of their provisions is intended to undermine the freedom to explore and use outer space or the right of self-defence. 39 While the PPWT prohibits the placement of weapons in orbit and the Code does not, 40 both texts declare the illegality of attacks against outer space objects. 41 Interestingly, the PPWT foresees the possibility for states to promote transparency and conﬁdence-building measures (TCBMs) to facilitate compliance with the Draft Treaty provisions. 42 Such a choice clearly reﬂects the spirit of the EU Code, which is based on the idea that TCBMs may signiﬁcantly contribute to safety and security of space activities. Additionally, both texts include consultation mechanisms, although their features are rather different.

a2 Goin Rogue – Shell 

Low risk of rogue state attack

Glaser and Fetter 01 *Charles Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago  **Steve Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, 

International Security, “National Missile Defense and the Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, Summer, 2001, Vol. 26, No. 1, P. 40-92] ZM 

The probability of a rogue-state attack in the absence of NMD is very low. We explained above that the number of rogue states that might acquire ICBMs over the next ten to fifteen years is small, and diplomacy may enable the United States to prevent some of these threats from materializing. Here we argue that the United States most likely will be able to deter any rogue ICBM threats that do emerge. 

Noko and Iran won’t attack our sats – They can asymmetrically balance against us in other ways

Krepon and Katz-Hyman 5 * President of the Henry L. Stimson Center **  Research Associate at the Henry L. Stimson Center on the Space Security and South Asia Projects”  Viewpoint: Space Weapons and Proliferation ”  http://www.spacedebate.org/evidence/2153/
 The dictates of asymmetric warfare suggest that while rudimentary forms of space related initiatives by Tehran and Pyongyang cannot be ruled out in the future, it is more likely that they would seek to produce casualties on the ground rather than to try to damage inanimate objects in space. The proximity of forward-deployed U.S. forces, as well as America's allies and friends, provides a ''target-rich'' environment for asymmetric attacks. Covert attacks against the U.S. homeland by various means would also seem to be more likely than easily attributable attacks against U.S. satellites. Seoul is within artillery range of North Korea's ground forces, and North Korean ballistic missiles can target U.S. bases in South Korea and Japan. Iran has already acquired missiles of sufficient range to target Israel and Turkey and appears intent on developing missiles of sufficient range to reach Western Europe. Even so, Iran's most troubling

weapon against U.S. forces and national interests is not ballistic missiles, but rather its ability to support insurgents and attacks by proxy forces against U.S. troops, friends, and allies in nearby countries 

Iran Wouldn’t attack our satellites and if they did it would fail 

Scott A. Weston Spring 9 
Finally, any scenario involving conflict with Iran includes the possibility that that country would use its ballistic missiles to attack US space assets. Because attacking a specific satellite would involve tracking and targeting resources that Iran does not possess, such an attempt would amount to a blind strike against the orbital environment. By scattering debris at altitudes used by the United States’ ISR satellites, Iran could hope to degrade or disable as many such satellites as possible. Although this threat is real, many reasons argue against carrying it out. First, debris clouds are indiscriminate and would potentially damage satellites from every nation that uses those specific altitudes. The guaranteed international condemnation would only serve to strengthen the US political position globally with respect to the conflict. Second, the United States’ ability to model and track debris clouds to a certain extent would enable it to mitigate some post-attack risk from debris. Finally, the use of Iranian ballistic missiles in this manner would make them unavailable for attacks against US forces on the ground. 

a2 Goin Rogue – China

China could never challenge us – And they couldn’t kill our conventional superiority

Geoffrey Forden 8  PhD has been at MIT since 2000 where his research includes the analysis of Russian and Chinese space systems “ How China Loses the Coming Space War (Pt. 1) ”http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/ ZM 

For years, the American armed forces have worried about an attack on US satellites; this could be how it begins. The United States military has become increasingly dependent on space. It uses photo-reconnaissance satellites to observe potential adversaries, GPS satellites to guide munitions with pin-point accuracy, communications satellites to handle the flow of information into and out of a theater of operations, and early warning satellites to detect and track enemy missile launches to name just a few of the better known applications. Because of this increasing dependence, many analysts have worried that the US is most vulnerable to asymmetric attacks against its space assets; in their view US satellites are “sitting ducks” without any sort of defense and their destruction would cripple the US military. China’s test of a sophisticated anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon a year ago, Friday — 11 January 2007, when it shot down its own obsolete weather satellite — has only increased these concerns. But is this true? Could a country—even a powerful country like China that has demonstrated a very sophisticated, if nascent, ability to shoot down satellites at all altitudes—inflict anything close to a knock-out blow against the US in space? And if it was anything less than a knock-out, how seriously would it affect US war fighting capabilities? The answers to these questions should influence how the US responds to the threats China’s ASAT represents. There is at least one way to answer these questions: “war-gaming” a massive Chinese attack on US satellites, where China is only limited by the laws of physics and the known properties of their ASAT, and see how much damage could be done. Such an exercise also reveals what the US could do, and what it could not do, to minimize the consequences. The results of my calculations are reported here. They assume that China launches a massive attack and that everything works exactly as planned: every ASAT launches, the US does not respond until after the attacks are launched even though it will have overwhelming evidence ahead of time, and every ASAT hits its target. Thus, this is a worst case scenario for the United States. In the end, we’ll show, the US would still have sufficient space assets to fight a major conventional war with China, even after such an attack. America’s military capabilities would be reduced, for a few hours at a time. But they would not be crippled. Back in 2001, a commission lead by Donald Rumsfeld warned of a "space Pearl Harbor," a single strike that could cripple America’s satellite network. It turns out, there is no such thing. Let’s start with what we know about China’s ASAT capabilities today. And we know quite a bit. Because there are few, if any, secrets in space. Amateurs around the world track most, if not all, of the classified US military satellites from their backyards, posting their positions on the internet. NORAD,is capable of tracking objects as small as four inches across. In fact, NORAD’s measurements of the debris caused by China’s January 2007 test were posted on the web. In the case of the Chinese test, the orbital tracks of that debris can be used to reveal the capabilities and limitations of China’s ASAT weapon by reconstructing the collision — much like forensic scientists reconstruct a crime scene. By backtracking the debris to the point where they all converge, we can determine the two most important aspects of the Chinese ASAT: how China destroyed that satellite, and just how capable its satellite-killer really is. The interception was almost head on at a combined speed of almost 18,000 miles per hour. The pieces of debris wound up with the greatest speeds—much higher than the original satellite. This means that China accomplished the most sophisticated of space maneuvers: a hit-to-kill interception, the equivalent of hitting a bullet with a bullet. This is equivalent to what the US is trying to develop in its national missile defense system and is much more sophisticated than the ASAT the Soviet Union was working in the 1980s: little more than a space mine that slowly snuck up on its target and detonated near by. We also know that the ASAT was highly maneuverable. Yes, the target satellite’s orbit was known well ahead of the interception. However, that does not mean that the satellite’s position was known well enough that the ASAT did not need to steer itself to hit the target. In fact, it is very likely that the interceptor needed to maneuver at high speeds, perhaps as much as six times the acceleration of gravity, to hit its target. The orbital speed of the target satellite, which is determined by its altitude, also provides us with significant insight into the interceptor’s capability. The closing speed of the interception, which is a combination of the target satellite’s orbital speed and the speed of the interceptor, determines how much time is available to make final adjustments. For instance, just one second before the collision on January 11th, the interceptor and target were five miles apart. During that one second, the interceptor had to make any final adjustments to its trajectory to hit a target smaller than six feet across. Any decrease in the closing speed makes the attack that much easier. Since orbital speeds decrease with increasing altitudes, the Chinese interceptor would find it considerably easier to hit a target in higher orbit. Finally, the interceptor needed to track its target, so that it could determine where it should move to place itself in front of the obsolete weather satellite; we have a good sense of how that was done, too. The most likely method it employed to track the oncoming satellite was an on-board telescope using visible light. Locking onto a target this way — as opposed to focusing on the infrared light emitted by the heat of the target, the way the US missile defense interceptor does — imposes significant limitations on the system. In particular, until it develops a far-infrared capability, which is probably decades away, its ASAT will be forced to attack satellites while they are in bright sunlight. Indeed, even though the site from which the interceptor was launched was cloaked in darkness, the target satellite was high enough to be brightly illuminated by the sun. Until China does develop better sensors, this imposes a very severe constraint on how and when it could attack other satellites: it must wait to attack low Earth orbit satellites when they are in bright sunshine. Attacks against satellites in significantly higher orbits, such as GPS or geostationary satellites, are less constrained by this requirement since they are almost always in direct sunlight.  

U.S. would not roll-over if an ASAT war occurred – minute increases in orbits solve

Geoffrey Forden 8  PhD has been at MIT since 2000 where his research includes the analysis of Russian and Chinese space systems “ How China Loses the Coming Space War (Pt. 1) ”http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/ ZM 

If we assume that the US chain of command takes an hour, due to bureaucratic inertia, to react, China could destroy a total of nine such satellites before the US responds in the specific case examined here. This includes two out of the three functioning Keyhole high resolution photo-reconnaissance satellites, one of the three Lacrosse signals intelligence satellites in orbit, and six of the 15 NOSS satellites that the Navy uses to locate enemy ships at sea. This represents billions of dollars lost and, more important, a large fraction of the US space assets in low Earth orbit that could have been used in the subsequent conflict. At that point, however, the United States could effectively stop China’s attack simply by changing the remaining satellites’ orbital speeds by as little as 200 mph (they are typically moving at over 16,500 mph). This very small change will have a large effect in the position of the satellite the next time it crosses over China; effectively putting the satellite out of range of the pre-positioned ASAT launcher. This is not an excessive change in speed and, unless the satellite is very close to the end of its operational life, is well within the capability of its onboard fuel supply. Furthermore, it does not have to change its speed very rapidly the way a deep-space satellite would have to in order to avoid collision in its final moments. Instead, this relatively small velocity change has tens of minutes or even hours to change the position of the satellite before the next time it crosses over China. During this time, it is steadily moving away from its original position so that it could be hundreds of miles from where China thought it was going to be. 

Information tethering/satellite sharing solves the impacts [CoC solvency also] 

Geoffrey Forden 8  PhD has been at MIT since 2000 where his research includes the analysis of Russian and Chinese space systems “ How China Loses the Coming Space War (Pt. 1) ”http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/ ZM 

 The first step the United States should take is a simple declaration that we guarantee the continued flow of information to any country whose satellite is destroyed by an ASAT.  We could do this using either our military or civilian-owned satellites. After all, if the space assets of the United States are not vulnerable to attacks because of the inherent redundancy, the same cannot be said of China’s other potential regional competitors such as Australia, India, or Japan.
Each of these countries has only a handful of satellites that could be quickly destroyed if China chooses to attack them.  This declaration would effectively eliminate any military advantage that a country might get from attacking its neighbors limited fleet of satellites.  After that, we should adopt the code of conduct that is being developed by the Stimson Center that establishes “rules of the road” for responsible space-faring nations.  Finally, we should work toward a treaty banning the future testing of these most dangerous of anti-satellite weapons: the so-called"kinetic kill interceptors" that create such large amounts of debris.  It’d be a first step towards containing the worst effects on war in space. 
a2 Goin Rogue – Noko

****[Not exactly a no space war card but it’s a reason they wouldn’t be able to attack/ would be dissuaded in the squo] 

Any North Korean aggression will be easily dealt with by U.S. and South Korea 

Dwyer, 10 (5/29/10, Gwynne, “What a Korean war would look like,” http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/westview/what-a-korean-war-would-look-like-95172999.html)

Start with the worst-case scenario. What if there really were a war in the Korean peninsula? Even by local standards, the rhetoric has been heated since the South Korean warship Cheonan was sunk by an explosion last March, killing 46 sailors, and it has been white-hot since "independent investigators" reported on May 20 that a North Korean torpedo had struck the vessel. Everybody is on hair-trigger alert, and the only communication between the two sides is by invective: North Korea has shut the "hot line" down. So suppose there is a local clash somewhere along the DMZ, the demilitarized zone between the two countries that follows the 1953 ceasefire line, or at sea along the disputed maritime frontier. Suppose it escalates: such things sometimes do. What would a full-scale war between North and South Korea look like? We are always told that North Korea has the fourth-largest army in the world, that it has heavy artillery within range of the South Korean capital, Seoul (which it promises to turn into a "sea of fire" in case of war), and that it probably has nuclear weapons. So would an inter-Korean war be a calamity? Yes, but mainly for the North. North Korea's weapons are a long way from being state-of-the-art. Its air force is a flying scrapyard: around 400 Russian MiG-17, MiG-19 and Mig-21 fighters or their Chinese equivalents (all designs that first flew in the 1950s or 60s), and only three dozen relatively modern Mig-29s that are reserved for the air defence of Pyongyang. It also has around 200 ground attack aircraft, most of them equally antiquated. Imagine that Kim Jong-il gives the order, and the North Korean guns open up on Seoul. The million-man army (half of which is kept within a few hours' drive of the DMZ) heads south, and the bulk of the obsolete air force takes off to support them. Meanwhile, a shower of short-range ballistic missiles, similar to the old Soviet-made Scuds, lands on air bases and command centres throughout South Korea. What happens next depends on whether or not North Korea is using only conventional weapons. If it is, then the attack fails quite fast. The North Korean air force is easily shot out of the sky, counter-battery fire and air strikes destroy the artillery that is firing at Seoul, most of the Scud clones miss their targets, and the North Korean divisions heading south across the DMZ are shredded by air power. No modern army can survive without air cover: the ability of aircraft to kill ground targets with high accuracy and in large numbers had grown a hundredfold since the Second World War. The South Korean and U.S. Air Forces have around 600 modern military aircraft available in South Korea, and the U.S. can reinforce that number almost without limit in very short order. A few hundred thousand North Koreans and a few tens of thousands of South Koreans would die in the fighting, but nothing else of great moment would happen. It's not even likely that there would be a major counter-attack into North Korea. Nobody would want to upset the Chinese by invading North Korea: better to leave the Pyongyang regime to fall of its own weight after being humiliated by defeat.
No war- North is not willing to risk annihilation

Rhee 10- Correspondent for CSM and Peter Ford staff writer
(Nissa, “North Korea refrains from retaliation after South Korean artillery drill,” 12/20/10, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/1220/North-Korea-refrains-from-retaliation-after-South-Korea-artillery-drill,)

North Korean leader Kim Jong-il is also loath to risk any chance of a full-scale war that the North would undoubtedly lose, destroying his country and his son’s prospects of taking power there, argues David Kang, head of the Korean Studies Institute at the University of Southern California. “We are in a new cold war on the Korean peninsula,” Professor Kang says. “There will be name calling, threats, and posturing” on both sides, “and even some shooting,” he predicts. “But I would be surprised to see a major military mobilization or the start of a second Korean War.” North Korea does not recognize its maritime border with the South, which was drawn by the United Nations at the conclusion of the Korean War, which ended with an armistice, not a formal peace treaty. The North claims both the island of Yeonpyeong and the waters where the shells landed during Seoul's exercises. There have been several naval skirmishes near the boundary, known as the Northern Limit Line, in recent years. “They have been shooting at each other for 60 years,” Kang points out, “but that has never led to major mobilization. Both sides know that if that happened, they would be rolling the dice with their own existence. So they are very careful not to challenge the fundamental balance of power on the peninsula.” 

a2 Goin Rogue – Pakistan

Pakistan’s space program is peaceful engaged in co-op with our allies 

Chen 6 Ruth Chen 'Pakistan Times' Foreign Correspondent “Turkey joins Pakistan, China in joint efforts for Space Technology ” http://www.defencetalk.com/forums/space-defense-technology/turkey-joins-pakistan-china-joint-efforts-space-technology-5003/
 BEIJING (China): Turkey has joined Pakistan, China and six other countries in the region to make joint efforts for the development of space technology. Ambassador of the Republic of Turkey in China Oktay Ozuye signed the Convention of the Asia Pacific Space Cooperation Organization (APSCO) on behalf of his government. Thus Turkey has become the ninth State to sign the APSCO Convention. Informed sources said on Wednesday that the organization is aimed at promoting multilateral cooperation in the field of space technology. Other six countries that have already inked the Convention are Iran, Indonesia, Thailand, Bangladesh, Mongolia and Peru. Five countries Argentina, Brazil, Philippine, Russian Federation and Ukraine joined the APSCO with observer's status. Sources say that this is a big breakthrough in strengthening regional cooperation for peaceful use of outer space for the benefit of all mankind.
***ORS neg

ORS Vagueness PIC

Specifying ORS is key to effective policymaking

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD Has Not Clearly Defined the ORS Concept: DOD has not documented a clear definition of the ORS concept and as a result key stakeholders in the warfighter and national security space communities do not share a common understanding of the concept. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the necessity to communicate clearly defined goals and specific objectives to key stakeholders. Initial ORS planning documents--the Plan for ORS[Footnote 12] and the Initial Concept of Operations [Footnote 13]--are broad and lack the specificity needed to guide the ORS concept, according to some members of the warfighter and national security space communities. For example, the associate director of the National Security Space Office said that the Plan for ORS addressed the eight areas required by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007 in only a broad sense. Moreover, an official from one combatant command said that the Initial Concept of Operations was not well-defined, and officials from another combatant command told us that the concept of operations was really more of a vision statement. We found several examples of a lack of clarity within these initial documents. First, the Initial ORS Concept of Operations states that ORS is focused on the timely satisfaction of the urgent needs of the Joint Force Commanders, but it does not adequately define what constitutes "urgent." Additionally, the approach presented in the April 2007 Plan for ORS for enhancing the responsiveness of space systems is to implement ORS to develop more affordable, small systems that can be deployed in operationally relevant time frames, but does not clarify what is meant by "operationally relevant time frames." According to the Plan for ORS and the Initial Concept of Operations, some ORS solutions could take up to 1 year to execute. Officials in the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy questioned whether these time frames could really meet an urgent need. Additionally, officials from one combatant command told us that a time frame of 1 year to get a need met would not be considered responsive enough for them unless a satellite was already in orbit so that they could task it directly. Based on these examples, key stakeholders are not operating under a common understanding regarding the time frames for ORS. Moreover, key stakeholders in the intelligence community have said that they are not sure which operational needs or urgent needs the ORS concept is to satisfy. Additionally, at the time of our review, other guidance documents needed to clarify the ORS concept had not yet been developed. The August 2007 memorandum from the DOD Executive Agent for Space directed the Joint ORS Office to develop an ORS Strategy, an ORS Road Map, and an ORS Program Plan in addition to the ORS Implementation Plan. The Deputy Director of the ORS Office said that they decided to complete the ORS Implementation Plan before writing the other documents so that it could guide the development of the other required documents. Now that the ORS Implementation Plan has been released, he said that they will need to get more guidance from the DOD Executive Agent for Space regarding what specific information should be included in the remaining documents. 

Lack of definition kills warfighting needs

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD Has Not Communicated Effectively with Key Stakeholders: DOD has not effectively communicated with key stakeholders or engaged them regarding the ORS concept. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the need to adopt a communication strategy that provides a common framework for conducting consistent and coordinated outreach within and outside its organization often and early and seeks to genuinely engage all stakeholders in the organization's transformation. However, DOD did not initially involve the geographic combatant commands in the development of the ORS concept. For example, officials from one geographic combatant command told us that they did not have any input into the development of the Initial Concept of Operations for ORS and were not involved in any of the ORS working groups. These officials were concerned that failing to involve the geographic combatant commands in the ORS concept development would lead to new capabilities that drive warfighter requirements instead of warfighter requirements determining how to develop ORS capabilities. Additionally, officials from a functional combatant command told us that key ORS meetings took place in August 2007 but they were not invited to participate and neither were the geographic combatant commands. These officials were concerned that failing to invite these combatant commands to the meetings might result in the development of requirements that really do not benefit the warfighter. The first extensive outreach to the combatant commands was in preparation for the November 2007 ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, which took place 6 months after the standup of the Joint ORS Office. A senior space planner, who is the lead for ORS for one combatant command, told us that during preparatory briefings for the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, participants were told that the purpose of the forum would be to learn what space capabilities the combatant commands needed that ORS might be able to address. However, after a couple of briefings, he learned that the purpose of the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum had shifted to that of educating the combatant commands on the ORS process and how to get an ORS capability. The senior space planner explained that rather than asking the warfighter what they need, the focus was now on placing their needs into a process that had already been developed. This same combatant command official told us that no clear answers were provided to questions asked at the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum regarding the submission of warfighter needs or how these needs would be prioritized and, as of the end of February 2008, they had received no updates from U.S. Strategic Command on any of the issues discussed at the forum. Similarly, an intelligence agency official told us that no consensus was reached during the forum and very little concrete information was relayed regarding how ORS will be used in the future. Officials from various commands called for better communication strategies to enhance their understanding of the ORS concept. Various geographic combatant command officials we spoke with generally said that U.S. Strategic Command should increase its ORS outreach activities (e.g., visits, briefings, and education) to reach more staff throughout the commands and services. The Chief of Staff at the U.S. Strategic Command Joint Functional Component Command for Space acknowledged that outreach activities need to be completed with the combatant commands so that they can better understand how future ORS capabilities can benefit their area of operation. Officials from U.S. Strategic Command acknowledged that they had not done a good job of educating the combatant commands on the ORS concept in its early days. However, the Deputy Director of the ORS Office told us that one of the responsibilities of one of the division chiefs who arrived in March 2008 at the Joint ORS Office will be to reach out to the combatant commands and engage the warfighter on the ORS concept. Additionally, DOD has not communicated well with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept. Officials from the National Security Agency said that they are very concerned about the lack of consultation that has been done with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept. Officials from the National Geospatial- Intelligence Agency also said that they believe that communication with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept has been insufficient. However, both agencies acknowledged that communication between DOD and the intelligence community has improved since they started working together on tactical satellites, but their concerns regarding communication remain. While the U.S. Strategic Command and the Joint ORS Office have taken some steps to promote the ORS concept such as the November 2007 ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, directing one of the Joint ORS Office division chiefs to reach out to the combatant commands, and engaging the intelligence community on the tactical satellites, they have not developed a consistent and comprehensive outreach strategy. The lack of a clearly defined ORS concept and effective outreach to the stakeholders has affected the acceptance and understanding of the ORS concept throughout the warfighter and national security space communities. Without a complete and clearly articulated concept that is well communicated with key stakeholders, DOD could encounter difficulties in fully implementing the ORS concept and may miss opportunities to meet warfighter needs. 

Warfighter needs key to readiness, especially in Iraq and Afghanistan

GAO 2k11 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Warfighter Support: DOD’s Urgent Needs Processes Need a More Comprehensive Approach and Evaluation for Potential Consolidation,” Summary, 3/1/2k11, http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-11-273 /mr)
Summary Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan have faced significant risks of mission failure and loss of life due to rapidly changing enemy threats. In response, the Department of Defense (DOD) established urgent operational needs processes to rapidly develop, modify, and field new capabilities, such as intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) technology, and counter-improvised explosive devices (IED) systems. However, GAO, the Defense Science Board, and others have raised concerns about the effectiveness, efficiency, and oversight of DOD's various urgent needs processes. GAO conducted this review to determine (1) what various entities exist within DOD for responding to urgent operational needs, and the extent to which there is fragmentation, overlap, or duplication; (2) the extent to which DOD has a comprehensive approach for managing and overseeing its urgent needs activities; and (3) the extent to which DOD has evaluated the potential for consolidations. To conduct this review, GAO examined DOD's urgent needs processes and collected and analyzed data from urgent needs entities. Over the past two decades, the fulfillment of urgent needs has evolved as a set of complex processes within the Joint Staff, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, each of the military services, and the combatant commands to rapidly develop, equip, and field solutions and critical capabilities to the warfighter. GAO identified at least 31 entities that manage urgent needs and expedite the development of solutions to address them. Moreover, GAO found that some overlap exists. For example, there are numerous points of entry for the warfighter to submit a request for an urgently needed capability, including through the Joint Staff and each military service. Additionally, several entities have focused on developing solutions for the same subject areas, such as counter-IED and ISR capabilities, potentially resulting in duplication of efforts. For example, both the Army and the Marine Corps had their own separate efforts to develop counter-IED mine rollers. DOD has taken steps to improve its fulfillment of urgent needs, but the department does not have a comprehensive approach to manage and oversee the breadth of its activities to address capability gaps identified by warfighters in-theater. Steps DOD has taken include developing policy to guide joint urgent need efforts and working to establish a senior oversight council to help synchronize DOD's efforts. Federal internal control standards require detailed policies, procedures, and practices to help program managers achieve desired results through effective stewardship of public resources. However, DOD does not have a comprehensive, DOD-wide policy that establishes a baseline and provides a common approach for how all joint and military service urgent needs are to be addressed. Moreover, DOD lacks visibility over the full range of its urgent needs efforts. For example, DOD cannot readily identify the cost of its departmentwide urgent needs efforts, which is at least $76.9 billion based on GAO's analysis. Additionally, DOD does not have a senior-level focal point to lead the department's efforts to fulfill validated urgent needs requirements. Without DOD-wide guidance and a focal point to lead its efforts, DOD risks having duplicative, overlapping, and fragmented efforts, which can result in avoidable costs. DOD also has not comprehensively evaluated opportunities for consolidation across the department. GAO's Business Process Reengineering Assessment Guide establishes that such a comprehensive analysis of alternative processes should be performed, to include a performance-based, risk-adjusted analysis of benefits and costs for each alternative. In an effort to examine various ways the department might improve its fulfillment of urgent needs, GAO identified and analyzed several potential consolidation options, ranging from consolidation of all DOD urgent needs entities to more limited consolidation of key functions. Until DOD comprehensively evaluates its strategic direction on urgent needs, it will be unaware of opportunities for consolidation as well as opportunities for increased efficiencies in its fulfillment of urgent needs. GAO recommends that DOD develop comprehensive guidance that, among other things, defines roles, responsibilities, and authorities across the department and designates a focal point to lead urgent needs efforts. GAO also recommends that DOD evaluate potential options for consolidation. DOD concurred with the recommendations.

3. Defining ORS is a prerequisite to effectively using it – the perm fails and confuses policymakers further

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD is making some progress in developing the ORS concept, but whether it will meet warfighter requirements is unclear, principally because the concept is in the early stages of development and not commonly understood by all members of the warfighter and national security space communities. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the need to communicate to stakeholders often and early and to clearly define specific objectives. Since the Joint ORS Office was established in May 2007, it has developed a process for converting warfighter needs into formal requirements and identifying potential ORS solutions. Moreover, DOD issued the ORS Implementation Plan in April 2008 and is also developing new ORS guidance documents. However, GAO found disparity in stakeholder understanding of the ORS concept within the warfighter and national security space communities. This disparity exists because DOD has not clearly defined key elements of the ORS concept and has not effectively communicated the concept with key stakeholders. For example, initial ORS planning documents are broad and lack the specificity needed to guide the ORS concept, according to some members of the warfighter and national security space communities. Moreover, officials from the intelligence community were concerned about DOD’s lack of consultation and communication with them regarding the ORS concept. Without having a well-defined and commonly understood concept, DOD’s ability to fully meet warfighter needs may be hampered. 

DoD agrees – definitions are key to ORS – failure to do so destroys the mission – turns solvency

Green 2k8 – Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategic Capabilities (Brian, Letter Cited in the Government Accountability Office’s Report “Defense Space Activities: Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)

Department Of Defense Comments To The Recommendations: Recommendation 1: The GAO recommends that the DoD Executive Agent for Space direct the Joint Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) Office, in consultation with the U.S. Strategic Command, to define ORS key terms including: what qualifies as an urgent need, how timely satisfaction of a need is evaluated, and what Joint Force Commander needs the ORS concept is trying to satisfy. DOD Response: Partially Concur. Defining the key terms, metrics, and requirements is vital to achieving mission success. The Deputy Secretary of Defense codified the Department's definition of Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) on July 9, 2007. This definition provided focus for the intended purpose of ORS and differentiated ORS from other space activities. Subsequently, United States Strategic Command developed an initial Concept of Operations containing additional terms intended to further define and clarify ORS activities. While we agree with the substance of the GAO recommendation, responsibilities for providing overarching definitions and policy guidance will remain with the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy; United States Strategic Command will continue to validate ORS requirements in accordance with public law, and provide additional clarification, definition, and direction to the ORS Office as we further mature this capability. 

Defining ORS is a prerequisite to effectively using it

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD is making some progress in developing the ORS concept, but whether it will meet warfighter requirements is unclear, principally because the concept is in the early stages of development and not commonly understood by all members of the warfighter and national security space communities. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the need to communicate to stakeholders often and early and to clearly define specific objectives. Since the Joint ORS Office was established in May 2007, it has developed a process for converting warfighter needs into formal requirements and identifying potential ORS solutions. Moreover, DOD issued the ORS Implementation Plan in April 2008 and is also developing new ORS guidance documents. However, GAO found disparity in stakeholder understanding of the ORS concept within the warfighter and national security space communities. This disparity exists because DOD has not clearly defined key elements of the ORS concept and has not effectively communicated the concept with key stakeholders. For example, initial ORS planning documents are broad and lack the specificity needed to guide the ORS concept, according to some members of the warfighter and national security space communities. Moreover, officials from the intelligence community were concerned about DOD’s lack of consultation and communication with them regarding the ORS concept. Without having a well-defined and commonly understood concept, DOD’s ability to fully meet warfighter needs may be hampered. 

Defining ORS solves

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
GAO recommends that (1) DOD define ORS key terms, how timely satisfaction of a need is evaluated, and what Joint Force Commander needs the ORS concept is trying to satisfy; (2) establish an ongoing communications and outreach approach for ORS; and (3) identify the steps necessary to ensure the integration of the ORS concept into existing DOD and intelligence community processes and architecture. DOD partially concurred with our recommendations. 

DoD agrees – ORS needs to be defined

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD partially concurred with our recommendation to define ORS key terms including what qualifies as an urgent need, how timely satisfaction of a need is evaluated, and what Joint Force Commander needs the ORS concept is trying to satisfy. In its comments, DOD stated that it codified the definition of ORS on July 9, 2007, and U.S. Strategic Command developed an Initial Concept of Operations containing additional terms intended to further define and clarify ORS activities. However, our work showed that the warfighter and intelligence community believe that key ORS terms need to be better defined and clearer. As we stated in our report, the initial guidance documents—such as the Plan for ORS and the Initial Concept of Operations—are considered broad by users and lack the specificity needed to guide the ORS concept. Based on our work, this has led to a lack of a common understanding of the concept among the warfighter and national security space communities. DOD also stated that responsibility for providing overarching definitions and policy guidance will remain with the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, and U.S. Strategic Command will continue to validate ORS requirements and provide additional clarification, definition, and direction to the ORS Office as the capability matures. However, our recommendation focuses on the need for better-defined and clear ORS terms. Therefore, we continue to believe that DOD should take additional steps now to define and clarify ORS and provide more definition of key terms. 

Lack of definition kills warfighting needs

GAO 2k8 – US Government Accountability Office (US Government Accountability Office, “Defense Space Activities: DOD Needs to Further Clarify the Operationally Responsive Space Concept and Plan to Integrate and Support Future Satellites,” 7/14/2k8, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08831.html /mr)
DOD Has Not Communicated Effectively with Key Stakeholders: DOD has not effectively communicated with key stakeholders or engaged them regarding the ORS concept. Our prior work examining successful organizational transformations shows the need to adopt a communication strategy that provides a common framework for conducting consistent and coordinated outreach within and outside its organization often and early and seeks to genuinely engage all stakeholders in the organization's transformation. However, DOD did not initially involve the geographic combatant commands in the development of the ORS concept. For example, officials from one geographic combatant command told us that they did not have any input into the development of the Initial Concept of Operations for ORS and were not involved in any of the ORS working groups. These officials were concerned that failing to involve the geographic combatant commands in the ORS concept development would lead to new capabilities that drive warfighter requirements instead of warfighter requirements determining how to develop ORS capabilities. Additionally, officials from a functional combatant command told us that key ORS meetings took place in August 2007 but they were not invited to participate and neither were the geographic combatant commands. These officials were concerned that failing to invite these combatant commands to the meetings might result in the development of requirements that really do not benefit the warfighter. The first extensive outreach to the combatant commands was in preparation for the November 2007 ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, which took place 6 months after the standup of the Joint ORS Office. A senior space planner, who is the lead for ORS for one combatant command, told us that during preparatory briefings for the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, participants were told that the purpose of the forum would be to learn what space capabilities the combatant commands needed that ORS might be able to address. However, after a couple of briefings, he learned that the purpose of the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum had shifted to that of educating the combatant commands on the ORS process and how to get an ORS capability. The senior space planner explained that rather than asking the warfighter what they need, the focus was now on placing their needs into a process that had already been developed. This same combatant command official told us that no clear answers were provided to questions asked at the ORS Senior Warfighters Forum regarding the submission of warfighter needs or how these needs would be prioritized and, as of the end of February 2008, they had received no updates from U.S. Strategic Command on any of the issues discussed at the forum. Similarly, an intelligence agency official told us that no consensus was reached during the forum and very little concrete information was relayed regarding how ORS will be used in the future. Officials from various commands called for better communication strategies to enhance their understanding of the ORS concept. Various geographic combatant command officials we spoke with generally said that U.S. Strategic Command should increase its ORS outreach activities (e.g., visits, briefings, and education) to reach more staff throughout the commands and services. The Chief of Staff at the U.S. Strategic Command Joint Functional Component Command for Space acknowledged that outreach activities need to be completed with the combatant commands so that they can better understand how future ORS capabilities can benefit their area of operation. Officials from U.S. Strategic Command acknowledged that they had not done a good job of educating the combatant commands on the ORS concept in its early days. However, the Deputy Director of the ORS Office told us that one of the responsibilities of one of the division chiefs who arrived in March 2008 at the Joint ORS Office will be to reach out to the combatant commands and engage the warfighter on the ORS concept. Additionally, DOD has not communicated well with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept. Officials from the National Security Agency said that they are very concerned about the lack of consultation that has been done with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept. Officials from the National Geospatial- Intelligence Agency also said that they believe that communication with the intelligence community regarding the ORS concept has been insufficient. However, both agencies acknowledged that communication between DOD and the intelligence community has improved since they started working together on tactical satellites, but their concerns regarding communication remain. While the U.S. Strategic Command and the Joint ORS Office have taken some steps to promote the ORS concept such as the November 2007 ORS Senior Warfighters Forum, directing one of the Joint ORS Office division chiefs to reach out to the combatant commands, and engaging the intelligence community on the tactical satellites, they have not developed a consistent and comprehensive outreach strategy. The lack of a clearly defined ORS concept and effective outreach to the stakeholders has affected the acceptance and understanding of the ORS concept throughout the warfighter and national security space communities. Without a complete and clearly articulated concept that is well communicated with key stakeholders, DOD could encounter difficulties in fully implementing the ORS concept and may miss opportunities to meet warfighter needs. 

Warfighters key to strike capability and assets – turns the case

Fram 2k7 – Air Force Institute of Technology (Bryan J., “The Case for Operationally Responsive Space: Cost and Utility,” 5th Responsive Space Conference, 4/23-26/2k7, http://www.responsivespace.com/Papers/RS5%5CSESSION%20PAPERS%5CSESSION%203%5C3001_FRAM%5C3001P.PDF /mr)
Will operationally responsive space fundamentally change the way we do business in space? It would have to. Having the option to surge space lift during times of crisis doesn’t only provide increased capability for reconnaissance, for the warfighter it can also provide a prompt global strike capability, increased communication capacity, and replacement of lost assets. For civil and commercial systems unexpected losses can be quickly replaced and service outages minimized. To make all of this possible we would have to change the way we do business. The additional, or replacement, satellites would have to be stored on the ground in either complete, or rapidly assembleable modular, form. Range operations would need to be streamlined and satellites would need to start working almost immediately; not after long periods of checkout and test. 
Space is the vital internal link to warfighting

Space Daily 2k (Senior Airman Aaron Cram, “Space Critical to Warfighting Capacity,” 6/10/2k, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-00j.html /mr)

According to the U.S. military's top commanding general for aerospace, space plays an important role in today's military operations and everyday life. Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart, commander in chief, North American Aerospace Defense Command and U.S. Space Command, and Air Force Space Command commander, visited Osan May 28 through May 30. During his visit, General Eberhart took time to visit Osan's Joint Tactical Ground Station, a forward-deployed SPACECOM asset responsible for theater ballistic missile warning for Pacific Command. He also discussed what space command does to contribute to the nation's warfighting capability, and how space is a growing part of today's military operations. "Space command is a very important part of the team," General Eberhart said. "We are war fighters supporting war fighters. The men and women who are space experts are critical to today's warfighting capability. In the past, if we could have used space for these purposes, we were better off. Now, space is an essential ingredient. We've learned to rely on what we get from space; therefore, you don't leave home without it, and you don't fight a war without it." The general also said space is vital to other military operations. "Space isn't just about the fight, but the entire spectrum," he said. "We rely on space for communications, navigation, timing, surveillance, reconnaissance and weather forecasting. We use it in humanitarian and peacekeeping operations. It's part of everything we do." General Eberhart also talked about looking at space in other ways as well. "Space is the ultimate high ground," the general said. "Not only do we have to use it, we have to be able to defend it and deny our enemy the use of space if we are at war. It doesn't mean communications and navigation are less important, but we have to ensure space superiority for our commanders and men and women who rely on it during the fight." While getting the word out on how important the role of space is in today's military and how critical space superiority is, General Eberhart said taking care of the people who help the United States exploit space is just as important. "When I was young and growing up in the Air Force we didn't have to walk to school in snow both ways with no shoes," he said. "For years and years, we thought if you were overseas, especially on a remote assignment, things were supposed to be tough. "We've come to realize that is wrong," he said. "In my view, quality of life and infrastructure is very important overseas, even when on unaccompanied tours. The Department of Defense and the Air Force are continually looking for ways to improve quality of life for those far from home." General Eberhart also wanted to reiterate messages from senior leadership throughout the DoD of its esteem for the men and women serving their country. "It's so important we can't say it enough," he said. "I have great admiration and respect for the people serving -- including civilians, guardsmen and reservists -- regardless of what branch of service you're in, what job you do or where you do it, but when you serve away from home, the comforts of home and family, it's a challenge. I thank everyone for all they do. It's so important and I know it's not easy, but your leaders greatly respect what you do." 
Vagueness – Courts strike down

That means the plan gets struck down 

Keiser 98 (Debra M., “Regulating The Internet: A Critique Of Reno v. ACLU”, Albany Law Review, 62 Alb. L. Rev. 769, Lexis)
Courts may also strike down a statute regulating free speech if it is too vague. 39 In general, the void-for-vagueness doctrine prohibits statutes that restrict speech in terms so vague that they include protected speech. 40 Further, the vagueness doctrine requires that criminal laws provide fair notice and explicit guidelines to individuals in order to prevent unnecessary regulation, which would deter people from engaging in protected speech. 41 The Supreme Court, in Grayned v. City of Rockford, 42 summarized the vagueness doctrine as follows:

Courts will strike down the plan – vague terms haven’t been upheld – clarifying doesn’t check 

Justia, 1 (US Supreme Court Center, “Clarity in Criminal Statutes: The Void-for-Vagueness Doctrine,” http://supreme.justia.com/constitution/amendment-14/54-void-for-vagueness-doctrine.html, Sawyer) 
For instance, the Court voided for vagueness a criminal statute providing that a person was a "gangster" and subject to fine or imprisonment if he was without lawful employment, had been either convicted at least three times for disorderly conduct or had been convicted of any other crime, and was "known to be a member of a gang of two or more persons." The Court observed that neither common law nor the statute gave the words "gang" or "gangster" definite meaning, that the enforcing agencies and courts were free to construe the terms broadly or narrowly, and that the phrase "known to be a member" was ambiguous. The statute was held void, and the Court refused to allow specification of details in the particular indictment to save it because it was the statute, not the indictment, that prescribed the rules to govern conduct.986
Detailed precision of the plan is key – clarity issues means low threshold for strike down 

WEAL, 8 (2008, West’s Encyclopedia of American Law, The Free Dictionary, “Void for Vagueness Doctrine,” Edition 2, http://legal-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Void+for+Vagueness+Doctrine, Sawyer) 

The void for vagueness doctrine advances four underlying policies. First, the doctrine encourages the government to clearly distinguish conduct that is lawful from that which is unlawful. Under the Due Process Clauses, individuals must be given adequate notice of their legal obligations so they can govern their behavior accordingly. When individuals are left uncertain by the wording of an imprecise statute, the law becomes a standardless trap for the unwary. For example, Vagrancy is a crime that is frequently regulated by lawmakers despite difficulties that have been encountered in defining it. Vagrancy laws are often drafted in such a way as to encompass ordinarily innocent activity. In one case the Supreme Court struck down an ordinance that prohibited "loafing," "strolling," or "wandering around from place to place" because such activity comprises an innocuous part of nearly everyone's life (Papachristou v. City of Jacksonville, 405 U.S. 156, 92 S. Ct. 839, 31 L. Ed. 2d 110 [1972]). The Court concluded that the ordinance did not provide society with adequate warning as to what type of conduct might be subject to prosecution. Second, the void for vagueness doctrine curbs the Arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement of criminal statutes. Penal laws must be understood not only by those persons who are required to obey them but by those persons who are charged with the duty of enforcing them. Statutes that do not carefully outline detailed procedures by which police officers may perform an investigation, conduct a search, or make an arrest confer wide discretion upon each officer to act as he or she sees fit. Precisely worded statutes are intended to confine an officer's activities to the letter of the law.

Clarity of the plan is a constitutional liberty 

WEAL, 8 (2008, West’s Encyclopedia of American Law, The Free Dictionary, “Void for Vagueness Doctrine,” Edition 2, http://legal-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Void+for+Vagueness+Doctrine, Sawyer) 

If a person of ordinary intelligence cannot determine what persons are regulated, what conduct is prohibited, or what punishment may be imposed under a particular law, then the law will be deemed unconstitutionally vague. The U.S. Supreme Court has said that no one may be required at peril of life, liberty, or property to speculate as to the meaning of a penal law. Everyone is entitled to know what the government commands or forbids.

Individual liberty comes first – rejecting every instance is key

Petro, 74 [Sylvester, Professor of Law at NYU, Toledo Law Review, Spring, p. 480, http://www.ndtceda.com/archives/200304/0783.html]

However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway - "I believe in only one thing: liberty." And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume's observation: "It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once." Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no importance because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Dijas. In sum, if one believed in freedom as a supreme value and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.

Even if it doesn’t get struck down it gets delayed 

Batey, 97 – Professor, Stetson University College of Law (Fall 1997, Robert, LexisNexis Academic, Virginia Journal of Social Policy & the Law, “Vagueness and the Construction of Criminal Statutes – Balancing Acts,” 5 Va. J. Soc. Pol'y & L. 1, Sawyer)

The foregoing suggests a threshold test for vagueness, which most courts probably apply without giving much thought to it. The question is whether the statute, as interpreted by courts (and perhaps other legal actors), n23 adequately gives notice that certain conduct is criminal, or more importantly, sufficiently constrains the discretion of police and prosecutors in initiating the criminal process. If a court senses either of these concerns, it should proceed to a more thorough application of the vagueness doctrine, which almost always involves the balancing of competing considerations.

Even if the courts know the plan as a whole is a good idea and is necessary, the fact that they could have clarified means they’ll still strike it down

Batey, 97 – Professor, Stetson University College of Law (Fall 1997, Robert, LexisNexis Academic, Virginia Journal of Social Policy & the Law, “Vagueness and the Construction of Criminal Statutes – Balancing Acts,” 5 Va. J. Soc. Pol'y & L. 1, Sawyer)

A further sign of these low valuations by the Lawson majority is evidenced by its statement that "this is not a case where further precision in the statutory language is either impossible or impractical." n54 While the feasibility of being less vague is definitely relevant to the concept of necessity, n55 one expects after such a contention an example of narrower language that would still satisfy the legislative goal. n56 However, the Lawson Court offered no such suggestions, and the inability of commentators to remedy this statutory ambiguity n57 implies the difficulty of being more precise. The Court's unsupported assertion may reflect its disdain not so much for the legislature's drafting ability as for its decision to enact such a statute in the first place.
ORS preemption turn

And the plan facilitates the offensive weaponization of space 

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access
to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html, Sawyer)

The HLV’s flexibility (the reusable first-stage booster is configured with different upper-stage vehicles, depending upon the mission) represents a key feature of the ORS system, enabling a single capital investment to support multiple mission areas. The ORS concept effectively operationalizes the space-support mission, increasing its ability to provide force application (strike from, through, or in space), force enhancement (satellites supporting air, land, sea, and space operations), and offensive as well as defensive counterspace (attaining and maintaining space superiority).

And they guarantee miscalc and accidental nuclear war 

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access
to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html, Sawyer)

Inclusion of a global strike capability might have a destabilizing effect on world affairs in times of heightened geopolitical tensions. Given an HLV that can deliver either a satellite payload to orbit or a common aero vehicle with a strike weapon to a terrestrial target, a third-party nation might detect the launch and fear a nuclear attack by the United States. Regardless of whether such fears have any foundation, the Cold War forged a paradigm that ICBMs deliver nuclear weapons, and a US adversary or a nation not friendly to the United States could have difficulty distinguishing the launch of an HLV from that of an ICBM with strategic weapons, despite the fact that the trajectories might differ. The world community would have to accept the uncertainty that a reentry vehicle could deliver a conventional precision-guided munition—in essence, we would be asking the world to trust us in a time of hostilities.

And it leads to preemption – turns case

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access
to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html, Sawyer)

The political environment in a time of such uncertainty could restrict the operational usefulness of the ORS system’s force-application capability. For example, if we determined that, in response to our planned delivery of a weapon by means of an HLV, a nation with theater or intercontinental nuclear capabilities might increase its readiness posture and thus amplify the risk of a launch on US forces or the United States itself, we would not execute the mission. Advocates of global strike dismiss such concerns, however, arguing that communications with the regional nations would prove sufficient to mitigate the risk. Nevertheless, would such communications affect the responsiveness and strategic surprise of the ORS system? Probably so.

ORS solvency answers

High launch costs deck solvency 

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access
to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html, Sawyer)

In summary, these concerns indicate that the Air Force’s operationalization of space is moving too fast. To date, primarily technologists—within the space community—have conducted ORS studies and planning. We may or may not need the capabilities derived from those studies to support the theater combatant commander. For example, we could make improvements in the responsiveness of existing expendable launch vehicles to sustain and supplement space assets without developing a new vehicle. Failure to meet low-cost goals and the detrimental effects of cost overruns and schedule delays will surely doom the ORS program, especially in light of strains on the Air Force budget caused by aircraft-recapitalization needs.

FALCON and ARES success is a prerequisite to solvency 

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access
to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html, Sawyer)

A responsive HLV capability will serve as the foundation for ORS, which is critical to the future national security of the United States. A building-block approach now under development will ensure that full-scale operational system development does not proceed until we have mitigated all significant risks; therefore, success of the FALCON and ARES programs is a critical first step. Such a capability will allow the United States to reduce its reliance on forward-deployed forces and will either maintain or decrease response time. Obviously, much work lies ahead, not the least of which is the writing of doctrine to guide the building of organizational structures; strategy; and operational tactics, techniques, and procedures. However, ORS will become another paradigm-shaping event for the Air Force.

HLV’s are key to solvency

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access
to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html, Sawyer)

ORS HLV wings located in the south central and southwestern United States will provide the combatant commander unprecedented strike capabilities without the burden of deployed assets or aerial-refueling resources required for long-range bombers. Inland CONUS basing offers an inherent degree of physical and operational security not available at deployed locations, as was the case with Atlas F intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) at sites in southern and southwestern areas, including rural Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mexico.

