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International Counterplan Helpers (mostly use the stuff from the generic- there are good, specific cards)

Russia will not use nuclear deflection
Page 9 (Lewis Page is a reporter for the register, a british newspaper.  “Russia plans asteroid-defence space mission to Apophis”  December 31 2009 http://www.theregister.co.uk/2009/12/31/russia_apophis_mission/
Russia may deploy defensive spacecraft against the Apophis asteroid, which is almost certainly not going to hit the Earth, according to remarks by the head of the country's space agency. "I don't remember exactly, but it seems to me it could hit the Earth by 2032," said Anatoly Perminov, quoted by AP. In this Perminov is technically correct. Apophis is set to pass close by the Earth in 2029 - so close that it will be nearer than television satellites in geosynchronous orbit. Collision at that stage has been ruled out, but according the latest NASA analysis there is a remote chance - 1 in 250,000 - that the 27-million-tonne rock might pass through a so-called "keyhole" during the 2029 pass which would alter its course so as to hit us on the next pass, in 2036. "People's lives are at stake," Perminov reportedly insists. "We should pay several hundred million dollars and build a system that would allow us to prevent a collision, rather than sit and wait for it to happen and kill hundreds of thousands of people." One popular strategy for deflecting rogue asteroids is the use of nuclear weapons. Other schemes involve a shove delivered by a spacecraft, probably having only a minuscule effect on a big object like Apophis but enough that it would miss tiny Earth in the vastness of space. Yet other plans would see solar reflctors used to boil matter off from icy/carbonaceous asteroids. Perminov refused to be drawn on the details of his Apophis scheme, though he did specify that there would be no nuclear explosions. This is probably just as well, as weapons of mass destruction are forbidden in space by international treaty.

***Nuclear Deflection PIC***
1NC Shell
Counterplan – “Plan The United States federal government should develop non-nuclear technologies that detect and deflect Near Earth Objects .”

Status quo NEO defense plans would detonate nuclear weapons to deflect asteroids

Barbee and Fowler 7 (Brent William, Head of Emergent Space Technologies, and Wallace T. Professor at The University of Texas at Austin, “Spacecraft Mission Design for the Optimal Impulsive Deflection of Hazardous Near-Earth Objects (NEOs) using Nuclear Explosive Technology”  2007, www.nss.org/resources/library/planetarydefense/index.htm/HT)

No new space hardware technology is predicted to be available; rather, current space hardware technology is  assumed.  Additionally, it is assumed that the chosen means of eliminating a hazardous NEO is a single impulsive  deflection of the NEO, particularly via a nuclear explosive detonated in proximity to the NEO.  Nuclear explosives  offer the highest energy density of any known or foreseeable technology, by several orders of magnitude, and hence  are the clear choice in terms of achievable payload masses for NEO deflection spacecraft using current launch and  space propulsion technology. However, nuclear explosives have never been tested in space, much less on a NEO.  Thus, their effectiveness, while predicted to be sufficient, has yet to be characterized and so the basic theory behind  using a nuclear explosive to impulsively deflect a NEO is presented and discussed briefly but is not elaborated upon  further. Deflection of the NEO is selected as the means of eliminating the threat because it requires less energy than  fragmenting and dispersing the NEO. Furthermore, complete annihilation (e.g., vaporization or pulverization into a  fine-grain dust cloud) of a NEO is well beyond the capabilities of current or foreseeable technology.   An algorithm for optimizing an impulsive NEO deflection is derived and discussed, along with the general  structure of the software that implements the algorithm. The algorithm is designed to treat the specific case of a  single impulse applied to the NEO but is otherwise completely general and unconstrained. In particular, it does not  depend on the deflection mechanism, assuming only that the deflection is impulsive in nature.

AND failure to transition away from the current system would cause radioactive nuclear material to rain down on earth

O’Neill 8 (Ian, O’Neill is a British solar physics doctor with nearly a decade of physics study and research experience, “Apollo Astronaut Highlights Threat of Asteroid Impact,” http://www.astroengine.com/2008/11/apollo-astronaut-highlights-threat-of-asteroid-strike/)
Unfortunately, the commonly held opinion is to dispense an incoming asteroid or comet with a few carefully placed atomic bombs (by a generic crew of Hollywood oil drillers). Alas, Armageddon  this ain’t. Even if we were able to get a bomb onto the surface of an incoming object, there is little hope of it doing any good (whether we get Bruce Willis to drop it off or launch it ICBM style… or would that be IPBM, as in Interplanetary Ballistic Missile?). What if we are dealing with a near-Earth asteroid composed mainly of metal? A nuclear blast might just turn it into a hot radioactive lump of metal. What if the comet is simply a collection of loosely bound pieces of rock? The force of the blast will probably be absorbed as if nothing happened. In most cases, and if we are faced with an asteroid measuring 10 km across (i.e. a dinosaur killer), it would be like throwing an egg at a speeding train and expecting it to be derailed. There are of course a few situations where a nuclear missile might work too well; blowing the object up into thousands of chunks. But in this case it would be like making the choice between being shot by a single bullet or a shot gun; it’s bad if you have one impact with a single lump of rock, but it might be worse if thousands of smaller pieces make their own smaller impacts all over the planet. If you ever wondered what it might be like to be sandblasted from space, this might be the way to find out! There may be a few situations where nuclear missiles are successful, but their use would be limited.

BLOCK CARDS
Nuclear deflection is unnecessary – other methods are sufficient BUT NASA is focusing on nukes now – normal means
Boyle 7 (Alan Boyle is the science editor at MSNBC , “Dueling over asteroids,” Cosmic Log [blog], March 21 2007.  http://cosmiclog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2007/03/21/4350661-dueling-over-asteroids) 

That's why he's taking the new report so seriously. NASA's official view is that the most efficient way to divert a potentially threatening NEO is by setting off a nuclear bomb nearby, to nudge it into a safe orbit. "The implication is that it is the preferred way to go to deflect essentially any near-Earth object," Schweickart complained. In contrast, Schweickart argues that the so-called "nuclear standoff" option should be used only as a last resort. He contends that 98 percent of the potential threats can be mitigated by using less extreme measures. For example, he favors the development of a "gravity tractor" - a spacecraft that would hover near an asteroid for years at a time, using subtle gravitational attraction to draw the space rock out of a worrisome path. To kick it up a notch, Schweickart said a threatening NEO could first be hit with a kinetic impactor - say, a scaled-up version of the Deep Impact bullet that hit Comet Tempel 1 back in 2005 - and then the orbital track could be fine-tuned using the tractor. Navigational sensors aboard the tractor would check to make sure the NEO was on a completely safe path. "This combination is obviously the way to go," he said. NASA sees it a different way, however. The report said the gravity tractor concept and similar techniques would be the "most expensive" ways to divert an asteroid: "In general, the slow push systems were found to be at a very low technology readiness level and would require significant development methods," it said. Schweickart said NASA must have "misunderstood or mischaracterized" the gravity tractor concept. And he worried that the report may make things tougher for researchers working on kinder, gentler ways to head off killer asteroids. "It may be harder to continue with that research," he said. "The irony is that NASA ought to be doing that research.
Nuclear deflection causes fragmentation – makes the problem worse
Lu 4 (Edward,  B612 Foundation “Why Move an Asteroid?” Testimony before the Subcommittee on Science, Technology and Space of the Senate Commerce Committee, 7 April 2004, Astrobiology.  http://www.astrobio.net/index.php?option=com_retrospection&task=detail&id=972)
Why does the asteroid need to be moved in a "controlled manner"? If the asteroid is not deflected in a controlled manner, we risk simply making the problem worse. Nuclear explosives for example risk breaking up the asteroid into pieces, thus turning a speeding bullet into a shotgun blast of smaller but still possibly deadly fragments. Explosions also have the drawback that we cannot accurately predict the resultant velocity of the asteroid -- not a good situation when trying to avert a catastrophe. Conversely, moving an asteroid in a controlled fashion also opens up the possibility of using the same technology to manipulate other asteroids for the purposes of resource utilization.
Magnifies the number of asteroids
Paine 2000 (Michael, NSW Coordinator @ Planetary Society Australia  “To Nuke or To Nudge,” Space.com, 11 February. http://www.space.com/businesstechnology/technology/nudging_not_nuking_000211.html)

An asteroid is heading for Earth. With just days to go before the collision a beefed-up space shuttle is sent to intercept it. A brave team of astronauts and oil-rig workers drills deep into the space rock, plants a nuclear bomb and blows it in two. The two halves fly apart and miss the Earth.  Dream on!  The idea of blowing up an asteroid makes for good movie scripts, but is not the way to do it in the real universe. Many of the fragments would remain on a collision course and like the blast from a shotgun; the fragments can do up to ten times as much damage as the original, intact object.

Nuclear Deflection is normal means and it fails
Harris 98 (Alan W., Earth and Space Sciences Division of the Jet Propulsion Laboratory “Planetary science:  Making and braking asteroids,” Nature 393, 04 June, pp. 418-419.) 

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of this work for the general public is the implication for defence against asteroid impacts on the Earth. If an asteroid were found to be on a collision course with the Earth, could we avoid it? The front-running technique is to explode a nuclear bomb some distance from the asteroid, vaporizing a thin layer of its surface on one side, and thus giving it a nudge. But most studies8 of this process have suffered from the spherical chicken problem, modelling the offending asteroid as a coherent solid body rather than a loose collection of debris. The new work may mean that deflecting an asteroid from a collision course would be more like clearing a landslide off the road than pushing a boulder aside. If the only thing holding the body together is gravity, then one cannot apply an impulsive change in its motion greater than the escape velocity from the surface without disrupting the body into many pieces. This means a kilometre-sized body can be given a change of course of only about a metre per second. Such a small impulse would have to be applied a fair fraction of a year before the projected time of collision in order to accumulate a change of path of a couple of Earth radii. The smaller the object, the smaller the impulse allowed, so the concept of a 'Star Wars' type shield protecting the Earth from imminent impacts is seriously flawed; better to discover asteroids far in advance in an orderly survey, allowing plenty of time to respond.


***Politics***

Best 1NC Link
Plan drains PC
Dearing, 11. (Matthew, MA in Physics @ Cornell, former intern @ Argonne National Laboratory, April 12, 2011, “Protecting the Planet Requires Heroes, Money, and Citizen Scientists” http://research.dynamicpatterns.com/2011/04/12/protecting-the-planet-requires-heroes-money-and-citizen-scientists/,)

Recently, the New Yorker published a narrative about the current struggles NASA is experiencing with fulfilling this civilization-saving task. It features the plight of an astronaut-turned-NEO evangelizer, Russell Schweickart, who now heads the B612 Foundation, which is driven by the goal to “significantly alter the orbit of an asteroid in a controlled manner by 2015.” NASA has money to search-and-destroy NEOs, but the allotted budget just might cover snacks and bagels pre-purchased at the grocery store for departmental meetings. So, the NEO program at NASA certainly could use some loud support.  The article overviews one of these meetings held in 2010 to develop a direction for moving NASA forward in the crapshoot that was once only considered to be a popular Atari game (play now! Can you now calculate the energy from each laser shot?). This meeting, called the The NASA Advisory Council Ad-Hoc Task Force on Planetary Defense, was held in two sessions during 2010, and was co-chaired by Mr. Schweickart. The council’s purpose was to review NASA’s current and future role in the issue of near-earth asteroids, and to create a formal recommendation on what NASA should and should not continue to be doing.  The interesting notes from the first of the two sessions are available online: April 15-16, 2010 Minutes [PDF]  There are many issues that NASA must juggle with here, including political, financial, and scientific. Who is willing to risk one’s political capital to champion the destruction of once-in-an-epoch giant fireballs in the sky, albeit one that can destroy our civilization as we know it? How much of taxpayer dollars can be appropriated to a once-in-an-epoch event, albeit one that can destroy our civilization as we know it? And, with deflection technology really already at hand, how professionally interesting is it to track and monitor orbiting rocks, since a Nobel Prize doesn’t target too many rocks these days?  The bottom line is that the political will and the money are not available from the United States federal government, so the financing of advancing technology–well in advance of pending doom–is not really an option right now, and will likely continue to not be an option for some time. Methods of averting potentially impacting objects have already been proposed, and should be reasonable to implement without too much of a technological leap, if any, although the funding factor will always be an application killer. In fact, according the the task force’s minutes, NASA should stay out of the direct defensive activities, and leave that to those who know how to defend, like the Air Force. Of course, the United States is already over-criticized for being the police force of the world, so why should it now have to be the defender of the planet and of all civilization? 

More Links

It would be politicized

Borchers, 09 (Brent W. Borchers, USAF Major, “Should the US be involved in Planetary Defense?” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539693&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

Whoever gets the final nod to go ahead with the project of planetary defense, chances are there would be a lot of debate in Congress as to who gets the funding for such a project and some of it probably won’t be altruistic in nature. Senators and Representatives could be swayed to vote for a certain agency to take the lead depending on the economic impact it would have in their districts. This problem is exacerbated because we’re talking about building a system before we need it. Most people still wouldn’t see a NEO as a serious threat and the elected representatives may only see this project as a “cash cow” to argue over on Capitol Hill and play politics within their districts. To this day there are still Congressional “food fights” that we see over who gets to build the next tanker aircraft for the USAF or the next search and rescue helicopter contract for the AF. These “food fights” in Congress don’t really take into account what the organization knows that it needs or what it wants for the mission. We’d have to be sure such a problem doesn’t derail a planetary defense project before it is even started. 

Supporters would be ridiculed and they now it
Patashnik 8 (Josh, “Happy Tunguska Day,” The New Republic June 30.   http://www.tnr.com/blog/the-vine/happy-tunguska-day) 

A good reason why--as Easterbrook suggests--NASA might want to devote a bit more time and energy to the threat posed by near-Earth space rocks. Unfortunately, as former astronaut Russell Schweickart told Andrew Revkin of The New York Times, quite a few members of Congress who privately support more funding for asteroid research are afraid to vote in favor of it, lest their opponents use the vote to make them look like paranoid crazies come election time.

There’s political resistance to the plan

Park et al. 1994 – President of the American Physical Society, PhD (Richard L., Lori B. Garver of the National Space Society and Terry Dawson of the US House of Representatives, “The Lesson of Grand Forks: Can a Defense against Asteroids be Sustained?” Hazards Due to Comets and Asteroids ed. Tom Gherels, pg. proquest

 IV. INVOLVING CONGRESS Efforts to persuade governments to invest significant resources in evaluation of the hazard of asteroid impacts must overcome what has been called "the giggle factor." Clearly, elected officials in Washington are not being inundated with mail from constituents complaining that a member of their family has just been killed or their property destroyed by a marauding asteroid. Indeed, the prevailing view among government officials who hear about this issue for the first time is that the epoch of large asteroid strikes on Earth ended millions or billions of years ago. Congressional involvement has been confined to the Committee on Science, Space and Technology of the U. S. House of Representatives, whose current chair, George Brown of California, has maintained an interest in the asteroid issue for several years. The Committee directed NASA to conduct two international workshops on the asteroid threat (House Committee on Science, Space and Technology 1990). The objective of the first was to determine the extent to which the threat is "real," and to define a program for significantly increasing the detection rate of large asteroids in Earth-crossing orbits. The second dealt with the feasibility of preventing large asteroids from striking Earth (see the Chapter by Canavan et al.). In March of 1993, the Space Subcommittee held a formal hearing to examine the results of the two workshops. Some members remain skeptical that the threat is real. But even among those who recognize that it is only a question of when a major impact will occur, there was no sense of urgency. 
Re-election campaigns mean no support
Revkin 8 (Andrew C Revkin is a Snr. Fellow at the Academy for Applied Environmental Studies at Pace University, “Apocalypse Then. Next One, When?” Dot Earth, a NYT blog, June 30 2008.  http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2008/06/30/apocalypse-then-next-one-when/) 
A few years earlier, I’d met him at a conference in Boulder, Colo. Mr. Schweickart had just given testimony before a a Senate committee, and told a depressing story about his conversations with staff members shortly afterward. To a person, they said the lawmakers they worked for were convinced of the threat and need to invest more in protection. And to a person, he recalled, they apologized that new money was unlikely because making the deflection of asteroids a priority might backfire in reelection campaigns.

They would only access the link turn if there actually were an asteroid – that is not the case

Mitchell 7 (William F Mitchell is the CEO of the NEO Safety Foundation., “Financing a Planetary Defense System,” Paper presented at the 2007 AIAA Planetary Defense Conference, 5-9 March 2007 (Washington, D.C.  http://www.aero.org/conferences/planetarydefense/2007papers/P5-3--Mitchell-Paper.pdf) 
If officials from the Spaceguard Survey announced tomorrow that the three kilometer long asteroid 4179 Toutatis had encountered an unexplained course change and there was a 99.9 percent chance of an impact with our planet on Sept 28, 2008 and the estimated impact zone would be somewhere off the eastern sea coast of the United States.... financing a planetary defense system would not be a problem. World governments would essentially stop what they were doing and make prevention of this imminent catastrophic event their most important priority. Budgetary constraints would no longer be an issue. Virtually overnight a multi-trillion dollar world defense industry would turn its attention to diverting or eliminating this threat. NASA, ESA and all the other world space organizations would focus their capabilities on a defense plan. Massive worldwide efforts, resources and commitments would be dedicated to saving the Planet. Defensive commitments from countries approaching those in both World Wars would not be surprising. Many political issues important today would vanish: • Using money from every area of the Federal Budget would be tolerated. • There would be no sacred cows, not even Social Security. • Emergency tax increases to fund the defense effort would be accepted by the public. • Use of nuclear power and explosives to mitigate the threat would be automatically considered a plausible option. • Great loss of life in manned space flight efforts would be considered a justifiable sacrifice if necessary. • Unproven manned and unmanned space vehicles would be rushed into service. All of the most important world issues of the day - world hunger, poverty, genocides, curing cancer, and heart disease - would abruptly pale in comparison to this fortuitous threat of world annihilation. Even the multi-billion dollar war on terror would take a back seat to this event. Money most certainly would not be in short supply for the project. There is little doubt that money to finance the planetary defense system would be available. Therefore, The limiting factor would be time, not money. Because there would not be enough time to test the proposed defensive measures and devices, the world would have to take a gamble on success or failure. As it was in movies like “Deep Impact” and “Armageddon”, the world would be depending on the actions of a few brave heroes using untried and untested methods and equipment to save the planet. But, unlike in the Hollywood movies, using such tactics in the real world seldom ends in “Happily Ever After”. Enough of the “what if” scenario. How do you finance a planetary defense system under today’s circumstances? The most current impact predictions from the Spaceguard Survey have not identified a 99 percent certain impact threat. This fact has resulted in creating the opposite problem of the above scenario for developing and testing a planetary defense system. Even though many scientists believe it is not a question of “if” but rather “when” a positive impact object will be discovered, there is an apparent feeling that there is time to devote to the problem and there is no sense of urgency. Therefore, The limiting factor is money, not time. 

There are no groups in favor of the plan – fear is short term

MPR 9 (“Report: NASA lacks funding to track asteroids,” Minnesota Public Radio News, 12 August 2009.  http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2009/08/12/nasa-asteroid-watch/) 
Disaster movies like "Armageddon" and near misses in previous years may have scared people and alerted them to a serious issue. But when it comes to doing something about monitoring the threat, the academy concluded "there has been relatively little effort by the U.S. government." And the U.S. government is practically the only government doing anything at all, the report found. "It shows we have a problem we're not addressing," said Louis Friedman, executive director of the Planetary Society, an advocacy group. NASA calculated that to spot the asteroids as required by law would cost about $800 million between now and 2020, either with a new ground-based telescope or a space observation system, Johnson said. If NASA got only $300 million it could find most asteroids bigger than 1,000 feet across, he said. But so far NASA has gotten neither sum. It may never get the money, said John Logsdon, a space policy professor at George Washington University. "The program is a little bit of a lame duck," Logsdon said. There is not a big enough group pushing for the money, he said. 
Weaponization Link
The Aff’s technology will be weaponized – the probability of misuse outweighs

Sagan and Ostro 94 (Carl, Editor “Issues in Science and Technology”, and Steven, Editor, “Issues in Science and Technology” “Long-range consequences of interplanetary collisions.” 6/22/94 http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3622/is_199407/ai_n8718929/pg_3/ ) 
We sometimes hear that this or that technology would certainly not be misused, or that only a madman would misuse it. We note that madmen exist and sometimes achieve the highest levels of political power in modern industrial states. This is the century of Hitler and Stalin, tyrants who posed great dangers not just to the rest of humanity, but to their own people. In the winter and spring of 1945, Hitler ordered Germany to be destroyed--even "what the people will need for elementary survival"--because the surviving Germans were "inferior" to those who had already died. If Hitler had nuclear weapons, the threat of a counterstrike by Allied nuclear weapons is unlikely to have dissuaded him. If the technology to deflect NEOs away from the Earth can with equal facility be used to turn inoffensive NEOs to Earth-impact trajectories, is it wise to develop such a technology? Might it be used not as a weapon of war between nations but as a means for the indiscriminate murder of multitudes? How sure can we be that it will not get into the wrong hands--a Hitler or a Stalin, some misanthropic sociopath, a religious fanatic hastening the Day of Judgment, some victim of ethnic violence bent on revenge, or technicians incompetent or insufficiently vigilant in handling the controls and safeguards? These examples from 20th-century history could be multiplied many fold. They urge on us great caution in the development of potentially apocalyptic technologies. No matter what reassurances are given, the acquisition of such a package of technologies by any nation is bound to raise serious anxieties worldwide. A vision of a launch-ready armada standing by to deal with impact threats is not reassuring. The technologies in question are on a wholly unique scale, implying dangers never before faced by the human species. Surely those who argue the prudence of preventing catastrophic impacts with a probability per century of one in a few thousand will recognize the prudence of preventing comparable catastrophes from the misuse of this technology--with unknown but probably much higher annual probabilities.

Impact Defense
1-250,000 chance of dangerous asteroid to hit earth in 2036

Michelle Bryner, Senior writer for Space.com, 2/4/11, Space.com, Space.com offers the late breaking headlines about outer space, space flight, science and astronomy news, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-501465_162-20030674-501465.html 

In 2004, NASA scientists announced that there was a chance that Apophis, an asteroid larger than two football fields, could smash into Earth in 2029. A few additional observations and some number-crunching later, astronomers noted that the chance of the planet-killer hitting Earth in 2029 was nearly zilch. Now, reports out of Russia say that scientists there estimate Apophis will collide with Earth on April 13, 2036. These reports conflict on the probability of such a doomsday event, but the question remains: How scared should we be? “Technically, they’re correct, there is a chance in 2036 [that Apophis will hit Earth]," said Donald Yeomans, head of NASA’s Near-Earth Object Program Office. However, that chance is just 1-in-250,000, Yeomans said.The Russian scientists are basing their predictions of a collision on the chance that the 900-foot-long (270 meters) Apophis will travel through what’s called a gravitational keyhole as it passes by Earth in 2029. The gravitational keyhole they mention is a precise region in space, only slightly larger than the asteroid itself, in which the effect of Earth's gravity is such that it could tweak Apophis' path. “The situation is that in 2029, April 13, [Apophis] flies very close to the Earth, within five Earth radii, so that will be quite an event, but we’ve already ruled out the possibility of it hitting at that time,” Yeomans told Life’s Little Mysteries. “On the other hand, if it goes through what we call a keyhole during that close Earth approach … then it will indeed be perturbed just right so that it will come back and smack Earth on April 13, 2036,” Yeomans said. The chances of the asteroid going through the keyhole, which is tiny compared to the asteroid, are “minuscule,” Yeomans added. The more likely scenario is this: Apophis will make a fairly close approach to Earth in late 2012 and early 2013, and will be extensively observed with ground-based optical telescopes and radar systems. If it seems to be heading on a destructive path, NASA will devise the scheme and machinery necessary to change the asteroid’s orbit, decreasing the probability of a collision in 2036 to zero, Yeomans said. There are several ways to change an asteroid’s orbit, the simplest of which is to run a spacecraft into the hurtling rock. This technology was used on July 4, 2005, when Deep Impact smashed into the comet Tempel 1.

RQ36 and Apophis have tiny chance of impact

O’Niell, 10 (Ian, In 2006, I was awarded my PhD in Solar Physics (at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth), but when I moved to the US, I dabbled in science blogging and journalism. With some amazing fortune, I started writing for Fraser Cain at the Universe Today and from there, in 2009, I was offered the producing position at Discovery News, 7/27/10, Discovery News, http://news.discovery.com/space/future-hazard-1-in-1000-chance-of-asteroid-impact-in-2182.html

But compare this with the panic that ensued with the discovery of 99942 Apophis in 2004. Initially, it was thought there was a 1-in-233 chance of Apophis hitting us in 2029. This estimate was alarming; it was the first time an asteroid had been promoted to "Level 4" on the Torino Scale -- a near-Earth object (NEO) impact hazard categorization method.  After further observations, the threat of an Apophis impact was lowered, and now the chance of the 270 meter space rock hitting us in 2029 is zero. The probability of impact during the next fly-by, in 2036, has recently been downgraded to a 1-in-250,000, and a third pass in 2068 has a tiny one-in-three million chance…..   "The total impact probability of asteroid '(101955) 1999 RQ36' can be estimated in 0.00092 -- approximately one-in-a-thousand chance -- but what is most surprising is that over half of this chance (0.00054) corresponds to 2182," explains María Eugenia Sansaturio, of Spain's Universidad de Valladolid (UVA) and co-author of the international NEO study.Recently published in the journal Icarus, this impact probability was calculated using two mathematical models to assess potential threats to Earth in the 22nd Century. 1999 RQ36 was singled out at the biggest threat.

No risk of an asteroid collision.

Albanesius 11 (Chloe, East Coast news reporter for PCMag.com, “Asteroid Zips Past Earth, Avoiding Collision”, PC Mag, 6/28/11, http://www.pcmag.com/article2/0,2817,2387734,00.asp/)     

The asteroid, which measures about 16 to 65 feet in diameter, was in a "very Earth-like orbit around the Sun," NASA said, but orbital analysis indicated that there was no chance it would actually strike Earth. Given its trajectory, 2011 MD was closest to Earth while it was over the southern Atlantic Ocean. Asteroids of this size only come this close to Earth about once every six years. This particular asteroid was discovered by the LINEAR near-Earth object discovery team observing from Socorro, New Mexico. For a time, astronomy fans might have been able to view it via a modest-sized telescope, according to NASA. Those fearing a real-life space disaster movie here on Earth should stop worrying. NASA said the probability of a near-Earth object (NEO) like 2011 MD actually striking our planet is "essentially zero." "There are no known NEO's on a collision course with the Earth," the agency said. "There is a possibility that an as yet undiscovered large NEO may hit the Earth, but the probability of this happening over the next 100 years is extremely small." In other asteroid news, NASA's Dawn spacecraft will soon begin the first extended visit to a large asteroid. The mission is scheduled to go into orbit around Vesta, the second largest object in the main asteroid belt, on July 16 and start gathering data by early August, NASA said. Vesta is believed to house many of the meteorites that eventually fall to Earth.

The probability of extinction is even lower

White and Saunders 03 (Rosalind V. White, Department of Geology at University of Leicester, and Andrew D. Saunders, Professor, Department of Geology, University of Leicester, “Volcanism, impact and mass extinctions:  incredible or credible coincidences?”, 12/3, Science Direct)     jchen
The fact that kill mechanisms remain a subject for debate, even for a well documented meteorite impact, means that the story is not as clear cut as was previously thought, and even catastrophic events such as meteorite impacts may not be capable of causing mass extinctions without other contributory factors. If the more recent cratering statistics are correct, and the anticipated repeat interval of a Chicxulub-sized impactor is only 30 m.y., then large impacts are much more frequent than major mass extinctions, and it is evident that not all of these large impacts can have caused mass extinctions.  There is further evidence to suggest that impacts, alone, do not cause global extinction events. has been proposed that there is a threshold Hypothesized dkill curvesT (e.g., Raup, 1992) relating percentage extinction rates to crater size do not appear to fit observations (Hallam and Wignall, 1997), probably because they do not take into account other Earthbound variables. It effect whereby no extinctions occur until the crater is at least 45 km (Jansa et al., 1990) or even 100 km (Poag, 1997) in diameter. However, the expected frequency of these smaller impacts greatly exceeds the number of significant mass extinctions  (Fig. 4), which suggests that the threshold size for an impact being the sole cause of a mass extinction should be set at a much higher level.
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