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1NC Space Lasers CP

Text: the United States federal government should develop and deploy space-based lasers for the purpose of missile defense beyond the Earth’s mesosphere.
Contention 1 - Competition

Status quo investment in space missile defense uses Brilliant Pebbles as a platform, doesn’t use space based lasers

Hitchens 02 (Theresa Hitchens, vice president of Center for Defense Information, “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette?”, http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm )

The newly named Missile Defense Agency (formerly the Ballistic Missile Defense Agency) has proposed spending $1.33 billion from 2003 to 2007 on developing "Space-Based Boost" — in essence reviving the Reagan-era concept of Brilliant Pebbles, a constellation of orbiting, kinetic kill vehicles designed to knock out enemy ICBMs in their boost phase. "Concept assessment" is due to be completed in early 2003, according to Pentagon fiscal year (FY) 2003 budget documents, with an aim to "support a product line decision not earlier than FY 2006."13  The development program is being designed to include at least limited experiments in space. 
Contention 2 - Solvency

The SBL is the only potential system to solve all missile threats, global coverage by 2020

Aubin and Streland 2K (Stephen P. Aubin, Professor at School of Continuing Studies at Georgetown and Arnold H., Commander of the Space Superiority Systems Wing of the US Airforce, “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: 

Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase”)
The Space-Based Laser is the only ballistic-missile, boost-phase intercept system being pursued by the  Department of Defense to provide global defense coverage to counter ICBM attacks against the United States  or its allies.  Like ABL, it will rely on directed energy to destroy missiles shortly after launch.  An operational  SBL would be the first line of defense against ICBMs launched by an aggressor, and it would complement the  capability of the land-based interceptors currently being developed under the National Missile Defense  program.  An SBL system could provide a robust additional layer to the currently planned missile defense  architecture in response to the expected growth of ICBM threats now projected by the intelligence  community.  If the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX) is successful, it will provide  the technological path for the development of a prototype SBL and, eventually, an operational system  sometime around 2020. 

Covert development would be normal means for the CP, its already part of the DoD black budget

Lewis 04 (Jeffrey Lewis, Director of East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterrey Institute of International Studies, “Space-Based Laser in the Black Budget?” http://lewis.armscontrolwonk.com/archive/161/ space-based-laser-in-the-black-budget)
Just when you thought the space-based laser was dead … the Canadian Department of National Defence reveals that it  believes the program has gone black to hide it from scrutiny. Last year, MDA closed its Space-based Laser (SBL) program office and canceled the anticipated 2012 test of the system. MDA/’s decision followed a $120 million Congressional cut to the program in FY02 and a decision by MDA not to seek substantial funding in FY03. MDA Director Ronald Kadish told reporters that MDA would no longer focus on “putting an experiment in space in the near term . . . . Space basing of this capability can be looked at as a later improvement as opposed to a near-term imperative.” The Ottawa Citizen, however, reports obtained a March 2003 Canadian Department of National Defence report that suggests otherwise. It seems our neighbors to the North concluded that MDA was interested in “possibly moving [the Space-based laser] into /’black/’ territory where progress will be concealed.” The unclassified budget, although it contains funds for “decommissioning” the Capistrano, California Test Site associated with the “canceled” Space-based laser program, retains some funding to “further refine the DE [Directed Energy] concept and provide options for future system production. 
1NC – Space Lasers CP

Emergent technologies resulting from this investment will provide MDA with the ability to pursue DE systems, possibly including a Space-Based DE program.” The continuation of the program in a much larger scale in the classified budget is feasible: DOD has plenty of black R&D money – $11.8 billion or 19 percent of total RDT&E funding according to the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. Given the spending profile developed by CBO, MDA could keep this thing in their classified budget for another several years before the spending started to hit the billion dollars per year mark. 

Brilliant Pebbles style space missile defense ensures a mass amount of debris at launch and use

Primack 02 (Joel R. Primack, Professor of Physics at UC Santa Cruz, “Debris and Future Space Activities”, http://physics.ucsc.edu/cosmo/Mountbat.PDF)
Offensive weapons in space pose the worst threat to satellites in LEO. Fortunately, offensive weapons have not yet been introduced into space—except for a few tests such as a Soviet space mine explosion, or the intentional destruction in 1985 of the still-operating Solwind satellite in a demonstration by the U.S. military. Each of these tests generated hundreds of pieces of trackable debris. But kinetic kill vehicles such as the proposed thousands of “Brilliant Pebbles” are sure to generate great quantities of space debris just during their initial deployment, and far more if they are ever used. Since each of these attack satellites will circle the earth every 90 minutes, basing weapons in space requires hundreds of individual satellites in order that at least one be near its time-urgent target, such as a missile in boost phase 

SBL’s prevent debris

Deblois et al 04 (Bruce M. DeBlois, Richard L. Garwin, R. Scott Kemp, Jeremy C. Marwell, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon” International Security, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Autumn, 2004), pp. 50-84 http://www.jstor.org/stable/4137586)

A constellation  of space-based  lasers  could  be considered  for defense  against  debris-like  antisatellite  weapons,  for  instance,  pellets  or  gravel  that  might  be  delivered  to  low  earth  orbit  (LEO) altitude  by  a Scud-derived  missile  such  as  North  Korea's  Nodong  or  Pakistan's  Ghauri.33  Such  a  weapon  would  be  launched  by  a U.S. adversary  at precisely  the  right  time  to arrive at (but not  in)  low  earth  orbit  coincident  in  place  and  time  with  a  U.S.  satellite.  For  an  in-plane  intercept,  timing  the  intercept  would  be  eased  by  having  the  rocket  reach maximum  altitude  (and  therefore  zero  vertical  velocity)  at the  satellite's  orbital  height,  with  the  lethal  300-kilogram  pellet  payload  cloud  (of  a  gross  payload  of  about  1 ton)  remaining  for  almost  30  seconds  centered  within  100  meters  of its quarry's expected  altitude.  If the orbiting  satellite  has  a vulnerable  area of  10 m2 to  the  encounter  with  a  1-gram  pellet  (capable  of  ejecting  about 1,000 grams  of metal  from  a massive  plate)  at more  than  7 km/s,  one  can  esti-  mate  the  kill  probability  of  such  a  pellet  warhead.  We  assume  that  the  unmodified  Scud-D  (Nodong)34  has  a  circular  error probable3s of  1.5  kilome-  ters at a range  of 1,000 kilometers,  corresponding  to a velocity  error of 3 m/s.  It  will  reach  500-kilometer  altitude  if  fired  near  vertically,  with  a  time  of  about  350  seconds.  If  a  GPS  receiver  and  a  set  of  small  thrusters  are  added  to  the  rocket,  or to  a separating  fore body,  and  most  of  the  necessary  velocity  correc-  tions  are  made  in  50  seconds  after  rocket  burnout  at  110 seconds,  then  a  few  kilograms  of  hydrazine  (in simple  thrusters  that  provide  a specific  impulse  of  200 seconds)  could  in this  way  bring  the  payload  to  the  desired  point  in  space  within  about  10-meter  accuracy.  The  GPS-guided  bomb  (i.e.,  the  Joint  Direct  Attack  Munition  [JDAM])-of  which  thousands  were  used  in  Iraq  in  2003-achieves  few-meter  accuracy. 

2NC – Space Mil Link Differential
Space Based Interceptors fail-limited field of vision and vulnerability to ASATs

Grego and Wright ‘10 (Laura Grego, senior scientist in the Global Security Program of the Union of Concerned Scientists, and David Wright, senior scientist and co-director of the UCS Global Security Program, “Securing the Skies”, November 2010)
If such a large system were built and the technology worked per fectly, it would still not provide a reli-able defense, for two reasons. First, even if the constellation of hundreds to thousands of interceptors  described  above  were  in  place,  only  one  or  two  SBIs  would  be  in  position  to  reach  any  given  launch-ing  missile  in  time  to  destroy  it.  Consequently,  the  defense  could  be  over whelmed  by  simultaneously  launching multiple missiles from one location.    

Second,  the  system  could  not  protect  itself  from  attacks  intended  to  remove  interceptors.  Because  SBIs  would  be  in  low-altitude  orbits  they  could  easily  be  detected  and  tracked  from  the  ground;  an  adversar y would know their current and future locations. As a result, any SBI would be vulnerable to  attack  by  inexpensive  shor t-  or  medium-range  missiles.  These  missiles  would  burn  out  at  too  low  an  altitude to be intercepted by the SBI, but they could loft homing ASAT weapons at it. 63 By destroying  relatively  fe w  SBIs  in  this  way,  an  attacker  could  create  a  gap  in  the  defense  through  which  it  sub-  sequently  could  launch  its  long-range  missiles.  In  shor t,  a  defense  based  on  deploying  hundreds  or  thousands of SBIs at enormous cost could be defeated by a handful of enemy missiles.64 
And space based lasers solve and avoid the link to the space militarization 

Gruselle 07 (Bruno, Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique. He served in the policy department of the French Ministry of Defence for more than 10 years, The final frontier: missile defence in space?, Google Scholar)

 Space-based assets could clearly play a role in both responses. Space-based sensors could give the necessary alert and tracking data to the interception network that land-based sensors would not be able to obtain. More important, space-based interceptors could be the most appropriate means to target long-range missiles fired from deep within a country’s territory or to rapidly destroy the launch capabilities of a rogue state set on defeating limited land-based interception system inventories. The latter clearly lies at the core of the debate on the nonweaponization of space as it means the deployment of a space-to- Earth strike capability. However, it is doubtful that weapon platforms will be deployed in space in the near future. Orbiting weapons capable of striking land-based systems are neither economically nor technically interesting for the moment, and other means to conduct anti-launcher operations already exist, such as piloted or unmanned airborne systems. Indeed, the proponents of missile defence are not asking for space-to-Earth strike systems. Rather, they are advocating the development of space-based interception capabilities,23 which would have only a very marginal—and probably no—offensive potential against Earth targets.

2NC – CP Avoids Debris DA

SMD exceeds current US launch capability-plan would take a long time to just have the launch infrastructure ready

Grego and Wright ‘10 (Laura Grego, senior scientist in the Global Security Program of the Union of Concerned Scientists, and David Wright, senior scientist and co-director of the UCS Global Security Program, “Securing the Skies”, November 2010)
Moreover,  the  APS  study  showed  that  for  the  foreseeable  future  each  SBI  would  require  a  mass  of many  hundreds  of  kilograms. 61  As  a  result,  deploying  such  a  system  would  not  only  be  enormously expensive and but actually would exceed U.S. launch capabilities.62  Additionally, such a system would raise significant issues for LEO crowding and traffic management.
2NC – SBLs Solve - Durability

SBLs solve better - Height and durability 

Kleinburg 11 (Howard, Member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada. He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile Defense 'networK': Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors Part 1 of 2,” http://www.faqs.org/periodicals/201103/2305177921.html) 

Third, objects in space have the advantage of height, always a critical advantage in warfighting, and one that gives the added advantages of line of sight (range), descent, speed, and range, especially with respect to a boosting ballistic missile target as it struggles up out of its ocean of air, up out of Earth's gravity well, from far below. Space-based objects also have the advantage of persistence, since they lose speed and altitude only very marginally, enabling them to remain in orbit for years. Such devices are also necessarily automated. Thus, all of these aspects enable space-based missile defenses to remain active, in service, and always 'on duty' for several years straight.
2NC – SBLs Solve – Comparative Evidence

SBLs solve best – our evidence is comparative
Kleinburg 11 (Howard, Member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada. He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile Defense 'networK': Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors Part 1 of 2,” http://www.faqs.org/periodicals/201103/2305177921.html) 

Space-based laser. Laser energy travels at the speed of light, the maximum speed possible for anything in the universe; and, it also travels in a straight line. These factors vastly simplify the aiming process needed to strike even the fastest-moving material targets with a laser, according to Douglas Beason's book, "The A-Bomb - How America's New Directed Energy Weapons will Change the Way Future Wars Will be Fought." A system that can generate and accurately aim a beam of laser light of sufficient power (High-Energy Laser, or HEL) would be highly capable of shooting down ballistic missiles, particularly in their vulnerable, 'lucrative' boost phase, as discussed above. The problem then becomes one of basing, and of placing the weapon within line-of-sight range of the missile's launch-point or flight path, without exposing the laser-source itself to attack

CP Solves Better than Brilliant Pebbles (1/2)

Missile defense solves prolif and global instability, but current NMD fails, space lasers are uniquely key

Eaglen 10 Mackenzie, Research Fellow for National Security Studies, Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation; former Principal Defense Advisor to Sen. Collins; staff member, Quadrennial Defense Review Independent Panel; MA, National Security Studies, Georgetown U;  by far the most attractive member of the Heritage Foundation;  “Why Missile Defense” The Heritage Foundation; August 3, 2010; http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/08/Why-Missile-Defense)

Some arguments are worth repeating. Take missile defense. The basic justification for developing this weapon system has not changed much since President Reagan proposed it in 1983. But the threats have changed. In fact, the threats we face are more varied and are evolving at a faster rate than at any other time in our history. Ten years ago, for example, few people knew what an improvised explosive device was. Today, they are the weapon of choice for insurgents in Afghanistan, Iraq and elsewhere around the world. Recent conflicts have also demonstrated the devastating effects of cyber and denial-of-service attacks; and more unsettled state actors are partnering with sub-groups to cause trouble. As the predictability of the kinds of threats we face has diminished, military planners have been forced to prepare to defend against virtually everything. Since no one would secure a home by locking all the windows but leaving the front door open, the U.S. shouldn’t choose to remain vulnerable to a ballistic missile attack – particularly since these weapons can be armed with a chemical, biological or nuclear weapon. It only takes 30 minutes for a ballistic missile to reach U.S. shores from anywhere in the world. We would barely have time to lament our lack of missile defenses before an attacking weapon was upon us It only takes 30 minutes for a ballistic missile to reach U.S. shores from anywhere in the world. We would barely have time to lament our lack of missile defenses before an attacking weapon was upon us. Since the enemy always “gets a vote,” U.S. leaders need only pay attention to what others are saying and doing to validate the need for a comprehensive missile defense system to protect Americans. The Threats We Face Iran will likely achieve nuclear status in the near future, and the world has limited visibility into their program and even less into their leaders’ intentions. The International Atomic Energy Agency is having difficulty developing a comprehensive picture of Iran’s nuclear program, but officials believe Iran may be working on affixing a nuclear warhead to one of its growing classes of ballistic missiles. Even the U.S. military estimates that Iran will be capable of fielding an intercontinental ballistic missile by 2015. Numbers tell the rest of the story. In just the past decade, the number of nuclear states around the globe has grown from six to nine. Meanwhile a total of 28 countries have ballistic missile capabilities. Some are rapidly improving their arsenals with help from other states. China, for example, has shown it is capable of targeting U.S. satellites with ballistic missiles and electromagnetic pulse warheads. In January 2007, China launched an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) at one of its own satellites. The Chinese referred to the test as an experiment and not a deliberate anti-satellite test. Nevertheless, the action proved Chinese capabilities and demonstrates their potential for growth In just the past decade, the number of nuclear states around the globe has grown from six to nine. Meanwhile a total of 28 countries have ballistic missile capabilities. North Korea has some 1,000 missiles and is selling them to other countries. It has tested at least 25 missiles with ranges of up to 1,200 miles. This means North Korean missiles are capable of reaching South Korea and Japan. Its leaders are also developing a new ICBM with a minimum range of 3,700 miles that could hit Alaska and some parts of Hawaii if it functioned at its full capacity. Judging by capabilities (missile arsenals) as well as intentions (official statements from world leaders), the need for a U.S. missile defense system is clear. Of course, missile defense offers more than protection of Americans at home and abroad. The purely defensive system also provides security assurance and comfort to friends and allies. Our investment in missile defense is what prevents others from building up their own arsenals and reduces their perceived need to acquire 

additional weapons. The United States today provides security for more than 30 countries around the world and thus prevents these nations from pursuing large missile programs of their own. As a result, the number of weapons throughout the world has decreased, which is a desirable outcome. The bottom line is that missile defense decreases the importance and utility of ballistic missiles. This dramatically limits their attractiveness to potential enemies, given that such an attack would more than likely fail.  What's Needed Here at Home A comprehensive, multi-layered missile defense should be a priority. And the vast majority of Americans support the program. A poll conducted by Opinion Research Corporation this past May reveals that 88 percent of the respondents believe that the federal government should field a system for countering ballistic missiles capable of carrying weapons of mass destruction. However, many also mistakenly believe we already have what is needed to defeat a range of threats. President Obama’s “phased adaptive approach” for missile defense has some merits but also has unnecessarily slowed the program while the threat has remained the same. 

CP Solves Better than Brilliant Pebbles (2/2)
President Obama’s “phased adaptive approach” for missile defense has some merits but also has unnecessarily slowed the program while the threat has remained the same. Iran may be capable of launching a long-range missile by 2015, yet the U.S. missile defense program will not be capable of defeating this type of threat until 2020. The Department of Defense has requested $9.9 billion in the fiscal year 2011 budget for the missile defense program, with $8.4 billion of that going to the Missile Defense Agency (MDA). One notable improvement is the $2.2 billion request for the sea-based Aegis ballistic missile defense system – an 11 percent increase over the previous year. While the MDA budget shows an increase over the previous year’s request, it still falls nearly $1 billion short of President Bush’s final request in fiscal year 2009. The administration’s plan for missile defense has four stages that continue through 2020. The program includes both land and sea-based interceptors. Ultimately, the fourth phase would move the system beyond regional defense and protect the entire U.S. homeland against an ICBM attack. Unfortunately, the administration has cut back on other integral parts of the comprehensive program. The number of ground-based interceptors in Alaska and California has been cut from 44 to 30, the planned “third site” for missile defense in Poland and the Czech Republic was cancelled, and funding has been eliminated for space-based interceptors. For a truly effective and comprehensive system, the land, sea and air components must be strengthened. First, the administration should reinstate the original plan to field 44 ground-based midcourse defense interceptors in Alaska and California. As the number of countries that possess ballistic missiles grows alongside the size of many arsenals, additional interceptors are necessary. Congress should add $200 million to the missile defense budget to begin restoring the planned interceptors here in the U.S. Iran may be capable of launching a long-range missile by 2015, yet the U.S. missile defense program will not be capable of defeating this type of threat until 2020. Additional funding is also needed for the successful sea-based system. Congress should bolster the Aegis ballistic missile defense in 2011 to accelerate and expand both the development and procurement of the Aegis weapons system and the Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) family of interceptors. One example involves funding smaller and lighter vehicles for the SM-3 interceptors. An optimal speed for the interceptor is six to seven kilometers per hour, which can best be achieved by using these lighter vehicles. This would ensure that the interceptors can protect larger areas and allow them to intercept missiles in the first stage of launch all while engaging missiles with the longest ranges. The complete lack of investment in space-based interceptors and minimal funding for space activities needs to be reversed. There are substantial benefits to a robust space-based system. The Airborne Laser program (which has already been proven successful at striking a missile in the first, or “boost,” phase) should be resurrected. This is important because during the boost phase, the missile is still over the enemy’s land. If intercepted at this point, it significantly reduces the risk of any spillover effects. Indeed, as Lt. General (Ret.) Trey Obering has said, missile defense is similar to an insurance policy for the protection of all Americans – except, of course, it’s a much better investment. If, say, you get into a car accident, only then does your insurance help you.  But with missile defense, having a system in place could prevent an enemy attack from ever reaching Washington, New York, Dallas, Miami, Seattle or Los Angeles. It’s peace of mind worth investing in.  It’s also proof that old arguments are often worth repeating, particularly when – as in the case of missile defense – they are correct. 
2NC – SBLs Solve - Speed

SBLs solve better - Speed 

Kleinburg 11 (Howard, Member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada. He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile Defense 'networK': Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors Part 1 of 2,” http://www.faqs.org/periodicals/201103/2305177921.html) 

Advantages of space-based weapons for missile-defense. Space-based weapons, for missile defense, have many critical advantages over terrestrial-based systems. The first and foremost of these is the old real-estate adage, 'location, location, location.' Objects in orbit circle the globe in as little as 90 minutes. According to James G. Lee, with the U.S. Air Force Air University, speeds are typically as much as 4.5 miles per second in Low Earth Orbit (LEO), granting them as much initial velocity (more, with booster motors) as is technologically possible, while still being located near the Earth. From LEO, they have as little distance as possible to reach a boosting BM, while still being in orbit proper. In fact, Lowell Wood described in "Ballistic Missile Defense in an Ideal World," they would most likely follow a downward path from their orbital altitude to effect an interception of a boost-phase missile, giving them maximum advantage in an intercept flight. In all, Space-Based Ballistic Missile Defense weapons have an immense advantage of speed over their ballistic missile adversaries, since they are already going faster than their targets ever will, i.e., at orbital velocity, and will add even more speed (i.e., more mi/sec.) in the process of boosting and descending to intercept their targets.
SBLs Solve – Militarization/Vulnerability

Space based lasers are key to neutralize enemy capabilities.  They can shoot down anti-satellite weapons

Kleinburg 11 (Howard, Member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada. He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile Defense 'networK': Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors Part 1 of 2,” http://www.faqs.org/periodicals/201103/2305177921.html) 

ASAT Defense Chinas January 2007 ASAT test, in which a weather satellite was destroyed, was a wake-up call for the seriousness of space warfare in general, according to Craig Covault's article m Aviation Week and Space Technology, "Chinese Test Anti-Satellite Weapon." It was also no mere 'experiment,' as the Chinese government claimed, but was, in fact, a live-fire test of a full-up weapon system. After all, this weapon was fired from a road mobile launch platform, a decades-old ballistic missile combat-basing mode designed to evade preemptive- or counterstrikes, as Amy Butler explains in her 2007 article, "Chinese ASAT Strike Was Third Try, Had Mobile Element," which also ran in Aviation Week and Space Technology. Indeed, this nearly-operational ASAT system is the logical consequence of a Chinese national military policy that calls for the development of capabilities to destroy satellites as part of a greater, anti-U.S. -access war fighting strategy, towards its long-stated goal of eventual "reunification" of Taiwan by force, according to Larry Wortzel, in his 2003 article, "China and the Battlefield in Space." Fortunately, this recently -revealed, real-world ASAT threat also brings a silver lining in it. As is the case with ballistic missiles, SBBMD weapons can also defend against ASATs. All ASATs, at least, whether direct-ascent or co-orbiting, must first be launched from the Earth's surface, regardless of the launch platform, and must first go through a boost phase. And since SB-BMD provides the single best way to stop any such missile attack from taking place, Robert Butterworth, suggests in his article, "Assuring Space Support Despite ASATs," it would also provide the single best way to defend against ASAT attacks; same mission, different payload inside the threat missile. SB-BMDs could also intercept ASATs in other phases of their flight, at least within lower Earth orbit. For instance, the Missile Defense Agency's GMD can intercept ICBM warheads at the peak of their trajectories, some 1, 100 km (500 miles) or so. Similarly, an ASAT (direct-ascent or co-orbiting) on terminal approach towards a satellite in LEO would present a target of comparable size, density and velocity as a "mid-course" ICBM warhead (if not even larger), at a similar altitude, and possibly similar speed and trajectory. As a result, the AS AT could also be targeted and intercepted by a mid course defense-capable SB-BMD weapon, in addition to its primary role of boost-phase defense, giving a "second-chance" round of shots with which to try to stop any ASAT.

1NC SBLs Fail 
Can’t hurt anything besides satellites 

Garwin 03 (Richard L., Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons: Not Yet, 4/14, http://www.fas.org/rlg/030522-space.pdf)

But, as analyzed in detail in the RAND publication, many targets are not vulnerable to destruction by SBL, and many that are can be protected by smoke, by water shields, or in other ways. Aircraft yes, and combustible targets or thin-skinned storage tanks. But not bunkers, armored vehicles, or many buildings. We have already seen that the use of an SBL can easily cost in the range of $100 million per target and is contingent on the target being thin-skinned and not obscured by a cloud. For comparison, a Tomahawk missile costs some $600,000 and will attack heavily armored and non-flammable targets, and is not affected by cloud. Even enthusiasts consider SBLs a weapon to attack very special targets, while most military capability against similar targets is to be provided by more conventional means. In contrast almost all portions of the earth are reachable by existing cruise missiles (Tomahawk Block 3) launched from outside the 12 nmi limit. The flight time can be several hours. For the space-based laser, "rapid response" is a sometime thing, since it is necessary to have clear air to allow the laser beam to strike the target—no cloud in the way. With these competitive means of striking the target, observation could still be provided by nonweapon space assets, so that in addition to attack by navigation (using GPS) one could use a laser - target designator from space with observation and designation provided at the time when a destructive payload arrives in the vicinity of the target—an example of non-weapon military space capabilities contributing to US military capability. In summary, the one target which can surely be held at risk at modest cost is important and costly satellites, of which the US possesses by far the greatest number and value.

More evidence

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York

University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

Space-based lasers, however, face significant operational barriers. Because the satellite would move with respect to a fixed point on Earth, continuously covering strategically important regions (in clear weather) would require a constellation of several dozen lasers. The lasers would be effective only against a narrow class of targets, such as combustibles, aircraft canopies, and thinskinned storage tanks. Common military objectives such as bunkers, armored vehicles, and buildings would be basically immune to laser attack. Rudimentary shielding by smoke screens, ablative cork coatings, or even pools of water can provide a substantial and cheap defense for nearly any target. Furthermore, space-based lasers could not attack targets under cloud cover-on average 30-40 percent of the Earth's surface and some 70 percent of the time in parts of Germany or North Korea.

SBLs Politics Links

Space-based lasers are politically unpopular – bipartisan opposition

Broad, 6 (William J. Broad, staff writer for the New York Times, May 3rd, 2006, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/05/03/washington/03laser.html?pagewanted=all)
The Bush administration is seeking to develop a powerful ground-based laser weapon that would use beams of concentrated light to destroy enemy satellites in orbit.  The largely secret project, parts of which have been made public through Air Force budget documents submitted to Congress in February, is part of a wide-ranging effort to develop space weapons, both defensive and offensive. No treaty or law forbids such work.  The laser research was described by federal officials who would speak only on the condition of anonymity because of the topic's political sensitivity. The White House has recently sought to play down the issue of space arms, fearing it could become an election-year liability.  Indeed, last week Republicans and Democrats on a House Armed Services subcommittee moved unanimously to cut research money for the project in the administration's budget for the 2007 fiscal year. While Republicans on the panel would not discuss their reasons for the action, Congressional aides said it reflected a bipartisan consensus for moving cautiously on space weaponry, a potentially controversial issue that has yet to be much debated. 

SBLs  Spending Link

SBL’s will cost about 81 billion dollars, empirical estimates

William H. Possel, Lt Colonel, USAF, has directed space system acquisitions and operations throughout his military career, Lt. Col. Possel has a bachelor's degree in  physics  from  the  University  of  Cincinnati and a master's degree in engineering physics from the Air Force Institute of Technology, July 1998, “LASERS AND MISSILE DEFENSE: NEW CONCEPTS FOR SPACE-BASED AND GROUND-BASED LASER WEAPONS”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA425537&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
In  comparison with  other  advanced  space programs, these cost estimates  for the space-based laser are  exceptionally low and  probably unrealistic. Based on the experience  with previous programs, the average cost of  military satellites ranged from $50,000 to $150,000 per kilogram. In the case of the  proposed  space-based  laser  architecture, the entire constellation's estimated weight is 700,000 kilograms (twenty platforms at 35,000 kilograms  each).  Using this historical “average” cost of $100,000  per kilogram  for the development of a space system, the  costs for the platforms are likely to be in the range of $70 billion. Assuming that the laser  demonstrator has been  successfully tested in space, the technological readiness level, described in an earlier section, is rated as a 7, which  effectively increases the cost estimate by ten percent. When launch costs are included, based on the new launch  vehicle's proposed costs of $5,650 per kilogram, the total cost rises to $81 billion.* Using this rough estimate, we  now have a means for comparing the space-based laser architecture with the following two competing architectures. 

SBL’s will last over 20 years and can be acquired by 2020 with a lifetime cost of 8 billion a year

Kosiak, 7 (Steven M. Kosiak is a analyst for the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, “Arming the Heavens: A Preliminary Assessment of the Potential Cost and Cost-Effectiveness of Space-Based Weapons,” Thinking Smarter About Defense, 2007)

Although the RAND study did not include cost estimates, both DoD and CBO have provided cost estimates for SBL constellations that appear to resemble relatively closely the base case system described by RAND. In 1999, a DoD report, the Space High Energy Laser Architecture and Affordability Study, estimated that an SBL constellation consisting of 24 HF-laser battle stations with technical specifications similar to those projected in the RAND study would cost $92 billion to acquire and operate over its lifetime.41 In 2002, CBO estimated that acquiring and supporting such a constellation would cost far more than projected by DoD. Specifically, CBO estimated that the 24-SBL constellation then being pursued by the MDA would cost $61–76 billion to acquire, and would have annual satellite replacement and operating costs of $5–6 billion. Assuming a 20-year life for this constellation, CBO’s estimate implies a total cost of about $157–196 billion (see Figure 1). This would make the projected SBL constellation substantially more expensive to acquire and operate than most of the SBI options described earlier in this section. A potentially less costly approach to a boost-phase laser defense would be to field a constellation of space-based relay mirrors in combination with either space-based or ground-based lasers. In such a system, most, or all, of the SBLs in orbit would be replaced by relay mirrors. These relay mirrors would refocus and redirect the laser energy emitted by a relatively small number of SBLs or ground-based lasers to provide the same coverage possible with a constellation comprised entirely of SBLs. One of the main advantages of this approach would be that the number of SBLs that would need to be deployed could be substantially reduced, or—if ground-based lasers were used—eliminated entirely. This, in turn, could result in cost savings. While possibly significant, however, the savings would probably not be dramatic. According to one estimate, relay mirrors used in such a system would weigh about 20 percent less than the SBLs they would replace,43 and cost 25 percent less.44 Assuming this estimate is correct, a hypothetical boost-phase ballistic missile defense system consisting of 24 relay- mirror satellites and three SBLs,45 for example, would be projected to cost about 15 percent less to procure than a constellation consisting of 24 SBLs. However, total savings for such a system would be less than 15 percent. Most importantly, this is because all of the R&D costs associated with acquiring a space-based laser system would still be incurred, along with some additional R&D costs peculiar to development of the relay mirrors. These considerations suggest that the 20-year lifecycle costs of a boost-phase missile defense constellation consisting of three SBLs and 24 relay mirrors would be about 10 percent less than for the 24-SBL constellation described earlier, or some $142–176 billion.46 That the savings associated with using a combination of SBLs and relay mirrors—rather than SBLs alone—would probably not be dramatic is also suggested by the findings of DoD’s 1999 Space High Energy Laser Architecture and Affordability Study. The report concluded that while there was a “high probability” that a constellation of 24 SBLs could be fielded in the 2020 timeframe, it might be possible to field—at lower cost, though with higher technological risk—a comparably effective constellation consisting of six SBLs and 12 relay mirrors. DoD estimated that such a system would cost about $78 billion to acquire and support over its lifetime. This is about 17 percent below its estimate of the cost of a 24-SBL constellation. Using CBO’s estimate for the cost of a 24-SBL constellation as a baseline (rather than DoD’s much lower, and probably less realistic, estimate), implies total (20-year lifecycle) costs for this alternative of about $131–162 billion. 
PAGE  
1
Last printed 9/4/2009 7:00:00 PM





