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Scenario 2 
 

1) Scenario description 

2) Additional background information 

3) Issues and Questions 

a) Technical 

b) Institutional 

Note:  Current date = 24 December 2016 



Period: 1.16 yr 

Inclination: 25.15 deg 

Mass:  5.7e8 kg 

Est. diameter: 75 m 

Vimp: 17.64 km/sec 

Energy: 21 MT 

(= 1,400 Hiroshimas) 
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2030 LOV & Risk Corridor 

Impact Probability 1:250 



160 Earth radii 168 Earth radii 
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1) Are there additional questions or issues raised by the 

direct impact case which differ from those below for the 

keyhole impact case? 

 

2) What information and/or analysis differences might there 

be for a situation requiring the immediate commitment to 

a deflection campaign? 

Questions & Issues 
Scenario 2 



Questions & Issues 
Scenario 2 

3) Is the 14 year time horizon used in this example an 

adequate time for meeting the deflection challenge?  If 

not, what are the minimum time requirements and can 

they be reduced by having pre-established certain 

criteria or policies? 

 

4) Can we “recover” the asteroid via improvements in 

search capability (e.g. space-based search telescope 

launched to track the object) early in the 14-yr window? 

Is that cheaper than a transponder mission or deflection 

campaign? 



1) What criteria should guide the binary choice of deflecting 

the NEO ahead of or behind the Earth? (Minimum 

people along risk corridor?; minimum infrastructure 

value?; shortest distance?; lowest cost?; minimum time 

to completion?; etc.) 

 

2) What considerations should guide the final targeted miss 

distance beyond the Earth’s surface?  (Roche limit?  i.e. 

potential breakup?; future close approach planning?; 

cost minimization?; etc.) 
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3) What tracking and/or analytical information is required 

from the IAWN for MPOG to perform its mission?  What 

timing requirements (re planning) should be levied on 

IAWN to insure MPOG can address the mission 

planning issues? 

4) Should there be levels of alerting or warning provided by 

IAWN, and if so, how should they be defined?  E.g. 

preliminary mission planning advised as in Scenario#1? 

5) What deflection techniques are available?  What 

criterion should apply, if any, to the use of various 

techniques? 
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6) Who deflects?  What are the options for selection and 

the basis to be applied for such selection?  Who makes 

the determination, and how? (MPOG, MAOG, Security 

Council, first on scene, maximum self-interest) 

7) Who pays?  How is cost determined and by what 

process is it approved and allocated? 

8) Are there liability and/or other legal issues that must be 

addressed as MPOG moves ahead?  What are they? 
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9) What oversight and/or control of  the deflection 

planning and execution is required or appropriate? 

10) Will national security (e.g. export control issues; ITAR & 

equivalent) preclude international cooperation in a 

deflection campaign?  Can this be avoided? 

11) How should MPOG be structured?  Should this be 

integrated into ISECG in any way?  Other existing 

structure? 
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12) Should membership in MPOG be limited to the launch 

capable nations?  Should nations specify which of their 

national space organizations will represent them in 

MPOG?  Should MPOG representatives be able to 

commit their governments?  If not, then in what higher 

forum should this occur? 
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Discussion 


