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Aff Answers

Nonunique – Russian’s Phobos Mission will tear up the OST by the end of 2011

DiGregorio 11 (Barry E., director of the International Committee Against Mars Sample Return and author of Mars: The Living Planet (North Atlantic Books), “Don’t send bugs to Mars,” January 2011, http://io9.com/5721723/dont-send-bugs-to-mars DA; 6/24/11) 
Early spacecraft had to be thoroughly and expensively sterilised before they could be sent to the moon or planets. However, over the years this requirement has been watered down. The Committee on Space Research (COSPAR) in Paris, France, has been charged with making adjustments based on new data. COSPAR now allows spacecraft to bypass any sterilisation as long as they are not carrying life-detection instruments or landing on areas of Mars designated as "special regions" - areas where liquid water could exist for short periods that might support terrestrial microbial growth. The problem with these policy changes is that they are premature: our knowledge about the survivability of life on Mars is constantly changing with each spacecraft mission. Numerous reports have debated whether terrestrial spores might be able to replicate and spread on Mars. We still don't know the answer, so why risk contaminating the most Earth-like planet in our solar system? Now a mission slated to launch in the second half of 2011 will effectively tear up the treaty. The Russian Federal Space Agency's Phobos Sample Return Mission (formerly known as Phobos-Grunt) will send not just microbial spores but live bacteria into the solar system for the first time. If this isn't a direct violation of the Outer Space Treaty then what is? 
Nonunique – China violated OST by failing to consult other countries about its ASAT test, yet few objected

Marder 8 (Center for defense information, CDI Research Assistant, “CPR for the OST: How China’s Anti-Satellite Weapon Test Can Breathe New Life into Article IX of the Outer Space Treaty,” June 2008, http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/ChineseASATtest.pdf DA; 6/26/11) 

As news of a Chinese anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon test spread throughout the world during the second and third weeks of January 2007, most spacefaring nations condemned the action as irresponsible and troubling. 1 Some complaining states cited China’s potential spurring of an arms race in space, and all noted the staggering amount of hazardous orbital debris generated by the test without any prior warning by the Chinese. While these statements were uniformly unequivocal in their disapproval, they seldom implied that China had somehow breached the terms of international law—China’s actions were deemed reproachable, but not illegal. But the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 (OST), by its Article IX provisions, calls for a state to engage in international consultations when predicting that its space activities will harm the interests of others. 2 China failed to do so, and thereby violated the terms of the OST. Yet few states noted this illicit behavior. 

Nonunique -Atlas rocket made clear that US intends to violate the OST 

Presscore 10 (“US launches a first strike military spacecraft - the X-37B,” 4/28/10, PressCore, http://presscore.ca/nbg/index.php?entry=entry100428-214754 DA: 6/22/11) 

On April 22, 2010 an unmanned Atlas rocket carrying a miniature space shuttle blasted off from Cape Canaveral Air Force Station. The US military has built and launched an unmanned military aircraft in orbit around Earth, in direct violation of the Outer Space Treaty of 1967. The unmanned spacecraft can stay in orbit for months on end. It was built as a first strike spacecraft. The latest unmanned spacecraft launched by the US has triggered concerns in China over a new arms race in space as the “small shuttle” is reported to have platforms to launch various types of missiles. The US could position this spacecraft over any country, open its cargo bay doors and launch a nuclear, biological or any other WMD. This spacecraft gives the US the capacity and capability to launch missiles from space and with the aid of Earth’s gravity and the zero gravity of space, a missile being launched can achieve Mach 7 or faster. The US has been very secretive about this mission. Perhaps it is because the X-37B is carrying a missile or missiles or the spacecraft itself is a weapon. No matter, the US has made it be known that it is its intention to militarize space in violation of the Outer Space Treaty - a treaty ratified by ninety five nations and entered into force on October 10, 1963. 

Nonunique – Chinese ASAT test violated the OST

Listner 11 (Michael, prolific writer for the Space Review, Space Policy Examiner, “India’s ABM test: a validated ASAT capability or a paper tiger?,” March 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1807/1 DA: 6/24/11) 

Chinese ASAT test and seeds of India’s ASAT interest The Chinese government surprised the international community with the intentional destruction of its weather satellite Fengyun 1C on January 11, 2007, using its SC-19 ballistic missile to carry a kinetic kill vehicle4. The test was the first successful test of China’s ASAT, and it was performed without warning to the international community and likely constituted a technical violation of China’s obligations under the Outer Space Treaty5. Aside from international criticism, China suffered no sanctions for the test and the resulting debris cloud
Nonunique - Lack of enforcement for 40 years has already weakened the OST 

Harrison 11 (Roger G. Ambassador, director of the Eisenhower Center For Space And Defense Studies, Professor in Political Science at the US Air Force Academy, “ Space and Verification Vol 1 Policy Implications” March 2011, http://swfound.org/media/37101/Space%20and%20Verification%20Vol%201%20-%20Policy%20Implications.pdf DA: 6/24/11) 

Characterizing space as the “last frontier” may blind us to the fact that it is already, at least in theory, a highly regulated environment. Requirements for and constraints on behavior in space are subject to a variety of administrative requirements, U.N. resolutions and treaty law, including, most prominently, the Outer Space Treaty of 1967. The OST grew out of a UN “Declaration of Legal Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space” (1962) and had the effect, as described by William Durch, of “(transforming) a nonbinding, international consensus on the political/military conduct of space into legal obligations.” But the Treaty was perhaps less foundational than often described, in part because it placed specific constraints on activities (such as the stationing of nuclear weapons in orbit or on celestial bodies, or creation of military installations on the moon) that the only two significant space powers had already decided not to pursue. Even in areas of Treaty-imposed constraint that were remained pertinent, particularly the prohibitions against “interfering with other states’ space-related activities” and “damaging the space environment,” the OST had less than decisive impact – not because of an inability to verify, but an unwillingness to enforce. This unwillingness apparently stems from concern about disclosing sources and methods, and a reluctance to contribute to the establishment of norms that might limit freedom of action. For example, although there have been numerous cases in the last forty years of heedless creation of debris and crowding of spectra, none of the major space actors has ever accused another of violating the Treaty. Even in the case of the most flagrant recent example of “damage” to the space environment – the debris created by the 2007 Chinese ASAT test - only the Japanese protested on the basis of the Outer Space Treaty. While the OST can reasonably be read as prohibiting “jamming, blinding or otherwise disrupting unless required for self-defense or during hostilities,” it has not been interpreted by any major party to prohibit the sorts of activities that have led officials to describe space as increasingly “contested.” Indeed, far from strengthening verifiable norms of behavior in space, lack of enforcement of the OST has arguably weakened them - to the point the authors of the European Code of Conduct thought it appropriate to include a highly qualified and voluntary pledge to refrain from intentional interference, even though most nations are already bound to such a provision in the OST as a matter of treaty law 

No Link-Resource Development

OST does not forbid resource utilization – most others can do is ask for consultation

Dinkin 4 (Sam, regular columnist for The Space Review, “Don’t wait for property rights”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/179/1)

The Outer Space Treaty does not forbid in situ resource utilization. Space is treated like a commons. Astronauts have brought home space rocks and taken title to them. If you want resources on Mars or the Moon, take them. No other country has the power to exclude you if your home country approves your activity. The most others can do is ask for “consultations” with your country’s government. That means that Moon rocks, Mars rocks, Moon photos, imported lunar structures, imported Martian structures, and in situ resource utilization are all fair game.

No Link-ASATs

ASATs don’t violate the OST – not weapons of mass destruction legally 

Johnson-Freese 2000 (Joan,Space Policy Series, USAF Institute for National Security Studies, “THE VIABILITY OF U.S. ANTISATELLITE (ASAT) POLICY: MOVING TOWARD SPACE CONTROL,” January 2000, http://www.usafa.edu/df/inss/OCP/ocp30.pdf DA: 6/26/11) 

Regarding ASATs and the OST, it has been concluded that "nonnuclear ASAT weaponry is…legal." 16 Bruce Hurwitz concludes that since 11 ASATs are not weapons of mass-destruction they are legal according to the letter of the OST. Considering the spirit of the law, "the conclusion appears to be that anti-satellite weapons are legal, de lege late, but should be illegal, de lege ferenda." 17 The type of ASAT system being considered becomes critical. While there is no formal delimitation of outer space, earth orbit is most often considered outer space. Therefore, an orbital (space-based) defense would be subject to international law, where a ground-based system would not. 
No Link-Lunar Mining

OST only forbids colonization, not extraction and ownership of resources

Schmitt, 2003 [Harrison H., Chairman, Interlune-Intermars Initiative, Inc., “Testimony of Hon. Harrison H. Schmitt: Senate Hearing on "Lunar Exploration"” 11-6, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=10924]

On the question of international law relative to outer space, specifically the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, that law is permissive relative to properly licensed and regulated commercial endeavors. Under the 1967 Treaty, lunar resources can be extracted and owned, but national sovereignty cannot be asserted over the mining area. If the Moon Agreement of 1979, however, is ever submitted to the Senate for ratification, it should be deep sixed. The uncertainty that this Agreement would create in terms of international management regimes would make it impossible to raise private capital for a return to the Moon for helium-3 and would seriously hamper if not prevent a successful initiative by the United States Government. 
AT: Weaponization Module

OST can’t stop conflicts in space – militarization and changes in the nature of warfare ensure threats will continue 

Lewis 7 (James A., Director and Senior Fellow at Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) for the Technology and Public Policy Program, “US/China: the Dynamics of Military Space,” February 2007) 

Space weapons have been contemplated from the start – in 1945, Army Air Force Commander Hap Arnold recommends to the Secretary of War that the United States (US) pursue the development of long range missiles and “space ships” capable of launching missiles against terrestrial targets. IN the 1950s, the Soviet Union threatened to launch nuclear weapons from satellites, leading both superpowers to being develop anti-satellite weapons and, in the case of the Soviets, armed orbital vehicles. While the UN Outer Space Treaty calls for the peaceful use of space and forbids the use of weapons of mass destruction, it does not forbid military use of space nor does it restrict the use of other kinds of weapons in space. But focusing on space weapons is unhelpful to understand the context for military conflict in space. If space weapons were banned, there would still be military conflict in space. More importantly, a simple ban along the lines of the 1967 UN Outer Space Treaty would not improve US security. Two trends help explain this. The first is the change in the larger strategic environment. The second is the changes in the nature of warfare. In combination, these two trends guarantee that conflict and attack will continue to form part of the fabric of space activities. 
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