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Outweighs and turns the case-
1. Nuclear war doesn’t cause extinction
Seitz, 11 -- Harvard University Center for International Affairs visiting scholar
(Russell, “Nuclear winter was and is debatable,” Nature, 7-7-11, Vol 475, pg37, accessed 8-18-12, mss)
Alan Robock's contention that there has been no real scientific debate about the 'nuclear winter' concept is itself debatable (Nature 473,275-276; 2011). This potential climate disaster, popularized in Science in 1983, rested on the output of a one dimensional model that was later shown to overestimate the smoke a nuclear holocaust might engender. More refined estimates, combined with advanced three-dimensional models (see go.nature.com/ kss8te), have dramatically reduced the extent and severity of the projected cooling. Despite this, Carl Sagan, who co-authored the 1983 Science paper, went so far as to posit "the extinction of Homo sapiens" (C. Sagan Foreign Affairs 63,75-77; 1984). Some regarded this apocalyptic prediction as an exercise in mythology. George Rathjens of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology protested: "Nuclear winter is the worst example of the misrepresentation of science to the public in my memory," (see go.nature.com/yujz84) and climatologist Kerry Emanuel observed that the subject had "become notorious for its lack of scientific integrity" (Nature 319, 259;1986). Robock's single-digit fall in temperature is at odds with the subzero (about -25 °C) continental cooling originally projected for a wide spectrum of nuclear wars. Whereas Sagan predicted darkness at noon from a US-Soviet nuclear conflict, Robock projects global sunlight that is several orders of magnitude brighter for a Pakistan-India conflict — literally the difference between night and day. Since 1983, the projected worst-case cooling has fallen from a Siberian deep freeze spanning 11,000 degreedays Celsius (a measure of the severity of winters) to numbers so unseasonably small as to call the very term 'nuclear winter' into question.
2. Biodiversity turns their war impacts
McNeely, 2k -- International Union for Conservation of Nature chief scientist
(Jeffrey, "War and Biodiversity: An Assessment of Impacts," in The Environmental Consequences of War, ed. by Jay Austin and Carl Bruch, www.scribd.com/doc/5673923/War-and-Biodiversity-An-Assessment-of-Impacts, accessed 8-25-12, mss)
Resource degradation, including loss of biodiversity, can create scarcities that push people out of the regions where they live. Insufficient supplies of firewood and timber, depleted aquifers, and soil erosion can form a feed back loop of poverty, insecurity, and environmental degradation. As Kane points out: Felled trees, for example, no longer anchor soil, which washes away and clogs rivers, and the disrupted flows of water cause further soil erosion and disrupt harvests of fish. In rural areas where people directly depend on the soil and water and forests for sustenance, poverty is essentially an environmental trend. These people are usually cash poor, yet so long as they are natural resource rich, they can remain home and prosper. But when people flee poverty they are often fleeing environmental impoverishment - after the topsoil blew away or the well ran dry - in places without a rural economy that offers them alternative sources of livelihood." Resource scarcity can arise from three sources: degradation or depletion of a resource; increasing consumption of the resource (for example, due to population growth or rising per capita resource consumption); and uneven distribution that gives relatively few people disproportionate access to the resource and subjects the rest to scarcity. Resource scarcity can lead to declining agricultural production, economic hardship, migrations of people from areas of environmental stress, and tensions within and among groups - a melange of factors that contribute to violent conflict." When resource scarcity reduces the ability of states to meet the needs of their population, dissatisfaction can lead to declining state authority, which sooner or later nurtures collective violent action. Homer-Dixon concludes: Within the next 50 years, the planet's human population will probably pass 9 billion, and global economic output may quintuple. Largely as a result, scarcities of renewable resources will increase sharply. The total area of high-quality agricultural land will drop, as will the extent of forests and the number of species they contain. Coming generations will also see the widespread depletion and degradation of aquifers, rivers, and other water resources; the decline of many fisheries; and perhaps significant climate change."� Resource scarcities in many parts of the developing world are already contributing to violent conflicts that are probably early signs of an upsurge of violence in the coming decades that will be induced or aggravated by even more acute scarcity. Poor societies will be particularly affected because they are less able to buffer themselves from resource scarcities and resulting social crises. These societies typically already suffer acute hardship from shortages of water, forests, and fertile land. A major problem is that fast-moving, unpredictable, and complex environmental problems can overwhelm efforts at constructive social reform. Moreover, scarcity can sharply increase demands on key institutions, such as the state, while it simultaneously reduces their capacity to meet those demands. These pressures increase the chance that the state will either disintegrate or become more authoritarian, both of which enhance the likelihood for war. CONSERVING BIODIVERSITY AS A CONTRIBUTION T0 PEACE On a more positive note, in at least some countries, today's military sees conserving biodiversity as an important part of its mission. Throughout Europe, the peacetime military has formally recognized that it has a key role to play in conserving biodiversity on its estate, with implementation of this principle varying from voluntary undertakings by the military to legally binding guidelines and fully elaborated management plans. In the United Kingdom, the Ministry of Defence has entered into formal agree- ments with the statutory conservation agencies that designate part of the military estate as Sites of Special Scientific Interest. And in the US, the Department of Defense issued an Ecosystem Management Policy Directive in 1994 that articulated a biodiversity conservation policy to "maintain and improve the sustainability and native biological diversity of terrestrial and aquatic, including marine, ecosystems while supporting human needs, including the DOD mission."" Some countries use biodiversity conservation efforts to help promote domestic peace. Lebanon suffered a violent and bloody civil war from 1974 to 1990, resulting in significant loss of human life, massive destruction of property, fragmentation and weakening of the central authority, and various forms of environmental degradation. Following peace, a massive building boom further accelerated the rate of environmental destruction, as contractors demanded access to diminishing water supplies, concrete. stone, and sand with little regard to their value as natural resources and their roles in the surrounding ecosystems. Trees were cut for firewood and charcoal, livestock were released to graze eroding slopes, and hunters continued to slaughter migrating birds by the thousands." Several NGOs were developed to meet conservation needs even during the war, and now are mobilizing funds from the financial mechanism of the Convention on Biological Diversity to use protected areas as one means of fostering recovery from the war. Abu-lzzadin identifies at least four ways that the new system of protected areas is promoting peace in Lebanon: -Visiting the reserves. The fragmentation of the country is being repaired by bringing people together from different parts of Lebanon and rein- troducing them to their natural heritage through properly organized and guided tours in the protected areas: ~ Appointing local NGOs. National reconciliation is promoted by appoint- ing local NGOs to plan, protect. and manage the protected areas, thereby dilfusing tensions and minimizing unwanted friction between opposing factions. 'I`his measure also helps to ensure that management practices are fully compatible with local political, social. and religious institutions; Â° Bringing institutions rogethen Bringing government, NGOs. and sci- entific institutions together to establish a network of protected areas is expected to enhance national reconciliation; Â° Allowing ideas and solutions ofdwerent stakeholders to interact. National reconciliation is being approached from the perspective of people, com- munities, and institutions, allowing ideas and solutions to be brought together on many diierent levels through the peaceful activities of nature conservation."� Some countries are also recognizing the possibility of using protected areas designed to conserve biodiversity along their borders as ways of promoting peace." In many countries, boundaries are found in mountainous areas that also tend to be biologically rich because of the great variety of habitats and ecosystem types found within relatively small areas affected by differences in elevation. microclimate. and geological factors. While such ecologically diverse areas are often particularly important for conservation of biodiversity (and thus established as protected areas), they are also fre- quently sanctuaries in war, especially during civil wars and guerrilla wars." Given that national frontiers are both especially sensitive areas where conflict is endemic and biological resources are often especially rich. the idea of establishing protected areas on both sides of the border - as so- called "peace parks" ~ has attracted considerable attention. These parks provide a symbol of the desire of the bordering countries to deal with many of their problems in a peaceful way."� lt has been found that trans- boundary protected areas cover well over 1.1 million km', representing nearly I0 percent of the total protected area in the world (see Table l4.2)." ln addition to indicating the importance of transfrontier protected areas, these statistics also demonstrate how much of the world's land area devoted to biodiversity conservation is located in remote frontier areas where risks of war are historically highest. Although peace parks have probably had relatively little independent effect on international relations, transfrontier cooperation on biodiversity issues has the potential to develop into an important factor in at least regional politics by helping to internalize norms, establish regional iden- tities and interests, operationalize routine intemational communication, and reduce the likelihood of the use of force."� National and international security can no longer be conceived in narrow military terms. Ethnic conflict, environmental degradation and pollution, and famine leading to civil unrest and massive migrations of refugees, constitute threats to both social stability and the preservation of a productive material base - the planets biodiversity. Thus, stopping soil degradation and deforestation, or augmenting food production capabilities in deficit areas, can directly and substantially contribute to the security of society, and can help prevent - or at least postpone - armed conflict. Allocating international resources to environmental monitoring and impact assessment, resource management, protection of economically important species, quick response to disasters and accidents, energy conservation, and the establishment and management of protected areas along international borders are all highly appropriate activities that will prevent strife and therefore reduce the likelihood of conflicts leading to war. As Thacher put it: “trees now or tanks later.” Because environmental stress (perhaps better phrased as "biological insecurity") can be a fundamental cause of armed conflict, issues of conserving biodiversity, using biological resources sustainably, and sharing the benefits of such use in a fair and equitable manner - the three objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity - are critical elements in discussions of national security. Investments in activities to implement these objectives are vital contributions to "˜biological security," and thus to peace.
3. Takes out solvency- spurs new restrictions
Birol et al, 12 -- International Energy Agency chief economist 
(Fatih, "Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas," IEA report designed and directed by Fatih Birol, 2012, www.worldenergyoutlook.org/media/weowebsite/2012/goldenrules/WEO2012_GoldenRulesReport.pdf, accessed 6-2-12, mss)

Within this diverse structure, a major challenge is to maintain reasonable consistency of regulation (for example, among the different states), closing regulatory gaps, where necessary, and doing this in a way that encourages best practice and responds to changes in production technology. Unconventional resource production may be well underway in United States, but shale gas development – and hydraulic fracturing in particular – has become an emotive public issue, with strong and well-organised positions taken by many of the parties involved. This has complicated the prospects for constructive engagement, limiting the common ground on which new regulation (at federal or state level) or new projects (at local level) might be based. Given the scale and pace of development in the United States, there is a likelihood that regulation will be driven by events. For example, an environmental incident linked to unconventional gas development could crystallise public views and prompt new restrictions on unconventional gas production or the use of hydraulic fracturing.
Destroys demand- takes out the aff
Harvey, 12 -- Guardian environmental correspondent 
(Fiona, "'Golden age of gas' threatens renewable energy, IEA warns," The Guardian, 5-29-12, www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/may/29/gas-boom-renewables-agency-warns, accessed 5-31-12, mss)

Van der Hoeven said gas companies must earn their right to exploit shale gas, by improving their environmental performance. She warned that the adverse environmental impacts of the fuel – fracking requires vast quantities of water, and can result in the contamination of water supplies and the release of harmful chemicals – would have to be taken into account, and that companies would have to clean up their act if they wanted to retain their "social licence to operate". "If the social and environmental impacts are not addressed properly, there is a very real possibility that public opposition to drilling for shale gas and other types of unconventional gas will halt the unconventional gas revolution in its tracks," she said.
AT: Certainty
Framing issue- their evidence must distinguish exemptions from removing restrictions or there is zero solvency distinction between the CP and the aff- view this debate through a lens of sufficiency

CP resolves certainty questions:
1. Fear of the alternative- gas producers will pay higher bonds because they fear moratoria and restrictions more- that’s the 1NC Davis evidence.
2. CP is a modest increase in bonds- doesn’t deter gas production BUT changes incentives to protect the environment
Davis, 12 -- US Berkeley economic policy professor
(Lucas, Ph.D. in Economics from the University of Wisconsin, National Bureau of Economic Research research fellow, Energy Institute at Haas faculty affiliate, 
"Modernizing Bonding Requirements for Natural Gas Producers," June 2012, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/6/13%20bonds%20davis/06_bonds_davis.pdf, accessed 8-17-12, mss) 

Current minimum bond amounts are too low to ensure adequate environmental protection. Minimum bond amounts were set in nominal dollars and have never been adjusted for inflation. During this period the price of everything has gone up, including the price of environmental cleanups. A $10,000 bond per lease is not enough even to pay for routine site reclamation expenses (GAO 2010a, Mitchell and Casman 2011) and is negligible compared to the costs that are incurred when accidents happen. This proposal would increase the minimum bond amount to adjust for inflation. Since the minimum dollar amount was set more than fifty years ago, prices have increased about sixfold (see Figure 6). Adjusting for inflation, the minimum bond amount would increase to $60,000. With approximately five wells per lease, about $12,000 per well is still a relatively modest bond. This amount would then be permanently indexed against inflation to ensure that the value does not decrease over time. The increase would take effect for new wells only, and the minimum bond amount would remain the same throughout the life of a well. Thus, for example, a gas producer would not be required to post additional assets to existing bonds even if the real value of those bonds falls over time. Increasing minimum bond amounts to account for inflation is an important first step to protecting the environment from potential damages. A strong argument could be made, moreover, for further increasing minimum bond amounts above $60,000. As discussed above, hydraulic fracturing is riskier than the traditional techniques for which this legislation was designed. Hydraulic fracturing requires injecting large quantities of chemically treated water into the wellbore, which increases the probability of damaging surface spills. These wells also tend to be at higher depths where gas is under higher pressure, thus increasing the chances of groundwater contamination, blowouts, and other types of problems. Of course, some states already have substantially higher minimum bond amounts than what is being proposed. New York State, for example, has a maximum potential bond amount per deep well of $250,000, the highest listed for any state, in addition to stringent water-use restrictions which effectively have created a moratorium on hydraulic fracturing. The only state that has an explicit moratorium is Vermont, which instituted legislation banning hydraulic fracturing in May 2012, although Vermont has few if any known reserves (Gram 2012). Consequently, a strong argument can be made for imposing a minimum bond amount higher than $60,000 per lease for wells constructed using hydraulic fracturing. Determining what the correct minimum bond amount would be, is difficult. These drilling techniques are evolving rapidly so the empirical evidence on the economic and environmental costs of the potential environmental damages is limited. Moreover the optimal bond amount depends not only on the dollar value of potential damages but also on the probability with which different outcomes occur. Reliable estimates of these probabilities, and how these probabilities would change under different bond amounts, are not available. This uncertainty strengthens the case for increasing minimum bond amounts. Given that the environmental risks from hydraulic fracturing are so poorly understood, larger bonds could be viewed as a conservative approach to policy-making as more information is collected. At a minimum, the increased use of hydraulic fracturing means that this is a particularly opportune time to update these amounts for inflation. Doubling required minimum bond amounts relative to the minimum for traditional wells, for example, would probably make sense given the higher level of environmental risks and higher expected costs of reclaiming these well sites. The purpose of strengthening bonding requirements is to mitigate, not completely fix, the misalignment of incentives. Even after adjusting for inflation, the bonds would be small compared to the environmental costs from a severe accident. Widespread groundwater contamination, for example, could impose hundreds of millions of dollars in damages, for which a $60,000 bond would be woefully inadequate. States would, as we discuss below, be encouraged to consider bond amounts that exceed federal minimums. This would benefit, in particular, states where natural gas drilling brings large environmental risks. In setting minimum bond amounts, it is important to recognize that to completely eliminate the misalignment of incentives would require companies to post a very large bond, imposing substantial costs on natural gas producers. For example, requiring producers to post a $1 billion bond would segment the market, effectively excluding all small and medium-sized producers. Even just adjusting for inflation, however, would improve incentives for good environmental management. Increasing the liability of gas producers, even modestly, would help induce them to make better choices, and updating minimum bond amounts would help ensure that natural gas producers reclaim drilling sites after production is completed. Increasing minimum bond amounts would have only a small impact on the natural gas market. There are approximately 18,000 natural gas development wells drilled per year in the United States. At $12,000 per well, this would be $216 million going into bonds annually. But keep in mind that the natural gas market is very large. Total U.S. domestic production in 2010 was 26.9 trillion cubic feet. At $3 per cubic foot, this is an $81 billion market annually. Total domestic production from unconventional sources was 12.8 trillion cubic feet, so at $3 per thousand cubic feet, this is $38 billion annually. 7 The “Costs and Benefits” section below provides additional context.
3. State fill-in- only the counterplan gives states a reason not to create new regulations to restrict natural gas- means there’s a states fill-in disad to the aff but not the counterplan- that’s 1NC Davis.
AND- their solvency take-outs link to the aff- state bonding requirements
Davis, 12 -- US Berkeley economic policy professor
(Lucas, Ph.D. in Economics from the University of Wisconsin, National Bureau of Economic Research research fellow, Energy Institute at Haas faculty affiliate, 
"Modernizing Bonding Requirements for Natural Gas Producers," June 2012, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/6/13%20bonds%20davis/06_bonds_davis.pdf, accessed 8-17-12, mss) 

Many states have bonding requirements for oil and gas drilling that exceed the minimum federal requirements. State-level requirements extend bonding requirements to drilling on non-federal lands, and in most cases increase the required bond amounts above the federal minimum levels (GAO 2010a). Like the federal requirements, most states allow producers to post either bonds for individual wells or blanket bonds that cover all drilling activity in the state. Some states use a single minimum bond amount regardless of the well’s characteristics, while others determine minimum amounts based on the depth of the well. The minimum dollar amounts range from $500 (Kentucky) to $100,000 (Alaska). In light of recent discoveries in proved shale reserves (see last two columns of Table 2), many states are currently considering increasing bonding requirements, while some states, such as Pennsylvania and West Virginia, already have.
That patchwork is worse for production- takes out the aff
Platts, 12 
("Local anti-fracking ordinances could stifle development: Colorado governor," 8-15-12, www.platts.com/RSSFeedDetailedNews/RSSFeed/NaturalGas/6563367, accessed 8-22-12, mss)

Local ordinances that seek to limit fracking -- such as the one passed in Longmont, Colorado -- could set a dangerous precedent, leading to a confusing patchwork of regulation that stifles natural gas development, the governor of Colorado said Wednesday. John Hickenlooper, a Democrat, made the statements on the sidelines of the Colorado Oil & Gas Association's Energy Epicenter Conference in Denver. Last month, the state took the unusual step of suing the city of Longmont to stop enforcement of new oil and natural gas regulations which state officials said overstep the city's authority. The suit was filed July 30. It marked the first time the state has sued a city to challenge its right to enact regulations on oil and gas development, although some local ordinances have faced court challenges in the past from oil and gas operators and other third parties. The Longmont rules, passed by City Council on July 17, include a restriction against hydraulic fracturing in residential areas, a requirement to fully disclose any hazardous materials transported on city roadways, and several other provisions. During a panel discussion at the conference, Hickenlooper said such local ordinances will lead to "an intensely balkanized, patchwork quilt" that could deny stakeholders their mineral rights. In addition, the ordinances could stifle development of natural gas at a critical time when the industry is going through a technological revolution that has released previously untapped reserves in shale plays and other formations.
4. Bonds are the best solution for the environment and from industry perspectives- empirical studies prove
Logeman, 8 -- Duke University Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences
(Julia, "The Feasibility of an Environmental Assurance Program in North Carolina," May 2008, dukespace.lib.duke.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/10161/470/MP_jll25_a_200805.pdf?sequence=1, accessed 8-22-12, mss)

The financial cost of private industry’s pollution is often unfairly transferred to the public. Decades can pass between a pollution release and its discovery, making it very difficult for regulators to hold responsible parties accountable. In North Carolina, a prime example of the public shouldering this burden is the primarily publicly financed State Trust Fund for cleaning up after leaking underground storage tanks. One way to ensure polluters pay for remediation is to require financial assurances prior to permitting. There are several mechanisms available that do this, including surety bonds, environmental insurance, and cash accounts signed over to the regulator. In this study, the most commonly used assurance mechanisms were evaluated using a multi-criteria decision analysis and the criteria most important to regulators and industry: contractual strength, verifiability, flexibility, ease of acquisition, and availability/control of funds. These criteria were derived using each party’s core objectives. For regulators, these are protecting the environment and the public and doing so in the least costly way. For industry, these are making profit and meeting the necessary environmental regulations in the least costly way, so that they are allowed to do continuing business. Using North Carolina’s underground storage tank issue as an example, the mechanisms were then ranked by their performance for each criterion. Surety bonds ranked as the best instrument to meet both parties’ needs, providing regulators with a high degree of contractual strength while allowing industry freedom from needing to cover its entire environmental liability up front. Like surety bonds, insurance and letters of credit provide adequate contractual strength and flexibility, but they are not as easily verified by the regulator. Financial self-tests and corporate guarantees were found to be insufficient because they performed at the least preferable level for regulators in all criteria and provided industry with little flexibility. This evaluative framework should prove useful to policymakers as they try to address the unfair liability private industry’s pollution creates for the public. A statewide assurance program is a feasible solution to this problem given the satisfactory performance of several assurance instruments.
5. Costs are sufficient to solve, but not to deter production- AND they get the money back- with interest
Davis, 12 -- US Berkeley economic policy professor
(Lucas, Ph.D. in Economics from the University of Wisconsin, National Bureau of Economic Research research fellow, Energy Institute at Haas faculty affiliate, 
"Modernizing Bonding Requirements for Natural Gas Producers," June 2012, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/6/13%20bonds%20davis/06_bonds_davis.pdf, accessed 8-17-12, mss) 

Current minimum bond amounts are so low that bonding requirements have a negligible impact on the market. For example, as of December 2008, the total value of BLM bonds, including bonds from both natural gas and oil production, was $162 million. In 2010, the total value of U.S. natural gas production was $112 billion, and the total value of U.S. oil production was $135 billion. 12 Thus the total value of bonds held by the BLM is less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the annual revenue in these sectors. Increasing minimum bond amounts to account for inflation would impose some real economic cost, but this cost would be modest compared to the size of the market. Nationwide there are about 18,000 wells drilled annually for natural gas development. 13 At $60,000 per lease, or approximately $12,000 per well, this would mean about $216 million placed annually into bonds. This is not a small amount, but it is modest compared to the more than $100 billion dollar natural gas market. Moreover, while a bond is in place it earns interest, and most producers will get these funds back with accrued interest.
AT: Can’t Pay
No link- counterplan is only a modest increase in bond requirements- doesn’t hurt producers- that’s above.
Exxon makes consolidation inevitable now- links to the aff
Ordonez, 12 – MarketWatch staff
(Isabel, "Exxon natural-gas push could cost small producers," MarketWatch, www.marketwatch.com/story/exxon-natural-gas-push-could-cost-small-producers-2012-02-03, accessed 8-18-12, mss)

HOUSTON -(MarketWatch)- Exxon Mobil Corp.'s XOM -0.30%  decision to leave its U.S. natural-gas output untouched despite low commodity prices may push some smaller producers out of the business, force consolidation in the industry and make the oil company an even more powerful force in the oilpatch. The biggest U.S. natural-gas producer puzzled some analysts and investors Tuesday when during its earnings report, it said it had no plans to curtail its output despite that a glut has driven the price of the commodity to its lowest level in more than a decade. Other companies including Chesapeake Energy Corp. CHK +0.58% , the second-largest U.S. natural-gas producer, recently have announced drilling cutbacks as natural-gas production in some areas becomes a money-losing business. The Irving, Texas, company argued although it is doing its best to switch drilling to oil-rich areas, it still needs to keep drilling for natural gas to meet previously agreed-to contractual terms that let it retain expensive land leases. Raising some market observers' eyebrows, it also said drilling for natural gas in some areas is still profitable even at current prices. Natural gas recently was trading at $2.53 per million British thermal units, sharply down from the nearly $14 per MMBtu it traded at in July 2008. Regardless of the reasons behind the company's decision, some analysts noted Exxon's move has the potential to put smaller competitors out of business, contributing to a second-hand production decline and an eventual recovery for natural-gas prices in years ahead. The decision could "drive out marginal operators, perhaps consolidate the industry and rationalize long-term production," Paul Sankey, an analyst at Deutsche Bank, said in a note to clients. That could turn Exxon into the Wal-Mart Stores Inc. (WMT) of the U.S. natural-gas sector, he added, referring to the strategy of the world's largest retailer to keep sales prices lower than competitors' by reducing profit margins. It is highly unlikely Exxon Mobil's main motivation to keep the foot on the gas pedal is "to bankrupt" rivals in the natural-gas sector, but intentionally or not the company's decision could put a strain on small rivals that can't compete with its deep pockets, Fadel Gheit, an analyst with Oppenheimer & Co., said. "Small companies are learning that drilling next door to the world's largest oil company has consequences," Gheit said. "While they are scrambling with low natural-gas prices, Exxon is digging in its heels."
No impact- bigger companies better able to handle gas production
Kaminsky, 12 -- CNBC Market Insider staff 
(Gary, and Gennine Kelly, "Who Will Survive the Natural Gas Oversupply?: RCH Founder," CNBC, 1-4-12, www.cnbc.com/id/45869225/Who_Will_Survive_the_Natural_Gas_Oversupply_RCH_Founder, accessed 8-18-12, mss)

As a result, access to capital will become more difficult, cost of capital will go up and drilling budgets will get cut, and production and growth rates will be revised lower — as will cash flow and earnings estimates. Over the long-term, that will set the bottom of the gas market and after equity values adjust to reflect reality, it will set up a round of consolidation, Raymond says. “Big [companies] guys can apply scale and lower cost of capital, and create value out of assets that the smaller, higher cost and less-well-capitalized producer can't," he says. In that environment Raymond believes, it will be tough for stock prices to go up.
[Matt note: gender-modified] [Matt note: Raymond = Robert Raymond, a commodities expert who runs RCH Energy, a hedge fund that specializes in energy-related investments]
Guarantees we solve the net benefit- only small companies have the incentive to take environmental risks
Davis, 12 -- US Berkeley economic policy professor
(Lucas, Ph.D. in Economics from the University of Wisconsin, National Bureau of Economic Research research fellow, Energy Institute at Haas faculty affiliate, 
"Modernizing Bonding Requirements for Natural Gas Producers," June 2012, www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2012/6/13%20bonds%20davis/06_bonds_davis.pdf, accessed 8-17-12, mss) 

The misalignment of incentives is particularly acute with natural gas drilling because most hydraulic fracturing is performed by small and medium-sized companies. Figure 5 describes market concentration for hydraulic fracturing and compares it with market concentration in deepwater oil drilling. These data describe wells that were being actively drilled as of March 2012. The area of the circles is proportional to the number of wells being drilled. Figure 5 shows that there are a large number of companies involved in hydraulic fracturing. Although there are a few large producers, the market is relatively unconcentrated. The largest producer, XTO Energy Inc., has 9 percent of the market; the ten largest producers have 41 percent. Moreover, as of March 2012, fifty-one producers were drilling only a single well. 6 In contrast, deepwater oil drilling in the Gulf of Mexico is more concentrated. The largest producer as of March 2012 (Shell) has 24 percent of the market, and the ten largest producers have 78 percent. Deepwater drilling is capital and technology intensive, and a limited number of producers worldwide has the level of sophistication necessary for these projects. The presence of so many small and medium-sized firms in hydraulic fracturing raises concerns about the ability to finance environmental cleanups. When environmental damages occur, small producers may lack the resources to finance necessary cleanups and to compensate those who have been affected. After the Deepwater Horizon accident, British Petroleum (BP) immediately established a $20 billion fund from which to pay for the cleanup and to compensate individuals or groups that would be affected (see Box 3). Most companies that perform hydraulic fracturing do not have this level of financial resources. It is relatively easy for small producers to enter and exit the market, and bankruptcy laws limit the liability of any producer to the total value of the company. A single severe accident for most of these producers would put them into bankruptcy, leaving the cleanup to be financed with public funds. In theory, the tort system is designed to recover damages in the event of an accident. Bankruptcy laws limit this liability significantly, however, because many of these natural gas companies are small. For them, potential environmental damages exceed the total value of the company, so the tort system provides an insufficient deterrent. This is a problem both because it means that the companies may not be able to afford cleanups and because it reduces the incentives for producers to act prudently. The companies may choose higher-risk practices than they would if they were responsible for the full costs of all potential environmental damage.

[bookmark: _Toc333669103]Perm – A2 Do Both
Perm makes negative sense- it repeals the restriction which removes the motivation for companies to pay a higher bond- you have to keep the restriction in place as leverage. Perm creates a choice between no restrictions on drilling, i.e. the aff and a bonding restriction, i.e, the counterplan- obviously producers would choose no restrictions, which links to the da.
AT: Fracking Good
Unregulated natural gas destroys watersheds- regulations don’t prevent toxic chemicals from destroying aquifers- that’s Argetsinger. AND- Watersheds are extremely vulnerable they’re delicately balanced- that’s WWP.

Two methodology questions in evaluating this debate

First- question their arguments- our ev is from hydrologic studies and scientists- their ev is from nat gas industry advocates and lobbyists- that's a differential between subjective and objective data
Second- Their evidence doesn’t assume unregulated fracking, i.e. the aff- the reason restrictions are in place now is to prevent watershed impacts
Most recent studies prove
Ward, 12 -- staff writer 
(Ken, "Study finds fracking can quickly threaten water supply," Charleston Gazette, 5-3-12, l/n, accessed 5-29-12, mss)

Chemicals injected into the ground by natural gas drillers could migrate toward drinking water supplies much more quickly than previously thought, according to a new study that raises questions about West Virginia's ongoing Marcellus Shale boom. Some scientists and industry officials have argued that thick layers of impermeable rock would keep "fracking fluids" used by modern natural gas operations tucked safety away underground, far below aquifers used for residential drinking water. But using computer modeling, hydrogeologist Tom Myers found in the new study that hydraulic fracturing used by the natural gas industry could exacerbate existing cracks and faults in underground rock formations. This could allow toxic chemicals used in hydraulic fracturing fluids to migrate upward toward water wells in perhaps only "a few years," according to Myers. "The evidence for potential vertical contaminant flow is strong," Myers wrote in his study.
Independently, water-use triggers the impact
DeMelle et al, 10 -- DeSmogBlog executive director 
(Brendan, DeSmogBlog managing editor, Jim Hoggan, Ross Gelbspan, and Richard Littlemore, "Fracking the Future," DeSmogBlog, 2010, http://www.desmogblog.com/fracking-the-future/, accessed 5-31-12, mss)

While much of the concern about the impacts of hydraulic fracturing centers on the contamination of drinking water, Dr. Botkin is also concerned about the industry’s extensive withdrawals of clean water from already stressed water supplies. “We are already overusing our water supply and this technology is going to increase the tremendous stress on it.” Average estimates of water usage at a single gas well using multi-stage hydraulic fracturing range from 2 million gallons and at times as high as 7.8 million gallons.[62] One report from Schlumberger Water Services cites Encana figures at one million gallons per frack for wells that can be fracked up to 20 times.[63] Other sources confirm that in these multi-stage operations a single well can be hydraulically fractured up to 20 times.[64] Post extraction procedures, such as refining and transport, use an additional 400 million gallons of water each day, according to the Union of Concerned Scientists.[65] Dr. Botkin worries that if oversight does not keep up, decision-making will be left to a self-regulating industry. “You don’t want a situation like we have with BP in the Gulf Coast. You don’t want an oil company saying ‘don’t worry.’ Instead, you want these effects tested carefully, in well established circumstances.” The industry wants to maintain that gas is an environmentally friendly, alternative energy source. Despite numerous reports and documented cases,[66] [67] companies[68] and industry groups such as Energy in Depth,[69] the Marcellus Shale Coalition,[70] the Independent Petroleum Association of America,[71] and the American Petroleum Institute,[72] are adamant that no instance of drinking water contamination has ever occurred due to hydraulic fracturing. The removal of billions of gallons of clean water from watersheds across the nation —rivers, streams, lakes and underground aquifers that provide the water we all need for survival —is reason enough to pause to think about the wisdom of this practice. But tacking onto that the bill for rendering those millions of gallons of water contaminated and radioactive in the process - poses a real sustainability challenge.
Multiple sources of contamination- focus on the wrong issues takes out their defense AND triggers the link
Birol et al, 12 -- International Energy Agency chief economist 
(Fatih, "Golden Rules for a Golden Age of Gas," IEA report designed and directed by Fatih Birol, 2012, www.worldenergyoutlook.org/media/weowebsite/2012/goldenrules/WEO2012_GoldenRulesReport.pdf, accessed 6-2-12, mss)

Significant concern has been expressed about the potential for contamination of water supplies, whether surface supplies, such as rivers or shallow freshwater aquifers, or deeper waters, as a result of all types of unconventional gas production. Water supplies can be contaminated from four main sources:  Accidental spills of fluids or solids (drilling fluids, fracturing fluids, water and produced water, hydrocarbons and solid waste) at the surface.  Leakage of fracturing fluids, saline water from deeper zones or hydrocarbons into a shallow aquifer through imperfect sealing of the cement column around the casing.  Leakage of hydrocarbons or chemicals from the producing zone to shallow aquifers through the rock between the two.  Discharge of insufficiently treated waste water into groundwater or, even, deep underground. None of these hazards is specific to unconventional resources; they also exist in conventional developments, with or without hydraulic fracturing. However, as noted, unconventional developments occur at a scale that inevitably increases the risk of incidents occurring. Public concern has focused on the third source of potential contamination, i.e. the possibility that hydrocarbons or chemicals might migrate from the produced zone into aquifers through the intervening rock. However, this may actually be the least significant of the hazards, at least in the case of shale gas and tight gas production; in some cases a focus on this risk may have diverted attention, including the time of regulators, away from other more pressing issues.
The only rigorous, peer-reviewed study proves
Goodell, 12 -- Rolling Stone contributing editor and environmental and energy correspondent
(Jeff, "The Big Fracking Bubble: The Scam Behind Aubrey McClendon's Gas Boom," Rolling Stone, 3-15-12, www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/the-big-fracking-bubble-the-scam-behind-the-gas-boom-20120301?print=true, accessed 6-4-12, mss)

Last year, scientists at Duke University, McClendon's alma mater, published the first rigorous, peer-reviewed study of pollution at drilling and fracking operations. Examining 60 sites in New York and Pennsylvania, they found "systematic evidence for methane contamination" in household drinking water: Water wells half a mile from drilling operations were contaminated by methane at 17 times the rate of those farther from gas developments. Although methane in water has not been studied closely as a health hazard, it can seep into houses and build up to explosive levels. The study caused a big stir, in part because it was the first clear evidence that fracking was contaminating drinking water, contrary to the industry's denials. Just weeks after the study was released, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection fined Chesapeake $1.1 million – the largest fine against an oil and gas operator in the agency's his­tory – for contaminating 17 wells in Bradford County, including some that had been part of the Duke study. McClendon, a major benefactor to Duke, fired off a blistering letter to the university, which was printed in the alumni magazine and widely circulated online. He didn't point out any errors by the scientists or question their methodology. Instead, he went after their character, dismissing the study as "more political science than physical science" and accusing them of having a bias against fossil fuels. "These guys," he tells me, "have invested their lives in the view that climate change is occurring, that fossil fuels are bad, and that natural gas is a fossil fuel, and therefore it's bad." When I ask Avner Vengosh, a geochemistry professor who served as a lead author of the study, about McClendon's letter, he laughs lightly. "I have no agenda," he says. "I am a scientist. I report what the evidence I find tells me to report." He and his colleagues visited Chesapeake's headquarters in Oklahoma a few weeks before the study was finished and shared their results with the company. They also offered to consider any data that Chesapeake might have that would challenge their results. "They offered us nothing," says one scientist who attended the meeting.

AT: Coal
Begs the question of solvency- if the CP resolves natgas production then it solves coal

Fracking is worse- their evidence only says coal processing results in water quality decrease, whereas natural gas ALSO causes that impact AND uses up water at a fast rate- means its net worse
AT: Signal Key
No impact to this solvency deficit- their evidence just says the president needs to take a clear stance for companies- the CP obviously resolves that deficit by issuing a moratoria on future restrictions- if this evidence doesn’t distinguish between ending restrictions and providing bonds it’s not a deficit
