2nc - Limits 
They explode the topic they allow for hundreds of specific species affs, any singular company and the list of total regulations is ENORMOUS – imagine the number of new affs 

Helman 12 (Obama's Energy Policy: Death By A Thousand Cuts, Christopher, http://www.forbes.com/sites/energysource/2012/03/06/obamas-energy-policy-death-by-a-thousand-cuts/) 
[bookmark: _GoBack]What sounds like the title of an Alfred Hitchcock movie is actually the Obama Administration’s strategy to kill America’s oil and natural gas production. And it should scare the living daylights out of us all. President Obama, Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner, Interior Secretary Ken Salazar and Energy Secretary Steven Chu, have all made it clear they want to make fossil fuels more expensive. And after their failed attempt to crush fossil fuels in one fell swoop with cap and trade legislation, they’ve turned to federal agencies to impose a long list of selective and foolish regulations on America’s oil and natural gas producers. Of course each of these regulations on their own won’t be the death of fossil fuels. But combined, they’re setting the stage for a chilling ending that will mean the loss of millions of jobs, billions in tax revenue and weaker national security. Speaking of Hitchcock, let’s talk about birds. The Administration sued seven oil companies for the deaths of 28 birds in North Dakota. The maximum penalty per dead bird is a $15,000 fine and six months in jail. Meanwhile, the Administration is in the process of fast-tracking wind energy development across the United States and providing legal protection to wind operators that kill an estimated 440,000 birds a year. Fortunately, North Dakota Federal judge Daniel Hovland had the good sense to dismiss the complaint saying “To be consistent, the government would have to criminalize driving, construction, airplane flights, farming, electricity and wind turbines … and many other every day, lawful activities.” Sound absurd? There’s more. In 2010, the EPA slapped a remediation order on a natural gas producer in Texas while the state’s oil and gas regulation agency was still conducting tests regarding alleged water well contamination. After testing was complete, the contamination was found to be naturally occurring and in no way related to drilling. But the EPA’s arbitrary and shameful actions proved the agency can target any company at random and force them to clean up, at their own expense, a problem they had nothing to do with. And more costly regulations are on the horizon with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services now considering the addition of 100 Texas species to the endangered species list. It’s estimated that one species alone, the dune sagebrush lizard, could cost oil and natural gas producers, and state and private royalty owners hundreds of millions of dollars over the next ten years. But perhaps most troubling could be the reporting of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions on oil and gas facilities in the field. And at what cost? Training, consulting fees, data tracking and ultimate reporting will cost one large independent an estimated $10-$20 million per year. The EPA definitions and thresholds will encompass the smallest to the largest domestic producers.


The ONE SOLAR PROJECT anti-species aff exists 

Ball, Scholar in Residence at Stanford University's Steyer-Taylor Center for Energy Policy and Finance, 12 
(Jeffrey, wrote about energy and the environment for The Wall Street Journal, where he spent 14 years as a reporter, columnist, and editor, serving most recently as Environment Editor, “Tough Love for Renewable Energy: Making Wind and Solar Power Affordable,” Foreign Affairs. New York: May/Jun 2012. Vol. 91, Iss. 3; pg. 122, 12 pgs, proquest, accessed 5-24-12, CMM) Wind and solar power enjoy no such entrenched infrastructure. The challenge of making and installing the wind turbines and solar panels is just the start. Massive new transmission lines must be built to move large amounts of renewable electricity from the out-of-the-way places where it is generated to the metropolitan areas where it is consumed. This new equipment costs money, and it often stokes opposition from people who are not used to living near industrial-scale energy infrastructure of any sort. Along with other opponents, a group of landowners in Cape Cod, Massachusetts, for instance, has managed to delay the construction of an offshore wind farm that was proposed back in 2001. Even environmental activists often fight large renewable-energy projects, out of concern for local landscapes or animals. Last spring, the Obama administration temporarily halted construction on part of a solar project in the Mojave Desert because of concerns that it would harm endangered tortoises; the government later let the construction resume.


2nc - Not Regulations

We will offer a slew of evidence where the literature distinguishes between the two

Contextually true in Congress 

Thornberry 11 (3/11, Marc, “Thornberry Introduces Energy Bill to Increase Domestic Production, Drive Down Gas Prices) U.S. Congressman Mac Thornberry (R-Clarendon) this week introduced a new version of his bill to promote domestic energy production. H.R. 1023, the "No More Excuses Energy Act of 2011," encourages the production of all forms of domestic energy including oil and gas, nuclear, and alternative energy and fuels. "Rising gas prices like the ones we are seeing today are partly the result of bad policy decisions coming out of Washington, "said Rep. Thornberry. "Rather than more regulations and restrictions on energy production, we need a common-sense, comprehensive plan to reduce our dependence on foreign energy resources and increase production of all kinds of energy here at home. This bill does these things," he continued. "If the President is serious about boosting domestic production, this bill provides the blueprint to do that and is ready to go," Thornberry added.

And in Campaign literature

Heck 12 (http://heck4nevada.com/_blog/News/post/Congressman_Heck_Wants_Obama_To_Focus_On_Fuel_Prices/, “Congressman Heck Wants Obama To Focus On Fuel Prices) While President Obama was in Nevada promoting his expensive, long term plans for alternative energy, the campaign of Congressman Joe Heck reminded Nevadans that, while alternative energy sources are something to be considered for the long term, soaring gas prices are the greatest energy challenge facing the people of Nevada and America. "The President is touting his alternative approach to energy at a time when the average price for gas and for diesel fuel is over $4 per gallon," said Paul Enos, of the Nevada Trucking Association in a release sent out by the Heck Campaign. "Our industry is facing great challenges because the cost of fuel has increased so dramatically in the past four years." "Burdensome regulations and unreasonable restrictions on energy production are costing the people of Nevada and the businesses of Nevada every day," Enos said. "While developing alternative energy sources is important for the long term, we agree with Congressman Joe Heck that now, especially while our economy is struggling, the President and the nation need to be focused on efforts that will bring down gas prices." Like the rest of the nation, Nevada drivers have seen the price of gas skyrocket from the $1.80 a gallon it cost when Obama took office. The Heck release said the Congressman supports an "all of the above" approach to developing energy supplies but believes increasing domestic oil production has to remain a key to reducing the cost of gas.

And State Assembly races - 

Williams 12 (6/5, http://www.smartvoter.org/2012/06/05/ca/state/race/caasm78/questions.html Candidate for Member of the State Assembly; District 781). How will you prioritize the budget choices the Legislature must make to align the state’s income and spending? -Reduce taxes and regulation and repeal restrictions on energy production to promote economic growth and increase tax base. -Reform collective bargaining and pensions.

Even Rick Perry thinks so

Casey 11 Perry: Domestic energy production key for next president Lauren Casey, Franklin College Statehouse Bureau Wednesday, October 12, 2011, http://www.hspainfo.net/print.asp?SectionID=57&SubSectionID=237&ArticleID=7394Texas governor and GOP president hopeful Rick Perry came to Indianapolis on Wednesday with a message for Hoosiers: Jumpstart the economy through energy independence. Perry criticized President Barack Obama’s administration for regulations and restrictions on energy production that he said are standing in the way of both jobs and energy independence. “The next president needs to open up domestic lands to use our own resources and we know that we have the technology today to do it in an environmentally safe way,” said Perry. “This president would rather listen to an environmental activist than the people in this country who need jobs.”

Regulations, subsidies and taxes all distinct from restrictions

Norman 12 (Orange County Register, Calif. ranks 6th in energy costs, June 6th, 
http://www.ocregister.com/articles/energy-357671-costs-states.html) Almost three-fourths (72%) of small business owners recently polled said that higher gas prices are impacting their businesses, and 43% said that their business might not survive if energy prices continue to rise. The cost of fuel and of electricity are impacted by many factors, the report notes, including government restrictions on energy production, instability in such oil-producing regions as the Middle East and North Africa, value of the dollar, resource availability, government regulations and subsidies and taxes. "Energy cost differentials between states speak to the competitiveness of each state in terms of attracting and keeping businesses," the report says.
2nc – Cases we allow
We allow any aff which removes a geographic restriction…..ANWAR, Offshore Drilling, Offshore Wind, Solar on Federal Lands, stopping ban on nuclear power development AND they can still do INCENTIVES to all of the energies – Contextually our interpretation is supported

Institute for Energy Research 11 (How is the Energy Freeze Affecting You?, http://www.stoptheenergyfreeze.com/how-is-the-energy-freeze-affecting-you/) As noted above, the administration has imposed a number of policies which increase the cost of domestic energy production. One of the most important restrictions on energy production was the moratorium in the Gulf last year and continuing permitorium. Even though the administration lifted the moratorium months ago, they have issued very few new permits—limiting new exploration and development. As a result of the administration’s policies, an estimated 110,000 barrels per day of offshore oil production were lost in 2010 due to the moratorium and permitorium, and 250,000 barrels per day were lost in 2011. Lower production in the Gulf and onshore has helped gasoline prices increase. It is important to note that when President Bush announced the end of the moratorium on new offshore exploration, oil futures dropped by $9.26 immediately after Bush made the announcement. This administration could also have a dramatic impact on oil prices.

They say: Indirect Restrictions

Indirect Restrictions ignore the word ON – it indicates primary purpose and direction

Allowing indirect restrictions also means the aff can alter the overall economy in order to increase production – this means the aff can be extremely effectually topical and have nothing to initially do with energy

Smith 6 (smith.cox.smu.edu/papers_research/OPEC%20(Palgrave).doc) Teece (1982) and Crémer and Salehi-Isfahani (1980) advanced the idea that the limited domestic revenue needs (“absorptive capacity”) of some OPEC members imposed an indirect restriction on production. The higher the price, the lower the volume of oil exports required to achieve a requisite amount of revenue. The result would be a backward-bending supply curve that links lower oil output to higher prices in a manner that implies no coordination among OPEC members. One problem with this argument, as Adelman (1982) pointed out, is that the absorptive capacities of OPEC members seemed to increase faster than export revenues. Griffin’s (1985) subsequent empirical tests found little statistical support for the target revenue hypothesis

A2: Perm Do both/Perm Do the CP
They must defend that they remove the entire restriction – we leave part of it in place- we are functionally less

Textual competition is bad –
A.	Results in word PICs which jack aff ground.
B.	Makes ban the plan uncompetitive which is the core of neg ground.
C.	Results in generic plan writing which kills more specific plan discussion.
D.	Moots discussion over functionality, turning debate into word games.

	Our interpretation is the counterplan must be either textually or functionally competitive:
A.	Requiring both is arbitrary and makes neg research impossible because they can change plan texts every round to eliminate our PICs entirely.
B.	Comparatively greater and more focused aff research means the neg needs the flexibility to read PICs of varying competition in order to make debate more fair.
C.	Requiring either forces the aff to do more research which makes them better debaters.

Severence is a voting issue – the affirmative plan is the locus of debate without a stable locus, we cannot have effective debate



2nc –Exclusion Legit
1 – Counter-Interpretation – the Neg only gets USFG action and may not be a process CP that leaves the whole restriction on the books AND it must compete with the function of the plan…..
2 – Precise Plan wording is a valuable skill – They CHOSE to put the word remove in the plan text – which we proved had a LEGAL EFFECT.  Whether one is a teacher writing a test, a lawyer writing a brief, or an activist carrying a sign – the precise words we speak matter. They could have also CHOSEN to use the CP text as the plan.
3 – Search for the best policy – All choices in life involve weighing options and coming up with the best ones.  Teams that find the best way to make the world better should be rewarded.
4 – Ground - our net benefit is CASE TURNS –  – there are thousands of ways to provide incentives and restrictions to remove – the topic is huge – specific exemption counterplans are critical to strategies.
5 – Topic Literature - the alternative to this strategy involves highly generic Counterplans and politics or impact take outs and elections or very generic criticisms.This mechanism is highly predictable – do not reward This type of Cp is necessary to ensure we debate the intricacies of the energies
6 – this is a highly predictable argument in the literature 
A) Small scale generators currently receive conditional exemptions

[bookmark: ORIGHIT_1][bookmark: HIT_1]First Circuit Court of Appeals 10 (UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Appellee, v. SOUTHERN UNION COMPANY, Defendant, Appellant. No. 09-2403 UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FIRST CIRCUIT 630 F.3d 17; 2010 U.S. App. LEXIS 25982; 72 ERC (BNA) 1262; 41 ELR 20054 December 22, 2010) Since 1999, with the sole exception of the District of Columbia, the EPA has consistently characterized state regulation of conditionally exempt small quantity generators (CESQG) as federally enforceable. 72 Fed. Reg. 12,568, 12,570 (Mar. 16, 2007); 71 Fed. Reg. 9727, 9732, 9733 (Feb. 27, 2006); 69 Fed. Reg. 57,842, 57,856 (Sept. 28, 2004); 64 Fed. Reg. 48,099, 48,101 (Sept. 2, 1999). The District of Columbia decision in 2001 demonstrates, at worst, an aberration, and the agency has maintained a consistent position ever since. In this vein, the Environmental Protection Agency has issued a proposed rule making California's CESQG regulations federally enforceable. 75 Fed. Reg. 60,398, 60,401-02 (Sept. 20, 2010).

B) Air emissions requirements

Florida Department of Environmental Protection 8 (http://www.dep.state.fl.us/northwest/Air/DoIneedanAirpermit.pdf, DO I NEED AN AIR PERMIT?) (a) Categorical and Conditional Exemptions. Except as otherwise provided at subsection 62-210.300(3), F.A.C., above, the following facilities, emissions units, and pollutant-emitting activities shall be exempt from any requirement to obtain an air construction permit or non-Title V air operation permit, or to use an air general permit pursuant to Rule 62-210.310, F.A.C. 1. Home heating and comfort heating with a gross maximum heat output of less than one million Btu per hour. 2. Internal combustion engines in boats, aircraft and vehicles used for transportation of passengers or freight. 3. Incinerators in one or two family dwellings or in multi-family dwellings containing four or less family units, one of which is owner-occupied. 4. Noncommercial and nonindustrial vacuum cleaning systems used exclusively for residential housekeeping purposes. 5. Cold storage refrigeration equipment, except for any such equipment located at a Title V source using an ozone-depleting substance regulated under 40 C.F.R. Part 82. 6. Vacuum pumps in laboratory operations. 7. Equipment used for steam cleaning. 8. Belt or drum sanders having a total sanding surface of five square feet or less and other equipment used exclusively on wood or plastics or their products having a density of 20 pounds per cubic foot or more. 9. Equipment used exclusively for space heating, other than boilers. 10. Noncommercial smoke houses used exclusively for smoking food products. 11. Bakery ovens located at any retail bakery facility which derives at least fifty percent of its revenues from retail sales on premises. Also, bakery ovens located at any commercial bakery facility utilizing only non-conveyor belt ovens operating on a single baking cycle in which a determinate amount of product is cooked at one baking (i.e., batch ovens). 12. Laboratory equipment used exclusively for chemical or physical analyses. 13. Brazing, soldering or welding equipment. 14. Laundry dryers, extractors, or tumblers for fabrics cleaned with only water solutions of bleach or detergents. 15. Fire and safety equipment. 16. Petroleum lubrication systems. 17. Application of fungicide, herbicide, or pesticide. 38 18. Asbestos renovation and demolition activities. 19. Vehicle refueling operations and associated fuel storage. 20. Restaurants. 21. Burning of drugs seized by law enforcement agencies in boilers with a heat input of 250 million Btu per hour or more. 22. Phosphogypsum cooling ponds and inactive phosphogypsum stacks which have demonstrated compliance with the requirements of 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart R, adopted and incorporated by reference at Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C. 23. Degreasing units using heavier-than-air vapors exclusively, provided that such units shall not use any substance containing any hazardous air pollutant. 24. Non-halogenated solvent storage and cleaning operations, provided that such operations shall not use any solvent containing any hazardous air pollutant. 25. Petroleum dry cleaning facilities, provided the solvent consumption shall be less than 3,250 gallons per year. 26. Portable air curtain incinerators, provided the following conditions are met. a. Except as provided at sub-subparagraph c., only land clearing debris and appropriate starting fuel shall be burned in the air curtain incinerator. The air curtain incinerator shall not be used to burn any material prohibited to be open-burned as set forth at subsection 62-256.300(3), F.A.C. Only kerosene, diesel fuel, drip torch fuel (as used to ignite prescribed fires), untreated wood, virgin oil, natural gas or liquefied petroleum gas shall be used to start the fire in the air curtain incinerator. The use of used oil, chemicals, gasoline, or tires to start the fire is prohibited. b. The air curtain incinerator, alone or in combination with any other air curtain incinerator(s) claiming this exemption from air permitting, shall not be deployed at a single site for more than six (6) months in any consecutive twelve (12) months and, except as provided at sub-subparagraph c., shall not burn any material other than land clearing debris generated at the site or at any other site under control of the same person (or persons under common control). For purposes of this provision, a site is any and all locations on one (1) or more contiguous or adjacent properties which are under the control of the same person (or persons under common control), except that, in the case of a linear right-of-way, a site is any and all locations within any one-mile span of right-of-way. Any deployment of one (1) or more air curtain incinerators at a single site for more than six (6) months in any consecutive twelve (12) months, and, except as provided at sub-subparagraph c., any use of an air curtain incinerator at a site to burn material other than land clearing debris generated at the site or any other site under control of the same person (or persons under common control), shall require an appropriate air permit. c. Notwithstanding the provisions of sub-subparagraphs a. and b., the air curtain incinerator may be used for up to six (6) months in any consecutive twelve (12) months at any location for the destruction of animal carcasses in accordance with the provisions of subsection 62-256.700(6), F.A.C., the burning of storm-generated debris in accordance with the provisions of subsection 62-256.700(8), F.A.C., or the destruction of insect or disease-infested vegetation in accordance with the provisions of subsection 62-256.700(9), F.A.C. When using an air curtain incinerator to burn animal carcasses, untreated wood may also be burned to maintain good combustion. d. If the air curtain incinerator employs an earthen trench, the pit walls (width and length) shall be vertical, and maintained as such, so that combustion of the waste within the pit is maintained at an adequate temperature and with sufficient air recirculation to provide enough residence time and mixing for proper combustion and control of emissions. Pit width shall not exceed twelve (12) feet. e. Material shall not be loaded into the air curtain incinerator such that it protrudes above the level of the air curtain in the pit. f. Ash shall not be allowed to build up in the pit of the air curtain incinerator to higher than 1/3 the pit depth or to the point where the ash begins to impede combustion, whichever occurs first. g. Visible emissions from the air curtain incinerator shall not exceed ten percent (10%) opacity, six (6) minute average, except for up to thirty (30) minutes during periods of startup when visible emissions up to thirty-five percent (35) opacity, six (6) minute average, shall be allowed. For purposes of this exemption, these visible emissions limitations shall not be considered unit-specific applicable requirements. h. The air curtain incinerator shall be attended at all times while materials are being burned or flames are visible within the incinerator. i. The air curtain incinerator shall be located at least 50 feet away from any wildlands, brush, combustible structure, or paved public roadway and 300 feet away from any occupied building. j. If the air curtain incinerator is equipped with refractory-lined walls, charging shall begin no earlier than sunrise and must end 39 no later than one hour after sunset. If the air curtain incinerator is not equipped with refractory-lined walls, charging shall begin no earlier than 8:00 a.m. Central time or 9:00 a.m. Eastern time and must end no later than one hour after sunset. After charging ceases, air flow shall be maintained until all material within the air curtain incinerator has been reduced to coals, and flames are no longer visible. A log shall be maintained onsite that documents daily beginning and ending times of charging. k. Prior to any period of operation of the air curtain incinerator, the owner or operator shall contact the Division of Forestry regarding the planned burning activity. l. If the owner of the air curtain incinerator, by lease or other means, grants authority to operate the incinerator to a person not in the employ of the owner, the owner shall provide such person with a copy of the conditions of this exemption. m. If the air curtain incinerator is operated in compliance with all conditions of this exemption, it shall not be subject to the requirements of subsection 62-296.401(7), F.A.C.

C) Exemptions exist for renewables as well

EPA 12 Questions and Answers on Changes to the Renewable Fuel Standard Program (RFS2) Compliance and Innovative Strategies Division Office of Transportation and Air Quality U.S. Environmental Protection Agency http://epa.gov/oms/fuels/renewablefuels/compliancehelp/rfs2-aq.htm Will current canola based biodiesel production fall under the grandfathering provisions of the RFS2 regulations? A: Biodiesel facilities may qualify for the exemption under 80.1403(c) from the requirement that renewable fuels achieve a minimum 20% GHG reduction as compared to baseline fuels if they "commenced construction" prior to the date of enactment of EISA. Thus, RINs may be generated for qualifying renewable fuel produced by such facilities even if their feedstock and/or pathway is not listed in Table 1 to 80.1426. However, the fuel must meet all other requirements of the definition of the definitions in 80.1401, including the renewable biomass requirement, and RINs generated under these provisions must be assigned a D code of 6. The exemption in 80.1403(c) is limited in application to the 20% GHG reduction requirement for general renewable fuel. There are no exemptions in EISA or the RFS2 regulations from the requirements regarding GHG reduction requirements for renewable fuels identified as biomass-based diesel or advanced biofuel. Section 80.1403(d) provides a similar exemption from the 20% GHG reduction requirements for certain ethanol production facilities that commenced construction after enactment of EISA, but before December 31, 2009. Biodiesel facilities are not eligible for this exemption, For additional discussion of the exemptions in 80.1403 , see also section 4, below.



2nc Lives Impact
Wind Power is the most dangerous form of energy production – it kills many – we only need a linear net benefit of safety

Kruetzer 10- David Kreutzer is the Senior Policy Analyst in Energy Economics and Climate Change at The Heritage Foundation's Center for Data Analysis. In this position, Kreutzer researches how energy and climate change legislation will affect economic activity at the national, local, and industry levels.(“Wind Power is More Dangerous than Coal or Oil”, June 26, 2010, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/26/wind-power-is-more-dangerous-than-coal-or-oil/)
The recent explosions in Massey’s Upper Big Branch coal mine and on the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig highlight the tragedy of workplace fatalities. Though improvement in statistical averages do little to lessen the loss of those whose loved ones have died, the American workplace has gotten safer which means fewer will be grieving. The Census of Fatal Occupational Injuries reached a record low in 2008: 3.6 per 100,000 full-time workers. Yet with the recent noted losses in the oil and coal industries, some might think that workplace fatalities could be reduced even more by moving away from fossil fuels and toward renewable energy. The facts suggest the opposite.¶ The largest source of new renewable energy is wind power, which accounts for 62 percent of renewable electricity generation. The Bureau of Labor Statistics doesn’t publish accident data specifically for the wind-power industry, but the Caithness Windfarms Information Forum(CWIF) has created a list of fatalities for the wind industry worldwide. The list is compiled from news reports and is unlikely to be comprehensive.¶ That there are any fatalities in this industry should not be surprising. Towers for modern wind turbines can rise 300 feet or more and the blades for the rotors extend another 150 feet beyond that. (For comparison, note that the Statue of Liberty on its 150-foot granite pedestal reaches 305 feet.) A single wind farm can require erecting a thousand of these 450-foot structures. How many fatalities have there been?¶ Taking the CWIF fatalities for the U.S. and removing deaths that are only tangentially related to wind power, shows that there were 10 deaths in the wind-power industry over the years 2003-2008. This would seem to make wind power much safer than coal mining, which had 176 fatalities over the same period. However, much less energy was generated by wind than by coal.¶ To project changes in workplace safety from switching to wind from coal, it is necessary to know the mortality rate per megawatt-hour. The low number of total deaths in the wind-power industry is undermined by the very low amount of power generated by wind. Adjusting for power production yields a surprising result. On a million-megawatt-hour basis, the wind-energy industry has averaged 0.0220 deaths compared with 0.0147 for coal over the years 2003-2008. Even adding coal’s share of fatalities in the power-generation industry, which brings the rate up to 0.0164, still leaves wind power with a 34 percent higher mortality rate. For the record, the workplace fatality rate for wind also exceeds that for oil and gas on an equivalent-energy basis.¶ Meeting the 20 percent renewable energy standard from the Waxman-Markey cap and trade bill with wind power would require swapping about 800 million megawatt-hours of coal generated current with 800 million megawatt-hours of wind power. Using the recent mortality rates as a guide, we would expect there to be 4-5 more workplace fatalities per year than if there were no wind power at all. Even this comparison ignores the fatalities we could expect from the additional power lines needed for so much remote wind power.¶ Certainly the impetus for moving to wind power did not come from concern over workplace fatalities. However, the story of wind and safety illustrates an important dimension of the energy debate—there is a lot we don’t know about the impact of forcing dramatic shifts in our energy portfolio. At small levels of production, negative impacts might be overlooked or even misinterpreted. For instance, the energy inputs needed, the environmental costs, and the impact on the food supply were significantly underestimated by many who promoted ethanol as a substitute for gasoline. Now that ethanol consumes roughly 30 percent of our corn crop, these impacts offer a sobering reality check on the previous euphoria.¶ Further refinements on mortality rates for wind energy may show that it is relatively better or worse than this first cut at the estimates. But what we see when we look deeper is that due, in part, to its unreliable nature, wind power is an imperfect and very expensive substitute for conventionally-generated electricity; that it takes huge amounts of land; and it’s not so good for some components of the environment like bats. The argument for forcing consumers to buy increasing amounts of wind power gets weaker the more we investigate its full impacts.
Wind Farms Unsafe
Businesses won’t adhere to restrictions in squo
Malnick and Mendick 11- writers for the Telegraph (1,500 accidents and incidents on UK wind farms, 11 Dec, 2011, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/8948363/1500-accidents-and-incidents-on-UK-wind-farms.html)

The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) said last week it was “extremely difficult” to assemble a “complete picture of reported incidents at wind farms” because accidents are not recorded by industry type.¶ The HSE said its figures showed three fatal accidents between 2007/08 and 2009/10 and a total of 53 major or dangerous incidents in the same time frame.¶ An HSE spokesman said wind turbines were classed as machines rather than buildings or structures and that there was no obligation to report mechanical failures.¶ Angela Kelly, chairman of the Country Guardian, a national network of anti-wind farm campaigns, said: “We have been aware of accidents on wind farms for years but the new figures released by the industry’s own trade body are particularly alarming.¶ “Developers seem to have ignored the fact that some parts of the country are too windy for turbines.”
1. cranes and derricks
OSHA ‘08- Occupational Health and Safety Administration (“Green Job Hazards: Wind Energy - Crane, Derrick and Hoist Safety”, http://www.osha.gov/dep/greenjobs/windenergy_crane.html)
Cranes, derricks, and hoists will be used to move the large, heavy loads during wind turbine installation and maintenance. Fatalities and serious injuries can occur if cranes are not inspected and used properly. Many fatalities can occur when the crane boom, load line or load contacts power lines and shorts electricity to ground. Other incidents happen when workers are struck by the load, are caught inside the swing radius or fail to assemble/disassemble the crane properly. There are significant safety issues to be considered, both for the operators of the diverse "lifting" devices, and for workers who work near them. See OSHA’s General Industry standards at 29 CFR 1910.179 and 29 CFR 1910.180, and Construction standard at 29 CFR 1926.1417 [PDF*] for specific crane requirements.¶ Cranes are to be operated only by qualified and trained personnel.¶ A designated competent person must inspect the crane and all crane controls before use. ¶ Be sure the crane is on a firm/stable surface and level. ¶ During assembly/disassembly do not unlock or remove pins unless sections are blocked and secure (stable). ¶ Fully extend outriggers and barricade accessible areas inside the crane’s swing radius. ¶ Watch for overhead electric power lines and maintain at least a 10-foot safe working clearance from the lines. ¶ Inspect all rigging prior to use; do not wrap hoist lines around the load. ¶ Be sure to use the correct load chart for the crane’s current configuration and setup, the load weight and lift path. ¶ Do not exceed the load chart capacity while making lifts. ¶ Raise load a few inches, hold, verify capacity/balance, and test brake system before delivering load. ¶ Do not move loads over workers. ¶ Be sure to follow signals and manufacturer instructions while operating cranes. ¶ Since Wind Turbines are installed in windy areas, the affects of wind speeds need to be taken into consideration for lifting activities. Stability can be an issue when the boom is high and the wind coming from the rear, front, or side of the crane can cause the load to sway away from the crane, increasing the radius and thus possibly decreasing the crane capacity. ¶ An employer needs to determine the wind speeds at which it is not safe to continue lifting operations. Load charts do not generally take wind speeds into consideration. If the load chart or the operating manual does not have information on wind speeds and derating information, the crane manufacturer should be consulted. The procedures applicable to the operation of the equipment, including rated capacities (load charts), recommended operating speeds, special hazard warnings, instructions, and operator’s manual, must be readily available in the cab at all times for use by the operator. See 29 CFR 1926.1417(c) [PDF*]. The maximum allowable wind speed and derating information need to be posted conspicuously in the cab or on the load chart ¶ Extremely cold weather conditions can have an impact on crane and lifting operations. When temperatures drop below 10o F appropriate consideration should be given to crane hydraulics, and possible derating of the crane. ¶ Bad weather such as rain, snow or fog, can also have adverse impact on lifting. Equipment and/or operations must be adjusted to address the effect of wind, ice, and snow on equipment stability and rated capacity. See 29 CFR 1926.1417(n) [PDF*]. During thunderstorms, a crane boom can become a lightning rod. If there is an indication of possible thunderstorms, lifting activities should be suspended and the boom should be lowered to a safe position, and workers should leave the area. If the crane is struck by lightning, it should be thoroughly inspected prior to putting it back into service. ¶ Heavy rain along with high speed winds also can affect crane operations. Water can get into components such as brakes or clutches, and render them inoperable. When these conditions exist, operators should wait until the components are dried out. 

2. Electrical 
OSHA ‘08- Occupational Health and Safety Administration (“Green Job Hazards: Wind Energy –Electrical”, http://www.osha.gov/dep/greenjobs/windenergy_electrical.html)

Workers in wind farms are potentially exposed to a variety of serious hazards, such as arc flashes (which include arc flash burn and blast hazards), electric shock, falls, and thermal burn hazards that can cause injury and death. Wind farm employers are covered by the Electric power generation, transmission, and distribution standards and, therefore, are required to implement the safe work practices and worker training requirements of OSHA's Electric Power Generation, Transmission and Distribution standard, 29 CFR 1910.269.¶ Workers need to pay attention to overhead power lines at wind farms. The hazard is from using tools and equipment that can contact power lines and workers must stay at least 10 feet away [PDF*] from them, because they carry extremely high voltage. Fatal electrocution is the main hazard, but burns and falls from elevations can occur at the wind farms. Some resources on electrical hazards are provided below:

3. Fires
OSHA ‘08- Occupational Health and Safety Administration (“Green Job Hazards: Wind Energy -Fires”, http://www.osha.gov/dep/greenjobs/windenergy_fire.html)

Wind turbines may have fire hazards because of the electrical parts and the combustible materials such as insulation or the material of construction used in the turbine housing (Nacelle) or lubricants involved in its operation. ¶ Wind energy employers should train workers about fire hazards at the worksite and about what to do in a fire emergency. This plan should outline the assignments of key personnel in the event of a fire and provide an evacuation plan for workers on the wind turbines. Where employers require workers to use portable fire extinguishers, workers must be trained in the general principle of fire extinguisher use and the hazards involved with incipient stage fire fighting. ¶ Workers should be made aware that while fighting initial fires, toxic gases can be generated and oxygen can be depleted inside Nacelles, and they can be exposed to such gases or can be asphyxiated from lack of oxygen. ¶ If the employer chooses to use a fixed extinguishing system inside Nacelles, then the freezing point of the extinguishing medium and the safety of workers (exposure to toxic gases and depletion of oxygen) including emergency escape method should taken intoconsideration. ¶ In addition to the fire extinguishing mechanisms (whether the use of fire extinguishers or a fire extinguishing system or both), fire detection systems and emergency alarm systems should be installed inside Nacelles to give an early warning to workers to escape. If such systems are installed, they must be maintained in operable condition, see 1910.160(c) and 1910.165(d). ¶ Workers should know exactly what to do and how to escape in a fire emergency. Wind turbines should be provided with quick escape descent devices for workers to escape in the event of a fire or other emergency. ¶ OSHA’s Fire Safety page should be consulted for additional information on fire hazards. ¶ Fire Safety Advisor is available as an additional resource in mitigating fire hazards associated with Wind Turbines.

Danger- Lockout and Tagout

OSHA- Occupational Health and Safety Administration (“Green Job Hazards: Wind Energy –Lockout/Tagout”, http://www.osha.gov/dep/greenjobs/windenergy_loto.html)
"Lockout/Tagout (LOTO)" refers to specific practices and procedures to safeguard employees from the unexpected energization or startup of machinery and equipment, or the release of hazardous energy during service or maintenance activities. ¶ Approximately 3 million workers service equipment and face the greatest risk of injury if lockout/tagout is not properly implemented. Compliance with the lockout/tagout standard prevents an estimated 120 fatalities and 50,000 injuries each year. Workers injured on the job from exposure to hazardous energy lose an average of 24 workdays for recuperation. In a study conducted by the United Auto Workers (UAW), 20% of the fatalities (83 of 414) that occurred among their members between 1973 and 1995 were attributed to inadequate hazardous energy control procedures, specifically lockout/tagout procedures. Wind turbines have lots of internal machinery and equipment, including blades that need to be maintained. Workers performing servicing or maintenance may be exposed to injuries from the unexpected energization, startup of the machinery or equipment, or release of stored energy in the equipment. Wind farm employers must implement lockout/tagout procedures outlined in OSHA standards. See 29 CFR 1910.269(d) and 29 CFR 1910.147.

Danger-Falls
OSHA- Occupational Health and Safety Administration (“Green Job Hazards: Wind Energy -Falls”,http://www.osha.gov/dep/greenjobs/windenergy_falls.html)
Workers who erect and maintain wind turbines can be exposed to fall hazards. Wind turbines vary in height, but can be over 100 feet tall. Exposure to high winds may make work at high elevations even more hazardous. OSHA has different fall protection requirements for construction (installation of towers) and general industry (maintenance). ¶ During installation, workers may need to access individual turbine sections to weld/fit individual sections together, run electrical or other lines, and install/test equipment - often at heights greater than 100 feet. Construction workers on wind farms when exposed to fall distances of 6 feet or more must be protected from falls by using one of the following methods:¶ Guardrail Systems ¶ Safety net Systems ¶ Personal fall arrest systems¶ Maintenance work involving wind turbines is generally considered to fall under OSHA’s general industry standards. Such workers when exposed to fall hazards of 4 feet or more must be protected by a standard railing. If such a railing is not possible then the workers must be protected from falls through the use of personal protective equipment such as a personal fall arrest system or a safety net. ¶ Additionally, general industry workers engaged in maintenance of the wind turbines may have to climb up the turbine towers using fixed ladders. While climbing a fixed ladder (exceeding 20 feet in length) on these towers, a ladder equipped with a cage or well must have a landing platform every 30 feet; a ladder not so equipped must have a landing platform every 20 feet. See 29 CFR 1910.27(d)(2). Ladder safety devices may be used on wind tower ladders over 20 feet in unbroken length in lieu of cage protection. No landing platform is required in these cases. See 29 CFR 1910.27(d)(5). 

2nc Must Read Net Ben
Wisconsin law proves - Extend our 1nc Comment Evidence – the industry will avoid those locations 
We don’t need to win setback laws get inacted – the public uproar creates regulatory uncertainty companies to pull back new investments

Gallucci 11 (Reuters, Wisconsin's Struggling Wind Sector Could Suffer Another Legislative Blow, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/06/idUS280548039120110606)

Skewes was referring to the March 2 suspension by a Republican-led legislative committee of new wind siting rules. The vote took place a day before the rules were set to take effect. Wisconsin's Public Service Commission had finalized the rules last December after two years of information-gathering and strong bipartisan support for the measure. Under the measure, wind turbines would be built at least 1,250 feet from property lines, a distance meant to satisfy landowners concerned with noise and decreasing property values while still giving wind developers room to build. The committee has yet to put forth new wind siting rules, though Republican Gov. Scott Walker is proposing a 1,800-foot setback rule that would be the most stringent in the nation and prevent any future wind projects from moving forward, the industry says. Shortly after the suspension, Chicago-based wind developer Invenergy said "regulatory uncertainty" had led it to cancel plans for the 150-megawatt Ledge Wind Energy Center in Wisconsin's southern Brown County, as reported by SolveClimate News.
Raising the issue of set-backs will cause stricter set-back laws

Linowes 12, (http://preservelenoxmountain.org/blog/2012/02/15/on-the-federal-ptc-and-on-setbacks/, “On the Federal PTC and Setbacks”)

Third, if there is a consensus among independent authorities, it is towards much greater setbacks, measured in miles or kilometers, not feet. The same pattern seems to be the case with jurisdictions that have taken the time to research the topic and reach their own independent conclusions.
Setback distances of 2,500 feet or more are increasingly common among such jurisdictions, with some recently adopted ordinances specifying as much as 2 km (3 Australian provinces) to 2 miles (an Oregon County). Thus, there is quite a sharp contrast between the “voluntary 1000-foot industry setback” and the kinds of distances these other entities are adopting or recommending.
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1. Critical thinking: multiple worlds force us to make our best arguments and evaluate positions carefully.

2. Real world education: policymakers make conditional arguments all the time to find the best policy.

3. Logic: proving the counterplan bad doesn’t prove the plan good. Their interpretation is irrational. Logic subsumes their impact, it’s key to good education and predictable rules. That was in the 1NC and dropped.

4. Reciprocity: we spend time defending conditionality and if we drop the CP we lose its strategic benefit.

5. Negative flexibility:
(a) only two worlds avoids getting crushed by new 2ac offense
(b) we need it – aff speaks first and last and has more time to prep

6. No time or strategy skew: absent CP, we would have another argument they would have to answer. Time skew arguments mean the slowest team would always win on theory.

7. Sticking us with the counterplan is the only logical option. Rejecting the team discourages creativity.

8. Limited conditionality – we only get one counterplan, solves all their offense

9. No doubleturn: if there’s a contradiction, they can concede out of it.


