

 Policy:

“Be it resolved that the State of Utah should provide incentives to increase the consumption of locally produced foods as a means to reduce energy use and improve air quality.”

Lincoln-Douglas: (Jr. High/Middle School Only)
“In order to reduce energy use and improve air quality, it is more desirable to consume locally produced foods.”
Breakout Session Title: Debating the Negative

Presenter Name & Organization: Ryan Hoglund, Rowland Hall

Presenter Opinion on the Resolution(s): 

The negative will be well served holding the affirmative to their burden of reducing energy use and improving air quality. Many affirmative will talk about nutrition, stimulating local economies and community/environmental ethics, but may never prove that it reduces energy use. This is their burden of proof and cannot be ignored.  

Disadvantages include: Nutrition, no FDA standards increases risk of foodborne illness, increased costs, consumer confidence, resource trade-off, damage done to unique local environments, etc.

Solvency arguments include: incentives fail, distribution, locally produced food is energy inefficient due to growing seasons, urban farming causes urban concentration and increased demand, and alternate causality for air pollution.

Counterplans: mandates solve better, sustainable mix of locally produced and nationally shipped food, etc. 

Key  Points / Additional Information:

Negative needs to attack the solvency of the affirmative plan and demonstrate that the costs (disadvantages) of the plan would outweigh any benefits (advantages). Types of negative arguments: topicality (does the affirmative represent the topic), harm mitigations (affirmative problems solved are inconsequential or exaggerated), solvency attacks or turns (plan does not work to solve the problem identified or actually makes the problem worse). 
