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Student Draft
1NC Shell
CP Text: The United States federal government should require colleges and universities to refuse student enrollment unless he completes a twelve month to two year term of service in national service programs, homeland security assignments, or in the military. Students will receive pay according to the length of service.

The CP increases global leadership by developing a solid military force structure

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

A better solution would fix the weaknesses of the all-volunteer force without undermining its strengths. Here's how such a plan might work. Instead of a lottery, the federal government would impose a requirement that no four-year college or university be allowed to accept a student, male or female, unless and until that student had completed a 12-month to two-year term of service. Unlike an old-fashioned draft, this 21st-century service requirement would provide a vital element of personal choice. Students could choose to fulfill their obligations in any of three ways: in national service programs like AmeriCorps (tutoring disadvantaged children), in homeland security assignments (guarding ports), or in the military. Those who chose the latter could serve as military police officers, truck drivers, or other non-combat specialists requiring only modest levels of training. (It should be noted that the Army currently offers two-year enlistments for all of these jobs, as well as for the infantry.) They would be deployed as needed for peacekeeping or nation-building missions. They would serve for 12-months to two years, with modest follow-on reserve obligations. Whichever option they choose, all who serve would receive modest stipends and GI Bill-type college grants. Those who sign up for lengthier and riskier duty, however, would receive higher pay and larger college grants. Most would no doubt pick the less dangerous options. But some would certainly select the military--out of patriotism, a sense of adventure, or to test their mettle. Even if only 10 percent of the one-million young people who annually start at four-year colleges and universities were to choose the military option, the armed forces would receive 100,000 fresh recruits every year. These would be motivated recruits, having chosen the military over other, less demanding forms of service. And because they would all be college-grade and college-bound, they would have--to a greater extent than your average volunteer recruit--the savvy and inclination to pick up foreign languages and other skills that are often the key to effective peacekeeping work. A 21st-century draft like this would create a cascading series of benefits for society. It would instill a new ethic of service in that sector of society, the college-bound, most likely to reap the fruits of American prosperity. It would mobilize an army of young people for vital domestic missions, such as helping a growing population of seniors who want to avoid nursing homes but need help with simple daily tasks like grocery shopping. It would give more of America's elite an experience of the military. Above all, it would provide the all-important surge capacity now missing from our force structure, insuring that the military would never again lack for manpower. And it would do all this without requiring any American to carry a gun who did not choose to do so. The war in Iraq has shown us, and the world, many things: the bloody costs of inept leadership; the courage of the average American soldier; the hunger for democracy among some of the earth's most oppressed people. But perhaps more than anything, Iraq has shown that our military power has limits. As currently constituted, the U.S. military can win the wars, but it cannot win the peace, nor can it commit for the long term to the stability and security of a nation such as Iraq. Our enemies have learned this, and they will use that knowledge to their advantage in the next war to tie us down and bleed us until we lose the political will to fight. If America wishes to retain its mantle of global leadership, it must develop a military force structure capable of persevering under these circumstances. Fortunately, we know how to build such a force. We have done it many times in the past. The question is: Do we have the will to do so again?
2NC Solvency

Only the CP can solve – all other alternatives have failed

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

The only effective solution to the manpower crunch is the one America has turned to again and again in its history: the draft. Not the mass combat mobilizations of World War II, nor the inequitable conscription of Vietnam--for just as threats change and war-fighting advances, so too must the draft. A modernized draft would demand that the privileged participate. It would give all who serve a choice over how they serve. And it would provide the military, on a "just in time" basis, large numbers of deployable ground troops, particularly the                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       peacekeepers we'll need to meet the security challenges of the 21st century.

America has a choice. It can be the world's superpower, or it can maintain the current all-volunteer military, but it probably can't do both.
Inevitably, the CP is the only solution – the sooner the better

Cobb 7 (Michael David Cobb Bowen, Straussian geopolitical neoconservative. His current writing is focused on knowledge & power, global frameworks, information theory and the practical aspects of moving from philosophy to philosophy. The mission of Cobb is to document the journey of finding the true value of Western Civilization through Socratic dialogue, “American Military Hegemony,” January 24, http://cobb.typepad.com/cobb/2007/01/american_milita.html, jkim)

Part of the PNACian principle is to establish, by dint of American economic superiority, a military hegemony. That hegemony appears to have been broken by the threat of asymmetry proven by the apparent stalemate of Iraq. I would argue that desire to express and project a military hegemony is part and parcel of our selection of wars. That indeed is why Bush will argue that 'We cannot afford to lose in Iraq'. In that regard, it is not so much for Iraq, but for American military hegemony.

The cost of a failed hegemony is, of course, that those many thousands of Americans now free from the draft *must* be eventually conscripted, because we will be engaged in more places due to a lowered set of military expectations of us from our enemies. This is indeed an extension of the Baby Bin Laden Theory. Yet we have been unable to convince the polity of Americans to long let our military monster off its leash in order to forestall 'the inevitable'. This makes sense but it erodes the usefulness of military hegemony.
An all-volunteer army will inevitably fail

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

But there's a deeper problem, one that any president who chose to invade a country the size of Iraq would have faced. In short, America's all-volunteer military simply cannot deploy and sustain enough troops to succeed in places like Iraq while still deterring threats elsewhere in the world. Simply adding more soldiers to the active duty force, as some in Washington are now suggesting, may sound like a good solution. But it's not, for sound operational and pragmatic reasons. America doesn't need a bigger standing army; it needs a deep bench of trained soldiers held in reserve who can be mobilized to handle the unpredictable but inevitable wars and humanitarian interventions of the future. And while there are several ways the all-volunteer force can create some extra surge capacity, all of them are limited.

The draft is needed to win global wars and maintain heg

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

Every 20 years or so for the past century, America has found it necessary, for national security reasons, to send at least half a million troops overseas into harm's way, and to keep them there for years at a time. It did so in World War I, sending 4.1 million doughboys and Marines to Europe. In World War II, it mobilized 16 million for the war effort. America sent more than 3 million grunts to fight in Korea against the North Koreans and Chinese, in the first hot war of the Cold War. It rotated 5.1 million soldiers and Marines through Vietnam over a decade, with 543,400 stationed there at the height of that war in April 1969. And more recently, America sent 550,000 ground troops to eject Saddam's forces from Kuwait, as part of a ground force which totaled 831,500 with allied contributions from dozens of nations. Along the way, the United States military simultaneously fought small wars in Greece, Lebanon, El Salvador, Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo, requiring the commitment of thousands more. This ability to deploy large numbers of troops overseas for long periods of time has been the price of America's superpower status--what President John Kennedy alluded to in his inaugural address when he said America would bear any burden to assure the survival and the success of liberty. There's no reason to think that America will be exempt from paying that price in the future. Even those who don't support the Bush policy of using unilateral force to democratize the Middle East (and we don't), and who prefer to work through military alliances whenever possible (and we do), should understand the need to increase American troop strength. The international community failed to act in Rwanda largely because the United States chose not to send troops; our NATO allies sent soldiers into Bosnia and Kosovo only because we put substantial numbers of ours in, too. The same will hold true for just about any other major war or humanitarian intervention in the future. What we're increasingly learning from Iraq is that the all-volunteer force, as presently built, cannot do that--indeed, it was consciously designed to be incapable of such deployments. Today's force was built for precisely the kinds of wars that Caspar Weinberger and Colin Powell envisioned in their doctrines: wars with explicit purposes, narrow parameters, and clear exit strategies. In other words, it was built for the kinds of wars the military prefers to fight, not necessarily the kinds of wars we have, as a nation, historically fought.

An all-volunteer system will inevitably fail – a draft solves

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

The problem is that under the all-volunteer system it's hard to fix the short-term problem (too few troops now) without creating long-term problems (too many troops later). And so, paying for the salaries and benefits and families of 50,000 or 500,000 extra soldiers on active duty over the course of their careers doesn't, from a military standpoint, make sense. Politically, it would put the senior military leadership in the position of convincing the American people to keep military budgets extremely high to pay for a huge standing army that isn't being used and might not be for years. It might be possible now to convince the public to add another 100,000 soldiers (annual cost: about $10 billion in personnel costs alone, not including equipment and training). But the generals rightly worry that this support will evaporate after Iraq stabilizes. Indeed, Americans have a long tradition dating back to the writing of Constitution, of refusing to support a large standing military unless the need is apparent. (The public paid for a much bigger all-volunteer military in the 1970s and 1980s, but only because of the obvious need to deter a massive Soviet army from threatening Europe; after the Berlin Wall fell, both political parties supported big cuts in troop strength). What we really need is the capability to rapidly mobilize and deploy a half million troops to project U.S. power abroad, and to be able to sustain them indefinitely while maintaining a reserve with which to simultaneously engage other enemies.

AT PMC

Private military contractors don’t solve – multiple reasons

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

 A second solution to the manpower crisis would be to rely more on private military contractors, whose use has exploded in recent years. Currently, more than 40,000 government contractors are on duty in Iraq, working in myriad jobs from security to reconstruction. The advantage of using contractors is that they provide surge capacity; they are hired only for the duration of an engagement. But according to Peter W. Singer, a research fellow at the Brookings Institution, these private armies also create problems. First, all costs considered, they're not necessarily less expensive for the military. Second, private military contractors often compete with the military for personnel, so any growth in these contractors usually results in tension between military retention and contractor recruiting efforts. Third, contractors operate in a legal gray area where their financial and accounting activities are heavily regulated, but their operations are barely looked at. It's one thing to contract for truck drivers; it's another to hire contractors to guard Afghan President Hamid Karzai or work as interrogation linguists in the Abu Ghraib prison because the military has too few commandos or linguists in its own ranks. The military has probably already pushed the contractor concept about as far as it will go; expecting much more surge capacity from private industry is probably unrealistic.

AT Army Reform

Reforming the army cannot defend the US

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

A third possibility might be to follow the advice of several cutting-edge military reformers to radically transform today's military. According to these reformers, today's force was drawn up for a bygone age of massed superpower armies; it does not reflect today's threats. These visionaries would downsize the Navy, scrap some of the Army's mechanized divisions, and in these and other ways free up tens of thousands of troops to be redeployed into "soldier centric" units capable of doing everything along the spectrum from humanitarian relief in Banda Aceh to combat patrols in Baghdad. Under pressure from the Iraq mission, the military has taken some steps in this direction--for instance, by retraining and reequipping some army artillery and air defense units into military police units. But such moves have been incremental in nature thus far; the true scope of the problem is orders of magnitude larger than the Pentagon's current solution. And some day, a war may come which requires all kinds of combat power--from large land-based formations to ships capable of sailing through the Taiwan strait to legions of peacekeepers. The military cannot build additional capability simply by playing a shell game with its personnel; at some point, it must genuinely add more soldiers too, and in large numbers.
AT Overstretch/Increase Numbers

Increasing troop numbers fail – only the CP solves

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

A fourth option, and the most obvious one, would be to simply increase the size of the active-duty force. This too has been discussed. During the 2004 campaign, Sen. John Kerry called for increasing the active-duty force by 40,000 troops. More recently, a bipartisan group of hawkish defense intellectuals published an open letter on The Weekly Standard Web site calling on Congress to add 25,000 ground troops each year for the next several years. And the Pentagon has announced some money for extra troops in the administration's latest budget. The problem with such proposals is that they underestimate both current manpower needs and the cost of forcing the all-volunteer military to grow.

In theory, one can always lure the next recruit, or retain the next soldier, by offering a marginally higher monetary incentive--but in reality, there are practical limits to such measures. The pool of people who might be convinced to join the Army is mainly comprised of healthy young people with high school degrees but no college plans. That pool is inherently limited, especially when the economy is heating up and there's a shooting war on. Last year, despite signing bonuses in the tens of thousands and other perks, military recruiters had to lower entry standards to meet their enlistment goals. The active force met its recruiting targets for 2004, but the reserves have found themselves increasingly struggling to bring enough soldiers in the door. But it's the long-term cost issues that most militate against making the all-volunteer force bigger. Generals today are fond of saying that you recruit a soldier, but you retain their families. One reason the Army has resisted Congress' attempts to raise its end strength is that it does not want to embrace all of the costs associated with permanently increasing the size of the military, because it sees each soldier as a 30-year commitment--both to the soldier and his (or her) family. According to the Congressional Budget Office, each soldier costs $99,000 per year--a figure which includes medical care, housing, and family benefits. The United States does not necessarily need a massive standing military all the time. What it needs is a highly trained professional force of a certain size--what we have right now is fine--backed by a massive surge capacity of troops in reserve to quickly augment the active-duty force in times of emergency. Sure, right now, the Army is light several hundred thousand deployable ground troops. But over the long term, the demands of Iraq will subside, the need for troops will decline, and it could be another decade or two before another mission that big comes along.

AT Reserves

Reserves and increasing troop numbers fail

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

A fifth option would be to build this surge capacity into the reserves, instead of the active force. Under this plan, which some military personnel planners are already discussing, the army would radically bump up enlistment bonuses and other incentives to lure vastly more young people directly into the reserves than are being recruited now. Such a plan would have the advantage of creating the surge capacity the nation needs without saddling the nation with a large, standing professional army. But the disadvantages are substantial, too. For such a plan to work, the military would have to make a commitment, which thus far it never has, to fix the legendary resources problems and anemic readiness of the reserves. A great many reservists have gone through the crucible of combat in Afghanistan and Iraq, and yet still cope with vehicles that lack armor, weapons older than they are, and a paucity of training dollars. Also, the army would always (and rightly) insist that signing bonuses for reservists be substantially below those offered by to active-duty recruits. And even if bonuses and other reenumeration for both the active-duty and the reserves were to rise substantially, it is hard to see how the reserves could lure in a sufficient number of recruits without significantly lowering admissions standards. The real advantage of the all-volunteer force is its quality. If the military tries to recruit so many soldiers that it must substantially lower its entry requirements, then the all-volunteer force will lose its qualitative edge. This decrease in quality will have a cascade effect on discipline within the ranks, degrading combat effectiveness for these units.

CP NB – Obama Bad

CP destroys political capital

Carter and Glastris 5 (Phillip Carter, attorney and former Army captain who writes on national security issues for The Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris is editor in chief of The Washington Monthly, March 2005 “The Case for the Draft:  America can remain the world's superpower. Or it can maintain its current all-volunteer military. It can't do both,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html, jkim)

That leaves one option left for providing the military with sufficient numbers of high-quality deployable ground forces: conscription. America has nearly always chosen this option to staff its military in times of war. Today, no leading politician in either party will come anywhere near the idea--the draft having replaced Social Security as the third rail of American politics. This will have to change if the United States is to remain the world's preeminent power. 
Naval Power

1NC Shell
Text: The United States Federal Government should increase the size and capability of its navy.

Naval power solves their heg advantage faster and better

Ealgen and McGrath 11, (5/16/11, Mackenzie, Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation.     Bryan, Bryan McGrath is a retired naval officer and the Director of Delex Consulting, Studies and Analysis in Vienna, Virginia. On active duty, he commanded the destroyer USS Bulkeley (DDG 84) and served as the primary author of the current maritime strategy. “Thinking about A Day Without US Sea Power: Implications for US defense Policies” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Thinking-About-a-Day-Without-Sea-Power-Implications-for-US-Defense-Policy) 

Abstract: America is a maritime power, and a strong U.S. Navy is both in America’s long-term interest and essential to the nation’s prosperity. Yet U.S. sea power is in decline. If not reversed, this decline could pass the tipping point, leaving the country economically and strategically unable to reverse course, which would have profound economic and geopolitical consequences. Members of Congress and the Navy need to work together to develop long-range technology road maps, foster innovation, and properly fund and manage shipbuilding to ensure that the future Navy has the size and capabilities needed to protect and advance U.S. interests around the world. Not since the end of World War II has America more urgently needed honest and clear thinking about its enduring national interests and a bipartisan commitment to build up the civilian and military capabilities necessary to protect them. Yet Washington is increasingly looking inward. Policymakers spend enormous energy arguing about tactics without thinking about strategy. They react to today’s events rather than planning for the future. Without a common purpose and driven by the desire to save money, they take steps that will reduce military spending in the short term but vastly increase the danger and cost to America in the long term. The margins of U.S. military superiority are narrowing for every military service and in every domain. After the Cold War, military overmatch had seemingly become an American birthright and helped to uphold the implicit contract that most Americans have had with the all-volunteer military: that U.S. forces would never be put in a “fair fight.” This is simply no longer the case, as indicated by America’s recent experience in Iraq and Afghanistan and potential challenges from Iran and China. Before some of America’s core defense capabilities disappear without discussion or debate, Congress and the services would be wise to step back and examine the costs and benefits of these long-held capabilities, many of which are fundamental to U.S. military primacy. Understanding a world without these U.S. advantages will highlight their essential role both in creating and maintaining the economic and geopolitical position that America enjoys today and in fostering U.S. prosperity in the future. Congress should use this thought exercise to inform its oversight of the services and to restore the legislative branch’s legitimate role in policymaking. Providing Security That Protects and Bolsters the U.S. Economy Modern American sea power—represented for the purposes of this paper by the U.S. Navy and its expeditionary land force, the U.S. Marine Corps—is the most flexible, adaptable, useful, and powerful naval force the world has ever known. The ascendance of American sea power since the fall of the Soviet Union has been so benign and complete that many nations have forgone traditional investments in their own naval forces,[1] confident in the peace and stability provided by the United States or convinced of the futility of trying to challenge so powerful a force head-on: [T]he strong tendency toward counterhegemonic balancing in the European system during the last five centuries has not been replicated in the global maritime system. High concentrations of naval power (and in the economic correlates of naval power) tend to generate alliances with the leading power rather than against it. The decision of many of the strongest powers in the contemporary system to ally with the United States rather than against it in the Cold War and post–Cold War periods is fully consistent with behavior in the global system for the last five centuries.[2] The overwhelming majority of world commerce moves virtually unmolested across the great expanse of the maritime commons. This is as near a “given” on the international scene as can be conjured. So engrained is this sense of security in the free flow of goods across the world’s oceans that the activities of a relatively insignificant group of brigands off the East African coast have caught the world’s attention, forcing many to consider for the first time the impact of sea power on their lives. American sea power is taken for granted. Policymakers in the United States, friendly and allied governments, executive officers of international conglomerates, and would-be competitors are all affected by the daily operations of the world’s most pervasive and successful naval power, but few ever consider what the world would be like without it. Exploring this question is the central aim of this paper. The U.S. Air Force recently considered the operational implications of a “Day Without Space.” The exercise vividly demonstrated the U.S. military’s dependence on the communications and surveillance infrastructure provided by the nation’s satellites. Out of operational necessity, forces turned to backup networks, some of which current operators had long since forgotten how to operate nimbly. This eye-opening exercise has caused military planners to think more profoundly about air operations in a space-denied environment. However, as difficult as such operations may have been, backups were available. These backups may have become technologically outmoded and may be less secure from enemy intrusion, and their operators may need to call upon skills long since atrophied, but in the end, the backups existed. Implications of the Loss of Preponderant Sea Power Poverty, econ, deterrence How the United States might replace its preponderant sea power—if that day ever comes—seems less straightforward. Indeed, the question seems almost ludicrous. The United States is a maritime nation, bordered by two oceans and for much of its history protected by them. Over the past 60 years, the oceans have been highways for worldwide trade that has helped to lift more than a billion people out of poverty,[3] and those sea lanes have been patrolled by the U.S. Navy, the world’s preeminent naval power. The U.S. Navy’s global presence has added immeasurably to U.S. economic vitality and to the economies of America’s friends and allies, not to mention those of its enemies. World wars, which destroyed Europe and much of East Asia, have become almost incomprehensible thanks to the “nuclear taboo” and preponderant American sea power. If these conditions are removed, all bets are off. For more than five centuries, the global system of trade and economic development has grown and prospered in the presence of some dominant naval power. Portugal, Spain, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and now the U.S. have each taken a turn as the major provider of naval power to maintain the global system. Each benefited handsomely from the investment: [These navies], in times of peace, secured the global commons and ensured freedom of movement of goods and people across the globe. They supported global trading systems from the age of mercantilism to the industrial revolution and into the modern era of capitalism. They were a gold standard for international exchange. These forces supported national governments that had specific global agendas for liberal trade, the rule of law at sea, and the protection of maritime commerce from illicit activities such as piracy and smuggling.[4] A preponderant naval power occupies a unique position in the global order, a special seat at the table, which when unoccupied creates conditions for instability. Both world wars, several European-wide conflicts, and innumerable regional fights have been fueled by naval arms races, inflamed by the combination of passionate rising powers and feckless declining powers. This thought experiment cannot go so far as to conjure “a day without the U.S. Navy,” because it strains credulity to believe the nation would ever do without one. Yet for much of its history, the country had little more than a coastal defense force. In other periods, America has maintained small, far-flung cruising squadrons that in no way compare to the combat power arrayed continuously in the Middle East and the Western Pacific for the past two decades. The relevant question is: “What would a day without preponderant American sea power be like?” Building the current level of American sea power has taken enormous resources and many decades,[5] and the size of the fleet is not likely to be dramatically reduced in the near term. More likely, incremental cuts based on faulty premises and a lack of strategic direction will, over time, diminish American sea power as the country’s vision of itself becomes more modest and its sense of destiny and centrality is reduced. While ill-considered procurement reductions will slowly reduce the number of ships and aircraft in the Navy, financial decisions could also erode the Navy’s ability to deploy credible and relevant forces persistently, regardless of how many ships the Navy may have. Today’s Navy is experiencing extreme levels of stress. [6] While the fleet has shrunk by about 15 percent since 1998,[7] the number of ships deployed overseas has remained constant at about 100. Each ship goes to sea longer and more often, resulting in problems such as the well-publicized shortfalls in surface ship condition.[8] With no surge capacity left in the fleet, each new casualty ripples through the schedules of dozens of ships. With the end of supplemental funding, Navy maintenance funding will be cut by almost 20 percent this year. In this context, a relatively small additional reduction in maintenance funding could render a Navy with 250–280 ships capable of keeping only 50 to 60 ships at sea. Even if the Navy can sustain today’s number of ships or even grow slightly over the next decade as predicted by current Navy shipbuilding plans, the fleet will increasingly be composed of smaller and less capable littoral combat ships and logistics ships, such as Joint High Speed Vessels. This trend toward a fleet for engagement and maritime security could be enabled by the country’s increasingly modest vision of itself and the erosion of its sense of destiny and centrality. With ship design times of 20 years or longer and service lives of up to 50 years, the fleet could degrade to a point at which the country will be economically and strategically unable to reverse course. The nation and the most versatile element of its military power would then continue to decline to second-rate status. An absolute decline in American sea power would probably span decades, but the examples of the Soviet Union and previous naval powers unable to deploy and maintain a robust fleet demonstrate how rapidly a navy can become hollow and unable to influence events abroad. 

Solvency

Now is key to act, the navy is beginning to fall

Ealgen and McGrath 11, Mackenzie Eaglen is Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. Bryan McGrath is a retired naval officer and the Director of Delex Consulting, Studies and Analysis in Vienna, Virginia. On active duty, he commanded the destroyer USS Bulkeley (DDG 84) and served as the primary author of the current maritime strategy. (5/16/11, Mackenzie, Bryan, “Thinking about A Day Without US Sea Power: Implications for US defense Policies” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Thinking-About-a-Day-Without-Sea-Power-Implications-for-US-Defense-Policy) KT

Developing a long-term research and development plan. After numerous studies and a half-dozen shipbuilding plans, Navy leaders have correctly concluded that the United States needs a larger fleet—not simply in numbers of ships and aircraft, but also in terms of increased network capability, longer range, and increased persistence. Navy leaders recognize that the United States is quickly losing its monopolies on guided weapons and the ability to project power. Precision munitions (guided rockets, artillery, mortars, and missiles) and battle networks are proliferating, while advances in radar and electro-optical technology are increasingly rendering stealth capabilities less effective. Congress should demand long-range technology road maps, including a science and technology plan and a research and development plan for the U.S. Navy. These plans should broadly outline future investments, capabilities, and requirements. Getting the fleet size right. Congress should direct the Navy to provide a “resource unconstrained” fleet composition appropriate to meeting the requirements of A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower, the Navy’s 2007 maritime strategy. The study should include an analysis of the capabilities and missions called for in the strategy and identify which are at risk, given current and planned fleet size and resources. This study should include options for additional forward stationing of U.S. Navy vessels and proposals for new classes of ships designed specifically for low-end naval presence missions. Without this type of strategy-driven analysis by Navy leaders, Congress will continue to struggle to determine where to apply diminishing resources within the defense budget and how to justify the additional investments needed in higher-priority areas. America is a maritime nation, and our Navy is the most visible and effective symbol of our national power and strength overseas. Washington decision-makers should recognize the impact and influence of forces that are as useful in peacetime in deterring conflict as they are in wartime while pursuing it. And they need to recognize it before it’s too late.
US navy power in decline – we must reverse course to keep heg

Ealgen and McGrath 11, Mackenzie Eaglen is Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. Bryan McGrath is a retired naval officer and the Director of Delex Consulting, Studies and Analysis in Vienna, Virginia. On active duty, he commanded the destroyer USS Bulkeley (DDG 84) and served as the primary author of the current maritime strategy. (5/16/11, Mackenzie, Bryan, “Thinking about A Day Without US Sea Power: Implications for US defense Policies” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Thinking-About-a-Day-Without-Sea-Power-Implications-for-US-Defense-Policy) KT

America is a maritime power, and a strong U.S. Navy is both in America’s long-term interest and essential to the nation’s prosperity. Yet U.S. sea power is in decline. If not reversed, this decline could pass the tipping point, leaving the country economically and strategically unable to reverse course, which would have profound economic and geopolitical consequences. Members of Congress and the Navy need to work together to develop long-range technology road maps, foster innovation, and properly fund and manage shipbuilding to ensure that the future Navy has the size and capabilities needed to protect and advance U.S. interests around the world.

CP Popular

Increasing Naval Capacities are popular with congress- concerned that a small navy will affect the US

O’Rourke, 05 (Ronald, Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, China Naval Modernization: Implications for U.S. Navy Capabilities — Background and Issues for Congress, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/57462.pdf, Pg 40, 11/18/05)
Some Members of Congress have expressed concern in recent years that the declining total number of ships in the Navy may make it difficult for the Navy to perform all if its various missions, at least not without putting undue stress on Navy personnel and equipment. In response, Navy officials in recent years have argued that the total number of ships in the Navy is no longer, by itself, a very good measure of total Navy capability over time, because of the significant increase in individual Navy ship and aircraft capabilities in recent years and the effect that computer networking technology has on further increasing the collective capability of Navy ships and aircraft. Navy officials acknowledge, however, that ship numbers are one factor in understanding Navy capabilities, particularly for conducting simultaneous operations of different kinds in multiple locations around the world.
***Aff: Naval Heg is good***

United States naval capabilities are rivaled by no one. We will not be challenged for 50 years

Farley 07 (Robert is an assistant professor at the Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Commerce, University of Kentucky. He contributes to the blogs Lawyers, Guns, and Money and TAPPED, October 23, 2007, The False Decline of the U.S. Navy http://prospect.org/cs/articles?article=the_false_decline_of_the_us_navy) KT
The United States Navy currently operates eleven aircraft carriers. The oldest and least capable is faster, one third larger, and carries three times the aircraft of Admiral Kuznetsov, the largest carrier in the Russian Navy. Unlike China’s only aircraft carrier, the former Russian Varyag, American carriers have engines and are capable of self-propulsion. The only carrier in Indian service is fifty years old and a quarter the size of its American counterparts. No navy besides the United States’ has more than one aircraft carrier capable of flying modern fixed wing aircraft. The United States enjoys similar dominance in surface combat vessels and submarines, operating twenty-two cruisers, fifty destroyers, fifty-five nuclear attack submarines, and ten amphibious assault ships (vessels roughly equivalent to most foreign aircraft carriers). In every category the U.S. Navy combines presumptive numerical superiority with a significant ship-to-ship advantage over any foreign navy. This situation is unlikely to change anytime soon. The French Navy and the Royal Navy will each expand to two aircraft carriers over the next decade. The most ambitious plans ascribed to the People’s Liberation Army Navy call for no more than three aircraft carriers by 2020, and even that strains credulity, given China’s inexperience with carrier operations and the construction of large military vessels. While a crash construction program might conceivably give the Chinese the ability to achieve local dominance (at great cost and for a short time), the United States Navy will continue to dominate the world’s oceans and littorals for at least the next fifty years.
Competitiveness

TSM

1NC Shell
Text: The United States federal government should reinstate the "teaching-suggestion-motivation" test.

The expanded obviousness standard eliminates predictability in issuing patents—kills competitiveness.

Robbins 6

(Lawrence S Robbins, JD Robbins, Russell, Englert, Orseck & Untereiner LLP, 2006, BRIEF OF ALTITUDE CAPITAL PARTNERS, EXPANSE NETWORKS, INC., INFLEXION POINT STRATEGY, LLC, INTERDIGITAL COMMUNICATIONS CORP., IPOTENTIAL, LLC, OCEAN TOMO, LLC, AND ONSPEC ELECTRONIC INC. AS AMICI CURIAE INSUPPORT OF RESPONDENTS)

Innovation is the lifeblood of the American economy, and the patent system fosters it by creating incentives for the creation, disclosure, and ultimate commercialization of inventions. The protections afforded by the grant of property rights in inventions enable small entities like the undersigned amici to survive, compete, and innovate. For the system to work properly, however, patentability at the procurement stage and patent validity after issuance must be predictable. If there is no clear understanding of what is and is not patentable, investment in innovation will be chilled, and the ready transfer of technology will be inhibited. In fact, the basic purpose of 35 U.S.C. § 103 was to create “uniformity and definiteness.” Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 17 (1966). To the chagrin of industry, that purpose was undermined by developments that followed this Court’s decision in Graham and helped prompt the creation of the Federal Circuit in 1982. Also crucial to any regime of patentability is that the determination not be based on hindsight. The government and other amici downplay this phenomenon, but it is in the nature of many important technical advances to appear obvious and even inevitable in retrospect. The motivation-to-combine standard achieves these crucial goals, and does so by rendering the obviousness determination as objective as reasonably possible. The standard, which is consistent with international norms and rooted in decisions that long predate even Section 103, is precisely the sort of workable refinement that lower courts are supposed to develop in every area of the law. The standard, moreover, has never been as inflexible as petitioner and its amici suggest. And even if it were, the rational approach would be not to jettison the standard and start from scratch but rather to emphasize that implicit as well as explicit motivations satisfy the standard. If the existing standard were abandoned in favor of the proposals\ urged by petitioner and its amici, then, to the detriment of American competitiveness, countless deserving inventions would never have been protected, and, in the future, will never be protected. Relatedly, petitioner’s amici’s proposals would wreak havoc in the business world by calling into question enormous numbers of issued patents and inviting endless litigation over patent validity. 

More CP Solvency

The US is currently losing the race on patents—more patents need to be filed if we want to stay competitive.

Sarathy 09

(Rajiv Sarathy, Patent attorney and former Group Program Manager for Microsoft, June 22, 2009, Following The Money, http://www.patentlawinsights.com/tags/competitiveness/)
A question clients often ask is what the point is in filing patent applications in countries such as China, India, and Russia, where intellectual property rights can be difficult to enforce.  China and India are both members of the World Trade Organization (WTO), and the Russian Federation is an "Observer government." According to the WTO's Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), governments are required to ensure that intellectual property rights can be enforced under their laws, and that the penalties for infringement are tough enough to deter further violations. Over the last few years, these countries have made strides in improving their intellectual property enforcement activities.  Moreover, as their domestic industries mature, these countries are even more likely to enforce the laws because domestic and foreign pressures to do so will mount.   To remain competitive, U.S. companies will need to seriously consider increasing not only their R&D expenditures, but also their patenting activity -- both in the U.S. and abroad. As I wrote in this blog approximately a month ago, a majority of patent applications filed last year were by inventors located abroad. If American companies fail to protect their inventions, they could lose both domestically and internationally. 

TSM key to competitiveness—key to innovation and disclosure

A&G IP 7

(the Intellectual Property practice of Archer & Greiner, P.C., May 4th, 2007, Supreme Court Announces Tougher Patentability Standards, http://www.archerip.com/supreme-court-announces-tougher-patentability-standards/)
On April 30, 2007 the U.S. Supreme Court delivered a unanimous decision in a case that appears to raise the bar for establishing patentability of inventions in the U.S. The case, KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., suggests that it is now more difficult to obtain patents from the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) and to enforce patents in federal courts. Prior to KSR, patentability was premised upon the “Teaching-Suggestion-Motivation” or “TSM” test that has been used by the USPTO and federal courts for more than a quarter of a century. Under the TSM test, an invention was deemed unpatentable if the USPTO or a federal court found that there was an express or clearly implied teaching, suggestion or motivation in one printed publication which could be combined with information in another printed publication to produce the invention. In KSR, the U.S. Supreme Court made it easier for the USPTO and the courts to deny a patent. Under the new standard, a patent may be denied if the invention is derived by merely sensibly combining the inherent disclosures contained in previously existing publications. The new standard does not require that the fact finder, when denying patentability, show any express or clearly implied teaching, suggestion or motivation in order to combine the inherent disclosures. It is far too early to predict the full fallout from the KSR case. The USPTO and lower federal courts will interpret its meaning and scope over the course of time. However, because of the unanimity of the decision, we believe it is likely that the case will be construed broadly — at least in the short term — to the detriment of patent applicants and patent holders. The U.S. patent system was created to stimulate innovation by rewarding inventors with exclusive property rights in their inventions. If the practical impact of the KSR case is a stifling of innovation or a lessening of competitiveness of novel U.S. products and services in the marketplace, then we expect Congress will face concerted and forceful lobbying efforts to amend the Patent Act to a more patent-friendly “pre-KSR” state of affairs.

Without the TSM standard, corporations won’t innovate.
Hoffman 6

(Richard W. Hoffmann, Counsel Of Record, Warn Hoffmann Miller & Lalone Pc. 2006 KSR INTERNATIONAL CO., Petitioner, v. TELEFLEX INC. and TECHNOLOGY HOLDING CO., Respondents. BRIEF AMICI CURIAE OF MICHELIN NORTH AMERICA, INC., ARVINMERITOR, INC., AND NARTRON CORPORATION IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT)

The current approach assures that the same consistent application of the obviousness standard will be maintained. Companies will continue to invest in improving technology provided they can secure rights to their respective innovations. Changing the standard would likely curtail further innovation. Companies will be less willing to invest in product development if it is unable to secure patent rights. It simply will not be economically feasible to spend resources on innovation that cannot be protected. Without protection manufacturers can outsource components developed by others to the cheapest bidder, wherever in the world they might be found in an effort to sell their products at the lowest price and maintain their significant market positions. Thus, although changing the current standard of patentability by eliminating the teaching-suggestion-motivation approach to arriving at the ultimate conclusion of nonobviousness would be beneficial to some amici on behalf of Petitioner, such a change would not be good for American industry as a whole. Changing the current level of patentability will impact the American economy in the future.
CP Popular

TSM is popular with congress- it wants to pass it

Skelly 07 (James, Associate at Knobbe Martens Olson & Bear LLP, Researcher at Center for Biological and Computational Learning – MIT, TEACHING-SUGGESTION-MOTIVATION UNDER REVIEW: DEVELOPMENTS IN KSR INTERNATIONAL CO. V. TELEFLEX, INC., http://www.bu.edu/law/central/jd/organizations/journals/scitech/volume131/documents/Skelley_WEB.pdf, Vol 13:1 , 2007)
Thus, supporters of TSM argue that any uncertainty accompanying a patent’s scope or validity will adversely affect negotiations.92 These supporters argue that because Congress intended section 103 to inject predictability into the patent analysis, removing TSM at this point would be contrary to Congressional intent.93 Patent validity must be predictable at every stage, and supporters feel that investment in innovation would be chilled if the status of current and prospective patent holders were put at issue.94 TSM supporters would also rather defer to Congress than have courts apply their interpretation of a new obvious standard.95 Congress has not felt any need to modify the existing standard for decades.96 Further, Congress expressed a statutory intention that issued patents be presumed valid.97 If TSM were removed, supporters fear that “a capability to combine” rather than a “motivation to combine” would become the basis for denying patent protection, thus negating Congressional intent.98

CTC

1NC Shell
The United States federal government should eliminate the corporate income tax.  

Eliminating corporate income tax solves job loss and makes the US economically competitive

Hoeft 9 [JR Hoeft, “Gilmore: Eliminate corporate income taxes to fix the economy,” http://bearingdrift.com/2009/02/23/gilmore-eliminate-coporate-income-taxes-to-fix-the-economy/] 

“No one really knows whether this massive new government spending will save the economy or merely increase the size and reach of the national government. “We do know that the “stimulus” spending is financed through borrowing — more public debt. As we print more money, inflation is a real danger. Sooner or later, the politicians will be back for more tax increases further hobbling families trying to cope during this economic downturn. “I urge that the right approach is to reduce or even eliminate the corporate income tax. The loss of revenue would be about $342 billion, less than half of the cost of the stimulus package. The result would be an explosion of new investment in the United States which would again become the best place in the world to start a business. “If the real goal is jobs, cutting the corporate income tax would create jobs and quickly. Government spending is only a temporary fix, creating in the long run more government programs to sustain through more taxation. Somehow, governor, I’m pretty sure your proposal will not be given serious consideration by Virginia’s U.S. Senators. However, many Virginians do appreciate you for saying it.

2NC Solvency 

Reverses offshoring

Thomas A. Hemphill and Mark J. Perry 12, “A U.S. manufacturing strategy for the 21st century: what policies yield national sector competitiveness?”, April, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1094/is_2_47/ai_n58618168/pg_12/?tag=content;col1
* Tax Policy. According to a recent study undertaken by PriceWaterhouseCooper for the Business Roundtable [2011], the United States has the sixth highest taxes on business in the world (behind, respectively, Japan, Morocco, Italy, Indonesia, Germany). The study reported that U.S.-headquartered companies pay 27.7 percent of their income in taxes, compared with the world average of 19.5 percent, the other 28 advanced OECD countries' average of 22.6 percent, and 18 major European countries' average of 21.9 percent. (14) Reducing U.S. corporate income tax and payroll taxes and the cost of repatriating earnings will reduce the tax burden on U.S. manufacturers that locate capital investment and jobs in the United States. This will go a long way to reduce incentives to move U.S. manufacturing investment overseas for tax purposes. These major tax reforms will also accelerate the movement of overseas manufacturing facilities back to the United States, as the cost of labor rises in economically developing manufacturing-based countries, such as China [Coy 2011].

Solves competitiveness

Samuel R. Allen et al 11, CEO and President of Deere & Co, “Ignite 1.0”, http://www.compete.org/images/uploads/File/PDF%20Files/Ignite_1-0_FINAL_02.14_.11_.pdf
Many of those interviewed indicated that if the overall corporate tax rate of the United States were closer to our largest trading partners, American companies would be more competitive. High corporate taxes result in a reduced ability to invest, and global competitors with lower rates are able to invest more. Many felt a tax rate comparable to other strong manufacturing countries would improve American corporations’ ability to invest, innovate, and be more competitive globally. A benchmarking study with other global manufacturing powers would be helpful in order to understand differences between corporate tax structures, and by extension, America’s competitiveness. Improving U.S. companies’ ability to repatriate cash from abroad was often cited as another means to boost the domestic economy and U.S. competitiveness. Many executives interviewed believe that, at a minimum, U.S. policy should designate a brief period in which cash could be repatriated at a lower tax rate. When similar policy measures were enacted several years ago, there was a dramatic influx of cash into the U.S., which was then funneled back into the economy. Long term, many participants felt that a territorial tax rate policy should be developed. This could allow American corporations to increase investment in the U.S. and shrink the current federal deficit. The federal deficit was repeatedly cited as a major concern in the long term, but executives also felt that immediate action was needed to reduce the deficit, and very importantly, the borrowing costs for the U.S. Moreover, the executives argued that excessive federal debt would be a drag on growth in the long term, and adversely impact current and future manufacturing product and process innovations and future productivity gains. Finally, a significant majority felt that the time was right to begin a major tax policy overhaul consistent with ideas advanced by the President’s Bipartisan Deficit Reduction Committee. Interviewees argued that this would have a dramatic, positive, and long lasting impact on America’s competitiveness across all industries. In particular, executives recommended the following actions be considered: 1. Institute widespread tax reform and provide long term clarity and stability on overall corporate tax policies to promote investment in the United States and strengthen U.S. competitiveness. 2. Enhance and make permanent R&D tax incentives. Our ability to innovate and develop technological advances is key to our competitive advantage in the future. Therefore, we must invest in long term basic and advanced research to stay ahead. 3. Decrease the cost of repatriating earnings – either by creating a territorial tax rate policy or by minimizing the payback difference between foreign and U.S. tax rates. The U.S. is the only G8 member that does not employ a territorial tax rate policy - a taxation policy where governments tax only the income earned inside their borders. We need to provide U.S. headquartered companies the same competitive advantages that our major trading partners provide for companies headquartered within their borders. 4. Develop more globally competitive corporate tax rates. Executives applauded the recent continuation of tax adjustments, but, as previously noted, felt that consistency over the long term would be even more beneficial in reducing uncertainty and increasing investment.

US tech leadership is key our competitiveness
Segal, 4 – Senior Fellow in China Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations (Adam, Foreign Affairs, "Is America Losing Its Edge?" November / December 2004, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20041101facomment83601/adam-segal/is-america-losing-its-edge.html  

The United States' global primacy depends in large part on its ability to develop new technologies and industries faster than anyone else. For the last five decades, U.S. scientific innovation and technological entrepreneurship have ensured the country's economic prosperity and military power. It was Americans who invented and commercialized the semiconductor, the personal computer, and the Internet; other countries merely followed the U.S. lead. Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of manufacturing. Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.

The US in not tax competitive and is the main cost burden to corporations and is the reason why they are moving overseas
Saxton 05 (Sen. Jim Saxton, Chairman of Joint Economic Committee, “Reforming the US Corporate Tax System to Increase Tax competitiveness” May 2005 )
Third, manufacturers contend that they are more adversely affected by the cost burdens imposed by the U.S. corporate tax system than other firms, as discussed throughout a January 2004 report issued by the U.S. Department of Commerce titled, “Manufacturing in America: A Comprehensive Strategy to Address the Challenges to U.S. Manufacturers.” The Commerce Department report states “there is a broad recognition of the advantage conferred on foreign manufacturers by the interrelationship between the current U.S. tax system and international trade rules.”23 The report further states: American manufacturers are well aware that most of their competitors are located in countries that rely more heavily on consumption, rather than income, as the basis for taxation. In practical terms, foreign governments apply taxes solely to income earned on sales in their jurisdictions and will rebate any taxes that apply to exports. By relying more heavily on income as the basis for taxation, and in taxing U.S. manufacturers on their worldwide income, the U.S. system contains no simple means of ensuring that U.S. exporters receive comparable treatment.24 A 2003 white paper prepared for The Manufacturing Institute of the National Association of Manufacturers also discusses some of the negative effects experienced by U.S. manufacturers.25 This white paper provides a useful summary of the important economic issues facing U.S. manufacturers. The report lists five primary structural costs that are harming U.S. manufacturers: (1) excessive corporate taxation; (2) escalating costs of health and pension benefits; (3) increasing tort litigation costs; (4) compliance costs for regulatory mandates; and (5) rising energy costs.26 Among the five structural costs listed, the report calculates that the cost burden of the corporate income tax is the most severe on U.S. manufacturers, and calls for a reduction in the corporate tax burden and a reform to the treatment of foreign-source income.27 It is important to keep in mind that although the corporate tax is a true burden on corporate activity, the economic incidence of the tax falls on individuals in the form of reduced wages, a lower return to investment, or in the form of higher prices for goods and services.

Reforming tax policies are crucial to boosting competitiveness and growth. 
Rahn 08     (Richard Rahn, Richard W. Rahn is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and chairman of the Institute for Global Economic Growth, August 2008 http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/aug/21/the-worst-tax/ Rank the following taxes from best to ... abolition of the corporate income tax. )
Rank the following taxes from best to worst: individual income taxes; payroll taxes, corporate income taxes, sales or consumption taxes, and residential property taxes. The vast majority of economists would rank the corporate income tax as being worst and the sales tax and residential property tax as the best. Unfortunately, the corporate income tax is often the favorite tax of fiscally irresponsible politicians because it is not easily seen. In fact, the corporate tax is paid by workers in lower wages and fewer new jobs, by consumers in higher prices and by savers and investors in lower rates of return. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), based in Paris and not known for favoring lower taxes, published a new study last month, "Tax and Economic Growth," which provides more evidence that the corporate income tax interferes most (as compared with other taxes) with proper resource allocation, productivity growth, and economic efficiency. Last week, the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a study that showed 28 percent of large companies paid no corporate income tax in 2005 almost always because they had made no profit. Rather than thoughtfully considering whether the corporate income tax should be reduced or abolished, several bluster brains in the U.S. Congress used the report as an excuse to attack corporations. Sen. Byron Dorgan, North Dakota Democrat, who is a big supporter of agricultural subsidies to millionaire farmers and foolish corn ethanol mandates, which are neither cost-effective nor reduce total carbon emissions, demanded that big corporations pay "their fair share" of taxes. Mr. Dorgan, of course, ignored the fact that only people - again, workers, consumers, and/or savers and investors - pay taxes. He also did not explain how it is "fair" that U.S. companies are already more heavily taxed than their foreign competitors, even neighboring Canada. The United States' corporate income tax rate now is more than 50 percent higher than the OECD members (major industrial countries) average. Before the Reagan administration, the U.S. had a 50 percent corporate tax rate, and most other countries had similar high corporate tax rates. During the Reagan administration, the United States sharply reduced its corporate tax rate and other nations followed the lead. As the benefits of corporate tax reduction quickly became obvious, most countries kept cutting their corporate rates. The Irish cut their rate to 12.5 percent and went from being the poor man of Europe to the second-richest on a per capita income basis. The formerly communist countries of Eastern and Central Europe are now in the process of besting the Irish, by going to low flat-rate systems on both personal and corporate income. As the accompanying chart shows, the Bulgarians are the most recent to join the flat-rate club with a 10 percent rate on both corporate and personal income. There are a number of very high-growth countries, such as the United Arab Emirates (UAE), and financial centers, such as Cayman, that have no corporate or individual income tax at all. They rely primarily on sales or consumption taxes, property taxes and fees for government services. And for the most part they have done very well by their citizens. Assume you are a businessperson who has just developed a greatly improved electric car battery that you expect to sell in most countries around the world. Would you set up your business in the United States, which has the highest corporate tax rates in the world? What does it say about those U.S. politicians who rant about U.S. companies moving their businesses to other countries and U.S. citizens moving their capital elsewhere, when many of those same politicians oppose tax rate reductions and even advocate tax rate increases? Corporate leaders have a fiduciary responsibility to their stockholders to maximize profits. If a country has tax and regulatory provisions that make its companies noncompetitive, the company has no choice but to move. Businesses will continue to flee the United States, and new companies that intend to sell globally will be less likely to establish their companies in the U.S. as long as the U.S. is less globally attractive because of high tax rates and excessive regulatory costs. The corporate tax should be abolished because it is the most destructive tax. In a typical year, it only produces about 10 percent of federal revenue. This static revenue loss would be quickly made up by the increase in shareholder dividends that should no longer have a tax preference (in the way that sole proprietorships, partnerships, and limited liability companies are now taxed), and through the additional productivity, international competitiveness and job growth that would result from abolition of the corporate income tax. 

CP solves competitiveness and the economy 

Rahn 12/10/04 [Richard Rahn, Senior fellow of the Discovery and Cato Institutes, Chairman of the Institute for Global Economic Growth and Chairman of the Advisory Board of the European Center for Economic Growth, “Abolish the Corporate Income Tax?” 

http://www.discovery.org/a/2317
On Nov. 18, in a speech given at the Finance Ministry in Vienna, Austria, the very highly regarded European economist and first woman president of the Mont Pelerin Society, Professor Victoria Curzon Price, called for eliminating the corporate income tax.  There, in the center of socialist Europe, was not only the call to get rid of this destructive tax, but almost everyone in an audience of economists, various government finance officials and public policy experts appeared to agree with her.  The idea and practice of the corporate income tax has been dying slowly for the last two decades. The corporate income tax is a highly destructive tax that greatly distorts proper economic decision-making, taxes the same income more than once, is endlessly complex, and provides a declining share of tax revenue in most countries. For instance, in the United States, corporate income tax revenues fell from 4.2 percent of gross domestic product in 1967 to only 1.2 percent of GDP in 2003, though there was minimal change in the tax rate.  Good economists have long known the corporate income tax causes more problems than it solves. Many countries, seeking higher economic growth and employment, have sharply cut their tax rates. Ireland cut its corporate tax rate from 43 percent to only 12 1/2 percent, attracting investment from around the world and, in turn, becoming not only one of the fastest-growing but one of the wealthiest economies in Europe.  The new market economies of Eastern Europe seeking high growth and rapid job creation have also been cutting their corporate tax rates. Slovakia, Lithuania and Poland have a 19 percent corporate rate; Hungary 16 percent; Slovenia and Latvia 15 percent; and Bulgaria just announced it will move to a 15 percent rate next year. Montenegro, not to be outdone, announced it will go to a 9 percent rate. Estonia has become the champion by going to a zero rate on reinvested profits.  As a result of this competition, even France (34 percent) and Germany (38 percent) have been forced into modest corporate tax reductions, giving them lower rates than corporations face in the United States. American companies now have an average 40 percent rate (including state corporate taxes), and only very poorly performing Japan with its 42 percent rate is higher.  Looking at these numbers, it is easy to understand why corporations doing business around the world elect not to have the United States as their legal home, because it makes them noncompetitive. When running for president, Sen. John Kerry proposed punishing companies for leaving the United States. The correct solution is for the U.S. to abolish the corporate income tax, thereby making it the most desired location on the planet for many companies to incorporate.  Those who oppose eliminating the corporate tax will say we cannot afford the revenue loss. They say such things because they do not think beyond the first order. Think about it for a minute. If you eliminate the corporate tax, corporate profits will increase, causing corporations to hire more workers and/or raise wages and invest more in new and better equipment, and/or increase their dividend payouts. All this will cause the price of corporate stock to rise and the government to receive more in capital-gains tax revenues. The government will also receive more tax revenue from the increase in dividends paid and workers hired. If we look at the experience of other countries who have greatly reduced corporate tax rates, like Ireland, it is clear the additional growth in jobs and profits ended up providing the government more, not less, tax revenue. 
The U.S. Treasury and Congress' Joint Tax Committee use very simple-minded static revenue models when estimating proposed tax changes. That is why they almost always get it wrong. I have no doubt a properly constructed dynamic model or, better yet, an actual experiment of eliminating the corporate tax will prove we are better off without it. The corporate tax is enormously complex and hence extremely expensive to administer; tends to drive companies to set up operations outside the United States; discourages foreign investment in the U.S., thereby driving down the dollar's value; taxes capital income more than once, thus reducing the U.S. saving rate, which also drives down the dollar's value; and makes us less competitive. The corporate rate is also unfair to businesses that need a corporate form as opposed to a single proprietorship, partnership, limited liability company and real estate investment trust (REIT). which are not burdened with the extra level of taxation.
Solves long term stability- our evidence assumes your short term deficits
Miron 09[Jeffrey A. Miron, senior lecturer in economics at Harvard University, “Economic Change We Can Believe In,” http://www.reason.com/news/show/131556.html, 2/6/09] . 
 President Barack Obama's stimulus proposal entails an awkward tradeoff between spending and efficiency. Fiscal stimulation suggests large, rapid increases in spending, while efficiency means cautious, modest increases. Similarly, Obama's plan favors tax cuts for low-income families, since they are most likely to spend rather than save, yet the drive for efficiency means cutting marginal tax rates on high-income consumers. One policy change, however, can stimulate both the economy in the short-run and enhance efficiency in the long-run: repeal of the corporate income tax, which collects up to 35% of the difference between revenues and costs of incorporated businesses. From the efficiency perspective, the corporate income tax has never been sensible policy. Economic theory holds that an efficient tax system should not tax capital income, since this distorts the incentives to save and invest. Even if the tax base includes capital income, corporate income taxation is overkill. All income earned by corporations accrues to households as dividends or capital gains, and this income is then taxed by the personal income tax system. Proponents argue that the corporate income tax makes sense because high-income taxpayers own corporations at a disproportionate rate. This desire to redistribute income can still be achieved using the personal tax system. That approach is better targeted than taxing corporate income, since many low and moderate income households own corporations via their pensions and 401(k)s. The true burden of corporation taxation falls not just on stockholders, but on employees through lower wages and on consumers through higher prices. Thus corporate taxation hits taxpayers across the income spectrum. Corporate income taxation has other negatives. It requires a complicated set of rules and regulations, over and above the personal income tax system, generating compliance costs. Special interests ensure that corporate tax systems favor specific industries or activities, further distorting private investment decisions. Along those lines, corporation taxation reduces financial transparency, making it harder for investors to monitor corporate behavior. So repeal of the corporate income tax is good policy independent of the state of the economy and would provide short-run stimulus. Repeal means higher stock prices and improved cash flow. Corporations would respond to this change by investing in plant and equipment, and by hiring additional workers. These investments would be more productive than the ones funded by stimulus projects, since corporations respond to market forces, not to political influence. Since corporations could more easily invest out of retained earnings, repeal would also circumvent many banks' reluctance to lend. The budgetary impact of a corporate income tax repeal—roughly $300-350 billion per year—might seem daunting, but this amount falls well short of the Obama fiscal package. The long-run impact will be less than what is implied by current revenues, since repeal will expand economic activity and therefore increase other kinds of tax revenue. The stimulus impact of a corporate income tax repeal is likely to be substantial. Recent estimates by Christina Romer, the head of Obama's Council of Economic Advisers, suggest that tax cuts have a multiplier of three, meaning that repeal would increase GDP by roughly $1 trillion. By comparison, the administration's assumption that the government spending multiplier is about 1.5 suggests that the $500 billion in the Obama stimulus package would increase GDP by about $750 billion. Elimination of the corporate income tax is a no-brainer. It benefits the economy in both the short-run and the long-run, with modest implications on the government budget. The broader lesson here is that policymakers should attempt to improve the economy by eliminating currently existing bad policies, not just by adding new layers of government. By focusing equally on efficiency and stimulus, policymakers can set the stage for a sustained and healthy recovery.
CP Unpopular

Removing the corporate tax credit is unpopular in congress

Sahadi 12 (Jeanne, Writer and editor for CNN money, The corporate tax 'shell game', http://money.cnn.com/2012/02/23/news/economy/corporate_tax_rate_reduction/index.htm, 2/23/12)

"A lot of people in this town are playing a shell game," said Eric Toder, co--director of the Tax Policy Center. Indeed, to reduce the top rate of 35% to 28% in a way that is "revenue neutral" -- meaning it doesn't add to the deficit -- would require eliminating all major business tax credits and deductions, according to an analysis by the Joint Committee on Taxation. And the JCT said even then it would not necessarily stay revenue neutral after the first 10 years. Another analysis by the Congressional Research Service estimates that eliminating all corporate tax breaks would only let lawmakers reduce the top corporate rate by 5.6 percentage points -- in other words, to 29.4%. Either way, it's politically unrealistic to assume that anyone in Washington would ever agree to eliminate all business tax breaks, Toder said. Partly that's because there are some breaks that most people agree do encourage investment and innovation and therefore are good for the economy. Those include the two the most popular corporate breaks -- the credit companies get for money spent on research and experimentation and a deduction that lets them depreciate their capital investments more quickly.
Patent box

1NC Shell

The United States Federal Government should establish a patent box system for taxing corporate income.
Solves competitiveness and spurs innovation

Robert D. Atkinson and Scott Andes 11, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Scott is a Research Analyst at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Patent Boxes: Innovation in Tax Policy and Tax Policy for Innovation”, October, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-patent-box.pdf
An effective corporate tax system reflects current economic realities. As such, the U.S. corporate tax system is in need of reform, for it reflects economic realities of a generation ago. Today, the U.S. economy faces intense global competition for economic advantage, particularly in innovation-based, higher wage industries. Moreover, the economy is based more on innovation and intellectual property (IP).1 IP is also more mobile, as companies can perform R&D and patent in countries around the world. Therefore, nations that hope to grow and attract innovation-based business establishments need tax policies that promote both the conduct of research and its commercialization. Toward that end, a number of countries recently have adopted or expanded R&D tax incentives as well as developed new tax incentives to spur the commercialization of that R&D. These incentives or “patent boxes” (so-called because there is a box to tick on the tax form) allow corporate income from the sale of patented products to be taxed at a lower rate than other income. Eight nations (seven in Europe) have enacted patent box regimes that incentivize firms to patent or produce other related innovations. And a ninth, the UK, is set to put in place the incentive in 2013. Proponents of patent boxes argue that they increase country competitiveness not only by spurring firms to invest more in innovation but also by providing a more competitive corporate tax climate for increasingly innovation-based firms. Skeptics claim that patent boxes do not actually address market failure because firms already have all the incentives they need to commercialize innovation in the marketplace. This report seeks to inform the debate on whether patent boxes can help promote R&D and commercialization and if a patent box is appropriate for the United States. It articulates two economic rationales for why the United States should follow our European and Asian competitors and institute a patent box system. First, a patent box reduces the financial risk involved in innovation, better matching firm rewards with societal benefits, including the creation of high-wage jobs. If a patent box is designed in a way that links the incentive to the conduct of R&D and production of the patented product in the United States, it would go even further in spurring the creation and location of more innovation-based jobs in the United States. Second, a patent box would lower the effective corporate tax rate for knowledge-based establishments located in the United States, making it easier for them to compete against establishments in nations providing robust innovation incentives. As such, Congress should establish a patent box regime modeled after those of other nations, allowing companies in the United States to pay a significantly lower rate on corporate income from patented products where the share of profits that are taxed at the lower rate depends on the extent to which related R&D and production is conducted within the United States.

Solvency Wall

The CP’s key to keep up with global tax policy
Robert D. Atkinson and Scott Andes 11, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Scott is a Research Analyst at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Patent Boxes: Innovation in Tax Policy and Tax Policy for Innovation”, October, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-patent-box.pdf
In response, most nations have established robust competitiveness policies, including putting in place more competitive corporate tax codes. Deveraux, Lockwood, and Redoano find that corporate tax rates for OECD nations have declined from nearly 50 percent in the early 1980s to less than 35 percent in 2001, and that international tax competition was the principle driver of those reductions.16 Indeed, many formerly high-tax nations have reduced their taxes dramatically. For example, the statutory corporate tax rate in Sweden in 1982 was 60 percent; by 1999, it had been reduced to 28 percent. In fact, by 2009, the non-U.S. OECD rate had declined even more, to just below 30 percent. Deveraux, Lockwood, and Redoano find that a 1 percentage point decline in the weighted average statutory corporate tax rate in other nations tends to reduce the corporate tax rate in the home country by about 0.7 percentage points.17 Countries are increasingly using their corporate tax code to become more attractive locations for internationally mobile investment and to reduce outflow of investment. Deveraux, Lockwood, and Redoano find that increases in corporate tax rates by low-tax European nations would lead to an increase in corporate investment in the United States and other nations. And this effect has grown over time. Altshuler finds that the elasticity of foreign direct investment to corporate tax rates has increased from 1.5 to 3 from 1984 to 1992, indicating that a 1 percentage point reduction in the host country tax rate now raises foreign direct investment by 3 percentage points.18 A decade later, the effect was even larger at 3.7.19 Not only have an increasing number of nations lowered their effective corporate tax rates; many have done so in ways that specifically target globally traded sectors. If taxes on firms in globally traded sectors (e.g., steel, pharmaceuticals, electronics, etc.) are raised, firms will act rationally by moving some production to nations that tax them less. Indeed, most IP-based industries are now highly tradable and have significant locational freedom. IT management systems have allowed firms to decentralize and separate research and the development of IP from manufacturing and other segments of the firm at distant locations.20 In this sense, the tax benefits of patent boxes accrue largely to internationally traded industries. Because of this, tax policy plays a growing role in influencing the global allocation of economic activity. One study of European multinational corporations between 1995 and 2005 found that the lower the statutory corporate tax rate of a subsidiary relative to all other affiliates of the multinational group, the higher the level of intangible assets at its location. Specifically, a 1 percent increase in the tax differential between a low-tax subsidiary and all other group affiliates increases its stock of intangible assets by 1.4 percent, on average.21 For these reasons, patent boxes have been the most rapidly growing new tax incentive around the globe. The regimes seek to encourage firms to do more innovation and to do more of it at home. And in doing so, firms are able to lower their effective corporate tax rate, especially on mobile factors of production. The Mirrlees review from the London-based Institute for Fiscal Studies noted that, in principle, it would be efficient to tax mobile activities (e.g., an R&D laboratory or semiconductor plant) at a lower rate than relatively immobile ones (e.g., grocery stores and railroads). It states: This would allow a higher rate of corporation tax to be supported on less mobile (location-specific) economic profits, while using a lower rate to reduce the deterrence to mobile income. Explicitly setting a different rate for mobile income carries considerable implementation difficulties, has been rare in practice, and is explicitly discouraged by international agreements (including OECD initiatives on harmful tax competition). However, seen in this light, patent boxes may allow governments to maintain a higher tax rate and therefore collect more revenue from other, less mobile, forms of corporate income than would otherwise be the case.22 Adopting a patent box that requires R&D and/or production associated with qualifying IP to be done in the United States in order to qualify for the patent box rate would “kill two birds with one stone.” It would incentivize backend R&D while at the same time tie R&D to commercial outcomes through patent revenues. And it would make the United States more attractive from a tax basis for the commercialization of innovation, leading to more robust job creation.
Solves onshoring and investment

Robert D. Atkinson and Scott Andes 11, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Scott is a Research Analyst at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Patent Boxes: Innovation in Tax Policy and Tax Policy for Innovation”, October, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-patent-box.pdf
So, if designed appropriately, patent boxes would likely complement R&D tax credits by promoting commercialized innovation, which would foster economic growth. On the other hand, if designed inappropriately, firms, may adopt legal but not innovation-promoting strategies. However, even if the outcome of patent boxes is simply to lower taxes on innovative firms without directly impacting their decision to invest more in R&D, this would still help the economy, particularly in the United States. The United States has one of the highest corporate tax rates in the world, putting it at a significant competitive disadvantage.37 Higher corporate taxes reduce investments, new business start-ups, and inward foreign direct investment. Even if a U.S. patent box did not alter a U.S. firm’s behavior, it would at minimum still constitute a reduced corporate tax rate on mobile, innovative firms. As mentioned above, corporate tax rates should be designed such that the tax burden is shifted from traded to non-traded sectors and away from innovation-driving firms. From a tax competition perspective, there is little reason to reduce the corporate tax rate on firms in non-traded sectors like groceries or electric utilities because they are geographically tied to the areas where their customers are located. But high-tech firms have a large and increasing number of global options with respect to location. Lowering corporate taxes on these firms would help countries like the United States become more globally competitive.
It’s try or die – we’re falling behind as other countries adopt patent box systems

Robert D. Atkinson and Scott Andes 11, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Scott is a Research Analyst at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Patent Boxes: Innovation in Tax Policy and Tax Policy for Innovation”, October, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-patent-box.pdf
Countries interested in winning the race for global innovation advantage need to shift the debate over domestic tax policy from one of revenue enhancement to one of global competitiveness. And most countries are doing just that. However, over the last quarter century the U.S. tax code has seen little change. More countries are entering the global race and others are running faster to keep the lead. If the United States’ pace remains constant, we will slowly but surely fall further behind. Implementing a patent box is an opportunity for the United States to develop a tax code that more effectively drives innovation, competitiveness, and family-wage jobs. Many countries have patent boxes but most have significant shortcomings in design. The U.S. patent box wouldn’t be the world’s first, but it could be the world’s best. By tying together R&D, high-tech manufacturing, and commercialization of U.S. IP, a well-formulated patent box would create a powerful incentive for firms to develop and produce innovation within the United States.
Vs. Innovation

R&D fails without commercialization

Robert D. Atkinson and Scott Andes 11, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Scott is a Research Analyst at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Patent Boxes: Innovation in Tax Policy and Tax Policy for Innovation”, October, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-patent-box.pdf
Not exactly. First, even after patenting and successfully commercializing an innovation, firms are still unlikely to capture all the benefits of their patent in the form of profits. Apple’s recent iPad offers a good example. The iPad is protected by patents both in the United States and Europe, and Apple undertook an aggressive marketing and product design strategy to distinguish the iPad as a unique product. All of which are elements of commercialization that allow Apple to gain the maximum returns from the company’s innovation. However, there are now dozens of other companies selling similar tablet computers in competition with the iPad (in fact, the 2011 Consumer Electronics Show in Las Vegas saw eighty new tablet computers introduced by a variety of vendors), suggesting that Apple was not able to capture anywhere near all the returns from its innovation.14 Second, before investing in R&D, firms estimate the likely returns and an acceptable risk tolerance for failure. R&D tax credits work because they reduce the cost of R&D so that in the event of failure firms do not lose as much. Patent boxes can work in a similar manner; instead of reducing the cost of R&D, they increase the benefits of success. In doing so, patent boxes can make investments in innovation, including early-stage R&D, more attractive compared to other investments. For example, if a firm believes it could make one million dollars investing in either a new innovation or in an existing product, the firm should be indifferent as to which it pursues. However, if the profit from a new innovation is taxed at half the rate as the profits from the conventional product the firm would choose to invest more in innovation. In this sense, patent boxes could help overcome the market failure of too little private-sector innovation relative to the societally optimal rate. Just as economies can get caught in “poverty traps” where too little technology and too few skilled workers lead to the creation of low-skilled firms, (which in turn decreases demand for skills and technology), firms can get caught in low-innovation equilibriums.15 Patent boxes can incentivize firms to shift production from low- to high-value products and services. Finally, R&D is necessary but insufficient in order for nations to be globally competitive. Commercialization is the link between R&D and economic growth, but commercial activity does not necessarily follow from successful R&D. Firms often face barriers to bringing ideas to market in the form of coordination failures, lack of proof of concept funding, and other “valley of death” challenges. Obviously the market creates incentives for firms to commercialize; however, market failures, particularly coordination and collective action problems, reduce the rate of commercial R&D. A patent box regime can help correct this.
Comparatively outweighs their internal link

Robert D. Atkinson and Scott Andes 11, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Scott is a Research Analyst at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Patent Boxes: Innovation in Tax Policy and Tax Policy for Innovation”, October, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-patent-box.pdf
Patent boxes tax qualifying profits (those derived from patents or in some nations additional kinds of IP) at a lower rate in order to incentivize innovation. Patent boxes differ from R&D tax credits in that they provide firms with an incentive for commercialization of innovation, rather than for just the conduct of research. Commercialization of innovation, rather than the simple conduct of R&D, is a key driver of economic growth. Thus, proponents of patent boxes argue that creating tax incentives linked to success at commercializing innovation is an important strategy for growth, competitiveness, and job creation.

Aff – Links to Deficit DA

Patent boxes are deficit-negative

Robert D. Atkinson and Scott Andes 11, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Scott is a Research Analyst at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Patent Boxes: Innovation in Tax Policy and Tax Policy for Innovation”, October, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-patent-box.pdf
The reason for this finding is twofold. Even though companies in nations with patent boxes have more patent income, the lower rate they now pay is not enough to make up for the loss in revenue. There is no “Laffer curve” here in the sense of lower rates leading to fully compensating higher revenues, at least in the short term. Second, other nations lose patent tax revenue because of firms’ choice to relocate patent based activities to countries with patent boxes.
R&D tax credit

1NC Shell

The United States Federal Government should make the research and development tax credit permanent and expand the applied rate to 20%.

Solves competitiveness and high tech jobs
Robert D. Atkinson 9, founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Effective Corporate Tax Reform in the Global Innovation Economy”, July, http://www.itif.org/files/090723_CorpTax.pdf
Research and development (R&D) is the principal way industry creates knowledge that can be commercialized into economically valuable products and services, and the R&D tax credit is one of the main ways the federal government supports private sector R&D activities.53 The R&D credit is available for qualified expenditures in the United States, which primarily include the wages paid to employees engaging in qualified research activities, 65% of the fees paid to external contractors for the performance of qualified research, and supplies used in conducting qualified research (but not equipment used in research). Firms can choose from two main credits: a credit equal to 20 percent of all qualified R&D expenditures above a firm-specific base level of R&D expenses, or the Alternative Simplified Credit, which provides a credit of 14 percent on qualified R&D expenses above 50 percent of average research expenses for the preceding three years. At its current level, the R&D credit is a less important source of competitive advantage than it once was. As nations have sought to compete in the innovation economy many have put in place or expanded R&D tax incentives. In 1992, the United States had the most generous tax treatment of research expenditures among 30 OECD nations. By 2007, the United States had fallen to 17th for large firms (18th for small-medium enterprises), in large part because other nations increased their R&D tax incentives. In some Canadian provinces, for example, firms can obtain a 40 percent credit on all their R&D expenditures. Australia recently proposed a flat 40 percent credit on all business R&D. These levels are more than 5 times as generous as U.S. levels. Boosting the R&D tax credit will not only increase the amount of R&D conducted by firms in the United States, it will make America a more competitive location internationally for R&D-based economic activities, boosting exports and in turn creating more high-paying production jobs.54 To accomplish this, Congress should take several steps: 1) Make the R&D tax credit permanent. R&D tax incentives in virtually all nations except the United States are permanent features of the tax code. Since its enactment in 1981, the R&D tax credit has been extended 12 times and expired twice, including in 2006.55 The uncertainty over the credit’s existence adds risk to the already risky research investments made by companies and reduces its effectiveness. An OECD study found that the less stability and greater uncertainty of the credit, the less likely it is to have a positive effect on stimulating R&D.56 One reason Congress has not made the credit permanent is because the expenditures must be scored for five years, raising the budgeted cost. Yet, extending the credit each year does not lower its actual cost significantly, but it does allow the costs to be passed on to next year’s budget.57 2) Expand the Alternative Simplified Credit (ASC). Permanence is useful, but expansion is critical. Therefore, Congress should expand the ASC by enacting a three-tier credit. Firms would continue to receive a credit of 14 percent of the amount of qualified expenses greater than 50 percent and below or equal to 75 percent of the average qualified research expenses. For qualified expenses greater than 75 percent and below or equal to 100 percent firms would receive a credit of 20 percent, and for qualified research exceeding 100 percent of the base the credit would increase to 40 percent. 3) Make it clear that process R&D is a qualifying R&D expenditure. A large share of innovation is process innovation—the development of new ways of producing a product or service. Much of this is science and technology-intensive, but under the interpretation of current law, it is extremely difficult for companies qualify for the credit on process R&D.58 One result is that traditional manufacturing firms get less benefit from the credit than high-tech firms engaged in product development. If Congress made it clear that the intent of the credit was to allow a broad range of process R&D to qualify, it would make it easier for firms to qualify for the credit, which in turn would not only encourage firms to conduct more R&D, thereby leading to higher productivity, it would also reduce the cost differential between manufacturing located in the United States and other nations. 4) Broaden the credit for collaborative energy-related research to any area of collaborative research and expand the rate from 20 percent to 40 percent. As part of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Congress created an energy research credit that allowed companies to claim a credit equal to 20 percent of the payments to qualified research consortia (of five or more firms), universities, or federal laboratories for energy research. Congress should go further and allow firms to take a flat credit of 40 percent for any collaborative research conducted at universities, federal laboratories, and research consortia. There are several reasons to treat collaborative research more generously. First, participation in research consortia has a positive impact on firms’ own R&D expenditures and research productivity.59 Second, most collaborative research is more basic and exploratory than research typically conducted by a single company. Moreover, the research results are often shared, often through scientific publications. As a result, firms are less able to capture the benefits of collaborative research, leading them to under invest in such research relative to socially optimal levels.60 Other countries, including Denmark, Hungary, Japan, Norway, Spain and the United Kingdom, provide firms more generous tax incentives for collaborative R&D.61

Solvency Wall

R&D is the cornerstone of growth differentials – the U.S. is falling behind now
Matthew Stepp and Robert D. Atkinson 11, Matt is Senior Analyst with the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Creating a Collaborative R&D Tax Credit”, June, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-creating-r&d-credit.pdf
President Obama’s call to increase the R&D tax credit from 14 to 17 percent is an important first step in restoring America’s global innovation-based competitiveness. But if our nation is to really address the challenge—the “Sputnik moment” in the President’s words—17 percent is not enough. Increasing the Alternative Simplified Credit (ASC) from 14 to 17 percent will move the United States from 17th place amongst OECD nations to 13th—an improvement to be sure—but one that will leave the United States far behind the global frontrunners in terms of R&D tax incentives. We urge Congress to take up the President’s call to expand the credit, but expand it to at least 20 percent, as some in Congress have proposed. The United States was first nation to realize the importance of spurring R&D through the tax code, putting in place the R&D credit in 1981. As a result, throughout the 1980s the United States had the most generous R&D tax incentive in the world. However, other nations learned from our success and began to not just copy us, but go beyond us. By 1996 the United States had fallen to seventh in R&D tax generosity among the 30 OECD nations, behind Spain, Australia, Canada, Denmark, the Netherlands, and France. And the slide continued. By 2004 we had fallen to 17th.1 Even with the recent expansion of the ASC from 12 to 14 percent the United States was only able to hold position at 17th (and 19th for small businesses R&D incentives), as other nations also expanded their R&D tax incentives.2 However it is not just OECD nations that have overtaken the United States, a number of other nations, including China, India, Brazil, and Singapore, provide more generous tax treatment for R&D expenditures. This is one key reason why ITIF found that the United States ranked 30th of 40 nations in the rate of growth in corporate R&D from 1999 to 2006.3 Other nations are simply outcompeting us for research and development investments, and the jobs and economic activity that flow from them. If the United States is to be more competitive for global R&D investment it needs expand the R&D tax credit beyond the President’s proposal. Expanding the Alternative Simplified Credit as from 14 to 17 percent for would only move the United States from 17th in the OECD to 13th. If the United States increased the ASC to 20 percent it would move to 10th place. If we wanted to move to 5th place we would need a credit of 31 percent, to be number one, we’d need an ASC of 47 percent. R&D tax incentives have become a linchpin of tax policy throughout the world because they have proven to be an effective tool to increasing private sector innovation and boosting economic growth. As ITIF has shown, increasing the R&D credit is not only an effective strategy for growing the U.S. economy it will also lead to more tax revenue, patents and jobs. 4 There have been a wide range of studies by independent academic economists on the effect of R&D tax incentives on private sector research. For example, Bloom, Griffith and Van Reenen found that the credit stimulates an additional $1.10 of research in the United States for every dollar of lost tax revenue.5 Moreover, as ITIF has estimated that expanding the Alternative Simplified Credit (ASC) from 14 percent to 20 percent would spur the creation of 162,000 jobs in the short run (and an additional, but unspecified, number of jobs in the longer run), increase GDP by $66 billion annually and the number of patents filed by an estimated 3,800.6 Moreover, ITIF estimates that the credit would actually pay for itself in increased tax revenues over the course of 15 years. With the stakes so high, and the benefits so clear, now is the time to put in a place an R&D credit whose size matches the size of the challenge we face.

Key to spur collaborative research

Matthew Stepp and Robert D. Atkinson 11, Matt is Senior Analyst with the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Creating a Collaborative R&D Tax Credit”, June, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-creating-r&d-credit.pdf
Other nations are also offering more generous R&D tax incentives (Figure 2). The United States ranks 17th among 30 OECD nations in the generosity of its R&D tax incentive, a rank that has continued to decline since the early 1990s. But competing countries have also recognized the importance of boosting collaborative R&D.29 Many countries are now offer more generous incentives for firms to partner with universities, government labs, non-profits, and research consortia (Table 1). For example, Hungary reduces a company’s taxable income by up to 400 percent of the amount invested in collaborating with a university or research institution. Japan and Italy offer flat tax credits for collaborating with a university of research institution of up to 14 percent and 40 percent respectively. And in France firms can receive a 60 percent flat credit on R&D investments at universities and federal labs. For many of these countries, collaborative tax credits play an important part of an overall competitiveness and innovation policy that encourages businesses to invest more than twice as much in collaborative research than in the United States.30 This puts the United States at a significant disadvantage. The United States R&D tax credit – the principle way the United States incentivizes the private sector to invest in more R&D – doesn’t effectively provide a strong incentive for firms to collaborate. Specifically, the credit offered to firms that collaborate with universities, federal labs, research consortia, and other research institutions is both less generous and more restrictive than competing nations’. Businesses have less of an incentive to forge R&D partnerships in the United States than elsewhere. In addition, the credit restricts firms from taking a slightly more generous credit for collaborating with universities for only those projects that do not have a commercial objective. A similar more generous credit for collaborating with research consortia is restricted to only those conducting energy R&D. Simply put, if the United States is serious about revving up its innovation and competitiveness engine, policymakers need to expand the R&D tax credit and create strong incentives for collaborative R&D.

No downside to expansion

Robert D. Atkinson 10, founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Create Jobs by Expanding the R&D Tax Credit”, January 26, http://www.itif.org/files/2010-01-26-RandD.pdf
One final question is if expanding the R&D credit leads to even more federal revenues, wouldn’t it make sense to expand the credit even more. The short answer is yes. Because as numerous academic studies have shown that companies under-invest in research relative to what is societally optimal, more research funding would in fact be a good societal investment of scarce resources. However, this does not mean that there is no limit to this bounty. Clearly at some point diminishing marginal returns set in and more money on research would not produce a positive rate of return to society. But it is fairly clear that we are long way from that point, and that considerable increases in the R&D credit would continue to produce very positive societal returns. CONCLUSION The research and experimentation tax credit has been shown to be effective at spurring research, and research has been shown to be a key to boosting economic growth. Increasing the R&D tax credit will spur companies to perform more R&D in the United States, reducing layoffs of scientific and technical personnel, and in many cases enabling companies to expand research employment. In addition, by maintaining or expanding research investments, companies will be better positioned to innovate and compete successfully in international markets.

The CP engages research institutions in commercial developments

Matthew Stepp and Robert D. Atkinson 11, Matt is Senior Analyst with the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Robert is founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Creating a Collaborative R&D Tax Credit”, June, http://www.itif.org/files/2011-creating-r&d-credit.pdf
Restoring America’s leadership in innovation-based competitiveness is one of our greatest challenges. But to do so is going to require significant changes to the U.S. innovation system. One way is to reform how the federal government incentivizes the private sector to invest more in the building blocks of innovation, specifically collaborative research and development (R&D). Many sectors of the economy increasingly rely on collaborative research (e.g. research funded by businesses but performed at a university, federal lab, or industry consortium). Yet, the R&D tax credit – the principle way government incentivizes the private sector to invest in more R&D – falls short of effectively incentivizing research collaborations.1 This is in contrast to a growing number of competing nations which provide a more generous tax incentive for collaborative R&D. To make the R&D tax credit more competitive, Congress has a range of options including: 1. Expand the definition of basic research. Congress should eliminate language in the tax code that restricts the definition of basic research to projects “not having a specific commercial objective.” 2. Double the rate for energy research consortia. In order to spur the expansion of more energy research consortia, Congress should boost the flat energy research consortia tax credit from 20 percent to 40 percent. 3. Create a Collaborative R&D Tax Credit. If Congress is serious about making the United States the premier destination for innovation, it should make all collaborations between a business and a university, federal lab, or any research consortia eligible for a 40 percent flat tax credit.

2nc – jobs

The CP leads to a massive short term job boost

Robert D. Atkinson 10, founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Create Jobs by Expanding the R&D Tax Credit”, January 26, http://www.itif.org/files/2010-01-26-RandD.pdf
With the unemployment rate around 10 percent, job creation tops the policy agenda in Washington. One of the best ways to spur job creation is to expand the federal R&D tax credit to encourage more research and development.1 ITIF estimates that expanding the Alternative Simplified Credit (ASC) from 14 percent to 20 percent would spur the creation of 162,000 jobs in the short run and an additional, but unspecified, number of jobs in the longer run. The advantage of including an increase in the credit in any jobs package passed by Congress is that it would not only give a quick shot in the arm to job creation, but it would also boost innovation and U.S. economic competiveness, thus laying the groundwork for longer-term prosperity. ITIF estimates that this expansion of the credit would lead to an increase in annual GDP by $66 billion, an increase in the number of patents issued to American inventors by 3,850, and by year 15 produces net revenue gains for the Federal treasury. Other nations have taken similar steps during the current downturn. For example, the Dutch government increased its R&D tax credit by 33 percent for fiscal years 2009 and 2010. It is time for the United States to do the same. THE UNITED STATES LAGS OTHER NATIONS IN R&D TAX INCENTIVES The United States was one of the first countries to realize the importance of spurring R&D through the tax code, putting in place the R&D credit in 1981. As a result, throughout the 1980s the United States had the most generous R&D tax incentive in the world, and there is a broad consensus among academic economists that the credit was and is an effective tool to spur more private sector research.2 However, other nations soon learned from the United States’ success with the credit and began to not just copy us, but go beyond us. As a result, by 1996 the United States had fallen to seventh in R&D tax generosity among the 30 OECD nations, behind Spain, Australia, Canada, Denmark, the Netherlands, and France. And the slide has continued. By 2004 we had fallen ten more spots to 17th. Even the recent expansion of the credit by Congress with the creation of the ASC merely allowed the United States to hold its position–in 2008 the United States continued to be ranked 17th overall (and 19th for R&D tax generosity towards small businesses) amongst OECD nations.3 (see Figure 1) One reason why the United States has fallen behind is that in the last decade every country that has an R&D tax incentive has increased the generosity of those incentives. For example, France recently put in place an extremely generous credit in an attempt to attract more global R&D investment. Using the ASC as the base (the ASC provides a 14 percent credit on R&D expenditures in excess of 50 percent of base period expenditures), the United States would have to increase the ASC to 20 percent to move to 10th place, 31 percent to move to 5th place, and 47 percent to be the most generous of the OECD nations.4 The bottom-line concern is that as the other nations have strengthened fiscal and other incentives for their domestic industries to invest in R&D, the R&D intensity of the United States—once the highest—has been steadily slipping to it’s current 8th position. SPURRING PRIVATE SECTOR RESEARCH WILL CREATE NEEDED JOBS Recessions negatively impact corporate R&D and research employment. During the last two decades economic downturns have impacted public and private organizations conducting research. After the last two downturns (1990-91 and 2001) total investment in R&D fell by over 2 percent, with industry funding declining even more. And the current recession will likely see even more significant declines. Not surprisingly these declines in research funding lead to job losses for researchers and others employed in related fields. In the 1991-92 recession, unemployment of scientists and engineers went up significantly. For example, the unemployment rate for electrical engineers tripled, while the rate for computer scientists more than doubled. In the recession of 2001-02 the unemployment rate for electrical engineers increased to more than 5 times its rate of the late 1990s, while the unemployment rate for computer scientists increased by 3 times.5 And while normally the increased unemployment rate for researchers in a recession is still lower than the overall unemployment rate, in the last recession this was not true for electrical engineers. This suggests that efforts to increase research spending, even on a temporary basis, can reduce the number of researchers who become unemployed, and even spur hiring of additional researchers and research-related employees (e.g., technicians), leading to faster overall national recovery.

Our internal link is faster

Robert D. Atkinson 10, founder and president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Create Jobs by Expanding the R&D Tax Credit”, January 26, http://www.itif.org/files/2010-01-26-RandD.pdf
One issue to consider is that of timeliness of effects. There are no studies that we are aware of estimating the time impacts of these effects. However, it is possi​ ble to roughly estimate when these benefits will occur. One major benefit of an increase to the R&D credit, especially in comparison to direct government spending, is that the effect is felt much sooner. Essentially, once an increase in the credit is enacted into law, companies should fairly quickly (within a matter of weeks) adjust their investment behavior to respond, and begin to hire additional staff (or cancel planned layoffs). This is in part because most companies that currently take the credit have a fairly large backlog of research projects they are working on and challenges they are seeking to solve. The limiting factor for most companies is a financial one – which an expanded credit helps reduce – in terms of either being able to allocate the financial resources or justifying them on an ROI basis. While the R&D and jobs impacts of a change in the credit could be expected to occur fairly quickly, most of the productivity, innovation, and GDP impacts (and by extension, the tax revenue impacts) will take longer to be realized. This is in part because research efforts take some time before they show results in the form of new products (or processes). However, the fact that the overall process from research to commercialization has generally gotten shorter over the last two decades, suggests that these macroeconomic impacts would begin to be felt in a matter of a few years.

Warming

Carbon Tax CP

1NC Shell
The United States federal government should implement a phased, revenue-neutral carbon tax.

The CP reduces CO2 emissions and the budget deficit – doesn’t link to politics.

Stone ’12 Chad Stone, chief economist at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, March 29, “A Carbon Tax Is Smart Energy and Budget Policy”, US News, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/economic-intelligence/2012/03/29/carbon-tax-smart-energy-and-budget-policy
 Policymakers who are serious about addressing the nation’s long-term fiscal problems should look closely at the merits of “putting a price on carbon.” A carbon tax or similar policy is a “two-fer” that would give businesses and households a better price signal to guide their decisions about energy use, and that would raise revenue to reduce the budget deficit. This is not a radical left-wing idea. As Harvard professor N. Gregory Mankiw, former chairman of President George W. Bush’s Council of Economic Advisers and current adviser to presidential candidate Mitt Romney, wrote in a 2007 New York Times op-ed: In the debate over global climate change, there is a yawning gap that needs to be bridged. The gap is not between environmentalists and industrialists, or between Democrats and Republicans. It is between policy wonks and political consultants. Among policy wonks like me, there is a broad consensus. The scientists tell us that world temperatures are rising because humans are emitting carbon into the atmosphere. Basic economics tells us that when you tax something, you normally get less of it. So if we want to reduce global emissions of carbon, we need a global carbon tax. Q.E.D. Mankiw is not alone among prominent economists who advise Republican politicians to recognize the merits of a carbon tax. (See Douglas Holtz-Eakin and Kevin Hassett.) To be sure, these economists do not endorse the use of a carbon tax to reduce the budget deficit. Party orthodoxy requires opposition to any tax increases, so maybe we should call it a carbon “fee.” These supporters typically call for using carbon fee revenues (which could be $100 billion a year or more) to finance cuts in corporate or individual income tax rates, based on standard tax reform arguments about how, all other things equal, a broader tax base and lower rates are preferable to higher rates and a narrower base. The problem, of course, is that all other things are not equal. As my colleagues at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities have shown in their analysis of the budget proposal of House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan, balancing the budget with spending cuts alone requires truly draconian measures. Holding federal government expenditures to historical averages is unrealistic in the face of a graying population and continued demands on the government for defense, homeland security, veterans’ care, infrastructure, and other needs. Revenues must be part of any credible, sustainable, and bipartisan solution to our long-term deficit problems, as they have been in the past. A second important consideration is fairness. Like cuts in marginal tax rates, a carbon fee is regressive. Low income households spend a larger share of their income on energy and energy-related products, whose prices would rise with a carbon fee. That’s why a low income rebate was an essential feature of the climate change bills that Congress debated in 2009 and 2010. The longstanding principle that deficit reduction should not increase hardship among the most vulnerable requires that if a comprehensive deficit reduction package includes a carbon fee it should provide equivalent protection for low income households. 
Offsetting a carbon tax with a reduction in income taxes solves.

Sinclair ’12 Peter Sinclair, long-time advocate of environmental awareness and energy alternatives, award winning graphic artist, illustrator, and animator, Arthur Laffer was a former member of Reagan’s Economic Policy Advisory Board and current policy co-chairman of the Free Enterprise Fund, “Arthur Laffer: Reagan’s Economist Proposes a Carbon Tax”, Climate Denial Crock of the Week, May 31, http://climatecrocks.com/2012/05/31/arthur-laffer-reagans-economist-proposes-a-carbon-tax/

Arthur Laffer, architect of Ronald Reagan’s economic plan, spells out his case for a tax on carbon to replace taxes on income. He finds it apparently expedient to throw out some perennial climate canards, apologizes for quoting Al Gore, and then calls a carbon tax a “no brainer.” Vanderbilt: As a longtime champion of conservative causes, renowned economist Arthur B. Laffer says he’s officially neutral in the debate over climate change. But he sees a fundamentally backward system in the United States that imposes taxes on things people want more of: income and jobs. At the same time, the U.S. allows something we want less of — carbon dioxide pollution — to be emitted without penalty. Laffer says that situation should be reversed. Instead of tax increases that are “veiled as ‘cap and trade’ schemes,” Congress should offset a simple carbon tax with a reduction in income or payroll taxes. Below, former Republican Congressman Bob Inglis further explained the conservative case for carbon action in an interview from a few months ago. 

CP Solves - Emissions

A carbon-tax is necessary to reduce emissions – creates more carbon-reducing measures.

Carbon Tax Center ’10 “Why a Carbon Tax?”, Carbon Tax Center: Pricing Carbon Efficiently and Equitably, March 3, http://www.carbontax.org/introduction/#no-tax-increase
The rationale for a carbon tax is simple: the levels of CO2 already in the Earth’s atmosphere and being added daily are destabilizing established climate patterns and threatening the ecosystems on which we and other living beings depend. Very large and rapid reductions in the United States’ and other nations’ carbon emissions are essential to avoid runaway climate change and avert resulting severe weather events, inundation of coastal areas, spread of diseases, failure of agriculture and water supply, infrastructure destruction, forced migrations, political upheavals and international conflict. A carbon tax must be the central mechanism for reducing carbon emissions. Currently, the prices of gasoline, electricity and fuels in general include none of the costs associated with devastating climate change. This omission suppresses incentives to develop and deploy carbon-reducing measures such as energy efficiency (e.g., high-mileage cars and high-efficiency heaters and air conditioners), renewable energy (e.g., wind turbines, solar panels), low-carbon fuels (e.g., biofuels from high-cellulose plants), and conservation-based behavior such as bicycling, recycling and overall mindfulness toward energy consumption. Conversely, taxing fuels according to their carbon content will infuse these incentives at every link in the chain of decision and action — from individuals’ choices and uses of vehicles, appliances, and housing, to businesses’ choices of new product design, capital investment and facilities location, and governments’ choices in regulatory policy, land use and taxation. A carbon tax won’t stop global climate change by itself — other, synergistic actions are required as well. But without a carbon tax, even the most aggressive regulatory regime (e.g., high-mileage cars) and “enlightened” subsidies (e.g., tax credits for efficiency and renewables) will fall woefully short of the necessary reductions in carbon burning and emissions. 
A carbon tax can successfully reduce emissions

Revelle ’09 Eleanor Revelle, LWVIL and LWVUS Climate Change Task Force Member, “Cap-And-Trade Versus Carbon Tax: Two Approaches to Curbing Greenhouse Gas Emissions, League of Women Voters, http://www.lwv.org/files/CCTF_BP_CapTrade-CarbonTax.pdf
As typically envisioned, a carbon tax would be imposed on fossil fuel suppliers at a rate that reflects the amount of carbon that will be emitted when the fuel is burned. The tax would be included in the price of the coal, oil and natural gas supplied to wholesale users and ultimately passed on to consumers in the price of electricity, gasoline and other energy-intensive products. Coal, which generates the greatest amount of carbon per unit of energy (BTU), would be taxed at a higher rate per BTU than oil or natural gas. 11 By raising the price of carbon-based energy, the tax would create incentives to reduce energy use, stimulate demand for more energy-efficient products, and promote a shift to cleaner fuels and renewable energy. 
CP can successfully curb emissions – British Columbia proves.

Litman ’10 Todd Litman, executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, author of Online TDM Encyclopedia, chairperson of the TRB Sustainable Transportation Indicators Subcommittee, the VTPI, “Tax What You Burn, Not What You Earn”, June 4, page 4
A carbon tax informs energy consumers of their climate change costs. It increases the costs of carbon-intensive activities and provides financial savings from carbon emission reductions. As described earlier, carbon taxes are more efficient than most other energy conservation and emission reduction strategies because they encourage the widest range of solutions, including selection of more efficient vehicles, home weatherization, increased industrial production efficiency, and reduced motor vehicle travel. It is difficult to put a dollar value on total climate change costs, but the tax can be calculated based on control costs, that is, the unit cost of reducing carbon emissions. The tax can be structured to help achieve a given emission reduction target, such as those established in the Kyoto Protocol (which requires that economically-developed countries reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by an average of 5% below their 1990 levels). In recent years, carbon markets have developed that allow carbon producers to purchase offsets, which represent carbon emission reductions provided by energy conservation and carbon capture programs (www.pointcarbon.com). In July 2008, carbon dioxide emissions were trading at €27.65 ($44.27 Canadian) per metric tonne, several times higher than the 2008 BC carbon tax rate but only slightly higher than the 2012 rate. This suggests that BC carbon tax is reasonable in magnitude, given currently available information and a desire to implement predictable and gradual change. 
CP Solves – Revenue Neutral
Revenue-neutral carbon taxes solve

Litman ’10 Todd Litman, executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, author of Online TDM Encyclopedia, chairperson of the TRB Sustainable Transportation Indicators Subcommittee, the VTPI, “Tax What You Burn, Not What You Earn”, June 4, page 4
Many critics claim that this tax harms low income households. They are wrong. Although fuel price increases may seem regressive (a dollar tax imposes a greater burden on poor rather than wealthy people), lower-income people purchase much less fuel than higher income people, as illustrated in Figure 5. Low-income households will benefit overall from a tax shift that returns revenues as per capita rebates, progressive tax reductions, or new services that benefit lower-income people (Boyce and Riddle, 2007). Described differently, although fuel taxes by themselves are regressive with respect to income, targeted tax reductions, cash rebates and improved services for poor people are extremely progressive, so revenue-neutral carbon taxes can be extremely progressive overall. 

CP solves– public transit

CP solves comparatively better – eliminates the need for public transportation.

Litman ’10 Todd Litman, executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, author of Online TDM Encyclopedia, chairperson of the TRB Sustainable Transportation Indicators Subcommittee, the VTPI, “Tax What You Burn, Not What You Earn”, June 4, page 4
Such taxes are particularly beneficial because they have greater effectiveness and scope than most other energy conservation and emission reduction strategies, as illustrated in Figure 3. Cap-and-trade programs generally only reduce large industry emissions. LEED standards only reduce buildings-related emissions. Incentives to purchase more efficient and alternative fuel vehicles, such as CAFE standards and feebates, reduce emissions per vehicle-mile but by reducing per-mile vehicle operating costs they tend to increase total vehicle traffic (a rebound effect) which increases problems such as congestion, facility costs, accidents and sprawl (Litman 2005). Although improving mobility options, such as nonmotorized travel and public transit, individually provide relatively modest energy savings, such strategies provide additional benefits such as congestion reductions, facility cost savings and reduced accidents. Carbon taxes support almost all types of emission reductions (excepting reductions in non-fossil-fuel emissions, such as cement production and landfill methane), and by reducing total vehicle traffic, provide greater total benefits than most other strategies. Carbon taxes are efficient and flexible because they support many energy conservation and emission reduction strategies, allowing households and businesses to choose the combination that works best for them, including more fuel efficient vehicles, more accessible locations and destinations, more efficient modes, more resource-efficient goods (such as recycled products), building weatherization, and shifts to alternative fuels (Toman, Griffin, Lempert 2008). Most households and businesses can implement some of these strategies, depending on their abilities and preferences. Carbon taxes help achieve various economic, social and environmental objectives (congestion reductions, facility cost savings, accident reductions, reduced sprawl, improved mobility for non-drivers, etc.), rather than just energy conservation and emission reductions, and so help achieve true sustainable development (Litman and Burwell 2006). 

CP Solves – Econ

The CP would inject money into regional economies – the CP leads to the aff.

Litman ’10 Todd Litman, executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, author of Online TDM Encyclopedia, chairperson of the TRB Sustainable Transportation Indicators Subcommittee, the VTPI, “Tax What You Burn, Not What You Earn”, June 4, page 10
Critics claim incorrectly that fuel taxes harm businesses and the economy (Pooley 2009). Although higher fuel costs are economically harmful, revenue-neutral tax shifts are an economic transfer that can help the economy by encouraging efficiency and retaining money in the regional economy (Stephens 2008). If revenues are returned to consumers or invested efficiently on improved services such as transport and education, high fuel taxes can benefit the economy overall (Shapiro, Pham and Malik 2008). For example, a carbon tax increases regional economic activity if it reduces traffic congestion and parking costs, and convinces households to conserve fuel and spend the savings on local goods and services such as restaurants and home improvements. The portion of household devoted to fuel tends to remain constant regardless of price: where fuel taxes are low people consume more fuel per capita, providing more revenue goes to energy producers; where taxes are high people consume less and more revenue goes to public coffers and stays in the local economy, as illustrated in Figure 7. Long-run fuel price elasticities are -0.5 to -0.8 (Lipow 2008; Litman 2008a), so each carbon tax dollar displaces 50-80¢ in fuel expenditures, and in petroleum importing countries reduces the national trade imbalance by a comparable amount. Most economically developed countries have much higher fuel taxes than in North America (Metschies 2005), indicating that high fuel taxes need not be economically harmful and provide economic benefits by increasing efficiency and reducing import costs. In 2007 the U.S. spent $293 billion to import energy, nearly $1,000 per capita, accounting for 36% of its total trade deficit (CRS 2008). Even oil producing countries benefit from domestic energy conservation that increases their energy exports. A particularly good example is Norway, which was a major petroleum producer during the 1980s and 1990s, but maintained high fuel taxes to encourage domestic energy efficiency and to finance economic development programs such as education and healthcare. As a result, Norway has an efficient and diverse economy and a huge investment fund. In contrast, current North American energy policies are comparable to countries such as Saudi Arabia, Venezuela and Nigeria, which squander their oil wealth through low fuel prices, and economic development that relies excessively on resource extraction industries. Per capita GDP tends to increase with fuel prices, particularly among oil consuming countries, as illustrated in Figure 8. This indicates that high fuel taxes are not economically harmful; they are probably economically beneficial overall by giving consumers incentive to conserve and reduce the transfer of wealth to foreign markets. 

CP solves – deficit reduction

Farber ’12 Dan Farber, Sho Sato Professor of Law; Faculty Co-Director, Center for Law, Energy & the Environment at the University of California, Berkeley, May 22, “Using a carbon tax to decrease the deficit”, The Berkeley Blog, http://blogs.berkeley.edu/2012/05/22/using-a-carbon-tax-to-decrease-the-deficit/
A carbon tax would provide an incentive to reduce the use of fossil fuels, fostering the growth of clean energy. But it would have another benefit as well: providing revenue to help cut the deficit. Much the same effect could be produced by auctioning allowances within a cap-and-trade system. According to Resources for the Future, a carbon tax of $10 per ton of CO2 could generate annual tax revenues of $60 billion, and a carbon tax of about $25 could raise roughly $125 billion per year. The amounts are uncertain in part because the tax revenue is sensitive to the price of natural gas — low natural gas prices drive out coal and reduce revenue from the carbon tax. Regardless, the potential for deficit reduction is significant. The distributive impact of a carbon tax raises some issues. Because low-income consumers spend more of their income on energy and energy-intensive goods, a carbon tax is regressive. Also, there are regional disparities, depending primarily on how much electricity is generated by coal. Thus, it may make sense to use some of the tax proceeds to reduce burdens on the most heavily affected groups, although this would reduce the net revenue from the tax. In the long run, the carbon tax should produce decreasing revenue as reliance on fossil fuels wanes. But in the shorter-run, the tax could be a significant plus in terms of deficit reduction. 

A carbon tax can effectively stimulate the economy and reduce emissions

Handley ’12 James Handley, chemical engineer and attorney who previously worked in the private sector and for the Environmental Protection Agency, May 21, “A Carbon Tax Beats Automatic Austerity”, Carbon Tax Center, http://www.carbontax.org/blogarchives/2012/05/21/a-carbon-tax-beats-automatic-austerity/
Austerity is dead — the victim of its 2010-2012 failure in the Eurozone. At last week’s G-8 summit at Camp David, leaders called for growth, not austerity. Even German Chancellor Angela Merkel, the iron lady of austerity, conceded that the crisis in Greece would require stimulus. A week earlier, IMF Director Christine Lagarde called for growth-oriented policies. And on May 6, the French elected socialist Francois Hollande, rejecting the austerity policies of his predecessor, Nicolas Sarkozy. So what will austerity’s demise do to the case for a U.S. carbon tax, given that new taxes, or tax hikes in any form, are one of the two pillars of austerity? (The other, of course, is governmental spending cuts.) The answer to that question depends on the alternatives and the uses of the carbon tax revenues, but the key points are these: first, a carbon tax is almost certain to be better for economic growth than draconian spending cuts or higher taxes on incomes or wages; second, if its revenues are used to reduce other taxes or are spent in ways that spur employment, the net effect of a carbon tax can be stimulative. Ironically, while there is now, finally, broad consensus that austerity in Europe has stunted its economic growth, the fragile U.S. recovery faces a ticking time bomb of automatic austerity, set to go off on January 1. Unless Congress acts, the deficit ceiling legislation enacted in 2011 will “sequester” $1.2 trillion of automatic across-the-board cuts on military and domestic spending. At exactly the same time, the Bush tax cuts are set to expire, which will raise the effective federal tax rate from about 16% of GDP to the Clinton-era 20% level. Last but not least, the payroll tax holiday is set to expire on Jan. 1 as well. The alternatives to letting those time bombs explode are (i) repeal the “sequester” and extend the Bush tax cuts and the payroll tax holiday (leading to even larger deficits), or (ii) increase revenue by broadening the tax base. In 2010, two bipartisan deficit commissions, “Simpson-Bowles” (officially the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform) and Rivlin-Domenici, recommended sweeping tax and entitlement reform. Rivlin-Domenici went further, urging broadening of the tax base by imposing a European style Value Added Tax. A VAT, of course, is a regressive sales tax (levied on virtually all consumer purchases) that can suck up revenue like almost nothing else. But it is so broadly based that it offers little environmental benefit. Other revenue options include worthy but politically-loaded proposals like repealing or limiting the home mortgage deduction. Where does this leave a carbon tax? In our view, a tax on carbon emissions that starts low or even at zero, with a built-in ramp up over time (as recommended by former Fed Vice-Chair Alan Blinder), is an attractive alternative to pretty much everything on the standard menu — a VAT, higher income taxes or draconian spending cuts. A gradually-rising carbon tax would also yield gradually increasing revenues, helping to close the deficit while working better (at lower cost and more broadly) than any other policy to reduce global warming pollution. One particularly stimulative way to use carbon tax revenue would be to fund and expand the payroll tax holiday, a stimulus measure enacted in 2010 that increased employee paychecks by up to $2,000, but which is set to expire at the end of this year. Economic analysts of virtually every stripe agree that unparalleled uncertainty about the strength of the recovery is helping to hold back investment and growth. Beyond the general lack of confidence, the energy sector faces additional regulatory and price uncertainty. A clear, upward price trajectory on carbon pollution would give entrepreneurs and investors in efficiency and renewables something to bank on. Without that predictable price signal, renewables will continue to face the prospect of “feast or famine” depending on Congressionally-enacted subsidies or the even more volatile price instability of cap-and-trade systems. And if a carbon tax helps avert an automatic “sequester” triggering draconian cuts in social programs, the result will be enormously better for low and moderate-income households that depend on the safety net. The fact is that none of the options for avoiding a “fiscal cliff” on Jan. 1, 2013 are pretty. In that context, the dependably-growing revenue stream along with the vast climate benefits of a predictably-rising carbon tax make it a potential winner. 

AT: Links to Politics

Revenue-neutrality shields the link
Carbon Tax Center ’10 “No Tax Increase? How?”, Carbon Tax Center: Pricing Carbon Efficiently and Equitably, March 3, http://www.carbontax.org/introduction/#no-tax-increase
A carbon tax should be revenue-neutral. Revenue-neutral means that little if any of the tax revenues raised by taxing carbon emissions would be retained by government. The vast majority of the revenues would be returned to the public, with, perhaps, a very small amount utilized to mitigate the otherwise negative impacts of carbon taxes on low-income energy users. Two primary return approaches are being discussed. One would rebate the revenues directly through regular (e.g., monthly) equal “dividends” to all U.S. residents. In effect, every resident would receive equal, identical slices of the total revenue pie. Just such a program has operated in Alaska for three decades, providing residents with annual dividends from the state’s North Slope oil revenues. In the other method, each dollar of carbon tax revenue would trigger a dollar’s worth of reduction in existing taxes such as the federal payroll tax or state sales taxes. As carbon-tax revenues are phased in (with the tax rates rising gradually but steadily, to allow a smooth transition), existing taxes will be phased out and, in some cases, eliminated. This “tax-shift” approach, while less direct than the dividend method, would also ensure that the carbon tax is revenue-neutral and could offer other benefits. For example, reducing payroll taxes could stimulate employment. Each individual’s receipt of dividends or tax-shifts would be independent of the taxes he or she pays. That is, no person’s benefits would be tied to his or her energy consumption and carbon tax “bill.” This separation of benefits from payments preserves the incentives created by a carbon tax to reduce use of fossil fuels and emit less CO2 into the atmosphere. Of course, it would be extraordinarily cumbersome to calculate an individual’s full carbon tax bill since to some extent the carbon tax would be passed through as part of the costs of various goods and services. Revenue-neutrality not only protects the poor (see next section), it’s also politically savvy since it blunts the “No New Taxes” demand that has held sway in American politics for over a generation. Returning the carbon tax revenues to the public would also make it easier to raise the tax level over time, a point made nicely by McGill University professor Christopher Ragan in a 2008 Montreal Gazette op-ed. 

AT: Links to Politics - Public

Strong public support for a carbon tax

Handley ’11 12/2/11, James Handley, chemical engineer and attorney who previously worked in the private sector and for the Environmental Protection Agency, Majority in U.S. Support Revenue-Neutral Carbon Tax, Carbon Tax Center: Pricing Carbon Efficiently and Equitably, http://www.carbontax.org/blogarchives/2011/12/02/majority-in-u-s-support-revenue-neutral-carbon-tax/
Sixty-five percent of Americans now support a modest revenue-neutral carbon tax to reduce pollution and create jobs, according to a survey of one thousand American adults conducted jointly last month by the Yale Project on Climate Communication and the George Mason University Center for Climate Change Communication. This is the first poll we have seen showing that a majority of Americans support a carbon tax. Majority support for a carbon tax spanned the political spectrum in the Yale-George Mason poll, with 51% of self-identified Republicans, 69% of independents and 77% of Democrats supporting a carbon tax with revenue returned as lower taxes. The survey found 60% support for a $10/ton CO2 tax if revenue is returned by reducing income taxes. (The pollsters helpfully noted that $10/ton CO2 equates to around 10 cents per gallon of gasoline.) That support slipped to 49% if revenue is returned via annual checks to families, with each family receiving the same amount. The apparent preference for an income tax shift over a “dividend” runs counter to the view that voters are more likely to embrace direct checks than tax shifts. The survey did not poll on monthly checks, nor on the payroll tax shift approach backed by many economists and embodied in Rep. John Larson’s carbon tax bill. In the poll, 70% of respondents rated global warming as a high priority for the President and Congress, suggesting that reality in the form of this year’s record-breaking 14 weather-related disasters in the U.S. may be affecting public opinion more than the constant drumbeat of industry-funded climate science denial. Greater funding for research on renewable energy was supported by an overwhelming 78% of respondents, with greenhouse gas regulation supported by 63%, slightly less than the 65% support for a carbon tax. The survey also found that 70% of respondents oppose fossil fuel subsidies, including a whopping 80% opposition among independent voters. The Carbon Tax Center has long urged polling organizations to query voters on revenue-neutral carbon taxes, in order to test opinions on carbon taxes apart from anti-government sentiments. The strong public support for a revenue-neutral carbon tax evidenced by this groundbreaking survey suggests we are on the right track. 
AT: Increases Emissions

Market-based solutions to climate change don’t backfire.

Hsu ’11 Shi-Ling Hsu, Technological innovation that will increase greenhouse gases?, Associate Professor at George Washington University, Economist for the Environmental Law Institute in Washington, D.C., May 24, “Technological innovation that will increase greenhouse gases?”, The Dismal Environmentalist, http://dismalenvironmentalist.blogspot.com/2011/05/technological-innovation-that-will.html
 How realistic is the model? It is hard to say. Most rebound effect research seems to find that the effect less than completely offsets the first-order emissions reductions, and that backfire is rare. But much of this research has focused on fairly marginal improvements in vehicle fuel efficiency. What if we are talking about one of these "game-changers" that are supposed to magically rescue us from climate change, like biofuels, that could displace petroleum-based gasoline? A big change in that technology could shake up the energy markets of the world enough to increase emissions. Also, it is worth noting that rebound or backfire should not occur if the technological innovation only came about as a result of a price signal, and not a government subsidy. If a carbon tax were instituted, and technological innovation discovered thereby, emissions would not increase, because the innovation would never have taken place if emitters were going to have to pay more in carbon taxes thereby (I hedge with the words "should not" because I can imagine an exception for those with very low discount rates, but I can't imagine anybody with a very low discount rate).

AT: Carbon Leakage

Border taxes check.

Elliott et al ’12 research scientist and fellow at University of Chicago Computation Institute, Ian Foster, Sam Kortum, Gita Khun Jush, Todd Munson, David Weisbach, February 27, The University of Chicago and Argonne National Laboratory, “Unilateral Carbon Taxes, Border Tax Adjustments and Carbon Leakage”, INSTITUTE FOR LAW AND ECONOMICS WORKING PAPER NO. 600 (2D Series), page 5 http://ssrn.com/abstract=2072696 
We also simulate the effects of border tax adjustments, taxes on the emissions from the production of an imported good and rebates of domestic carbon taxes on the export of goods. Border tax adjustments are thought to reduce leakage because they reduce the incentive to shift production abroad. In our simulations, border tax adjustments reduce leakage substantially. They result in an increase in emissions in the taxing region and a reduction in the non-taxing region, relative to a production tax. This finding is consistent with our understanding of the reasons why leakage occurs, which we discuss below. 

Sequencing cards

A carbon tax must precede implementation of new technology

Litman ’10 Todd Litman, executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, author of Online TDM Encyclopedia, chairperson of the TRB Sustainable Transportation Indicators Subcommittee, the VTPI, “Tax What You Burn, Not What You Earn”, June 4, page 10
Some critics claim a tax is unnecessary, arguing that new, energy saving technologies can solve energy and emission problems. But high fuel prices are the mechanism needed to implement energy saving technologies in the most efficient and beneficial ways, avoiding unintended consequences that result from misapplied technologies. For example, increasing vehicle fuel efficiency without increasing fuel prices tends to stimulate more vehicle travel (a rebound effect) which increases traffic problems such as congestion, facility costs and accidents. Carbon taxes give motorists incentives to choose new, more efficient vehicles and reduce mileage, providing additional benefits. Just implementing new technologies deprives consumers of some energy-saving options that may be best overall. For example, subsidies to develop more efficient and alternative fueled vehicles can help families save fuel when they drive children to school, but fail to help them purchase more accessible homes where children can walk instead of being driven to school. By rewarding any form of fossil fuel conservation, revenue-neutral carbon taxes encourage use of alternative modes and more accessible land use patterns that provide co-benefits such as reduced congestion and crashes, and increased fitness and health that are not provided by new technologies. 

The CP spurs infrastructure investment and ends fossil fuel dependence.

Hansen ’09 James Hansen, top US climate scientist; Head of NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies; adjunct professor, Columbia University, February 25, “Carbon Tax & 100% Dividend vs. Tax & Trade”, Testimony to Committee on Ways and Means United States House of Representatives, http://www.columbia.edu/~jeh1/mailings/2009/20090226_WaysAndMeans.pdf

For example, let’s start with a tax large enough to affect purchasing decisions: a carbon tax that adds $1 to the price of a gallon of gas. That’s a carbon price of about $115 per ton of CO2. That tax rate yields $670B per year. We return 100% of that money to the public. Each adult legal resident gets one share, which is $3000 per year, $250 per month deposited in their bank account. Half shares for each child up to a maximum of two children per family. So a tax rate of $115 per ton yields a dividend of $9000 per year for a family with two children, $750 per month. The family with carbon footprint less than average makes money – their dividend exceeds their tax. This tax gives a strong incentive to replace inefficient infrastructure. It spurs the economy. It spurs innovation. This path can take us to the era beyond fossil fuels, leave most remaining coal in the ground, and avoid the need to go to extreme environments to find every drop of oil. We must move beyond fossil fuels anyhow. Why not do it sooner, for the benefit of our children? Not to do so, knowing the consequences, is immoral. 

A carbon tax would encourage better modes of transportation.
Litman ’10 Todd Litman, executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, author of Online TDM Encyclopedia, chairperson of the TRB Sustainable Transportation Indicators Subcommittee, the VTPI, “Tax What You Burn, Not What You Earn”, June 4, page 5
Described differently, carbon taxes can do more than just increasing vehicle fuel efficiency, they increase overall transport system efficiency by encouraging use of efficient modes and creating more accessible land use patterns, providing the following co-benefits (Litman 2007; Ripley 2008): • Reduced traffic congestion. Higher fuel prices help reduce traffic volumes and speeds and therefore congestion on major urban highways, particularly on corridors with high quality, grade separated public transit services (CBO 2008). • Road and parking facility cost savings. Reduced motor vehicle traffic reduces the need to maintain and expand road and parking facilities, providing savings to governments, businesses and consumers. • Increased traffic safety and reduced vehicle insurance costs. Grabowski and Morrisey (2004) estimate that each 10% fuel price increase reduces traffic fatalities 2.3%, with larger impacts on younger drivers, who tend to be more sensitive to fuel prices. Sivak (2008) found that a 2.7% decline in vehicle travel caused by fuel price increases and a weak economy during 2007-08 resulted in much larger 17.9% to 22.1% month-tomonth declines in traffic deaths, probably due to disproportionate reductions in vehicle travel by lower income drivers (who tend to be young and old, and therefore higher than average risk) and speed reductions to save fuel. • More efficient land use development (reduced sprawl). Rising fuel prices are causing households to choose smart growth locations, which provides savings and benefits to consumers, businesses, governments and the environment (Cortright 2008). • Increased support for mobility options, including more social acceptance of walking, cycling, ridesharing and public transit travel; more political support for improving alternative modes; more demand for taxi and delivery services; and more employer acceptance of commute options such as flexible work schedules and telework. • Air, noise and water pollution reductions, increasing urban community livability. • Improved public fitness and health. Rising fuel prices encourage people to shift from driving to alternative modes, including walking and cycling. Since most transit trips include walking links, increased transit travel also tends to increase walking activity. • Increased reliance on local, regional and domestic producers and reduced dependence on imported production. 

Modeled Internationally

CP spills over internationally and has bipartisan support.

Handley ’09  James Handley, chemical engineer and attorney who previously worked in the private sector and for the Environmental Protection Agency, March 11, “Imagine: A Harmonized, Global CO2 Tax”, Carbon Tax Center, http://www.carbontax.org/blogarchives/2009/03/11/imagine-a-harmonized-global-co2-tax/
In their seminal report last February, “Policy Options for Reduction of CO2 Emissions,” Peter Orszag (now Budget Director) and Terry Dinan of the Congressional Budget Office meticulously compared cap-and-trade with carbon tax options. They concluded that a carbon tax would reduce emissions five times more efficiently, primarily because of price volatility under a fixed cap. CBO had no difficulty “imagining a harmonized global carbon tax.” Chapter 3 of the Orszag-Dinan report, “International Consistency Considerations,” describes straightforward ways to harmonize carbon taxes. If nations choose different carbon tax rates, border tax adjustments permitted under World Trade Organization rules authorize higher-taxing nations to enact tariffs to equalize tax rates on imported products to the same levels applied to similar domestically-produced products. Indeed, Rep. John Larson’s new carbon tax bill employs precisely this strategy. In effect, the U.S. would collect and retain the revenue generated by equalizing carbon taxes on products imported from countries that haven’t enacted their own or whose carbon tax rate is lower than ours. That will provide a powerful incentive for our trading partners to follow our lead. In contrast, under cap-and-trade, harmonization would require determining the implicit carbon price in a system where carbon prices are hidden and fluctuating. The CBO report observed, “Linking cap-and-trade programs would… entail additional challenges beyond those associated with harmonizing a tax on CO2.” The report noted, for example, that linked cap-and-trade programs could create perverse incentives for countries to choose less stringent caps so they could become net suppliers of low-cost allowances. Or, the report continued, if a country that did not allow borrowing future allowances linked with a country that did, firms in both countries would have access to borrowed allowances. CBO concluded that “[O]ther flexible design features — such as banking, offsets, and a safety valve — would be available to all firms in a linked system should any one country allow its firms to comply in those ways.” In short, national cap-and-trade systems would be nearly impossible to harmonize globally because different countries are likely to enact cap-and-trade systems with differing features that when linked would tend to defeat or de-stabilize each other. On the other hand, harmonization of domestic carbon taxes using border adjustments is a familiar and straightforward process for international trade and tax law experts under WTO. Political Feasiblity: Gore also lamented that “our political system has special difficulty considering a carbon tax even if it is revenue neutral.” He has a point. After decades of anti-tax propaganda from the likes of Grover Norquist, Congress is understandably inclined to hide carbon pricing under a name like “cap-and-trade.” But when that first cap-and-trade price spike hits a public that was sold cap-and-trade as the un-tax, won’t its superficial naming advantage evaporate like morning dew? Will “cap-and-trade” still sound better than “revenue-neutral carbon tax” when we’re stuck with a slow, complex, costly and ineffective system? Moreover, unlike cap-and-trade, a national carbon tax is showing signs of bipartisan support. One reason is that a carbon tax dispenses with the protracted drafting and wrangling inherent in cap-and-trade. British Columbia implemented its carbon tax in five months. Cap-and-trade is “also essential”: Perhaps to newly-unemployed derivatives traders. But not for the rest of us. The Larson bill assures specific emissions reductions (as surely as with any other system) without the inherent problems of trading carbon derivatives. The bill automatically bumps up the carbon tax rate if emissions stray from an EPA-certified path to cut emissions by 80% from 2005 levels in 2050. Yes, we can imagine, and yes, we must enact, a harmonized global carbon tax system. Al Gore and Jim Hansen persistently warn us: curbing the menace of uncontrolled climate change requires aggressive world-wide incentives to usher in efficiency and renewables. Price transparency and incentives for other nations to enact carbon taxes are crucial. Rep. Larson has defied the naysayers; he has put the “t” word back on the table. Not a moment too soon. 
***Affirmative Cards***

Perm do both

Perm do both – solves better

WRI ’08 World Resources Institute, The Bottom Line on…Answers to frequently answered questions about climate and energy policy: Issue 7, “Carbon Taxes”, June, http://pdf.wri.org/bottom_line_carbon_taxes.pdf
Companies and individuals pay higher prices for GHG-intensive energy (and other goods and services) as the costs of a carbon tax are passed down to consumers. The extent to which these higher energy prices impact the overall income of companies and individuals depends on how the tax revenues are used. The overall impact on a company also depends on how much fossil fuel-based energy it uses, how higher energy prices affect their business, and a company’s ability to either minimize or avoid increasing costs (e.g., by using fuel more efficiently or using cleaner fuels) and/or pass along costs to its customers. For example, a carbon tax policy might lessen overall economic impacts on consumers by including provisions to make the carbon tax “revenue neutral.” This involves returning the carbon tax revenues to businesses and individuals through rebates or changes in the tax code (e.g., reducing corporate or capital gains taxes). A carbon tax policy might also direct revenues to fund programs that provide longer-term benefits to consumers and businesses, such as research and development programs or transportation infrastructure. 
A carbon tax would work better if supplemented by other policies, like transportation investment infrastructure.

Litman ’10 Todd Litman, executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute, author of Online TDM Encyclopedia, chairperson of the TRB Sustainable Transportation Indicators Subcommittee, the VTPI, “Tax What You Burn, Not What You Earn”, June 4, page 4
Carbon taxes support and are supported by other energy conservation strategies. For example, vehicle manufactures can offer more fuel efficient models, public transit agencies can improve transit service, and developers can build more walkable, smart growth neighborhoods, b[ut] without adequate financial incentives consumers will continue to purchase inefficient vehicles, buses will have few passengers, and households will choose homes in automobile-dependent, sprawled locations. As a result, it is best to implement carbon taxes together with other appropriate policies and programs which together encourage energy efficiency and emission reductions. 
Doesn’t solve econ

A carbon tax would hurt the economy – businesses can’t expand.

Johnson ’12 policy research associate at Americans for Tax Reform, June 14, “Kissing Cousins and Carbon Taxes”, Americans for Tax Reform, http://www.atr.org/kissing-cousins-carbon-taxes-a6970

Testifying in front of the Senate Finance Committee on tax and energy issues, Harvard’s Dr. Dale Jorgenson proposed a tax increase on fossil fuels equivalent to a 1.5 percent increase in federal revenues as a percent of GDP. Chairman Baucus asked if the increase is a “cousin” to a carbon tax and Dr. Jorgenson replied “a kissing cousin.” Defending the tax increase as a way to reduce consumption of carbon based fuels; Dr. Jorgenson claimed such a tax would be most effective if heavily weighted towards coal—this sounds like a carbon tax to us. A carbon tax harms American industries and consumers at a time when businesses need access to cheap energy sources so they can grow our way out of the Great Recession. The Energy Information Agency estimated that coal, oil and natural gas represent 83 percent of US energy sources as of 2010. The same study found that 76 percent of commercial and residential energy consumption and 41 percent of industrial consumption comes from natural gas while petroleum, as expected, represents 94 percent of transportation energy consumption. Additionally, 92 percent of coal produced in this country goes to electrical power generation—power plants designed to sell electricity to the public to heat and cool our homes. Raising taxes on oil, coal and natural gas drives up costs for everyone and prevents businesses from expanding. Dr. Jorgenson claimed a carbon tax will raise revenues and reduce consumption of fossil fuels, but ignored the negative effects this has on economic growth. When the government taxes something we get less of it so hoping to increase revenues and reduce consumption of fossil fuels with a carbon tax seems like faulty logic to us. This is the same logic behind cigarette taxes designed to curb smoking and raise revenue—the government wants to tax your cake and eat it too.

Carbon Leakage

CP causes more emissions from the developing world.

Elliott et al ’12 research scientist and fellow at University of Chicago Computation Institute, Ian Foster, Sam Kortum, Gita Khun Jush, Todd Munson, David Weisbach, February 27, The University of Chicago and Argonne National Laboratory, “Unilateral Carbon Taxes, Border Tax Adjustments and Carbon Leakage”, INSTITUTE FOR LAW AND ECONOMICS WORKING PAPER NO. 600 (2D Series), page 3 http://ssrn.com/abstract=2072696
While there are a number of important motivations for this approach, there are two central concerns. The first is whether a carbon price that exempts developing nations can sufficiently reduce global emissions. The developing world is expected to be a major source of emissions in the future. Even if the developed world were to cut its emissions drastically, atmospheric carbon dioxide would not be stabilized by this action alone. The second concern is that if only developed nations impose carbon controls, emissions in the developing world might go up, offsetting any reductions, in a phenomenon known as carbon leakage. Carbon leakage is thought to arise for two reasons. First, if only a subset of nations impose controls on emissions of carbon dioxide, energy-intensive production may flee to regions without controls. Second, if nations with carbon controls use fewer fossil fuels, the price of fossil fuels may go down, resulting in more use in other regions. Carbon leakage has the potential to defeat the purpose of having carbon controls, inefficiently shift the location of production and energy use, and create domestic political challenges. 
Microalgae CP
1NC Shell

Text: The USFG should fund microalgae research 
Microalgae solves emissions; produces same amount of fuel as diesel
Gouveia and Oliveira 09(Luisa, Ana Cristina; works for Society for Industrial Microbiology, Accessed 6/22/12; http://www.smccd.edu/accounts/case/biol690/ref/biofuel.pdf, Sharmeen)
Biodiesel fuel has received considerable attention in recent years, as it is made from non-toxic, biodegradable and renewable resources, and provides environmental benefits, since its use leads to a decrease in the harmful emissions of carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons and particulate matter and to the elimination of CO2 emissions, with a consequent decrease in the greenhouse effect, in line with the Kyoto Protocol agreement. Biodiesel is usually produced from oleaginous crops, such as rapeseed, soybean, sunflower and from palm, through a chemical transesterification process of their oils with short chain alcohols, mainly methanol. However, the use of microalgae can be a suitable alternative because algae are the most efficient biological producer of oil on the planet and a versatile biomass source and may soon be one of the Earth’s most important renewable fuel crops [6], due to the higher photosynthetic efficiency, higher biomass productivities, a faster growth rate than higher plants (which is also important in the screening step), highest CO2 fixation and O2 production, growing in liquid medium which can be handled easily, can be grown in variable climates and non-arable land including marginal areas unsuitable for agricultural purposes (e.g. desert and seashore lands), in non-potable water or even as a waste treatment purpose, use far less water than traditional crops and do not displace food crop cultures; their production is not seasonal and can be harvested daily [6–8]. As a matter of fact, average biodiesel production yield from microalgae can be 10 to 20 times higher than the yield obtained from oleaginous seeds and/or vegetable oils [7, 34] (Table 1). Some microalgae have high oil content (Table 2) and can be induced to produce higher concentration of lipids (e.g. low nitrogen media, Fe 3+ concentration and light intensity) [18, 21, 28, 32, 35]. The ability of algae to fix CO2 can also be an interesting method of removing gases from power plants, and thus can be used to reduce greenhouse gases with a higher production microalgae biomass and consequently higher biodiesel yield [22, 39]. Algal biomass production systems can be easily adapted to various levels of operational and technological skills; some microalgae have also a convenient fatty acids profile and an unsaponifiable fraction allowing a biodiesel production with high oxidation stability [11, 16, 24, 25]. The physical and fuel properties of biodiesel from microalgae oil in general (e.g. density, viscosity, acid value, heating value, etc.), are comparable to those of fuel diesel 
Solvency Wall

NASA’s already produced the tech; provides  more fuel than anything else

Casey 12 (Tina is a career public information specialist and former Deputy Director of Public Affairs of the New York City Department of Environmental Protection, and author of books and articles on recycling and other conservation themes. She writes frequently on sustainable tech issues for Triple Pundit and other websites, with a focus on military, government and corporate sustainability, and she is currently Deputy Director of Public Information for the County of Union, New Jersey. http://idealab.talkingpointsmemo.com/2012/04/nasa-ready-to-show-off-algae-biofuel-research-project.php Sharmeen)

NASA has developed a system that captures carbon dioxide and helps to prevent pollution from wastewater while creating renewable algae biofuel, fertilizer and possibly animal feed, too. NASA calls its system OMEGA, for Offshore Membrane Enclosures for Growing Algae, self-contained bags of wastewater and fast-growing algae cultures that are designed to float in seawater off the coast of a landmass and produce biofuels, NASA hopes for fueling planes. As the algae grow inside the bags, they absorb sunlight and carbon dioxide through the bags’ membranes and produce oxygen, which releases to the atmosphere through the membrane. The algae also absorb nutrients, creating fresh water that passes easily through the membrane into the sea, acting as a next-level treatment phase, helping to reduce the risk of creating local dead zones. The OMEGA system has been undergoing test runs at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant. A demonstration scale operation is now ready for its close-up, with a media tour planned for April 17. OMEGA was developed at NASA’s Ames Research Center in California. NASA claims the OMEGA system is far more efficient than conventional algae farming methods. By growing the algae within a bag rather than in open ponds or channels, OMEGA eliminates the need for water-circulating equipment and virtually eliminates water loss due to evaporation. OMEGA also reduces or eliminates the need for energy-sucking climate control systems that would be needed to regulate the temperature of land-based water storage facilities. Aside from producing oil, fresh water and oxygen, the spent algae can be reclaimed for use as a fertilizer or soil enhancer. Researchers are also beginning to test algae as a feed supplement for livestock. Equipment maintenance and lifecycle expenses are another important consideration for cost-effective algae farming, and OMEGA wins out here, too. The system involves few moving parts and the plastic tubes could be recycled when their useful life is up. Algae, especially freshwater algae, is an attractive biofuel due to its ability to grow rapidly while producing lipid cells bursting with oil. Other biofuel crops just can’t compete: according to NASA, some algae can produce more than 2,000 gallons of oil per acre per year, compared to only 600 gallons for palm. Soy beans fare even worse, at only 50 gallons per acre per year. Legislators who are taking aim at the Obama Administration’s algae biofuel initiatives will once again have to rethink their plan if they want to take a potshot at OMEGA. 

Algae will replace crude oil, solves emissions

Forbes 12 (http://www.forbes.com/sites/kensilverstein/2012/05/20/will-algae-biofuels-hit-the-highway/-- Sharmeen)

Algae bio-fuels producers are asking U.S. lawmakers to treat their product the same way as they do other advanced bio-fuels such as cellulosic ethanol. That means including algae in the tax incentives given to advanced bio-fuels and in the Renewable Fuels Standard that sets alternative fuel targets. When the code was written, algae was a nascent concept that never wound up on anyone’s radar. Legislation has just been introduced in the U.S. House to achieve just that. With such tax incentives, the industry says that production costs would come down. Those costs are now considered to be at least double that of petroleum-based fuels, although such figures can vary with location, technology and whether the algae plant can be located near existing power plants or oil refineries so as to capture their carbon emissions. “The idea is to combine the principles of agriculture with the ability to generate a liquid transportation fuel so that we can offer a scalable, low-cost technology in the form of green crude that can be refined directly into gasoline, diesel and jet fuel,” says Tim Zenk, vice president of corporate affairs for San Diego-based Saphhire Energy, before an EnergyBiz audience. What’s the oil industry think of all this? BP, Chevron Corp. and ExxonMobil all have investments in algae. The biggest, of course, is Exxon’s $600 million pledge to Synthetic Genomics. Algae is highly synergistic with the established oil and gas industries and it can be refined on the same site as is petroleum. For Big Oil to get involved means, generally, that it thinks the pursuit will eventually pay off. That remains to be seen. But the added capital is a good sign. Algae still has a long way to go and it won’t likely ever become a panacea. But it is a quiver in the energy arsenal that could potentially replace some crude oil use, resulting in fewer emissions and better national energy security.
Algae can be used for electricity; reduces emissions
 Argonne National Laboratory Center for Transportation Research (ANTLC-TC) 2012
http://www.algalbiomass.org/news/3164/argonne-natl-lab-researchers-publish-paper-on-algae-ghg-analysis/
A group of researchers from Argonne National Laboratory’s Center for Transportation Research recently published a scientific paper that identifies key parameters for algal biofuel production using the GREET model, which models greenhouse gas emissions, regulated emissions and energy use for transportation fuels. The paper, titled “Methane and nitrous oxide emissions affect the life-cycle analysis of algal biofuels,” was published in a recent edition of Environmental Research Letters. In the report, the researchers also described several goals they had with this analysis. First, they aimed to establish a framework that could be used to facilitate comparisons among algae scenarios and with other transportation fuels. Second, the research team wanted to identify which parameters produce the most significant impact to life-cycle analysis. As part of this, the paper noted that the team paid a great deal of attention to the amount of energy present within lipid-extracted algae. For example, this includes the energy potential associated with processing lipid-extracted algae in an anaerobic digestion system. The researchers also considered the impact of fugitive methane emissions, the fate of unrecovered nitrogen, as well as the potential for nitrous oxide (N2O). According to information contained in the study, the baseline scenario considered by the researchers produced 55,400 grams of carbon dioxide equivalent (g CO2/e) per 1 million Btu of biodiesel, compared to 101,000 g CO2/e for low-sulfur diesel. The paper stated that the baseline scenario for algae biodiesel features the use of anaerobic digestion for energy and nutrient recovery from lipid-extracted algae. Alternatively, a reduced emissions scenario featured the use of catalytic hydrothermal gasification rather than anaerobic digestion. On a full life cycle, or “well-to-wheels” basis, the modeling showed that algae biodiesel reduced the total amount of fossil energy use and petroleum used when compared the amount of these inputs required to make petroleum-based diesel. This was true even though the production of algae-based fuel consumed more energy during the production stage. The high energy use associated with the algae-biofuel production was attributed primarily to electricity use and fertilizer production. In addition, the total greenhouse gas emissions per million Btu of algae-biodiesel were less than those associated with petroleum diesel. The research paper largely attributed this to the substantial CO2 credit that results from the reuse of carbon contained within flue gas emissions exiting a power plant. As a result of the analysis, the research team concluded that while algae biofuel production is energy intensive, substantial reductions in greenhouse gas emissions of 45 to 60 percent are still achieved when compared to conventional diesel fuel. According to the paper, most of the energy use was associated with circulating the algae culture and moving the culture to and from the first dewatering step.

Algae is carbon neutral

National Review 12 (“Algae: Fuel of the Future? “http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/292913/algae-fuel-future-nash-keune#  Sharmeen)

Some researchers estimate that the algae would consume as much carbon dioxide in the course of their normal life processes as burning their fuel would produce, making the technology carbon neutral. Unlike corn-based fuels, algae fuels would be able to mix freely with fossil fuels, meaning they could be transported in the existing infrastructure. Algae could produce ten times as much fuel per acre as corn, and it could be cultivated in the desert. One of the main problems with corn-based ethanol is that it requires the use of farmland that would otherwise be used for growing food, increasing the cost of grain globally.

At: Cost

Micro bubbles in algae reduce cost dramatically

Scientific American 12(“Micro-Bubbles Cut Cost of Algae-Derived Biofuel” http://www.scientificamerican.com/podcast/episode.cfm?id=microbubbles-cut-cost-of-algae-deri-12-01-27-- Sharmeen)

Algae naturally produce oil. When it’s processed, that oil can be turned into biofuel, an alternative energy source. There’s just one snag—harvesting the oil from algae-filled water is prohibitively expensive. But researchers have come up with an effervescent solution: bubbles smaller than the width of a human hair can help reduce the costs of collecting algae oil. So-called micro-bubbles are already used for water purification—they surround contaminants and float them out of the liquid. Similarly, in water containing algae, bubbles can float the algae to the surface for easy collection and processing. The research builds on previous work that used micro-bubbles to grow algae more densely and thus increase production. This time, however, the researchers produced the fizziness with a new method that uses far less energy, and is cheaper to install. The study is in the journal Biotechnology and Bioengineering. [James Hanotu, HC Hemaka Bandulasena and William B Zimmerman, "Micro-Flotation Performance for Algal Separation"]

Cellulosic Ethanol CP

1NC Shell
Text: The USFG should fund cellulosic ethanol switchgrass.

Cellulosic Ethanol Switchgrass can solve greenhouse gas emissions by 94%

M. R. Schmer, K. P. Vogel,*† R. B. Mitchell,* and R. K. Perrin 08 (Net energy of cellulosic ethanol from switchgrass http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2206559/-Sharmeen)

Perennial herbaceous plants such as switchgrass (Panicum virgatum L.) are being evaluated as cellulosic bioenergy crops. Two major concerns have been the net energy efficiency and economic feasibility of switchgrass and similar crops. All previous energy analyses have been based on data from research plots (<5 m2) and estimated inputs. We managed switchgrass as a biomass energy crop in field trials of 3–9 ha (1 ha = 10,000 m2) on marginal cropland on 10 farms across a wide precipitation and temperature gradient in the midcontinental U.S. to determine net energy and economic costs based on known farm inputs and harvested yields. In this report, we summarize the agricultural energy input costs, biomass yield, estimated ethanol output, greenhouse gas emissions, and net energy results. Annual biomass yields of established fields averaged 5.2 -11.1 Mg·ha−1 with a resulting average estimated net energy yield (NEY) of 60 GJ·ha−1·y−1. Switchgrass produced 540% more renewable than nonrenewable energy consumed. Switchgrass monocultures managed for high yield produced 93% more biomass yield and an equivalent estimated NEY than previous estimates from human-made prairies that received low agricultural inputs. Estimated average greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from cellulosic ethanol derived from switchgrass were 94% lower than estimated GHG from gasoline. This is a baseline study that represents the genetic material and agronomic technology available for switchgrass production in 2000 and 2001, when the fields were planted. Improved genetics and agronomics may further enhance energy sustainability and biofuel yield of switchgrass.A renewable biofuel economy is projected as a pathway to reduce reliance on fossil fuels, reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and enhance rural economies (1). Ethanol is the most common biofuel in the U.S. and is projected to increase in the short term because of the voluntary elimination of methyl tertiary butyl ether in conventional gasoline and in the long term because of U.S. government mandates (2, 3). Maize or corn (Zea mays) grain and other cereals such as sorghum (Sorghum bicolor) are the primary feedstock for U.S. ethanol production, but competing feed and food demands on grain supplies and prices will eventually limit expansion of grain-ethanol capacity. An additional feedstock source for producing ethanol is the lignocellulosic components of plant biomass, from which ethanol can be produced via saccrification and fermentation (4). Dedicated perennial energy crops such as switchgrass, crop residues, and forestry biomass are major cellulosic ethanol sources that could potentially displace 30% of our current petroleum consumption (5). Net energy production has been used to evaluate the energy efficiency of ethanol derived from both grain and cellulosic biomass (6). Typically, studies have used net energy values (NEV), net energy ratios, and net energy yield (NEY) and have compared biofuel output to petroleum requirements [petroleum energy ratio (PER)] to measure the sustainability of a biofuel. In initial analyses, switchgrass was estimated to have a net energy balance of 343% when used to produce biomass ethanol (7). More recent energy model analyses that used simulated biomass yields and estimated agricultural inputs indicate that switchgrass could produce >700% more output than input energy (8–10), whereas GHG have been assumed to be near zero (1) or estimated to be slightly positive (8) for ethanol derived from switchgrass. Lignocellulosic feedstocks such as switchgrass, woody plants, and mixtures of prairie grasses and forbs have been proposed to offer energy and environmental and economic advantages over current biofuel sources, because these feedstocks from perennial plants require fewer agricultural inputs than annual crops and can be grown on agriculturally marginal lands
Solvency Wall

Cellulosic ethanol is more cost effective, better for the environment and has a greater energy output than other fuels
Solomon 7 (Barry D, “Grain and cellulosic ethanol: History, economics, and energy policy”; Solomon is part of the Environmental Policy Program, Department of Social Sciences, Michigan Technological University http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0961953407000396--Sharmeen)
The last decade the subsidization of grain-based ethanol has been increasingly criticized as economically inefficient and of questionable social benefit. In addition, much greater production of ethanol from corn may conflict with food production needs. A promising development is the acceleration of the technical readiness of cellulosic alcohol fuels, which can be produced from the woody parts of trees and plants, perennial grasses, or residues. This technology is now being commercialized and has greater long-term potential than grain ethanol. Cellulosic ethanol is projected to be much more cost-effective, environmentally beneficial, and have a greater energy output to input ratio than grain ethanol. The technology is being developed in North America, Brazil, Japan and Europe. In this paper, we will review the historical evolution of US federal and state energy policy support for and the currently attractive economics of the production and use of ethanol from biomass. The various energy and economic policies will be reviewed and assessed for their potential effects on cellulosic ethanol development relative to gasoline in the US. While US interest in fuel ethanol has grown since the oil crises of the 1970s, its use in gasoline blends accounted for only 2.8 percent of total fuel use in motor vehicles in 2005 [1]. Although ethanol (i.e., ethyl alcohol) has the advantage of being derived from domestic resources, its use for fuel has often been criticized as technically, economically and environmentally undesirable (see e.g., [2]). Even so, interest in alternative transportation fuels is growing for two main reasons: oil supply insecurity and its impending peak, and the imperative to lower carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from fossil fuel use in order to stave off adverse global climatic change [3] and [4]. Several alternative fuels and engines for the transport sector have been assessed in detail in recent years [5]. These include electric and hybrid-electric vehicles (HEVs), compressed natural gas (CNG), hydrogen-fuel cells, and biomass fuels. While electric and CNG vehicles are available on a small scale their driving range is limited, severely restricting their consumer appeal. Hydrogen-fuel cell vehicles exist as prototypes, but they are extremely expensive and will be impractical for a decade or more [6]. This leaves HEVs and biomass fuels as the most cost-effective alternatives to oil in the near term (Table 1 below lists the various acronyms used in this paper and explains what each stands for). HEVs are attractive, as they increase fuel use efficiency and thus help to stretch petroleum resources and lower CO2 emissions. Only sustainable biomass fuels however, such as ethanol and bio-diesel, can directly decrease oil reliance. There are several ways to make biomass fuels, as well as alternative alcohol products. For example, in the 1970s methyl alcohol (methanol) received as much consideration as ethanol. Both fuels can be produced from food crops and biomass, as well as from fossil fuels [7]. While methanol can be made at a lower cost than ethanol, some refiners over-blended or used improper blending and handling techniques. This led to consumer and media problems and the eventual phase-out of almost all methanol/gasoline blends, with its use largely restricted to several auto races. Even here, the Indy Racing League announced in March 2005 that the Indianapolis 500 auto race plans to switch its cars from methanol to 100 percent ethanol fuel by 2007 [8]. Similarly, methanol caught on as a feedstock for production of methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) under Clean Air Act requirements for 2.0–2.7 percent oxygen blends in ozone and carbon monoxide non-attainment areas. However, MTBE has been at least partially banned in half of the US states in the last several years because of groundwater toxicity problems, although over half of these states never used it [9] and [10]. Alternatively, interest has grown in coupling methanol with fuel cells as a transitional fuel until sufficient hydrogen production capacity becomes available [5]. Nonetheless, the main markets for methanol are for formaldehyde, acetic acid and other chemicals. Another promising option is biodiesel (FAME fatty acid methyl esters), which is made from vegetable oil or animal fats. Biodiesel has similar benefits as cellulosic ethanol, as noted below, but is limited to diesel engines. There are two primary technologies to make ethanol fuel. The first option, in wide use today, is to convert the starchy part of foods such as corn into ethanol through the following seven steps: milling, liquefaction, saccharification, fermentation, distillation, dehydration and denaturing. When sugarcane is used (e.g. in Brazil) only four or five steps are required: milling, pressing, fermentation and distillation, plus dehydration in the case of alcohol blends. The other option is lignocellulosic or cellulosic ethanol, which is currently being commercialized. This process converts the woody part of trees, plants, grasses or residues into sugars and then ferments the sugars into ethanol. Over 95 percent of ethanol production in the US comes from corn, with the rest made from wheat, barley, milo, cheese whey, and beverage residues [11]. This path to ethanol production has been criticized, often erroneously, for having an unfavorable net energy balance and significant arable land and water requirements [12]. While corn-based ethanol has several important environmental impacts, including soil erosion, loss of biodiversity, and higher volatile organic compound and NOx pollution, it does result in a positive energy return on investment and a 10–15 percent reduction in CO2 emissions (cf. [2], [4], [12], [13] and [14]). These results are more favorable for sugarcane-based ethanol in Brazil [15]. Given land use concerns it is unlikely that grain ethanol can grow from its current US output of 19 hm3 (5.1 Ggal (Giga=109)) year−1 to much more than three times that level, even with increased agricultural productivity [11]. For one thing, over half of the US corn crop is needed as feed grain for livestock as compared to 17 percent for ethanol [16]. Fortunately cellulosic ethanol has the potential to be superior on all of these dimensions except for conventional air pollution. Its advantages are that it can reduce net CO2 emissions to almost zero, and that it can be derived from a diverse, widespread resource base (see e.g., [3]). For instance, it can be made from tree species such as hybrid poplar, willow, silver maple and black locust; wood residues including chips and sawdust; construction site residues, municipal residues (MSW), paper and sewage sludge; corn stover, corn and sugarcane processing residues; cereal straws such as wheat, oat, barley and rice; and grasses such as switchgrass, sorghum, reed canary grass, and miscanthus. 

Fuel can be used anywhere, and federal government supports it

NPNweb.com 7 (“Industry, government fund cellulosic ethanol project” http://www.npnweb.com/ME2/dirmod.asp?sid=901D2CC3506F4C1187DF5BE4A8A2C0FF&nm=&type=MultiPublishing&mod=PublishingTitles&mid=8F3A7027421841978F18BE895F87F791&tier=4&id=F0D22BD767944591B3EF2B0AEF17C941--Sharmeen)

 Cellulosic ethanol is an alternative fuel made from a wide variety of non-food plant materials (or feedstocks), including agricultural wastes such as corn stover and cereal straws, industrial plant waste like saw dust and paper pulp, and energy crops grown specifically for fuel production like switchgrass. By using a variety of regional feedstocks for refining cellulosic ethanol, the fuel can be produced in nearly every region of the United States, according to the U.S. Department of Energy. Though it requires a more complex refining process, cellulosic ethanol contains more net energy and results in lower greenhouse emissions than traditional corn-based ethanol, according to the DOE. E-85, an ethanol-fuel blend that is 85-percent ethanol, is currently available in more than 1,000 fueling stations nationwide, according to the DOE. Both Chevron and Weyerhaeuser said they already have separate research partnerships under way to accelerate the development of cellulosic biofuels. Chevron has forged alliances with the Georgia Institute of Technology, the University of California at Davis, the Colorado Center for Biorefining and Biofuels, and the DOE’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory. Weyerhaeuser is collaborating with several research universities, national laboratories and technology-based companies in research on conversion of forest products into ethanol and other biofuels. The federal government is also supporting development of biofuels from cellulose.

Vs. HSR

HSR increases emissions, and electricity from fossil fuels

Bosworth 11 (Tony Bosworth is a campaigner for Friends of the Earth, in its energy and climate team. He has a long track record of working on environmental issues, including a spell as transport campaigner for the environmental campaigning charity.http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/18/world/how-green-is-hsr/index.html--Sharmeen)

Across the world governments are looking to high speed rail to provide fast, modern transport systems fit for the 21st century. By the end of 2012 China is expected to have more high speed rail lines than the rest of the world combined, while President Obama aims to give 80 per cent of Americans access to fast rail travel within 25 years. But if governments want high speed rail to spearhead the drive towards a cleaner transport system they must look further than simply providing faster trains. The UK is currently mulling over a high speed rail link between London and Birmingham, a city about 160 kilometers north-west of the capital. But according to official estimates, it's unlikely to lead to significant carbon dioxide cuts -- and may even increase climate-changing emissions. So what's stopping high speed rail being a major part of a greener transport future in Britain? Over two thirds of the world's electricity comes from fossil fuels so until (or unless) power stations are weaned off fossil fuels, electric trains will still have a significant climate impact. Tony Bosworth First there's the electricity to power the trains. Over two thirds of the world's electricity comes from fossil fuels so until (or unless) power stations are weaned off fossil fuels, electric trains will still have a significant climate impact -- although rail travel is still better than flying or driving. Secondly, will high speed rail entice people off the roads and short-haul flights? French TGVs and the Channel Tunnel rail link have succeeded, but official calculations estimate that only 16 per cent of anticipated passengers for the London to Birmingham line will have swapped from planes or cars. One of the main factors is cost. Despite soaring fuel prices, motoring and flying are still expected to be cheaper than high speed rail. If faster rail travel is to become a realistic alternative it must be affordable too. The UK's high speed rail link is expected to cost a whopping $54 billion. But living as we do in cash-strapped times there's surely a strong case for investing some of that that money in less grandiose, but more effective, projects.
***Aff answers:***

HSR better than bio fuels; costs less, and saves an economic collapse

Perl 2011 (Dr. Anthony Perl is Professor of Urban Studies and Political Science at Simon Fraser University in Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, where he directs the Urban Studies Program. His latest book, co-authored with Richard Gilbert, is "Transport Revolutions: Moving People and Freight Without Oil.http://www.cnn.com/2011/11/18/world/how-green-is-hsr/index.html--Sharmeen)

Any debate about the future of high-speed rail must consider where this mobility option fits into the 'big picture' of how transportation systems meet looming economic, energy and environmental challenges. In a world where 95% of motorized mobility is currently fueled by oil, high-speed rail offers a proven means of reducing dependence on this increasingly problematic energy source. This value of using proven electric propulsion technology should not be underestimated when both the time and money to deploy energy alternatives are in short supply. In our recent book Transport Revolutions, Richard Gilbert and I documented the economic, environmental and political dividends to be gained from replacing the internal combustion engines powering today's aircraft, cars, and motor vehicles with traction motors that can be powered by multiple energy sources delivered through the electric grid. Since electricity is an energy carrier, it can be generated from a mix of sources that incorporate the growing share of geothermal, hydro, solar, and wind energy that will be produced in the years ahead. And because electric motors are three to four times more efficient than internal combustion engines, an immediate improvement will precede introducing renewable energy into transportation. Grid-connected traction offers the only realistic option for significantly reducing oil use in transportation over the next 10 years. If such a shift does not begin during this decade, the risk of a global economic collapse and/or geo-political conflict over the world's remaining oil reserves would become dangerously elevated. Making a significant dent in transportation's oil addiction within 10 years is sooner than fuel cells, biofuels, battery-electric vehicles and other alternative energy technologies will be ready to deliver change. Biofuels that could power aircraft now cost hundreds of dollars per gallon to produce. Batteries that a big enough charge to power vehicles between cities are still too big and expensive to make electric cars and buses affordable. But grid-connected electric trains have been operating at scale and across continents for over a century. And when the Japanese introduced modern high-speed trains through their Shinkansen, in 1964, the utility of electric trains was greatly extended. Since the 1980s, countries across Asia and Europe have been building new high-speed rail infrastructure to deploy electric mobility between major cities up to 1,000 kilometers apart. For intercity trips between 200 and 1,000 kilometers, high-speed trains have proven their success in drawing passengers out of both cars and planes, as well as meeting new travel demand with a much lower carbon footprint than driving or flying could have done. If we are serious about reducing oil's considerable risks to global prosperity and sustainability, we will not miss the opportunity offered by high-speed rail to decrease transportation's oil consumption sooner, rather than later.

Clean Tech

1NC Shell

The United States Federal Government should:

-create a National Institutes of Energy modeled on the National Institutes of Health.

-provide $15 billion per year to clean energy research and development projects.
Solves new clean tech

Josh Freed et al 9, vice president of the third way clean energy program, “Jumpstarting a Clean Energy Revolution with a National Institutes of Energy”, September, http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/Jumpstarting_Clean_Energy_Sept_09.pdf
When the United States faces a significant challenge and decides it is critical to act—sending a man to the moon, winning the Cold War, curing deadly disease—we make a national commitment and invest the resources necessary to meet it. Time and again, as the nation has confronted and overcome these clear imperatives, a substantial and sustained boost in federally supported research and development has been a key driver of our success. Getting America running on clean energy—the defining challenge and opportunity of our time—will require a new national commitment to energy innovation. Currently, the federal government lacks both the structure and the financing necessary to meet the energy challenge. The scale and complexity of the challenge before us demands a coordinated and well-funded national effort to transform the global energy sector, yet US policy in this area relies on haphazard financial and political support with little consistent direction. In order to jumpstart a clean energy revolution, the US government must increase its direct support for research and development of new and existing clean energy technologies and create a new structure for energy research that ensures coordination and maximizes its effectiveness. A successful national energy R&D program capable of driving the innovation necessary to make clean energy cheap must embrace two key components: 1. Increase federal investment in energy R&D by $15 billion per year In line with President Obama’s budget request,1 the scale of investment for comparable national priorities, and the recommendations of innovation experts, we propose a sustained $15 billion per year increase in federal clean energy R&D to approximately $20 billion per year.2 This level of funding is necessary to both create new breakthrough technologies and drive improvements to existing technology, enabling the production of clean energy at significantly higher efficiencies and lower costs. 2. Create a National Institutes of Energy Modeled on the National Institutes of Health, a new National Institutes of Energy (NIE) would effectively apply R&D funding to the goal of developing new, low-cost commercial clean energy technologies. The NIE would function as a nationwide network of regionally based, commercially focused, and coordinated innovation institutes. Alongside other effective federal energy R&D agencies, a new NIE would critically strengthen the U.S. clean energy innovation system. Currently, the United States does not have the full portfolio of technologies it needs to transition to clean, affordable energy, and we are not moving quickly enough to develop them. There is widespread agreement among innovation experts and energy researchers that neither the private sector nor the federal government is sufficiently invested in creating the new technologies we need or improving the technologies we have today. Only the federal government is able to provide the additional $15 billion in sustained annual funding energy experts believe is necessary to develop clean, affordable energy technologies.

2nc – solvency wall

Collapse of clean tech’s inevitable absent more R&D

Matthew Stepp 12, Senior Analyst with the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Clean Tech Headed for Stagnation”, May 14, http://www.innovationfiles.org/clean-tech-headed-for-stagnation/
Could the recent boom in U.S. renewable energy go bust? Yes, both in the short and long-term and only if we re-think U.S. energy policy can clean energy weather the storm. To be sure, the U.S. clean energy industry has been in a period of rapid growth, largely due to historic federal investments in the research, development, deployment, and manufacture of clean technologies. From 2009 through 2014, the federal government will invest a total of $150 billion, or the equivalent in magnitude to government support for past national challenges like putting a human on the moon (~$170 billion in 2005 dollars over 10 years, pg. 25). Yet clean energy continues to face a fundamental problem: it’s not cost and performance competitive with fossil fuels without government support outside of niche markets. In the short-term clean tech projects are propped up by government support (or regulatory requirements) and in the mid-term the industry requires significant innovations to become subsidy independent and competitive. As such two distinct policy issues are set to thwart industry growth: the looming decline in overall federal support for clean tech after 2014 and the continuing deficit in government support for clean energy R&D and innovation. Letting both policy issues linger unresolved could very well be the death knell for clean energy. In the short-term, the very government support that is buoying uncompetitive clean tech deployment is set to decline drastically. According to the report by analysts at the Brookings Institution, Breakthrough Institute, and World Resources Institute, without any additional Congressional action 75 percent of federal clean tech policies are set to expire by 2014, including numerous incentives that subsidize the higher cost of clean tech projects. Without these incentives, the nascent transition from fossil fuels to clean energy will slow or halt all together, leading to a clean tech bust. But even if much of this funding continues, the nascent clean tech industry is on a potential path of stagnation. In absence of long-term, significantly larger subsidies (which are politically unlikely), government support for clean energy R&D are central to developing and deploying competitive clean tech. In other words, clean tech growth nationwide (and globally) will be determined not by subsidies, but by innovation that can lead to technologies that are better and cheaper than fossil fuels. Yet, our policy choices often don’t reflect this reality. According to ITIF’s Energy Innovation Tracker, the U.S. is investing roughly $6 billion in clean energy R&D in FY2012 – on average a third what leading experts think the U.S. should be investing. In fact, the bulk of the federal government’s historic investment in clean energy – nearly three quarters of the $150 billion – is going to the deployment of existing technologies that are not cost-competitive with fossil fuel sources of energy. While these deployment incentives expand domestic supply chains and are spurring incremental innovations, the policies are acting like blunt force tools propping up lower-risk technologies while playing little role in incenting innovation and technologies to put clean energy on a path to subsidy independence. By not orienting the significant federal investment in clean tech towards spurring innovation while grossly underfunding R&D, the U.S. is failing to jump start and accelerate the clean tech innovations needed to create a robust, long-term sustainable industry. Even if the expiring tax incentives are extended as is, the long-term stagnation of the industry will still occur due to a lack of innovation. If we want a global clean tech revolution driven by the marketplace, we need to bring the equivalent of “Moore’s law” (the prediction that computing power would double every 24 months while costs would fall by half) to clean energy. Nothing less will work. But it’s not too late to avert both the short-term clean tech bust and long-term innovation stagnation if federal policymakers and clean energy advocates truly make innovation less like empty rhetoric and more its core goal. This means fully funding key clean energy innovation R&D programs even in a time of budget austerity. Consistent support for innovation is absolutely necessary – just ask the fossil fuel industry which continues to reap the benefits of a century’s worth of government largesse deficits or not – and cutting innovation programs does more harm than good to the deficit and economy. Policymakers must also reform clean tech deployment subsidies to link early stage tech development with commercialization. Simply extending expiring or expired subsidies and tax incentives are simply not enough and will only continue to marginally grow the industry. It’s surely not a long-term solution to continue deploying technologies carte blanche even if they don’t hold the promise of competitiveness. A group re-think on clean tech subsidy programs is critical. It’s for “smart” deployment policies that work to pull transformative innovations, rather than just extend incremental innovations of costly energy technologies. We need to ask ourselves what our energy policy goals are. Do we want a clean tech market full of Edsel’s or competitive technologies? Do we want marginal industry growth or do we want a global clean tech transformation? At the end of the day, significant industry growth is only possible if there is an aggressive flow of innovations linked with deployment policies that pull to market emerging, long-term competitive technologies. Today’s energy innovation ecosystem fails on both accounts and our policy choices are to blame.

2nc – competitiveness

Clean tech leadership key to competitiveness

Josh Freed et al 9, vice president of the third way clean energy program, “Jumpstarting a Clean Energy Revolution with a National Institutes of Energy”, September, http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/Jumpstarting_Clean_Energy_Sept_09.pdf
Given this anticipated increase in energy demand, the countries that develop new energy technology the fastest will have significant economic and competitive advantages. The United States was the leader in nuclear, solar and wind energy development in the 1970s. Government policies and economic conditions in the 1980s, however, led to a decline in American research and development and the rise of innovation and industries in other countries including Denmark, Germany, Spain, Japan and China.13 The U.S. imported 50 percent of annually installed wind turbine components in 2007,14 currently produces less than 10% of the world’s solar cells,15 and is continually losing ground on hybridelectric vehicle manufacturing. Unfortunately, the lack of a sustained national commitment to clean energy innovation is already limiting our access to a major economic driver of the next century.16 Without immediate action to spur clean energy technologies and industries, the United States may also fall behind several Asian nations now aggressively positioning themselves to dominate the burgeoning clean energy sector. The Chinese government is reportedly developing a plan to invest $440-660 billion in clean energy over the next ten years17 and has announced ambitious targets for wind, solar and plug-in hybrid and electric vehicle production.18 South Korea recently announced a “Green New Deal” to invest $84 billion over the next five years to expand research and development and spur the growth of renewable energy, LEDs, smart grid, hybrid vehicle and other clean technologies—a sum representing two percent of the nation’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) each year.19 Similarly, Japan will invest $30 billion over the next five years to support R&D in a suite of low-carbon technologies20 while redoubling incentives for solar energy as part of a plan to become the “number one solar power in the world.”21

More ev

Josh Freed et al 9, vice president of the third way clean energy program, “Jumpstarting a Clean Energy Revolution with a National Institutes of Energy”, September, http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/Jumpstarting_Clean_Energy_Sept_09.pdf
While the United States has taken important steps toward transitioning to clean energy, we cannot reach our ultimate goal without new and affordable clean energy technologies. As President Obama and leading energy innovation experts recognize, this will require expanding the government’s investment in research and development by $15 billion per year. To maximize this investment, we also need to model energy R&D on one of the federal government’s most successful and popular institutions—the National Institutes of Health—by creating a National Institutes of Energy. Increased funding and the establishment of an NIE will help get America running on clean energy through the development of new, low-cost, and deployable clean energy technologies. Such a strategy is critical to secure America’s economic competitiveness in the 21st century.

R&D solves

Boosting R&D funding is uniquely effective at spurring innovation – experts agree

Josh Freed et al 9, vice president of the third way clean energy program, “Jumpstarting a Clean Energy Revolution with a National Institutes of Energy”, September, http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/Jumpstarting_Clean_Energy_Sept_09.pdf
President Obama agrees that current government spending on energy R&D is insufficient, and he has called for a sustained $15 billion increase in clean energy technology research and development, bringing overall federal investments to roughly $20 billion annually.41 This is in line with the findings of many of the leading energy research experts. John Holdren, Director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, estimates we need between two and ten times as much funding for energy research as we currently have.42 Two of the country’s leading energy innovation experts, Professors Gregory Nemet and Daniel Kammen, have called for at least $17 billion annually in energy research.43 The Brookings Institution has found that the U.S. needs to spend at least $20 billion per year.44 The Climate Group and the Office of Tony Blair have called on the world’s developed nations to at least double public R&D spending by 2015 and quadruple it by 2020.45 And 34 Nobel laureates recently sent a letter to President Obama calling on him to ensure that any clean energy legislation Congress passes includes the $15 billion per year for clean energy R&D the President requested.46 We agree with this diverse group of experts. At minimum, Congress should appropriate adequate funding to provide a sustained increase in federal clean energy R&D investments consistent with the President’s budget request – sufficient to roughly quadruple annual R&D investments over time. This new funding should be used to strengthen and augment the most effective federal energy research programs, support innovative new paradigms to structure federal energy R&D, and in particular, fund the establishment of a new National Institutes of Energy, outlined in section two.47

NIE solves

Creating an NIE jumpstarts clean tech innovation – coordination of projects is key

Josh Freed et al 9, vice president of the third way clean energy program, “Jumpstarting a Clean Energy Revolution with a National Institutes of Energy”, September, http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/Jumpstarting_Clean_Energy_Sept_09.pdf
A new National Institutes of Energy (NIE) should be established to create and oversee a network of regionally based, applications-oriented, coordinated energy innovation institutes, working with top talent from the nation’s leading research universities, national labs, and private sector innovators. Modeled on the successful National Institutes of Health, a National Institutes of Energy will provide an additional research institution designed to most efficiently prioritize the development of commercially deployable and cost-competitive energy technologies. NIH serves as an important model for a new energy innovation institution because of its successful organizational structure, clear mission, and broad public support. The NIH has a unique structure, with 20 decentralized institutes and seven multi-disciplinary research centers. These disparate offices are coordinated by a centralized Office of the Director, allowing the institutes and centers to take advantage of results-oriented expertise while maximizing information sharing and multi-disciplinary discoveries. This dual model should serve as the basis for the organization of the National Institutes of Energy. Each institute and research center has its own director and its own advisory council, comprised of scientists, health advocates, and laypersons. This enables the institutes to conduct their own research and, simultaneously, evaluate and award grants to extramural R&D projects across the country. One of the reasons that NI H has been so successful is that it funds both outside research through individual grants with critical peer review from a diverse community of scientists (depoliticizing individual funding decisions), and also conducts research in-house. The National Institutes of Energy would be created to competitively fund a network of one to two dozen individual Energy Institutes at $50 million to $300 million per institute per year, as well as several larger multidisciplinary research centers.53 Like the NIH, institutes would be largely independent and autonomous, with multiple methods for funding path-breaking research, including in-house research programs and grants for extramural research at public, non-profit and private sector research facilities. And like the NIH, each institute would have its own director and advisory council to determine funding and research priorities and grant awards. While decentralization is important, maximizing effectiveness requires coordination. Similar to the NIH Director,54 the director of NIE would provide oversight and coordination, and establish overall priorities for the network of energy institutes. The director will also serve as the NIE’s advocate to Congress and the Administration. According to a 2003 National Academy of Science report, NIH would, in fact, benefit from added levels of coordination. In line with their recommendations for the NIH, NIE’s Office of the Director would have added coordinating responsibilities. The Director would have a budget, 5% of total NIE appropriations, to fund “special projects” that focus on trans-NIE, high-risk and high-reward research that is often disadvantaged in the traditional process of peer-reviewed research and grants.55 Furthermore, the Office of the Director would be responsible for working with industry to identify key gaps in current technology and research and working with individual institutes to ensure effective technology road mapping.56 Unlike other recent R&D proposals,57 NIH’s unique combination of decentralization and central coordination (particularly after implementing NAS recommendations) will make a National Institutes of Energy a critical and effective energy R&D institution. Offer a clear and directed mission. The mission of the NIH, to fund and conduct groundbreaking medical research throughout the United States, is simple and clear. The National Institutes of Energy should also have a singular mission focused on energy R&D: developing the commercial and affordable clean energy technologies of the future. The Energy Institutes would be designed to integrate fundamental scientific discoveries with applied innovations and work closely with industry, entrepreneurs and the investment community to rapidly develop clean energy technologies and transfer them to the marketplace. The NIE, then, could have an even greater focus on translational research, and incorporate a greater percentage of high-risk, high-reward research, than the NIH (which is focused less on marketplace impact).58 NIE would organize each institute around a primary mission, such as solar energy, carbon sequestration, advanced biofuels, electrified transportation, advanced energy technology manufacturing, or the transmission, storage and management of clean electricity. This is modeled on NIH’s structure, where each institute is focused on a specific area of health such as the National Institute of Cancer. Leverage expertise through regional institutes. Unlike the NIH, whose many centers all conduct in-house research primarily at a single campus near Washington, individual energy institutes should be physically located in diverse regions across the country. Research performed by each institute would respond to the particular needs, challenges and capabilities of the region in which the institute is based. In the process, the energy innovation institutes established by NIE will help drive regional economic development and create jobs in new, high-tech industry clusters that will take the innovations emerging from NIE-funded institutes to market. To take advantage of the existing networks and researchers across the country, institutes should develop close relationships with university research centers and operate in partnership with existing federal research institutions, including existing National Labs, and private research firms.59 Provide independent funding and organization. A new National Institutes of Energy would be nominally housed within the Department of Energy, similar to the way NIH resides within the Department of Health and Human Services. However, just as with NIH, the new NIE would have separate congressional authorization, and a high degree of budgetary and staffing autonomy for each of the institute directors.60 The NIE staff and advisory boards of each institutes should be free to direct funding to individual researchers, in-house R&D programs and public and private research grants, consistent with the mission of that institute and the overall priorities set by the NIE Director.

A2 DoE key

DoE can’t do commercial R&D

Josh Freed et al 9, vice president of the third way clean energy program, “Jumpstarting a Clean Energy Revolution with a National Institutes of Energy”, September, http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/Jumpstarting_Clean_Energy_Sept_09.pdf
The Department of Energy (DOE) was not intended to prioritize the types of innovation that will lead to new commercial energy technologies that the private sector would adopt. DOE was created from a collection of nuclear weapons related departments, such as the Manhattan Project and the Atomic Energy Commission. To this day, the majority of the Department’s funding and attention remains focused on managing—and cleaning up after—the nation’s sprawling nuclear weapons arsenal, rather than on the commercial uses of energy that are today’s priorities.48 The government energy research that does exist is primarily focused on the national laboratories. While critical for basic research, the national labs are not designed to produce the advances that can lead to new commercial and deployable clean energy technologies. This is because the labs are often too far removed from the needs of the marketplace, and their focus remains split between a broad range of basic science endeavors.49 The other existing DOE offices lack sufficient focus, coordinated priorities, or the optimal structures needed to maximize public-private partnerships. Centralized in Washington DC and chronically underfunded, the DOE offices managing applied R&D programs are responsible for everything from actual research to deployment, home weatherization, and other only loosely related tasks. Without a primary focus on research and development, current DOE institutions are incapable of the rapid translational research necessary to bridge basic science insights and applied research challenges.

Ptx / elections NB

CP avoids backlash

Josh Freed et al 9, vice president of the third way clean energy program, “Jumpstarting a Clean Energy Revolution with a National Institutes of Energy”, September, http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/Jumpstarting_Clean_Energy_Sept_09.pdf
Public and political support is critical to the success of any federal agency. NIH has received broad support from policymakers and the public, and has demonstrated how such support can critically improve the ability for an agency to meet its mission. In 2005, NIH was ranked as the third most popular federal agency after the CDC and FBI, with 75% of the public rating the agency positively.61 The public is also broadly supportive of government’s commitment to R&D. A recent Pew survey found that 60% of the public agrees that “government investment in research is essential for scientific progress.” And large percentages think that government investments in basic scientific research (73%) and engineering technology (74%) pay off in the long run.62 A detailed May 2009 analysis of American attitudes on climate and energy policy found expanded clean energy research was the most popular policy response presented to respondents, garnering near unanimous public support (92%).63 An institution that is easily identifiable and meets these goals can help build broad support for clean energy innovation as NIH has done for healthcare. NIH’s support is not limited to the public. In a 2003 review of the agency, the National Academy of Sciences found that NIH is “one of the most effective and well-managed elements of the federal government and a centerpiece of its R&D system.”64 Most importantly, the agency’s substantive and popular success has brought it attention from policymakers. This resulted in a doubling of its budget to approximately $30 billion between 1998 and 2003, allowing NIH to greatly expand its ability to meet the nation’s health challenges.65 A new energy R&D institution, modeled on this successful agency, can put a high-profile public face on energy innovation research. This could galvanize the support of policymakers and the public and help to ensure adequate funding for the important project of creating a clean energy future. Even the name of the institution, the National Institutes of Energy, connects the success of the NIH with the need for energy research in the public’s and policymakers’ minds.

Aff – No Solve Competitiveness

Cherry-picking clean tech hampers competitiveness

Thomas A. Hemphill and Mark J. Perry 12, “A U.S. manufacturing strategy for the 21st century: what policies yield national sector competitiveness?”, April, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1094/is_2_47/ai_n58618168/pg_12/?tag=content;col1
* Energy and Environmental Policy. The U.S. manufacturing sector needs certainty in its long-term energy availability, and a comprehensive national energy policy needs to be established that emphasizes cost efficiency (such as cost per kWh or per Btu), domestic source reliability, and environmentally friendly impacts. These characteristics reflect the need to focus government policy support on three relatively clean and relatively inexpensive non-renewable (but domestically plentiful) fuel sources: low-emission coal, natural and shale gas and nuclear power. Although solar, wind, and biomass offer potential for future renewable sources of energy, these fuel sources are inherently only a minor source of energy, even if their respective costs-per-kWh were to decline to competitive levels with nonrenewable fuel sources (without direct government subsidies). While encouraging the use of energy-efficient and environmentally friendly technologies through tax credits and other incentives, a unilateral U.S. policy approach to reducing green-house gases is tantamount to global competitive capitulation on the part of the U.S. manufacturing sector and economy.
Economy

FERA CP (Stimulus)

1NC

Text: The United States federal government should establish a Federal Employment Reserve Authority to maintain state branches charged with maintaining updated and prioritized lists of public works projects, providing constant evaluation for financing and unemployment levels, and triggering financing when unemployment reaches trigger levels.

FERA is the most effective form of stimulus – overcomes political challenges and “shovel ready” barriers – better than single investments

Stephens 12 – Senior Editor and Policy Fellow at the Levy Economics Institute of Bard College (February 8, Michael, Multiplier Effect from The Levy Economics Institute, “The ‘Shovel Ready’ Excuse and a Fed for Public Works?,” http://www.multiplier-effect.org/?p=3527, mrs)

The latest chapter in the “why was the original stimulus so small?” story is a memo from December 2008 that reveals Larry Summers’ assessment as to why the stimulus (ARRA) had to be limited to around $800 billion—about half of what was necessary, in Summers’ estimation.  There are various conclusions you can draw from this memo, but the aspect I’d like to focus on is this:  Larry Summers’ suggestion that $225 billion of “actual spending on priority investments” is all that the government could get out the door over a two year time span (and so the rest had to be made up of tax cuts, aid to states, etc.).

Let’s grant for the sake of argument that Summers is correct about this “shovel ready” figure.  The question is:  what can we do about it?  If you’re looking for short-term results, the answer is probably “not much.”  Even things like speeding up environmental impact assessments for infrastructure projects wouldn’t have much effect (at the link, Brad Plumer tells us that only 4 percent of highway infrastructure projects even require such environmental reviews).

But looking ahead, there is more we could and should be doing.  Back in 2009 Martin Shubik sketched out a plan in a Levy Institute policy note for creating a “Federal Employment Reserve Authority“—a kind of Fed for employment (yes, I know:  the Federal Reserve is the “Fed for employment.”  But you don’t need to look very hard to see that the sides of the dual mandate aren’t equally weighted).  Among other things, the FERA would maintain state branches that are charged with keeping updated and prioritized lists of potential public works projects (with a preference for self-liquidating projects) and providing constant monitoring and evaluation so that financing can be put in place as soon as unemployment reaches a particular trigger level in that region.  Regional public investment would respond to objective employment conditions.
The US doesn’t do a great job with conventional “automatic stabilizers.”  One of the biggest social assistance programs, TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families), is far less responsive to poverty than we might want it to be (less responsive anyway than its predecessor, Aid to Families with Dependent Children).  (See also Peter Orszag’s Bloomberg column today comparing US and European fiscal stabilizers.)

Shubik’s FERA-initiated projects wouldn’t be quite as “automatic” as conventional fiscal stabilizers, but this new setup would have the benefits of (1) speeding up the public works process (being able to move more than $225 billion over two years), and (2) responding in a more mechanical way to employment crises, rather than depending entirely on the outcomes of Congressional procedure.  Such automated responses are in many ways preferable to setting fiscal policy and levels of public investment according to the whim and mood of whichever “moderate”* holds the 60th vote in the Senate.

Now, you might want to say that these sorts of decisions ought to be kept within the confines of the legislative arena, allowing a clash of economic policy visions to determine the course of policy.  But that’s not really the way the US political system is set up.  The way it works (or not) is that the political party in Congress that doesn’t control the White House is given both the incentive and the ability to see that unemployment remains high.  That’s not a recipe for sensible policy.  Getting reasonably coherent policy responses out of the legislature during an economic crisis would require a different set of political institutions from the ones we have right now; it would require political reforms about as dramatic as the creation of a Shubik-style FERA.
2NC Solvency

Federal Employment Reserve Authority solves – stimulates the economy through job creation

Shubik 9 – professor emeritus of economics at Yale, PhD and AM in Economics from Princeton, and BA and MS in Mathematics and Political Economy from the University of Toronto (May, Martin, The Levy Economics Institute of Bard College, “A Proposal For A Federal Employment Reserve Authority,” http://www.levyinstitute.org/pubs/pn_09_05.pdf, mrs)

A Financial Fail-Safe Mechanism

Our financial institutions and instruments are part of a delicate overall guidance and control system for the political economy. The structure has to match the supply of public goods and taxation to the demands of the electorate. This calls for a blend of economic, political, bureaucratic, and social forces.

The Federal Reserve System, created by act of Congress in 1913, has been evolving and adjusting for nearly a century. The system’s organizational structure is laden with checks and balances, and represents diverse interests. Its Board of Governors is appointed by the president and requires confirmation by the Senate. Like the Supreme Court, the Federal Reserve Board is the product of the interplay of political, economic, and legal forces. The number of governors reflects a designer judgment call on the balancing of powers and the ability of the institution to function.

It is suggested that, in order to keep a socially acceptable index of unemployment below some specified level, a government agency similar in power and structure to the Fed would be appropriate. This agency—a Federal Employment Reserve Authority, or FERA—would be devoted to monitoring the “natural rate of unemployment,” which is “natural” in the sense that it is dependent on society’s existing institutions, laws, customs, and technology. FERA would require considerable hand-tailoring to provide the appropriate control details needed. But as a permanent body it would be a vast improvement over a last-minute, temporary disaster-relief program such as the Depression-era Works Progress Administration (WPA).

In the design of an institution aimed at modifying the level of unemployment it is highly probable that we would need to hand-tailor a control structure with governance numbers different from those of either the Supreme Court or the Federal Reserve in order to fit the population of the United States in the 21st century. A sketch of this proposed institution is provided below.

In addition to its governing board, the Federal Reserve System includes 12 district banks and has approximately 25,000 employees. An agency such as FERA more naturally calls for a central or controlling authority in Washington and a branch in each of the 50 states. Each state branch would have on average 100 to 200 employees—for an agency-wide total of 5,000 to 10,000—and a board of governors split among business and labor representatives, as well as academics and federal and state representatives. Each branch would monitor unemployment in its state. It would also maintain a list of potential public works projects with priorities and potential revenue-generation possibilities. The priority would be self-liquidating projects where some portion of the revenues would flow back to either the state or the federal government.

The central Authority would be responsible for developing state and federal taxation and funding guidelines in concert with the Federal Reserve System and the Treasury via a Joint Assessment Financing Board (JAFB). The duties of this board would be to constantly monitor the listing, evaluation, financing, and paybacks proposed by each state branch so that the structure of the financing could be set in place as soon as the employment level in any region exceeded the trigger value. A further duty of the JAFB would be to determine the breakdown of unemployment in the state—how much is attributable to recession, and how much is attributable to the application of new technology. (Technological unemployment should not call for agency action except via an Educational Retraining Board acting in concert with the educational resources of the state and the federal Department of Education.)

It is important to stress that constant monitoring, along with the ability to act quickly and deliberately, is a necessity. This will require that legislation be passed in advance to provide flexibility in emergency financing without having to request funding from Congress during a crisis.

The central Authority would supervise oversight of the projects to be enacted. The state branches and member firms would be responsible for the generation and maintenance of micro information on local unemployment, the valuation of projects worthy of sponsorship in a high-unemployment environment, and the distinction between recession and technological unemployment in their area. 

There are several basic principles that should be adhered to by the Authority:

(1) It should never own assets that it does not have the in-house capability to evaluate, and should avoid supervision of projects where it does not have in-house expertise.

(2) Its role is to coordinate and stimulate activities promoting employment, not to employ individuals directly. Only under conditions of a deep depression should a direct, WPA–style employment approach be permitted as an act of last resort.

(3) The Authority must stress transparency in the availability of its information sources, evaluation of the regional economic and employment status, as well as the projects to be implemented and the bidding and procurement procedures employed.

(4) Once unemployment goes above a fixed level of, say, 6 or 7 percent (to be adjusted as circumstances warrant), the Authority would put out bids for projects in coordination with federal and state funding authorities involved in financing. The drafting of institutional rules is an evolutionary process, and there are many details to be worked out. Rather than a blueprint, the above comments are offered as a platform for building in a fail-safe mechanism to protect the real economy when the financial-control structure fails.
FERA is key to address unemployment and global economic woes – it’s the most effective form of stimulus and other forms of recovery fail

Avaari Financial 12 (June 14, “Policies For A Strong Economic Recovery…,” http://onceusave.com/policies_for_a_strong_economic_recovery/, mrs)

The high unemployment rate and the associated lack in aggregate demand is the root cause of the tepid economic recovery. Fiscal stimulus is a band-aid. We need – now and for the next few years – massive government spending to support the unemployed and prevent the defaults of state and local governments. The economy needs to be shocked to regain traction with this stimulus. Beyond that, spending will not stimulate anything, and it has nothing to do with the causes of the crisis or with putting an end to it. It is the strong pain killer that the economy needs for the infection that afflicts it, but it is just a pain killer, not a cure. Yale economist Martin Shubik in a 2009 proposal, recommended creating a Federal Employment Reserve Authority which would identify shovel-ready projects around the country that the government could invest in during recessions. Once the projects are identified, the spending on these could be activated before the onset of next-recession. This would be akin to having some medicine in the medicine cabinet ready to use, rather than having to make a long trip to the drugstore late at night, which you are likely not to do. You will most likely just go to bed and suffer. We do not want to have the US and the world economy suffer any longer. Well-crafted tax adjustments can be useful, but only if targeted to address the deflationary pressures and/or the fragility of the financial system. By the same token, trade protection, total capital control and other similarly “brilliant” ideas floating around need to be opposed. They will do nothing to attack the causes of the crisis, and they could make the recession deeper and more protracted.
FERA is the medicine necessary to fix the economy – other investments are just patchwork solutions

Kavoussi 11 (October 14, Bonnie, Huffington Post Business, “U.S. Economy Needs More Federal Spending, Yale Economists Say,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/10/14/federal-spending-stimulus-yale-economists-recommend_n_1011097.html, mrs)
As Yale University economists gathered on Thursday evening to discuss job growth strategies, many warned that a failure to act aggressively risks the increasing possibility of many years of economic stagnation, elevated joblessness and declining living standards.

Some suggested that the government must act quickly to put millions of Americans back to work with large-scale public projects, while warning that an inadequate response risks a U.S. fate similar to Japan's so-called lost decade.

After a collapse in housing prices and the stock market, Japan in the 1990s suffered from a deflationary spiral that the government and central bank enabled by not substantially increasing spending or lowering borrowing costs. Unemployment remained elevated as consumer spending declined, and both people's debt and goods and services became more expensive.
"Think about Japan in 1989. It was a global powerhouse which many people thought would be number one and dominate the world economy, and 20 years after ... it is off the economic map," said economist Aleh Tsyvinski. "I am afraid that we are on the verge of something much greater and much more problematic with the U.S. economy."
Economist John Geanakoplos said the current predicament must be viewed as a long-term problem that requires long-term solutions. He proposed that government officials set up expert committees to investigate how to remake American infrastructure for the next 10 to 20 years, building airports, trains and roads for the future rather than patching up old models.
In the long run, Geanakoplos said, infrastructure investment raises money for the government because those employed in construction and those using the new infrastructure spend more and pay higher taxes. Both the government's budget and the economy benefit, he said.
Economist Robert Shiller agreed with Geanakoplos' prescription for more infrastructure investment. "When we go through a crisis like this, it's a time for us to improve everything," Shiller said.

He suggested that the government create a Federal Employment Reserve Authority -- inspired by Yale economist Martin Shubik's 2009 proposal -- which would identify shovel-ready projects around the country that the government could invest in during recessions. Just as people cannot get over colds all at once, Shiller said, the government cannot bring the unemployment rate "rapidly down" if it does not prepare for the disease beforehand.

If the U.S. pinpoints shovel-ready projects before the next recession, Shiller said, "We'd have some medicine in the medicine cabinet ready to use, rather than having to make a long trip to the drugstore late at night, which you don't do. You'll just go to bed and suffer."
2NC Doesn’t Link to Politics
FERA is politically viable and effectively manages unemployment 
Da Costa 9 (April 30, Pedro, Reuters, “A Federal Reserve … of Employment?,” http://blogs.reuters.com/macroscope/2009/04/30/a-federal-reserve-of-employment/, mrs)
The Federal Reserve role as a lender of last resort has never been more prominent than in the current crisis. But Martin Shubik, economics professor at Yale, argues in a policy note that the country might also need another kind of economic body: A Federal Employment Reserve Authority, or FERA, to stabilize labor markets in troubled times.

“In order to keep a socially acceptable index of unemployment below some specified level, a government agency similar in power and structure to the Fed would be appropriate,” Shubik writes in a research note published by the Levy Economics Institute.
The proposed agency would not in itself create jobs, but it would have the expertise to evaluate projects for their viability, keeping handy a list of so-called “shovel-ready” public works projects that would be easily implemented and yield the most bang for the taxpayer’s buck.

“FERA would require considerable hand-tailoring to provide the appropriate control details needed. But as a permanent body it would be a vast improvement over a last-minute, temporary disaster-relief program such as the Depression-era Works Progress Administration (WPA),” Shubik writes.
Shubik’s proposal may sound like a pipe dream, but with the economy losing upwards of 600,000 jobs a month it is not difficult to envision a day when the notion of a central employment agency begins to gain political traction.
Visas CP (Innovation)

1NC

Text: The United States federal government should abolish filing constraints and the quota system for H1-B visas.

H1-B visa restrictions eviscerate American competitiveness – abolishing the system would solve innovation, entrepreneurship, and job creation
Bier 12 – Policy analyst at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, degree in pol sci and philosophy from Grove City College (June 17, David, Forbes, “H1-B Visa Quotas Greatly Restrain Small Business Expansion,” http://www.forbes.com/sites/realspin/2012/06/17/h1-b-visa-quotas-greatly-restrain-small-business-expansion/, mrs)
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (CIS) announced this week that it had filled its annual H-1B visa quota for foreign high-skilled workers. The announcement comes about five months earlier than last year, signaling that U.S. businesses are expanding again. But many companies must now wait until next year to attempt to hire needed talent. This constraint is slowing their renewed growth, while unfairly disadvantaging small businesses that lack the resources necessary to navigate America’s complex immigration code.
As America’s technology and service-based economy has expanded over the last decade, its demand for high-skilled labor has increased greatly. Global competition requires access to the world’s best talent. Yet during this same period, Congress has allowed the H-1B quota for high-skilled workers to drop in half—from 195,000 in 2001 to 85,000 today. In 2006, the quota was tapped in less than two months. In 2008, it vanished in less than a day—nearly 125,000 applications were received in just two days.

Market-driven demand grew while government-controlled supply shrank. “In most years,” the Government Accountability Office found last year, “demand for new H-1B workers exceeded the cap.” This mismatch is further exacerbated by fees and regulations that prevent businesses, particularly small firms, from even applying. One company estimated the cost of the H-1B and green card process at $16,000. More than sixty percent of small businesses surveyed by the GAO “incurred significant business costs resulting from petitions denied due to the cap, delays in processing H-1B petitions, and other costs.”

H-1B regulations advantage large companies because they can absorb application costs and afford more qualified consultants. Complicated forms and regulations—and the imperative of speed and accuracy—force most businesses to hire experts for $3,000 for a single applicant. Multinational companies surveyed by the GAO “were generally able to hire their preferred candidates because the firms were skilled at navigating the immigration system.” This legal inequity places start-ups and small firms at a disadvantage.

“Some companies would not want to be bothered with foreign students because it would require a lawyer to do all the paperwork,” Elias Shiu, a professor at the University of Iowa’s department of statistics and actuarial science, told The Des Moines Register earlier this year. International students constitute more than sixty percent of Shiu’s department, like many science, engineering, and technology departments at other universities. Yet finding jobs for these highly-qualified workers in the U.S. is almost impossible due to H-1B regulations.

Not only can big players navigate the system better than small firms, they often manage to avoid it completely. Large firms like Principal can afford to have actuary offices in China and Brazil. Similarly, Microsoft recently opened offices in Vancouver to make use of Canada’s more expeditious immigration system for foreign software designers. Not only is stimulating off-shoring bad policy, it is unfair to small U.S. competitors who cannot afford offices overseas to avoid visa constraints.

Multinational firms do not always need to leave the U.S. to hire the workers they want—they can also use an L-1 visa to bring workers from their foreign offices to a U.S. site for up to seven years, or they can use a B-1 visa to conduct short-term activities like holding business conferences. While these options are unavailable to most small firms and start-ups, the best response to such inequality isn’t to restrain multinationals, but to open competition for all American businesses by eliminating H-1B restrictions.

Highly-skilled foreign workers do not “take jobs”—they make jobs. H-1B applications fell dramatically during the recession because companies use H-1B visas not to replace Americans during downtimes, but to recruit workers during expansion. A 2009 National Foundation for American Policy study found that every H-1B request is correlated with five new jobs at major firms and more than seven jobs at firms with less than 5,000 employees. H-1B restrictions slow this expansion and hurt economic growth.

Immigration quotas and restrictions are fundamentally unfair and stand in the way of America’s future prosperity. Increasing the H-1B quota would constitute progress. But better yet, abolishing the quota system and H-1B constraints entirely would not only allow more highly-skilled workers to come, but also make America’s immigration system fair for small competitors. Fairer competition would increase innovation, entrepreneurship, and job creation, benefiting all Americans.
2NC Solvency
The H1-B cap causes unacceptable brain drain – the only solution to stop gutting the economy is to remove the cap
Dunn 12 – recognized as one of the country’s leading immigration lawyers, co-chair of the New York State Bar Association’s Immigration and Nationality Law Committee, partner Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel, LLP (June 19, Matthew, Forbes, “Drive Business Back To The U.S., Reform H-1B Visa Laws,” http://www.forbes.com/sites/realspin/2012/06/19/drive-business-back-to-the-u-s-reform-h-1b-visa-laws/, mrs)
At a time when our country’s economy is struggling and our businesses are searching for ways to remain globally competitive, we’re fortunate to live in a place where the very brightest and most talented professionals from around the world want to come to work.  Yet, because of our antiquated H-1B visa laws, which are the main conduit used by U.S. employers to hire critical professionals such as doctors, scientists, teachers and engineers, our nation’s companies are severely restricted by an arbitrary quota, as to the number of highly skilled workers they can hire.
Last week, the quota on H-1B visas ran out– a mere ten weeks after it opened up for filings on April 1st.  The June date is many months earlier than the past two years, when hiring was much slower. In 2010 the cap was reached the following January, and in  2011 the cap was reached in November.  The H-1B program grants only 65,000 visas annually for bachelor’s degree holders-the identical number provided when the quota was first established in 1990.
The good news is that employers filling the pool of H-1B visas more rapidly this year signals an improving job market and an uptick in the economy.  The bad news is that these numbers clearly show that U.S. employers need more H-1B employees to compete in the global marketplace.

For those who argue that H-1B workers take jobs from U.S. workers, this is just simply not the case.  The U.S. employer must pay the H-1B worker the greater of the actual compensation paid other employees in the same job or the prevailing wage for that occupation.  Second, the hiring of these workers does not come cheap as there are government filing fees and legal fees that run in the thousands of dollars.  Finally, the visa has a $1,500 training and scholarship fee that U.S. companies must pay for every H-1B petition they file.  According to the NFAP, $2 billion in fees have funded more than 53,000 scholarships for U.S. students, programs for 190,000 students and 6,800 school teachers, and training  for more than 55,000 U.S. workers.

U.S. employers want H-1B professionals because they are job creators.  In 2008, Bill Gates testified that, “Microsoft has found that for every H-1B hire we make, we add on average four additional employees to support them in various capacities.”  Similarly, according to the National Foundation for American Policy (NFAP), an increase of employment of 7.5 workers were associated with every H-1B filing requested by U.S. technology companies with fewer than 5000 employees.  Immigrants have an astounding track record as job makers in U.S., with the Partnership of a New American Economy concluding in a June 2011 report, that nearly 20% of the Fortune 500 companies were founded by immigrants, including Google, Intel, Yahoo, and Ebay.

The H-1B status is the principal vehicle used by U.S. employers to employ foreign graduates from U.S. universities.  Foreign students represent half of all U.S. graduate enrollments in engineering, math, and computer science.  In December 2008, Harvard Business School released a study concluding that immigrants comprise nearly half of all scientists and engineers in the U.S. who have a doctorate.

Frustrated by the annual cap on H-1B visas and its impact on business, large companies have responded by setting up operations outside of the U.S. to fill this need.  Similarly, because of the uncertainties brought on by the quota, many of the H-1B candidates, who are job creators and innovators and would allow the U.S. companies to compete in the global marketplace, have decided to settle in Canada and other countries with more liberal business immigration laws.
In order to capture this talent and support our economy, we must reform our H-1B visa program.  As it now stands, we are systematically turning away individuals with top-shelf brainpower and allowing them to stimulate another nation’s economy.  At no cost to taxpayers, an immediate solution to provide relief for the H-1B category would be to recapture unused H-1B visas from previous fiscal years, exempt U.S. educated workers with advanced degrees from the H-1B cap, and raise the cap to 100,000, providing for a market-based escalator if the cap is reached during the previous fiscal year.  The long-term fix is simple: there should be no quota on H-1B visas.   Market conditions will dictate how many H-1B employees are necessary.  It’s time our companies stop suffering, while the arbitrary cap on H-1B visas continues damaging our economy.
Lifting the cap is key to broader reform and true economic recovery – generates political support too
Kayyem 11 – lecturer in Public Policy and Member of the Board of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Harvard Kennedy School, former Assistant Secretary for Intergovernmental Affairs at the Department of Homeland Security, former homeland security advisor for Massachusetts (February 28, Juliette, The Boston Globe, “End visa cap on experts,” http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2011/02/28/end_visa_cap_on_experts/, mrs)
So, here’s a slimmed down version of another big idea — comprehensive immigration reform. Let’s take off the cap on visas for highly skilled foreign workers.

For decades, well meaning bipartisan leaders (including the late Senator Kennedy), joined by immigration activists and business and religious leaders, have sought to address both legal and illegal immigration to ensure America is both safe and competitive. The proposals always included tough enforcement, stronger border controls, more transparent and better-managed immigration bureaucracies, and some way to stop putting our heads in the sand that we have millions of illegal immigrants living in this country with no access to a path to lawful citizenship.
And it has always failed. We’ve come close, but not close enough.

Yet the groups that support truly comprehensive reform continue to fear efforts to think small. They calculate that piecemeal efforts toward reform will pick off the carrots they need to entice business and others to support the more difficult aspects of immigration policy.

This grand strategy needs to be revisited. It’s clear that, once the political machinations halt, we end up without comprehensive reform and more National Guard on the border. Another strategy — the baby-steps strategy — is needed, and it would start by doing those pieces of opening up that are a lot less controversial: call them market-driven immigration policies.

From 1995 to 2005, 25 percent of America’s high-tech startups, employing over 400,000 workers, had an immigrant founder. Thirty-three of all PhDs and 57 percent of all post-doctorates in science and engineering from US universities were awarded to foreign-born students. Twenty-five percent of America’s international patents were based on the work of immigrants. In a global economy, it takes a certain smugness to create an immigration system that undermines our most dominant economic need — and a certain amount of short-sightedness to educate future global leaders and then force them to set up shop elsewhere.

But that’s the system we have.

There is a hard cap on the number of high-skilled (and often US-educated) workers under the H1B visa system; a cap that was filled by US companies in nine months in 2009, and in a matter of days in more prosperous 2008 and 2007.
Many supporters of the H1B visa cap argue that it protects US workers. It’s a familiar ruse — they are taking from us. Workers on high-skill visas make up less than 0.1 percent of the US workforce. In any event, there may be an argument to better refine the definition of “high skill’’ — it includes every profession from engineers, to lawyers, to models — but capping the number is a quota that has nothing to do with global need.

Which makes lifting the cap just the kind of baby step we should take. The modern civil rights movement purposefully culminated (and did not begin) with the hardest case, Brown vs. Board of Education. For decades before, leaders of that epic struggle fought for smaller reforms, including desegregating the military.
The effort to pass the DREAM Act — focusing on those undocumented aliens seeking to enlist in our armed forces or get an education — was in that same spirit. But with that attempt having failed, the visa cap provides another opportunity.

If Arizona is at the forefront of immigration animosity, Massachusetts is perfectly positioned to help write the counter-narrative. At MIT alone in the last decade, 53 assistant professors were able to stay in this country on an H1B visa. High-technology, life sciences, and university leaders in this state ought to use their leverage to begin a focused effort on this admittedly small but important piece of immigration reform. In the end, small change will begin to alter the way this nation talks, debates, and often yells about immigrants.
For too long, we’ve linked lifting caps on foreign experts to making it easier to provide a pathway to citizenship for other immigrants, in hopes of expanding support for comprehensive reform. Let’s try it the other way. Once we make room for foreign skilled workers to contribute fully to our economy, then maybe there will be more political space to see the benefits of doing something bigger.

2NC AT “Demand Low”
Their card is too old – prefer evidence from this year’s H1-B visa application process. The demand is incredibly high – caps were hit within weeks

Dwoskin 12 (June 13, Elizabeth, Bloomberg Businessweek, “H-1B Visas Hit the Cap, Sending Companies to Plan B,” http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-06-13/h1-b-visas-hit-the-cap-companies-go-to-plan-b, mrs)
For Silicon Valley, a day of ritual disappointment came on June 12: The U.S. announced that the slots for 2013 H-1B visas had all been filled.

On the first business day in April, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services opens the rounds of petitioning for these coveted visas for highly skilled foreign workers. The agency awards the 85,000 visas on a first-come, first-served basis and companies scramble to get in their applications for foreign hires as quickly as they can. (Human resources managers, knowing the cap was close to being filled, worked through the weekend, racing to file.) The cap has been the same since 2004, with 65,000 slots for foreign hires and 20,000 spaces reserved for graduates of U.S. universities.

The speed at which the cap is reached is a loose indicator of the economy’s state. In 2007, slots filled up on May 26 (July 26 for university grads). In 2008, the cap was reached in a single day: April 2. In 2009, applications were sluggish and took eight months to reach the cap. In 2011, the slots were filled in seven months.

It now appears that things are picking up again—a good sign for the economy.

2NC AT “Displaces US Jobs”
Extend the 1NC Bier card – H1-B workers don’t take US jobs – they create 5 to 7 jobs per worker – restrictions strangle American job growth

H1-B workers don’t displace US jobs – paid the same, create more jobs, and key to higher from US universities
Dunn 12 – recognized as one of the country’s leading immigration lawyers, co-chair of the New York State Bar Association’s Immigration and Nationality Law Committee, partner Kramer Levin Naftalis & Frankel, LLP (June 19, Matthew, Forbes, “Drive Business Back To The U.S., Reform H-1B Visa Laws,” http://www.forbes.com/sites/realspin/2012/06/19/drive-business-back-to-the-u-s-reform-h-1b-visa-laws/, mrs)
For those who argue that H-1B workers take jobs from U.S. workers, this is just simply not the case.  The U.S. employer must pay the H-1B worker the greater of the actual compensation paid other employees in the same job or the prevailing wage for that occupation.  Second, the hiring of these workers does not come cheap as there are government filing fees and legal fees that run in the thousands of dollars.  Finally, the visa has a $1,500 training and scholarship fee that U.S. companies must pay for every H-1B petition they file.  According to the NFAP, $2 billion in fees have funded more than 53,000 scholarships for U.S. students, programs for 190,000 students and 6,800 school teachers, and training  for more than 55,000 U.S. workers.
U.S. employers want H-1B professionals because they are job creators.  In 2008, Bill Gates testified that, “Microsoft has found that for every H-1B hire we make, we add on average four additional employees to support them in various capacities.”  Similarly, according to the National Foundation for American Policy (NFAP), an increase of employment of 7.5 workers were associated with every H-1B filing requested by U.S. technology companies with fewer than 5000 employees.  Immigrants have an astounding track record as job makers in U.S., with the Partnership of a New American Economy concluding in a June 2011 report, that nearly 20% of the Fortune 500 companies were founded by immigrants, including Google, Intel, Yahoo, and Ebay.

The H-1B status is the principal vehicle used by U.S. employers to employ foreign graduates from U.S. universities.  Foreign students represent half of all U.S. graduate enrollments in engineering, math, and computer science.  In December 2008, Harvard Business School released a study concluding that immigrants comprise nearly half of all scientists and engineers in the U.S. who have a doctorate.
2NC AT “Links to Politics”

Microsoft and other tech companies love the counterplan – they’d lobby for it
Bishop 12 (April 2, Todd, Geekwire, “As new H-1B season begins, Microsoft renews call to loosen rules on foreign workers,” http://www.geekwire.com/2012/h1b-season-begins-microsoft-renews-call-looser-restrictions-foreign-workers/, mrs)
However, Microsoft and other companies that use the program contend that it helps the economy in the long run to bring these workers to the U.S. They say the current restrictions on the program are too severe.

In a post today, Microsoft’s Brad Smith called on Congress to move ahead with reforms, pushing for the Senate to pass the Fairness for High-Skilled Immigrants Act that was approved overwhelmingly by the House last year.
“The bill would replace the discriminatory ‘per-country’ limits on employment-based green cards with a merit-based, first-come-first-served system, but it has unfortunately stalled in the Senate. The Senate should act now and pass this important legislation. Congress should also pass legislation to help ensure that the U.S. can retain top foreign students who complete their education at U.S. universities, rather than driving them away after graduation to compete against us in other countries.”

Tech lobbies are immensely powerful – they successfully use large swaths to cash to lobby for bills they support – SOPA and JOBS prove
Sloane 12 (April 1, Garett, New York Post, “Tech companies new lobbying force in DC,” http://www.nypost.com/p/news/business/flexing_muscles_tezyRbXXee4BuGpqV9StUK, mrs)
Big Technology is the new Washington powerhouse.

In the last few months, the tech industry has won some of the biggest debates and legislative battles in Washington, from protesting the Stop Online Piracy Act to last week’s passage of the JOBS Act.

With SOPA, Google led the charge to kill the bill that was pushed by an old-school Washington power player — the entertainment industry. The Jumpstart Our Business Startups Act passed with support from major Silicon Valley figures like AOL founder Steve Case and Twitter.

Despite some persuasive arguments in favor of SOPA and against the JOBS Act, the House and Senate agreed with the silicon side in both instances, thanks to successful lobbying and the tech industry’s influence; tech is the fifth-largest spender in Washington.

President Obama is set to sign the JOBS Act this week, after the bill won broad bipartisan support in both the House and Senate. The bill’s provisions legitimize online crowdfunding, ease IPO regulations for small private companies, relax solicitation rules for private securities and eliminate certain shareholder requirements that push companies to go public.

The bill passed despite concerns raised by the Securities and Exchange Commission, which prior to the vote uncovered alleged incidents of fraud involving pre-IPO stock transactions.

The JOBS Act is expected to foster more trading in private-company stock because it raises the number of shareholders a company can have from 500 to 2,000 before it has to disclose its financial data to the SEC. Also, employees with stock options are exempt from the tally.

The new bill essentially eliminates the threshold that prods companies to go public by forcing them to report financial results, according to regulation experts and Washington observers.

“The whole policy behind securities laws is that companies should disclose information to people investing in them,” said a securities lawyer, speaking on the condition of anonymity. “With the new limit at 2,000, there will be more people out there buying and selling stock in companies in which they have no information whatsoever.”

The shareholder rule almost didn’t make it into the JOBS Act, according to a lobbyist who worked on the bill.

Twitter became one of the biggest proponents of lifting the count and is the prime example of a company that is expanding its shareholders with employee stock options and private trading.

Twitter CEO Dick Costolo signed a letter to Congress, along with dozens of Silicon Valley entrepreneurs, supporting the new rules. Twitter even had discussions with the White House, whose initial version of the bill did not include the shareholder provision, according to the lobbyist.

New York City’s SecondMarket was another player in pushing the legislation. The firm operates an exchange for trading shares in private companies, a platform that bloomed first with Facebook shares.

The firm lobbied hard, spending more than $200,000 and substantial time in Washington, to advance the legislation. SecondMarket hopes it will lead to more trading of shares in companies that remain private for longer periods of time.

The company is looking for new opportunities since Facebook decided to go public, robbing it of a cash cow and leading to layoffs, which were announced Friday.

Advocating bills like SOPA and JOBS cost the tech industry $125 million last year, according to OpenSecrets.org.

This is just the beginning of tech’s influence, said one source, who sees all of K Street looking to woo Silicon Valley dollars. The landscape is changing, too, with the likes of Google and Facebook opening offices in the capital.

The next major legislative movement for tech could be over online privacy and tracking Web habits, an issue at the heart of social networking and search engines.

Google, Facebook and others will now focus on trying to control that debate, and with two tech victories already, a third win is possible, the lobbyist said.

“A lot of people come to Washington and spend a lot of money, but are not successful. These guys were,” he said.
Lifting the cap generates political reform – not subject to the violent politics of broader immigration reform
Kayyem 11 – lecturer in Public Policy and Member of the Board of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Harvard Kennedy School, former Assistant Secretary for Intergovernmental Affairs at the Department of Homeland Security, former homeland security advisor for Massachusetts (February 28, Juliette, The Boston Globe, “End visa cap on experts,” http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2011/02/28/end_visa_cap_on_experts/, mrs)
So, here’s a slimmed down version of another big idea — comprehensive immigration reform. Let’s take off the cap on visas for highly skilled foreign workers.

For decades, well meaning bipartisan leaders (including the late Senator Kennedy), joined by immigration activists and business and religious leaders, have sought to address both legal and illegal immigration to ensure America is both safe and competitive. The proposals always included tough enforcement, stronger border controls, more transparent and better-managed immigration bureaucracies, and some way to stop putting our heads in the sand that we have millions of illegal immigrants living in this country with no access to a path to lawful citizenship.
And it has always failed. We’ve come close, but not close enough.

Yet the groups that support truly comprehensive reform continue to fear efforts to think small. They calculate that piecemeal efforts toward reform will pick off the carrots they need to entice business and others to support the more difficult aspects of immigration policy.

This grand strategy needs to be revisited. It’s clear that, once the political machinations halt, we end up without comprehensive reform and more National Guard on the border. Another strategy — the baby-steps strategy — is needed, and it would start by doing those pieces of opening up that are a lot less controversial: call them market-driven immigration policies.

From 1995 to 2005, 25 percent of America’s high-tech startups, employing over 400,000 workers, had an immigrant founder. Thirty-three of all PhDs and 57 percent of all post-doctorates in science and engineering from US universities were awarded to foreign-born students. Twenty-five percent of America’s international patents were based on the work of immigrants. In a global economy, it takes a certain smugness to create an immigration system that undermines our most dominant economic need — and a certain amount of short-sightedness to educate future global leaders and then force them to set up shop elsewhere.

But that’s the system we have.

There is a hard cap on the number of high-skilled (and often US-educated) workers under the H1B visa system; a cap that was filled by US companies in nine months in 2009, and in a matter of days in more prosperous 2008 and 2007.
Many supporters of the H1B visa cap argue that it protects US workers. It’s a familiar ruse — they are taking from us. Workers on high-skill visas make up less than 0.1 percent of the US workforce. In any event, there may be an argument to better refine the definition of “high skill’’ — it includes every profession from engineers, to lawyers, to models — but capping the number is a quota that has nothing to do with global need.

Which makes lifting the cap just the kind of baby step we should take. The modern civil rights movement purposefully culminated (and did not begin) with the hardest case, Brown vs. Board of Education. For decades before, leaders of that epic struggle fought for smaller reforms, including desegregating the military.
The effort to pass the DREAM Act — focusing on those undocumented aliens seeking to enlist in our armed forces or get an education — was in that same spirit. But with that attempt having failed, the visa cap provides another opportunity.

If Arizona is at the forefront of immigration animosity, Massachusetts is perfectly positioned to help write the counter-narrative. At MIT alone in the last decade, 53 assistant professors were able to stay in this country on an H1B visa. High-technology, life sciences, and university leaders in this state ought to use their leverage to begin a focused effort on this admittedly small but important piece of immigration reform. In the end, small change will begin to alter the way this nation talks, debates, and often yells about immigrants.
For too long, we’ve linked lifting caps on foreign experts to making it easier to provide a pathway to citizenship for other immigrants, in hopes of expanding support for comprehensive reform. Let’s try it the other way. Once we make room for foreign skilled workers to contribute fully to our economy, then maybe there will be more political space to see the benefits of doing something bigger.
Pollution

Fossil Fuels CP

1NC Shell
The United States federal government should endorse an oil reform agenda that regulates the oil industry and moves away from our dependence on oil.

Solves pollution
Hendricks, Gordon, and Kenworthy 10 (Bracken, Kate, Tom, Senior Fellows at American Progress, Obama’s campaign advisor, founder of the Apollo Alliance, Senior associate of Center on Wisconsin Strategy, Reporter of Washington Post and USA Today, 6/15/10, Center for American Progress, “Fix the Real Problem: End America’s Energy Vulnerability

A Framework for Responding to the Gulf Coast Oil Crisis,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/06/energy_framework.html, woojae)
If we are to turn the BP oil disaster into economic opportunity and reduce our strategic vulnerability to fossil fuel dependence, the president and Congress must see this crisis in its true light. It is not a crisis caused only by BP or even by our oil dependence alone. It is a disaster borne from an economic strategy that is based on dwindling and dangerous fossil fuels. There is a path out of this mess: We must better regulate oil while moving the country beyond our dependence on oil. We must aggressively invest in alternative energy technologies, including energy efficiency programs. And we must finally cap and price carbon pollution, meeting the global commitment to bring carbon emissions down to at least 17 percent below 2005 emissions by 2020. These efforts, taken together, can propel the United States along the path to ending oil dependence, rebuilding our economy on a low-carbon foundation, and meeting the climate pollution reduction targets outlined in House and Senate legislation, even in the absence of a congressionally authorized carbon trading system. And it will preserve and enhance clean air and clean water for our children and their children. We are at a time unlike any other in history. The president, Congress, and the American people must think big and realize that the 21st century economy will not be powered by the same 20th century engines. We need a strategy that will get us back to work, wean us off dirty energy from hostile nations, bring health and economic benefits to countless Americans, and drive the long-term American prosperity and strength to which we are accustomed. We need a clean energy future, and we need to start building it now. Moving away from our dependence on oil. The path forward to a new energy economy must begin with a direct response to the current crisis. That means it must begin with oil. We must stop risking workers’ lives and putting taxpayers on the hook to pay for our country’s oil dependence. We need comprehensive oil reform legislation that protects us from future production disasters, reduces our oil use, promotes the transition to less polluting fuels and a new generation of vehicles, cuts oil industry subsidies, and generates revenue to help us reduce our consumption of oil. The Center for American Progress has proposed an oil reform agenda that regulates the oil industry while also moving the country away from our utter dependence on that industry. We propose: Eliminating the liability limit for offshore oil disasters, which currently caps oil spill liability at $75 million Requiring BP to put $5 billion—its first quarter 2010 profits—into an escrow fund to ensure prompt payments for cleanup and compensation Requiring all oil companies active in the region to invest in a long-term economic development fund to reverse the decades of damage that the oil and gas industry has done to wetlands and the overall economy Adopting the recommendations for offshore oil-well safety in the Interior Department’s “Increased Safety Measures for Energy Development on the Outer Continental Shelf” report, including better back-up systems and more complete inspections Implementing fuel economy and alternatively fueled vehicle measures that will produce a 7 million barrel-per-day reduction in oil use by 2030 with interim reductions, and empowering the president to implement these measures to reach that goal Significantly reducing oil use from vehicles by establishing 40 mile-per-gallon fuel economy standards for cars and light trucks by 2020, and establishing the first fuel economy standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks Powering trucks and buses with natural gas by enacting the NAT GAS Act Powering cars with electricity by enacting the Electric Vehicle Deployment Act Eliminating taxpayer subsides that benefit big oil companies Invoking the Trade Expansion Act to levy a fee on imported oil and use the revenue from this fee to invest in public transit, high-speed rail, and infrastructure for electric and natural gas vehicles Bringing clean energy and efficiency to scale The United States will continue to be dependent on fossil fuels such as oil and coal until we invest in energy and fuel alternatives. And oil and coal are dirty energy sources that are increasingly harder and more dangerous to find. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act jumpstarted these investments by putting over $80 billion into renewable and efficient energy programs. But ARRA funds are coming to an end this year, and we must come up with a strategy to prevent clean energy companies from moving out of the United States to other countries with more competitive positions in the growing global clean energy economy. The Obama administration and Congress must provide long-term, stable incentives for investments so businesses and entrepreneurs see the United States as a good place to invent, commercialize, manufacture, and deploy clean energy and energy efficient technologies. We can get off oil and turn instead to the efficient use of domestically produced renewable alternatives to fossil fuels. It will involve retooling our automotive fleet to rely on clean, domestic forms of fuel and increasingly relying on electricity. This will require rebuilding our energy grid, reconfiguring our factories, and rewiring communities for smarter energy use. Simply put, a national agenda that spurs investments in clean energy on a mass scale is a smart, profitable, economic move that will create jobs and make America more competitive and secure. To get off fossil fuels and rely instead on smart, clean, domestic energy choices, we must: Create a “green bank” to bring clean energy to consumers by increasing access to financing for entrepreneurs that have invented new clean energy technologies, helping get these technologies through the “valley of death” and to commercial scale in the market.
Solvency Wall

Eliminating fossil fuel dependency solves air pollution

Columbia Encyclopedia 07 (Columbia Electronic Encyclopedia, 2007, Infoplease, “Solutions to air pollution,” http://www.infoplease.com/ce6/sci/A0856527.html, woojae)
To combat pollution in the United States, the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 gave the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) the authority to establish and enforce air pollution standards and to set emission standards for new factories and extremely hazardous industrial pollutants. The states were required to meet “ambient air quality standards” by regulating the emissions of various pollutants from existing stationary sources, such as power plants and incinerators, in part by the installation of smokestack scrubbers, electrostatic precipitators, and other filters. Auto manufacturers were mandated to install exhaust controls or develop less polluting engines. The Clean Air Act, as amended in 1977, authorized the EPA to impose stricter pollution standards and higher penalties for failure to comply with air quality standards. In 1990 when the act was reauthorized it required most cities to meet existing smog reduction regulations by the year 2005. The 1990 amendments also expanded the scope and strength of the regulations for controlling industrial pollution. The result has been limited progress in reducing the quantities of sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide, ozone, particulate matter, and lead in the air. The EPA also regulated hazardous air pollutants, which in 1992 included mercury, beryllium, asbestos, vinylchloride, benzene, radioactive substances, and inorganic arsenic. The most satisfactory long-term solutions to air pollution may well be the elimination of fossil fuels and the ultimate replacement of the internal-combustion engine. To these ends efforts have begun in the United States, Japan, and Europe to develop alternative energy sources (see energy, sources of), as well as different kinds of transportation engines, perhaps powered by electricity or steam. 

Fossil fuel dependency is the root cause of water pollution

Adams 04 (Mike, 7/18/04, Editor of Natural News, “Burning of fossil fuels is polluting oceans with carbon dioxide, says research,” http://www.naturalnews.com/001398.html, woojae)

Half the carbon dioxide released into the atmosphere by the burning of fossil fuels is actually winding up the oceans, says new research published in the journal Science. And that's threatening the health of the oceans and the diverse organisms living there, say researchers. This research presents a new twist in the argument over global warming and the burning of fossil fuels. Traditionally, governments and industry have only argued over air quality, but now we're learning that oceans, too, are heavily impacted by the release of carbon dioxide. Presently, oceans are serving as a kind of carbon dioxide buffer, allowing humanity to get away with emitting far more carbon dioxide into the atmosphere without triggering runaway global warming than would otherwise be possible. But there is genuine concern over whether the oceans can continue to absorb as much carbon dioxide as they did in the past. As ocean temperatures rise, less carbon dioxide can be absorbed, which means more stays in the atmosphere. It's a self-reinforcing cycle that could initiate an explosion in global warming if human beings keep on dumping carbon dioxide into the atmosphere at present rates. The solution, of course, is to switch to a hydrogen economy where hydrogen and fuel cells, not fossil fuels, supply the fuel for automobiles, homes and cities. Solar power can also play an important role here, since solar is clean and renewable. Wind energy, tidal energy and hydroelectric power can all help nations reduce their emission of carbon dioxxide. But only if nations are interested in preventing global warming in the first place. And right now, the U.S. doesn't seem interested in protecting the environment at all. In the U.S., it's all about profits and power, and paying for expensive systems that reduce carbon dioxide emissions isn't looked upon favorably by private industry.
Economy NB

Solving our oil dependency key to the economy

Hendricks, Gordon, and Kenworthy 10 (Bracken, Kate, Tom, Senior Fellows at American Progress, Obama’s campaign advisor, founder of the Apollo Alliance, Senior associate of Center on Wisconsin Strategy, Reporter of Washington Post and USA Today, 6/15/10, Center for American Progress, “Fix the Real Problem: End America’s Energy Vulnerability

A Framework for Responding to the Gulf Coast Oil Crisis,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/06/energy_framework.html, woojae)

The ongoing oil disaster in the Gulf of Mexico has taken an enormous toll on the region’s economy. BP’s Deepwater Horizon rig gushes as much oil every five to 10 days as the Exxon Valdez released overall—and there’s no end in sight. The economies of Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Texas, and Florida will be devastated for decades to come. Some oil companies, such as Chevron, claim that this is an isolated incident caused by a sloppy company, with its damages confined to the gulf states. But it is a symptom of true national crisis—a crisis caused by our oil dependence and our unwillingness to release a national economy held hostage by fossil fuels. This manmade disaster underscores the harsh consequences of delay in addressing our currently unsustainable energy and economic development path. The current crisis demands that we do far more than protect communities in the Gulf of Mexico. As President Barack Obama himself has said, we must “make certain a spill like this never happens again.” Our national response must drive a sustained effort to reduce our dependence on fossil fuels. We must target the structural causes of our vulnerability to oil in an effort to rebuild and strengthen our national economy while restoring the economic health of oil-dependent regions. The debate about the BP oil disaster has so far focused largely on how to keep drilling more safely—as if oil is the oxygen in the very air we breathe. But there are alternatives: alternatives to oil, and alternatives to the stranglehold that fossil fuels have on the American economy. Public support for these alternatives grows with each new barrel of oil flowing into the gulf. It is high time for Congress and the Obama administration to step up and heed this call to action. The Obama administration’s efforts to manage the oil spill have so far been pragmatic and transparent. 
Helium 3 CP

1NC Shell
He3 solves fossil fuel dependency and can provide energy worldwide

Souza, Otalvaro, and Singh 06 (Marsha, Diana, Deep Arjun, 2/17/06, Worcester Polytechnic Institute, “Harvesting Helium 3 from the Moon,” http://www.wpi.edu/Pubs/E-project/Available/E-project-031306-122626/unrestricted/IQP.pdf, woojae)
Helium-3 has been recognized as a useful energy source because it can be used in a nuclear fusion reaction to generate vast amounts of energy. The abundant He-3 in the Moon needs to be mined and extracted before using it. There is about one million metric tons of He-3 in the lunar regolith that has been deposited over time due to solar winds (Lewis, 1990). The production of 1kg of He-3 would require the mining of about 120,000 metric tons of the lunar soil (Lewis, 1990). Other valuable elements like He-4, nitrogen, carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide and hydrogen could also be extracted that are of commercial value. The hydrogen can be used to generate electricity in fuel cells, which can be used to sustain the working of various machines and modules on the Moon. Furthermore, by combining with oxygen found in lunar rocks the hydrogen could also be used to make water, and also as rocket propellant. The nitrogen could be used to grow 19 plants in pressurized greenhouses, the carbon could be used in manufacturing, and the He-4 could be used as a ‘power plant working fluid’ and for pressurization (Lewis, 1990). The idea of mining and getting the He-3 to Earth is very attractive, as has been recognized by the scientists at the University of Wisconsin, because of its efficiency and potential. He-3 is considered to have a value of about $1 billion a ton on Earth, and its energy potential is considered to be 10 times more than what is contained in all the known recoverable fossil fuels on Earth, and about twice that is contained in the uranium which is used in fast breeder reactors (Lewis, 1990). Another fascinating estimation is that 25 metric tons of He-3 reacted with deuterium would have provided all the electricity used in the United States in 1986. The following is an example of how advantageous it is to use He-3 as a fuel source compared to fossil fuels like oil: One ton of He-3 burned with 0.67 ton of Deuterium can produce 10,00MW of energy. If the same amount of energy were to be produced from oil it would require 130,000,000 barrels of oil. At 20$ per barrel, this would cost $2.6 Billion totally. Thus the energy from one ton of Helium is worth ~ 2.6 billion dollars (Kulcinski, 2004). 25 metric tons of He-3 would fit into the cargo bay of a space transport the size of a shuttle (Lewis, 1990). This information was estimated around the 1990s and the feasibility of mining and transporting the He-3 to Earth was very positive. One of the possible uses of He-3 does not even massive scale energy production, but instead makes use of the relative portability of inertial electrostatic confinement reactors (IEC), which will be described in greater detail in a later section of this document.

