
          Looking AheadLooking Ahead  
            The Cornell Roosevelt Institute Policy JournalThe Cornell Roosevelt Institute Policy Journal  

Issue No. 2, Spring  2012 

 



LOOKING AHEAD 
The Cornell Roosevelt Institute Policy Journal 

Issue No. 2, Spring 2012 
 

President & Senior Policy Chairman 
Michael Wodka ‘13 

 
Editing & Refereeing Team 

Michael Wodka ‘13 
Austin Opatrny ‘14 
Matthew Lynch ‘14 

Janisa Mahaparn ‘15 
Michael Crovetto ‘15 

 
Layout & Design Editor 

Michael Wodka ‘13 

            
Photo Courtesy 

 
Front Cover Photo:   
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/b/b8/FDR_in_1933.jpg 

 
Photos on Page 25: 
http://sphotos.xx.fbcdn.net/hphotos ash4/423231_10150659873242472_120315137471_9 
314917_1794428785_n.jpg 
 
http://4.bp.blogspot.com/-l4lamEZsBfQ/TYNclMUGtWI/AAAAAAAAABE/bO-jU-5cu4Y/s249/
cornell_logo.gif 
 
Back Cover Photo: 
http://www.millbrooktimes.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/fdr+best2.jpg 

             
 
Copyright © 2012 by the Cornell Roosevelt Institute. All rights reserved. 
 
The views and opinions expressed herein are those of the authors. They do not express the views   
or opinions of the Cornell Roosevelt Institute. 



 

3 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

 
About the Roosevelt Institute                       4 
 
Letter from the President                        5 
 
Karim Abouelnaga (HADM ‘13) - “Subsidized Afterschool Homework Hubs”                                   6 - 8                                            
To keep low-income students off the streets and away from trouble, the government should subsi-
dize afterschool homework hubs, a type of child-care service, which operate from school dismissal 
until 7PM, to provide students with a safe space to continue learning after school.   
 
Janisa Mahaparn (A&S ‘15) - “Prevention of Fetal Exposure to BPA”              9 - 11  
Bisphenol A is an endocrine disrupting chemical used in the production of many plastics, and it can 
accumulate in fetal tissues through maternal exposure. Shown to cause numerous adverse develop-
mental effects, warning labels should be placed on products containing BPA in order to alert ex-
pecting mothers of its presence. 
 
Austin Opatrny (A&S ‘14) - “Analysis of Minimum Parking Requirements in Ithaca”                 12 - 14 
Maintaining minimum parking requirements for residential developers in Ithaca, NY will benefit 
students and long-term residents by providing access to convenient and affordable parking.  
 
Matthew Lynch (A&S ‘14) - “The Emissions Trading Policy Soars on Wings of Wax”                  15 - 18 
Like the wings of Icarus, the ‘cap-and-trade’ greenhouse gas control policy proves weak and ineffec-
tive for its mission. Through an individualized environmental tax policy, the U.S. Government can 
remedy the systemic abuse and favoritism rampant in the Emission Credit Plan. 
 
Michael Crovetto (HumEc ‘15) - “Regulating the Super-PAC”                                                           19 - 21 
As the Super-PAC, ‘Restore Our Future’ floods the airwaves with political advertisements, the presi-
dential race begins to look more and more like an auction. With every dollar spent, elections no 
longer decide whose stance is best fit to lead the nation but decide which candidates’ views have 
been heard the most times. As this clearly gives the more financially supported candidates an ad-
vantage, Congress should take action to limit the contributions that can be made to a candidate in 
order to highlight what is truly important in an election: finding the best candidate for the job.  
  
Lucas Dodge (CALS ‘15) - “A Common ‘Cents’ Monetary ‘Change’”                                                22 - 24 
Eliminating the penny, requiring businesses to round final purchases to the nickel, changing the 
nickel’s material composition, and replacing the one-dollar bill with a one-dollar coin will save mon-
ey for U.S. government, consumers, and businesses.   
 

 



 

4 

About the Roosevelt Institute 
 

The Roosevelt Institute at Cornell University is a progressive, 
student-run think tank. Our mission is to develop and lobby for 
progressive, innovative policy solutions to federal, state, local, 
and University problems and promote a sense of political effi-
cacy on campus by providing students with intellectual and ac-
tivist opportunities to engage in a wide range of policy issues. 
Students draft policy proposals for publication and complete 
policy advocacy and educational projects.  

 

Beginning in the Fall 2012 semester , the Cornell Roosevelt 
Institute will be reorganized into 7 new policy centers: 

 
Center for Economic Policy and Development 
Center for Foreign Policy and International Studies 
Center for Education Policy and Development 
Center for Energy and Environmental Policy 
Center for Healthcare Policy 
Center for Domestic Policy 
Center for Local Government and University Affairs  

 

Interested in joining? Contact Michael Wodka (President) at 
msw233@cornell.edu for further information. 
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Letter from the President 
 

Dear Readers, 

 

We are very pleased to present the second issue of Looking 
Ahead: The Cornell Roosevelt Institute Policy Journal. This pub-
lication comprises the work of six Roosevelt Institute policy an-
alysts from the Spring 2012 semester and covers topics related 
to education, health, city and regional planning, environmen-
tal protection, campaign finance reform, and monetary policy. 
Each writer chose a topic of interest, carefully researched the 
relevant issues, and developed an innovative policy pro-
posal. We are excited to share our work with you and hope 
you find it to be enjoyable and thought-provoking! 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Michael Wodka 

Economics ’13 (A&S) 

President & Senior Policy Chairman 

Email: msw233@cornell.edu 
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Subsidized Afterschool Homework Hubs 
By Karim Abouelnaga ‘13, Major: Hotel Administration (HADM), Email: kaa73@cornell.edu  

 
To keep low-income students off the streets and away from trouble, the government should subsi-
dize afterschool homework hubs, a type of child-care service, which operate from school dismissal 
until 7PM, to provide students with a safe space to continue learning after school.   
 

Background: 
 
Doing homework teaches trans-
ferable skills such as time man-
agement, discipline, and work 
ethic; all of which have an impact 
on future achievement.1 Children 
in low-income households, with 
working parents, often are 
tasked with baby-sitting younger 
siblings and running errands alongside their parents, which makes it extremely difficult to find the 
time and the space to complete their homework – thus resulting in lower academic achievement.2 
According to the United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), educa-
tion is known to break cycles of poverty. As mentioned earlier, the inability to do homework leads to 
low academic achievement, which has poor implications on children’s futures. 
 
According to a study published by McKinsey & Company, the educational achievement gap is costing 
our economy between $310 and $525 billion each year. This gap is predominately driven by children 
living in households below the federal poverty line.3 This social injustice has led to an oversized eco-
nomic impediment that needs to be resolved. Congress has already shown that narrowing the 
achievement gap is a priority through the passage of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
in 2009, which provided $100 billion in additional education funding.4 Instituting a national model of 
educational programs that support low-income students to do their homework is in line with Con-
gressional efforts. Homework hubs would be an economical solution, creating a modified form of 
childcare services. The hubs would run after school to as late as 7PM, and care for children five to 
thirteen years old. The hubs could be developed in a partnership with the large, already established 
childcare providers. Moreover, homework hubs would be effective in increasing academic achieve-
ment and narrowing the achievement gap. 
 

History: 
 
Affordable after school programs that provide students with a space to do their homework are few 
in number and becoming scarcer due to budget cuts.5 In Ohio, the Cincinnati Public Schools (CPS) 
came together to form Community Learning Centers, which extended the school day by providing 

Key Facts: 
 The achievement gap is costing our economy between 

$310 and $525 billion, which is the economic equivalent 
of a permanent national recession. 

 Two of the largest costs to operate a childcare center are 
rent and mortgage expenses. 
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families with a one stop hub for health, safety, social, recreational, educational, and cultural ser-
vices.6 CPS Community Learning Centers have been successful in fulfilling their goals of supporting 
student achievement, revitalizing neighborhoods, and maximizing the community’s return on their 
financial investments. Each of these goals have been realized through new families moving into the 
neighborhoods, increased property values, and a heightened sense of community.7 CPS Community 
Learning Centers have benefited from a ten-year, $1 billion Facilities Master Plan (FM), which has 
furthered opportunities that promote academic excellence and civic opportunities.8 The FMP has 
added spaces for community use, large health clinics, and separate entrances for community after 
hours. 
 

Analysis: 
 
All across the United States, when clas-
ses are over for the day, schoolrooms 
sit unused. For schools in low-income 
communities with no funding to de-
vote towards after school programs, 
these empty classrooms may be their 
greatest resource.  How can schools 
most effectively use this resource to 
benefit their students? 
 
One cost-effective solution is to create partnerships between reputable childcare centers and 
schools in low-income neighborhoods. Two of the largest operating expenses for a childcare center 
are rent and mortgage expenses.9 In exchange for providing professionals to oversee children ages 
five to thirteen from low-income families, schools can rent the childcare centers additional class-
rooms at a low cost; ultimately, renting the classrooms will allow schools to reach a consensus on 
the number of rooms they would need to operate “for-profit” childcare services to nullify the ex-
penses of the professionals who are running the free classes. A late afternoon snack and classroom 
supplies would be the only remaining expenses. Another option is to employ a teaching assistant to 
operate the educational program and have eligible schools that are not meeting Title I require-
ments, in conjunction with small parental contributions, cover the costs of the program; however, 
the former proposal is more preferred. 
 
Students, who are within the eligible age range and are from low-income working families, would be 
allowed to use the homework hubs at little to no cost. This will allow children to stay in school long-
er and complete their homework, which teaches them discipline, responsibility, and reinforces con-
cepts that were taught in school. Underage children will no longer have to babysit their younger 
siblings instead of doing homework because affordable childcare options, like Head Start, can be 
used as complements to homework hubs. Head Start is a municipally funded education program 
that provides support services for children age’s three to five from very low-income households.10 
Providing students with the space and the time to do their homework will increase academic 

Talking Points: 
 Similar programs, such as the Cincinnati Public 

School Community Learning Centers, have been 
successful in maximizing the community’s return 
on their financial investments. 

 After class is over at 3PM, schools become unused 
space. The incremental costs of housing a program 
are minimal. 
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achievement and bring us one step closer to alleviating the economic burden of the achievement 
gap. 

 

Next Steps: 
 
The United States Department of Education should establish and manage a relationship with two of 
the largest childcare providers in America: KinderCare and Bright Horizons. In addition to supporting 
the childcare centers’ growth, the DOE should also support some of their philanthropic aims by 
providing affordable educational services to low-income students with working parents. 
 

Endnotes: 
 
1) Clearinghouse on Early Education and Parenting “Homework: Amount, Effects, Help for Students and Parents,” Clearinghouse on Early Education and Parenting, 

http://ceep.crc.uiuc.edu/poptopics/homework.html. 
 
2) Practice Makes Perfect, Inc., “2011 Pilot Results,” Practice Makes Perfect, http://pmpnyc.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/10/PMP2011_Pilot_Results.pdf.  
 
3) McKinsey & Company, “The Economic Impact of the Achievement Gap in America’s Schools,” Partner In Schools, http://www.partnersinschools.org/resources/

McKinsey%20&%20Co.%20Report.pdf. 
 
4) Joanne Weiss, “A Brief History of ED,” U.S. Department of Education, October 2011. 
 
5) Clare Trapasso, Mark Morales, and Corinne Lestche, “Beloved afterschool Beacon programs slated to close this summer as part of draconian city budget cut,” New 

York Daily News, http://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/bronx/beloved-afterschool-beacon-programs-slated-close-summer-part-draconian-city-budget-cut-
article-1.1053012?localLinksEnabled=false. 

 
6) Cincinnati Public Schools, “CPS Community Learning Centers,” Cincinnati Public Schools, http://www.cps-k12.org/community/CLC/CLC.htm.  
 
7) Ibid. 
 
8) Ibid. 
 
9) Peg Oliveira, “Connecticut Child Care Center Operating Budget Basics: Calculating Your Bottom Line,” Connecticut Voices For Children, http://www.ctvoices.org/

sites/default/files/ece05operating06.pdf. 
 
10) New York City Administration for Children’s Services, “Child Care & Head Start,” New York City Administration for Children’s Services, http://www.nyc.gov/html/

acs/html/child_care/child_care.shtml.  
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Prevention of Fetal Exposure to BPA 
By Janisa Mahaparn ’15, Major: Psychology (A&S), Email: jm779@cornell.edu  

  
Bisphenol A is an endocrine disrupting chemical used in the production of many plastics, and it can 
accumulate in fetal tissues through maternal exposure. Shown to cause numerous adverse develop-
mental effects, warning labels should be placed on products containing BPA in order to alert ex-
pecting mothers of its presence. 
 

Background: 
 
First produced as a synthetic estrogen, 
Bisphenol A (BPA) is now used in the 
manufacturing of many consumer prod-
ucts. These products are ubiquitous in 
our everyday lives and include items such 
as water bottles, microwavable contain-
ers, baby bottles, and the lining of food 
cans.1 
 
In a process accelerated by high tempera-
tures and acidic or basic conditions, BPA 
from these products can leach into any liquid of food that comes into contact with the plastic.2 
 
Bisphenol A is an endocrine disrupting hormone that can disrupt normal growth and development. 
Through maternal exposure, BPA can accumulate in fetal tissue, which presents many dangers to a 
developing fetus. BPA can pass through the placenta and has been detected in human fetal liver 
samples as early as the third month after conception.3 Due to a reduced capacity for detoxification, 
the developing fetus is vulnerable to estrogenic chemicals, especially during critical developmental 
periods of prenatal life.4 BPA can also pass through breast milk.5 Prenatal and childhood exposure to 
BPA has been linked to altered neurodevelopment, obesity, male and female reproductive disor-
ders, and increased risk for later hormone related diseases. Some disorders include reduced sperm 
count, prostate disease, early puberty, and thyroid hormone action that can lead to breast cancer 
and other cancers later in life.6 & 7    
 
In addition to leachates from plastic containers, BPA is one of the most frequently detected industri-
al chemicals in ground water and can contaminate drinking water when BPA-containing products 
leech into a landfill.8 Leachates from factories and landfills contaminate the aquatic environment 
and can also appear in seafood. This is significant because BPA can disrupt normal human growth 
and development even at low environmental doses.9 
  
 

Key Facts: 
 BPA is an endocrine disrupting chemical that 

causes many adverse developmental affects. 

 BPA is present in a variety of plastic consumer 
products. 

 BPA has been shown to accumulate in fetal tissue 
and breast milk through the mother’s exposure.  

 A developing fetus is especially vulnerable to the 
adverse effects of BPA. 
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History: 
 
The adverse effects of BPA on child development have been recognized by eleven states, including 
California, New York, Massachusetts and Washington. These states have passed laws banning BPA-
containing baby bottles and sippy cups. In California, the Toxin-Free Infants and Toddlers Act, effec-
tive July 1, 2013, prohibits the manufacturing, sale, and distribution of any bottle or cup containing 
BPA intended for use with children aged three years of age or younger. In New York, the Bisphenol A
-Free Children and Babies Act prohibits the manufacture, distribution, and sale of child-care prod-
ucts containing Bisphenol A.10 
 
In the past, other synthetic estrogens have been banned due to their harmful effects on fetal devel-
opment. From 1940 to 1970, a synthetic estrogen called diethylstilbestrol (DES) was given to preg-
nant women to prevent miscarriages. However, DES was found to cause many dangerous reproduc-
tive abnormalities and cancers in children exposed to the drug in utero.11 Nowadays, there are strict 
warnings against giving DES to pregnant women.12 The case of DES reveals the dangers of endocrine 
disrupting chemicals to a developing fetus and how measures were taken to prevent maternal expo-
sure.  
 

Analysis: 
 
Similar to DES, Bisphenol A is a synthetic hor-
mone and endocrine disruptor. Many states 
have already taken steps to protect develop-
ing children from BPA. Through these laws, 
young children are protected from the ad-
verse developmental effects of the chemical. 
However, it is crucial to recognize that BPA 
can cause developmental effects even before 
birth. BPA has ramifications on children’s de-
velopment and health beginning in the prena-
tal period and extending through the rest of 
their lives. 
 
In addition, banning BPA in child-care products would alleviate much of the environmental stress in 
landfills caused by toxic BPA containing plastics by encouraging the use of safe, reusable containers. 
There are many safe materials that can replace BPA in the production of child-care products, includ-
ing glass and stainless steel, Tritan Copolyester™, and high density polyethylene, polypropylene, and 
polyethylene terephthalate.13  
 
Opponents to banning BPA-free products argue that replacing BPA is too expensive and  manufac-
turers might not want to alert consumers of the presence of the chemical. However, potential in-
creases in product costs will be offset by reductions in medical costs and outweighed by its myriad 

Talking Points: 
 Many companies have already eliminated 

BPA from their products. 

 Many states have already passed laws ban-
ning BPA from children’s products. 

 Healthcare providers have been encouraged 
to educate expecting mothers on the dan-
gers of BPA. 
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of health benefits. Furthermore, large corporations such as Wal-mart, Nalgene, CVS, Kmart, Kroger, 
Rite Aid, Safeway, Sears, Toys “R” Us and Babies “R” Us, Wal-Mart, Wegmans, and Gerber have al-
ready started to eliminate BPA containing products and voluntarily manufacture BPA-free products 
to settle increasing consumer concerns.14 In addition, Abbott Laboratories has eliminated the use of 
BPA in the packaging of their child nutrition products.15 
 
Eliminating maternal exposure to BPA would also protect the developing fetus and newborn from 
direct BPA exposure. Furthermore, it would greatly reduce the risk for later developmental effects 
that extend beyond the prenatal period. Protecting a developing fetus is crucial to protecting the 
health of a child.  
 

Next Steps: 
 
The nation’s efforts to protect young children from the adverse effects of BPA should not go wasted.  
Many states have passed legislation protecting young children from these effects, but fetuses re-
main unprotected. These laws do not adequately protect the development of children because they 
allow the effects of BPA to incur through prenatal exposure.  As long as expecting mothers are ex-
posed to Bisphenol A, the health of our nation’s children will continue to suffer. Action needs to be 
taken to educate and notify consumers about the dangers of this chemical to developing fetuses.  
 

Endnotes: 
 
1) Joe M. Braun, Russ Hauser, “Bisphenol A and Children’s Health,” Current Opinions in Pediatrics 23, no. 2 (2011): 233-239. 

2) Ibid. 

3) Jie Zhang, Gerard M Cooke, Ivan H A Curran, Cynthia G Goodyer, Xu-Liang Cao, “GC-MS analysis of Bisphenol A in human placental and fetal liver samples,” Journal of 
Chromatography 879, no. 2 (2011): 209-214. 

 
4) Joe M. Braun, “Bisephenol A,” 233-239. 
 
5) Ryoko Juruto-Niwa, Yumiko Tateoka, Ryushi Nazawa, “Measurement of bisphenol A concentrations in human colostrum,” Chemosphere 66, no. 6 (2007): 1160-1164. 
 
6) Joe M. Braun, “Bisephenol A,” 233-239. 
 
7) Sattler, Barbara, Brenda Afzal, and Cal Baier-Anderson, "Title: Report on Public Health Concerns - Phthalates and Bisphenol A," Umaryland.edu. University of Mary-

land. Web. 6 Nov. 2011. <http://www.umaryland.edu/bin/y/h/Phthalates_and_BPA_FINAL.pdf>.  
 
8) United States of America, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Bisphenol A Action Plan,” Web. 3 Apr. 2012. <http://www.epa.gov/opptintr/existingchemicals/

pubs/actionplans/bpa_action_plan.pdf>. 
 
9) Young Joo Lee, Heui-Young Ryu, Hyun-Kyung Kim, Chung Sik Min, Jin Hee Lee, Eunhee Kim, Bong Hyun Nam, Joo Hong Park, Jin Young Jung, Dong Deuk Jang, Eun 

Young Park, Kwan-Hee Lee, Jin-Young Ma, Hey-Sung Won, Moon-Whan Im, Jong-Han Leem, Yun-Chul Hong, Hae-Seong Yoon, “Maternal and fetal exposure to 
Bisphenol A in Korea,” Reproductive Toxicology 25 (2008): 413-419.  

 
10) Consumers Union, "Progress in Protecting our Children!" Accessed April 3, 2012. http://cu.convio.net/site/PageNavigator/BSEW_2011_State_BPA_Roundup.html.  
 
11) Retha R. Newbold, Wendy N. Jefferson, Elizabeth Pdilla-Banks, “Long-term adverse effects of neonatal exposure to Bisphenol A on the murine female reproductive 

tract,” Reproductive Toxicology 24, no. 2 (2007): 254-258. 
 
12) Columbia University, "Go Ask Alice," Last modified October 27, 2004. Accessed April 3, 2012. http://goaskalice.columbia.edu/des-diethylstilbestrol. 
 
13) Oregon Environmental Council, "Safer Alternatives to BPA," Accessed April 3, 2012. oeconline.org. 
 
14) Goldstein, Jacob, "Wal-Mart, Nalgene Move Away From Bisphenol A," Wall Street Journal, April 18, 2008. . (accessed April 3, 2012). 
 
15) Dianna Feinstein, "Feinstein Congratulates Abbott Labs for giving up on BPA ," Last modified March 28, 2012. Accessed April 3, 2012. http://www.feinstein. 

senate.gov/public/index.cfm/2012/3/feinstein-congratulates-abbott-labs-for-giving-up-on-bpa.  
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Analysis of Minimum Parking Requirements in Ithaca  
By Austin Opatrny ’14, Majors: Economics & Asian Studies (A&S), Email: abo27@cornell.edu 

 
Maintaining minimum parking requirements for residential developers in Ithaca, NY will benefit stu-
dents and long-term residents by providing access to convenient and affordable parking.  
 

Background: 
 
Since 2000, the City of Ithaca, NY 
has maintained a strict minimum 
parking requirement for new resi-
dential developments. Each new 
residential development  project 
must provide one unit of parking 
for every two residents planning to 
reside in the new development, 
and these parking spaces must be  
placed within 500 feet of the 
planned development area. Devel-
opers have the option to appeal 
the ordinance in front of the Board of Appeals, which can grant a variance to the developer. The 
minimum parking requirement was in place before 2000, but it only required developers to provide 
one space for every three proposed residents. The change in the ordinance was partially in response 
to a surge in new proposed high rise developments in Collegetown, a neighborhood of Ithaca.  The 
requirement was changed to one parking spot per two residents after an eight month moratorium 
on new construction. 
 
In September 2010, Josh Lower, a local real estate developer and alum of Cornell University (’05), 
submitted proposals for a mixed-use development at 307 College Avenue. The proposed develop-
ment would consist of apartments with space for 103 residents and a pedestrian arcade and retail 
space on the ground level. GreenStar Cooperative Market, a local organic cooperative grocery, has 
expressed interest in opening a branch at the new retail space, if built. Mr. Lower is required by the 
minimum parking ordinance to provide 57 parking spots. He is seeking a variance from the Appeals 
Board and wants to provide zero parking spaces. He explained his  request by claiming his proposed 
retail tenant, GreenStar Cooperative Market, would reduce residents’ need for a car since their pri-
mary motivation for car ownership is grocery shopping. He has proposed an alternate means of 
providing transportation space: a bike room, free passes for the local public transportation system, 
and access to Ithaca CarShare, a non-profit car rental organization whose office facilities are provid-
ed by Mr. Lower.  
 
 

Key Facts: 
 In September 2010, Ithaca, NY real estate developer, 

Josh Lower proposed a mixed-use development that 
would require a variance from an ordinance requiring 
developers to provide parking for their residents.   

 Mr. Lower’s development would be required to include 
57 parking spaces within 500 feet. He claims the grocery 
store, GreenStar Co-Op, which will be included in the 
construction of the development, should exempt him 
from the minimum parking requirement.  
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History: 
 
Variances have been granted in the past – for example, the developer of 319 College Avenue re-
ceived a variance for placing its parking lot 880 feet from the development, rather than the required 
500 feet.1 However, a variance has never been granted for a developer to completely abstain from 
providing the required parking spaces. Rather, the Appeals Board has recognized that a 500 feet 
radius can present excessive hardship for the developer, and then subsequently made exceptions. 
 
The Appeals Board has not reviewed a case that presents a similar argument to Mr. Lower’s case – 
the possible tenant and pedestrian mall format of the proposed retail space nullifies the need for 
parking spaces. Thus, there is no local precedent to refer to when making this decision.  
 

Analysis: 
 
Mr. Lower has presented an uncon-
vincing argument which, if accepted, 
would set a dangerous precedent for 
future developers. First, research has 
been done on the external impact of 
minimum parking requirements. The 
Furman Center for Real Estate and 
Urban Policy at New York University 
published an excellent policy brief in 
2012 which explores this issue.2 In 
the brief,  the researchers look spe-
cifically at parking in New York City 
and analyze the various arguments 
for and against minimum parking requirements. One of the defenses examined is especially perti-
nent to the special case of Collegetown. The defense claims that the free market will provide an 
efficient number of parking spots, and the local government should not regulate it. The researchers 
dispel this argument because developers may not always find it profitable over a short time period 
to create parking spots, given the competition of commercial lots and free parking. As a result, they 
will not provide parking as individual developers.  
 
If there is no regulation, residents of the development will have to compete with existing residents 
across the neighborhood to find available parking. In the long run, the cost of parking  will increase 
to a level where it is more profitable for the developer to include parking. This profitable point for 
the developer may not always be a socially optimal point. As a result, only the wealthiest would be 
able to afford to parking. However, with minimum parking requirements, the price of parking is low-
ered, albeit artificially. In a student-orientated neighborhood, the lower price of parking is a strong 
positive externality. The developers already benefit from a captive, constant student population. By 
providing a minimum amount of parking spaces determined by the community (the Planning and 

Talking Points: 
 Minimum parking requirements keep the price of 

parking low, which benefits the local community. 

 Minimum parking requirements help ensure Col-
legetown businesses can compete with big box 
stores with ample parking. 

 The proposed alternative means of transportation is 
not a substitute for a car. 

 Granting an exemption would create a dangerous 
precedent for future developers and defeat the pur-

pose of the ordinance.  
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Development Board), residents will be able park their cars cheaply and use their savings to buy 
more store goods. In addition, minimum parking requirements are not an insurmountable financial 
hardship for developers, given the multiple successful developments that have been constructed in 
Ithaca since 2000. 
 
Moreover, Mr. Lower’s second argument, which claims that cars are easily substitutable by different 
methods of transportation, is misguided. This argument may be true in large urban areas, but the 
City of Ithaca does not fall within this definition. A car is not simply a means to get groceries. It al-
lows students to travel to places of employment, interviews, and extracurricular events in different 
towns and cities, as well as local entertainment and dining venues not conveniently accessible by 
bus. Mr. Lower believes the residents of 309 College Ave. would regularly shop at the planned 
GreenStar Co-Op. However, it is unlikely that an organic and local-food oriented cooperative can 
completely substitute big box grocery stores that offer more competitive prices and larger selec-
tions. In addition, it is not just the prospective residents of 307 College Avenue that would be affect-
ed by an absence of parking. As mentioned earlier, the price of parking for everyone would increase. 
This includes non-resident, short term parkers who will be forced to spend more time searching for 
curb-side parking or paying a premium at existing private parking lots. This puts local businesses at a 
disadvantage because businesses outside of Collegetown are able to provide ample free parking. 
This disadvantage is especially harmful during the summertime, when businesses become more 
reliant on year-round residents as a customer base rather than students. 
 

Next Steps: 
 
If an exemption were to be granted to Mr. Lower, a dangerous precedent would be established. 
What would stop future developers from claiming that their property possessed unique positive 
attributes that outweigh the established requirements of the law? Ithaca Councilmember Ellen 
McCollister recognized this problem when she said: “If you grant a variance to one property owner, 
how do you not grant [it] to any other property owner?”3 

 

Building more residential developments is beneficial for the entire Collegetown community, since  
increasing the housing supply will lower renting prices. However, additional housing must include 
new parking spots, so the price of parking remains low for everyone. Thus, the Planning and Devel-
opment Board of Appeals should reject Mr. Lower’s request for a variance.  
 

Endnotes: 
 
1) Cornell Daily Sun. "C-Town Faces Development," August 30, 2000. 
 
2) Furman Center for Real Estate & Urban Policy. "Searching for the Right Spot: Minimum Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability in New York City,” Furman 

Center. March 2012. http://furmancenter.org/files/publications/furman_parking_requirements_policy_brief_3_21_12_final.pdf (accessed March 20, 2012). 
 
3) Jeff Stein. "Developer Seeks Approval for New C-Town Building," Cornell Daily Sun, September 24, 2010.  
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The Emissions Trading Policy Soars on Wings of Wax 
By Matthew Lynch ‘14, Major: History (A&S), Email: msl268@cornell.edu  

 
Like the wings of Icarus, the ‘cap-and-trade’ greenhouse gas control policy proves weak and ineffec-
tive for its mission. Through an individualized environmental tax policy, the U.S. Government can 
remedy the systemic abuse and favoritism rampant in the Emission Credit Plan. 
 

Background:  
 
On February 4, 2011, the Southern Califor-
nia Air Pollution Agency approved (on a 10-
1 vote) a controversial greenhouse gas reg-
ulation scheme aimed at balancing both 
industrial and public health concerns by 
financially incentivizing companies to curb 
factory pollution.1 The approved model for 
environmental reform is a popular design 
known as ‘cap-and-trade,’ or the Emission 
Credit Policy, a familiar proposition for U.S. 
policymakers. This model orbits on the pe-
riphery of congressional environmental 
discourse, timidly reintroduced and rapidly 
jettisoned back into space.  
 
The Emission Trading Policy aims at lowering greenhouse gas (GHS) emission levels through trading 
carbon and rewarding compliance with the program. In this plan, the government provides a ceiling 
for an absolute emission limit, or cap, but concedes industrial liberties to companies regarding 
“when and how much to reduce pollution.”2 Allowances, or credits, are given to companies who 
reduce emissions to a level below the cap in metric-ton amounts. These allowances become increas-
ingly important as the total allowances authorized decreases each year – forcing companies to trade 
the credits which – by the laws of supply-and-demand economics – assigns a positive value to the 
toxin and subsequently conceives a manufactured submarket. Companies can also save, or bank, 
credits for a “rainy day” when they exceed the established limit as an institutionalized ‘get out of jail 
free’ card.3 This system strives for a collective reduction rather than individual reduction of harmful 
pollutants by concocting and controlling a pollutant submarket.  
 
In the U.S., this policy remains controversial. Proponents such as Southern California anti-smog 
board member, Miguel Puildo champion the system as a “good compromise” between industrial 
growth and public health.4 Contrastingly, opponents see this “good compromise” as more of a con-
cession to business interests and a threat to public health. Democrat Senator Maria Cantwell and 
Competitive Enterprise Institute’s Myron Ebell carry the cries of dissenters disillusioned with sys-
temic abuse, who see the system as simply protecting major oil and utility profits through “free ra-

Key Facts: 
 On February 4, 2011, the Southern California 

Air Pollution Agency approved the controver-
sial cap-and-trade policy to govern environ-
mental regulation reform.  

 Cap-and-trade, or the Emission Credit Policy, 
lowers greenhouse gas emissions by establish-
ing a limit and rewarding companies who re-
duce emissions to amounts under the cap.  

 This is a controversial policy, championed as a 
compromise by proponents but demonized as 
elitist, prone to exploitation, and harmful to 
public health by opponents.  



 

16 

tion coupons.”5 As for health, critics in Southern California fear the plan will result in more cases of 
asthma and death from atmospheric pollutants.6   
 

History:  
 
Carbon dioxide is the byproduct of burning fossil fuels and is the chief source of greenhouse gas 
emissions. This compound has come under recent scrutiny because of its heat-encapsulating prop-
erties, which on a global scale lead to environmental degradation and threaten public health. Feder-
al focus on pollution and the environment began with the Air Pollution Control Act (1955), evolving 
into the Clean Water Act (1970) and culminating into the Clean Air Act (1990) – each step increasing 
the government’s regulatory capacity. 

 
The mechanisms for the emission credit trading system originate with the historic Kyoto Protocol. 
Internationally, this program exists in 170 countries and is widely regarded as a cost-effective policy 
in reducing the concentration of atmospheric pollutants. In the United States, this policy does not 
enjoy that same consensus. The policy originates from Title IV of the 1990 Clean Air Act and its role 
in President George H. W. Bush’s acid-rain initiative.7 Since then, the plan has been reintroduced 
two times: HR bill 2454 “American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009” and the Senate bill 1773 
“Cap-and-Trade-Bill” (2009).8 The plan is popular in theory because it fuses industrial and environ-
mental issues into a middle-of-the-road proposal; however, in reality, it is “too polarizing and too 
paralyzing” to achieve majority support.9  

 

Analysis:  
 

Though it seemingly encourages businesses 
to “innovate and invest in clean energy 
technologies,” in reality, the cap-and-trade 
policy does not size up to this image of 
compromise and cooperation.10 The policy 
shines as a beacon of hope and conciliation; 
however, it is a masquerade cloaking the 
policy’s elitism and systemic abuses.   
 
Instead of benefiting all companies, the 
policy will cause an overall decay in our 
economy.  According to a study by the American Council for Capital Formation and the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers, if the policy is enacted, from 2020 to 2030, U.S. GDP will decrease be-
tween $151 billion and $669 billion; between 1.2 million and 4 million individuals will lose their jobs; 
household income will decrease between $739 and $6,752; electricity prices will soar between 28% 
and 129%; and gasoline prices will skyrocket (per gallon) between 20% and 145%.11 The only bene-
factors from this policy are the major businesses such as Enron, which according to an uncovered 
internal memo in a Washington Post 2002 article, “the Kyoto agreement, if implemented, would do 

Talking Points: 
 The cap-and-trade policy favors larger compa-

nies that exploit loopholes in the policy, illumi-
nating systemic abuses and a favoritism for 
larger companies. 

 A better course of action from a collectivized 
environmental tax is an individualized environ-
mental tax, which increases accountability and 
provides better results. 
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more to promote Enron’s business than almost any other regulatory initiative.”12 Obviously, this 
“messianic” policy is nothing more than a ploy by the industrial oligarchy to bolster their strength at 
the detriment of the majority.  
 
As if this was not enough, there is evidence of exploitation by large businesses of the Emission Cred-
it Policy. In California, the Natural Resources Defense Council and the Coalition for a Safe Environ-
ment illuminate the practice by the air district cache of continuing to sell credits used up in the past, 
thus selling “bogus credits to companies allotted for public service projects.”13 This deplorable abuse 
continues outside California via the Emission Credit Corporation, which mediates the selling of cred-
its between industrial polluters and farmers. The trade incentivizes farmers to convert to a zero-till 
activity and gain compensation through “polluters on the other side,” queued up, “eager to pur-
chase the credits” earned by the farmers.14 Clearly, this exchange only benefits large industrial com-
panies with large funds and cash to spare. Instead of working hard to reduce their own emissions, 
companies exploit loopholes in the policy and simply buy credits because it is cheaper than cleaning 
up factories.   
 

Next Steps: 
 
Ultimately, the Emission Credit Trade Policy is not sound. As it ascends in popularity, its wings will 
prove too weak to bear the solar rays of reality, and like Icarus, the policy will crash and burn. It is 
not prudent, or effective, to reduce carbon emissions by contriving complex designs and creating 
whole new markets to circumvent animosities between industrialists and environmentalists. The 
environment is worsening, and collectivized limits like the cap-and-trade policies are useless paths.  
The government needs an attack plan that combats the heart of the issue: individual polluters that 
poison the atmosphere.   
 
Chair and Co-Founder of the U.S. Climate Task Force, Robert Shapiro provides an excellent alterna-
tive to cap-and-trade. For Shapiro, cap-and-trade is a dead policy walking, and a more individualized 
carbon tax proves more fruitful to curbing GHGs. The carbon tax lends predictability to energy pric-
es; it provides quicker results; it is more transparent and comprehensible; it is protected against 
perverse incentives and profiteers; it addresses all sectors and activities producing carbon emis-
sions; and it produces a far more equitable result than the cap-and-trade policy.15 
 
Though Shapiro theorizes, there are movements around the world rejecting the Emission Credit 
scheme in favor of better ways to achieve zero carbon emissions. The Japanese printing company, 
OKI Data Corporation is a prime example of this beneficial change of course which intends to 
achieve zero CO2 emissions through personal reductions. OKI Data President, Harushige Sugimoto 
emphasized that “businesses must do their part in conserving the environment for [a] better tomor-
row,” stressing a more modern and environmental ‘social gospel’.16 Through this initiative, the com-
pany successfully finished offsetting its FY2011 CO2 emissions, illustrating the superiority of an indi-
vidualized environmental tax. An individualized taxing policy will soar like Daedalus on wings un-
affected by the solar rays of reality, thus offering safe flight for the population into environmental 
harmony.  
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Regulating the Super-PAC 
By Michael Crovetto ‘15, Major: Policy Analysis and Management (HumEc), Email: mbc89@cornell.edu  

 
As the Super-PAC, ‘Restore Our Future’ floods the airwaves with political advertisements, the presi-
dential race begins to look more and more like an auction. With every dollar spent, elections no long-
er decide whose stance is best fit to lead the nation but decide which candidates’ views have been 
heard the most times. As this clearly gives the more financially supported candidates an advantage, 
Congress should take action to limit the contributions that can be made to a candidate in order to 
highlight what is truly important in an election: finding the best candidate for the job.  
 

Background: 
 
In a system of Super-PACs, advertise-
ments limit the American public’s 
ability to see clearly. With ‘Restore 
Our Future’ and ‘Winning Our Fu-
ture,’ two prominent Republican 
Super-PACs in a war for airtime, it is 
difficult to avoid the latest string of 
Gingrich attack ads or newest line of 
Romney’s endorsements. Because 
political airtime is becoming ever so 
difficult to purchase, candidates with less financial support are at a disadvantage. While every candi-
date may have a Super-PAC, not every Super-PAC receives similar amounts of donations. A candi-
date whose stance benefits the wealthy will see aggrandized totals compared to a blue-collar candi-
date whose poor supporters cannot afford to match these outrageous donations. For this reason, 
action must be taken in order to limit these political donations. 
 
In a Super-PAC system, the support of the wealthy is more valued than the support of the poor. 
While their votes may still count equally, without donations from the rich, a candidate will not sur-
vive the countdown to Election Day. In a system with no limits, candidates with the most financial 
support, whether it be from lobbyists or Super-PACs, will most often win; in fact, 94% of candidates 
who raise the most money win their election.1 Clearly, money has a strong impact on politics.  
 
With more money to spend, a candidate’s message can be advertised to more voters which in turn 
increases their chances for winning. If Congress were to place a set limit on the amount that can be 
spent during an election, the playing field would be leveled. If Congress limits each presidential can-
didate to $100 million of spending money, lobbyist and corporate donations lose their value while 
the American people’s  voice soars.  
 
 

Key Facts: 
 On March 26, 2010, the D.C Circuit Court of Appeals 

ruled that a certain provision of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act that limits the contributions individuals 
can make to SpeechNow.org violates the First 
Amendment. 

 94% of political candidates that raise the most money 
win their election. 
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History: 
 
In 2007, David Keating founded SpeechNow.org, an organization of citizen donors that wished to 
“advocate for federal candidates” who supported their ideas of protecting free speech.2 Any effort 
to influence the outcome of a political event is known as an independent expenditure. With these 
donations, SpeechNow filed to become a political committee, which would allow them to air politi-
cal ads. With approval, SpeechNow would have become an independent expenditure political com-
mittee, more commonly known as a Super-PAC. However, the district courts informed SpeechNow 
that their application was unsuccessful. In order to be considered a political committee, one must 
adhere to the limitations on donations provided by the Federal Election Committee and SpeechNow 
did not. The court opinion described a political committee which took donations over the FEC limit 
as  in a “unique position to serve as conduits for corruption.”3 In response, SpeechNow filed a claim 
through the Appeals Court arguing that placing a limit on a donor’s generosity would also be limiting 
their free speech. Their reasoning was that every cent donated symbolized each donor’s support, 
and by placing a limit on how much a donor could donate, they are placing a limit on how much a 
donor can support. The Appeals Court ruled that contribution limits are therefore unconstitutional 
due to the recent Supreme Court ruling in Citizens United vs. FEC. In this ruling, it was declared that 
the government cannot hold an anti-corruption bias when considering the legality of placing limits 
on independent expenditures. Due to this previous ruling, the court ruled in favor of SpeechNow 
and decided that the First Amendment would be violated if limits were placed on independent ex-
penditure political committees.  
 
This decision has drastically changed American politics. Super-PACs are not required to limit dona-
tions as long as the Super-PACs remain independent from political candidates.4 Wealthy supporters 
of candidates can flood the airwaves with attack ads aimed at their less-fortunate opponents with-
out fear of retaliation, thus making for a one-sided election.  
 

Analysis: 
 
Currently, Senator Dick Durbin and 
members of the House of Representa-
tives are attempting to pass the Fair 
Elections Now Act. This bill would limit 
contributions made during elections to 
$100, while also changing how a candi-
date can qualify to run. In this new sys-
tem, if passed, a candidate running for a House seat must raise a minimum of $50,000 from 1,500 
people in their state. With this minimum amount in effect, a state citizen’s contribution is much 
more valuable when compared to the contribution from a lobbyist. Also under this bill, a potential 
senator would need to reach a contribution total of $500 per district in their state plus $1000.5  If a 
candidate reaches these totals, he or she would be guaranteed another $1,050,000, paid for by the 
Fair Elections Fund, to spend on the election. This fund would, in turn, be raised by fees on large 

Talking Points: 
 Sen. Dick Durbin’s Fair Elections Act directly tar-

gets this issue. 

 If passed, candidates would be limited to a dona-
tion maximum of up to $100. 
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government contractors and through “auctions of unused broadcast spectrum.” Clearly, this act 
combats the big spending that has become a trend in recent elections. If this bill is passed, the 
American public would finally be able to judge candidates on equal footing. 
 

Next Steps: 
 
With any issue, awareness is essential. For this reason, the Americans who wish to seek change 
must rally together. Local newspapers across the country are overrun with op-ed pieces dealing 
with the inequality of today’s elections. Change, however, will not occur unless we put pressure on 
our politicians. Hence, the American people need to take action in order to bring equality back the 
election process.  
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A Common ‘Cents’ Monetary ‘Change’  
By Lucas Dodge ’15, Major: Biology and Society (CALS), Email: lpd29@cornell.edu 
 

Eliminating the penny, requiring businesses to round final purchases to the nickel, changing the nick-
el’s material composition, and replacing the one-dollar bill with a one-dollar coin will save money for 
the U.S. government, consumers, and businesses.   
 

Background: 
 
The U.S. monetary cycle path is as fol-
lows: 1) the U.S. Mint produces coins 
and bills; 2) it sends the newly made 
money to the Federal Reserve (Fed) 
which controls the amount of money in 
circulation; 3) the Fed loans that money 
to private banks; 4) those banks distrib-
ute the money to individuals and busi-
nesses in the form of loans and cash 
withdrawals; 5) people and businesses spend the money, trading it among themselves until it is to 
worn out 6) the private banks return the worn out money to the Fed and Mint which take the mon-
ey out of circulation;1 6) the worn out money is put into a landfill.2 
  
The United States monetary system may sound like an efficient system, but it is far from it. The pen-
ny and nickel currently cost more than twice as much to make than they are worth: 240% and 224% 
of the coins’ values respectively.3 This gross cost does not even take into account the high costs of 
transporting and handling the coins as they go through circulation. The coins’ high production costs 
are also the result of uncontrollable, rising mineral prices.4  
 
The one-dollar bill does not cost more than one dollar to make, but it has its own unique problem – 
a short lifespan. The average one-dollar bill only stays in circulation for 18 to 22 months. To keep up 
with high demand for one-dollar bills, the Mint prints 4 billion of them every year while at the same 
time, it takes 3 billion bills out of circulation.5 
 

History: 
 
Members of Congress have twice suggested removing the penny from circulation since 2001; they 
were unsuccessful both times. Special interest groups refuted this proposal because they claimed it 
will lead to inflation, since all purchases will be rounded to the nickel, and businesses will always 
round up.6  
 
For the past 20 years, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) has lobbied the Mint to transi-

Key Facts: 
 Material and production costs alone are 2.4 cents 

for a penny and 11.2 cents for a nickel. 

 The metals used in pennies are zinc and copper. 
Nickels are composed of copper and nickel. 

 The average lifetime of a one-dollar bill is 18 to 22 
months. 
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tion from one-dollar bills to one-dollar coins; however, the Mint recently suspending the creation of 
one-dollar coins in December 2011.7 Moreover, President Obama has recently proposed changing 
the metal in nickels in response to their high manufacturing cost. The Treasury is on his side, but he 
needs Congressional approval to change legal tender; his proposal has yet to be affirmed or denied.8 
 

Analysis: 
 
Ending production of the penny 
would be economically beneficial. 
Currently, the government loses $900 
million every year from the combined 
cost of materials, production, and 
transportation of pennies.9 Addition-
ally, the time spent handling pennies 
at the point of purchase is extremely 
costly in the long term. According to 
Robert Whaples, a professor of economics at Wake Forest University, the time spent searching 
pockets or purses for pennies, when evaluated at the average U.S. wage, costs the economy $300 
million per year in lost opportunity (the time that wage earners could spend contributing to the cir-
cular flow of income in another way). Whaples has also done research on the effects of rounding 
purchases to the nearest nickel. He found that consumers would gain one cent for every 40 purchas-
es.10 
 
The nickel has not received as much widespread research as the penny, but initial findings by the 
Treasury Department indicate that using more affordable coin materials could be save up to $100 
million per year. Possible material substitutes include industrial porcelain and an aluminum alloy.11 
 
The Sacagawea one-dollar coin was pulled from circulation last year to save money, but if it replaced 
the one-dollar bill, the U.S. government could save approximately $184 million per year according to 
the GAO.12 These savings are the result of longer coin lifespans – 30 years on average – compared to 
short lived bills.13  
 
Replacing the one-dollar bill with the one-dollar coin could be a synergistic policy with eliminating 
the penny. Since the one-dollar coin could replace the penny slot in cash registers, businesses would 
be able to adapt to the monetary change at little to no cost. 
 

Next Steps: 
 
Opposition groups who are against rounding purchases to the nickel claim this policy would burden 
consumers with  extra costs because businesses will round up their purchases. This opposition cou-
pled with resistance from the metal industry that profits from the status quo (and protests whenev-
er similar legislation is considered) makes this proposal difficult to enact.14 However, the federal 

Talking Points: 
 Replacing the one-dollar bill with a more durable 

one-dollar coin could save the U.S. government $500 
million annually. 

 The U.S. loses $900 million annually due to pennies. 

 Each year, one-dollar bills pulled from circulation 
result in 15.2 million pounds of landfill waste. 
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government should recognize conclusive studies that show no extra cost being passed onto consum-
ers. 
  
To ease the monetary transition, pennies would still be considered legal tender until they are com-
pletely removed from the economy as the Federal Reserve takes them out of circulation. This transi-
tion will be fairly simple for the one-dollar bill because of its short lifespan, but it could present 
problem for pennies, given their long average lifespans. The Federal Reserve could solve this prob-
lem by using open market operations to buy back pennies at the value of their metal composition, 
similar to how they buy back government bonds. Meanwhile, Congress should pass a law requiring 
all purchases with legal tender be rounded to a nickel and force the U.S. Mint to research an afford-
able, alternate material composition for the nickel. 
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