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Letter from the Director 
Dear Readers,

 I am excited to present to you the first-ever issue of Looking Ahead: The 
Cornell Roosevelt Institute Policy Journal by the Center for Science & Technol-
ogy. This journal contains the work of five policy analysts, each of whom spent 
many hours doing in-depth research and careful analysis to propose solutions 
to the diverse array of science and technology problems in our society.
 It is an exciting time to study the impact that science and technology have 
on our daily lives; now, more than ever, we are in a time of exponential scienc-
tific growth, with policies being shaped around technologies of which we have 
not even unlocked the full potential. This Center, in its first iteration nation-
wide, has successfully brought together a group of individuals from a wide vari-
ety of college majors and scientific passions. We hope that this journal will shed 
light on a handful of important, yet underacknowledged policy issues.
 Each proposal in this journal engages with some of the toughest issues 
surrounding innovation in our world today. These are the topics that will shape 
the future, from national security to mass food production. As Cornell stu-
dents, we are in a lucky position to be able to bring these issues to national at-
tention.

Sincerely,

Michael Herman
Applied Economics and Management (CALS ‘15)
Director, Center for Education Policy and Development



Private Eyes Are Watching You: On Regulating Domestic Drone Operation by 
Private Citizens

By Elizabeth Zelko, Major: Computer Science ‘16, Email: efz4@cornell.edu 

States should enact laws which include regulation on private drone operation in addition to commercial and law 
enforcement uses.

Key Facts:
• The FAA predicts that the number of drones in the national 

airspace will grow to 30,000 by 2020.6
• Over 43 states have introduced drone legislation.2 
• 20 states have passed legislation regulating domestic drone 

operation by law enforcement and private companies.2,3 
• 6 states include regulation of drone operation by private citi-

zens.2,3

History:
 In 2005, five years after the CIA flew the first unarmed surveillance drones over Afghanistan, drone 
technology began to enter the domestic market. In an initial attempt to regulate the use of such unmanned air-
craft systems (UAS) in the national airspace, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) issued a memorandum 
stating that drone operators would be held to the same 
standards of responsibility as the pilot of a manned 
aircraft.  In 2007, the FAA adopted a more intensive 
policy which stated that any person who operates a 
UAS in the national airspace for commercial, business 
or government purposes must be granted specific au-
thority.  This excluded people designated “hobbyists,” 
or anyone who operated a UAS for recreational or 
non-commercial purposes. Following this declaration, 
the FAA granted authority to very few private companies, prompting Congress to intervene in 2012 by passing 
the FAA Modernization and Reform Act, requiring the FAA to devise a more comprehensive plan for fully inte-
grating UAS into domestic airspace by 2015. The FAA has experienced a series of delays and setbacks that have 
prevented the agency from outlining a definitive policy, which has spurred state legislatures to draft their own 
UAS legislation starting in 2013. 

Analysis:
 Those regulations on private drones that do exist are not comprehensive nor do they cover many possible 
invasions of privacy. For example, several laws incorporate the principle of “reasonable expectation of privacy,” 
meaning that a person cannot fly drones into certain places, such as private property, that are not public space.  
Many laws condition this by defining a certain altitude below which a drone may not fly over such areas without 
the consent of the person or owner of the property being surveyed; however, with the type of long-range zoom 
technology widely available, these height restrictions are not universally effective in preventing invasions of 
privacy. Therefore, the language of “reasonable expectation of privacy” is deficient in such cases. Additionally, in 
several states these restrictions apply only to persons who survey with the intent to distribute or publish.2 This 
does not preclude surveying with the intent to stalk, harass, or harm. Some states have determined not to pass 
such laws by claiming much of UAS surveillance falls under laws of general applicability.1 Yet many stalking laws 
do not naturally extend to cover such situations, and photography laws neglect important factors that differenti-
ate drone operation from human-operated camera surveillance.  

Policy Idea:
 The majority of drone legislation that has been introduced or passed revolves around limiting use by 
law enforcement.  For example, one popular regulation restricts law enforcement use by requiring a warrant in 
order to conduct surveillance, except when necessary to counter a terrorist threat.  Other common regulations 
restrict or prohibit the use of drones for business purposes, and some states have passed laws prohibiting the use 
of drones for specific purposes such as fishing and hunting.  However, only a small fraction of state laws address 
the use of drones for non-commercial purposes by private citizens. States should either tighten or implement 
regulations on the operation of such drones in future legislation because the absence of effective and well-defined 
limitations may lead to a multitude of privacy concerns.



Next Steps:
 In order to regulate drone activity in a more 
comprehensive manner, states should consider 
amending or enacting laws which address the op-
eration of drones by “hobbyists” or private citizens. 
With the number of drones on domestic soil predicted 
to increase up to 30,000 in the next 5 years, leaving 
such concerns regarding consent and harassment 
unaddressed will cause future violations and may 
ultimately increase public animosity toward drones 
in the national airspace.  One consideration is re-
quiring a license for drone operation outside of one’s 
private property, which would reduce both privacy violations and property damage. Another possible method of 
protecting privacy is regulating the camera equipment allowed to be mounted on drones along with specifying 
reasonable flying altitudes. States should also consider amending stalking laws to include electronic surveillance 
and harassment using UASs. 
Endnotes:
1) Berry, Michael, and Nabiha Syed. The FAA’s slow move to regulate domestic drones. September 24, 2014. http://www.washington-
post.com/news/volokh-conspiracy/wp/2014/09/24/the-faas-slow-move-to-regulate-domestic-drones/
2) Bohm, Allie. The Year of the Drone: An Analysis of State Legislation Passed This Year. November 7, 2013. https://www.aclu.org/blog/
technology-and-liberty/year-drone-roundup-legislation-passed-year 
3) 2013 Unmanned Aircraft Systems Legislation. 2013. http://www.ncsl.org/research/civil-and-criminal-justice/unmanned-aerial-vehi-
cles.aspx 
4) Williams, Rich. 2014 State Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) Legislation. September 6, 2014. http://www.ncsl.org/research/civ-
il-and-criminal-justice/2014-state-unmanned-aircraft-systems-uas-legislation.aspx 
5) Berry, Michael, and Nabiha Syed. State legislation governing private drone use. September 25, 2014. http://www.washingtonpost.
com/news/volokh-conspiracy/wp/2014/09/25/state-legislation-governing-private-drone-use/ 
6) Criminal Stalking Laws. n.d. http://www.victimsofcrime.org/our-programs/stalking-resource-center/stalking-laws/criminal-
stalking-laws-by-state 
7) McNeal, Gregory S. A Primer on Domestic Drones: Legal, Policy, and Privacy Implications. April 10, 2012. http://www.forbes.com/
sites/gregorymcneal/2012/04/10/a-primer-on-domestic-drones-and-privacy-implications/ 

Talking Points:
• The emergence of the domestic drone market and lack of activi-

ty by the FAA has prompted states to draft legislation regulating 
drone operation and traffic.1

• Most laws focus primarily on regulating law enforcement 
surveillance and do not address potential privacy violations that 
could arise from usage by private citizens.2

• States should include regulations on drone “hobbyists” in order 
to prevent scenarios of trespassing, harassment and stalking 
arising from the use of UASs.

• 



Reintroducing Snow Caps: The People’s Cap and Trade 
By Jordan Roga, Major: Biology ‘15, Email: jhr246@cornell.edu

Cap and trade has been an effective policy for regulating environmental issues thus far, though it is difficult to imple-
ment on the widespread problem of carbon emissions. A cap and lease policy is possible with the public ledger tech-

Key Facts:
• Despite awareness of climate change since the 1980’s, though 

the vast majority of legislation throughout the globe has oc-
curred in just the past decade. 

• Reduction of emissions on current cap and trade policy has had 
a goal of 25-40% below 1990 levels.

• Decentralized public ledgers became possible in 2009 with 
Bitcoin.

History:
 Cap and trade is the proposed idea of limiting emissions of some environmental pollutant and creating a 
market for trading these emission allowances. This has been a hugely effective policy in reducing sulfur dioxide emis-
sions1 and is the basis for most modern economic solutions to environmental issues. The Kyoto Protocol2 is a Japanese 
proposal that hopes to bring caps to the countries of the world with the intention of reducing carbon emissions. 
 The Cypherpunks are a group that, since the 
1980’s, have attempted to apply the technology of cryp-
tographic systems, or protocols in interesting ways. The 
Cypherpunks explain part of their ideology as follows: 
“Cypherpunks know that cryptographic protocols make 
social structures”3. In fact much of the financial technol-
ogy, email, the internet, and other social structures are 
built off of cryptographic systems. One of these systems 
that the Cypherpunks hoped to develop was a digital 
currency. Despite technical challenges, frustration with 
the financial crisis in 2008 urged someone using the pseudonym Satoshi Nakamoto to develop the world’s first digital 
currency: Bitcoin4. 
 Over the last five years, people have begun work on projects that would allow this technology of decentral-
ized distributed public ledgers to move beyond use as currency. This, as implemented through a protocol such as 
Ethereum5, Counterparty6, or Mastercoin7, enables development of a variety of decentralized systems including smart 
property, decentralized currency, decentralized contracts, and others, and all of which are programmable. A large 
decentralized network with consensus like some of these ‘cryptocurrency’ protocols may be useful in regulating carbon 
emissions. 

Policy Idea:
 James D’Angelo proposed the original idea for Snow Caps8. This policy would ultimately go on to win the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology Climate CoLab competition for reducing climate change. 
 Snow Caps aims to bring regulation by reputation, which allows users to rate other’s actions, together with a 
cap and lease solution of emission reduction, to enable regulation that avoids expensive government oversight and can 
operate on a global scale without diplomatic hang-ups about organization. D’Angelo’s proposal would distribute equal 
emissions assets to individuals for life which would function as a cap. Participants would invest and lease the carbon 
emissions assets to companies in a distributed free market across the globe. Individual control would couple with pub-
lic knowledge of how other parties invest and rate investment of their emissions assets through what is now possible 
with public ledger technology. This free market should create a system wherein people can make choices about how to 
lease emissions based on the reputation determined through previous choices and companies would pay rent for only 
those shares necessary. This policy would incentivize individuals to participate due to monetary reward, and compa-
nies would purchase these shares at a fair price on the global market. 
 Regulation is something that can, on some level, be accomplished by this reputation system alone, though 
companies would opt in voluntarily. Shaming or rewarding companies by their reputation in a similar fashion to AirB-
nB or Ebay through the public ledger could afford meaningful regulation of company emissions without government 
oversight.
 To further optimize D’Angelo’s strategy, a parallel protocol to that of emissions assets could be created that 
would track actual emissions through smart property5, property that interfaces with a public ledger. Building this de-
tection on top of the architecture for the emissions assets ledger enables companies that have implemented the tech-
nology of smart property to track their own emissions at a very minimal cost. Individuals would lease more emissions 
assets to companies and would charge a lower price for companies whose emissions could be verified. While at first 
companies would join the program if they were hoping to prove a commitment to environmental sustainability, gov-
ernments could later jump on this public database and make mandates for large polluting companies to particpate. 

Analysis:
 One of the issues with current climate legislation is that governments are slow to act and global solutions 
may take further time. Despite awareness of climate change since the 1980’s, the vast majority of legislation



throughout the globe has occurred in just the past decade9. Reduction of emissions on current cap and trade policy 
has had a goal of 25-40% below 1990 levels2. One advantage of this policy over cap and trade is that the protocol can 
be set up quite easily and deployed internationally in an instant; regulation can begin immediately.
 There is reason behind the slow to action legislation surrounding climate change. Professors in the Depart-
ment of Engineering and Public Policy at Carnegie 
Mellon University10 have determined that action 
without careful analysis prior to action can be 
costly. This policy would enable accurate analysis of 
how companies’ emissions respond to the free mar-
ket of emissions assets and could provide guidance 
and tracking useful for how governments would 
craft legislation while already regulating carbon on 
some level. 
 Cap and lease provides free markets for companies who pay to use carbon, combining the advantages of 
both cap and trade and a carbon tax11, 12. Cap and lease was not a feasible policy because managing 7 billion people 
across a large distributed system was a difficult task until recently with the invention of public ledgers.

Talking Points:
• Public ledgers can allow users to rate other’s actions through indi-

viduals leasing carbon emissions to companies.
• Smart property can interact with this public ledger to provide accu-

rate tracking of emissions for both through this regulation as is and 
through larger enforcement should governments hope to step in.

• This protocol can be set up quickly and distributed instantly globally.

Next Steps:
 A government or other invested organization hoping to spearhead this policy could hire programmers to 
implement the global protocol. Alternatively, programmers could work pro bono for recognition on the noble goal of 
helping to save the environment. Pro bono work on the protocol would likely inspire an invested party to support the 
work monetarily. Work on development of such a protocol should seek information from economists and could be 
completed fairly quickly.

Endnotes:
1) United States Environmental Protection Agency. “Cap and Trade: Acid Rain Program Results.” Clean Air Market Programs
2) “Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I parties under Kyoto Protocol on its Resumed Fourth 
Session in Bali from 3 to 15 December 2007.” Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2008. 
3) Cypherpunks. “The Cyphernomicron.” Chapter 4. 1994. 
4) Satoshi, N. “Bitcoin: A Peer-to-Peer Electronic Cash System.” Accessed November 25, 2014. https://bitcoin.org/bitcoin.pdf
5) Buterin, V. “A Next Generation Smart Contract and Decentralized Application Platform.”  Accessed November 25, 2014. https://www.
ethereum.org/pdfs/EthereumWhitePaper.pdf
6) Krellenstein, A. “The Counterparty Protocol.” Accessed November 25, 2014. https://github.com/CounterpartyXCP/Counterparty
7) Willet, J. R., M. Hidskes, D. Johnston, R. Gross, M. Schneider, P. Todd. “The Master Protocol/ Mastercoin Complete Specification.” Ac-
cessed November 25, 2014. https://github.com/mastercoin-MSC/spec.
8) D’Angelo, J. “Snow Caps: The People’s Cap and Trade.” Climate CoLab.
9) Nachmany, M., S. Fankhauser, T. Townshend, M. Collins, T. Landesman, A. Matthews, C. Pavese, K. Rietig, P. Schleifer, and J. Setzer. 
“The Dynamics of Climate Change Legislation.” In The GLOBE Climate Legislation Study: A Review of Climate Change Legislation in 66 
Countries, 26-30. 4th ed. London: GLOBE International and the Grantham Research Institute, London School of Economics, 2014. 
10) Morgan, M. G., S. Constatine, I. L. Azevedo. “Cap and Trade is not Enough: Improving U.S. Climate Policy.” Department of Engineer-
ing and Public Policy, Carngie Mellon University, 2009.
11) Irons, John. “Cap and Lease Carbon.” Democracy, no. 10 (2008). Accessed November 25, 2014. http://www.democracyjournal.
org/8/6588.php. 
12) Suzuki, David. “Carbon Tax or Cap-and-trade?” David Suzuki Foundation. Accessed November 25, 2014. http://www.davidsuzuki.org/
issues/climate-change/science/climate-solutions/carbon-tax-or-cap-and-trade/.



The GMO Controversy: Federal Labeling Policy Needed Now
By Ryan Lee, Major: Biology and Society ‘16, Email: rl627@cornell.edu

Despite widespread acceptance by scientists, farmers, and regulators, a large segment of the population is calling for 
mandatory labeling of GMOs.  To avoid higher costs to farmers and consumers, and to eliminate confusion from an 

emerging patchwork of state regulations, the FDA should develop a national policy on GMO labeling.

Key Facts:
• 65 countries have laws which mandate labeling for all 

GMOs sold within their borders.
• Connecticut, Maine and Vermont have passed legislation 

mandating labeling of GMOs.
• Legislation to mandate labeling for GMOs has been intro-

duced in 20 states total.

History:
 In 1996 the world’s first genetically modified food, the Flavr Savr tomato, was introduced to the mar-
ket, ushering in the era of GMO agriculture. Since then, total area planted with engineered seed has grown to 
173 million acres as of 2013 in the US alone (GMO 
Compass).  To date, the United States has approved a 
total of 181 genetic modifications, or “events”, for use 
in food, feed and fiber crops (ISAAA). The majority 
of cotton, corn, canola and soybeans grown here are 
GM.  All of these crops have had to go through years 
of testing and regulatory review before being approved 
for release, and organizations such as the AAAS, the 
AMA and the National Academy of the Sciences have all endorsed GMOs as being at least as safe as conventional 
crops. Despite these facts, resistance to the technology is at an all-time high. 
The current patchwork of passed and proposed legislation mandating the labeling of GMOs is problematic for a 
number of reasons. There is currently a high level of resistance from biotech companies to labeling GMOs, lead-
ing them to spend heavily on costly political campaigns and legal battles fighting legislation. The lack of a cogent 
standard as to exactly how to label GMOs may also lead to a fractious marketplace, increasing costs and restrict-
ing interstate commerce. 

Analysis:
 There are competing voices in the debate which all need to be considered in crafting federal standards. 
Firstly, it must be recognized that a large and growing portion of Americans are demanding that food made with 
GMOs be labeled. While many of the reasons why some might be in favor of labeling GMOs are refutable with 
empirical scientific evidence, others lie beyond the scope of what science can tell us. Regardless of philosophy 
though, it is clear that people have a right to know what exactly is in their food, and the demands of the people 
must be met. Secondly, the voice of the scientific community must be given a special place in the discussion. 
After more than two decades of study, the overwhelming majority of voices in that community affirm the safety 
of all currently approved GMO food and feed (Nocolia, AAAS). The American Medical Association for example 
has said that there is no reason relating to human health why GMOs should be labeled (Blask).
 Finally, for many, GMOs are at most a peripheral issue, but to the farmers, food producers and seed com-
panies involved with GM agriculture, livelihoods are on the line. It is fairly clear that if GMO labeling proceeds 
on its current trajectory it will cause economic harm to these groups by increasing costs of both production and 
supply chain management, driving consumers away from their products, and creating inconsistencies and inef-
ficiency in the marketplace. As it has been shown that there is no medical reason why GMOs should be labeled, 
these labels should be designed in a way that minimizes harm to this group. What is needed most, and what 

Policy Idea:
 The FDA should, in consultation with industry professionals and independent scientists and researchers, 
craft a strategy for labeling foods made with genetically engineered ingredients. FDA should addresses the de-
mands of concerned consumers while minimizing potential harm to food producers.  Because simply putting a 
label stating that a product contains GMOs on the front of a package will cause consumers to assume that GMOs 
are dangerous or harmful, a more nuanced approach must be taken in light of the overwhelming evidence that 
they are not.



Next Steps:
 FDA should create 
labeling rules which allow for 
some flexibility in the way that 
GMOs are labeled. For example, 
companies should have the right 
to present GMO information in 
a way which is compatible with 
their packaging. Industry lead-
ers such as Monsanto and DuPont should help guide this process. Up to now, these players have spent millions of 
dollars fighting labeling, yet have been unable to stem the tide of demand. By reversing position and helping to 
craft a smart label, the biotech industry can engender trust and help to dispel some of the fear around GMOs. 
 In conjunction with developing labeling standards, companies and the FDA should work to engage the 
public through outreach and education.  Many misconceptions abound in the general public as the technical 

Talking Points:
• Despite legitimate concerns from labeling opponents, the people have an incon-

trovertible right to know what their food contains and how it was produced.
• Industry players currently opposed to labeling should see it as an opportunity 

rather than a threat. 
• Empirical research has shown that consumers may ultimately be less sensitive to 

signaling from GMO labels than some fear. 
• The FDA should set the standards for factual information but permit companies 

some freedom in presenting it.

Endnotes: 
1) GMO Compass. “Genetically modified plants: Global cultivation on 174 million hectares.” Web page, updated 04/09/2014. Date of 
access 11/27/2014. http://www.gmo-compass.org/eng/agri_biotechnology/gmo_planting/257.global_gm_planting_2013.html
2) ISAAA. “GM approval database.” Web page, last updated 11/21/2014. Date of access 11/28/2014. http://www.isaaa.org/gmapproval-
database/approvedeventsin/default.asp?CountryID=US&Country=United%20States%20of%20America
3) Nicolia, Alessandro, Alberto Manzo, Fabio Veronesi, and Daniele Rosellini. “An overview of the last 10 years of genetically engi-
neered crop safety research.” Critical reviews in biotechnology 34, no. 1 (2013): 77-88.
4) AAAS. “Statement by the AAAS Board of Directors on labeling of genetically modified foods.” Press release. 10/20/2012. http://www.
aaas.org/sites/default/files/AAAS_GM_statement.pdf
5) Blask, David, and George Brainard. “REPORT 4 OF THE COUNCIL ON SCIENCE AND PUBLIC HEALTH (A-12) AMERICAN 
MEDICAL ASSOCIATION.”
6) Costanigro, Marco, and Jayson L. Lusk. “The signaling effect of mandatory labels on genetically engineered food.” Food Policy 49 
(2014): 259-267.

should be set as one of the aims of a national labeling program, is spreading awareness of the facts and eliminat-
ing misperceptions surrounding the issue.

Action:
 Within six months, it is completely possible that labeling standards could be developed by the FDA if 
corporations currently opposed to labeling change position. Implementing this strategy relies on convincing 
corporate entities that labeling is not only inevitable due to consumer demand, but also presents a business op-
portunity. To do this, consumers who are currently unengaged in the labeling battle, as well as activists who are 
currently fighting for labeling, must be persuaded to join a letter writing campaign aimed at decision makers in 
large agricultural biotechnology firms. This campaign would depend on adopting a strategy and communication 
style of outreach rather than opposition. This strategy will not appeal to all activists as there are some who have 
other motivations which preclude the possibility of their cooperation with said businesses, but it is absolutely 
crucial that open minded and pro biotech consumers be reached. This coalition would be best served if key allies 
such as academics or respected business leaders could be recruited to serve as ambassadors for the movement as 
well. Implementing this strategy successfully will also require being able to launch an effective public outreach 
campaign to dispel the fear and misconceptions surrounding GMOs. In order to make the most convincing case 
to the public as possible, such a campaign should be both publicly and privately funded and include a variety of 
voices such as researchers, farmers and philanthropists. By showing that public perception of their products can 
be improved, and giving companies more voice in how labeling would be implemented, they may be convinced 
of the opportunity, leading to a possible win-win situation.



Bilingual Education: Equalizing the Playing Field For All Americans
By Marc Alessi, Major: Atmospheric Sciences ‘15, Email: mja244@cornell.edu

The Nation’s weather service is facing issues ranging from hiring freezes to security breaches.  It is time for the gov-
ernment to seriously reconsider their position and help the National Weather Service rather than slowly deplete it.

Key Facts:
• The European Computer model has 15 times the computing 

power as the American Computer model.
• There have been two confirmed security breaches in the past 

year.
• There will be no working polar satellite system between 2016 

and 2017.

History:
 One of the most important functions of the government is to ensure safety and save lives. The National 
Weather Service (NWS), a branch of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) in the 
United States’ Department of Commerce, has been issuing warnings for severe weather, protecting life and prop-
erty from danger, and providing weather forecasts and 
climate data since its founding in 1870.1 At its height, 
the NWS was the top meteorological organization 
worldwide. However, in recent decades, the NWS has 
lost this prestigious position2 due to a number of fac-
tors including a lack of computer resources,2 failure to 
predict extreme weather events accurately before other 
countries’ computer models,3 security interruptions,4, 5, 

6 a lack of rational system planning,2 and a shortage of staff.7

 The National Weather Service has a lack of computer resources compared to other leading world meteo-
rological organizations, such as the European Center in Europe.  Because of this, the European model (ECMWF) 
is significantly more reliable than the American model (GFS).2 This is mainly due to the ECMWF’s availability to 
a computer that is 15 times faster than the GFS model’s computer.8 The lack of computer power results in U.S. in-
feriority in weather prediction, demonstrated by the forecasted path of Hurricane Sandy in October, 2012 when 
the ECMWF model accurately predicted Sandy’s path days before the GFS model.3 In response to this, Congress 
passed a bill for the purchase of a faster computer for the NWS,9 but the computer has yet to be bought.8  Fur-
thermore, mismanagement between the government and the NWS has resulted in the U.S. facing a year without 
crucial satellite data, hindering prediction of tropical storms.2, 10 In 2016, polar satellites will go offline and new 
ones will not replace them until sometime in 2017.  Periods of security interruptions within the NWS have re-
sulted in numerous freezes of data important for saving lives. In early 2014, during a tornado outbreak through-
out the country, data was shut off due to a security wall update. In November of 2014, China hacked the NWS, 
resulting in a shut off of satellite data. Finally, hiring shortages at the beginning of 2014 could result in a shortage 
of meteorologists and a shortened warning time for severe thunderstorms.7  

Analysis:
 A combination of minimal computing power, mismanagement, hiring freezes, and security breaches in 
the NWS have resulted in the slow depletion of the department, endangering millions of people throughout the 
country. This is clearly not a positive outlook for the future of the U.S.  I propose that the U.S. government review 
their policies towards the NWS and start seriously considering what the NWS needs for accurate and foresee-
able weather predictions. First, funds must be set aside for a new computer system. This has in fact already been 
done, but as previously mentioned, the computer has yet to be ordered due to government stalling.8 It would also 
cost nothing to the U.S. government because funds from the $51 billion Hurricane Sandy aid were set aside for a 
new computer for the NWS. Even just this boost in computing power would impact tens of millions of people by 
forecasting severe storms and outbreaks days or hours in advance.  

Policy Idea:
 I propose a policy that focuses on the U.S. Government setting aside funds for the National Weather Ser-
vice. Furthermore, the new computer system must be bought with the funds set aside for its purchase. The policy 
would directly impact the safety of the American people. More funds would allow for hiring of all meteorology 
positions, improving warning time for severe weather.



Next Steps:
 First, the NWS must reclaim its position as the top 
meteorological organization through improved comput-
ing power via leftover Sandy aid funds from the govern-
ment. The government must push forward with this plan 
in order to improve the modeling accuracy of the GFS 
model. The NWS should also be fully staffed at all times. 
This would imply setting aside funds for more NWS em-
ployees. Hiring freezes must end, and budget cuts must be rejected. The NWS saves lives and money, we would 
save more by hiring more individuals.

Talking Points:
• Move ahead with plans to improve the computing power of 

the NWS for better American Computer models.
• End hiring freezes to make sure there is a reliable amount 

of meteorologists on hand to make accurate warnings.
• The government must view the NWS very highly.  It is an 

extremely important government department that actually 
saves lives and property.

• 

Endnotes: 
1) National Weather Service: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration , “About NOAA’s National Weather Service,” http://
www.weather.gov/about.
2) Cliff Mass, “Rebuilding the National Weather Service,” Blogger, http://cliffmass.blogspot.com/2012/12/rebuilding-national-weath-
er-service.html.
3) USA Today: A Gannett Company, “Editorial: Superstorm forecasting feat, with a catch,” http://www.usatoday.com/story/opin-
ion/2012/10/30/sandy-forecasting-ecmwf-gfs/1670035/. 
4) Mary Pat Flaherty, Jason Samenow, Lisa Rein, “Chinese hack U.S. weather systems, satellite network,” The Washington Post,  
http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/chinese-hack-us-weather-systems-satellite-network/2014/11/12/bef1206a-68e9-11e4-b053-
65cea7903f2e_story.html.
5) Andrew Freedman, “National Weather Service Warning System Hobbled by Outage at Worst Possible Time,” Mashable, http://mash-
able.com/2014/05/22/national-weather-service-radar-warning-outage-during-outbreak/. 
6) Eric Zerkel, “National Weather Service Outage Delays Critical Warning,” The Weather Channel, http://www.weather.com/news/na-
tional-weather-service-outage-20140523.
7) Scott Freedman, “Concerns grow over Weather Service staff shortage,” Today, http://www.today.com/video/to-
day/55138865/#55138865. 



The Internet is a Public Utility: Why Net Neutrality Needs to be Enacted Now!
By Daniel Oudolsky, Major: Industrial and Labor Relations ‘16, Email: dro32@cornell.edu

Classifying Internet services under Title II of the Communication Act; whilst promoting the principles of the “Four 
Freedoms” of the Internet will promote greater competition in the internet service provider market. This will lead to 

continued innovation and economic growth. 

Key Facts:
• The FCC acknowledges that a unrestricted, open Internet will 

lead to sustained economic growth, improved education and an 
increased access to other such resources.

• About 81% of Americans oppose the charging of Internet “fast 
lanes” by ISP’s.

• There is bipartisan support for net neutrality. 81% of Democrats 
and 85% of Republicans oppose use of internet fast lanes

History:
 While “net neutrality” has recently arisen as a topic of policy debate, the ideas underlying such a concept 
extends decades into the past. In 1934, Congress passed the Communications Act, creating the Federal Commu-
nications Commission for the regulation of interstate 
and foreign communications, whilst ensuring that 
accessibility is retained for all and there is no monopo-
lization of services. 
In 2004, the FCC defined the four freedoms of net 
neutrality :
 o Freedom to access content
 o Freedom to use applications
 o Freedom to run personal data
 o Freedom to obtain personal data information
In 2007, The FCC lost a court battle to Internet Service Provider- Comcast. It won its case against FCC because 
it was not classified as a “telecommunications” provider and thus, it was not subject to enforce Open Internet 
rules and regulations. The FCC Open Internet Rules are overturned by the 10th US Circuit Court of Appeals in 
Comcast Corp v. FCC, ruling that the FCC lacked authority to force ISP’s to make internet content open to all . 
On January 14, 2014, the DC Circuit Court determined in the case of Verizon Communications Inc. v. Federal 
Communications Commission that the FCC has no authority to enforce Network Neutrality rules, since service 
providers are not identified as “common carriers”. The court also stated that such rules also stifle ISP’s business 
freedom and innovation.

Analysis:
 Net neutrality is the principle of internet service providers should treat Internet equally, regardless of 
platform, application or mode of communication. An “open internet” is the idea that internet content and ac-
cess should be unrestricted and open to all- businesses or individuals alike . The FCC was chartered to promote 
competition, innovation and a variety of choice for consumers of telecommunications network. The FCC must 
thereby continue to enforce this mandate by ensuring that the Internet is open, accessible and free. The FCC 
must classify broadband service as “telecommunications” and not “information services”- giving FCC the regula-
tory impetus to classify ISP’s as common carriers. The Supreme Court already did this in 2005 through its ruling 
FCC V. Brand X Internet Services. 

Policy Idea:
 Reclassifying Internet services as a public utility under Title II of the Communications Act, whilst also 
solidifying the Four Freedoms of Net Neutrality will ensure that internet access remains unbridled and free, pro-
moting continuing innovation and growth in the American marketplace.

Next Steps:
 President Obama and the FCC must work together to codify laws and regulations to ensure that the 
Internet is classified as a public utility service, thereby protecting it from corporate interests. What this entails is 
classifying Internet service under Title II of the Communications Act. Telecommunications companies should 
not be able to restrict or prioritize content through the creation of internet “fast lanes”.  Title II ensures such



protections. Categorizing the Internet as a public 
utility would allow the FCC to pass a simple, blanket, 
easy-to-enforce rule on net neutrality for all ISPs. 
Moreover, reclassifying ISP’s as common carriers 
would prevent the creation of tiered paid service and 
give consumers and businesses the freedom of choice 
in selecting how their internet service is provid-
ed, since they would now having more selection in 
choosing who their providers are. The FCC should 
also extend such protections to users of mobile in-
ternet services. Strong penalties and fines should be 
established in order to discourage ISP’s from violating 
net neutrality rules. The FCC must also codify the 
“Four Freedoms” of net neutrality it defined in 2005 
into legislation, providing a strong legal basis or modus operandi from which it contextualizes future internet 
regulatory policy on. 

Talking Points:
• The Internet was designed with the intention to be open and 

available to everybody, which is why it has been successful. 
Without net neutrality, this innovation will be stifled if ISP’s are 
allowed to control or block content access.

• Reclassifying internet services under Title II of Communications 
would classify internet services as a public utility- something 
like water and electricity. ISP’s would merely be providing inter-
net services, and thus would not be not be able to control, screen 
or filter who has access to content and any decisions about 
where it goes.

• • Promoting Internet freedom will also encourage competi-
tion and innovation by prompting service providers and devel-
opers to make effective products that will improve bandwidth 
services for consumers. 

Endnotes:
1) Powell, Michael. (2004) “The Digital Broadband Migration: Toward a Regulatory Regime for the Internet Age”
2) Tatel, Judge. (2011) “Comcast Corp. v. FCC, 600 F.3d 642”
3) Policy Statement released by the Federal Communications Commission. FCC 05-151 (2005)
4) Obama, Barack (2014) “Statement on Net Neutrality”
5) Basu, P & Chakraborty, J. (2011) “ New technologies, old divides: Linking Internet Access to social and locational characteristicsof 
U.S. farms. GeoJournal, 76(5), 469-481. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.or/stable/41308635Pew-Zickhur and Smith
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“The only limit to our realization of tomorrow will be our doubts of today.” 
                     -Franklin D. Roosevelt 


