Plan

The usfg should substantially increase financial support for magnetic fusion energy generation in the United States

Increase

TF
Timeframe args are a unique reason why R&D is bad for ground
EIA 7 (Energy Information Administration, "Federal Energy Research and Development," http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/servicerpt/subsidy2/pdf/chap3.pdf) 

It is easier to measure energy R&D spending than to characterize it as a subsidy. R&D spending is intended to create useful knowledge and develop technologies that have potential commercial benefits to society. Thus, all Federal R&D spending could, in a general way, be considered a subsidy to knowledge and technology. However, the extent to which specific R&D programs actually affect energy markets is more difficult to ascertain. The results of R&D are inherently uncertain. Many programs are intended to advance knowledge across a range of energy and non-energy applications, rather than in the context of a particular fuel or form of consumption. Furthermore, the knowledge obtained may not be of value, in the sense that the research may only reveal technical or economic dead ends to be avoided in the future.65 Thus, only a portion of Federal energy R&D is likely to achieve results in the form of changes in energy production costs or consumption that can be attributed to a specific R&D program. Moreover, to the extent that R&D yields commercial technologies, they are likely to be measurable only years after the funded research effort is initiated.
Energy Production
Nuclear energy production exclusively focuses on electricity  

Herrsnz, Linares, and Moratilla 8 (L.E. - Unit of Nuclear Safety Research, J.I. and B.Y - Rafael Marino Chair of New Energy Technologies Comillas Pontifical U, "Power cycle assessment of nuclear high temperature gas-cooled reactors," http://www.ewp.rpi.edu/hartford/users/papers/engr/ernesto/millav/EP/References/Applied%20Thermal%20Engineering%20%5B6%5D.pdf)
Nonetheless, at present nuclear energy production is almost exclusively focused on electricity generation, which accounts for only 16% of the energy consumed worldwide (being nearly 80% of the remaining energy obtained by burning fossil fuels [3]). Therefore, nuclear energy contribution to overcome issues like depletion and supply shortages of fossil fuels and global warming would be vigorously reinforced if a wider energy market was addressed. Industrial heat consumption is a good candidate to accomplish such a diversity of energy products. However, most of the industrial process heat applications require much higher temperatures than the operating temperatures of present light water reactors (LWR). Besides, the amount of energy required is never more than a few hundred MWs, while the present systems become competitive only for a thermal production of a few thousand MWs.

Prefer it- defines energy production not energy
Courts have acknowledged a separation of ENERGY PRODUCTION and experimentation and research in the context of nuclear power
US District Court 99 EVELYN HEINRICH ON BEHALF OF HER HUSBAND GEORGE HEINRICH, HENRY M. SIENKEWICZ, JR., ON BEHALF OF HIS MOTHER EILEEN ROSE SIENKEWICZ, ROSEMARY GUALTIERI ON BEHALF OF HER FATHER JOSEPH MAYNE, WALTER CARL VAN DYKE ON BEHALF OF HIS FATHER WALTER CARMEN VAN DYKE AND ALL OTHERS SIMILARLY SITUATED, PLAINTIFFS, v. WILLIAM H. SWEET, M.D., TRUSTEE OF THE LEE EDWARD FARR TRUST DATED 1/11/71, AS AMENDED, THE ESTATE OF LEE EDWARD FARR, M.D., ASSOCIATED UNIVERSITIES, INC., MASSACHUSETTS GENERAL HOSPITAL, MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, DEFENDANTS. CIVIL ACTION NO. 97-12134-WGY UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 62 F. Supp. 2d 282; 1999 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 12943 August 16, 1999,
 Decided The private defendants, however, argue that two of these tests ought quickly yield a result in their favor. First, although the plaintiffs contend that the private defendants assumed a traditional public function by operating a nuclear reactor, the private defendants argue that the function "traditionally exclusively reserved to the [government]," id. at 493-94, is that of energy production through the operation of nuclear reactors, not experimentation or research. Likewise, the private defendants believe that the "symbiotic relationship" test is not met [**65] because the Plaintiffs have not alleged that the United States shared in any profits obtained from the complained-of activity, nor have they alleged that the United States mandated the allegedly unconstitutional activity (namely, experimentation without obtaining informed consent). See id. at 494. Both of these arguments are misplaced. First, the private defendants' distinction between energy production and experimentation does not control HN32
the traditional public function test. That test asks whether "the private entity assumed powers traditionally exclusively reserved to the State." Rockwell v. Cape Cod Hosp., 26 F.3d 254, 258 (1st Cir. 1994) (internal quotations omitted). The use and control of radioactive substances presents a highly unusual factual setting. Under federal law, the possession and use of fissionable materials was not just traditionally reserved to the government, but was legally mandated to be reserved to the government. See Atomic Energy Act of 1946 §§ 4, 5 (prescribing that only the Commission could own a nuclear reactor that was capable of producing "within a reasonable period of time a sufficient quantity of fissionable [**66] material to produce an atomic bomb or any other atomicweapon" and only the Commission could own fissionable materials). In the view of Congress, there were sound policy reasons for this exclusivity: one of the purposes of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 was to provide "[a] program for Government control of the production, ownership, and use of fissionable material to assure the common defense and security . . . ." Id. at § 1(b)(4). Although the Act clearly contemplated private research activities under Commission supervision and allowed certain small-scale research facilities to be privately owned, such arrangements were required to "contain such provisions to protect health . . . as the Commission may determine." Id. at §§ 3, 4. If, as the Plaintiffs allege, the Commission failed properly to fulfill its duty of supervision as to the boron neutron capture therapy experiments and indeed knowingly approved of experiments that violated the Commission's own professional guidelines, then it is arguable that the Commission "tried to escape its responsibilities by delegating them to private parties." Rockwell, 26 F.3d at 258. In such a situation, the Court views [**67] the exclusive function test as met.
Oxford English Dictionary ‘9 (Entry printed from Oxford English Dictionary Online Copyright © Oxford University Press 2009 

increase, v. SECOND EDITION 1989 I. Intransitive senses. 1. To become greater in size, amount, duration, or degree; to be enlarged, extended, or intensified; to wax, grow. 
There target tech, not energy production- even if it indirectly affects energy generation its not topical
EIA 7 (Energy Information Administration, "Federal Energy Research and Development," http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/servicerpt/subsidy2/pdf/chap5.pdf) 

The previous chapters of this report also quantified energy-related tax expenditures, R&D, and other subsidies, many of which have a direct or indirect impact on electricity production. However, some of those tax expenditures, R&D outlays, and other subsidies have no connection to electricity production. Others, such as exploration and production tax credits for fuel producers, have an indirect impact on electricity production in that they provide financial incentives to fuel producers to invest in new technologies and explore for fuel resources, which at current market prices may only be marginally economic. If these incentives are successful in terms of bringing significant supplies to market in the long run, it helps to ensure energy security and potentially lowers equilibrium prices as supply increases. This may affect utility and nonutility generators’ selection of particular forms of generation. For purposes of this analysis, while fuel producers are the direct beneficiary of production tax credits, electricity producers indirectly benefit from supply increases and diversity of fuels. Therefore, a portion of direct subsidies to these entities is allocated as a subsidy to electricity production in proportion to the amount of the fuel consumed in electricity production to which a particular subsidy applies. The subsidies are presented in total dollars and per megawatthour (MWh) of generation by fuel type based on EIA generation data for the 12-month period ending September 30, 2007 (FY2007 MWh).200
They justify medical diagnosis, food, weaponization and sterilization of consumer goods affs

US Court of Appeals DC 6 STATE OF NEVADA, PETITIONER v. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, RESPONDENT No. 04-1309 UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 457 F.3d 78; 372 U.S. App. D.C. 432; 2006 U.S. App. LEXIS 20238; 63 ERC (BNA) 1097; 36 ELR 20159 October 18, 2005, Argued August 8, 2006, Decided KAREN LECRAFT HENDERSON, Circuit Judge: Since scientists split the atom in 1942, nuclear technology [***2] has proliferated into many areas of society. No longer limited to the defense of our nation, nuclear technology is used in energy production, medical diagnosis and treatment, food processing and agriculture and sterilization of consumer goods. For all of the advances it has brought, however, those advances have come at a price--the waste that is the inevitable byproduct. What to do with the waste has plagued scientists and policymakers for decades. As a result of scientific, political and regulatory consultation and comment, the consensus is that the waste should be stored in an underground repository to be located at Yucca Mountain, Nevada (Yucca). The State of Nevada (Nevada), concerned about the storage of nuclear waste within its borders, has vigorously opposed the construction of a nuclear repository at Yucca and, after failing in the political and regulatory arenas, has attacked the statutory and regulatory scheme governing the construction and operation of the Yucca repository. See Nuclear Energy Inst., Inc. v. EPA, 362 U.S. App. D.C. 204, 373 F.3d 1251 (D.C. Cir. 2004)
AT: For = Support 
“For” is exclusive that’s our US Courts evidence you should prefer it because it’s more precise in the context of legal interpretations of government policy – our evidence is from the EIA and the federal government which makes it more predictable for the topic

For is a term of exclusion – Constitution proves
Clegg, 95 - J.D., 1981 Yale Law School; the author is vice president and general counsel of the National Legal Center for the Public Interest. (Roger, “Reclaiming The Text of The Takings Clause,” 46 S.C. L. Rev. 531, Summer, lexis) Even if it made no sense to limit the clause to takings "for public use"--and, as discussed below, it might make very good sense--that is the way the clause reads. It is not at all ambiguous. The prepositional phrase simply cannot be read as broadening rather than narrowing the clause's scope. Indeed, a prepositional phrase beginning with "for" appears twice more in the Fifth Amendment, and in both cases there is no doubt that the phrase is narrowing the scope of the Amendment. n20

R&D is not exclusively targeted at production—means the plan text excludes their solvency mechanism!

EIA, Energy Information Administration, Office of Energy Markets and End Use, U.S. DOE, ‘92
(“Federal Energy Subsidies: Direct and Indirect Interventions in Energy Markets,” ftp://tonto.eia.doe.gov/service/emeu9202.pdf)

Research and development. The budgetary cost of Government-funded research and development (R&D) is easy to measure. Determining the extent to which Government energy R&D is a subsidy is more problematic: often it takes the form of a direct payment to producers or consumers, but the payment is not tied to the production or consumption of energy in the present. If successful, Federal-applied R&D will affect future energy prices and costs, and so could be considered an indirect subsidy.

Extra t is bad- it allows unpredictable advantage and solvency ground that is impossible to prepared against

Reject the whole aff- 

A- Fairness- Only rejecting the extra-topical parts makes being neg impossible as we have to go for t in addition to other strategies just to get back to square one.  This would ensure teams read extra topical affs because it becomes a no risk option.

B- Damage has been done- we based our 1NC and block strategy based off their current plan- 

C- No Offense- they should have read a topical plan to start with. 

Incentives

Anything that affects energy costs is hugely unlimiting and not energy production
EIA, Energy Information Administration, Office of Energy Markets and End Use, U.S. DOE, ‘92
(“Federal Energy Subsidies: Direct and Indirect Interventions in Energy Markets,” ftp://tonto.eia.doe.gov/service/emeu9202.pdf)

In some sense, most Federal policies have the potential to affect energy markets. Policies supporting economic stability or economic growth have energy market consequences; so also do Government policies supporting highway development or affordable housing. The interaction between any of these policies and energy market outcomes may be worthy of study. However, energy impacts of such policies would be incidental to their primary purpose and are not examined here. Instead, this report focuses on Government actions whose prima facie purpose is to affect energy market outcomes, whether through financial incentives, regulation, public enterprise, or research and development.

This explodes limits – broadening the scope of incentives justifies a huge amount of mechanisms for all six energies, which skews the negative because we can’t prepare in-depth mechanism specific strats which are key to clash and better debates

Tech development is distinct from energy production 

EIA 7 (Energy Information Administration, "Federal Energy Research and Development," http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/servicerpt/subsidy2/pdf/chap3.pdf) 

Finally, much of what is defined as energy R&D in the Federal government's budget accounts is not directly expended on energy research or development. Rather, a portion of the funds are expended on environmental restoration and waste management associated with the byproducts of energy-related research facilities, e.g., nuclear waste disposal.
R&D doesn’t directly affect energy production- there are a laundry list of goals they can affect, proves the abuse

EIA 7 (Energy Information Administration, "Federal Energy Research and Development," http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/servicerpt/subsidy2/pdf/execsum.pdf) 

Research and Development (R&D). Federal R&D spending focuses on a variety of goals, such as increasing U.S. energy supplies, or improving the efficiency of various energy production, transformation, and end-use technologies. R&D expenditures do not directly affect current energy production and prices, but, if successful, they could affect future production and prices.
Huge limits DA- broad definitions of incentives could include 40 different mechanisms
Moran, 86 - non-resident fellow at the Center for Global Development and holds the Marcus Wallenberg Chair at the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University (Theodore, Investing in Development: New Roles for Private Capital?, p. 29 - googlebooks)
 Guisinger finds that if “incentives” are broadly defined to include tariffs and trade controls along with tax holidays, subsidized loans, cash grants, and other fiscal measures, they comprise more than forty separate kinds of measures.  Moreover, the author emphasizes, the value of an incentive package is just one of several means that governments use to lure foreign investors.  Other methods—for example, promotional activities (advertising, representative offices) and subsidized government services—also influence investors’ location decisions.  The author points out that empirical research so far has been unable to distinguish the relative importance of fundamental economic factors and of government policies in decisions concerning the location of foreign investment—let alone to determine the effectiveness of individual government instruments.

This turns their education offense: predictable and better prepared debates are the only way to generate equitable topic education for both sides 

Limits should outweigh AFF ground because this is already a massive bi-directional topic, only narrow definitions of incentives can provide a reasonable check on neg research burdens
2NC – Link – R&D 
AT: “Applied R&D”
R&D is an indirect incentive – that’s our EIA evidence, prefer it because it’s a federal definition and makes a distinction between “indirect” and “direct” incentives 

Increasing funding may be an incentive but the solvency mech of the AFF (R&D, testing, experimentation) are not FINANCIAL incentives: at best they’re FX topical which is an independent reason they’re interpretation is not predictable  

The DOE makes a clear distinction between fusion R&D for “Science” is NOT R&D for “Energy”

CRS ’11 (Federal Research and Development Funding: ¶ FY2011, 3/25/11)

Table 10. Department of Energy R&D and Related Programs ¶ ($ in millions) ¶ FY2009 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 ¶ Regular ARRA Enacted Request ¶
Science 

4,807 1,633 4,904 5,121 ¶ Basic Energy Sciences 1,536 555 1,636 1,835 ¶ High Energy Physics 776 232 810 829 ¶ Biological and Environmental Research 585 166 604 627 ¶ Nuclear Physics 500 155 535 562 ¶ Fusion Energy Sciences 395 91 426 380 ¶ Advanced Scientific Computing Research 359 162 394 426 ¶ Other 656 272 499 462 ¶ 

National Security 

3,357 0 3,481 3,850 ¶ Weapons Activities¶ a¶ 2,141 0 2,198 2,395 ¶ Naval Reactors 828 0 945 1,070 ¶ Nonproliferation and Verification R&D 356 0 317 352 ¶ Def. Envtal. Cleanup Technology Devel. 31 0 20 

Energy ¶ 

FY2011 ¶ ¶ FY2009 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 ¶ Regular ARRA Enacted Request ¶ Energy 3,394 5,616 3,556 3,825 ¶ Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy¶ b¶ 1,641 5,227 1,973 1,970 ¶ Fossil Energy R&D 863 0 672 587 ¶ Nuclear Energy 791 0 787 824 ¶ Electricity Delivery & Energy Reliability R&D 83 0 125 144 ¶ Advanced Research Projects Agency–Energy 15 389 0 300 ¶ Total 11,558 7,249 11,941 12,797 ¶ Source: DOE FY2011 budget justification, online at http://www.cfo.doe.gov/budget/11budget/. ¶ 
They don’t meet their own CI, independent reason to vote neg: “Applied” R&D is NOT what the AFF: the plan says “increase (financial support/funding) for fusion” – giving money has no intent to specify R&D FOR energy production
Their ev concedes their not applied R&D

EIA 99 [Energy Information Administration / Federal Energy Market Interventions 1999: Primary Energy, “3. Federal Energy Research and Development”, http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/servicerpt/subsidy/pdf/research.pdf)]

Applied R&D is aimed primarily at improving existing technology. Appropriations for applied energy R&D were¶ about $1.5 billion in fiscal year 1999. Of that amount, more than half is allocated to nuclear activities. Within the¶ range of nuclear projects, most of the money is spent on environmental management rather than R&D per se. For coal,¶ the bulk of spending supports development of clean coal technologies. Solar, photovoltaic, and wind energy absorb¶ the major share of renewable energy research funds ($134 million out of a total of $327 million). Expenditures shown¶ as “unallocated” in Table 8 are administrative and miscellaneous programs associated with R&D. For example,¶ unallocated expenditures for nuclear R&D ($143 million) in fiscal year 1999 include program termination costs and¶ program direction. For renewable energy programs, they include program direction and funding for the National¶ Renewable Energy Laboratory ($22 million in fiscal year 1999). The unallocated appropriation for basic energy¶ research ($49.8 million in fiscal year 1999) funds personnel in a variety of research centers and provides support¶ services and other related expenses.
: Fusion is “basic reaserch” NOT applied – their author 

EIA 99 [Energy Information Administration / Federal Energy Market Interventions 1999: Primary Energy, “3. Federal Energy Research and Development”, http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/servicerpt/subsidy/pdf/research.pdf)]

Basic Research
Basic Energy Research

General Science . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,672.8 2,059.3 1,624.2

General Energy Science . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,004.1 999.4 821.8

Environment, Safety, and Health . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 585.3 161.6 47.4

Unallocated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47.4 68.8 49.8

Fusion Energy Sciences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 872.5 379.1 222.6
Total Basic Research Appropriations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,182.1 3,668.1 2,765.9

Applied Research and Development

Nuclear Power

New Nuclear Plants (Nuclear Energy Research Initiative) . . . . . . . . . . . . 139.2 221.2 30.0
Waste/Fuel/Safety (Environmental Management) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 707.1 754.6 466.6

Unallocated (Termination Costs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168.6 155.9 143.0

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,014.9 1,131.7 639.6

Coal

Advanced Clean Efficient Power Systems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168.3 166.4 87.7

Advanced Clean Fuels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57.8 57.1 15.5

Advanced Research and Technology Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92.8 91.8 19.9

Interagency National Acid Precipitation Assessment Programb . . . . . . . . 35.4 35.4 (c)

Unallocated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90.0 121.1 97.1

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 444.3 471.7 220.2

Other Fossil Energy

Oil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58.6 57.8 48.6

Shale Oil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.5 6.7 0.0

Natural Gas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14.4 14.2 115.2

U.S. Geological Survey Energy Research and Developmentb . . . . . . . . . 29.7 29.7 (c)

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 109.2 108.3 163.8

Renewable Energy

Wind, Photovoltaic, and Other Solar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156.3 135.9 133.9

Biofuels and Biomass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24.4 44.5 95.5

Geothermal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31.0 30.7 28.5

Hydroelectric . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.2 1.2 3.3

Electricity Technologies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43.4 42.9 44.1

Unallocated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21.6 20.6 22.0

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 277.9 275.8 327.2

Electric Utility (Advanced Turbine Systems)d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.4 5.4 33.0

Total Applied Research and Development Appropriations . . . . . . . . . . . 1,851.7 1,992.9 1,383.8

Clean Coal Outlays . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 184.8 151.7 183.0

Total Applied Research and Development, Including Clean Coal . . . . . . 2,036.5 2,144.6 1,566.8
AT: Overlimiting
Aff ground outweighs neg ground that’s above

Our interpretation provides a bright line between AFF’s that give incentives for DEVELOPMENT versus energy production

They get loan guarantees, PPA’s, direct expenditures, and financial grants for energy production

Solves their offense: still gets them SMR’s, HTGR’s, and GEN IV reactors that factually exist
AT: Reasonability
If we win our predictable limits offense that means the AFF is not reasonably topical and the neg should not be prepared to debate the AFF

Competing interps is the only objective standard for the debate – reasonability is arbitrary and justifies being reasonably not topical

Precision is an independent reason to vote neg because it’s key to linguistic precision which is key to create better policymaking 
No race to the bottom – our evidence is more predictable means it’s not arbitrary 

The aff is unreasonable- allowing the aff to go to any actor without regard for them being pro-democracy moots the entire definition of democracy assistance

Evaluating competing claims is inevitable – our framework provides criteria for this evaluation based in limits and education which is better than judge intervention

Competing interpretations ensures the search for the best topic- 

No race to the bottom or arbitrary goalpost – our interp comes from the lit base so it’s predictable 

Err negative – huge topic, aff bias


