Their modelling indicates 1% inequality reduction per 10 dollars- starts at literally 1.5%. 
1AC Ghenis 21, founder and president of the UBI Center, master's degree in Data, Economics, and Development Policy from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a bachelors degree in operations research from the University of California at Berkeley (Max, “Carbon dividends as anti-poverty policy,” UBI Center, 
The International Monetary Fund estimates that the United States subsidized $649 billion of fossil fuels in 2015. Meanwhile, only about $20 billion of that is in the form of direct subsidies. The remainder is the implicit subsidy of misaligning the price of fossil fuels with their societal harms like air pollution and climate change. That is, the vast majority of fossil fuel subsidies is the absence of carbon pricing. All developed countries except the US and Australia cut down on fossil fuel subsidies by pricing carbon emissions. Experts including scientists and the vast majority of leading economists have called on the US to follow suit. To offset higher prices consumers would face as a result of carbon pricing (or other climate measures), many of these experts suggest rebating the revenue to all Americans as a dividend. Two thirds of American voters support this policy, and as of this writing, 80 House Democrats have cosponsored the Energy Innovation and Carbon Dividend Act (EICDA) which would make it a reality in the US. Beyond the climate impacts of carbon dividend—policies like the EICDA are projected to meet the IPCC’s goal of net zero emissions by 2050 and avert 295,000 deaths from air pollution in the first decade—many economists have documented the progressive distributional impacts of carbon dividends. As one example, University of Pennsylvania researcher Kevin Ummel found that the EICDA would benefit 96% of households in the bottom consumption quintile and 12% in the top quintile, after considering effects on prices, capital income, and the dividend. Using Ummel’s data1 and the 2018 American Community Survey,2 I extend this research to estimate the poverty impacts of a carbon dividend3 across a range of prices.4 I find that carbon dividends reduce poverty roughly linearly with respect to the price, for example by 10% at $100 per ton. Effects are larger for child poverty, deep poverty, and especially deep child poverty. How big would the dividend be? Carbon pricing proposals vary in their initial price and the rate at which they increase over time, though they do all increase in some way. The EICDA starts at $15 per metric ton in 2021 and rises by $10 per year, while the Senate’s Save Our Future Act starts at $54 per ton in 2023 and rises by an inflation-adjusted 6% per year (about $4 in the first year). Since American households currently emit about 5 billion metric tons of carbon per year, amounting to about 15 tons per person, each $10 carbon price would translate to a monthly dividend of 15 tons * $10 / 12 months = $13. How would the carbon dividend affect overall poverty? Poverty and deep poverty (the population share with income below half their poverty threshold) fall roughly linearly with respect to the carbon price: each $10 carbon price would reduce poverty by 1% and deep poverty by 1.2%. A carbon dividend of $100 per ton would reduce poverty by 10% and deep poverty by 12%. How would the carbon dividend affect poverty by age? Child and adult poverty also fall linearly with the carbon price, but child poverty falls about three times as quickly. A $100 carbon price would reduce child poverty by 19% and deep child poverty by 27%. How would the carbon dividend affect poverty by state? Poverty impacts also vary geographically, largely in line with states’ per-capita carbon emissions, which in turn correlate to cold weather and low population density. For example, consider the two extremes of how carbon dividends lower poverty: California ranks #10 on average temperature, #3 on population density, #49 on per-capita carbon emissions, and #1 in terms of poverty reduction from a carbon dividend. A $100 per ton carbon dividend would lower poverty in California by 14%, and lower deep child poverty by 30%. North Dakota ranks #49 on average temperature, #32 on population density, #2 on per-capita carbon emissions, and #50 in terms of poverty reduction from a carbon dividend. In fact, North Dakota is the only state for which a carbon dividend would increase poverty, though only by 3% at $100 per ton; child poverty would still fall, and its poverty rate would remain one of the lowest in the country. Politicians from Bernie Sanders to Pete Buttigieg to Mitt Romney have endorsed carbon dividends, primarily framing the dividend as a way to offset potential regressive effects of the carbon price. However, the dividend more than neutralizes the carbon price: it makes a significant reduction to poverty in America. A $20 carbon dividend would cut poverty more than a fully-phased-in $15 minimum wage would,5 while a $100 carbon dividend (as the US would reach within a decade under proposed legislation) would approach the impact of the expanded Child Tax Credit.6 My estimates may even be conservative. For example, I assume that 100% of the carbon price is passed on to consumers, but one study finds that only 70% is passed on. In his analysis of the EICDA, Ummel applies pass-through rates of 70%, 85%, and 100%, with the remainder borne by people in proportion to their investable assets; he finds that lower pass-through assumptions yield more progressive distributional impacts. Carbon dividends would also create infrastructure for further cash assistance. When the US government had to keep Americans afloat with relief checks in the Covid-19 pandemic, they relied on the IRS, and largely failed to reach nonfilers. Had even a small universal payment program existed at the time, they could have simply increased the amount instead. The carbon dividend is a simple policy that can help the US progress on a slew of objectives: climate change, air pollution, financial resilience, and, yes, even poverty.
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