**AFF ANSWERS**

Aff: No tradeoff

The tradeoff between highways and mass transit it all media hype

Detroit News, 5 (The Michigan, News Bank, “Mass transit will relieve I-75 congestion,” 2 December 2005, http://infoweb.newsbank.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/iw-search/we/InfoWeb?p_product=AWNB&p_theme=aggregated5&p_action=doc&p_docid=10E41AA662FABE10&p_docnum=1&p_queryname=1, MH)

In an Oct. 19 editorial ("Fix traffic congestion with better road plan"), road-building was touted as the key to economic growth, while those supporting the expansion of public transportation were accused of holding improvements to Interstate 75 "hostage." Most people who regularly travel on I-75 will agree that congestion remains a major headache. However, The News' claim that we must choose between public transportation and highway improvements is not only wrong, it's short-sighted. Better public transit would connect employees with jobs and tourists with cultural attractions, which would provide an immediate shot in the arm to southeastern Michigan's economy. Here's an I-75 reality check: 185,000 people use this highway to commute every day. That traffic is not going to disappear for two years while we tear up the road and widen it. What we need is improved, efficient public transportation to alleviate the burden caused by losing access to I-75 . The Detroit News claimed "effective mass transit in Detroit remains decades away, if ever." Just this month, I recruited colleagues to join a bipartisan Public Transportation Legislative Caucus with the goal of moving the issue forward in the Legislature. We're not going to wait decades -- we're acting right now. Universities, hospitals, churches, business executives, transportation activists, advocates for the disabled, local governments, environmentalists, Sen. Debbie Stabenow and Congressman John Dingell all agree that we can't wait to improve public transit . The News seems to be the only party that disagrees. 

Aff: Nonunique

--Government Cuts

USFG moving to cut mass transit investments now

Plumer, 12 (Brad, “Five transportation fights to watch in Congress”, The Washington Post, 2-2-12, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/six-highway-bill-fights-to-watch-in-congress/2012/02/02/gIQALawrkQ_blog.html)//AWV

Mass transit seemed to fare okay in the first draft of the House bill. Historically, transportation spending has been split, with about 80 percent going toward roads and 20 percent toward mass transit. The House bill maintains those shares. Still, the bill does cut Amtrak’s budget by 25 percent and also eliminates funds for the Transportation Department’s TIGER grants, which have awarded some $2.6 billion in competitive grants for 172 projects that have a “significant impact” on a region, like inter-city rail or multi-mzodal access to airports. Even more significantly, some Republicans are planning to introduce an amendment tomorrow that would divert all gas-tax revenue away from mass transit.

Federal mass transit spending decreasing – the House just gutted mass transit funding

Building America’s Future, 12 – a bipartisan coalition of elected officials dedicated to bringing about a new era of U.S. investment in infrastructure that enhances our nation’s prosperity and quality of life (“BAF Strongly Opposes House Effort to Slash Mass Transit Funding,” 2/3, http://www.bafuture.org/news/press-release/baf-strongly-opposes-house-effort-slash-mass-transit-funding)

 The U.S. House Ways and Means Committee overturned 30 years of bipartisan policy today by removing the certainty of funding for our public transit systems. This change will make it impossible for transit systems to plan for the future and serve their ever growing constituencies.  In response, Building America’s Future co-chairs Mayor Michael Bloomberg (I-NYC) and former Governor Ed Rendell (D-PA) issued the following:  Mayor Bloomberg: "The bill passed by the House Ways and Means Committee today illustrates once again how dysfunctional Congress has become. By removing the gas tax as the method of funding mass transit, House leadership is threatening the future of a program, in place since the Reagan administration that is actually working well. The lifeblood of New York City is our buses, subways and commuter rails. Eight million people take mass transit every day in New York which helps to cut traffic, reduce pollution, spur our economy and improve public health. The bill passed today ignores the needs of cities across the country by relegating transit to an "alternative" transportation with an uncertain funding stream. Our country is being left behind as the world races ahead with 21st century infrastructure investments, this bill would take us even further from our competitors.” Former Governor Rendell: “Transit has had a vital role to play in our nation’s transportation system. At a time when our roads are choking under growing traffic congestion, it makes no sense to take away a dedicated source of funding and force public transportation to compete against education and other important programs for increasingly scarce dollars. A transportation bill without transit is no transportation bill at all. The nation’s millions of transit riders deserve better than this.”

--Ridership 

Mass transit limited now – Only half of the US has access to mass transit

Building America’s Future, 11 – a bipartisan coalition of elected officials dedicated to bringing about a new era of U.S. investment in infrastructure that enhances our nation’s prosperity and quality of life. (“Falling Apart and Falling Behind”, Transportation Infrastructure Report, http://www.bafuture.com/sites/default/files/Report_0.pdf)

The lack of vision, lack of funding, and lack of accountability have left every mode of transportation in the United States—highways and railroads, airports and seaports— stuck in the last century and ill-equipped for the demands of a fast-paced global economy. Only 30 of the largest 100 metropolitan areas have light rail or subway systems. 9 Only half of Americans have access to public transit. 10 With few mobility options around cities and metropolitan regions, the costs of traffic seem unavoidable.

Transit ridership is substantially declining

O’Toole, 10 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute (Randal, “Fixing Transit The Case for Privatization”, 11/10, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/PA670.pdf)

At best, all this money has done is arrest the decline in transit ridership. In 1944, about 84 million Americans lived in urban areas, and they rode transit an average of 275 times a year. Since that year, per capita urban ridership declined steadily to 60 trips per year in 1965 and less than 50 trips per year in 1970. Since then, it has fluctuated—mainly in response to gasoline prices—between about 40 and 50 trips a year, settling at 45 trips per year in 2008. 30 Although the national average is 44 trips per urban resident, fewer than two dozen urban areas out of the more than 320 that provide transit service exceed this average. Transit systems in nearly half of all urban areas with transit service attract fewer than 10 rides per resident per year. As Table 1 suggests, urban areas with high rates of transit ridership tend to have large concentrations of jobs at the urban core (such as New York City; San Francisco; and Washington, DC) or are college towns (as in State College, Pennsylvania; Ames, Iowa; and Champaign–Urbana, Illinois). The presence or absence of expensive rail transit does not seem to be an important factor in the overall use of transit. While per capita ridership may have remained steady at about 40 to 50 trips per year, transit’s share of travel has declined as per capita urban driving has grown. From 1970 through 2008, per capita transit ridership stagnated, but per capita driving of personal vehicles grew by 120 percent. 31 As a result, transit’s share of motorized urban travel fell from 4.2 percent in 1970 to 1.8 percent in 2008. 32
People will still drive - perceived cost benefit 

Frank 04 - Ph.D., Professor and J. Armand Bombardier Chair in Sustainable Transport, University of British Columbia, Vancouver British Columbia, Senior Non-Resident Fellow – Brookings Institution, Ph.D. of Urban Design and Planning, University of Washington, College of Architecture and Urban Planning, (Lawrence Douglas, "Economic determinants of urban form: Resulting trade-offs between active and sedentary forms of travel", American Journal of Preventative Medicine, Volume 27, Issue 23, October 2004, accessed online)//KL
Utility is defined here as a measure of the benefit, cost, or value of a given option, and is a point of comparison between discrete travel choices. To further understand how specific strategies would have an impact on a person's choice to walk or bike, it is important to clarify how economic trade-off applys to transportation. Pecuniary costs include out of pocket, marginal, and sunk costs paid for up front, such as owning a car or having a transit pass. Each type of cost has a different impact on travel behavior. Therefore, our choice to drive, walk, or take transit is based primarily on the marginal costs of a particular trip. A transit trip can be perceived as having a greater cost or lower overall utility than driving due to both pecuniary and nonpecuniary costs. There may be lower out-of-pocket costs for driving over transit if parking is free, air pollution is externalized, and gas is already in the tank. On the nonpecuniary side, if the car is faster, more comfortable, and more convenient than transit, it may have a higher overall utility. Cars often provide practically door-to-door convenience. Even though the choice to walk bears little to no out-of-pocket cost, considerable nonpecuniary costs, in terms of increased travel time and reduced convenience and comfort, exist. Two of these nonpecuniary attributes, convenience and comfort, are also sensitive to weather conditions for active modes of travel.

Aff: Mass transit too expensive 

Mass transit is a financial impossibility 

Staley and Damask, 00 – Ph.D. in Public Administration; director of appropriations with the Ohio House of Representatives (Dr. Sam; James A., “If You Build It, Will They Ride? The Potential of Mass Transit in Ohio's Major Cities”, The Heartland Institute, 9/1/00, http://heartland.org/policy-documents/if-you-build-it-will-they-ride-potential-mass-transit-ohios-major-cities)//LP
Is taxpayer-financed rail transit a worthwhile investment? If rail is built, will Ohioans even ride it? Can market solutions address transit concerns? These are the questions facing policymakers in many of Ohio's cities. Rail projects are underway across the state, particularly in Columbus, Cleveland, and Cincinnati. These projects are eligible for millions of dollars of federal funds and potentially billions in local and state funds. Columbus' transit authority proposed a sales tax increase to pay for a transit strategy that relies heavily on a new commuter rail system. Cleveland is considering an extension of its existing rail system, and Cincinnati is developing an ambitious regional strategy that includes over 100 miles of rail corridors. Public transit in general, however, is losing ground relative to the automobile in Ohio's largest metropolitan areas. Between 1980 and 1996, per-capita ridership declined 40.4 percent in Cincinnati, 48.4 percent in Cleveland, and 24.7 percent in Columbus. The Cost of Rail Transit Often, rail transit is pitched as a cost-effective alternative to automobile and bus transit. COTA, the transit authority in Columbus, claims the average consumer spends $4,552 per year on his car. By comparison, riding an express bus (round trip) each day of the year would cost a paltry $1,095. But COTA's estimates suffer from several defects and are highly misleading. First and foremost, the reported public transit costs per ride ignore capital costs, which are largely subsidized by the federal government. If those costs were included, annual costs would jump to $8,325 per ride annually. It would be cheaper to lease new cars for rail passengers in Columbus, Cleveland, and Cincinnati than to build expensive rail systems. In Cleveland, the Regional Transit Authority could have leased each passenger a 1999 Chrysler Sebring LXi; doing so would have been less expensive than construction of the Waterfront Line. In Cincinnati, the transit authority could lease each potential rail passenger a 1999 Audi A4 Quattro . . . and save taxpayers $320,000 each year by doing so. In Columbus, COTA could lease each rail passenger a 2000 Ford Explorer XLT and save taxpayers over $3.5 million each year. With respect to operating (as opposed to capital) costs, new cars cost about 10.9 cents per mile per year. Operating costs for mass transit, by contrast, are nearly six times as expensive in Cleveland (63.7 cents) and Columbus (66.5 cents), and four times as expensive in Cincinnati (39.9 cents). Thus, if cost effectiveness were the primary criteria, leasing or buying cars for each rider would be a more cost-effective alternative than subsidizing rail. Public transit, and rail transit in particular, is incapable of covering its costs through fares and increased ridership. None of the major urban-transit systems in Ohio generates more than one-third of its revenues from fares. Population Density and Ridership Population density is falling in Ohio's major cities. This fact is important, because large concentrations of people are necessary to generate passengers for rail transit. In Cleveland, population density reached its peak in 1950 at 12,197 people per square mile. In 1998, population density had fallen to 6,439 per square mile, a 47.2 percent decline. Population densities also peaked in 1950 for Columbus and Cincinnati; by 1998 they had fallen by 63.2 percent in Columbus and 35.1 percent in Cincinnati. As neighborhood populations decline, the viability of rail transit falls. A neighborhood targeted today for rail transit because its high population density may no longer support rail two or three decades from now, a consequence of shifting populations in a city with a fixed-route, capital-intensive transportation strategy. Managing Congestion and Pollution Disregarding rail's inability to pay for itself, many rail advocates cite its potential to reduce congestion and improve air quality. But many of the factors that prevent rail transit systems from breaking even financially also limit their effectiveness as ways to reduce congestion and improve air quality. The form of the city has been changing. As people have become more dispersed, the ability of fixed-route transit systems to improve personal mobility has declined significantly. As a result, people continue to use their cars, and actual rail ridership always falls short of forecasts. Transportation plans that ignore the fundamental role of the automobile as the preferred transportation mode will have little effect on either congestion or pollution. One of the more important problems faced by transit authorities in Ohio is the relatively low level of use. Public transit captures 2 percent or less of the travel market in Cincinnati, Cleveland, and Columbus. As a practical matter, then, public transit is unlikely to have a major effect on travel patterns. In Cincinnati and northern Kentucky, it is estimated that a 43-mile light-rail transit line would reduce freeway travel by just 1 percent during peak periods. Since the vast majority of Ohioans use automobiles, congestion management requires effective management of automobile traffic volumes. None of Ohio's urban freeways has reached its maximum capacity, according to the Federal Highway Administration. Solving the congestion problem depends less on building new highway capacity than spreading existing traffic over a longer period of time through congestion pricing: using tolls or other user fees to give drivers an incentive to use freeways at different times. In Arizona, the state transportation department estimated congestion pricing could reduce Phoenix's congestion by 10 percent. Completing planned freeway projects could reduce congestion by another 8 percent, the department said, while light rail and extended public transit could together reduce congestion by 1 percent. Regarding pollution, the population densities necessary to sustain a viable rail transit system are more likely to increase air pollution. Congestion pricing and completing highway projects, by contrast, remove more tons of pollution, at a lower cost, than transit strategies. The Future of Rail Transit in Ohio Any transportation management strategy that emphasizes rail in Ohio suffers from four significant weaknesses: 1. Transit ridership in Ohio is stable or falling. Monthly ridership on Cleveland's new Waterfront Line, for example, has fallen 42.8 percent since its opening in 1998. Such a decline is consistent with national trends. 2. Congestion, to the extent it is a problem, is best addressed through road-based transportation strategies. Rail represents an exceedingly small share of all trips taken in Ohio. Rail systems have not been able to mitigate congestion in the past, and they are unlikely to do so in the future. 3. Car travel is subsidized at a lower rate than public transit, especially rail. While subsidies for rail and other forms of public transit routinely exceed two-thirds of operating costs, those who travel by automobile pay between 66 and 90 percent of their costs. 4. Ohio's cities and metropolitan areas are evolving, becoming less dense and more geographically fragmented--not more dense and compact, as is needed for successful rail systems. 
