Aff CP Answers 

General – CP Links to Politics

The counterplan links to politics and elections -- massively unpopular. 

Lord 10 financial journalist, commentator and analyst (Nick, “Privatization: The road to wiping out the US deficit,” April 2012, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?action=interpret&id=GALE%7CA225551392&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=ITOF&sw=w&authCount=1)//AM 

Overcoming impediments There are five main reasons why the US infrastructure market has not yet taken off: politics, public perception, the unions, the municipal bond market and the gap between buyers and sellers. Each of these problems is either being addressed or has simply stopped being an issue. And it is this removal of impediments that is causing so many to get excited about the prospects. Perhaps the most intractable problem facing the market has been political opposition to both selling assets and setting up long-term regulatory regimes. Politics is the lifeblood of the US, where every office holder from the president down to the local dog-catcher has to seek election at least every four years. It is extremely difficult to match this electoral timescale with the life cycle of infrastructure assets, which often have a 20-, 30- or 40-year lifespan. Selling assets has been a way to lose elections. "The politics surrounding deals is the hardest thing to manage," says Heap at UBS. "Privatizing assets is simply a way to lose votes." However he thinks that there is a simple equation to understand why the political landscape has now shifted. "The moment the political pain from cutting services is more than the votes lost in selling assets, this market will take off." There is now abundant evidence that at a grass-roots level that political pain threshold has been reached. In big states such as California, Texas and Florida, P3s are now regularly used whenever new services are needed. Even governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in California has said that state assets from prisons to roads and windfarms are on the block as the state lurches through another budget crisis. Politicians across the country are looking at states such as Indiana and cities such as Chicago that have been early adopters of privatization of infrastructure. Because Indiana sold the Indiana Toll Road in 2006 to Cintra and Macquarie for $3.8 billion, it is one of only two states in the union that does not have a budget deficit. In Chicago, mayor Richard Daley has embraced asset sales with a fervour not matched anywhere else. He sold a 99-year lease to run the Skyway in 2005 for $1.83 billion to a consortium also comprising Macquarie and Cintra. He subsequently tried to sell Chicago's Midway Airport for $2.5 billion in 2008 and in 2009 successfully sold the city's parking system in a deal that raised $1.1 billion. The success of that deal has led mayors across the country to look at similar parking deals, with transactions now reportedly under way in Hartford, Harrisburg, Indianapolis, Pittsburg, Las Vegas and Los Angeles. Politicians realize that the political cost in not doing this is greater than in doing it. The tipping point has been reached. But there is still political pain to be negotiated. The Chicago parking deal was a huge success in every way but one: the transition from public to private ownership caused massive disruption and a public outcry from residents. Managing such transitions better will be the key duty for politicians looking to engage the private sector in infrastructure.

General – Federal Funding Key 

Government funding is key -- privatization creates inefficiencies, increases capital costs.  

Rodrigue 09- Ph.D. in Transport Geography from the Université de Montréal( Jean-Paul, “The Geography of Transport Systems”, Chapter 7, Hofstra Universityhttp://people.hofstra.edu/geotrans/eng/ch7en/appl7en/ch7a2en.html)//EL 

Limitations of Private Capital Even if public and private actors have established institutional and finance arrangements, many have been hard pressed to meet the demands imposed by growing volumes of passengers and freight traffic. Shifts in regional and global patterns of trade patterns associated with trade agreements and globalization have also created pressures to develop infrastructures supporting global supply chains. A challenge resides in identifying the respective roles and competencies of the public and private sectors, which varies substantially depending on the concerned mode. Although a level of privatization is commonly perceived as a desirable outcome for the efficient use and operation of transportation infrastructures, privatization comes with limitations. In some instances privatization can be unsuccessful. The main reasons are linked with the private contractor unable to honor the commitments (which is rare) or the new cost structure is perceived to be unfair by users since the privatized infrastructure now offers market pricing (more common). If customers are used to low and subsidized costs they will not well respond to market prices, particularly if they are not introduced in an incremental manner. Although private initiatives commonly result in efficiency gains, private capital involves many limitations concerning capital costs and the issue of domestic versus foreign capital: Capital costs. Nominal costs for private capital are often higher than for public debt, since the later is guaranteed by the full faith in the credit of the state. This can create a moral hazard as the capital costs and their risks are transferred to the public in terms of guarantees to cover operating costs (cross-subsidy) or bail-outs in case of default. This process is very common in a variety of public enterprises which is spite of acute losses operate on the assumption that their financial shortfalls will be covered by the state. Thus, depending on the size and capitalization of a transport operator, capital costs can be higher than for a public counterpart. 
Privatization doesn’t reduces costs, complexity, or efficiency -- investor certainty garnered from public programs would solve that. 

Kennedy 01 (Joseph V., “A Better Way to Regulate,” Hoover Institute, Policy Review N.109, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073//Mkoo)

In each of these cases, the underlying test for continued government involvement should be whether there are sufficient incentives for the private sector to deliver goods and services at an acceptable price. Usually, when all consumers have sufficient purchasing power, the answer is yes. When some participants lack purchasing power, the best approach is to explicitly redistribute income to those in need, allowing recipients to choose the services that are best for them. This makes the immediate effect of government intervention more transparent and maintains the market’s ability to respond to new opportunities. Privatization will not necessarily make markets less complex. Even private companies have complicated internal control mechanisms and standard operating procedures. These private regulations do not have the force of law behind them, however. Other suppliers are allowed to experiment with different rules. And because they are subject to market pressures, private rules are likely to be more flexible and efficient than are government regulations. The greatest impediments to reform in these programs are the vested interests that benefit from the current pattern of government regulation. Almost any public intervention, no matter how poorly executed, benefits someone, even if overall welfare is reduced. The beneficiaries of government intervention have strong incentives to resist any reform that would reduce their benefits. Because they have developed an expertise in the complexities of current programs, they also have an informational advantage over reformers. PRIVATE MARKETS ARE neither perfect nor without cost. Efficient markets require information and coordination so that buyers and sellers can enter into agreements with a minimum of effort. In many cases the government, by reducing market uncertainty, can lower the cost of doing business. This is especially true in setting market standards. The vast body of contract law makes the implementation and enforcement of written agreements much more predictable. Intelligent bankruptcy statutes quickly redeploy capital to more productive uses and make it possible for owners to borrow using their assets as collateral.
Federal control over infrastructure development is key. 

Facts on File News Services, 7 [Issues and Controversies, http://www.2facts.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/icof_story.aspx?PIN=i1200460&term=privatization, “Infrastructure Upkeep”, Accessed Jun 21, //SH]

Supporters of increased federal spending on infrastructure, on the other hand, say that restoring infrastructure is a pressing task that the federal government is uniquely qualified to undertake. There is no good reason to oppose increasing the gasoline tax by a few cents, they say, or to oppose spending on infrastructure what is currently being spent on the ongoing war in Iraq. And supporters argue that rather than being more accountable than the government, private owners of infrastructure are actually less easy to hold accountable if something goes wrong. Proponents of increasing federal spending contend that critics are driven by ideology. Opposition to taxes and federal power has fostered a climate where government neglect of infrastructure upkeep is widely accepted, they charge. That undermines the point of infrastructure, they say, which is to make society work better.

Private involvement fails -- multiple reasons. 

Dutzik et al. 11 – Members of PIRG (Tony Dutzik with Jordan Schneider and Phineas Baxandall, “High-Speed Rail:

Public, Private or Both? Assessing the Prospects, Promise and Pitfalls of Public-Private Partnerships,” Public Interest Research Group, Summer 2011 http://uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf, MMarcus)

Public-private rail partnerships have the potential to unlock access to private capital, expertise, technology and economies of scale, and can also help mitigate the risk of high-speed rail projects to taxpayers. However, PPPs also come with a number of risks and costs, including: • Higher costs for capital, as well as costs related to the profits paid to private shareholders. • Heightened risk for the public once a project has begun, due to the ability of private-sector actors to hold projects hostage and demand increased subsidies or other concessions from government. • The costs of hiring and retaining the lawyers, financial experts and engineers needed to protect the public interest in the negotiation of PPP agreements and to enforce those agreements over time. • Loss of control over the operation of the high-speed rail line, which can result in important transportation assets being operated primarily to boost private profit rather than best advance public needs. • Delays in the early stages of a project, as government and private partners engage in the difficult and complex task of negotiating PPP agreements. High-speed rail PPPs and efforts toward rail privatization abroad have a mixed track record.

General – No Investment/Profit Motive

Nobody will invest -- the aff is too big for the American market. 

Rodrigue et al, 9 Ph.D. in Transport Geography, worked in the Department of Economics & Geography at Hofstra University and is currently in the Department of Global Studies and Geography (Jean-Paul, “The Financing of Transportation Infrastructure,” http://people.hofstra.edu/geotrans/eng/ch7en/appl7en/ch7a2en.html)//AM

4. Limitations of Private Capital Even if public and private actors have established institutional and finance arrangements, many have been hard pressed to meet the demands imposed by growing volumes of passengers and freight traffic. Shifts in regional and global patterns of trade patterns associated with trade agreements and globalization have also created pressures to develop infrastructures supporting global supply chains. A challenge resides in identifying the respective roles and competencies of the public and private sectors, which varies substantially depending on the concerned mode. Although a level of privatization is commonly perceived as a desirable outcome for the efficient use and operation of transportation infrastructures, privatization comes with limitations. In some instances privatization can be unsuccessful. The main reasons are linked with the private contractor unable to honor the commitments (which is rare) or the new cost structure is perceived to be unfair by users since the privatized infrastructure now offers market pricing (more common). If customers are used to low and subsidized costs they will not well respond to market prices, particularly if they are not introduced in an incremental manner. Although private initiatives commonly result in efficiency gains, private capital involves many limitations concerning capital costs and the issue of domestic versus foreign capital: Capital costs. Nominal costs for private capital are often higher than for public debt, since the later is guaranteed by the full faith in the credit of the state. This can create a moral hazard as the capital costs and their risks are transferred to the public in terms of guarantees to cover operating costs (cross-subsidy) or bail-outs in case of default. This process is very common in a variety of public enterprises which is spite of acute losses operate on the assumption that their financial shortfalls will be covered by the state. Thus, depending on the size and capitalization of a transport operator, capital costs can be higher than for a public counterpart. Domestic vs. foreign finance. Local private capital markets can be very limited, particularly in developing countries. Transportation assets are also so substantial that they are only accessible to the largest equity firms. Modern transportation infrastructure projects are easily beyond the range of local and regional governments. Finance can thus be tapped from foreign markets. Even in the United States, terminal assets are mainly accessible only to a few large equity firms, many of which are foreign owned. This can be controversial as the case of Dubai Ports World purchasing the port terminal assets of P&O in 2006 demonstrated. Because of political pressures DPW was forced to sell the American port assets of the transaction to the AIG holding company. Fluctuations in exchange rates can also be a significant risk factor, but if a currency is undervalued (debased), investments can pour in to take advantage of the discount to capture valuable and revenue generating assets.

General – Monopolies DA

The market isn’t ready for privatization -- the CP creates monopolies that hurt the public. 

Glaeser 10 economics professor at Harvard (Edward, “Right-Turn Signal: Privatizing Our Way out of Traffic,” 9/28/10, http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/09/28/right-turn-signal-privatizing-our-way-out-of-traffic/)//AM

But markets are not perfect and private provision has its own pitfalls. In transportation, as in every other setting, Mr. Winston properly notes that the important question is whether government failure is a more serious problem than market failure. Because the public sector controls almost all roads, airports and urban transit, we see the downsides of public control on a daily basis, but we don’t experience the social costs that could accompany privatization. A private airport operator might try to exploit its monopoly power over a particular market or cut costs in a way that increases the probability of very costly, but rare, disaster. The complexity and risks of switching to private provision means that Mr. Winston is wise to call for experimentation rather than wholesale privatization. An incremental process of trying things out will provide information and build public support.

General – Perm Solvency

Only the perm solves -- history proves that balanced cooperation is critical to success. 

Aikins, 09. Dr. Aikins completed his PhD in Public Administration at University of Nebraska at Omaha where he taught as an adjunct professor. He is currently an assistant professor in the Department of Government and International Affairs. His research interests are public financial management and economic policy, public information systems management, citizen centered e-government and risk-based policy evaluation. (Stephen K., “Political Economy of Government Intervention in the Free Market System”, M E Sharpe Inc, November 1, 2009,  ProQuest, Callahan)

Historical accounts and evidence show that dominations of either the free market system or government in an economy have had disastrous consequences mainly due to the failure to avoid past mistakes, to build on past successes, and to put in place institutional safeguards and control mechanisms to minimize market and government failures. Government depends on business for investment, production, employment, higher standards of living, and government revenues. The market, on the other hand, depends on government for a competitive operating environment to ensure a level playing field and profitability. This implies that both government and the market need to coexist in a manner that respects the contribution of each toward a sustainable and vibrant economy in a democratic society. Such coexistence is necessary for the benefit of society and requires careful analysis and prudent judgment on the parts of both the market actors and policymakers.
Perm do both -- federal action and participation is key to attract private investment and guarantee success. 

Schweitzer, 11 associate professor in the School of Policy, Planning and Development at USC (Lisa, “For sale: U.S. infrastructure?; Like Greece, we may be forced to privatize large segments of our transportation system,” 7/13/11, http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/876035246)//AM

Greece is having a fire sale of its publicly-owned transportation system, with planes, trains and roads all being sold off as the country attempts to dig out of its debt crisis. Americans should watch and learn: We could well be privatizing large segments of our own transportation system soon because of the U.S. debt crisis. Last week, Rep. John L. Mica (R-Fla.,), chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, introduced a bill that would slash transportation spending, limiting it to the amount brought in by federal gas tax revenues and other existing highway fees. That roughly translates into federal spending of $215 billion to $230 billion over six years for highway and transit projects -- about half of what the Obama administration sought last year. The draconian spending proposal, dubbed "the Republican road to ruin" by critics, comes at a time when groups such as the American Society of Civil Engineers are saying that the U.S. needs to invest an additional $1 trillion beyond current levels over the next decade just to maintain and repair existing infrastructure. We are facing a road infrastructure crisis, and it is of our own making. The federal gas tax has been unchanged, at 18 cents, since 1993, even as vehicles have gotten more fuel efficient. Adjusted for inflation, it amounts to a measly 12 cents today. But Americans, according to surveys, don't want to raise the tax. For politicians like Mica, this opens doors to privatization projects. Last month, he introduced a bill that would put private companies in charge of Amtrak's operations in the Northeast Corridor. Taking that step, he contended, would be the fastest way to get high-speed rail up and running in the U.S. because it's clear that President Obama's federally sponsored rail plan has little support in Congress. Maybe Mica is right. But rushing to privatize state-owned assets can lead to terrible infrastructure deals that let private companies walk away with prime assets and leave taxpayers with no guarantee of better services or lower fees. Unlike the Greeks, who must sell to receive bailout funds, we still have a say in our infrastructure future. But the time for planning ahead and striking strong deals is dwindling, along with our infrastructure funds. Many European countries and cities have privatized infrastructure and city services. You want to use the highway -- you pay. You want to stroll through a "public" garden -- you pay. You can avoid higher taxes, but if you want the services, you pay the private company that holds the franchise. It is a system that works fine for those with cash to spend. Scaling down public ownership of transportation networks also means carefully selecting which parts of the system to sell or lease out. Private companies usually desire assets associated with the most demand for services, such as the Northeast Corridor. But if we sell off or lease these assets to get private companies to build a high-speed rail system there, we may also be giving up the only part of a high-speed rail network likely to generate enough cash in the long term to keep a national system running without taxpayer help. So far, privately run transportation projects show mixed outcomes. For every successful privatization story of service improvement and mounting profits -- Britain's airport privatization, say -- there's a disaster story of poor service and taxpayers left holding the bailout bag: think the Chunnel or Chicago's privatized parking woes. Privatized transportation projects carry risks for both sides. So long as Americans refuse to even index gas taxes to inflation, let alone raise the tax outright, we won't be spending enough to maintain our transportation infrastructure, which means that its value will continue to fall. That will make it difficult to attract private investment or get a fair price for state-owned assets if the government opts to privatize its transportation assets. Too many more years of disinvestment and we will have to make gun-to-the-head decisions like Greece's, shock ourselves with big tax increases later, or both. Without new revenue sources, the long-term problems for U.S. infrastructure finance are going to continue even if Congress manages a debt-ceiling deal. By contrast, if the U.S. defaults on its debt, our bond ratings will tumble. The higher costs of bond financing would then raise infrastructure costs through the roof. And those financing costs would put government negotiators at even more of a disadvantage in privatization deals. Averting default would give U.S. leaders wiggle room to find public-private partnerships that really do serve the public interest. To do so, they must choose to maintain both America's credibility and its existing assets.

government is key to setting rules and ensuring private success -- laundry list of possible failures. 

Kennedy 01 (Joseph V., “A Better Way to Regulate,” Hoover Institute, Policy Review N.109, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7073//Mkoo)

Yet, the superiority of market forces does not eliminate the need for government. The efficient operation of any market requires a clear set of rules that guide expectations and encourage people to reach mutually beneficial agreements. Government’s most important role is to define the general rules within which the markets are allowed to operate and to resolve disagreements about how these rules apply to specific cases. For example, corporate law including limited liability allows individuals to buy and sell stock in individual companies without risking more than the price of the stock they are purchasing and, in most cases, without noticeably affecting the management and operations of the company. This freedom allows companies to raise large sums of capital quickly and efficiently. Conversely, Hernando De Soto in The Mystery of Capital (Basic Books, 2000) argues that a major obstacle to economic growth in many developing countries is the absence of institutions that allow individuals to sell and mortgage the little wealth they already have. The legal systems in these countries also make it difficult for average citizens to create a new business or develop property. Most of the burden of defining the rules that apply to specific market transactions has traditionally fallen on the courts, which adjudicate individual disputes by applying an accumulated body of case law. Complex legislation is seldom necessary for this task. Only in the past few decades have the legislative and executive branches asserted their influence through detailed legislation and regulation. When government limits itself to the role of applying general rules to specific cases, markets usually produce good results. In fact, in most cases there are good reasons for believing that government planning will not produce better economic or social results than efficient markets. Unless one believes that the public sector can out-plan the market, public preemption of private markets is justified only when a clear market failure exists. However, in some cases the outcomes produced by private markets may be seriously flawed. There are a number of reasons why this may be so. Some views may not be adequately represented in the initial bargaining. Private markets generally do a good job of balancing competing interests. However, these interests are generally weighed according to the financial resources each party is willing to put behind its position. The interests of those with inadequate income generally are ignored. Aside from war, the appearance of famine anywhere in the world is due solely to the inability of the inhabitants to afford the relatively minimal cost of producing and delivering food to them. Where individuals are unable to afford basic goods at the market price, redistribution of income can give beneficiaries the market power to make their needs felt. Bargaining among competing interests is never perfect. Transactions and information costs may make it difficult for private parties to reach a favorable agreement. Private parties already have an incentive to develop ways to reduce these costs. In some cases, however, government may be better placed to perform this service. Although government activity is never free, occasionally its involvement can reduce the total costs of producing a given good or service. The pension aspect of Social Security made much more sense when relatively high brokerage fees made it difficult for the average worker to create a diversified investment portfolio. Technological advancements have reduced this rationale, however, by allowing mutual funds to keep track of millions of individual accounts at a cost of less than 1 percent of assets. Perhaps the best way of deciding whether government services truly add value is to make the private beneficiaries pay the full cost of having government provide them while allowing private and nonprofit organizations to compete on equal terms. In many cases part of the problem is that consumers have a difficult time verifying the quality of a good or service. Government safety, inspection, and licensing regulations have usually been justified by pointing to the need to guarantee that certain products, such as beef and children’s toys, meet minimum standards of public safety. However, it is not clear that in setting these standards, government regulators will reflect popular opinion in making the tradeoff between the costs and benefits of added safety. The outcome of private markets is likely to be fairer if competition among producers and consumers gives each person a number of choices. Competition in some markets may not produce an adequate number of players to guarantee true competition. Each competitor has a strong incentive to prevent others from competing with him on equal terms. These efforts retard market efficiency and limit choice. The need for antitrust enforcement and government regulation of natural monopolies is well established. It should be noted, however, that technological innovation and the integration of global markets have already introduced greater competition into many markets. In some cases such as long-distance telephone service and electricity, markets that were once assumed to be natural monopolies have been opened to competition, reducing the role of government. Finally, in some cases the outcome of private markets may still be regarded as inferior even if all sides are adequately represented. Private markets generally do not pursue any goal broader than the private interests of their participants. Although these private interests may include social goals such as charity and collective action, public officials may feel that the market still ignores broader social goals that cannot be achieved merely by rebalancing the power of competing interests. This rationale for government intervention is the most problematic, because it assumes that government policymakers know better than the private sector what is best for society. It also assumes that these public goals are sufficiently important even though private demand for them in the marketplace is weak.
Perm solves best -- private action fails without some form of federal regulation or involvement. 

Atkinson et al 9 founder and President of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (ITIF), a Washington, DC-based technology policy think tank, PhD in City and Regional Planning (Richard, “Paying Our Way,” Report of the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission, February 2009, http://financecommission.dot.gov/Documents/NSTIF_Commission_Final_Report_Exec_Summary_Feb09.pdf)//AM
Take actions to facilitate and encourage private sector ﬁnancial participation where this can play a valuable role in providing cost-effective and accelerated project delivery, and support user fee–based funding approaches to meet the country’s capacity needs and, in particular, its urban congestion challenges. At the same time, ensure that appropriate governmental controls are in place to protect the public interest in all respects. Private capital can help deliver more projects and thus play a role in helping to address the investment gap. It should only be pursued, however, with appropriate protections for the public interest. These should include, above all else, ensuring appropriate maintenance of and access to privately operated facilities and requiring that any proceeds generated for state or local project sponsors be used for additional surface transportation investment within the state or relevant jurisdiction. Federal policy in this area should recognize the respective purviews of federal and state governments and should preserve and support the ability of state and local ofﬁcials to impose appropriate restrictions on these arrangements. The federal government should support the development of best practice information to inform state and local efforts, including working with appropriate stakeholder and industry groups to develop guidelines for transparency and accountability for public-private partnerships.

A2 Private Sector K/T Efficiency

Ownership doesn’t have an impact on efficiency. 

Oum, Adler and Yu, 6 [Tae H., University of British Columbia, Nicole, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Chunyun, University of British Columbia, http://www.trforum.org/forum/downloads/2006_6A_MajorAirports_paper.pdf, “Privatization, Corporatization, Ownership Forms and their Effects on the  Performance of the World’s Major Airports”, Accessed Jun 25, //SH] 

The effects of ownership on firms’ productive efficiency have been an important research topic in both the economic and management literatures. The agency theory and strategic management literature suggest that ownership influences firm performance because different owners pursue distinctive goals and possess diverse incentives. Under government ownership, a firm is run by bureaucrats who maximize an objective function that is a weighted average of social welfare and his/her personal agenda. Under private ownership, by contrast, the firm is run for the maximization of profit (shareholder value). A common-sense view is that government-owned firms are less productively efficient than their private sector counterparts operating in similar situations. The main arguments supporting this view are: (1) the objectives given to the managers of government owned firms are vaguely defined, and tend to change as the political situation and relative strengths of different interest groups change (Levy, 1987; De Alessi, 1983; Backx et al., 2002); (2) “the diffuseness and non-transferability of ownership, the absence of a share price, and indeed the generic difficulty residual claimants would have in expressing ‘voice’ (much less choosing ‘exit’), all tend to magnify the agency losses” (Zeckhauser and Horn, 1989).  Neither empirical nor theoretical evidence presented in the vast management and economics literature is conclusive with respects to the above view despite its general acceptance in the popular press. De Fraja (1993) questioned the logic of the main arguments, and showed, through a principal-agent model, that government ownership “is not only not necessarily less productively efficient, but in some circumstances more productively efficient”. Vickers and Yarrow (1991) suggest that private ownership has efficiency advantages in competitive conditions, but not necessarily in the presence of market power. They further suggest that even under competitive market conditions, government ownership is not inherently less efficient than private ownership, and that competition is the key to efficiency rather than ownership per se; in markets with monopoly elements, the major factor that appears to be at work is regulatory policy.  
A2 Competitive Auctions CP

Competitive auctions recreate the problems of government-run transportation. 

Engel et al. 6—professor of economics at Yale University (Eduardo, “Privatizing Highways in the United States”, Review of Industrial Organization, 2006, ProQuest)//EM

Given the limitations faced by traditional regulation, periodic auctions should be more effective in rent extraction than outright privatization of the highway. The problem with this argument is that a franchise establishes a long-term relationship between the franchise-holder and the regulator. They are subject to Williamson’s (1985) “fundamental transformation”, from an initial competitive auction into a long term bilateral monopoly between the regulator and the franchise-holder, since assets are sunk and it can be very costly for the government to switch supplier or for the firm to avoid being expropriated. Thus, the bidding mechanism must be designed so as to reduce the likelihood of opportunistic renegotiations. Attention must be paid both to avoiding regulatory capture by the franchise-holder and to the possibility of creeping expropriation by the highway authority (for example, by fixing low tolls after investments have been made). Footnote 24 continued opportunistic behavior than under the traditional approach, since the relation between the government and private firms covers a much longer time period. Moreover, we have assumed that the cost of building the project under the traditional approach and with a BOT contract are the same. If the public sector has an intrinsic cost advantage so that ζm<1, then the traditional approach is preferable.. Also, as mentioned above, public provision may be superior if property rights are not sufficiently protected. 46 EDUARDO ENGEL ET AL. While the auction of the franchise dissipates rents, some regulation, including the possibility of periodic re-auctioning, is inevitable. First, whenever the franchise enjoys monopoly power, the franchise-holder has no incentives to provide good service quality. Second, since the franchise has a finite time horizon, current franchise-holders do not have the appropriate incentives to invest in maintenance, specially towards the end of the franchise period. The enforcement of quality standards requires the regulator to resist lobbying for leniency by the franchise-holder. If objective quality standards can be defined, as is the case for highways, enforcement may be subcontracted to specialized private firms. This raises the problem of providing adequate incentives for these firms and these incentives depend on the value of a reputation for honesty for inspection firms. 2. FLEXIBILITY WITHOUT FOSTERING OPPORTUNISTIC BEHAVIOR As mentioned in the Introduction, franchise contracts tend to be inflexible. This reflects the desire to reduce the risk of regulatory takings or, alternatively, to reduce the power of corrupt regulators to favor franchise owners at the expense of the public. However, there are circumstances when inflexibility may be very costly to society. In particular, it would be useful to have a franchise contract which included a fair compensation for breach of the original contract. Consider, as in the case of the Orange County Express Lane, where demand grew faster than expected and it is desirable to build an additional lane before the franchise term concludes. How should the expansion costs be divided between the franchise-holder, the government and users? How much of the additional income from user tolls is to be appropriated by the franchise-holder? In such cases, two options are open to the planner. One is to renegotiate the original contract, with the associated problems of bargaining in a bilateral monopoly situation. The second option is to cancel the concession and pay a fair compensation for the profits foregone by the franchise-holder. The problem with the second option is that the fair compensation is the expected present value of future profits had the franchise continued under the original terms. This value depends on future realizations of demand and cannot be inferred from historical data. This value is therefore highly subjective, and having both parties agree on it may lead to endless disputes. The issue of flexibility also arises when setting tolls. In the case of a fixed term franchise, to reduce risk it is advisable to specify the toll schedule (in real terms) before the franchise begins. Yet this often leads to tolls that are ex post inefficient. For example, in the case of an urban highway which is franchised for 20 years, the high demand uncertainty discussed earlier implies that tolls set in advance will almost surely lead to either PRIVATIZING HIGHWAYS IN THE UNITED STATES 47 inefficiently high levels of congestion, or to politically untenable levels of under-utilization.

A2 PVR CP

Doesn’t solve airports or seaports. 

Engel et al. 6—professor of economics at Yale University (Eduardo, “Privatizing Highways in the United States”, Review of Industrial Organization, 2006, ProQuest)//EM

While PVR schemes have a big advantage in terms of reduced risk and flexibility (and other characteristics we consider in Section 5), the downside is that the franchise holder has fewer incentives to increase demand for the highway. The reason is that any action that increases demand will shorten the term of the franchise. This suggests that PVR franchises are applicable only for infrastructure projects where service quality is easy to define and monitor by independent parties, such as bridges, tunnels, water reservoirs and roads. On the other hand, PVR is inappropriate for seaports, airports, and public utilities, where service quality is difficult to define and monitor. The next section formalizes many of the intuitions discussed in this section.
A2 Tax Cuts NB

tax cuts are comparatively worse for economic growth -- people save and don’t spend. 

Marr 10 – Director of Federal Tax Policy at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.  From 1999 through 2004, he was Economic Policy Advisor to Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle and Senior Advisor for Budget Policy at the National Economic Council from 1997 through 1999 during the second term of President Clinton.  Tax policy was a key area of responsibility of both these positions. (Chuck, “Letting High-Income Tax Cuts Expire Is Proper Response to Nation’s Short- and Long-Term Challenges”, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, July 26, 2010, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3241, Callahan)

Given the economy’s present weakness, some argue that now is not the time to allow the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts for high-income households to expire. But analysis in a recent CBO report decisively refutes this argument.[1] CBO examined 11 options to stimulate growth and job creation and found that extending the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts in general came in last in effectiveness. [2] CBO concluded that a job-creation tax credit, funds to help states balance their budgets with fewer cuts in services and tax increases, and extended unemployment insurance benefits would all generate more jobs and growth on a dollar-for-dollar basis. Furthermore, CBO indicated that extending the tax cuts for high-income households in particular would rate even lower in effectiveness than extending all of the tax cuts. This is because, as CBO explained, “higher-income households … would probably save [rather than spend] a larger fraction of their increase in after-tax income.”[3] An economy in a recession or the early stages of a recovery needs more spending, not more saving. In short, CBO found extending the tax cuts for high-income households to be the worst of all options under discussion for preserving or creating jobs and boosting economic growth while the economy is weak. Alan Blinder, a former Federal Reserve Vice Chair and one of the nation’s most eminent economists, recently made this point as well. Writing in the Wall Street Journal, Blinder observed:[4] Consider three different ways to add a dollar to the budget deficit: increase unemployment benefits by $1, give a $1 tax cut to someone earning $50,000 a year, or give a $1 tax cut to someone earning $5 million a year. While the immediate impacts on the budget are identical, the near-term spending impacts are not. The unemployed worker struggling to make ends meet will likely spend the entire dollar right away. The $50,000 earner probably will spend the lion's share of it, saving just a bit —that's what most Americans do. But the $5,000,000 earner probably will save most of the new-found dollar. The impacts on economy-wide demand will therefore be quite different. Paying more in unemployment benefits offers the most spending “bang” for the budgetary “buck.” Extending the Bush tax cuts for the wealthy offers the least. As a result, Blinder explained, it would be more economically efficient to let the high-income tax cuts expire to and use the proceeds to advance policies that create more jobs and growth in the short term, while devoting the savings to deficit reduction after that.

Balanced budgets mean state tax cuts don’t do anything. 

Lav and Tannenwald 10 – Lav, after many years serving as deputy director of the Center, is now working as senior advisor.  Lav maintains her special focus on the Center’s state-level work, including fiscal and health policy, and is also involved with the Center’s international work. Tannenwald was a Senior Fellow in the Center’s State Fiscal Project. Prior to joining the Center in 2010, he served as a Vice President of the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, where he worked for 28 years, and Director of the Bank's New England Public Policy Center, which he founded in 2005.Lav currently also teaches state and local finance at Johns Hopkins University School of Government. (Iris and Robert, “The Zero-Sum Game: States Cannot Stimulate Their Economies by Cutting Taxes”, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, March 2, 2010, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=3100, Callahan)

Policymakers in a number of states are considering proposals to cut taxes and institute job-creation tax credits. While state policymakers are understandably eager to do something to improve their economies, such measures generally will not increase economic growth. State balanced-budget requirements prevent states from stimulating their economies by cutting taxes. If a state cuts a tax, it generally has to make an offsetting cut to expenditures for a program or service in order to maintain balance. This spending cut is likely to reduce demand in the state just as much as the reduction in taxes may stimulate demand.[1] It is at best a zero-sum game, where the gains in one area are offset by the losses in another. Moreover, a tax cut designed to induce the hiring of additional private-sector workers may also cause the layoff of other workers in the public or private sector because of the loss in state or local revenue. When states cut spending, they lay off public employees, cancel contracts with private-sector vendors, and eliminate or lower payments to nonprofit organizations that provide direct services. Such steps lead to job losses in the private and nonprofit sectors, as well as the public sector. Thus, state-level tax cuts may shift employment from one sector (or business) to another, but the net effect is unlikely to be positive. Because of this dynamic that occurs under a balanced budget requirement, a state cannot stimulate its economy during a fiscal crisis by cutting taxes — either through a general tax cut or one targeted to specific sectors of the economy.

Empirics prove 

Strauss 11 – Advanced Leadership Fellow at Harvard University. Immediately prior to Harvard, Steven was a Managing Director at the New York City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) where he spearheaded the creation of the Center for Economic Transformation at NYCEDC and a number of its high impact initiatives. (Steven, “Actually Tax Cuts Don't Seem to Have Much Impact on Economic Growth...”, Huffington Post, October 25, 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/steven-strauss/tax-cuts-economic-growth-_b_1031376.html, Callahan)

It has been something of an article of faith among conservatives that the solution to America's problems is in smaller government and lower tax rates. The argument on taxes goes something like: 'We need to unleash the wealth creators, who stimulated by the prospect of more income (due to lower tax rates), will create wealth for all of us.' And, that any tax increase -- for even the wealthiest taxpayers -- would have catastrophic consequences. Actually the post World War II American economy provides a nice empirical test of this hypothesis -- the maximum marginal income tax rate gradually declined from about 90% to about 35%. Shouldn't this decline have lead to an explosion of economic growth as our wealth creators were unleashed? Sorry, Sarah Palin... it didn't. During the ultra high tax 1950s (top marginal income tax rate of 90%), the United States had some of its best real economic growth (over 4%/year). And, for the decade where we had our lowest marginal income tax rates -- we had our worst real economic growth (about 1.5%/year). (See Table 1 below.)

Too many alt causes 

Strauss 11 – Advanced Leadership Fellow at Harvard University. Immediately prior to Harvard, Steven was a Managing Director at the New York City Economic Development Corporation (NYCEDC) where he spearheaded the creation of the Center for Economic Transformation at NYCEDC and a number of its high impact initiatives. (Steven, “Actually Tax Cuts Don't Seem to Have Much Impact on Economic Growth...”, Huffington Post, October 25, 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/steven-strauss/tax-cuts-economic-growth-_b_1031376.html, Callahan)

So what happened? Well, first of all (Spoiler Alert! The following will upset ideologues!), the real world is complicated. Taxes are one part of the American economy, but by no means the only driver of our decision making process. People are motivated by lots of things -- not just money. In all the recent discussions about Steve Jobs, I can't recall a single quote, anecdote or story that suggested income tax rates had any influence on Steve Jobs' behavior. Does anyone really believe that if US income tax rates had been slightly higher Bill Gates would have founded Microsoft in Singapore (or some other low tax center)? As another example -- Warren Buffet, who has been an active investor from the 1950s to today, certainly could have moved offshore when tax rates were higher. He didn't. Also, keep in mind that economic growth is not driven just by entrepreneurs and their hard work (okay, I've now simultaneously infuriated both the left and the right). In the 1950s, the global economy was emerging from World War II and the United States was the only industrial economy relatively unscathed. With better policies (arguably, the then current 90% tax rate was too high), we might have had even higher economic growth rates in the 1950s. But, our strong economic growth throughout the 1950s was helped by a strong tail wind (from outside the US). In the early 21st century, we suffered relatively anemic economic growth (despite much lower tax rates), but we also faced a far more competitive world and a disastrous real estate bubble. It is not clear that lower income tax rates would have had much impact. But higher income tax rates and other policy adjustments might have avoided the real estate bubble from which we are now recovering. Finally and most importantly, it is not just how the money is raised, but how it is spent. Tax revenues that improve infrastructure, and pay for basic research and education are investments in our future, and will foster economic growth. Tax cuts that primarily favor high end consumers might stimulate the purchase of luxury goods (McMansion anyone?), but may not contribute much to overall economic growth.

A2 State Budgets NB

Health care overwhelms -- it’s wrecking state budgets. 

Fletcher 6/12/12 (Michael A. Fletcher, Journalist for The Washington Post, “As State Revenues recover, increasing health costs remain a burden,” Business: The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/as-state-revenues-recover-health-costs-remain-a-burden/2012/06/11/gJQAQhSJWV_story.html//Mkoo)

State revenues are finally returning to pre-recession levels, but the growing cost of providing health care for the poor is leaving most governments in dire fiscal straits, according to a report to be released Tuesday. States are finally seeing a bit of revenue growth in a turnaround from the economic downturn that devastated budgets in fiscal 2009 and 2010, according to a survey by the National Governors Association (NGA) and the National Association of State Budget Officers (NASBO).The problem is that many states are contending with costs that are rising even faster, as help from the federal government dwindles. Total spending has returned to levels seen before the recession. The biggest culprit has been Medicaid. State spending on the joint federal-state health-care program for the poor surged by 20 percent this year, following a rise of 23 percent in fiscal 2011. Officials say the increases are expected to be much smaller next year, but states are still struggling to close the gap. Jumps in Medicaid spending have doubled the pace of growth in education spending over the past decade, the report said. Overall, Medicaid accounted for 17.4 percent of state general-fund spending last year, making it the second-largest category of spending, behind K-12 education at 35 percent. “With the growth of Medicaid expenditures, spending priorities will again face competition for state budget dollars this fiscal year,” said Dan Crippen, the NGA’s executive director. “States have undertaken numerous actions to contain Medicaid costs, including reducing provider payments, cutting prescription drug benefits, limiting benefits, reforming delivery systems, expanding managed care and enhancing program integrity efforts. These efforts alone, however, cannot stop the growth of Medicaid.” The federal government had provided extra Medicaid help to states during the worst of the downturn as part of the stimulus program. But that aid began to wind down last year as states saw continued jumps in Medicaid rolls. Medicaid enrollment increased by 5.1 percent during fiscal 2011 and 3.3 percent in the current fiscal year, the report said. Enrollments are projected to swell an additional 3.6 percent next year. Those increases, coupled with the rising cost of providing medical care, are overwhelming the modest revenue increases being experienced by many states. Beyond Medicaid, states are pressed by demands for additional fiscal help from struggling local governments and by the need to replenish “rainy day” and other reserve funds that were often drained to help states make it through the worst of the recession. “Despite some improvement in state budgets since the depths of the recession, state budget growth is still significantly below average — growing at less than half the average growth of the past few decades,” said Scott Pattison, executive director of ­NASBO. The fiscal pressure on states has become a drag on the economy; local and state governments are shedding jobs, even as the private-sector job market has shown signs of improvement. State and local governments have cut more than 600,000 jobs since 2009, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Airports – CP Fails

Privatization creates significant inefficiencies in the airport system. 

Keith,1 [Alexander, Issues and Controversies, http://www.2facts.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/icof_story.aspx?PIN=i0601700&term=privatization, “Air-Travel Delays”, Accessed Jun 20, //SH]
Other policy makers, however, insist that the FAA is capable of making the needed improvements. They point to the agency's recent announcement of a 10-year plan to reduce flight delays as a sign that the FAA has the problem under control. Opponents also contend that continued federal involvement is necessary to insure that air travel remains open to people across the entire nation--a private company might allow the airlines to concentrate service in the more profitable major cities, critics warn.

Airport privatization fails and kills safety. 

Keith,1 [Alexander, Issues and Controversies, http://www.2facts.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/icof_story.aspx?PIN=i0601700&term=privatization, “Air-Travel Delays”, Accessed Jun 20, //SH]
Other experts oppose reallocating air-traffic control to a separate organization, however. The U.S. is the safest nation for air travel in the world, due to the efforts of the FAA, they contend. They argue that air-traffic control and safety are inextricably intertwined, and that any reforms that weaken the FAA could threaten aviation safety. "Safety is a governmental responsibility," says Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta. Moreover, critics of a privatized system argue that experts still do not have a complete understanding of the full consequences of systems such as Nav Canada. For example, recently some small regional airlines within Canada have complained that the system gives preference to Air Canada, the country's predominant airline. "The jury is out on privatization," says Kevin Psutka, president of the Canadian Owners and Pilots Association. Critics of privatization also question whether a system modeled after Nav Canada would even work in the U.S. They contend that the airline industry in the U.S. is much bigger and more complicated than in other nations, making U.S. air-traffic control a far greater challenge. "We have a lot we can learn from looking at private structures that are set up in place in Europe and Canada," says FAA Chairman Jane Garvey. "But our system is much more complex."

High Speed Rail – Constitution DA

The CPs unconstitutional. 

Laing 2011 [Transportation staff writer for The Hill (Keith, “Dem: Amtrak privatization is unconstitutional” 6/22/11, The Hill Transportation Blog http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/railroads/167891-dem-amtrak-privatization-is-unconstitutional) AMayar]

Stepping up from criticizing the Republican plan to privatize Amtrak rail service as being risky, a key House Democrat said Wednesday that the plan was unconstitutional. “The nonpartisan Congressional Research Service has determined that this proposal is unconstitutional because it violates the Appointments Clause of the Constitution," Rep. Nick Rahall, the ranking Democrat on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, said during a hearing on the plan Wednesday. "It is also likely that the proposal violates the Takings Clause because it takes Amtrak’s private property without just compensation,” Rahall (D-W.Va.) continued. “As a for-profit corporation, I believe Amtrak’s standing is little different than that of any other for-profit corporation in America.”

High Speed Rail – CP Fails 

The CP fails -- federal funding is necessary. 

Snyder 11- Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor (Tanya, “The Economist Issues a Reality Check to Rail Privatization Proponents”,DC Street Blog June 27, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/06/27/the-economist-issues-a-reality-check-to-rail-privatization-proponents/)//EL

The Economist’s blog on business travel, Gulliver, has a short post this morning about Rep. John Mica’s proposal to privatize the Northeast Corridor. Blogger “N.B.” has a healthy dose of skepticism for arguments on either side but does significantly more damage to Mica’s argument that that of his opponents. Gulliver strikes a blow at the very idea that private companies can accomplish what Mica hopes they will: Surely the congressman is aware that most high-speed systems elsewhere in the first world were built with enormous investments of government money (not to mention exercises of government power, including eminent domain seizures to find land for new routes). Major infrastructure projects, be they airports, highways, or railroads, are more often than not undertaken with significant government support. Privatisation of established rail lines has been successful before and can be again. But Americans shouldn’t trick themselves into thinking that private investors will willingly foot the bill for massively upgrading the nation’s high-speed rail infrastructure. The post also questions the anti-privatization argument that the proposal would leave less profitable routes without an important source of funding. “Economics, not nostalgia or politics, should determine where Amtrak operates,” N.B. writes. “Right now, it’s often the opposite. Is it really necessary that Amtrak service Dodge City, Kansas (pop. 27,340)?” Of course, the blog also says the obvious: this proposal isn’t going anywhere. House members can argue about it all they want, but the Senate isn’t having it, and neither is the president. It was wise of Mica to introduce the bill separately from the rest of the reauthorization, to avoid the risk of letting this controversial idea sink the rest of the bill.

Private sector won’t invest in high speed rail without prior government support -- too much risk. 

Cox 11 – Assistant Editor and Business Reporter for Bakersfield (John, “Private sector lines up to invest in high-speed rail,” Bakersfield, 4/18/11, http://www.bakersfield.com/news/business/economy/x833057566/Private-sector-lines-up-to-invest-in-high-speed-rail, MMarcus)

Challenges ahead But it remains unclear exactly how and when private sector deals might come together. Also, doubts persist as to whether the rail authority will be able to reassure would-be investors that the project will be fully built as proposed. Uncertainty with regard to the project’s public sector financing poses a significant hurdle. The Obama administration’s budget deal with Congressional Republicans earlier this month slashed all $2.5 billion in 2011 high-speed rail funding, though van Ark insisted that his agency retains access to $5.5 billion in state and federal money — enough to build the initial segment from north of Fresno to about Bakersfield starting next year. Some say the lack of a federal commitment to finish the project will jeopardize private investment. “It’s very difficult to put a long-term plan together not knowing if you’re going to be funded next year,” said Stephen Buschmeyer, vice president of business development at Tutor Perini Corp., a large, Sylmar-based construction firm that he said has tentatively offered to perform and finance some of the system’s construction in exchange for an equity stake in the project. This dilemma — private sector reluctance to invest in California high-speed rail without adequate public sector commitment, and vice versa — came up last year in a highly critical report to the state Legislature by an industry peer review group.

Privatization of Amtrak would be useless -- British Rail proves. 

Sclar 3 research associate at the Economic Policy Institute, Professor of Urban Planning and Public Affairs at Columbia University. He holds senior academic appointments in the Graduate School of Architecture, Planning, and Preservation and the School of International and Public Affairs (Elliott, “Amtrak Privatization: The Route to Failure,” Economic Policy Institute, 2003, http://www.epi.org/page/-/old/books/amtrak/amtrak_intro.pdf)//AM
Once again, criticism of Amtrak is gathering steam. The passenger rail service is blamed for failing to show a profit. Advocates of privatization propose to break the system into separate, private companies, theorizing that under such arrangements, worthwhile passenger rail routes would be sustained and unnecessary ones would properly wither away. Routes that serve less-populated rural areas and provide service over long distances could be eliminated. To some extent, Amtrak privatization could shift the capital and operating costs of intercity rail services onto state and local governments. The unexamined assumption underlying such attacks is that passenger rail service is a private good. In other words, the service ought to be able to defray its expenses and show a profit by charging customers. This assumption makes an adverse judgment on Amtrak automatic. Amtrak is “failing” only because it is assumed it ought to pay for itself. The fact is that no transportation mode in the United States pays for itself. All modes have always been subsidized. Highways do not pay for themselves; they are financed by excise taxes on motor fuels, taxes not necessarily related to use of highways. Air travel is subsidized as well. Hence the decision to reject subsidies for intercity passenger trains is arbitrary and inconsistent with public policy. The insistence on Amtrak showing a profit is an effort to impose a highly selective business model on what is really a public service. This study explains why such a business model is inapplicable. In general, a business model applies to goods and services for which prices can be charged. This is difficult in the case of streets and roads, less so in the case of rail and air travel. But the overriding point is that the benefits of rail services are not limited to those who directly patronize them. This study highlights the ancillary benefits of rail service in term of economic growth, environmental protection, and national security. A key economic benefit of passenger rail accrues to workers in the high value-added service sector, which is concentrated in urban centers. Modern technology notwithstanding, business travel remains fundamental to the economy. Passenger rail also offers value in linking disparate parts of our ever-widening metropolitan regions to their urban cores. On the environmental front, rail travel compares favorably to auto and air in terms of energy efficiency, implying benefits in pollution abatement and energy conservation. And in the realm of national security, rail provides redundancy that can be important when other transportation modes are threatened. Reducing dependence on imported fossil fuels is increasingly seen as a security issue. The privatization campaign entails solutions that have no relation to the purported problem. The proposed solution is to de-federalize Amtrak and break the service into vaguely specified parts. But no matter how the service is reorganized, failure to subsidize it will mean failing to support the “external” benefits for which travelers cannot be charged. The system would remain underbuilt, underutilized, and potentially still unable to turn a profit. The disastrous privatization experience of British Rail provides an important precedent. There the breakup of the system was followed by serious accidents, financial insolvency, and further public subsidies (even while private investors were provided returns on their participation). Here privatization yielded the worst of both worlds—chronic service failures, no effective market discipline, and wasted public revenues. A notable failure of Amtrak critics is their reluctance to generalize their charges to include other transportation modes. The likely explanation for this inconsistency is a political fear that ceasing to subsidize highways and air travel would so disrupt travel plans as to cause a public uproar. Yet passenger rail has been slowly strangled by depriving it of desperately needed capital investment.

Privatizing Amtrak will only shrink the program and make it inefficient. 

Sclar 3 research associate at the Economic Policy Institute, Professor of Urban Planning and Public Affairs at Columbia University. He holds senior academic appointments in the Graduate School of Architecture, Planning, and Preservation and the School of International and Public Affairs (Elliott, “Amtrak Privatization: The Route to Failure,” Economic Policy Institute, 2003, http://www.epi.org/page/-/old/books/amtrak/amtrak_intro.pdf)//AM
The current preoccupation with operating deficits and the impulse to cut spending on Amtrak are misplaced. Proposals to privatize Amtrak rest on hopes that its deficits can be eliminated. But privatization will not cut the operating deficit unless it shrinks passenger rail service. And far from yielding more efficient operation, privatization will make Amtrak more cumbersome. That is the primary lesson of Great Britain’s recent experience with privatization and reorganization. In short, this is not the time to withdraw public investment in the nation’s passenger rail service. This is the time to begin formulating a forwardlooking national passenger rail policy, building on the strengths of Amtrak to improve the performance of the U.S. economy.

Amtrak had a huge jump in its ridership last year -- gutting it is not only unconstitutional but would kill jobs and increase costs. 

House Committee on Transportation & Infrastructure 11 press release, Nick J. Rahall is ranking member (“Amtrak Announces Record Ridership as Republicans Rush to Auction Off its Assets,” 10/13/11, http://democrats.transportation.house.gov/press-release/amtrak-announces-record-ridership-republicans-rush-auction-its-assets)//AM

Washington, D.C. – Amtrak announced that a record 30.2 million passengers traveled on its trains in Fiscal Year 2011, far surpassing any other year on record. Despite this record ridership, Republicans in the U.S. House of Representatives continue to attempt to dismantle the carrier through paltry budgets and a partisan plan to privatize its operations. “Americans are returning to the rails in record numbers, yet Republicans are pulling out all of the stops in their rush to auction off Amtrak’s assets to the highest bidder on Wall Street,” said U.S. Representative Nick J. Rahall, top Democrat on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. “It makes no sense to tear apart a railroad and its workforce while they are succeeding at their jobs. That is no way to run a railroad.” On June 15, 2011, Republicans on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee unveiled a controversial partisan proposal to privatize Amtrak that would destroy American jobs, imperil passenger rail service nationwide, and increase costs for the Federal Government, states, commuter rail agencies, freight railroads, small businesses, and American taxpayers. In July, the nonpartisan Congressional Research Service (CRS) released two reports requested by Rahall that determined the controversial effort to privatize Amtrak would violate the U.S. Constitution. “Republicans should not railroad the principles enshrined in the Constitution in their flawed rush to stop Amtrak dead in its tracks,” said Rahall. “They should abandon this unconstitutional power grab by the Federal Government to put Amtrak out of business and should instead work with Democrats to support true high-speed and intercity passenger rail in America.” Last month, Republicans on the House Appropriations Committee approved a funding bill that will cripple Amtrak’s ability to continue providing service nationwide. “By slashing funding and routes, Republicans’ gutting of Amtrak will have a crippling domino effect from coast to coast, leaving trains stuck at the station across the Nation,” said Rahall. “America relies on robust railways, roadways, and runways to efficiently move goods to market, but this short-sighted assault on passenger rail will have long-term negative impacts for communities across the country.” Compared to other modes, passenger and intercity rail has seen the largest increase over the last ten years. Domestic enplanements have increased 4.58%, vehicle miles traveled have increased 10.69%, transit ridership has increased 13.23%; and Amtrak’s ridership has increased 28.49%. “Passenger rail service does not operate in an economic vacuum. Rail reinvigorates our communities, ties regions of our Nation together, helps alleviate congestion, and serves as a viable mode of transportation for a growing segment of business and personal travelers,” said Rahall. “Take passenger rail from a community and one study has suggested a loss of up to 30% in direct and indirect spending from a given locale. Republican efforts are senseless given Amtrak has experienced the largest increase in ridership when compared to the other transportation modes. Running Amtrak out of business simply does not make financial sense.”

Amtrak is key -- private companies won’t invest. 

Hinds 11 producer/reporter for WNYC and Transportation Nation (Kate, “Republicans: Privatizing Amtrak Will Bring High Speed Rail to the NE Faster,” 6/15/11, http://transportationnation.org/2011/06/15/republicans-privatizing-amtrak-will-bring-high-speed-rail-to-the-ne-faster/)//AM
Amtrak, which had been going on the offensive this week about its high-speed rail plans for the Northeast Corridor, reacted swiftly to Mica’s proposal. Joseph Boardman, Amtrak’s president and CEO, aired his dismay in a phone conference call held earlier this afternoon. “There seems to be a lack of recognition that Amtrak is the right organization to deliver better intercity passenger rail service in this country,” he said. Boardman said that Amtrak had made headway in reducing debt and improving equipment, and was already looking at a public-private partnership for high-speed rail in the Northeast. “This asset, this transportation artery is critical, and that … is lost in this, because the focus of this particular proposal is about financing and real estate, not transportation first.” Democrats did not greet the proposal warmly. New Jersey Senator Frank Lautenberg, who sits on the Senate’s transportation committee, said that “the Republican proposal to privatize rail on the Northeast Corridor would increase costs for passengers and make rail travel less reliable. I will fight in the Senate to stop any plan that threatens Amtrak and commuters on the Northeast Corridor.” Other responses were more measured, if lukewarm. Petra Todorovich, a high-speed rail expert at the Regional Plan Association, said “we don’t think it’s the worst idea in the world.” She added that Mica’s proposal was useful in that “he’s starting a conversation about what it would take to implement world-class high speed rail in the Northeast Corridor. This is the first time we’ve had this conversation at the congressional level.” But she added that “I think it’s unlikely that private companies would bid unless federal money is on the table. You can’t have a public/private partnership without public money.”

Amtrak is improving quickly -- now is not the time to slash it. 

Puentes 12 senior fellow with the Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program where he also directs the Program’s Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative. He is an expert on transportation and infrastructure, urban planning, growth management, suburban issues and housing. (Robert, “Freakonomics Quorum: Can Amtrak Ever Be Profitable?” 1/6/12, http://www.freakonomics.com/2012/01/05/freakonomics-quorum-can-amtrak-ever-be-profitable/)//AM

In Washington and across the nation, there are ongoing deliberations about which transportation and infrastructure assists will drive the next American economy. A particularly noisy debate involves the future of the nation’s passenger railroad network and where, in what form, and who should make these investments. These and other discussions have once-again raised questions about America’s national passenger rail system—Amtrak—which has faced a tumultuous future ever since its creation in 1971. Despite the haranguing, Amtrak continues to enjoy support from many in Congress and is carrying more passengers than ever. In fact, it experienced a significant jump in national ridership after 1997 when a bipartisan federal commission was established to make recommendations to help Amtrak reach operational self-sufficiency. Since then, Amtrak’s total boardings and alightings have increased 34.9 percent. To put this in perspective, it more than doubles population growth (14.6 percent) over the same period and exceeds real GDP growth (29.5 percent). Part of the reason is that Amtrak’s growth mirrors the rise of America’s largest metropolitan areas, many of which are served quite well by rail. In fact, half of Amtrak’s ridership comes from just five large metros: New York, Washington, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Los Angeles. These places are generally well positioned geographically with good connectivity to other key metros. They are also home to the nation’s largest aviation delays and highway congestion with which travelers in these metros have to contend. Indeed, Amtrak says it has a whopping 62 percent of the air/rail market between New York and Washington, and 47 percent of the market share between Boston and New York. Why does Amtrak work in these places? For one, research suggests that for intercity rail corridors to be successful they require competitive travel times especially compared to air travel. Amtrak has a built-in benefit in some metros by providing direct service close to the heart of cities and business districts whereas air travelers must contend with decentralized airport locations, security lines, and early gate arrival requirements. And in terms of length, research based on European results finds that the optimal distances for travelers to shift from air to rail is around 300 miles or so. (Washington to New York is about 250 miles.)
Even if Amtrak isn’t perfect, it’s better than the alternatives. 

Freemark 12 journalist who writes about urbanism and transportation. He founded and continues to publish The Transport Politic (Yonah, “Freakonomics Quorum: Can Amtrak Ever Be Profitable?” 1/6/12, http://www.freakonomics.com/2012/01/05/freakonomics-quorum-can-amtrak-ever-be-profitable/)//AM

Compared to the intercity railroads of virtually every other developed country — and even those of many developing countries — Amtrak under-performs. Its services are simply too slow, too expensive, and too unreliable to attract a significant share of travel in the United States. Yet the alternatives being hammered out by opponents of the nation’s railroad, such as privatization and a reduction in government subsidies, are a collective non-starter. Experience abroad suggests that successful rail systems – in fact, most transportation systems – require significant government aid, especially when it comes to capital projects. Assuming that we believe there is a public interest in maintaining a functioning mobility network, then, there is no alternative but to continue federal funding for transportation. Railways offer the potential for uncongested service, are ecologically responsible, and are beneficial to the central cities they serve; the same cannot be said of rival automobile and aviation systems, which are plagued by delays, pollute massively, and encourage suburban sprawl. Train links must form an important element of America’s future multi-modal transport network.The question is thus not whether to cut off subsidies to U.S. railway operations entirely, but rather whether to continue support for Amtrak or provide aid to private companies that could take over its physical assets in the Northeast Corridor and its operations throughout the country, as has been suggested by House Republicans over the past few months. The latter option was pioneered by the United Kingdom in the mid-1990s, but the results were hardly laudatory as services became increasingly unreliable. The British government responded with the re-nationalization of that country’s passenger rail infrastructure in 2002, placing it back within the European mainstream. U.S. intercity railway operations are underused and underserved compared to their British counterparts, due to decades of disinvestment and an overwhelming – and destructive – emphasis on automobility and aviation. There is little reason to suspect that it would be in the nation’s interest to privatize the ownership of the railway infrastructure itself, since that has proven to be such a failure in similar conditions abroad. The American government, working with the states, must maintain ownership over the trackage. But how about operations? In the U.K., passenger services are now provided by private companies. Yet on many corridors, operations are heavily subsidized by the public sector, and even some of the supposedly profitable lines have been abandoned by private operators, only to be served by a publicly owned holding company. Overall subsidies to passenger rail in Britain are far higher now than they were when the railways were run by the nationalized company, British Rail. It seems unlikely that the far less-used American intercity railway network — outside of the most-frequented segments of the Northeast Corridor — could be profitable for private enterprise; while subsidies to Amtrak may be unpalatable, subsidies to less accountable private companies seem even less desirable.Thus an improving American railway network requires a functioning Amtrak.

Amtrak doesn’t have to be profitable to be worth it. 

Berg 12 journalist covering cities, the environment and urban planning. He has written for a variety of publications, including The New York Times, Wired, the LA Weekly, and many others (Nate, “Freakonomics Quorum: Can Amtrak Ever Be Profitable?” 1/6/12, http://www.freakonomics.com/2012/01/05/freakonomics-quorum-can-amtrak-ever-be-profitable/)//AM
In 2002, five years after Congress asked Amtrak to find a way to not require federal operating funds, David Gunn, five weeks fresh as Amtrak’s new president, flatly told a Senate committee what everybody already knew: “Amtrak will never be profitable.” The passenger rail service, needless to say, did not meet its mandated goal of breaking free from government subsidies. This shouldn’t be a surprise. The vast majority of the world’s public transit systems rely on government subsidies. Though there are some passenger rail lines in Europe and Asia that can operate at a net profit largely without ongoing government support, train lines are more often government services than private businesses. To call on Amtrak to make money ignores the fact that it was created and still today operates as an infrastructural service. The real issue is not so much that Amtrak will never be profitable, but rather that it shouldn’t have to be. Amtrak is infrastructure in the truest sense of the word. It’s one of the physical structures and services that organizationally enable the functioning of U.S. society. Like the interstate highway system or the postal service, Amtrak provides a service that (to an arguably lesser degree) serves and benefits residents and businesses. These services may not have direct dollar returns, but to say they don’t fill a vital need would be ignorant. Calling on Amtrak to go it alone prejudiciously holds the service to a different standard than other government services. The return on investment for these services doesn’t have to be direct, and for transportation modes like passenger rail it often isn’t. Think of transportation as a line connecting two dots. The economic value of this connection is captured not by the transportation method itself, but by the people and places it connects. The value is in the dots, not the line. But without the line, the two (and in reality many) dots would have trouble sharing and compounding their relative economic powers. These dots, the mid and endpoints of these transportation corridors, though, are not just single businesses or factories. They are cities, which are increasingly the centers and enablers of economic power. And while it’s true that Amtrak lines aren’t the only ways to get from one city to the next, they can play a valuable role in allowing people and services to travel between these economic centers in as many ways as possible. In their new book Megapolitan America, Arthur C. Nelson and Robert E. Lang note that about 65 percent of the U.S. population lives within 23 clusters of metropolitan areas. This level of concentration shows the significance of cities, but also their interrelatedness. As groups of cities and their suburbs grow more populous, the physical transportation connections between them – highways, airports, Amtrak lines – become even more important. Rather than being seen as separate, Amtrak should be considered a part of the transportation network the government has enabled to connect these places. Certainly Amtrak could be operated in a way that better met the needs of our increasingly mobile and interconnected society. But to single it out as a money hog amongst a broad swath of government-subsidized infrastructures and services is to turn a blind eye to the fact that the provision of such services, profit or no, allows the country’s economy to function.

High Speed Rail – CP Links to Politics

CP links to politics. 

Laing 2011 [Transportation staff writer for The Hill (Keith, “GOP unveils plan to privatize Amtrak” 6/15/11, The Hill Transportation Blog http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/railroads/166601-gop-unveils-plan-to-privatize-rail-service-provided-by-amtrak) AMayar]

Democrats on Mica's panel strongly disagreed with his assessment that private companies could better deliver rail service than Amtrak, rushing to the agency's defense Wednesday as Mica was speaking at the Capitol. "Taking a play out of President Bush’s book, Republicans are dusting off a chronically unpopular proposal that will cripple Main Street by auctioning off Amtrak’s assets to Wall Street,” the ranking Democrat on the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, Rep. Nick J. Rahall (D-W.Va.), said in a statement released Wednesday morning. “Instead of abolishing Amtrak, Republicans should abandon this ill-conceived ideological assault on passenger rail service – just as we did when President Bush first proposed it – and work with Democrats to build true high-speed and intercity passenger rail in America,” Rahall said. Rahall called the privatization plan, which Mica is co-sponsoring with Rep. Bill Shuster (R-Pa.), "a death knell for passenger rail service from coast to coast. "Privatizing this profitable corridor will not merely affect train service in that region; it will have a devastating domino effect from coast to coast, leaving trains stuck at the station across the Nation,” Rahall said. “The Auto Train, Capitol Limited, California Zephyr, Cardinal, Coast Starlight, Empire Builder, Palmetto and Silver Service, Texas Eagle and so many other vital lifelines will no longer serve as engines of economic growth but will be mere relics of a bygone era.” However, Republicans found Democratic support from former Pennsylvania Gov. Ed Rendell, who is now an MSNBC political analyst and co-chairman of an advocacy group dedicated to infrastructure improvements known as Building America's Future. Rendell called into Mica's press conference to say that he is a supporter of Amtrak, but the privatization plan made sense to him. "I'm not a critic of Amtrak. Far from it," he said. "But the only way you're going to get that money to make this project a reality is you have the states, the federal government and private companies at the table."

The CP links to politics -- privatizing high speed rail services causes partisan fights and draws in unions. 

Halsey 11 – Washington Post columnist (Ashley, “House GOP proposal would privatize high-speed rail along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor,” Washington Post, 5/26/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/house-gop-proposal-would-privatize-high-speed-rail-along-amtraks-northeast-corridor/2011/05/26/AGBEZKCH_story.html, MMarcus)
Mica believes that private investors will step forward to build and operate high-speed rail in the Northeast Corridor, significantly reducing the annual subsidy required to pay Amtrak to run the rest of the country’s passenger rail service. “Amtrak receives, $1.5 billion in their annual subsidy,” he said. “If you look at their figures, about $500 million goes to operations. So the other billion is pretty much being poured into the Northeast Corridor because they don’t own any other track.” Ignacio Jayanti, president of the private equity firm Corsair Capital, told the committee that it would be possible to raise $50 billion to $60 billion from investors over the 10-year period he said it would take to build high-speed rail in the corridor. “There are significant private-sector dollars that are available,” Jayanti said. Mica cited as a success story the privatization of two British rail lines by Virgin Trains, saying ridership doubled on lines from London to Manchester, England, and Glasgow, Scotland, and that the service turned a profit while eliminating government subsidies and sustaining rail employees’ wages. Legislation Mica says he plans to introduce within two weeks will face a partisan split, as was evident at the hearing, where Sen. Frank R. Lautenberg (D-N.J.) showed up to give a hint of what the proposal might face in the Democratic-controlled Senate. “Privatizing the Northeast Corridor is not a smart or viable prospect,” said Lautenberg, who sits on the Senate Transportation Committee. Rep. Corrine Brown (D-Fla.) was among those who argued that public transportation systems, whether highways, air travel or railways, all required federal financial support. “There is no form of transportation that supports itself,” Brown said. “I don’t support cherry-picking the best routes in our system and turning them over to the private sector.” Amtrak’s defenders said the system has been underfunded since its founding 40 years ago. “It’s a classic starve-the-beast philosophy,” said Edward Wytkind, who heads the transportation division of the AFL-CIO. “You chronically underfund the company and then you expect it to do great things.”

Empirically strong opposition to rail privatization. 

Gi-hwa, 9 [Jeong, Center for Free Enterprise, http://eng.cfe.org/mboard/bbsDetail.asp?cid=mn2007713123749&pn=8&idx=1903, “Railway workers’ strike and management efficiency”, Accessed Jun 20, //SH]
The government proposed a bill to develop and restructure the railway industry through privatization in a bid to resolve the inefficiency problem at the state-owned company. But it faced so strong opposition from the labor union that it gave up the privatization plan and made a compromise to keep it state-run. An expert found that the move fell far short of a fundamental solution to improve management efficiency and the railway needed to be handed to the private sector.

High Speed Rail – Perm Solvency 

Amtrak is growing too fast for the private to control. Only the perm solves.

Skoropowski 12- Director of Rail and Transit services, HNTB Corporation (Gene, "How Private Enterprise Can Strengthen Amtrak." Railwayage. Junuary 18, 2012. www.railwayage.com/index.php/passenger/high-performance/how-private-enterprise-can-strengthen-amtrak.html#.T-YJjbU7WAg)//TD

When businesses grow (and Amtrak is growing), they sometimes lose sight of “their primary mission. Example: When an architectural/engineering firm grows to the point where it can occupy all or most of the space in its own building, it often find itself buying a building and then ending up being in the property management/maintenance business, which is not its core business. What happens? As attention to the property management function escalates, expertise and talent are diverted from the core business. Amtrak suffers from some of this “diversionary activity” in its effort to control everything associated with managing and operating an intercity national passenger railroad. Again, remember, the private railroads were (and still are) diverse companies, with many interests and revenue generators. It is clearly recognized that no private company (or companies) could have raised the up-front capital necessary to build the interstate highway system, or build the nation’s airports, or support the air traffic control system. So why would anyone think that the private sector could raise the up-front capital cost of building an intercity passenger rail system? The debt service alone would make private financing of any large public infrastructure project unfeasible, be it a highway, an airport, or an intercity passenger rail system. However, if there is a predictable stream of public up-front capital investment funding, and Amtrak and the states reach out to build a business partnership with private interests, then a vibrant, expanded and modern intercity passenger rail system can be the result.

The perm solves best. 

Skoropowski 12- Director of Rail and Transit services, HNTB Corporation (Gene, "How Private Enterprise Can Strengthen Amtrak." Railwayage. Junuary 18, 2012. www.railwayage.com/index.php/passenger/high-performance/how-private-enterprise-can-strengthen-amtrak.html#.T-YJjbU7WAg)//TD

Mica is in a leadership position to help transform Amtrak into a vibrant part of our nation’s system of transport, and to incorporate business partnerships with Amtrak that have revenue streams that can offset shortfalls in revenue from train operations. Land development, real estate deals, and increased tax bases for local communities will result from an investment in rail transportation, but unless the rail system that is the catalyst for all that new revenue can return some of those revenues, there will be a perpetual requirement for allocation of public funding to support operations. Stripping Amtrak of its current ancillary assets will make its financial situation worse, not better. Private sector partnering with Amtrak would benefit both.

Perm solves HSR

Dutzik et al. 11 – Members of PIRG (Tony Dutzik with Jordan Schneider and Phineas Baxandall, “High-Speed Rail:

Public, Private or Both? Assessing the Prospects, Promise and Pitfalls of Public-Private Partnerships,” Public Interest Research Group, Summer 2011 http://uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf, MMarcus)

The construction of high-speed rail in the United States will inevitably involve both the public and the private sector. Effective “partnerships” between the public and private sectors are critical if the nation is to get the high-speed rail network it deserves at a price it can afford.

And, the perm shields the link to politics

Dutzik et al. 11 – Members of PIRG (Tony Dutzik with Jordan Schneider and Phineas Baxandall, “High-Speed Rail:

Public, Private or Both? Assessing the Prospects, Promise and Pitfalls of Public-Private Partnerships,” Public Interest Research Group, Summer 2011 http://uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/HSR-PPP-USPIRG-July-19-2011.pdf, MMarcus)

The potential for risk sharing is one of the primary selling points used by PPP proponents to encourage public-private partnerships—and is a particularly powerful selling point at a time of tight fiscal constraints

federal support is key for private sector success. 

Schmitt 11 newspaper reporter with a masters in urban planning (Angie, “The Public Interest and Private-Sector Involvement in High-Speed Rail,” 7/20/11, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/07/20/the-public-interest-and-private-sector-involvement-in-high-speed-rail/)//AM

In the middle are those who acknowledge that high-speed rail can’t be built in this country without some private funds, but that the government should still carefully control the process. A new report from the U.S. Public Interest Research Group, released yesterday, walks that center line. Better yet, it gives examples from around the world of how privatization has worked — and how it hasn’t. And it maintains that the question is not so much whether or not to involve the private sector, but how to craft the terms of the agreement so that the partnership adds value — not increased risk — for the taxpayer. “Private financing can be a supplement but not a substitute for public support of high-speed rail,” said Phineas Baxandall of U.S. PIRG. Indeed, it is clear that public and private actors are going to have to cooperate in order for the U.S. to realize its high-speed rail ambitions in California and elsewhere. But the government agencies negotiating the terms of these agreements will have to be very diligent to avoid compromising the interests of public-sector investors (taxpayers) and the purpose of the project overall, says PIRG. “It’s attractive to politicians who may want to be champs for high-speed rail but who at the same time want to be against spending any new money for it,” said Baxandall. “Public-private partnerships have been a way to wave a magic wand to say ‘we’re going to build it, we’re just not going to pay for it. Somebody else is.’” What this report shows, he said, is that the public sector has to be the “anchor” in these projects. “Public-private partnership isn’t just an easy way to make something happen without effort,” he said. “It takes a lot of planning.”

Public-private partnerships solve the case better. 

Schmitt 2011 [Newspaper reporter-turned planner/advocate who manages the Streetsblog Network (Angie, “The Public Interest and Private-Sector Involvement in High-Speed Rail” July 20th 2011http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/07/20/the-public-interest-and-private-sector-involvement-in-high-speed-rail/)AMayar]

The issue of privatization of public infrastructure was polarizing enough before the recent House proposal to take the Northeast Corridor away from Amtrak and turn it over to private firms. The privatization plan has its champions, who say it’s the only way to save high-speed rail, and its detractors, who call it a death knell for even the rail service we currently have. In the middle are those who acknowledge that high-speed rail can’t be built in this country without some private funds, but that the government should still carefully control the process. A new report from the U.S. Public Interest Research Group, released yesterday, walks that center line. Better yet, it gives examples from around the world of how privatization has worked — and how it hasn’t. And it maintains that the question is not so much whether or not to involve the private sector, but how to craft the terms of the agreement so that the partnership adds value — not increased risk — for the taxpayer. “Private financing can be a supplement but not a substitute for public support of high-speed rail,” said Phineas Baxandall of U.S. PIRG. Indeed, it is clear that public and private actors are going to have to cooperate in order for the U.S. to realize its high-speed rail ambitions in California and elsewhere. But the government agencies negotiating the terms of these agreements will have to be very diligent to avoid compromising the interests of public-sector investors (taxpayers) and the purpose of the project overall, says PIRG. “It’s attractive to politicians who may want to be champs for high-speed rail but who at the same time want to be against spending any new money for it,” said Baxandall. “Public-private partnerships have been a way to wave a magic wand to say ‘we’re going to build it, we’re just not going to pay for it. Somebody else is.’” What this report shows, he said, is that the public sector has to be the “anchor” in these projects. “Public-private partnership isn’t just an easy way to make something happen without effort,” he said. “It takes a lot of planning.” And private capital comes with some inherent risks. For example, in Great Britain in the 1980s, a public-private partnership which granted private control over rail lines established contracts in a way that incentivized private companies to delay maintenance. Ultimately, this led to a train derailment that killed four people. Meanwhile in Taiwan, over-reliance on private investors forced the government to bail out the majority owner of its national high-speed rail line when a financial crisis interrupted private capital markets in the late 1990s. The terms of the debt the private firm had incurred were much less favorable than the terms a public entity would have gotten, driving the costs up. Unraveling the layers of liability after the fact with teams of lawyers ended up costing far more than it would have for the government to have run the system itself in the first place. For a country trying to build rail lines with exclusively private funding, this was a hard lesson in the pitfalls of private participation. Given the myriad potential pitfalls, it’s not surprising that internationally, public-private rail projects have a mixed track record. To help government agencies sort through these complicated agreements, PIRG has issued a series of recommendations for protecting the public interest in public-private rail partnerships. For example, PIRG says that government agencies must reconcile the profit motivations of private-sector investors with the motivations of the public for improved transportation infrastructure. This can be accomplished through the use of detailed, rigorous standards governing contractor performance. Furthermore, the report notes, public agencies should not pursue public-sector investment unless it can be determined that such investment will add public value to the project. This can be impartially determined using a public sector comparator (PSC) test, a sort of cost-benefit analysis. The report warns about “illusory” savings provided by private firms simply by avoiding wage requirements, a tactic which simply “externalizes costs” and “transfers benefits.” In addition, PIRG says, government entities must ensure that they are entering a public-private partnership for the right reasons — not just to foist politically unpopular decisions onto an unaccountable private actor.
More evidence -- combining public and private action is critical to success. 

Skoropowski 12- Director of Rail and Transit services, HNTB Corporation (Gene, "How Private Enterprise Can Strengthen Amtrak." Railwayage. Junuary 18, 2012. www.railwayage.com/index.php/passenger/high-performance/how-private-enterprise-can-strengthen-amtrak.html#.T-YJjbU7WAg)//TD

However, Mica has only touched on where, and how, the private sector can begin to play a much larger role in delivery of, and investment in, our national passenger rail system. If our political leaders from both parties can come to a consensus and provide a dedicated and predictable annual federal capital funding stream for intercity passenger rail, the private sector will respond. The private sector need not replace Amtrak, but rather partner with it, to strengthen what Amtrak does best (operating trains), and incorporate what the private sector does best (manage and grow customer focused businesses, and generate profits from them). Such an unlikely business partnership can help transform our country’s intercity passenger rail network into something more akin to what the rest of the world’s industrialized nations are already providing to their people: modern higher performance and higher speed trains, but with a decidedly “American” twist.

Mass Transit – CP Fails

Privatized mass transit fails -- high costs and inefficiency -- government control is key. 

Reutter 3-business and law editor at the University of Illinois(Mark,“Economist examines hurdles to privatization of urban mass transit”, Inside Illinois 9/1/03 http://news.illinois.edu/ii/03/0904/09transit_P.html)//EL

CHAMPAIGN, Ill. — Free-market principles have swept through almost every form of U.S. transportation except urban mass transit, which raises the question of why privatization has not taken root there, according to a transportation expert at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. The failure to privatize urban transit has not been through lack of trying, John F. Due, professor emeritus of economics, wrote in a working paper. Economists favoring the market school of economics have repeatedly issued calls for privatization in the name of efficiency and holding down costs. Similar calls have led to the deregulation of commercial aviation, freight railroads and trucking, as well as electric power and telephone companies that were formerly considered natural monopolies. "But after three decades of arguments to shift to the market approach, government-owned urban transit systems remain largely intact in the U.S., even more so in continental Europe, and less so in the developing world," Due wrote. "The reasons given for this failure by the free-market schools – power of labor unions, transit managers, contractors, etc. – are not convincing, thus far at least." More convincing are the limitations of privatized, competing transit companies. A built-in hurdle is the difficulty, owing to heavy fixed costs, of earning a profit in the transit business without resorting to price-gouging fares or reduced service. In a regulated monopoly, bus and subway operators take responsibility for the whole system and have an incentive to coordinate schedules and services as well as maintain safety and reliability. In countries where private operations are sanctioned, safety has sometimes been compromised and transit users have fewer avenues to complain about poor service. The market approach to transit would actually re-privatize systems that were once owned by one or more private companies, often affiliated with electric companies. Federal legislation barring electric companies from owning transit lines, along with growing competition from private automobiles, led to the bankruptcy and liquidation of many private transit lines after 1945. Following a long period of financial crisis, the bus and rail-transit lines that survived were consolidated under city and regional government authorities. The industry always has been hurt by the problem of "peaking," or the concentration of use during the morning and evening commuting hours. "The more severe the peaking, the more expensive it is to provide personnel and equipment without higher costs per passenger mile," Due wrote. "Peaking produces a high percentage of empty seats, which is noted by critics of the present system as evidence of inefficiency and thus the need for a free market, when actually it is an inherent problem of urban transit." A single transit authority is better able to manage peaking and overcrowding, the Illinois economist argued, and the rise of "reverse commuting" during peak periods has led to the more efficient use of trains and buses in Chicago, New York and other transit-dependent cities. 

Surface Transportation – CP Fails

Federal control is necessary to consistent and stable planning -- the CP fails and fosters incoherent organization. 

Baxandall 09- Ph.D. senior Policy Analyst for Tax and Budget issues for U.S. PIRG( Phineas, “Private Roads, Public Costs The Facts About Toll Road Privatization and How to Protect the Public” U.S. PIRG Education Fund, Spring 2009 http://www.inthepublicinterest.org/sites/default/files/Private-Roads-Public-Costs-2009.pdf)//EL

The economics and governance of privatized roads are highly problematic. For existing roads, outsourcing borrowing against future toll revenue to a private entity is likely to generate less money than a public entity could produce with the same tolls. This is the case because a private toll road operator will have higher borrowing costs and must divert some revenues to shareholder profits. In addition to these fiscal problems, long-term road contracts pose other serious threats to the public interest. These include fragmentation and loss of public control over transportation policy, and the inability to plan for future public needs in contracts that stretch over multiple decades Transportation policy has tremendous impacts on quality of life, health, and the cost of living. It determines the level of traffic congestion and air pollution, the safety and quality of the roads, the many costs of driving and car ownership, the availability of high-quality and affordable public transit alternatives, and the development of future land-use patterns. What may seem beneficial from a narrow profit perspective does not necessarily benefit the broader public interest. 45 Public control of key toll roads is therefore necessary to ensure coherent transportation planning and policy making over long periods of time. Any driver knows how events that take place on one road affect other connecting and alternative routes. Thus, toll rates, maintenance and safety standards, as well as congestion on a toll road affect the number of cars using alternative means of transportation, including local roads and public transit. Decisions about how to operate and manage major roadways actually create traffic policy for an entire jurisdiction. New toll roads or additional lanes can have particularly profound consequences for f ut ure land-use and development practices as well as for a state’s energy and environmental policies, including efforts to reduce oil dependence, improve air quality, and curb emissions of global warming pollution. Road privatization experiences across the country have shown that a private operator’s profit motives lead to different management decisions than government might pursue. Examples from recent road privatization projects illustrate these potential dangers.

Private sector control of surface transportation makes congestion and inefficiency inevitable. 

Lee, 12. Contributor to Forbes Magazine, writing about “how technology shapes society.” (Timothy, “There's No Such Thing As Intervention-Free Infrastructure Policy”, Forbes Magazine, May 12, 2012, http://www.forbes.com/sites/timothylee/2012/05/12/theres-no-such-thing-as-intervention-free-infrastructure-policy/, Callahan)

The trucking industry provides a good analogy. Trucking is a fiercely competitive industry, with dozens of firms providing a variety of trucking services. One reason it’s so competitive is that no trucking firm owns the nation’s freeways; all have access to it on non-discriminatory terms. I pressed Adam on this point: would he be in favor of privatizing the freeways? “Sure, I’d have no problem w private airports & roads, even if owned by some carriers,” he tweeted. What if FedEx wins the auction and bars UPS from using the roads? “They can change a premium for access. If rivals don’t like it, they can build rival systems. It’s called competition,” Adam replied. Would UPS be allowed to use eminent domain to destroy thousands of peoples’ homes in order to build a parallel network of freeways in order to compete with FedEx? “Hopefully we can limit eminent domain & let contractual negotiations solve that. But I agree it is hard in some cases,” Adam conceded. I’d say that’s a massive understatement. It would almost certainly be impossible to build a second freeway system comparable to the one we’ve got now without the eminent domain powers that were used to build the original one. And this means that if the government privatized the freeways, and allowed them to wind up in the hands of FedEx, we’d be stuck with a menu of bad options. The government could allow FedEx to have a permanent, effectively government-sponsored, monopoly over the shipping market. Or it could intervene in the market on UPS’s behalf, destroying thousands of peoples’ homes to make room for a redundant set of freeways that would let UPS compete. Given these options, it seems to me that the best alternative is the policy we’re currently pursuing: structural separation of road ownership from shipping carriers. This isn’t just a good idea on the policy merits. It’s a good idea on libertarian grounds, because completely privatizing and deregulating the freeways in the short run would create the need for more intrusive government regulation over the long run.

Full-blown privatization of the whole industry fails—investors think it’s too risky.

Samuel, 95—freelance journalist who writes on regulatory affairs and whose work appears in Forbes and National Review (Peter, “Highway Aggravation: The Case For Privatizing The Highways”, Cato Policy Analysis, 6/27, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-231.html)//EM
The emerging private highway industry does not propose anything as bold as general privatization. Entrepreneurs do not want to bite off more than they can chew. And they see themselves at the mercy of federal, state, and local officials so they do not want to appear to be a threat to government agencies. They say, "There's plenty of work for both of us." Most people in the emerging private highway business really mean it when they characterize what they propose as private-public partnership. And some want a mix of government and private funds.
The private sector won’t invest. 

Engel et al. 6—professor of economics at Yale University (Eduardo, “Privatizing Highways in the United States”, Review of Industrial Organization, 2006, ProQuest)//EM

Since highway franchises have long payback periods and demand is uncertain due to both micro- and macro-economic uncertainty, firms that are interested in participating in the auction for the project argue that unless the government provides a guarantee of toll revenue, they will be unable to find sources of financing for the project. This taxpayer-financed insurance against risks creates additional problems.

No incentives to be cost-effective -- the private sector will just rely on government bailouts. 

Engel et al. 6—professor of economics at Yale University (Eduardo, “Privatizing Highways in the United States”, Review of Industrial Organization, 2006, ProQuest)//EM

A major problem with highway concessions throughout the world has been that contract renegotiations, at the expense of users and taxpayers, have been pervasive. For example, in the early 1970s France awarded four concessions, three of which went bankrupt after the oil shock and were bailed out by the government. Similarly, several of the twelve highway franchises in 70s Spain had higher costs than anticipated, while traffic was much lower than expected, causing three highways to go bankrupt and the renegotiation of the remaining contracts. It is interesting to note that when the Dulles Greenway ran into financial trouble (set the Introduction), the Virginia legislature considered overturning the 1988 enabling legislation that prohibits state bailouts for such projects. In the end, it rejected a bailout, however, it voted to allow the speed limit of the Greenway to rise (from 55 to 65 miles per hour) in hopes of attracting more motorists (Congressional Budget Office, 1998, p.39) and, more importantly, extended the franchise term by nearly 20 years. Contractual changes often are not desirable. In some cases, renegotiations allow governments to expropriate concessionaires after they have sunk their investments. In other cases concessionaires renegotiate contracts in order to shift losses to taxpayers. This amounts to a strange form of privatization, where profits accrue to the firm while losses are picked up by taxpayers. Needless to say, if this is allowed, there are no incentives to be efficient and to be cautious in assessing the profitability of the project.
the private sector can’t predict road-use and doesn’t want to make improvements.

Engel et al. 6—professor of economics at Yale University (Eduardo, “Privatizing Highways in the United States”, Review of Industrial Organization, 2006, ProQuest)//EM

Many problems have plagued privatized roads. They stem from the combination of demand uncertainty and front-loaded investments. Even the best traffic forecast models are unreliable, because they do not account correctly for users willingness to pay tolls (drivers have been remarkably reluctant to pay tolls unless they have no other choice of route), and also because unexpected economic downturns lower traffic and hence toll revenue. Because highway last for a long time, the recovery of the large initial investment takes a long time, and investors are willing to ask for less compensation if these risks could be lowered. 16 A study of J. P. Morgan Securities of 14 urban toll-roads concluded that the projections of revenue and traffic from most of the projects were overly optimistic. The study suggests that this finding may prompt potential lenders and equity investors to require government financial guarantees to reduce the risk of investing. See Muller (1996) for details. 17 See Guasch (2004) for ample evidence on renegotiations of infrastructure concession contracts in Latin America, Guasch et al., (2003) for a theoretical framework that incorporates renegotiations, and Bajari, P., S. Houghton and S. Tadelis, “Bidding for Incomplete Contracts: An Empirical Analysis,” working paper, June 2005, for estimates of the extra cost that renegotiations impose on users. 36 EDUARDO ENGEL ET AL. As an example, consider the 14-mile Dulles Greenway Highway, The Greenway was designed as a BOT facility that would become the property of the state of Virginia after 42.5 years. Virginia’s General Assembly authorized private development of tollroads in 1988. A group of investors thought that a toll-road linking Washington’s Dulles International Airport and Leesburg, Virginia, would be a promising investment. Their expectations were based on the prospect of residential and commercial growth in the area, which was causing increased congestion on existing arterial roads serving the corridor. The Greenway is a limited access highway, extending from the state-owned Dulles Toll-Road, which carries traffic between Washington’s Capital Beltway and Dulles Airport, to Leesburg. To finance the Greenway, investors put up $40 million in cash and secured $310 million in privately placed taxable debt. Ten institutional investors, among them Cigna Investments and John Hancock Mutual Life Insurance Company, provided $258 million in long-term fixedrate notes (due in 2022 and 2026). Three banks (Barclays, Nations Bank, and Deutsche Bank) agreed to provide part of the construction funding and $40 million in revolving credit. Loans were to be repaid with toll revenues. Virginia’s State Corporation Commission limited the rate of return on the project to 18 percent—as we shall see shortly, this restriction turned out to be irrelevant. Investors underestimated how much users disliked paying tolls, and initial revenues were much lower than forecasted. Moreover, investors did not count on the State of Virginia widening the congested Route 7, which serves the same users. Two independent consulting companies had predicted that when the road opened in 1996, with an average toll of $1.75, there would be a daily flow of 35,000 vehicles. In practice, however, the average number of vehicles per day turned out to be only 8,500, one fourth of the initial estimates. After tolls were lowered to $1.00, ridership increased to 23,000, still far below predictions. Bonds that were issued to finance the project were renegotiated and investors wrote off their equity. After refinancing, and an extension of the franchise term to 60 years, the project became financially sound. The opposite situation occurred with the California Orange County 91 express lanes. This began as a ten-mile privately-owned toll section of the congested State Route 91, the Riverside Freeway, running from Anaheim to Riverside in California.18 Motorists use the express lanes to get relief from congestion by paying up to almost $11 for a round trip. The concessionaire 18 The toll portion, which is known as the 91 Express Lanes, is in the median of the freeway. It is separated from other traffic by a buffer zone. The 91 Express Lanes project was developed under a program authorized by the California legislature in 1989. The partnership raised $126 million in financing from several sources, including $65 million PRIVATIZING HIGHWAYS IN THE UNITED STATES 37 was allowed to raise tolls freely in order to relieve congestion, which lead to several hikes. By early 2000, 33,000 daily trips brought the express lanes to the brink of congestion at peak time and the franchise was a financial success. Yet users were suffering enormous congestion in the freeway, and an expansion became urgent. The problem was that when the contract was signed, cash-strapped Orange County accepted a “non-compete clause” that prevented any expansion in capacity until the year 2035. A protracted negotiation followed. The examples above show that demand risk (both upside, as in the case of Orange County’s express lanes, and downside, as illustrated by the Dulles Greenway) is a characteristic of private toll-roads. Things are made worse by the fact that the standard concession contract lasts a fixed number of years, so a few bad years at the beginning of the franchise may not leave a long enough period to recover the initial investment with normal traffic flows. However, note that there is one interesting feature of the Dulles Greenway example: there was no doubt that the project would eventually be profitable, no matter how slowly demand picked up at first. Yet since the franchise period was predetermined, the contract would end before the concessionaire achieved profitability. If the contract had allowed an extension of the franchise term whenever demand turned out to be sluggish at first (and shortening it if demand was higher than expected), the risk to the franchise holder would have been smaller without affecting expected revenues. This reasoning suggests that flexible-term franchises should be used to solve this problem and motivated our work on PresentValue-of-Revenue (PVR) auctions (Engel et al., 1996, 2001, also see Sections 4 and 5).

Private roads won’t work -- corporations can’t purchase and assemble the necessary land. 

Lee, 12—an adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute (Timothy, “The Mirage of Free-Market Roads”, The Atlantic, 3/28, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/mirage-freemarket-roads)//EM
While I'm generally sympathetic to the idea of privately-managed roads, I've become convinced that the broader vision of "free-market roads" is a conceptual confusion. In the abstract, the idea of competing, privately-owned roads has a lot of appeal. But the more I think about it, the less sense it makes. Roads are deeply intertwined with governments. They always have been and as far as I can see they always will be. This means that they'll never be truly private in the sense that other private companies like restaurants or shoe factors can be. Assembling the land needed for a long-distance road is prohibitively expensive without government assistance. Unsurprisingly, private roads almost never come into existence without extensive government assistance. And that means that the profitability of a "private" road depends crucially on how many competing roads the government allows to exist.
Surface Transportation – Permutation Solvency

Permutation solves -- government regulation checks detrimental monopolies. 

Rouhani, 9 – PhD candidate Civil and Environmental Engineering Department @ UC Davis (Omid, “SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE”,  Projections, Volume 9, MIT Journal of Planning, http://web.mit.edu/dusp/dusp_extension_unsec/projections/issue_9/issue_9_rouhani.pdf) //RI

The possibility of a new monopoly (or oligopoly) formation is another important risk. The spatial restriction of road development and the possible barriers to enter the market may result in an imperfect competition. Alternative roads are restricted for any origin-destination pair, and a new competitive alternative is costly to construct and hard to allocate space for. This is accompanied by high levels of tolls (monopolistic behavior) and even over-investment in road networks. The risk of a new monopoly necessitates regulation. With regulation, a decentralized structure can outperform a centralized one by being more responsive to travel demand patterns if flexible prices are allowed (Zhang et al, 2006). Another argument against private roads is that their revenues (may) go to the private sector and shareholders rather than government. But government can charge the private companies for the externalities produced from the roads and raise revenue for other public expenses. Moreover, area residents can be the possible shareholders of private roads. Thus, the higher revenue can be justified.

Federal and private partnerships are best for maintaining highways. 

Price, 1 [Willard T., University of the Pacific, http://pwm.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/5/4/259.full.pdf+html, “An Odyssey of Privatizing Highways: The Evolving Case of ER 21”, Accessed Jun 21, //SH]
For example, the privatization of highways has been an actively debated topic for at least 10 years. Two of the well-known advocates on this issue, Joseph Giglio and Robert Poole, have recently published commentaries in Public Works Management & Policy (PWMP) that present the case for privatization (Giglio, 1998; Poole, 1998). Although their arguments reflect the now popular and confident ideology of privatization, there is also a hesitancy in their articles that suggests there might be some remaining responsibility for the public sector. For example, Giglio (1998) offers the caveat that “the first round of private toll roads in the U.S. has fared poorly. This has led to renewed emphasis on developing more conventional public-private part-nerships for complex agency toll roads” (p. 292). Again, as with the title of Savas’s new book, it is public-private partnerships that are now recognized as an unavoidable or perhaps even desirable method of delivering essential public services and satisfying the interests of both sectors. The limits to full privatization now appear worthy of study. Yet it is also prudent for public managers to evaluate their own operations against private involvement, so they are better able to defend themselves against the privatiza-tion pressure. 

Ports – Perm Solvency

The perm solves better. 

Baird, 99 [Alfred, Napier University, No link, “Privatization Defined; Is it the Universal Panacea?”, Accessed Jun 23, //SH]
The complete withdrawal of the state from its ports industry (i.e., the PRIVATE/III model) is today highly unusual and is largely a phenomenon unique to the UK, a result of the laissez-faire approach adopted by the former Conservative Government. Furthermore, it remains that there has been a complete lack of convincing arguments in favor of such a comprehensive withdrawal and any perceived advantages (from such a policy) are, according to the evidence, clearly misguided. Indeed, there are good reasons (e.g., public goods, externalities etc.) for a partial reversal of this process whereby port regulatory duties and responsibilities are transferred back to reconstituted, self-funding, user-oriented public sector port authorities. 
Ports – Jones Act – CP Fails 

No solvency -- other laws restrict foreign vessels too. 

Rogowsky and Koopman 02- Director of Operations at the U.S. international Trade Commission, Director of the Office of Economics for the U.S. International Trade Commission. (Robert, Robert, "The Economic Effects Of Significant U.S. Import Restraints." U.S. International Trade Commission. 2002. www.usitc.gov/publications/332/pub3519.pdf)//TD
The United States protects U.S. flag vessels and shipbuilders from import competition in the U.S. domestic ocean borne trade, primarily through section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920, also known as the Jones Act. 1 The 1 46 U.S.C. 883, 19 CFR 4.80, and 4.80 (b). The 1 46 U.S.C. 883, 19 CFR 4.80, and 4.80 (b).116 Act requires that the transport of cargo between U.S. ports 2 be provided on vessels that are U.S.-built and -registered, and that are owned and crewed by U.S. citizens. 3 Also, the United States maintains several other cabotage laws that further restrict the participation of foreign vessels in U.S. domestic trades. These laws are designed to ensure the existence of a U.S. merchant fleet that can participate in domestic ocean borne commerce, and can assist in national defense during times of war and national emergency.

Ports – Jones Act – CP Links to Politics

CP links to politics -- defense lobbyists will fight it. 

Fritelli 09- researcher for the congressional research service (John, "WikiLeakes Document Release." 2/2/09. Congressional Research Service. stuff.mit.edu/afs/sipb/contrib/wikileaks-crs/wikileaks-crs-reports/RS21566.pdf)//TD

Pro-defense Groups. The strongest argument proponents of the Jones Act have to counter high cost accusations is its strategic defense necessity - the unstated role of the merchant marine as America’s “fourth arm of defense.” Recent Presidents, Democrat and Republican, have supported the Jones Act. Although in peacetime the Jones Act may be viewed by many as an anachronism, in wartime, shipbuilding and a merchant marine are viewed as vital to national security. Defense groups argue that the maritime community represents a highly skilled work force and a physical establishment that can not be quickly replaced once it is lost. They assert that the national security importance of the Jones Act goes beyond the simple “bean counting” of deep-sea vessels. The most valuable national security component that the Jones Act provides, they contend, is a domestic shipbuilding and repair base.

More ev -- the CP creates controversy. 

Fritelli 09- researcher for the congressional research service (John, "WikiLeakes Document Release." 2/2/09. Congressional Research Service. stuff.mit.edu/afs/sipb/contrib/wikileaks-crs/wikileaks-crs-reports/RS21566.pdf)//TD

Like U.S. trade policy in other goods or services, the Jones Act is highly controversial because there are definite winners and losers. The potential losses from lifting the shipping restrictions, such as jobs in shipyards and the merchant marine, are highly visible and concentrated, while the potential gains, such as lower consumer prices, are largely invisible and widely dispersed. It is worth noting that some of the largest shipyards in the country are the largest employers in the states where they are located. On the other hand, only a tiny fraction of American consumers are probably aware of the Jones Act or that it affects the prices they pay for goods. Shippers and residents of Hawaii and other insular possessions are most directly affected in terms of the cost of the Jones Act.

Ports – Jones Act Bad – Naval Power 

The counterplan guts naval supremacy. 

Goure 11- Vice President at the Lexingtion Institute (Daniel, "The Contribution of The Jones Acto to U.S. Security." The Lexington Institute. October 2011. www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/Contribution_of_the_Jones_Act.pdf)//TD
The Jones Act is even more relevant to U.S. national and domestic security today than it was in 1920. In its 2001 assessment of the state of the U.S. shipbuilding and repair industry, the U.S. Department of Commerce observed that “the Jones Act serves the interest of the U.S. because it provides a fleet of sealift capable vessels, a workforce of experienced and knowledgeable people and a shipbuilding industrial base that can be used to protect American economic and military security.” 13 Since then, the size of the U.S. Navy continued to shrink even as it is suffering from increased wear and tear, the military-capable shipyards have been under increased financial pressure and the workforce is challenged by cheap foreign labor. Thus, if anything, the Jones Act makes an even greater contribution to national security today than it did in 2001. Those involved in fighting and supporting America’s overseas conflicts are even clearer regarding the value of the Jones Act. The official view of the U.S. Navy is that the Jones Act continues to make a vital contribution to U.S. national security. “For decades, U.S. merchant mariners have provided essential support for the U.S. Navy during times of war and national crisis. Repealing the Jones Act would remove that support at a time when we are fighting two wars and facing a continuing threat from international terrorism.” 14 This view is shared by U.S. Transportation Command which is responsible for deploying and sustaining U.S. forces worldwide. According to General Duncan McNabb, TRANSCOM Commander, “I obviously think cargo preference, [the Maritime Security Program], the Jones Act -- all of those things are absolutely essential for having a very strong merchant marine.” 15 Looking forward towards a time of continuing international challenges to U.S. national security and budget austerity, the significance of the Jones Act is likely to grow. The United States will continue to project military power globally, resulting in an ongoing even growing requirement for sealift and sustainment from the sea. For its part, the Navy will continue to be forward deployed and prepared to project power from the sea and support humanitarian operations. Therefore, the military must have a capable and secure merchant marine fleet that meets its need for sealift. In addition, the Navy will pursue a shipbuilding program designed to a fleet of sufficient size and capability to meet a wide range of military and humanitarian challenges. It will require both an industrial base of sufficient size and experience to build next generation combatants, provide new fleet support vessels and repair and overhaul an increasingly aging inventory. Commercial shipyards have made significant investments to modernize, and turn out highquality vessels with advanced engineering such as the large, medium-speed roll-on / roll-off ships. In the face of continuing low-cost subsidized foreign competition, real world economics would dictate that the U.S. shipbuilding industry would decline. Without the Jones Act, the United States would face the danger of a rapid decline in its merchant marine fleet. It would then be required to provide massive subsidies to that industry, pay exorbitant prices for naval vessels and/or rely on foreign-owned or flagged vessels to carry critical military cargoes or to build and maintain at great expense a unique, government owned fleet of cargo vessels.
Ports – Jones Act Bad – Terrorism 

The Jones Act is key to preventing a terrorist attack -- repeal allows terrorists to get into the US. 

Goure 11- Vice President at the Lexingtion Institute (Daniel, "The Contribution of The Jones Acto to U.S. Security." The Lexington Institute. October 2011. www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/Contribution_of_the_Jones_Act.pdf)//TD
The Role of the Jones Act 15U.S. Coast Guard patrol (Port of Los Angeles photo).Since September 11, the United States has sought to create a multi-layered system to protect the United States from state-based and terrorist attack while continuing to permit the free flow of legitimate goods, services and people across the nation’s borders. A key element in the national strategy to secure the homeland is to gain sufficient visibility into movement of goods and people to the United States so as to uncover and interdict any attempt to use the global transportation network to launch an attack. The prospect of terrorists on the inland waterways system is a particularly daunting challenge to homeland security. Via the inland waterways, a terrorist could reach America’s heartland and many of its largest and most important urban centers. These waterways are extremely heavily traveled by both commercial and pleasure craft. They carry an enormous weight of the nation’s internal commerce. Critical land lines of communications and oil and gas pipelines traverse a number of these waterways. Guarding every potential target along the inland waterways against terrorist attack is an impossible task. Although the Jones Act was not written with today’s threats to homeland security in mind, its provisions provide an important base on which to build the systems, processes and procedures needed to secure America. The provisions in the Jones Act regarding vessel ownership and manning simplify efforts to ensure that rogue regimes and international terrorists cannot strike at this country via its ports and waterways. One could readily assert that were there no Jones Act, Congress would have to invent one.

