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*****Aff Answers*****
Fed key – generic 
Federal involvement key to effective transport systems

Husch et al. 12 (Ben Husch, NCSL-D.C., Jaime Rall, NCSL-Denver, Jennifer Arguinzoni, NCSL-D.C., NSCL/ National Conference of State Legislatures, “2011-2012 Policies for the Jurisdiction of the Transportation Committee”, http://www.ncsl.org/state-federal-committees.aspx?tabs=855,30,674) CM

The federal government plays a vital role in supporting a national surface transportation system that meets national defense needs, addresses fairly and equally the mobility needs of all Americans and facilitates interstate commerce. NCSL supports the continuation and preservation of a federal-aid surface transportation program. The federal program should direct spending to national priorities while allowing for state and insular area flexibility in local and regional variations. It is also essential that the federal-aid surface transportation program incorporate requirements and foster goals of other national policies that impact transportation decision-making. 

Federal government still needs to fund – assumes 50 state coordination

Husch et al. 12 (Ben Husch, NCSL-D.C., Jaime Rall, NCSL-Denver, Jennifer Arguinzoni, NCSL-D.C., NSCL/ National Conference of State Legislatures, “2011-2012 Policies for the Jurisdiction of the Transportation Committee”, http://www.ncsl.org/state-federal-committees.aspx?tabs=855,30,674) CM

State authority includes oversight of political subdivisions' compliance with federal standards, and the mediation of disputes between and among political subdivisions. States should join with the federal government to develop and implement requirements that add to public safety. States should be considered full partners with the federal government in inspection activities. At the same time, if the state acts as an administrative arm of the federal government, the costs of implementation should be defrayed by the federal government. States have a primary interest in the designation of highway routes for hazardous materials transportation and should be consulted in the establishment of any highway routing standards. Finally, states' fiscal autonomy in the regulation of fees and penalties and the expenditures of such fees and penalties should not be restricted in any manner. 

Federal Key – Ports

Federal direction key to security programs

Husch et al. 12 (Ben Husch, NCSL-D.C., Jaime Rall, NCSL-Denver, Jennifer Arguinzoni, NCSL-D.C., NSCL/ National Conference of State Legislatures, “2011-2012 Policies for the Jurisdiction of the Transportation Committee”, http://www.ncsl.org/state-federal-committees.aspx?tabs=855,30,674) CM

Port security is a state-federal partnership that is critical to the nation’s homeland security strategy. The states need clear federal direction to ensure that resources are focused on the most needed security improvements. Ninety-five percent of overseas cargo and millions of cruise and ferry passengers transit through ports each year. Ports are spending enormous sums to harden these vulnerable targets and need federal assistance.  NCSL supports the Department of Homeland Security’s Port Security Grant Program, which is vital to ports’ abilities to make improvements quickly and comply with the Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002. States have been directed to enhance the security of publicly operated ferries and provide for the inspection of vehicles and freight. In some cases, federal directives have preempted state laws and policies to the extent of superseding state constitutional provisions.  Federal assistance should fund these requirements to avoid unfunded mandates. 

Federal involvement is critical to leadership in trade

Husch et al. 12 (Ben Husch, NCSL-D.C., Jaime Rall, NCSL-Denver, Jennifer Arguinzoni, NCSL-D.C., NSCL/ National Conference of State Legislatures, “2011-2012 Policies for the Jurisdiction of the Transportation Committee”, http://www.ncsl.org/state-federal-committees.aspx?tabs=855,30,674) CM

The U.S. system of waterways and ports provides substantial benefits to the nation by providing access to the world’s markets. The National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) recognizes the combined efforts of all levels of government and users in sharing the cost of port and waterway development and maintenance. NCSL further acknowledges the distinctive roles played by the states and the federal government in financing waterways and ports. The increase of state and local financial support in recent years should be concomitant with an increased planning authority, which is particularly important for the integration and support of other transportation systems for enhanced waterway and port activity. Investment in the U.S. water transportation system is a partnership between state and local governments and the federal government. State and local authorities significantly invest resources to enhance marine terminal capacity and efficiency, dredge berths and approach channels, and share the cost of new dredging projects to widen and deepen navigation channels. The federal government traditionally had supported dredging expenses through the General Treasury. In 1986, Congress established the Harbor Maintenance Tax, which is paid on imports and the domestic coastwise movement of goods, to support increased federal operations, and to finance the maintenance dredging of navigable channels and harbors. These taxes are deposited into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.  In order to sustain U.S. leadership in global trade, the nation’s ports must receive adequate federal funds to improve and maintain federal navigational channels. NCSL supports the full use of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund to maintain the nation’s harbors and calls on Congress to adequately fund deepening projects to modernize our ports. The accumulation of harbor tax receipts at the federal level is a break in faith from the purpose of the Harbor Maintenance Tax and results in the imposition of a competitive burden without providing needed improvements necessary to achieve efficiencies to offset added taxes. 

Federal Key – Highways

Federal leniency allows effective cooperation

Roth 5 – a transport and privatization consultant and a research fellow at the Independent Institute and 20 years working at the World Bank (Gabriel, “Liberating the Roads Reforming U.S. Highway Policy”, CATO institute, March 17th, 2005, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa538.pdf) CM

The federally assisted highway system finds its origins in laws passed in 1916 and 1921, which authorized the federal-aid highway program and established the Federal Bureau of Public Roads (the predecessor of the Federal Highway Administration). The laws also defined a cooperative relationship between the state and federal governments that remains in effect today: “The States retained the initiative in constructing roads and highway improvements while the Federal role was to review and approve work done with the assistance of Federal funds.”12 In other words, the states bear the responsibility for their roads, but the financing power is shared with the federal government, which also has the responsibility to review and approve work done with the assistance of federal funds. However, the review and approval processes are lax, as federal officials are generally keen to support state officials.

Fed Key – HSR

Federal involvement key – financing

Husch et al. 12 (Ben Husch, NCSL-D.C., Jaime Rall, NCSL-Denver, Jennifer Arguinzoni, NCSL-D.C., NSCL/ National Conference of State Legislatures, “2011-2012 Policies for the Jurisdiction of the Transportation Committee”, http://www.ncsl.org/state-federal-committees.aspx?tabs=855,30,674) CM

NCSL urges the federal government to provide all possible assistance to increase the states’ capacity to meet their expanded role in rail planning and evaluation under the provisions of the federal Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008. NCSL especially urges the federal government to increase the availability of voluntary planning and evaluation tools and to provide ongoing, permanent and dedicated funding to assist states with the planning and development of high-speed and intercity passenger rail. States require assistance in establishing cost estimates for building and operating high-speed and intercity passenger rail systems; benchmarking to gauge proposed projects and improvements; and developing and implementing key performance measures.  

Fed Key: Safety

Federal Government Better – Safety

LA Times, 09 – Los Angeles Times, a trusted news source (“U.S. may regulate subways; Citing safety concerns, the Transportation Dept. will propose assuming oversight of municipal systems.”, LA Times, 11/15/09, http://proxy.lib.umich.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/422284656?accountid=14667)//AL
The Obama administration will propose that the federal government take over safety regulation of the nation's subway and light-rail systems, responding to what it said was haphazard and ineffective oversight by state agencies. Under the proposal, the Department of Transportation would do for transit what it does for airlines and Amtrak: set and enforce federal regulations to ensure that millions of passengers get to their destinations safely. Administration officials said the plan would be presented in coming weeks to Congress, which must approve a change in the law. The proposal would affect every subway and light-rail system in the country, including large systems in Los Angeles, San Francisco, Washington, New York and Boston. Administration officials said they were responding to a growing number of collisions, derailments and worker fatalities on subways -- in particular to the fatal June 22 crash on Washington's subway system and failures in oversight that have surfaced in its wake. "After the train crash, we were all sitting around here scratching our heads, saying, 'Hey, we've got to do something about this,' " Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood said in an interview. "And we discovered that there's not much we could do, because the law wouldn't allow us to do it." LaHood said he expected the proposal to be welcomed on Capitol Hill, but some Republicans said Saturday night that more federal oversight might not be the answer. "The administration is right to raise this issue, but federal regulation should only apply to systems that cross state lines," said Sen. Tom Coburn (R-Okla.), who had not been briefed on the plan. Rep. Frank R. Wolf (R-Va.) said the proposal sounded like a credible way to fix a broken oversight system. "Without seeing the details, it would make sense," Wolf said. "Some states have done a good job, while others have not. There needs to be consistent safety enforcement." Safety experts praised the initiative. "It's long overdue," said Kitty Higgins, a member of the National Transportation Safety Board until August. "I applaud the secretary and his team for recognizing the gap in oversight in the current law." In Los Angeles, the scheme would most directly affect the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, which operates the region's subway and light rail lines. The California Public Utilities Commission has some oversight responsibilities for those systems and recently gave final approval to grade crossings on the new Eastside extension of the Gold Line. But the state agency has other responsibilities and limited staff to monitor rail transit. Richard Katz, a member of both the MTA and Metrolink commuter rail boards, expressed surprise at the proposal, saying Los Angeles' subway and light rail service has a good safety record. "Another set of eyes on the system, from a safety standpoint, is always a benefit," he said. "But oversight itself doesn't make anything safer. If Washington really wants to make these systems safer, they need to make the dollars available" for key upgrades, he said, such as the proposed high-tech train control system being sought for Metrolink. Crucial details of the plan remained unclear, including how much it would cost, where the money would come from, how the federal government would enforce its rules and whether it was equipped to carry out enhanced oversight. Existing state oversight bodies could remain in place to enforce the new regulations, but would need to meet federal standards and gain federal approval.
Fed Key: Uniformity

The federal government should lead in order to create national and geographic uniformity 

Puentes ’11 Robert Puentes. "Leveraging Infrastructure Investment Now and for the Future." The Brookings Institute. N.p., n.d. Web. <http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=43&ved=0CFIQFjACOCg&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.brookings.edu%2F~%2Fmedia%2FFiles%2Frc%2Fpapers%2F2008%2F1210_transportation_puentes%2Fleveraging_infrastructue.pdf&ei=a9DkT9nYJoaQ9gSJpOzICQ&usg=AFQjCNHSnuYT0SO-BmG_bq0FnJaMtX02Fw>.

The recovery package should send a strong signal and set the course for a new economy and a new wave of transportation policy in this country. It should start us down the road to a different way of doing business and radically overhaul the nation's transportation infrastructure. If transportation policy is going to achieve critical national objectives around economic competiveness, environmental sustainability, and social equity in an era of fiscal constraints it will require a 21st-century transportation vision. After reform measures are put in place, all funding options should be on the table. ␣ The federal government must lead in those areas where there are clear demands for national uniformity or to match the scale or geographic reach of certain problems. The U.S. needs to define, design and embrace a new, unified, competitive vision for transportation policy—for both passenger and freight that includes its purpose, its mission, and its overarching rationale. It should include focused, targeted investments in those gateways and corridors that are the critical nodes of international trade and inter- metropolitan commerce. 
State Coordination Impossible

Metropolitan planning and mega-regional planning is impossible – no hope for all 50 states

Ross 8 – Dr. Ross is an Urban Land Institute Fellow, a National Science Foundation ADVANCE Professor, and has recently been named a member of the National Academy of Public Administration, served as Senior Policy Advisor on the Executive Committee of the Transportation Research Board of the National Academy of Sciences (“Proceedings of the Megaregions and Transportation Symposium and Structured Telephone Interview Summaries”, U.S. Department Of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration, June 20th 2008, http://www.america2050.org/FHWA%20symposium%20proceedings.pdf) CM

Conformity The whole conformity process has made effective planning virtually impossible. To think that regions and doing planning for 20, 25, 50 years down the road and have to know the number of lbs that will be produced years from now is ridiculous. Greenhouse gasses will soon be moved to the conformity process. Trying to conform to a 30 yr. process in inhibiting innovation in the present. There is a great need to focus on innovation in the present. Institutional fragmentation MPOs reach economic or environmental issues they must deal with. They inevitable hit road block when trying to do things that have effects outside of the MPO. The federal government is becoming less of a partner in the process yet gets to make the rules, the lesser partner shouldn’t make the rules. There is a clear mismatch of rules. Until late in the planning process, the local government does not have enough of a stake. There is also the issue of defining direction, needing to set high level priorities and goals. Money should first go into preservation of the existing system. Extra money comes from deferring the preservation of roads, bridges, etc. Broken relationships Relationships between MPOs and DOTs are a problem. The system needs to be more egalitarian. There is also a disconnect in terms of priorities even when it is in the TIP. The playing field needs to be level. DOTs can feel as if they do not have any partner. California is a good model of MPOs working with the DOT, but in this example MPOs have the necessary scale and resources. Again, we need to rethink size of MPO. 50,000 is far too small. There is no incentive for projects to go beyond MPO boarders. Small MPOs too often turn to DOTs for projects. Too much leverage to consultation With the emphasis on consultation, the is no one held directly accountable. People are left asking, who is really in charge of making decisions? There is a need for a strong strategic arm with real reach.

Organizational planning dooms success

Ross 8 – Dr. Ross is an Urban Land Institute Fellow, a National Science Foundation ADVANCE Professor, and has recently been named a member of the National Academy of Public Administration, served as Senior Policy Advisor on the Executive Committee of the Transportation Research Board of the National Academy of Sciences (“Proceedings of the Megaregions and Transportation Symposium and Structured Telephone Interview Summaries”, U.S. Department Of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, June 20th 2008, http://www.america2050.org/FHWA%20symposium%20proceedings.pdf) CM

Organizational fragmentation would be the greatest obstacle to success in megaregion planning. Each locality does not share common problem definitions, common sustainable solutions, and common performance measurements. Currently, there is not a venue for such sharing to occur, nor is anyone charged with making that happens. In other words, no mechanism exists to address megaregional problems. Multi-state coordination and collaboration depends on states’ representatives being able to perceive benefits for their states in such efforts. In other words, states should not be asked to collaborate without expectation of return. There should be very strong leadership to facilitate cooperation among different interests. The top-down approach would be useful for implementing megaregional planning by establishing a venue where fragmented organizations coordinate and provide rules of incentives for successful collaboration. On the other hand, one representative of MPOs asserted that the only effort to push for a National Transportation System at the megaregion scale would be coming from MPOs because the Federal Government must consider states’ objections and states are too parochial. One possible form of multi-jurisdictional collaboration could be a consortium of MPOs, DOT officials, and others.

States Fail
CP Fails – Laundry List (P3)

Rall et al, 10 – Jamie Rall is a transportation policy specialist who works for the NCSL (National Conference of State Legislatures), James B Reed is the head of the transportation program at NCSL, and Nicholas J Farber is a Transportation Policy Associate in the National Conference of State Legislatures (“Public-Private Partnerships for Transportation: a Toolkit for Legislators”, NCSL Partners Project on Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) for Transportation, http://www.ncsl.org/documents/transportation/PPPTOOLKIT.pdf)//AL

Loss of Public Control and Flexibility Some critics warn that PPP agreements—especially for brownfield concessions that may last for several generations—constrain the government’s ability to make further policy decisions that affect the road and its users for the duration of the contract. 47 In response to the assertion that well-crafted PPP contract provisions enhance public control and accountability (see Public Control and Accountability on page 10), it has been argued that “no contract can be crafted well enough to … predict the public’s needs and contingencies in the distant future,” especially contracts that last more than 35 years. 48 One Harvard scholar has critiqued what he calls the “overuse of long-term concession contracts as the method of regulation.” 49 To specifically address concerns about lengthy contracts, European Union countries limit PPP contracts to between 21 years and 35 years. 50 Likewise, some states such as Florida, Maine and Mississippi—and Puerto Rico—have laws that restrict term lengths (see Appendix B). 51 Some say, however, that these limits may prevent a project from achieving the best possible value for money, and that concession terms should be decided on a project-by-project basis. 52 Noncompete or similar clauses in PPP agreements, especially for brownfield concessions, also raise concerns about potential loss of public control. 53 These clauses prohibit, limit and/or elicit compensation for highways or other transportation facilities that may draw traffic from a leased toll road. The public sector’s ability to deliver needed infrastructure is thus constrained. As a result of noncompete clause controversies and growing experience with other alternatives, 54 the common approach now is for PPP agreements to include limited compete or compensation clauses that address the predominant potential financial risks from competing facilities, but that also seek to protect the public interest. 55 Some states—such as Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Mississippi, North Carolina and Texas—prohibit noncompete clauses in statute (see Appendix B). 56 In general, concerns about public control are addressed in PPP contracts by termination or “buy back” clauses that define how a facility may return to public control, 57 as well as renegotiation clauses that define how either party may amend the contract. Engaging in termination, buy-back or renegotiation, however, may incur significant added costs and create difficulties for the public sector. 58 Private Profits at the Public’s Expense Concerns have been expressed that private companies may seek a profit even at the public’s expense—for example, by skimping on maintenance and repairs to boost profits, requiring compensation for lost revenues due to competing public transportation facilities (see Loss of Public Control and Flexibility, above), or reaping excessive profits through ever-higher tolls and fees. 59 Contract provisions related to performance standards, limited compete or compensation clauses, and limits on tolls and fees have been used to address these concerns. Some stakeholders, however, believe that contractual restrictions on tolls and fees still leave private concessionaires too much discretion to raise rates (see also Principle 3). 60 Another related concern has to do with unsolicited proposals, which allow the private sector to propose projects outside of state and local transportation plans. Some stakeholders argue that unsolicited bids encourage public agencies to consider projects that are profitable to private developers before those that are a greater priority for the public. 61 Others, however, argue that unsolicited bids can be a source of innovation. 62 This concern has been addressed by some state statutes that require PPP projects to be consistent with transportation plans, and by others that either prohibit unsolicited proposals or provide a review process for them (see also Principle 6). Loss of Future Public Revenues PPPs—particularly brownfield concessions involving tolls—have been criticized for trading potentially more valuable future toll revenue for up-front payments, essentially shortchanging the public sector over time. 63 The higher cost of non-tax-exempt private financing and the need to provide a return on investment also may result in higher overall financing costs for the private sector. These costs then must be repaid through lower up-front payments to the public sector and/or higher tolls. 64 On the other hand, it is argued, in this kind of PPP the private sector also assumes the risk of potentially lower-than-expected toll revenues, while the public sector may benefit from the potential indirect effects of asset monetization (see Monetization of Existing Assets on page 9). Concerns about lost revenue have been addressed partly through careful asset valuation (see also Principle 8) and revenue-sharing agreements, in which the public sector receives a portion of ongoing revenues from the facility (see Glossary). Risk of Bankruptcy or Default Some stakeholders express concern about how default by a private partner could affect the public sector, especially for longterm lease agreements. Recent examples of PPP bankruptcies in the United States include the Las Vegas Monorail, South Carolina’s Southern Connector and California’s South Bay Expressway (see Appendix G). Of special concern are agreements in which the public sector is at particular financial risk in case of bankruptcy—for example, if it has guaranteed the private partner’s loans 65 or is otherwise owed money at the time of default. 66 These issues generally are addressed through PPP contract provisions that transfer financial risk and define what happens to the asset should the private entity be unable to pay its debts or declare bankruptcy. In some cases, the facility reverts to the state, which can either take it over or re-lease it with another private operator. This may create additional, unexpected costs for the public sector, however. In other situations—such as the Chicago Skyway—the lenders first have an opportunity to remedy the default and either operate the facility or appoint a successor to do so. 67 If a private concessionaire should need to sell, get out of, or modify a contract during the lease term, final approval generally rests with the state. 68 Accountability and Transparency Some complicated PPP agreements have been criticized for being “rushed through without the public or their elected officials fully understanding the implications.” 69 In one recent survey of state departments of transportation, 30 percent of respondents named transparency as a main concern about PPPs, and more than 70 percent considered it an important measure to protect the public interest. 70 Transparency in this context includes adequate opportunities for both public input and legislative review during the PPP decision-making process. 71 Concerns may arise, however, about the competing need to maintain some confidentiality during the proposal process to protect bidders’ proprietary information and the state’s negotiating stance. 72 To address this, several states—including Delaware, Indiana and Texas—address confidentiality issues in statute (see also Principles 4 and 9). 73 Environmental Issues Concerns have been raised that PPPs may not sufficiently safeguard the environment. Some say, for example, that PPPs may allow private entities to choose less costly and less environmentally friendly construction and maintenance methods; encourage higher traffic rates—yielding higher emissions—to maximize revenues; or use private financing to avoid the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for federally funded projects. To address this, PPP contracts may include enforceable environmental performance standards; environmental studies and mitigation also have been integrated into PPP processes. 74 Labor Concerns PPPs have created significant labor issues in the United States and other countries. The concern for brownfield projects is continued employment of existing employees, including their wages, benefits, pensions, working conditions and collective bargaining rights; for greenfield projects, it is that the private sector meet prevailing wage requirements. 75 To address this, some PPP contracts have included workforce protections. 76 Laws in some states—Delaware, Illinois, Indiana and Massachusetts, for example—also ensure prevailing wage requirements for PPP projects. 77 Davis-Bacon Act labor and contracting requirements apply to projects with federal funding. 78 Note that labor protections and prevailing wage requirements may result in higher project costs (see Cost and Time Savings on pages 9 to 10). Foreign Companies Foreign-led consortia have won bids for some PPPs in the United States and are likely to continue to do so, based on their international experience and expertise with such projects. Concerns about foreign concessionaires or operators of U.S. transportation facilities mainly involve foreign control of domestic assets, national security issues, and potential federal preemption of state and local authority in cases involving international trade issues. 79 To address some of these concerns, Arizona law requires that foreign companies in PPP concessions be certified to do business in the state (see Appendix B). 80 Other stakeholders, however, point to the benefits of attracting foreign investment for U.S. infrastructure and drawing on international innovations in project delivery. In addition, foreign-led consortia may include direct equity investors from the United States as well as up to hundreds of domestic subcontracting firms, and many U.S. pensions have invested in non-U.S. investment funds, thus “blurring the line between foreign and domestic interests.” 81 Toll Road Controversies Many concerns about brownfield toll projects also apply to public toll roads. For example, traffic diversion to untolled routes, 82 removal of tolls upon termination, and toll rates are issues for public and private toll roads alike. Likewise, noncompete clauses are not unique to PPPs, but often have been used in the public sector as well. 83 In PPPs, many of these issues are addressed through contract provisions or enabling legislation (see also Principle 2 for more on separating the PPP and tolling debates). Specific Contract Terms Controversies have arisen about many other specific PPP contract terms in addition to those listed above, often in the context of brownfield concessions. Maintenance standards and handback provisions; safety and enforcement; commercial development rights; data privacy and ownership; and liability, indemnification and insurance issues are addressed in PPP contracts, and have been identified as potential issues. 84 General concerns exist about whether executive agencies have sufficient capacity to thoroughly analyze PPP projects and negotiate contracts that adequately protect the public interest. Advisors and consultants, peer-to-peer dialogue and public PPP advisory bodies have been used to enhance public sector capacity (see Principle 1).

States lack solvency- National strategy and funding key

Davis, 2/21/12, - the Deputy Communications Director for Transportation for America (Stephen Lee, “The more they see, the less they like: 10 reasons why opposition to the House transportation bill is growing,” Transportation for America Campaign, http://t4america.org/blog/2012/02/21/the-more-they-see-the-less-they-like-10-reasons-why-opposition-to-the-house-transportation-bill-is-growing/)RC
10. Abandons any true “national” interest in transportation.

For anyone who believes that infrastructure investment is a national priority, and that America must be bigger than the sum of its 50 parts to compete in the global economy, H.R. 7 should be cause for alarm.

Gone are any and all national discretionary programs — no Projects of National and Regional Significance, no competitive TIGER program, no freight program. The Interstate highway program itself could never have been built if everyone in Montana was asked to pay for their own stretches of I-90 and I-15. It worked because it was and is a national system.

Just as the Port of LA/Long Beach moves goods through to the rest of the US, and the CREATE project in Chicago is alleviating freight rail bottlenecks so products can make it from coast to coast, there is an unmistakable need for a national strategy with national investments. Yet H.R. 7 abandons that concept, and with it may well be setting the stage for the federal government to back into a block-grant approach to transportation investments. That could put the nation on a perilous course towards abandoning any and all future federal investments in transportation.

No State Funds Now

States’ budgets are extremely tight and can’t afford to fund transportation infrastructure 

Heed ’10 (James B. Reed - Heads the Transportation Program at NCSL. "Stalled: March 2010." Stalled. N.p., n.d. Web. 26 June 2012. 
<http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/transport/stalled.aspx>. AMR)
Funding for transportation and virtually all other areas at all levels of government is coming up short, however, in the wake of the worst recession in decades. The extensions of the federal program for two months at a time added to the uncertainty for states. Since states aren’t sure how much money will be available in the expected six-year reauthorization, some have reacted by cutting transportation budgets. The murky future for the legislation also has added to the uncertainty for an already beleaguered construction industry. “We are planning future transportation projects with one hand tied behind our backs, expecting the federal government will pass a reauthorization bill but not sure when,” says Oregon Senator Bruce Starr, summing up the sentiments of many state lawmakers. The previous legislation—referred to as SAFETEA-LU—authorized $286 billion in 2005 for a variety of programs for highway construction and maintenance, public transportation and transportation safety. It was enacted late as well, after eight short-term extensions, so this year’s dilemma is neither new nor unexpected. It could be worse. Reauthorization of an aviation bill is now more than two years late. This time around, the recession has state coffers starved of revenue and has exacerbated the backlog of transportation needs. With money from the 2009 federal stimulus package, states were able to pay for some of the delayed maintenance needs, such as repaving roads and replacing equipment. A second stimulus bill is under consideration in Congress to give additional money for infrastructure. State budgets continue to be battered, however, and more deep cuts will be necessary to close gaps in FY 2011 budgets, already estimated at $54.2 billion in the most recent budget report by the National Conference of State Legislatures. “It makes no sense to me that, after putting the industry to work with the stimulus funds to begin rebuilding the nation’s crumbling transportation infrastructure, the federal government would then turn around and un-employ those workers by not funding the reauthorization,” says New Hampshire Representative Candace Bouchard. As 2010 began, states were preparing to make significant reductions in transportation programs. For example, budget cuts in Kansas reduced highway maintenance funds by $50 million. And Virginia chopped nearly $900 million in transportation projects—and with it, 1,000 jobs—as expected revenues failed to materialize. For transportation, the key funding source is the motor fuels tax at the federal, state and local levels. But less driving and widespread use of fuel-saving hybrid and battery-powered vehicles has cut gasoline use. As a result, revenue from the fixed cents-per-gallon tax on gasoline and diesel has been in a steady decline. To meet escalating transportation needs, 20 states raised transportation funds in 2009 through gas tax increases or vehicle fees. Seven others opted to pursue public-private partnerships to help fund and construct new transportation infrastructure. 

States have no funding for transportation infrastructure – budget deficits and revenue uncertainty 

Ybarra ‘8 (Shirley Ybarra - Senior Transportation Policy Analyst. "Reason Foundation." Reason Foundation. N.p., october 1, 2008. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://reason.org/news/show/temporary-fix-for-transportati-1>. AMR)
State transportation trust funds are under severe pressure as well. Almost every state's transportation trust fund is predominantly financed with gas tax revenues, which have been declining due to higher gas prices, less driving and people driving more fuel efficient vehicles. In the face of financial uncertainty at both the federal and state levels, it is no wonder that most state transportation departments will be forced to make cautious decisions about their future projects. They simply don't know how much money they'll have. In addition, many states are facing budget deficits. California's deficit is $15 billion, for example. As governors prepare budgets, they should propose budget cuts and cost-saving measures. States will also likely "borrow" money from their transportation trust funds in order to make ends meet elsewhere. "Borrowing" is effectively an additional transportation budget cut that will cause major infrastructure projects to be further delayed.

Hybrid cars drain states’ budgets and mean there is no money for transportation infrastructure 

Handley ’12 (Handley, Meg - business reporter for U.S. News & World Report.. "Eco-Friendly Vehicles Draining State Road Repair Budgets." US News. U.S.News & World Report, 07 June 2012. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2012/06/07/eco-friendly-vehicles-draining-state-road-repair-budgets>. AMR)
A Toyota Prius may save drivers serious cash when it comes to fill-ups at the gas station, but those same fuel-efficient cars are gutting state transportation budgets and leaving infrastructure and maintenance projects hanging in the balance. Now several states, which heavily rely on gas taxes to fund transportation infrastructure projects, are looking for other ways to fund road repair projects, and it could mean the government is about to get a little nosier about your driving habits. Some policymakers are toying around with the idea of taxing drivers based on the number of miles they travel as opposed to how much gas they use—a vehicle miles traveled or "VMT" tax. How the state will collect this information is still up in the air, with Oregon's Department of Transportation currently trying to come up with a solution. "The public didn't particularly like that we used a GPS receiver to count miles," says Jim Whitty, manager of the Office of Innovative Partnerships and Alternative Funding at the Oregon Department of Transportation. [Read: House Hunters Flocking to Foreclosures For Value.] A new incarnation of the pilot program set to launch this fall eliminates any "government box" installed on vehicles, Whitty says. The program will instead rely on information culled from in-car navigation systems and other driver assistance systems, such as OnStar and SYNC. The state is also experimenting with some lower-tech options, such as allowing motorists to report data through their mobile phones or having drivers prepay for the miles they drive. "The gas tax is dying a slow death with these highly fuel efficient vehicles coming into the marketplace that don't pay any gas tax or hardly any gas tax, [the flat gas tax] just will not survive," Whitty says. "That's being recognized by almost everybody." According to the Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, states have seen revenue from gas taxes plummet a combined $10 billion a year thanks to a combination of factors, including the increased fuel efficiency of today's vehicles. [Read: Democrats Brace for A Month Of Bad News.] But simply raising the gas tax isn't a sustainable long-term option, says Jaime Rall, who covers transportation infrastructure issues for the National Conference of State Legislatures. "Our current reliance on the gas tax, because there are the alternative fuel vehicles, increasing fuel efficiency—long term, there are concerns about its sustainability," she says. States' transportation infrastructure budgets have been hurting before the boom of fuel-efficient cars, so finding alternative revenue sources isn't so much a question of when but how. Everything from simply checking a vehicle's odometer to installing a transponder has been explored, each with their benefits and drawbacks. 

State budgets have no money for new transportation infrastructure projects  

Dorsch ’12 (Meagan Dorsch - Director of Public Affairs for NCSL. "Top 12 for 2012: January 2012." Top 12 for 2012. N.p., january 2012. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://www.ncsl.org/magazine/top-12-for-2012.aspx>. AMR)
Transportation Infrastructure A large gap still exists between revenue generated by the gasoline tax and the amount of money needed to repairs roads, bridges and other infrastructure, and to pay for new transportation projects. States will continue to seek new revenue sources to replace the vanishing gas tax revenue. In addition, state lawmakers expect Congress to reauthorize the surface transportation act, which will help stabilize state planning and project funding. 11. 

States are strapped for cash and suffer even more without federal support 

Holeywell ’11 (Ryan Holeywell - staff writer at GOVERNING. "State Lawmakers Lobby Deficit Super Committee." State Lawmakers Lobby Deficit Super Committee. N.p., september 22, 2011. Web. 26 June 2012. AMR) <http://www.governing.com/blogs/fedwatch/state-lawmakers-lobby-deficit-super-committee.html>.
Unlike the federal government, nearly all states are required to have balanced budgets, and states collectively faced a $91 billion budget gap as they enacted their FY 2012 budgets earlier this year, according to a new NCSL report released this week. Among the state lawmakers' biggest priorities is trying to convince the feds to relax Medicaid maintenance-of-effort requirements if the committee winds up slashing Medicaid funding. They're also pushing for Congress to create a counter-cyclical mechanism that would increase the federal government's contributions to Medicaid during periods of economic downturn. During downturns, Medicaid enrollment swells at a time when states are least able to afford it. President Obama's own deficit reduction plan calls for $72 billion in savings from Medicaid. Scott Dibble, a Democratic state senator from Minnesota, says that if the committee cuts Medicaid spending without allowing states to make significant changes to the program, it would really just be a backdoor tax increase, since the cost would simply be shifted to taxpayers at the state level. As part of the 2009 stimulus package, the federal government increased its share of spending in the federal-state joint Medicaid program. That funding allowed states to pay for increases in Medicaid enrollment that accompanied the recession, and avoid some cuts to benefits. States accepted that aid on the condition that they'd accept maintenance-of-effort requirements and wouldn't make it more difficult for residents to qualify for Medicaid. Today, even though that enhanced funding has expired, states are still bound by those requirements. Some pundits have speculated that states would actually benefit if the super committee fails at its task. If that happens, an automatic process known as sequestration would trigger across-the-board spending cuts, but Medicaid -- the single largest component of state spending -- would be exempt. Members of the NCSL committee who met with Governing and other journalists Wednesday emphasized that they want to avoid the sequestration process at all costs, since it would inject even more uncertainty into their budgets. "We don't want anyone kicking the can down the road," says Ellen Roberts, a Republican state senator from Colorado. State lawmakers say they understand and appreciate the work of the committee. While they accept that they'll almost certainly face significant cuts to their funding, they argue they shouldn't face a disproportionate degree of pain. They also say that if the deficit committee releases a plan, the Congressional Budget Office should include a study of how it will impact states. State lawmakers are also urging the committee to preserve existing funding levels for transportation and infrastructure programs. Republicans have already proposed deep cuts to the country's surface transportation legislation. State lawmakers also say programs serving low-income populations should be preserved. Interestingly, states are also using the deficit reduction debate to make the case for the Main Street Fairness Act, which would make it easier for states to collect taxes from online retailers like Amazon.com. State officials say that for years they've missed out on sales tax revenue they're legally entitled to, since many online retailers often don't collect and remit sales taxes from their customers. State officials are arguing that, since they'll almost certainly see cuts as part of the deficit reduction maneuvers, Congress should empower them to increase their revenue by forcing online retailers to collect sales tax similar to the way that brick-and-mortar retailers do. The proposal faces resistance since it would essentially have the same impact as a tax increase, even though states say they simply want a mechanism to collect money they're already owed.

Budgets Stretched

States have no money to take an increased role on transportation infrastructure – they are running on budget deficits 

Scheppach ‘7 (RAYMOND SCHEPPACH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION. "Final Report - Volume III: Section 4 - Public Sessions and Outreach Meetings." National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Commission. N.p., june 20, 2007. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/33000/33400/33441/final_report/volume_3_html/04_public_sessions/content85d7.htm?name=062007_test_scheppach>. AMR)
Thank you, Madam Secretary and the members of the Commission for hosting this roundtable with national organizations representing state and local governments. I am Ray Scheppach, Executive Director of the National Governors Association, which represents governors from all 55 states, commonwealths and territories. While governors face enormous fiscal challenges at home from programs competing for a finite share of revenue, governors know that a strong, viable and diverse surface transportation system is important since it both sustains our citizens' quality of life, and promotes the flow of interstate and international commerce so critical to our nation's competitive position in the global economy. This critical infrastructure requires cooperation among all levels of government to help find solutions to its fiscal and policy challenges because state and local governments are the owners and operators of the majority of the nation's surface transportation infrastructure. Moreover, the federal government has a clear interest in a free-flowing, national system that encourages the movement of people and commerce. The needs of this surface transportation infrastructure are growing rapidly. Vehicle miles traveled have grown by more than 35 percent since 1990,6 freight shipments are expected to double by 2035,7 and the demand for public transportation has increased 30 percent since 1995.8 At the same time, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials estimates that between 1993 and 2015, the buying power of the federal gas tax will have decreased by 70 percent. Unfortunately, surface transportation needs must compete for limited resources with other priorities in each state and, unlike the federal government, state governments are statutorily required to balance their budgets every year. Long-Run Structural Deficit Unfortunately, state governments have long-run structural imbalances in their revenue and expenditure systems. A major part of this imbalance is caused by an antiquated revenue system created for a goods economy in the 1940s or 1950, not for the service-oriented, high technology, international economy of the 21st century. This problem is best seen in state sales taxes, which represent about 40 percent of state revenues. With the exception of about four states, states tax goods, not services, at a time when services represent most of the growth in the economy. This is to say nothing about the significant loss of revenues as goods migrate to the Internet where few sales are taxed at all. On the spending side of the equation, Medicaid, which represents 22 percent of state budgets, has averaged 11 percent growth over the last 25 years. Other healthcare spending, which represents another 8 percent of expenditures, is similarly growing at double digit rates. While states many appear to have surpluses at various times over the cycle, it is really the long-run trends that are important. The long term trend for revenues due to the antiquated tax systems coupled with the rapid growth of health care causes a serious long-run structural imbalance. This does not even consider the 30 percent of state budgets that fund elementary, secondary and higher education, which needs to be boosted for the U.S. to remain competitive in the new knowledge-based world marketplace. This leaves little room for states to take on an increased role in surface transportation.
States Cant Fund

Cant Fund – No Money 

Puentes, 8 - a fellow at the Metropolitan Policy Program at Brookings and the director of the program’s Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative (Robert, “A Bridge to Somewhere”, Blueprint for American Prosperity, 2008, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2008/6/transportation%20puentes/06_transportation_puentes_report.pdf)//AL

Transportation expenditures (of all kinds) made up 8.1 percent of state spending in FY 2006, down from 8.6 percent in 2005. According to the National Association of State Budget Officers, state transportation expenditures have increased by an average of 5.5 percent each year since 1988. And from 2005 to 2006 statesourced funds for transportation increased by 1.6 percent while federal funds increased by more than four times that at 6.8 percent. 102 From 1992–2005, 54.5 percent of the funds that states spend on transportation come from other own sources such as gas and vehicle taxes, tolls, and general funds. Bond proceeds provided 13.9 percent of funding and local payments 1.8 percent. Another 29.7 percent is derived from payments from the federal government. 103 Though state spending on highways is twice as much as federal spending, there is considerably more attention on the former, especially at the national level. The state view of the funding coming from the federal government as “free” money contributes to that attention deficit. The federal government gives the states “wide latitude in deciding how to use and administer federal grants,” and there is some concern that states substitute federal funds for spending they would have otherwise had to generate themselves. 104 In fairness, not all of this is unfounded. Throughout the country, states are still reeling from a budget situation described as more severe than any of the past 60 years by the National Association of State Budget Officers. State revenues have plummeted, forcing policymakers to slash budgets, scavenge for funds, and shift priorities in response. Transportation spending has been particularly affected by these fiscal stresses. So without the political desire to raise funds through taxes and fees, states are increasingly turning to debt. In fact, state spending on debt service has not been this high since 1945. In just 10 years, state bond “proceeds” used for highways have increased by 169.7 percent from $4.3 billion in 1995 to $11.6 billion in 2005. 105

States Cant Fund
State funding is unpredictable

LAO 11 legislative analyst’s office – California’s nonpartisan fiscal and policy advisor (“A Ten-Year Perspective: California Infrastructure Spending,” 8/25/2011, http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/stadm/infrastructure/infrastructure_082511.aspx//NDW)

Transportation Funding Less Predictable. During the last ten years, there has been tension among state and local entities over the competing potential uses of revenues for state highway and local roads projects and public transportation. This tension arises because there is always more demand for transportation projects than there are revenues available for these purposes. In addition, due to the state's severe and ongoing fiscal problems, transportation funds have been used to help balance the state's General Fund budget. This competition for funds is evidenced by the series of legislation and voter–approved initiatives that have been enacted since 2000 which attempt to govern the use of specific pots of transportation funding. These abrupt shifts in funding have resulted in an inconsistent level of funding for transportation projects from year to year. Such instability makes it difficult for the state or other entities to plan and deliver projects, which in turn can lead to project delays that can often make projects more costly.

States don’t have the money for infrastructure investment

DOT 12 (Department of Transportation with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT,” 3/23/2012, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf//NDW)

Our analysis indicates that further infrastructure investments would be highly beneficial for the U.S. economy in both the short and long term. First, estimates of economically justifiable investment indicate that American transportation infrastructure is not keeping pace with the needs of our economy. Second, because of high unemployment in sectors such as construction that were especially hard hit by the bursting of the housing bubble, there are underutilized resources that can be used to build infrastructure. Moreover, states and municipalities typically fund a significant portion of infrastructure spending, but are currently strapped for cash; the Federal government has a constructive role to play by stepping up to address the anticipated shortfall and providing more efficient financing mechanisms, such as Build America Bonds. The third key finding is that investing in infrastructure benefits the middle class most of all. Finally, there is considerable support for greater infrastructure investment among American consumers and businesses. 

States Fail: Funding
State reliance kills solvency- Increased building costs, spending cuts, and unstable funds leave investments vulnerable  

Plumer, 03/21/2012- an associate editor at The New Republic (Brad, “Why can’t we just leave infrastructure spending to the states?” The New Republic, an American magazine of politics and the arts, 03/21/2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/why-cant-we-just-leave-infrastructure-spending-to-the-states/2012/03/21/gIQAjpYBSS_blog.html)RC

Yesterday, I pointed out that Rep. Paul Ryan’s GOP budget proposal would require the federal government to spend less and less on transportation over time. Reihan Salam asks whether this is really such a bad thing. Can’t state governments just pick up the slack? That’s possible, sure. But it hasn’t happened so far. As a recent report (pdf) from the Congressional Budget Office detailed, the federal government’s share of infrastructure spending has already been shrinking since the 1960s and 1970s. And the states, which still provide the vast majority of spending on roads and highways, haven’t made up the difference. The end result? There’s less infrastructure spending overall as a percent of GDP: Keep in mind that this is all happening at a time when infrastructure is getting increasingly expensive to build — the CBO notes that the cost of building highways has tripled since 1980, far faster than inflation. States are spending the same, but getting less and less. Now, maybe this would all be okay if we were keeping our roads and bridges and pipes in good shape. But various experts and groups like the American Civil Society of Engineers seem to think that we’re woefully under-investing in infrastructure of all sorts. One potential pitfall with handing over more and more infrastructure responsibilities to the states, meanwhile, is that states tend to cut way back on spending during recessions. And local funding can be pretty erratic, all told. Here’s a graph from New America’s Samuel Sherradan, based on CBO data: We’ve seen this in the current downturn. Sherraden observes that California’s transportation spending declined by 31 percent from 2007 to 2009 after the housing bubble burst and local tax revenue fell. The same goes for Texas, which saw an 8 percent drop. “[I]t is clear,” Sherraden writes, “that leaving a greater share of infrastructure spending to state and local governments makes infrastructure investment more vulnerable during downturns.” Now, this isn’t the last word on how best to divvy up responsibility on transportation between state and local governments. That’s a long-running, complicated debate — I’d recommend Robert Jay Dilger’s paper (pdf) for a history and overview. And, it’s true, some experts like Edward Glaeser argue that states would be less likely to build costly boondoggles if left to their own devices (although states are perfectly capable of building costly boondoggles of their own, see here and here for rebuttals to Glaeser). But that’s a separate discussion. For the purposes of the Ryan budget, there’s no guarantee that states will rush in to fill the infrastructure gap if the federal government pulls back sharply.

State Funding Fails

States are inefficient at investing in transportation infrastructure and neglect the economy and 

performance – statistics and studies prove 

Holeywell ’11 (Ryan Holeywell - staff writer at GOVERNING. "Study: States Lack Data To Evaluate Transportation Spending." Study: States Lack Data To Evaluate Transportation Spending. N.p., 2011. Web. 26 June 2012. <http://www.governing.com/blogs/fedwatch/Study-States-Not-Using-Performance-Measures-to-Decide-Transportation-Policy.html>. AMR)
Most states lack the ability to measure the payoff of the combined $131 billion they spent on transportation last year, according to a new study that finds states lagging when it comes to performance measurement on their transportation investments. The conclusion is troubling: At a time when state budgets are tighter that they've been in years, leaders are ill-informed about how to best use their resources, and they lack knowledge of whether their investments are yielding adequate results. Officials in just 13 states have suitable goals, performance measures and data to help prioritize their transportation spending, according to the study released Wednesday by the Pew Center on the States and the Rockefeller Foundation The report encourages states to measure how transportation dollars impact six areas: safety, jobs and commerce, mobility, access, environmental stewardship and infrastructure preservation. As federal lawmakers craft a new highway bill that could provide as much as six years of funding for roads, many transportation experts are calling for the legislation to place a greater emphasis on performance measurement. Thursday's report underscores that argument. "State lawmakers must make transportation policy and spending choices based on evidence about what works and what does not," said Robert Zahradnik, director of research at Pew Center on the States, in a statement. "Unless states have clear goals, performance measures and data to generate that information, it is very difficult for policy makers to prioritize transportation investments effectively, target scarce resources and help foster economic growth." The study notes that historically, transportation spending and policy decisions made at the state level has not been linked to data analysis. A 2010 Government Accountability Office report found “only a select few states have made significant attempts to integrate performance measurement into their statewide planning process to inform investment decisions.” While officials in 30 states say political support impacts which projects get selected, those in just 11 states say economic analysis played as role, according to that GAO study. The Pew/Rockefeller report finds that states are best at measuring results in the safety category, where they are able to compile extensive data on fatalities and crashes. They're the weakest at measuring how their transportation spending impacts jobs. It's important to note that the study did not evaluate whether states actually achieved the goals of their projects; rather, it determined whether states had the metrics to make those determinations on their own. The report calls for lawmakers to make better use of data in the appropriations process and use a cost-benefit analysis when making transportation decisions. States earning the report's top marks include: California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia and Washington. Each of those states were leaders in data-based decision making in at least five of the six categories, and none were behind the curve in any category.

State Spending Bad

TURN- (This evidence probably isn’t strong enough to qualify a turn)

New state spending increases deficits- Cuts education AND transportation 

Jensen and Dills, 5/14/12,- Jensen is a county reporter and Dills is the health and education reporter at the Napa Valley Register (Peter Jensen and Isabelle Dills, “Worsening state budget threatens Napa schools, services,” Napa Valley Register, Daily newspaper web site serving Napa Valley, May 14, 2012 8:31 pm , http://napavalleyregister.com/news/local/worsening-state-budget-threatens-napa-schools-services/article_83f62014-9e3e-11e1-9f5c-0019bb2963f4.html)RC

Napa Valley Unified School District officials were still calculating the impact of the revised budget on Monday. When Brown released his initial budget proposal in January, officials said Napa Valley Unified could face a mid-year cut of up to $450 per student and a gaping budget shortfall of $8.6 million. The impacts of those cuts would be widespread, affecting everything from transportation to counseling services. Napa’s state Assemblyman Michael Allen, D-Santa Rosa, said he favored the governor’s tax initiative. “Closing the remaining deficit will require more difficult cuts, especially if we cannot offset those cuts with additional revenue,” Allen said in a news release. “For these reasons, I support the governor’s proposal to bring in more revenue and restore the $9.6 billion in cuts to education made since 2007, increasing local school funding by over $2,500 per student.” Meanwhile, California’s community college system faces a $300 million trigger cut in January 2013 if voters reject the tax. “Community colleges have been cut by $809 million, or 12 percent, in the past three years,” said Jack Scott, the state’s community colleges chancellor. “We’ve been forced to shut the door on hundreds of thousands of potential students who are hungry for a college education.” John Nahlen, Napa Valley College’s vice president of business and finance, could not be reached for comment Monday. In January, Nahlen said that if the tax initiative passes, the community college will be left with flat funding for 2012-13, but if the tax measure fails the college is facing a $1.4 million budget reduction. Education accounts for 53 percent of the state’s General Fund spending, so schools and universities would be most affected without additional revenues, according to Brown. The potential mid-year trigger cut of $6 billion is equivalent to losing three weeks of instruction time.

States already lack- new spending cuts education 

Luhby 3/27/12- is a senior writer at CNNMoney.com, (Tami, “Economic recovery skips the classroom,” CNNMoney.com, the world's largest business website, http://money.cnn.com/2012/03/27/news/economy/education-budget-cuts/index.htm)RC

Don't tell school districts that the economy is picking up. Many are still too busy figuring out how they are going to teach their students with diminished resources. More than eight in 10 districts say they are inadequately funded, and more than half anticipate a decrease in state and local revenues for the coming school year, according to a recent survey from the American Association of School Administrators. Even in districts where state aid is stabilizing, local funding is shrinking or costs are rising faster than revenues. Many are only now feeling the effects of the housing bust as towns lower property assessments, which affects the property tax revenues that many schools depend on. A model for addressing college costs Yet another year of cuts is prompting a greater share of districts to slash teachers, classes and more. Two-thirds of districts expect to eliminate positions in 2012-13, while one-quarter are looking at furloughs. Some 57% anticipate having to increase class size. More than 48% say they may have to eliminate or delay instruction improvements, such as updating textbooks, computers and science labs. Nearly three in 10 are considering canceling summer school. "The cuts are so drastic because those who have already made cuts have already made the easy ones," said Noelle Ellerson, the association's assistant director. Tough choices

States fail- funding

Ennis, 3/20/12-  Director of Washington Policy Center’s Center for Transportation (Michael, “Do not raise taxes paid by drivers to pay for transit, when drivers have their own infrastructure needs” The Washington Policy Center, Washington Policy Center ,a nonpartisan, free-market, state-based think tank in Seattle, http://www.washingtonpolicy.org/blog/post/do-not-raise-taxes-paid-drivers-pay-transit-when-drivers-have-their-own-infrastructure-nee)RC

The state already cannot keep pace with funding its current transportation infrastructure needs; infrastructure needs that serve the majority of daily person-trip demand. Any new transportation revenue source at the state level should be used to pay for existing obligations or to expand highway capacity; it should not be diverted to new commitments, such as public transit.

Federal leadership key- national vision

ASCE, 09 -the country’s oldest national civil engineering organization(American Society of Civil Engineers, “2009 Report Card for America’s Infrastructure,” 3/25/09, http://www.infrastructurereportcard.org/sites/default/files/2009_full_report.pdf)RC

1. Increase Federal Leadership in Infrastructure America's infrastructure needs bold leadership and a compelling national level vision. During the 20th Century, the federal government led the way in building our nation's greatest infrastructure systems from the New Deal programs to the Interstate Highway System and the Clean Water Act. Since that time, federal leadership has decreased, and the condition of the nation's infrastructure suffered. Currently most infrastructure investment decisions are made without the benefit of a national vision. That strong national vision must originate with strong federal leadership and be shared by all levels of government and the private sector. Without a strong national vision, infrastructure will continue to deteriorate. 2. Promote Sustainability and Resilience America's infrastructure must meet the ongoing needs for natural resources, industrial products, energy, food, transportation, shelter and effective waste management, and at the same time protect and improve environmental quality. Sustainability and resiliency must be an integral part of improving the nation's infrastructure. Today's transportation systems, water treatment systems, and flood control systems must be able to withstand both current and future challenges. Both structural and non-structural methods must be applied to meet challenges. Infrastructure systems must be designed to protect the natural environment and withstand both natural and man-made hazards, using sustainable practices, to ensure that future generations can use and enjoy what we build today, as we have benefitted from past generations. Additionally, research and development should be funded at the federal level to develop new, more efficient methods and materials for building and maintaining the nation's infrastructure. Sustainable development will not only preserve the high quality of life and environment we enjoy today, but improve conditions in the future.

Cuts other critical funding

Davis, 2/21/12, - the Deputy Communications Director for Transportation for America (Stephen Lee, “The more they see, the less they like: 10 reasons why opposition to the House transportation bill is growing,” Transportation for America Campaign, http://t4america.org/blog/2012/02/21/the-more-they-see-the-less-they-like-10-reasons-why-opposition-to-the-house-transportation-bill-is-growing/)RC
4. Ends the “Safe Routes to School” program and other dedicated funding to make streets safer for walking and bicycling. The House bill eliminates two small but overwhelmingly popular programs — Transportation Enhancements and Safe Routes to School — that have helped communities do everything from revitalize their Main Streets to make it safer for kids from to walk and bicycle to school. Effective and popular as they are, these two programs represent less than 2 percent of overall funding, even as they help to reduce the thousands of pedestrian and bicyclist deaths each year. A growing coalition of public health organizations has also begun to seriously engage on the issue. The American Heart Association last week ran full-page ads in Beltway media (see right) defending the Safe Routes to School program, and joined a broad range of health groups including the American Public Health Association, Trust for America’s Health and the National Association of City and County Health Officials in pressing their case against HR7 through members alerts and letters to the Hill (pdf). State DOTs have also started to weigh in with a strong defense of both programs. “Transportation Enhancements are an important component of our state transportation program,” wrote one DOT Secretary earlier this month to the state’s congressional delegation, “and should be preserved as a guaranteed program at the federal level.”
Leaves Bridges deficient-

Davis, 2/21/12, - the Deputy Communications Director for Transportation for America (Stephen Lee, “The more they see, the less they like: 10 reasons why opposition to the House transportation bill is growing,” Transportation for America Campaign, http://t4america.org/blog/2012/02/21/the-more-they-see-the-less-they-like-10-reasons-why-opposition-to-the-house-transportation-bill-is-growing/)RC 

5. Eliminates the bridge repair program and offloads responsibility for thousands of deficient bridges to local governments.

Though we have more than 69,000 deficient bridges in our country — almost five times as many McDonald’s restaurants — the House bill eliminates the bridge repair program.

Unlike the counterpart bill in the Senate, it fails to require states to ensure their bridges meet an overall standard for state of good repair.

The House proposal leaves many bridges — federal-aid bridges not on the National Highway System — in a tenuous position. Previously these bridges were fixed with funding from the National Bridge Program but these funds have been put into the National Highway System program — a program where funds can only be used on a very limited subset of roadways, about 160,000 miles nationally out of 1 million miles of federal-aid highways.

Reauthorization Prerequisite

Reauthorization of transportation law is a prerequisite to state action

Katz et al. 10 – (Bruce, Vice President and Director, Jennifer Bradley, Fellow, Amy Lui Senior Fellow and Deputy Director, all at Brookings “Delivering the Next Economy: The States Step Up”, Brookings-Rockefeller Project On State And Metropolitan Innovation, November 10th, 2010, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/blogs/2011/2/14%20halls%20budget/1117_states_next_economy.pdf) CM

The federal government also needs to reform and invest in transportation. Under a deficit-neutral approach, the existing transportation law should be reauthorized (not simply extended), for two full years at its current funding level, to provide stability for transportation planning—including hiring workers. But even though the level of funds should remain the same, there must be reforms in how those funds are spent. These reforms include: federal performance measures in safety and system-wide asset management; a new partnership with metro areas that raise their own revenue that reduces bureaucracy and accelerates project delivery; better coordination of existing federal credit assistance programs such as TIFIA; and a permanent authorization of the so-called TIGER grants to encourage state and metropolitan innovation.48 These critical reforms set the stage for a truly transformative six-year bill in 2013.

DA – Transparency 

States investments aren’t disclosed – municipal issuers

Greenstone and Looney 11 (Michael Greenstone, Director, The Hamilton Project 3M Professor of Environmental Economics, MIT, Adam Looney, Policy Director, The Hamilton Project Senior Fellow, The Brookings Institution,” Investing in the Future: An Economic Strategy for State and Local Governments in a Period of Tight Budgets” February 2011, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/2/state%20budgets%20greenstone%20looney/02_state_budgets_greenstone_looney.pdf) CM

State and local governments typically disclose only limited financial information, often with a long delay. This reduces the transparency of decisionmaking and of governments’ financial situations, reducing accountability of public officials to taxpayers. As a basic principle of good governance, taxpayers deserve to have accurate and timely information on their governments’ activities. Such information can help citizens make reasoned decisions at the ballot box about their leadership. Increased transparency can also protect future generations from paying for today’s spending. Proper accounting for PPPs, infrastructure investments, and retirement benefits would help protect future revenues and resources from being used for current consumption. Proper accounting also can improve investment decisions by forcing governments to factor in the full costs of a given investment. The market for municipal bonds is a clear example of the high cost that a lack of transparency and disclosure can have. States and municipalities usually raise revenues for infrastructure projects by issuing bonds. This allows states and municipalities to finance projects with large upfront costs and long-term benefits. The municipal bond market is characterized by poor information and illiquid trading. The dearth of easily available market information means that municipal issuers cannot compare their borrowing costs to determine if they are paying more than other similar issuers. The market is relatively illiquid, also, because municipal bonds are usually issued in small quantities that are complicated to price. Both factors drive up borrowing costs for municipal issuers (for a review of the financial literature, see Ang and Green 2011). Because municipal issuers are usually small and operate independently, they have few resources or opportunities to remedy these problems on their own.

DA – Environment

Federal involvement is key to ensure environmental policy

Husch et al. 12 (Ben Husch, NCSL-D.C., Jaime Rall, NCSL-Denver, Jennifer Arguinzoni, NCSL-D.C., NSCL/ National Conference of State Legislatures, “2011-2012 Policies for the Jurisdiction of the Transportation Committee”, http://www.ncsl.org/state-federal-committees.aspx?tabs=855,30,674) CM

The federal government has a role to play in ensuring that national environmental policy meshes with national transportation policy while assuring efficient and cost-effective approaches to both goals.

· Efforts to streamline regulatory review processes must continue so that construction projects can again be realized on-time and on-budget. Congress should allow and enhance states’ programmatic permitting.

State authority stops critical safety and environmental reviews

Davis, 2/21/12, - the Deputy Communications Director for Transportation for America (Stephen Lee, “The more they see, the less they like: 10 reasons why opposition to the House transportation bill is growing,” Transportation for America Campaign, http://t4america.org/blog/2012/02/21/the-more-they-see-the-less-they-like-10-reasons-why-opposition-to-the-house-transportation-bill-is-growing/)RC
9. Undermines basic safeguards to protect human health and the environment, and to give citizens a voice in the project review process. Transportation for America, like many others who are promoting responsible reform, have put forward a number of ideas for improving and accelerating the project selection process so that moving them to construction can happen faster and more smoothly. But H.R. 7 has been sharply criticized for taking dramatic steps that would severely undermine the most basic environmental and citizen transparency safeguards. As the New York Times editorialized: “(HR7) would demolish significant environmental protections by imposing arbitrary deadlines on legally mandated environmental reviews of proposed road and highway projects, and by ceding to state highway agencies the authority to decide whether such reviews should occur.” That criticism was echoed by Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber (pdf), who condemned the same provisions, warning in a letter to Oregon’s congressional delegation that “H.R. 7 goes about regulatory streamlining the wrong way, exempting most projects from NEPA review and classifying all projects within the right-of-way as categorically excluded from NEPA regardless of their impacts.”

AT: PPPs Mechanism 

PPPs fail

Greenstone and Looney 11 (Michael Greenstone, Director, The Hamilton Project 3M Professor of Environmental Economics, MIT, Adam Looney, Policy Director, The Hamilton Project Senior Fellow, The Brookings Institution,” Investing in the Future: An Economic Strategy for State and Local Governments in a Period of Tight Budgets” February 2011, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/2/state%20budgets%20greenstone%20looney/02_state_budgets_greenstone_looney.pdf) CM

Despite these potential benefits, PPPs in the United States have been dogged by contract design problems, waste, and unrealistic expectations. Inflexible contracts combined with unforeseen circumstances have led to high-profile and costly bankruptcies. In other cases, governments “sold the future,” by using a PPP to capture future revenues for present consumption—for example, selling an existing toll road for cash today in exchange for a loss of revenues down the road. When there is no efficiency gain to the trade, this just changes the timing of spending, effectively saddling future taxpayers with the bill.

SIB’s Bad
SIB’s solve- fund state and private investment without deficit expansion

Freemark, 1/2/12,-writer on cities and transportation at The Transport Politic (Yonah, “How to Pay for America's Infrastructure,” theatlanticcities.com, 1/2/12, http://www.theatlanticcities.com/politics/2012/01/solution-americas-infrastructure-woes/845/ )RC

America's transportation infrastructure is in desperate need of an update, and most politicians would agree that more funding should be dedicated the nation’s highways and mass transit systems. Yet there is little consensus about where to find those new funds and Democrats and Republicans disagree stridently over whether Washington should increase its role. One potentially fertile place for compromise may be in the form of state infrastructure banks, which have gained support from both the left and right in recent months. These public agencies, provided some government funds, would be designed to encourage significant private investment. And they would do so with little interference from the national government. "I-banks" could lend states, municipalities, and perhaps even private sector agencies a significant portion of project funds that would later be paid back through user fees, public-private partnerships, or dedicated taxes. The idea is to get more transportation projects under construction without significantly expanding the national deficit. And the idea is not particularly new: Infrastructure banks have been on the radar since 1995, when state banks were initially authorized to receive federal funds. Now, more than thirty states have them in operation.

SIB’s Fail-  No funds

Behre, 3/28/12- reporter/columnist at The Post and Courier (Robert, “State Infrastructure Bank can't fund each road project,” The Post and Courier, 3/28/12, http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20111118/PC1602/311189954)RC

Berkeley County officials told key members of the State Infrastructure Bank on Thursday that the county needs $30 million to widen Interstate 26 and improve other roads for a world-class distribution center near Summerville. Then Charleston Mayor Joe Riley told the same group that the city really needs $88 million to create a drainage system for the Crosstown Expressway, which was built over an old creek bed with no workable drainage system. And then Dorchester County officials told the bank members it needed $19 million to improve roads to Ashley Ridge High School and buy right of way for widening U.S. Highway 78 west of Summerville. State Infrastructure Bank President Don Leonard called all three presentations "excellent." The only problem? The bank doesn't have nearly enough money. The three Lowcountry projects are competing with others in Beaufort, York and Jasper counties. These six requests add up to $462 million, while the bank has about $80 million to grant. 

SIB’s fail- Only benefits a few states

Davis, 2/21/12, - the Deputy Communications Director for Transportation for America (Stephen Lee, “The more they see, the less they like: 10 reasons why opposition to the House transportation bill is growing,” Transportation for America Campaign, http://t4america.org/blog/2012/02/21/the-more-they-see-the-less-they-like-10-reasons-why-opposition-to-the-house-transportation-bill-is-growing/)RC
8. Bets big on little-known “State Infrastructure Banks.” Despite heaping criticism against the creation of a national infrastructure bank (an idea that just over a year ago drew broad bipartisan support), House leadership has crafted H.R. 7 to provide $750 million each year for the capitalization of state-level infrastructure banks. If states fail to capitalize the banks (more than a dozen states currently don’t have banks), federal transportation funds would be automatically redistributed to other states. This provision has only recently started to get any attention but questions are mounting. “Rather than bringing a tough, merit-based approach to funding, many State Infrastructure Banks are simply used to pay for the projects selected from the state’s wish list of transportation improvements, without filtering projects through a competitive application process,” explained Brookings Institution Senior Fellow Robert Puentes in a recent brief on state transportation policy. Michael Likosky, Director of NYU’s Center on Law & Public Finance, goes even further: “Unfortunately, the House Transportation bill chooses to increase spending on a State Infrastructure Bank program that benefits only a handful of states, reinforces siloed-off solutions, and would drive pension funds to nation-build overseas rather in America.”
Devolution fails

Unproven funding , undermines safeguards,  kills local authority,  causes spending cuts

Davis, 2/21/12, - the Deputy Communications Director for Transportation for America (Stephen, “The more they see, the less they like: 10 reasons why opposition to the House transportation bill is growing,” Transportation for America Campaign, http://t4america.org/blog/2012/02/21/the-more-they-see-the-less-they-like-10-reasons-why-opposition-to-the-house-transportation-bill-is-growing/)RC
As the House prepares to take up its transportation bill next week, criticism is pouring in from a diverse range of transportation stakeholders, elected officials, health professionals, business and labor groups and public interest organizations. The bill also has drawn a rare veto threat from the Obama administration. As an editorial in New York’s Newsday last week summed it up: “Bad on transit, bad on safety, bad on the environment.” As we’ve said on these pages many times, the country desperately needs a new transportation bill that provides robust funding and updates national priorities and policy for the needs of this century. But HR7 falls short in a number of key areas according to this growing chorus of groups, because the bill: Ends three decades of dedicated federal funding for public transportation. Cuts overall transportation funding for nearly every state and relies on risky and speculative funding sources. Takes away local control, planning authority and resources. Ends the “Safe Routes to School” program and other dedicated funding to make streets safer for walking and bicycling. Eliminates the bridge repair program and offloads responsibility for thousands of deficient bridges to local governments. Allows transportation money in a pollution-control fund to be used on new roadways for solo drivers. Requires more bureaucracy at transit agencies. Bets big on little-known “State Infrastructure Banks.” Undermines basic safeguards to protect human health and the environment, and to give citizens a voice in the project review process. Abandons any true “national” interest in transportation. 1. Ends three decades of dedicated federal funding for public transportation. Despite significant stakeholder opposition (including a letter signed by over 600 organizations), House leaders propose to end a bipartisan agreement dating back to the Reagan administration and eliminate all dedicated federal funding for public transportation. H.R. 7 would take from transit the small share of the federal gas it now receives, and replace that revenue with a one-time, lump sum transfer from the general fund — even though no one knows where all of that money will come from. Critiques of this provision have been sharp and relentless. The Sacramento Bee called it “a radical change to U.S. transportation policy.” The Illinois Chamber of Commerce said it will “put hundreds of millions of dollars for transit in peril,” a warning that has reverberated among dozens of suburban Republican legislators in transit-rich regions across the country, including a number from the Chicago area who have started in the last week to speak out against the bill. And perhaps former Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell said it best of all: “A transportation bill without transit is no transportation bill at all. The nation’s millions of transit riders deserve better than this.” 2. Cuts overall transportation funding for nearly every state and relies on risky and speculative funding sources. As anyone who has followed the surface transportation bill in Congress knows, the legislation is first and foremost about money. H.R. 7 threatens cuts to overall funding in just about every state and relies on drilling royalties, federal pension cuts and other undefined sources to make up the difference between gas tax revenues and the spending. That’s drawn the ire of a growing chorus of interest groups, including some powerful state departments of transportation. “H.R. 7 relies heavily on unproven funding sources,” wrote North Carolina DOT Secretary Gene Conti (pdf) in a letter to T&I Committee Chairman John Mica earlier this month. “According to the Congressional Budget Office, the combined shortfall of the Highway Trust Fund reaches approximately $50 billion in FY2016,” Conti said in the letter. “The energy portions designed to raise revenue…remain unpredictable.” And an unusual cross section of groups including NRDC, Taxpayers for Common Sense and the National Taxpayers Union wrote to every member of Congress last week with a simple message: “we urge you to reject the unprecedented linkage of drilling bills with the transportation law.”

Devolution fails- States need federal support

Kavinoky, 5/14/12- Executive Director, Transportation & Infrastructure U.S. Chamber of Commerce Vice President (Janet, “Long-term funding needs to hit the road, Jack,” Campaign for Free Enterprise by The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 5/24/12, http://www.freeenterprise.com/infrastructure/long-term-funding-needs-hit-road-jack)RC
It has been suggested that federal transportation programs be eliminated and the responsibility left to the states. “Devolution,” as it’s called, is unworkable and ill-advised. Governors, state legislators, mayors and city council members are not prepared to increase local revenues to take on this huge liability. States and metropolitan areas already are strapped for cash and using transportation trust funds to balance budgets. Without federal funding and the policy and programmatic structures to support them, states cannot be expected to act on their own to ensure that interstate commerce, domestic and international trade, interstate passenger travel and emergency preparedness are adequately supported by the transportation infrastructure in their care. And where will funds come from to seed the public transportation investments to address traffic congestion, mobility and productivity in the economic engines of the U.S. economy — our cities? Some people wrongly argue that investment in transit is a less than serious, utopian enterprise. The Chamber strongly believes transit is a critical means of addressing congestion and is driving economic development in many areas around the country. These red herrings, accepting major funding cuts or devolving federal programs to the states, are not real solutions. Congress and President Barack Obama must work toward passage of a bill out of conference before June 30. The nation cannot afford for them to fail in finding a way to sustain federal funds through 2013 or to address many of the inefficiencies of current federal law. Then, before the ink on their agreement dries, we have to get back on the road to a serious conversation about long-term funding for transportation that modernizes American infrastructure and promotes economic stability.

AT: Devolution

Federal oversight key to coordinated infrastructure – states don’t solve

Dilger 11 (Robert, Senior Specialist in American National Government for the Congressional Research Service, Director of the Institute for Public Affairs at West Virginia University,  "Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present," 4-20-11, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R40431_20110420.pdf SL)

The Bush Administration indicated that it could not support S. 965 because it did not include its recommended National Highway System, and did not focus federal resources on highways of national interest. Dr. Thomas Larson, Administrator of the Federal Highway Administration, testified before the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works that “While we are moving to the post-Interstate construction era, we are not yet ready for a post-highway transportation economy.”90 He added that “50 strong state programs will not necessarily provide a strong national program, and the experience in the European Community and the experience that we’ve had in working with the 50 States in response to the House Public Works [Committee’s] charge that we develop an illustrative national [highway] system suggests that there is a need for Federal oversight of coordination.”91 To avoid a presidential veto, the Senate bill was amended on the Senate floor to include funding for a National Highway System. 

Perm Solves: Fed Leads

Perm – have the federal government leave most decisions up to the states but maintain power – solves best

Puentes, 8 - a fellow at the Metropolitan Policy Program at Brookings and the director of the program’s Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative (Robert, “A Bridge to Somewhere”, Blueprint for American Prosperity, 2008, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2008/6/transportation%20puentes/06_transportation_puentes_report.pdf)//AL

If our transportation policy is going to achieve critical national objectives in an era of fiscal constraints it is going to need to focus and prioritize. Yet the national goal should not be a transportation goal, nor should it be to deliver transportation projects faster. Transportation is a means to an end, not the end itself. The nation should settle for nothing less than evidence-based, values-driven decision making. This means the development of a three-pronged strategy for our national transportation program: 1. The federal government must LEAD in those areas where there are clear demands for national uniformity or else to match the scale or geographic reach of certain problems. There are several core steps that the federal government can take here: ■ The U.S. needs to define, design, and embrace a new, unified, competitive vision for transportation policy— its purpose, its mission, its overarching rationale. The focus should be on investing in infrastructure that supports the competitiveness and environmental sustainability of the nation, rather than on funding individual states or singular needs. ■ Congress should authorize a permanent, independent commission—the Strategic Transportation Investments Commission (STIC)—to prioritize federal investments. The Strategic Transportation Investments Commission would develop a national priority map that would become the basis of a multi-year federally driven program prioritized on a cost-benefit basis taking into account multimodal interactions. The identification of these important federal investments should be based on the overarching vision and goals set above. The charge of this commission is more limited than that proposed by the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission in 2008. Instead of focusing on all specific investments and projects that use federal money, the STIC would focus on three specific program areas of national importance: the preservation and maintenance of the interstate highway system, the development of a true national intermodal freight agenda, and a comprehensive national plan for inter-metro area passenger travel. BLUEPRINT FOR AMERICAN PROSPERITY: A BRIDGE TO SOMEWHERE 7 BrkgsABridge01_41 5/22/08 12:29 PM Page 7In this regard, the STIC should evaluate proposals for expansion of the interstates competitively and federal funds should be directed to projects where there is a clear demonstration that they will return value for money, the same it currently is for transit projects. To ensure the efficient inter-metropolitan movement of people and goods, the STIC must identify gateways and corridors of national significance. Prime candidates are the congested ports in the largest metropolitan areas and those corridors that connect large places less than 500 miles apart. These investments would be subject to benefit/cost analysis and outcome measures that go beyond traditional metrics like number of passengers or cost effectiveness and consider energy and environment, access and social benefits, land use and others. 2. The federal government should EMPOWER states and metropolitan areas to grow in competitive, inclusive, and sustainable ways. With the federal government focused on areas of national concern, there are other aspects of transportation policy where metropolitan areas should lead. This means moving to a tripartite division of labor: (a) the STIC recommending major national transportation expansions and investments; (b) the states retaining the primary role on most decision making and in small and medium sized metropolitan areas; (c) the major metropolitan areas are given more direct funding and project selection authority through a new Metropolitan Empowerment Program (METRO). The availability of these METRO funds not only provides financing for vital local projects but also encourages local officials to get involved in the transportation decision making for their region. But the realignment of responsibilities also means the federal government needs to go beyond funding and give metro areas the critical tools and flexibilities to lead. For instance: ■ It needs to embrace market mechanisms and establish a national policy for metropolitan road pricing to allow for better management of the metropolitan network. ■ The federal government should also pursue a strategy of “modality neutrality.” Transportation policy should enable metro areas to meet their goals on economic competitiveness, environmental sustainability, and/or equity by the best means available, rather than be constrained by rules governing a particular mode (e.g., highway, transit, bike/pedestrian, air). ■ Lastly, the federal government needs to assist states and metropolitan areas in developing truly integrated transportation, land use, and economic development plans to serve the projected growth over the next several decades. Sustainability Challenge Contracts should be awarded to entice states and metropolitan areas to devise their own visions for coping with congestion and greenhouse gas emissions across transportation, housing, land use, economic development and energy policies. 3. The federal government should OPTIMIZE Washington’s own performance and that of its partners to maximize metropolitan prosperity. In order to rebuild the public trust, the rationale for the federal program should be abundantly clear to the American people and to which a tangible set of outcomes must be explicitly tied. While no simple analytical tool can provide all the answers, in this era of fiscal austerity the federal government should take steps to ensure grantees apply rigorous benefit/cost analyses to any project that uses federal funds. High performing federal grantees could be given relief from regulatory and administrative requirements in order to accelerate project delivery where appropriate. By the same token, intervention strategies for consistent low performers should be considered. Recognizing the political hurdles in linking funding to outcomes, performance, and accountability, states should be allowed to opt-out of the revamped federal transportation program and forgo their allocation of federal trust fund revenues. 

Perm Solves: Partnership Best
BABs show federal investment makes state investment more efficient

DOT 12 (Department of Transportation with the Council of Economic Advisers, “A NEW ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT,” 3/23/2012, http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/economic-policy/Documents/20120323InfrastructureReport.pdf//NDW)

Build America Bonds (BABs) are an excellent example of a program that has been highly successful at stimulating infrastructure investment. Introduced as part of the Recovery Act, BABs are taxable bonds issued by state and local governmental or public entities. The Federal government pays a 35 percent direct subsidy to the issuer to offset the additional borrowing costs associated with issuing taxable debt. BABs had a very strong reception from both issuers and investors. From the inception of the program in April 2009 to when it expired on December 31, 2010, there were 2,275 separate BABs issues, which supported more than $181 billion of financing for new public capital infrastructure projects. State and local governments saved an estimated $20 billion in borrowing costs, on a net present value basis, from issuing BABs. On average, a Build America Bonds issuer saved 84 basis points on interest costs for 30-year bonds and also received significant savings on shorter maturities, as compared to traditional tax-exempt bonds. 31 BABs were successful for a variety of reasons. Because they are taxable bonds, they broadened the set of investors interested in holding municipal debt to include pension funds and other longterm institutional investors that do not have tax liabilities, as well as middle-class taxpayers who would not receive the full benefit from tax-exempt debt. This is significant as the traditional taxexempt bond market is approximately $2.8 trillion, while the broader conventional taxable bond market is roughly $30 trillion. Second, BABs are a more efficient way to deliver the existing federal subsidy for state and local government borrowing. The subsidy for traditional taxexempt bonds is widely considered to be inefficient because federal revenue costs are greater than the benefits that state and local governments receive in lower borrowing costs. 32 All 50 states, the District of Columbia, and two territories participated in this voluntary program. One example of a successful project financed by BABs is the expansion of the Parkland Health and Hospital System which is part of the Dallas County Hospital District. Dallas County voters approved a plan in 2008 to replace the current hospital with a new, state-of-the-art facility. When it came time to finance this important project, BABs were a significant source of funding. One analysis found that, “the utilization of BABs as compared to a structure of only tax-exempt bonds is estimated to have resulted in a net present value savings to Dallas County taxpayers of more than $119 million.”

Partnership between State and Federal governments is most favorable

Raymond 12 US leader at Capital Projects and Infrastructure PwC (Peter, “Investing in transportation

Doing more with less,” January 2012, http://www.pwc.com/en_US/us/capital-projects-infrastructure/publications/assets/infrastructure-investing-dot.pdf//NDW)

In several of the countries surveyed, a national body sets infrastructure investment policy and provides guidance to federal, state, and local governments. This body can incorporate various considerations such as research and development needs, private sector investment requirements, and social considerations. With guidance from this national body, the government is able to prioritize projects and funding across various competing sectors. The activities of this body are typically transparent, allowing the public—especially residents of the affected areas—to see how priorities are identified and investment decisions made. Infrastructure UK, established in 2010, creates long-terms plans in the UK to help address national infrastructure needs, coordinating future investment in research, development and innovation. The advisory body works with public- and private-sector stakeholders to develop and shape policy that encourages infrastructure investment within the UK. It also serves as a liaison between public- and private-sector stakeholders. In response to funding and financing challenges, the UK aims to collaborate with a diverse investor base (both geographically diverse and by type of investment) for large, complex projects

Perm Solves (Highway Affs)

Perm do both – solves best for uniformity and proper regulation (highway affs)

Childs, 01 – wrote several books about trucking and railroads in the US, teaches courses on American history from the late 19th century to the 1960s, American capitalism, consumer culture, and 20th century world history in Ohio State University (William R, “State regulators and pragmatic federalism in the United States, 1889-1945”, Business History Review, Winter 2001, http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/abicomplete/docview/274409142/137815528F611DAD973/13?accountid=14667)//AL

As with the railways, so too with other regulated industries: in response to various complaints from business and consumers, state legislators had extended regulation, but because business enterprises crossed state borders, only Congress could effect national regulations. Consequently, as Congress responded to similar requests for regulation in the 1930s and 1940s, the state regulators shaped a cooperative regulatory regime with national commissioners.46 Efforts to experiment with state-- Federal cooperative mechanisms embraced several emerging modern businesses-motor carriers, communications, electric and gas utilities, and securities. Experience in railway regulation and the impetus of the Shreveport case, especially, created the context within which the cooperative movement evolved. The particular structure of each industry and the different legal issues involved occasioned modifications of the railway template.47 NARUC's approach to the regulation of motor carriers led the state commissions' attempts to stymie the emergence of Shreveport-- type rate cases in other industries and to regain lost status that the state commissioners believed they had suffered since Shreveport. Essentially a local enterprise, trucking appeared to be a new business through which NARUC could reassert status for state regulators. In the early 1920s, NARUC members first supported the uniform state law approach. Late in the decade, however, a majority realized that, as trucking enterprises moved in interstate commerce, more authority for the ICC was required if motor carriers were to be regulated effectively. Their proposals to support ICC regulation elicited spirited debate among NARUC members. A large, vocal minority argued that to give the ICC any authority would undermine states' rights. Adversary rela tions with the ICC over railway rate cases underlay this attitude, but the minority lost the argument. In many respects, however, the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 was a victory for NARUC's overall view that cooperative approaches to regulation would best serve the public interest. The statute not only declared that the ICC and the states were to engage in cooperative regulatory actions but also institutionalized the idea of the joint board to ensure that intent was carried out. Problems in scheduling and in assigning expenses plagued this institutional experiment in cooperative state-Federal regulatory activity after 1935, but these did not seriously undermine the cooperative approach to motor carrier regulation.48

**Perm do both – solves best for uniformity and proper regulation (highway affs)

Childs, 01 – wrote several books about trucking and railroads in the US, teaches courses on American history from the late 19th century to the 1960s, American capitalism, consumer culture, and 20th century world history in Ohio State University (William R, “State regulators and pragmatic federalism in the United States, 1889-1945”, Business History Review, Winter 2001, http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/abicomplete/docview/274409142/137815528F611DAD973/13?accountid=14667)//AL

As with the railways, so too with other regulated industries: in response to various complaints from business and consumers, state legislators had extended regulation, but because business enterprises crossed state borders, only Congress could effect national regulations. Consequently, as Congress responded to similar requests for regulation in the 1930s and 1940s, the state regulators shaped a cooperative regulatory regime with national commissioners.46 Efforts to experiment with state-- Federal cooperative mechanisms embraced several emerging modern businesses-motor carriers, communications, electric and gas utilities, and securities. Experience in railway regulation and the impetus of the Shreveport case, especially, created the context within which the cooperative movement evolved. The particular structure of each industry and the different legal issues involved occasioned modifications of the railway template.47 NARUC's approach to the regulation of motor carriers led the state commissions' attempts to stymie the emergence of Shreveport-- type rate cases in other industries and to regain lost status that the state commissioners believed they had suffered since Shreveport. Essentially a local enterprise, trucking appeared to be a new business through which NARUC could reassert status for state regulators. In the early 1920s, NARUC members first supported the uniform state law approach. Late in the decade, however, a majority realized that, as trucking enterprises moved in interstate commerce, more authority for the ICC was required if motor carriers were to be regulated effectively. Their proposals to support ICC regulation elicited spirited debate among NARUC members. A large, vocal minority argued that to give the ICC any authority would undermine states' rights. Adversary rela tions with the ICC over railway rate cases underlay this attitude, but the minority lost the argument. In many respects, however, the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 was a victory for NARUC's overall view that cooperative approaches to regulation would best serve the public interest. The statute not only declared that the ICC and the states were to engage in cooperative regulatory actions but also institutionalized the idea of the joint board to ensure that intent was carried out. Problems in scheduling and in assigning expenses plagued this institutional experiment in cooperative state-Federal regulatory activity after 1935, but these did not seriously undermine the cooperative approach to motor carrier regulation.48

Perms Solves Best: PPP’s

Perm solves P3 – Fed Needed

Urban Land Institute, 12 – is a non-profit research and education organization with offices in Washington, D.C., Hong Kong, and London. Its stated mission is "to provide leadership in the responsible use of land and in creating and sustaining thriving communities worldwide." ULI advocates progressive development, conducting research and education in topics such as sustainability, smart growth, compact development, place making, and workforce housing. (“Infrastructure 2012 Spotlight on Leadership”, Urban Land Institute, Ernst and Young, 2012, http://www.uli.org/~/media/ResearchAndPublications/Priorities/Infrastructure/Infrastructure2012.ashx)//AL
Properly framed, PPPs should “not be viewed in any way as privatizations of public assets.” Rather, PPP structures can give “government greater continuous leverage over the private sector than through traditional procurement.” They become more rationally “understood as a tool in the procurement tool box,” which can help realize development and operating efficiencies, achieve proper risk transfers that protect taxpayers, and enable more cost-effective financing for new projects. “We’re still in the learning curve process, there’s more receptivity, but we’re not yet at a tipping point.” PPP approaches are being applied to water assets and, in Europe, even to social infrastructure. The U.S. PPP market in transportation is evolving in fitful steps, but interviewees anticipate overriding government financing needs will force adoption of more PPP transactions and help mainstream structures and practices in coming years. Over the past decade, about half the states have used PPPs to help build nearly 100 transportation projects, totaling approximately $54 billion, but 65 percent of those transactions were confined to just eight states, and 26 states have yet to initiate any PPP construction. in particular, Virginia continues to receive high marks from interviewees for its vanguard role in establishing sound PPP legislation. Entering 2012, only 14 greenfield PPP transportation projects were underway nationwide, but they comprise some the country’s biggest infrastructure initiatives, and nearly 50 other PPP projects move forward in the feasibility or procurement stage. “PPPs are still a very small part of the overall pie,” says an interviewee, “but if you’re a government official there’s now enough of a body of work to weigh lessons learned—we’re no longer wandering in the wilderness.” interviewees offer reflections on the evolving PPP marketplace and recent lessons learned: n PatcHWoRk of RUlEs: Despite progress, many states still have not drawn up procurement rules for PPP projects, and other states separately create a patchwork of codes and regulations, which make the bidding process more costly and onerous, discouraging private participation. “The federal government could be supportive by encouraging more uniform rulemaking at the state level” by helping identify the best procurement rule-making practices.” Various federal agencies also have separate PPP procurement regulations, making for additional complications. n iNstitUtioNal caPacitY: Many state public works agencies lack the knowledge base to understand and negotiate PPP deals. “The public sector needs to have better resources to manage and structure transactions as well as exercise oversight.” Hiring private consultants can be tricky too. To build the needed capacity, the United States could look to successful models in Canada, where provinces such as Ontario have established authorities to concentrate infrastructure management skill sets and oversee PPP procurement across provincial agencies. n Political Risk: Significant preclosing political risk can make potential investors think twice about getting involved in PPP projects. Highprofile PPP project meltdowns—such as the 11thhour cancellation of the north by northwest Expressway PPP by the georgia governor and litigation over the Presidio Parkway in California— undermine private sector confidence. n PU Blic coNtRol: Drivers are more comfortable with government agencies maintaining control over tolling authority and other user charges. Drivers do not want fee decisions left unilaterally in “for-profit” private sector hands. PPP structures involving tolls work well when private operators are compensated through availability payments—“we’ll see a repetition of this concept around the country.” tHE NEEd foR cHoicE: Managed toll lanes gain widespread consumer acceptance by providing a choice—either using free lanes or “paying a premium for better performance.” Private operators can be properly incentivized to take the risk for optimizing traffic flows (quickly clearing wrecks, preventing slowdowns), which the public will pay for in return for delivering reliable time savings. n UsiNg PPP fU Nds: The public expects any concession proceeds from transactions with private partners to fund long-term infrastructure needs, not short-term fixes for general obligations such as covering pension liabilities or balancing current budgets. Finding ways to accomplish PPP financing for new projects could free up “increasingly limited funds” from traditional state budget sources for critical maintenance needs. n sWEEt sPot: Lack of clarity in the procurement process from jurisdiction to jurisdiction becomes particularly problematic for private operators considering bids on smaller projects: high upfront expenses in the complicated proposal process can turn daunting, deterring participation. The private partner “sweet spot” for bidding on projects ranges from “$500 million to a couple of billion dollars.” n MEgaPRojEcts: Complicated megaprojects may cry out for private investment, but these deals remain particularly difficult to put together, given risks involved in multibilliondollar project costs getting out of control and uncertainty over complex payment calculations—“what will the revenue streams be?” “Private investment will get more involved in undertaking these projects, but the billion dollar question remains exactly how.”

Perm Solves: Fed Leadership Key

Perm solves/CP doesn’t solve/link turn – federal leadership key to state development

Mitchell 11 (Joshua, staff economics reporter with the Wall Street Journal, 1-5-2011, "Battle Lines Form Over Government's Role," http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703808704576062342133580266.html?mod=WSJ_WSJ_US_News_6 SL) 

House Republican leaders said Tuesday highway and mass-transit programs should no longer be shielded from budget cuts, and immediately drew fire from states, the construction industry and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. The reaction offered a preview of the challenges incoming Republican House Speaker John Boehner and his leadership team will face as they start work Wednesday to make good on promises to cut as much as $100 billion from annual federal spending. The House will formally change hands Wednesday amid pomp and ceremony, as outgoing Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D., Calif.) hands the gavel to Mr. Boehner, a reverse of the transfer four years ago. House members and new Senate members will be sworn in. On Thursday, Republicans will read the entire Constitution in the House chamber, a nod to tea-party activists who say government has overstepped its constitutional authority. Incoming House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R., Va.) outlined Tuesday the House Republicans' plans for the opening weeks of Congress, saying they would include spending cuts and scrutiny of Obama administration regulations. He said the House would enact a 5% cut in its own budget, which Republicans say will save $35 million. "Everything is going to be on the table," Mr. Cantor said, indicating Republicans may also consider cuts in defense spending, which they so far have not targeted. Further details may wait, Mr. Cantor suggested, until after President Barack Obama outlines his plans for overhauling federal finances in his State of the Union address, likely in late January. Groups that back more highway spending aren't waiting to see specific cuts to register their opposition. Congress is expected to take up a new multi-year highway and transportation funding bill this year, and a diverse array of groups ranging from the Chamber to big labor unions are calling for more funds to rebuild the nation's infrastructure. The Chamber, which contributed heavily to GOP congressional candidates in the midterm elections, said in a letter last week that subjecting highway spending to the uncertainty of annual budget cuts would lead to more job losses in the battered industry. The letter was also signed by groups tied to the construction industry. Jack Basso of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials said states would be more reluctant to sign long-term construction contracts without the guarantee of future federal aid. "If you're a state DOT, you've got to know that the funding stream you're making these commitments against is going to be there," he said. At stake is about $41 billion a year the federal government provides to states for repairs to roads and subway systems. For most states, the money constitutes almost half of their budgets for highway capital projects. House Republican leaders plan to bring to a vote as early as Wednesday that would end a congressional policy that since the late 1990s has effectively guaranteed federal highway spending would rise each year.  The policy has protected spending authorized by highway bills from being cut by congressional appropriators during budget time. Other types of domestic spending are often funded at less than the authorized level. To comply with the old policy, Congress has used $35 billion in general tax revenue money since 2008 to plug the gap left because federal gas-tax revenue have fallen below forecasts, mainly because Americans drove fewer miles during the recession, and cars became more fuel efficient. "This proposal simply ensures we won't be required to spend more on transportation projects than we take in," said Brendan Buck, spokesman for the Republican transition team. Ron Utt of the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank, said the policy change would treat transportation spending like other domestic programs. "There's no reason why federal transportation programs ... should be held sacrosanct in comparison to other discretionary spending," Mr. Utt said. Some Republicans said they were concerned about the impact the change might have on their states. Rep. Steven LaTourette (R., Ohio) said the change would allow Congress to reduce the official budget deficit figure while not cutting spending of individual and corporate tax money. He proposed an amendment that would continue to shield highway spending from year to year cuts. The amendment failed in a vote of the Republican caucus. 

CP Links to Ptix

CP links to politics – retention of funding key to solve transportation

Dilger 11 (Robert, Senior Specialist in American National Government for the Congressional Research Service, Director of the Institute for Public Affairs at West Virginia University,  "Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present," 4-20-11, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R40431_20110420.pdf SL)

Congress has debated the federal role in surface transportation policy since the nation’s formation in 1789. A review of the historical record suggests that the debate over the federal role in surface transportation policy has been influenced by factors both internal and external to the institution. Internally, the background, personalities, and ideological preferences of congressional leaders such as Senator Harry Byrd, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, and Representative E. G. “Bud” Shuster have had a profound impact on the development of federal-state-local government relationships in surface transportation policy over time. The norms, customs, and traditions of the House and Senate have also had an influence. For example, the decentralized nature of decisionmaking in both the House and the Senate has compartmentalized decisions into more manageable pieces, but, arguably, has made it more difficult for Congress to develop broad-based policies that cut across committee jurisdictions or to enact proposals to consolidate programs or devolve programmatic authority to states as these actions might upset existing power relationships and require the consent of several committees and committee chairs. For example, in the House of Representatives, programmatic and funding distribution issues are under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, but tax and Highway Trust Fund issues are under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means. In the Senate, most programmatic and funding distribution issues are under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Environment and Public Works for highways and other aspects of Title 23, but are under the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs for transit. Tax and Highway Trust Fund issues are under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Finance. In the Senate, most safety issues are under the jurisdiction of either the Committee on Environment and Public Works or the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. The size of the 59-member House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure may also have an impact on federal-state-local relationships in surface transportation policy as each Member has a natural tendency to attempt to maximize surface transportation resources for their home district. Arguably, the committee’s unusually large size could make it more difficult to eliminate congressional earmarks or to achieve committee approval for program consolidations or devolution of programmatic authority because such changes are often viewed as jeopardizing existing funding streams and the ability of Members to claim and receive credit for helping their constituents.128

Links To Ptix

CP links to politics – private interests lobby to keep programs under federal control

Dilger 11 (Robert, Senior Specialist in American National Government for the Congressional Research Service, Director of the Institute for Public Affairs at West Virginia University,  "Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present," 4-20-11, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R40431_20110420.pdf SL)

Presidents, perhaps reflecting their role in representing the national interest as a whole and, perhaps, at least in part, because several Presidents had formerly served as governors, have tended to be more supportive of program consolidation and devolution of programmatic authority in surface transportation policy than Congress. This has been especially the case when the President’s ideology favored smaller government. Typically, presidential efforts to consolidate surface transportation programs have faced strong opposition from private sector interest groups worried that program consolidation will result in less funding for the consolidated programs over time, and from Members worried that consolidation could lead to less funding for specific programs that are important to them.

CP links to politics – state failures influence Congressional standings

(or) Perm solves best, couples federal oversight with state flexibility [and doesn’t link to politics]

(or) Link turn – federal oversight key to check state power

Dilger 11 (Robert, Senior Specialist in American National Government for the Congressional Research Service, Director of the Institute for Public Affairs at West Virginia University,  "Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present," 4-20-11, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R40431_20110420.pdf SL)

Perhaps the most difficult factor to account for in the development of federalism relationships in surface transportation policy over time has been the changing nature of American society and expectations concerning personal mobility. Once a rural society with relatively limited expectations concerning personal mobility, America is now a primarily urban/suburban society where automobile ownership and the personal mobility that automobile ownership brings is not only a powerful social status symbol but also a necessity. Obtaining a drivers’ license is now a major life-altering event, signifying for millions of American teenagers each year the transition from childhood to adulthood. Because the American bond with the automobile is strong, moving away from a primary focus on building and constructing highways towards a “more balanced” intermodal transportation approach has been made more difficult for policymakers at all levels of government. Moreover, given the public’s relatively high expectations concerning personal mobility, Congress has been reluctant to consolidate or devolve surface transportation programs to states, at least in part, because some Members worry that if states are provided additional authority and fail to meet public expectations, that they might be held accountable for that failure on election day. In their view, a more prudent, risk-adverse approach is to provide states additional programmatic flexibility, but retain a federal presence through both program oversight and the imposition of federal guidelines to ensure that states do not stray too far from national objectives. It remains to be seen how all of these factors will play out during SAFETEA’s reauthorization. One certainty is that Congress will play the key role in determining the future of federalism relationships in surface transportation policy. Another is that those relationships will continue to evolve over time, adopting to changes in American society and in Congress. 
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