***AFF***

*SOLVENCY DEFICITS*
Funding

State Balanced Budget’s mean the CP trades off with other programs 

Nicholson-Crotty and Theobald 10 (Sean and Nick, Ph.D in American Political Institutions and Public Policy and political science professor at the University of Missouri, Associate at Mission Analytics Group and Research Associate at Acumen, LLC, “Claiming Credit in the U.S. Federal System: Testing a Model of Competitive Federalism”, October 11, 2010, http://publius.oxfordjournals.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/41/2/232.full.pdf+html///TS)
The model also includes a measure designed to control for the marginal cost of increasing production of transportation infrastructure. We focus here on the marginal political costs.11 Because states are required to maintain balanced budgets, an increase in production of one good necessarily requires a tradeoff in the production of another (Nicholson-Crotty, Theobald, and Wood 2006). We suggest that the degree to which lawmakers are able to make these tradeoffs depends in large part on the percentage of available resources already going toward the production of a given good. In other words, citizens in a hypothetical state where expenditures on healthcare do not comprise the largest part of the budget may be more likely to tolerate an increase in Medicaid services, all else being equal, than are those in a state where other services have already been cut in order to sustain the program. Thus, we capture the marginal political costs of increasing production of transportation, by including an indicator of the percent of total expenditures allocated to that function in the previous year.12 The measure should be negatively associated with own-source state spending on transportation infrastructure.

Interstate Cooperation

State planning is ineffective and interstate cooperation fails

The Economist, 11 (“Life in the slow lane,” The Economist, 4/28/11, http://www.economist.com/node/18620944)RK
States can make bad planners. Big metropolitan areas—Chicago, New York and Washington among them—often sprawl across state lines. State governments frequently bicker over how (and how much) to invest. Facing tight budget constraints, New Jersey’s Republican governor, Chris Christie, recently scuttled a large project to expand the railway network into New York City. New Jersey commuter trains share a 100-year-old tunnel with Amtrak, a major bottleneck. Mr Christie’s decision was widely criticised for short-sightedness; but New Jersey faced cost overruns that in a better system should have been shared with other potential beneficiaries all along the north-eastern corridor. Regional planning could help to avoid problems like this.

Political Favors

States fail- no revenue, logrolling, inefficiency 

Puentes 11- master’s from UVA, affiliated professor with Georgetown University's Public Policy Institute, Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, former  director of infrastructure programs at the Intelligent Transportation Society of America
(Robert, February, “State Transportation Reform: Cut to Invest in Transportation to Deliver the Next Economy,” Brookings- Rockefeller Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation//MGD)
First, state transportation funding sources are shrinking. Twenty-one states—including New York, Illinois, and Florida—saw transportation program area cuts in fiscal year 2010 and 11—like Michigan—expected cuts for the next fiscal year.4 Part of the states’ funding problem is that they are still heavily reliant on the motor vehicle fuel tax (the gas tax) for the bulk of their transportation revenues. From 1995 to 2008, more than half of the funds states used for highways came directly or indirectly through state and federal gas taxes (Table 1). But slowdowns in fuel consumption overall and stagnant gas tax rates have squeezed this revenue source.5 At the same time revenues are down, the demands for spending have increased. A litany of reports and analyses highlight the deteriorating condition of the nation’s transportation infrastructure.6 Over a quarter of major roads’ rides in urbanized areas are not at acceptable levels.7 According to the latest data, nearly 72,000 bridges (12 percent of the total) in the U.S. are considered to be “structurally deficient” meaning their condition had deteriorated to the point that rehabilitation or replacement is approaching or imminent. More than one-fifth of the bridges are deficient in states like Oklahoma, Iowa, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and South Dakota.8 In addition to its condition, U.S. infrastructure lags when it comes to the deployment of advanced information and telecommunications technology.9 Second, state investments are not made in a sufficiently strategic, economy-enhancing way. States also face challenges because they spend their (now-declining) transportation dollars poorly. For example, many states have tended to allocate investments via logrolling rather than evidence. As a result, projects are spread around the state like peanut butter.10 The metropolitan areas that will deliver the next economy—since they already concentrate the assets that matter to smart economic growth like transportation—are often undermined by spending and policy decisions that fail to recognize the economic engines they are and focus investments accordingly. Nor have states been deliberate about recognizing and supporting the particular needs and challenges of both metro and non-metro areas. State transportation policies also remain rigidly stovepiped and disconnected as states fail to take advantage of potential efficiencies gained through integrated systems. By failing to join up transportation up with other policy areas—such as housing, land use, energy—states are diminishing the power of their interventions and reducing the return on their investments. This is a very different approach from how the economy functions and is out-of-step with innovations to connect transportation investments to economic prosperity. The benefits of federal, state and private investments are amplified when metropolitan areas pursue deliberate strategies across city and suburban lines that build on the  distinctive advantages of the broader metropolis. Lastly, states have generally not had the courage to make hard choices and truly tie their transportation programs to achieving the kinds of outcomes described above. Benefit/cost or economic impact analyses are rarely, if ever, used in deciding among alternative projects and regular evaluations of outcomes are typically not conducted.11 Most states fail to prioritize rehabilitation and maintenance on a programmatic level and instead react on a project-by-project basis. So far, efforts to reduce oil dependency are largely ephemeral. And only three states consider social equity a primary transportation goal.12 Incoming governors and state legislatures face serious transportation-related challenges. They can pursue band-aid approaches to shore up their budgets through standard program cuts and allow their existing programs to limp along. Or they can begin to put in place a policy framework that connects transportation to the elements of the post-recession economy in a pragmatic manner. 
Rail

States can’t solve- no experience

Perl 12-Director of the Urban Studies Program at Simon Fraser University,  chairs the Intercity Passenger Rail committee of the U.S. Transportation Research Board (Anthony, May, “Assessing the recent reformulation of United States passenger rail policy,” Journal of Transport Geography, Volume 22, Pages 271-288, Science Direct//MGD) 
Compared to these resources, state governments possessed the most limited rail passenger knowledge, by a wide margin. Before ARRA, most state governments would not even have considered themselves participants in rail policy. State departments of transportation saw their core mission as building and maintaining roads, with some secondary responsibilities in public transit, ports, and aviation. Only a handful of state transportation departments had permanent staff working on intercity rail passenger planning or program delivery. When the GAO queried FRA officials about state capacity in rail passenger policy, the response revealed some awareness of the constraint: “While [FRA officials] found that some states are more advanced in their planning for passenger rail projects than others, some have no state resources dedicated to rail and many do not have a state rail plan to guide their efforts.” (United States Government Accountability Office, 2010, p. 27) Assigning a leading implementation role to organizations possessing the most limited capacity within the rail sector could have been expected to produce some challenge to meeting the President’s new policy goals. 

*PERM*

Airports
Perm - Do Both: The USFG can invest in the plan and the states can administer it – solves bureaucracy, uniformity and federalism

Kash et al. 84 – Director of the Science and Public Policy program at the university of Oklahoma, chairman of a join research initiative involving 25 industry experts (Don E., August 1984, “Airport System Development,” http://www.fas.org/ota/reports/8403.pdf)JCP

State Administration

The essential feature of this policy is that it would change the way in which the airport funding program is administered. It differs from present policy in that responsibility for distribution of Trust Fund moneys and for management of grant applications and awards would be transferred from the national to the State level. State aviation agencies or departments of transportation would, in effect, replace FAA as the administrator of airport aid. 

The Federal Government would not need to divorce itself entirely from airport capital assistance. For reasons of efficiency and national uniformity, the Federal Government could continue to collect the present taxes that support the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, and the congressional process of authorization and appropriation of Trust Fund outlays for airports would remain unchanged. However, administration of grants and exercise of discretionary authority in distributing that part of the Trust Fund now allotted to airports would no longer be carried out by a central Federal agency. Instead, these responsibilities would devolve to the States, much as they now do in the administration of the Highway Trust Fund.

There are several ways to implement such a policy, and that outlined here is intended only as an illustration of the concept, not a specific formulation of how a State-administered program should work. In spirit, this policy is an application of New Federalism, a concept whose stated purpose is to “restore the balance of responsibilities within the Federal system and to reduce decision, management, and fiscal overload on the Federal Government .” Simply stated, it would place greater authority at the State level for decisionmaking on the delivery of capital funds. This policy option is prompted by three criticisms of the way in which the Federal airport program is now administered. First, the present program is encumbered by a growing number of categorical grants, conditions, and regulations. Second, a central Federal bureaucracy is not always responsive to local needs and circumstances; and the interests of aid recipients might be better served by State governments, which are closer to these concerns, more accessible, and capable of acting more promptly. Third, the present division of responsibility between Federal and State agencies results in neither being able to deal with airport planning, development, and funding problems as a whole.

In the illustrative example presented here, Trust Fund outlays for airports would remain at the level now authorized under AIP—an average of $800 million per year. Half of this sum would be distributed directly to individual commercial service airports as pass-through grants based on passenger enplanements. The other half would be distributed to the States in the form of block grants based on various indicators of aviation activity (number of airports, aircraft registrations, fuel sold, area, population, and the like). State aviation agencies or transportation departments would have full discretionary authority to allocate this half of Trust Fund outlays among airports in the State. 

Coordination

States can’t manage without federal coordination

Corless 12- Campaign Director, Transportation for America, former California director and national campaign manager for the Surface Transportation Policy Project (James, May 23, “Local Voters Need a Partner,” http://transportation.nationaljournal.com/2012/05/not-waiting-for-the-feds.php#2211941//MGD)
Absent strong federal leadership, states, cities and local communities are indeed stepping out on their own, raising funds from innovative sources, and doing what they can to make it happen. But left to shoulder the burden entirely alone, these communities’ noble efforts won’t be enough to meet the challenges we’re facing. These communities are stepping forward, but in the hopes that the federal government will take the next step with them and support them along the way. The role for the federal government in transportation is indeed changing, evolving from being the driving factor that it was during the interstate era to being more of a partner in helping localities meet their changing needs. And their needs are a national concern, because they bear on whether Americans have a safe, reliable way to get to work, and whether goods can get to market. No developed nation in the world leaves these matters of basic infrastructure entirely to chance. But there seems little doubt that, for the foreseeable future, federal resources will be constrained, and that makes it more imperative than ever that we set goals for the investment, and measure progress toward those goals. That’s why provisions to do that in the Senate’s bipartisan transportation bill, MAP-21 bill are so important. It’s time we figure out what matters most, and what will get the best bang for the buck. Local communities raising money for transportation are following a tried-and-true blueprint that rewards accountability and specificity: When they know what transportation dollars are going to buy — this new transit line, that new busway, this new bridge project — and who is accountable for implementation, measures to fund those projects pass close to 70 percent of the time. Such was the case with the transit-funding Measure R in Los Angeles, which earned a two-thirds majority vote. Having passed the tax, Los Angeles is now seeking federal help with low-cost loans that can build 30 years worth of projects in 10. Local bootstraps are great for getting off the ground, but they only get you so far up the ladder if the federal rung is missing. These innovators aren’t pressing for “devolution,” they’re simply looking for a dance partner. 

Coordination key- federal government has a monopoly on research

Katz et al 10 (Bruce Katz, Jennifer Bradley, and Amy Liu, November, “Delivering the Next Economy: The States Step Up,” The Brookings Institution, Brookings- Rockefeller Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation //MGD)

States already share responsibility with Washington for many of the public-sector investments that will move the next economy forward. There is a continuum of federal and state spending and engagement on the constituent elements of the next economy, with both levels of government involved to a greater or lesser extent. For example, the federal government dominates in research funding, with federal actual outlays for R&D in FY 2007 of $116 billion, compared to less than $700 million spent by state agencies and another $3 billion spent by state (and local) governments for R&D at colleges and universities.3 By contrast, for every dollar that the federal government spends on highways, the states spend about two.4 The federal Department of Education spent some $68 billion in FY 2008, on both K-12 and higher education, plus another $21 billion in tax expenditures related to education, but states spent more than $400 billion of their own funds for the same purpose.5 
Can’t exclude the federal government- all levels key

Katz et al 10 (Bruce Katz, Jennifer Bradley, and Amy Liu, November, “Delivering the Next Economy: The States Step Up,” The Brookings Institution, Brookings- Rockefeller Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation //MGD)

In our federalist system, all levels of government are responsible for supporting the next economy, and each level interacts with, infl uences, and learns from the others. In the short term, though, states will move to the forefront in developing policies that support the next economy and metropolitan economic engines because they can, and they must. The demands of a global marketplace, the need to fi nd new sources of jobs, and the imperative to replace the broken economy will not recede just because the president and Congress disagree on how to move forward, or are preoccupied (with good reason) with the federal defi cit. But as states take the lead, with some strategic assists from the federal government, they need to recognize that they are partners with their metropolitan areas, and to welcome the force of metropolitan innovation and economic might. States are responsible for creating a framework of laws, regulations, and targeted assistance in which their economic engines can fl ourish. As metropolitan areas continue to innovate, states have to enable and support that innovation, and encourage their metros to imitate and improve on what is happening elsewhere. 

Flypaper Effect

Joint spending is best- flypaper effect leads to multiplier effects

Clark and Whitford 10- *PhD in Public Administration from UGA, assistant prof @ Cleveland State, **Professor of Public Administration and Policy @UGA (Benjamin and Andrew, “Does More Federal Environmental Funding Increase or Decrease States’ Efforts?”  Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, Vol. 30, No. 1, 136–152, Wiley//MGD) 
We focus on how central funding relates to those states and local constituencies who may see national governments as sources of funding. Several studies argue intergovernmental grants will “crowd out” state government spending (e.g., Bradford & Oates, 1971a, 1971b), although evidence has been scarce; only recently did Knight (2002) provide evidence of crowding out in the case of federal and state highway spending. Alternatively, if there is a “flypaper” effect, local governments would respond to federal aid by spending more (Oates, 1999; Wood, 1991). Wood argues that when federal aid falls for state-level programs, state agencies ask the state legislature for continued funding. Central governments that try to incentivize states with grants may crowd out state spending. In contrast, Monypenny (1999) notes that state-level spending may build agency capacity and opportunities for additional federal grants. A general point is that we can only understand the flow of federal funds in the context of state-level spending, and state-level spending only in the context of the flow of federal funds. We examine the flow of federal grants-in-aid from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to the American states. Our statistical approach accounts for how two processes—the flow of EPA funds to the states and the level of state environmental and natural resource budgets—relate to one another, while identifying factors that drive each individual process. We model the system of federal funds and state budgets as seemingly unrelated regression (SUR) equations (Zellner, 1962, 1963). We observe both the state and federal budgeting processes, but also acknowledge the balance of power in state political institutions, political preferences, economic and demographic characteristics, and the presence of pollutants. We then conduct a test that provides evidence about the flypaper and crowding out claims. We find evidence of a flypaper effect. After accounting for the equations that predict either federal funds or state spending, we can reject the null hypothesis that federal funds and state spending are independent. We find that at the margin they are positively correlated, which shows they move together—evidence of a flypaper effect. We also demonstrate that federal funds are associated with the state’s population and the positions of the state’s congressional delegation on environmental policy. In contrast, state-level spending is associated with political control, local environmental policy representation, economic and demographic characteristics, and the state’s task environment. Yet, even after identifying functions for the two dependent variables, the flypaper effect remains. 

Federal action k/t spur state action

Clark and Whitford 10- *PhD in Public Administration from UGA, assistant prof @ Cleveland State, **Professor of Public Administration and Policy @UGA (Benjamin and Andrew, “Does More Federal Environmental Funding Increase or Decrease States’ Efforts?”  Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, Vol. 30, No. 1, 136–152, Wiley//MGD) 

Funds have multiple purposes. Federal grants-in-aid can help gain the cooperation of subnational units (Wood, 1991, p. 852). Although decentralized implementation can limit national influence, national efforts may be “more than offset by well institutionalized subnational programs” (Wood, 1991, p. 858; see also Emison, 2004). Grants usually involve layered choices: establishing and defining the program, budget authority to obligate funds, and decisions on spending authority (Miller, 2000). Grants can cover both programmatic and administrative costs. In the case of environmental funds, the EPA’s formula grant programs support state infrastructures for many activities (for example, the control of air pollution, non-point source water pollution, or pesticides), but in general, “the program is the state and local regulatory infrastructure that is financed” (Miller, 2000, p. 51). States vary in what they do once grants-in-aid have been disbursed, but grants often spur laggard states to act; state spending usually exceeds the minimum necessary to match federal allotments (Break, 1999). 

Their ev is only theoretical- default to empirics which prove the flypaper effect

Clark and Whitford 10- *PhD in Public Administration from UGA, assistant prof @ Cleveland State, **Professor of Public Administration and Policy @UGA (Benjamin and Andrew, “Does More Federal Environmental Funding Increase or Decrease States’ Efforts?”  Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, Vol. 30, No. 1, 136–152, Wiley//MGD) 

In contrast, Oates (1999) concedes that empirical work mostly shows that state and local governments spend more in areas funded by federal aid; this is commonly referred to as a flypaper effect. Some papers observe a flypaper effect in two directions: Federal funds attract state and local funds, and state and local funds attract federal funds (Wood, 1991). Brooks and Phillips (2008) offer institutional reasons for this possibility. Essentially, budget rules can keep subnational governments from increasing spending to provide public goods that respond to voter demands, so that at the margin public goods are under-supplied. Their model shows that the flypaper effect comes when governments face limits on expenditures that bind them from satisfying pivotal voters. It is especially the case when median voters prefer certain public goods and budgets are small relative to that preference. Others argue that the flypaper effect comes from deluded voters not understanding the marginal cost of public goods (Courant, Gramlich, & Rubinfield, 1979) or a complex budget process that hides the trade-off between grants and internal spending (Volden, 1999). The theoretical and empirical analysis of crowding out and flypaper effects has moved in two directions. Theory tends to support the crowding out thesis. In contrast, most empirical work supports the flypaper effect. Responses from those who support the crowding out view usually center on the way researchers assemble flypaper evidence. For example, Knight (2002) argues that the flypaper effect is a statistical anomaly perhaps due to omitted variables or endogeneity. Our approach in this paper is to build two models—one for federal grants-in-aid and a second for state-level spending—and then to relate the two, so we identify the flypaper effect conditional on understanding these separate data-generating processes. 

Funds

Federal grants and funds key

Katz et al 10 (Bruce Katz, Jennifer Bradley, and Amy Liu, November, “Delivering the Next Economy: The States Step Up,” The Brookings Institution, Brookings- Rockefeller Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation //MGD)

State efforts, spurred by Washington’s stalemate, paradoxically create an opening for Washington to act creatively as a partner in advancing economic transformation. Rather than working with Congress to advance particular goals, the administration can achieve its aims in collaboration with willing governors, using tools such as formula grants, matching funds, competitive grants, and regulatory changes. 

Generic

Federal grants, info and management are prerequisites to state action

Katz et al 10 (Bruce Katz, Jennifer Bradley, and Amy Liu, November, “Delivering the Next Economy: The States Step Up,” The Brookings Institution, Brookings- Rockefeller Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation //MGD)

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. Second, the federal government could work with states to overhaul the performance of key programs that deliver the assets of the next economy. The Race to the Top competitive grant program is a clear example of how a comparatively tiny amount of federal spending can reinvent how states deliver education. Tennessee, New York, Florida, and Ohio won Race to the Top grants in the range of $400 million to $700 million. In exchange for these funds, states were required to raise the caps on charter schools; use one of four prescribed strategies to improve the performance of low-achieving schools; and develop promotion standards for teachers based on student achievement.49 All of these are signifi cant and controversial undertakings, made in pursuit of grants that are just a fraction of these state’s overall education budgets, which range from $3.8 billion to $19.9 billion.50  Or, Washington could reprise a familiar bargain with states: More fl exibility to experiment, federal dollars in different ways, in exchange for stricter accountability standards. The Obama administration has made laudable efforts in creating more integrative policy approaches at the federal level, as evidenced by new collaborations between HUD, DOT, and EPA. States (and metros) should enjoy the same fl exibility in trying to align confl icting federal programs and rules. Finally, the federal government could join states in supporting bottom-up metropolitan efforts to deliver jobs and rebuild their economies with strategic and fl exible responses. So, the federal government could build on nascent efforts across several federal agencies (DOE, DOL, SBA, USDA, among others) to advance regional industry clusters through better data gathering, information sharing, and mechanisms for states and metro areas to coordinate cluster efforts.51 It could align the International Trade Administration, the SBA, the Ex-Im Bank, and the Department of Transportation to guide and support metropolitan export initiatives, even to the point of inventing a prototype that a specifi c metropolitan area could test. Federal support of metropolitan business plans would include better interagency coordination, cross-agency teams focused on regions, and better information. 

Perm do Both- combination creates the greatest possible growth and profits

Stringer 11 (Scott, President of the Manhattan Borough organization, 2011, “BANKING ON THE FUTURE: A New Paradigm For Rebuilding Our Nation’s Infrastructure”, http://www.libertycontrol.net/uploads/mbpo/BOTFpaper.pdf///TS)

It is clear that the United States must begin a period of sustained infrastructure investment in order to kick start the national economy, maintain global competitiveness and keep existing infrastructure in good working order. National, regional and state infrastructure banks can afford the opportunity to achieve this goal in cooperation with private sector partners. By leveraging the private sector with public funds, infrastructure banks will allow for the greatest possible growth and shared responsibility across private and public spheres. Profitability is also a critical factor that can be successfully realized.

P3s

Perm is best - uncertainty derails PPPs without federal assurance

Puentes 11- master’s from UVA, affiliated professor with Georgetown University's Public Policy Institute, Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, former  director of infrastructure programs at the Intelligent Transportation Society of America
(Robert, February, “State Transportation Reform: Cut to Invest in Transportation to Deliver the Next Economy,” Brookings- Rockefeller Project on State and Metropolitan Innovation//MGD)
Then, either as part of the augmented SIB or separate, states should help broker the often complex infrastructure partnerships between the public and private sectors. A poll by the financial advisory firm Lazard shows strong willingness for states to consider private investments rather than increasing taxes, cutting budgets, or taking on more debt.26 However, the private sector is now seeking more legislative certainty prior to bidding on projects and has little appetite for negotiating transactions that are subject to legislative or other major political approvals. While half of the states have enacted enabling statutes for public/private partnerships (PPPs), the wide differences between them makes it time consuming and costly for private partners wishing to engage in PPPs in multiple states to handle the different procurement and management processes.27 States should therefore move to enact comprehensive PPP legislation that is accountable, transparent, and permanent. They should also push the federal government to play a helpful role with its state and metropolitan partners by creating standards and providing technical advice to be considered in PPPs. The GAO recently noted that the federal government has done much to promote the benefits of PPPs but it needs to do more to assist states and metro areas in this way.28 

*AT FEDERALISM*

Non-Unique
Federal government is already abrogating the balance
Yglesias 12 (Matthew Yglesias, business and economics correspondent, Slate, “Rebooting American Federalism,” Slate, February 16, 2012, http://www.slate.com/blogs/moneybox/2012/02/16/rebooting_american_federalism.html, Sawyer)

Bruce Katz has a thoughtful paper on the role of federalism in economic strategy, and while calling for further study is rarely the most exciting policy suggestion I think this is a good idea:

Finally, the federal government, in conjunction with the states and localities, could create a National Laboratory on Federalism and Competitiveness. The laboratory would have three separate missions: (a) capture and disseminate the best economy-shaping innovations under way in states and metropolitan areas, to speed replication and improvement; (b) capture and disseminate the best innovations under way in other nations, particularly countries where key powers are shared among different levels of government; and (c) report periodically to the federal, state and local governments on ways in which policies at all levels could be refined to enable or scale up the most promising innovations. A biennial Federalist Forum could be held to debate the recommendations, bringing together, for the first time in decades, key representatives of each level of government and key corporate, civic and academic institutions. 

It's striking that the particular division of responsibilities between federal, state, and local government in the United States is largely a product of contingency and path dependence rather than specific thinking about what should be done by whom and why. The federal government, for example, is very involved in the financing of local transportation infrastructure in a way that seems unwarranted. At the same time, given that people move a fair amount we seem to me to be under-centralized in terms of curriculum design. Medicaid and Medicare treat the state/federal division of responsibility for health care in a totally inconsistent way. DC politics seems like crazytown nine days out of ten so it's difficult to imagine a calm rethink of the division of labor and careful study of how other federal countries split these things up, but it would be nice to take a look at. 

Multiple alt causes and federal control will continue
Nivola 10 (Pietro S. Nivola, senior fellow and C. Douglas Dillon Chair in Governance Studies at the Brookings Institution, “Rebalancing American Federalism,” The American Interest, March-April 2010, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article-bd.cfm?piece=787, Sawyer) 

When Washington Does It All
Let us glance at a small sample of local functions now monitored by U.S. Federal agencies and courts. Federal law these days is effectively in the business of determining the minimum drinking age for young adults, setting the licensing standards for bus and truck drivers, judging the fitness tests for recruits of local police or fire departments, overseeing spillages from thousands of city storm sewers, requiring asbestos inspections in classrooms, enforcing child support payments, establishing quality standards for nursing homes, removing lead paint from housing units, replacing water coolers in school buildings, ordering sidewalk ramps on streets, deciding how long some unruly students in public schools can be suspended, purifying county water supplies, arresting carjackers, mandating special education programs for preschoolers, influencing how much a community has to pay its snowplow operators or transit workers, planning athletic facilities at state universities, telling localities in some states how to deploy firefighters at burning buildings and instructing passengers where to stand when riding municipal buses.

Several of these illustrations may sound farcical, but none is apocryphal. The directives for firefighters, for example, are among the many fastidious standards formulated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration.3 The specification of where to stand in buses is a Department of Transportation regulation conspicuously affixed at the front of every public bus.4 The trend toward Federal micromanagement shows few signs of abating. Case in point: If the massive energy (“cap-and-trade”) bill recently adopted by the House of Representatives becomes law, it would give the Federal government power over local building codes.

Preoccupations like these are baffling. Why should a national cabinet department or regulatory bureaucracy be bothered with how “standees” ride local buses or how a town’s firefighters do their jobs? If municipal transit authorities or fire departments cannot be left to decide such particulars, what, if anything, are local governments for? Surely, most of the matters in question—putting out a fire, taking a bus ride, disciplining a troublemaker in school, removing perils like asbestos or lead from a house—rarely spill across jurisdictions and so do not justify intervention by a higher order of government.

Nor can a plausible case be made that central overseers are needed for each of these assignments because communities would otherwise “race to the bottom.” How many states and localities, if left to their own devices, would practice fire prevention so ineptly that they require tutelage from a federally approved manual? Before Congress acted to rid the Republic of asbestos, the great majority of states already had programs to find and remove it. Long before the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency promulgated expensive new rules to prevent lead poisoning, state and municipal code enforcement departments were also working to eliminate this danger to public health.

Why paternalists in Washington cannot resist meddling in the day-to-day tasks performed by state and local officials would require a lengthy historical treatise on bureaucratic behavior, congressional politics and judicial activism, all in the context of technological and normative change. Suffice it to say that the propensity, whatever its sources, poses a basic problem: A national government immersed in quotidian minutiae, and constantly elbowing local preferences aside, is less likely to be mindful of larger imperatives and less effective in dealing with them. In the Legislative Branch, something is clearly awry when the House of Representatives devotes, for instance, almost as much time to debating a bill to preserve the Pledge of Allegiance in local public schools and a bill to prevent the local selling of horse meat, as it does to deliberating legislation to overhaul the nation’s intelligence services.

Alt Causes
Alt causes make the impact inevitable or make federalism resilient post-plan
Dilger 11 (Robert Jay Dilger, Senior Specialist in American National Government, “Federalism Issues in Surface Transportation Policy: Past and Present,” Congressional Research Service, January 5, 2011, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40431.pdf, Sawyer)

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 75-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.

Link Turn
Only the plan preserves federalism – the CP pushes too far and breaks it

Sullivan 97 (James Sullivan, Connecticut Department of Transportation, “Reauthorization of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Infrastructure and the Committee on Environment and Public Works United States Senate,” 105th Congress, 1st Session, Senate Hearing 105-113, Part II, 1997, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-105shrg54718/html/CHRG-105shrg54718.htm, Sawyer)
The national perspective on transportation must continue to be advanced. Unlike some other states, Connecticut does not hold that national apportionments should be tied to the amount of money a state sends to Washington. Though we are a “donee” state in the transportation arena, Connecticut is the quintessential “nation donor state”, receiving back from Washington only $.68 for every $1.00 of Federal tax contributed. To base apportionments of Federal funds on how much money a state sends to Washington is counter to the concept of federalism and would ignore the relative needs of the states. We are not fifty individual states but are a nation composed of fifty united states.
Surface transportation's vital role in interstate commerce and national defense warrants a continued Federal role and presence. The Federal role in transportation must be maintained to ensure that a national focus remains on connectivity, safety, maintenance, effective planning and research. This Federal role is essential to support national economic growth, global competitiveness, and sustainable quality of life. Federal funding should target those areas and issues of national concern and interest, i.e., the National Highway System, bridges, congestion, air quality, transit, mobility, quality of life, etc.

FEDERALISM BAD

Competitiveness

Federalism is bad – only centralization can solve the economy and competitiveness
Meyerson 09 (Harold Meyerson, editor-at-large at The American Prospect and a columnist for The Washington Post, “Fed Up With Federalism,” The American Prospect, November 19, 2009, http://prospect.org/article/fed-federalism-0, Sawyer)

By accident of its birth -- a collection of separate colonies that slowly came together to form an independent union and revolted against the remote power of the British government -- the United States has an enduring bias toward localism, an aversion to centralized government that is part of its DNA. For some on the left, this has been seen as a positive. "It is one of the happy incidents of the federal system that a single courageous state may, if its citizens choose, serve as a laboratory; and try novel social and economic experiments without risk to the rest of the country," Justice Louis Brandeis once wrote.

Even though progressives such as Brandeis have celebrated our federalism, it's important to remember that Brandeis lived and worked at a time when the federal government was icebound in conservative orthodoxy and the cause of social justice could be advanced only in a small number of states and cities. Segregationists like George Wallace and Richard Russell have celebrated our federalism, too, arguing for states' rights at a time when the national government was moving to abolish the Jim Crow laws throughout the South.

Conversely, liberals have argued for the right of the nation to move beyond its federalist constraints during those periods when they controlled the national government (the 1930s and, especially, the 1960s). And during the late, lamentable Bush presidency, conservative justices on the Supreme Court frequently forbade the states from enacting stricter regulations on business than those that Bush's administration had put in place.

The love of federalism is a sometime thing; its critics and champions switch places depending on who is in power at which level of government. But the problem with our allegedly ingenious federal system is not simply that half the time, if not more, it is an effective way to protect all that is biased and unfair in the American nation. The problem is also that federalism inherently subverts a coherent national response to many fundamental challenges the United States faces, at a time when other major nations -- our competitors in an increasingly global economy -- face no such structural impediment.
Given the sheer size of America and the distinct cultural identity of its many regions, federalism has always made a certain amount of sense. The abolition of the slave trade and the legalization of gay marriage had to begin somewhere. As the rise of national government, transportation, and media have eroded regional identities, traditions, and isolation, however, more conservatives than liberals have found a refuge in federalism.

But even though federalism is more often the refuge of reactionaries than of visionaries, it has an even deeper flaw: setting the nation at cross-purposes with itself, and never more so than during a recession.
***

There is a classic algebra problem in which water pours into a bathtub from the tap at a specified rate but also exits the tub at a different rate because someone has neglected to stop the drain. If you know the rates, you should be able to figure when the water will rise to a certain level. During a recession, the United States becomes a version of that bathtub. The federal government is the tap. The state and local governments are the drain.

That's no way to fight a recession. When investment, production, and consumption are all in decline, the only way to keep the economy from shrinking is for the federal government to deficit spend and create a stimulus. But while the federal government pours money in, the state and local governments, which cannot deficit spend, see their tax revenue shrinking, so they cut spending, raise taxes, or both – taking money out of the economy. America's distinct brand of federalism inherently impedes an economic recovery.
Consider the state with the biggest tap and the biggest drain: California. The sum total of the federal tax cuts for Californians included in last year's Bush administration stimulus legislation and this year's Obama administration stimulus came to $15.5 billion for the years 2008 to 2010 -- money desperately needed to boost consumer spending in the midst of the worst downturn since the Depression, says Jean Ross, executive director of the California Budget Project. But the sum total of state tax increases enacted by the California Legislature and signed into law by Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger in 2008 and 2009, Ross says, came to $12.5 billion for the years 2008 to 2010 -- money desperately needed to keep public services in California from grinding to a halt in the midst of the worst downturn since the Depression. "The state negated 80 percent of the feds' tax cut," Ross says. "And the cuts and the increases pretty much targeted the same lower-income groups."

Nor were the negations limited to tax cuts. Ross calculates the federal government's direct aid to education, its block-grant programs and other education-related expenditures for California total $9.5 billion from 2008 to 2010. The state government's cuts to K-12 schools, community colleges, the California State University, and the University of California add up to $17.4 billion for the same years.

California leads the fiscal--disaster pack, but it is anything but alone. A September paper from the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities reports that since the recession began, at least 41 states and the District of Columbia have slashed their budgets for a wide range of services -- 27 for health care, 25 for aid to the elderly and disabled, 26 for K-12 education, 34 for higher education, and some states for all of these. Forty-two states have reduced wages to state workers through layoffs, furloughs, and salary cuts. At least 30 states have raised taxes during the same period. "All of these steps remove demand from the economy," the center concludes. They "reduce the purchasing power of workers' families, which in turn affects local businesses."

Without the Obama stimulus, which appropriated roughly $140 billion to the states to reduce their budgetary shortfalls during 2009 and 2010, these numbers would be even worse -- though keep in mind that $140 billion in federal funds isn't engendering growth; it's merely offsetting state cutbacks. The center estimates that the federal bailout enabled states to reduce their budget gaps by 40 percent. But with state financial shortfalls in those two years coming to a whopping $350 billion, that leaves $210 billion in unrecompensed state budget shortfalls, which the states have to make up by cutbacks or tax hikes or financial gimmicks. Dean Baker and Rivka Deutsch of the Center for Economic and Policy Research estimate that the cutbacks and tax hikes of cities, counties, and school districts in 2009 and 2010 will come to an additional $15 billion.

So how much does the government's stimulus come to when we subtract the amount the states and localities are taking out of the economy from the amount the feds are putting in? The two-year Obama stimulus amounted to $787 billion, of which $70 billion was really just the usual taxpayers' annual exemption from the alternative minimum tax, and $146 billion was actually appropriated for the years 2011 to 2019. That leaves $571 billion that the federal government is pumping into the economy during 2009 and 2010. Subtract the amount that state and local governments are withdrawing from the economy (they have a combined shortfall of around $365 billion, but let's say they do enough fiscal finagling so that the total of their cutbacks and tax hikes is just $325 billion), and we're left with $246 billion.

At $787 billion, the stimulus came to 2.6 percent of the nation's gross domestic product for 2009 and 2010 -- not big enough, but a respectable figure. At $246 billion -- the net of the federal stimulus minus the state and local anti-stimulus -- it comes to just 0.8 percent of GDP, a level lower than those of many of the nations that the U.S. chastised for failing to stimulate their economies sufficiently.

But other major nations don't have federal systems that turn them into unstopped bathtubs in times of recession. They have states and municipalities, to be sure, but either the responsibility for funding most functions of government resides with the national government, or, as in Japan, state and local governments are not required to run annual balanced budgets. In China, which probably has had the most robust recovery of any major nation, taxes and spending for everything are set in Beijing (including the lower tax rates for provinces in which manufacturing for export is the main economic activity). In France, taxing and spending has been controlled by the national government at least as far back as Louis XIV. In Britain, funding for local government also comes from the national government; "local taxation," says Thomas Barry, first secretary for economic affairs in the British Embassy in Washington, D.C., "is a very small fraction of the total tax burden in the U.K."

Such is obviously not the case in the U.S. The national government alone funds defense and the two great social programs, Social Security and Medicare, created at moments (1935 and 1965) when liberals controlled both Congress and the White House. But state and local governments, which can't run deficits, remain the primary funders of education, transportation, local infrastructure, and public safety and split the cost of health care for the poor with the feds. What this means is that the governmental impediments the United States encounters during a recession are far greater than those encountered by the other major nations with which we compete in the ever more global economy. What this means is that our federal system is, in this very significant particular, massively dysfunctional.

***

This September, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, the agency that runs LA's growing subway system and its far-flung bus lines, struck a novel deal with an Italian rail manufacturer. In return for its purchase of 100 light-rail cars from the company, the MTA got the company to agree to locate a unionized factory in Los Angeles. Problems with the manufacturer caused the deal to collapse, though, and the MTA is now searching for another company that will build the trains in Los Angeles. The agency's attempt to bolster local industry with a Buy-LA policy has encountered opposition, however, from the Los Angeles Times, which noted in an editorial that federal funds available for buying clean, green rail transport are denied to states and cities that insist on making the product locally. To be sure, the Obama administration has allotted billions of dollars to incubate an electric-car industry. But it is not insisting on domestic content, nor has it cut a deal with a foreign manufacturer to locate a factory here, as Los Angeles is trying to do with rails and as Southern states have done for years with foreign automakers.

The federal government doesn't do that. Well, our federal government doesn't do that. Foreign federal governments do that all the time. China has spared no expense to attract foreign manufacturers, routinely abating their taxes, holding wages in check, offering help to construct new facilities. In the U.S., states and cities woo foreign and domestic investors with an array of tax and zoning incentives; right-to-work states promise to hold down wages, too. But the kinds of sweeping guarantees that national governments can offer are beyond the capacity of states and localities to promise, much less deliver.

China, for instance, is halfway through a stunningly ambitious project to build 100 university science parks roughly modeled on North Carolina's fabled Research Triangle. On average, the parks, according to the testimony of attorney Alan Wolff to the U.S.?China Commission, are 150 percent the size of North Carolina's triangle. "China has taken our model and expanded dramatically on it," Rick Weddle, CEO of the Research Triangle Foundation, testified to the commission. "We toured a research park in Suzhou that is a joint venture between the Chinese government and Singapore. We wouldn't even think about that."

The industrial policies of American states are dwarfed by those of foreign nations, while the one entity with the resources to compete with foreign nations -- the federal government -- stays out of the game. States seek new factories while the federal government shuns domestic content requirements. As with stimulus policy during recessions, state and federal industrial policies seem totally at cross-purposes.

Federalism also enables federal and state governments to punt the responsibility for funding politically contentious programs to each other -- a pretty good way of ensuring that the programs will end up underfunded. A quick way to grasp the contrasting levels of political power wielded by the elderly (considerable) and the poor (negligible), for instance, is to look at how the government funds their health care. Medicare, for seniors, is entirely federally funded. Medicaid, for the poor, has the responsibility for its funding split between the federal government and the states. Despite the fact that Medicaid is nominally a national program, the levels of financial support that states allot it vary considerably. During the current recession, many states have opted to slash Medicaid benefits, even as federal Medicare benefits have largely stayed intact.

The perverse consequences of this hybrid funding have seldom been clearer than during the health-care reform battle, in which the Senate Finance Committee's bill to open Medicaid rolls to more Americans without pledging full federal funding for the program has presented recession-wracked states with a problem they could do without. After Gov. Schwarzenegger stated that the increased cost to his state could amount to $8 billion annually, Sen. Dianne Feinstein of California, who backs the health-reform efforts, announced that she couldn't support a bill that increased the state's costs. (In the House bill, the federal government picks up almost all of the states' increased Medicaid costs.) Federal mandates on states that must balance their budgets during recessions are problematic policy, and they illustrate the buck-passing that is inherent in the federal system. Historically, the price for this feature of federalism has been paid neither by the federal nor state governments but by the poor.

In regulatory matters, the gap between federal and state standards can work as Brandeis thought it should, but it can also enable businesses to comparison shop for the lowest level of regulations. While federalism is an effective way to create multiple governmental power centers in a nation, it creates a system that powerful private players can game. The diffusion of power inherent in federalism works best when power in the private economy and civil society is also diffused, so that, for instance, business will get push-back from labor when it attempts to arbitrage the gaps between state and federal law.

The boundary between federal and state functions in the United States has always been a flexible one, and one that has moved slowly and haltingly toward the federal level throughout most of the nation's history. By the standards of nearly every other major nation, however, and increasingly by the standard of common sense, the United States retains a system of government that frequently subverts its own policies and enables federal and state governments to negate each other's endeavors. Federalism has its points, but in a growing number of ways, and especially during a recession, it makes no damn sense at all.
Economy

Federalism wrecks stimulus and economic recovery – prevents growth
Surowiecki 09 (James Surowiecki, staff writer at The New Yorker, “Fifty Ways to Kill Recovery,” The New Yorker, July 27, 2009, http://www.newyorker.com/talk/financial/2009/07/27/090727ta_talk_surowiecki, Sawyer)

If you came up with a list of obstacles to economic recovery in this country, it would include all the usual suspects—our still weak banking system, falling house prices, overindebted consumers, cautious companies. But here are fifty culprits you might not have thought of: the states. Federalism, often described as one of the great strengths of the American system, has become a serious impediment to reversing the downturn.
It’s easy enough, of course, to mock state governments nowadays, what with California issuing I.O.U.s to pay its bills and New York’s statehouse becoming the site of palace coups and senatorial sit-ins. But the real problem isn’t the fecklessness of local politicians. It’s the ordinary way in which state governments go about their business. Think about the $787-billion federal stimulus package. It’s built on the idea that during serious economic downturns the government can use spending increases and tax cuts to counteract the effects of consumers who are cutting back on spending and businesses that are cutting back on investment. So fiscal policy at the national level is countercyclical: as the economy shrinks, government expands. At the state level, though, the opposite is happening. Nearly every state government is required to balance its budget. When times are bad, jobs vanish, sales plummet, investment declines, and tax revenues fall precipitously—in New York, for instance, state revenues in April and May were down thirty-six per cent from a year earlier. So states have to raise taxes or cut spending, or both, and that’s precisely what they’re doing: states from New Jersey to Oregon have raised taxes in the past year, while significant budget cuts have become routine and are likely to get only deeper in the year ahead. The states’ fiscal policy, then, is procyclical: it’s amplifying the effects of the downturn, instead of mitigating them. Even as the federal government is pouring money into the economy, state governments are effectively taking it out. It’s a push-me, pull-you approach to fighting the recession.

Now, state cutbacks have not been as severe as they might have been, thanks to the stimulus plan, which includes roughly $140 billion in aid to local governments. That aid, according to a recent study by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, has covered thirty to forty per cent of the states’ budget shortfalls. Money for the states translates directly into jobs not lost and services not cut—which is why you can make a good case that more of the stimulus should have gone to state aid. Yet there’s no sign that those budget gaps are getting smaller, and, as the federal money runs out, state tax increases and spending cutbacks are only going to become more common. In the midst of this downturn, some of the biggest players in the economy—state and local governments together account for about thirteen per cent of G.D.P.—will be doing precisely the wrong thing.

Fiscal federalism also makes it harder to spend the stimulus money efficiently. Much of the tens of billions of dollars that will be spent on roads, for instance, will be funnelled through the states. As a result, a disproportionate amount of the money will be spent in rural areas (which exert disproportionate influence on state governments), leaving cities—which happen to have most of the people and most of the traffic—shortchanged. The top eighty-five metropolitan areas in the country are responsible for about three-quarters of the country’s G.D.P. Yet less than half of the road money will be invested there. The billions in stimulus money that’s going to high-speed rail will likely be spent more sensibly, since the Obama Administration has placed a premium on interstate cooperation in building the network. Still, whether we end up with true regional, let alone national, rapid-transit networks will depend largely on decisions made at the state, rather than the national, level. In other words, you may be able to get from Miami to Orlando quickly, but it could be a slow train (at best) to the rest of the country.
Oil Dependence

Federalism makes oil dependence inevitable 
Surowiecki 09 (James Surowiecki, staff writer at The New Yorker, “Fifty Ways to Kill Recovery,” The New Yorker, July 27, 2009, http://www.newyorker.com/talk/financial/2009/07/27/090727ta_talk_surowiecki, Sawyer)

Even more important, federalism is getting in the way of the creation of a “smart” American power grid. This would involve turning the current hodgepodge of regional and state grids into a genuinely national grid, which would detect and respond to problems as they happen, giving users more information about and control over their electricity use, and so on. It could also dramatically reduce our dependence on oil. Wind power could eventually produce as much as twenty per cent of the energy that America consumes. The problem is that the places where most of that wind power can be generated tend to be a long way from the places where most of that power would be consumed. A new grid would enable us to get the power to where it’s needed. But since nobody likes power lines running through his property, building the grid would require overriding or placating the states—and the prospects of that aren’t great.

The tension between state and national interests isn’t new: it dates back to clashes in the early Republic over programs for “internal improvements.” Of course, the federal government is far bigger than it once was, and yet in the past two decades we’ve delegated more authority, not less, to the states. The logic of this was clear: people who are closer to a problem often know better how to deal with it. But matters of a truly interstate nature, like the power grid, can’t be dealt with on a state-by-state basis. And fiscal policy is undermined if the federal government is doing one thing and the states are doing another. It’s a global economy. It would be helpful to have a genuinely national government.
***State Budget Da – Texas***
2AC Panamax Expansion DA
The CP makes Texas and other gulf states miss the boat on the Panama Canal expansion – trades off with more important transportation infrastructure investments that are happening now – even a small delay can prevent a shift
Dickson 12 Transportation Reporter for Fort Worth Star Telegram (Gordon, May 27, 2012, “Texas not ready for bigger ships that Panama Canal expansion will allow,” http://www.star-telegram.com/2012/05/27/3990371/texas-not-ready-for-bigger-ships.html)JCP
Texas and other Gulf states may not be ready when their ship comes in.

A massive expansion of the Panama Canal is on track to be completed in about two years, making it possible for huge ships often carrying goods from Asia to bypass their usual stops in the Los Angeles/Long Beach area and instead sail directly to Texas and other states along the Gulf of Mexico, as well as the East Coast. From there, the freight could be put on trains and trucks and shipped across the country -- potentially generating billions of dollars and creating thousands of jobs not only on the coasts but also in major inland hubs such as Dallas-Fort Worth.

But Texas and other Gulf states are woefully unprepared to handle the goods brought to the area on enormous ships soon to pass through the canal, several experts said. The region's ports aren't deep enough to handle the ships, although the Port of Houston plans to deepen its berths in front of its container terminals to 45 feet by 2014. Still, farther inland, highways and rail lines lack the capacity for additional freight traffic.

Officials in those states are scrambling to calculate what kinds of transportation improvements need to be made and how to pay for them. It's unlikely that major infrastructural improvements will be completed by the scheduled August 2014 opening date of the new canal locks, so advocates say the real question is how many years will go by before the states on the southern end of America's breadbasket make a genuine effort to steer more of the shipping business their way.

"Really, we're not ready. We've been kind of sitting on our toes for the last two years because of the economy," said Tim Welch, a North Richland Hills city councilman and chairman of Transportation Excellence for the 21st Century, a Dallas-area group that advocates for regionwide mobility funding.

Welch visited the canal in 2010 as part of his TEX-21 duties and plans to go again this year. He sees the widening as a potential boon to North Texas, where companies such as Fort Worth-based BNSF Railway are in a good position to handle additional freight from facilities such as the Intermodal Yard in Haslet.

"We can actually feed the north and central parts of the United States, but we need to get on the ball and focus on our transportation needs," Welch said. "With these big supercontainers, no one has really looked down the future and said, 'Are we ready for this?' We have a great opportunity: With where Texas is located and with inland ports, we can actually get a lot of freight out of Houston and up the major highways of Interstate 35 and 45.

"It's going to be a lot of competition in these states to increase the capacity."


But not everyone agrees that the canal expansion will cause a spike in Gulf Coast shipments.

"It's been our position for quite some time that the impact of the new Panama Canal lock will be relatively minimal," said John Lanigan, BNSF executive vice president and chief marketing officer. BNSF specializes in hauling shipments from West Coast seaports to inland destinations.

A shipment going through the canal and arriving at Houston could take 10 days to two weeks longer to reach its destination than a shipment arriving at a West Coast seaport with a rail connection, he said.

"It's generally based on where it's going to be consumed and how long it's going to take to get there," Lanigan said.

But he agreed that Texas and other states should plan for growth at all seaports and ground transportation connections.

"We think ports over time are going to grow because the population is going to grow," he said. "Anything that makes the supply chain more efficient, which this will, is good for the economy."

Canal makeover

The canal expansion is the biggest project there since original construction was completed in 1914. The canal, which the U.S. handed over to Panama in 1999, can handle ships up to 106 feet wide, 965 feet long and 39 feet deep but after expansion will be able to handle ships up to 161 feet wide, 1,200 feet long and 49 feet deep. Some of those larger ships can carry nearly triple the cargo of the ships going through the canal today.

But will any of those boats stop in the Gulf, or will they simply go to the East Coast or elsewhere in the Atlantic Ocean? The U.S. lacks deep-water ports on its southern shores, with limited options between Los Angeles and Norfolk, Va., officials said.

In many instances, those ports can use federal funds or raise their own dollars through debt to make the necessary improvements.

As for highways and rail lines, there are scant resources for new projects. But existing dollars, including funding from state and federal motor fuels taxes, could be steered toward projects that benefit freight movement.
The Panama expansion presents an opportunity to reduce port congestion but only if gulf states can accommodate larger ships
Partridge 9 - Asst Managing Editor at Inbound Logistics Magazine (Amy Roach, January 2009, “The Gulf Coast's Rising Tide,  http://www.inboundlogistics.com/cms/article/the-gulf-coasts-rising-tide/)JCP
The Panama Canal expansion—a $5.2-billion project encompassing the construction of two new sets of locks and the widening and deepening of existing navigational channels—will allow large, post-Panamax ships to pass through the Canal. This access will make the all-water route from Asia through the Canal and into the U.S. Gulf Coast an attractive option for shippers and carriers transporting containerized cargo. This route allows its users to bypass West Coast and East Coast ports, which are far more congested than their Gulf Coast counterparts, and provides a gateway that makes sense for companies targeting the Gulf Coast's or Southeast's regional population.

"The current model changes dramatically once shippers are able to realize the advantages of the Panama Canal expansion by bringing product closer to their actual market without congestion and its associated expenses," explains Michael O'Leary, president, The Grimes Companies, a third-party logistics provider based in Jacksonville, Fla. "The growth and expansion of the Gulf Coast area is timed perfectly to capitalize on the Canal expansion."

The Houston Port Authority also expects to see an uptick in cargo volumes as a result of the Canal expansion. "The Port predicts that its container volume will increase 11 percent a year for the next five years as a result of the larger, more efficient ships coming through the Panama Canal," says Jeff Moseley, president and CEO of the Greater Houston Partnership, a member-based economic development organization.

 LOOKING LONG TERM

While the expansion is not slated for completion until 2014, its impact on infrastructure projects is already being felt at Gulf Coast ports. "All our member ports are looking at widening and deepening their harbors to accommodate the post-Panamax ships," says Pat Younger of the Gulf Ports Association.

Port congestion makes a major terrorist attack inevitable – rushed scanning, large targets and enormous effect. It also facilitates a biological weapon attack
Gollan 5 – PhD in criminology, also has degrees in Political Science and International Trade and Business from England, Medicine in Italy and Medieval History in The University of Beersheva, Israel, was also the 2001 Director of Security for the Group of 8 (G8) World Summit held in Genova (George A, 2005, “Port Congestion: Preventative Measures for Terrorist Opportunities,” http://seasecurity.bravehost.com/port_congestion.html)JCP
My present concern raises the question over the long-term safety and security of this environment.  Port congestion is attractive to terrorist cells and groups.  Congestion means back ups in the channel for vessel entry. Port congestion implies added numbers of passengers and visitors into the different areas of activity wherever there is movement and circulation of people, entry points and waiting lines.  Port congestion implies an innumerable amount of entryways and opportunities for terrorist cells/individuals to mingle with the crowds, the working population, and the construction teams in the areas destined for reconstruction to mention just a few.   It is a sign of the times that I can continue listing the possibilities of infiltration ad infinitum. 

How Can It Happen?



Terrorists don’t require heavy armament to make a terrorist strike.  The new terrorism comes from the local population.  Once it was an unwritten understanding that terrorist or extremist groups left the outside world alone as long as there was no interference from the Western countries.  These high-risk groups or entities didn’t disturb the status-quo in host countries where their fellow nationals lived.  However, today’s message is different. These groups now have taken the liberty to send a message out into the innocent crowds in order to be seen and heard.  Their message doesn’t make as good an impact back home.  The trusting public isn’t aware that they have been thrown into the war path.

Only recently Madrid and London taught us that terrorists targeted the train and metro areas during rush hours in order to maximize their impact and damage.  Those groups were recruited from local cells.  They dress and behave much like us and move within our circles.

The Port of San Francisco has over 25 passenger ships which make over 100 calls per year.  Ships are getting bigger, heavier and wider with greater number of passengers to transport.  When two or three of these ships arrive to a port or island, there is a huge crowd disembarking that will come into the city.  Economically, this is a very good incentive for the local industry.  However, we need to prepare the infrastructure in order to provide sound security practices for the welcomed visitors.

Probabilities are that:

At any given time in the world, cargo containers are being used as a Trojan horse to smuggle weapons, explosive materials, biological weapons, chemicals or dirty bombs, even terrorists themselves.

Sinking a ship in the entrance of a port could tie up the port for weeks if not months. The delays can and will affect the ships outside the harbor and those inside waiting to move their cargo sea bound.

Oil tanker fleets are attractive targets. They are easy targets because they are slow and full of fuel.  With only a modest investment, a terrorist or cell can cause damage in the millions to the port, the environment, the oil companies and ultimately the economy.

As I reviewed the development plans for the port I studied what would be the most probable vulnerable spots in the general port area. I have listed each section in order of importance, levels of high risk and probability factors are mentioned as Considerable, Fair, or Improbable.

Cueing at Any Terminal

The biggest concern any security director focuses on is the time-consuming and tedious work of screening and processing in any type of queu.  Whether this queu is concerned with entering park areas, parking areas, boarding ferries or cruise ships, the sheer numbers and the concentration required to screen the large number of individuals is an attraction to someone looking to strike out and send a message of terrorism.

There are solutions to this problem and these are outlined in a general fashion for the sake of time. Queuing is the number one danger when large groups of individuals accumulate for any purpose or activity.  It is also the weak link in the chain. One cannot immediately determine who is a danger or risk without first having undergone professional training and accumulated experience.  This can mean the difference between screening ten people efficiently with the proper profiling techniques and having every single passenger or visitor wait and undergo the same screening procedures irregardless of their individual circumstances.  Professional security screeners know whom to pick and screen and where to emphasize security measures and controls.

High-risk at any point of the terminal.

Ferry Terminals


The annual report indicates that figures for ridership of Tourism/Visitors experienced a 3% increase in the past ten years.  The figures were not dramatic for the past four years. However, the commuter ridership growth was 26% on the whole and specifically in the past four years it has maintained its level of popularity.  The practicality and use of ferries is similar to airplanes and airports.  They are used everyday for working purposes. As such, screening and maintaining sterile security areas is more of a challenge than other terminal activities. Because ferries not only transport people but automobiles,  baggage and goods, there are many more factors to take into consideration when ensuring strict security procedures.  Passengers need to arrive at the port more than 15 minutes ahead of time in order to ensure a smooth checking and boarding before the ferry moves.

This is a high-risk type of terminal activity.

Probability is considerably high.

Passenger Cruise Line Terminals

The considerable increase in cruise passengers is due to various factors:

-         larger ships with more passenger capacity

-         terminal availability and attractive docking fees

Since 1999, the cruise industry has introduced more ships with the capacity of 3000+ passengers.  The Port of San Francisco doubled its influx of passengers from 1993-2003. However it is interesting that in the past four years (2001-2004) while some major ports have decreased in their passenger movements, the port of San Francisco has consistently increased in yearly cruises and passenger numbers.  (See statistics pages attached). The early winter months of the year create no cause for alarm or concern, but beginning from the periods of May until September, there is considerable increase in passenger traffic which brings with it new visitors, tourists and family visits to and from the vessels. Just speculating on the scenario of two to three vessels entering port within a few hours of difference with 2,000 to 3,000 per vessel already presents a serious potential opportunity for those seeking a vulnerable spot.
Bioterror causes extinction and an attack is easy to pull off

Matheny 7 - M.P.H. at the Bloomberg School of Public Health, Johns Hopkins,  B.A. at the University of Chicago, M.B.A. at the Fuqua School of Business, Duke University (Jason G, 2007, “Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction,” http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/website/resources/publications/2007/2007-10-15-reducingrisk.html)JCP

Of current extinction risks, the most severe may be bioterrorism. The knowledge needed to engineer a virus is modest compared to that needed to build a nuclear weapon; the necessary equipment and materials are increasingly accessible and because biological agents are self-replicating, a weapon can have an exponential effect on a population (Warrick, 2006; Williams, 2006).5 Current U.S. biodefense efforts are funded at $5 billion per year to develop and stockpile new drugs and vaccines, monitor biological agents and emerging diseases, and strengthen the capacities of local health systems to respond to pandemics (Lam, Franco, & Shuler, 2006).

-xt. Infrastructure K2 Panamax K2 Congestion

The Panama expansion will reduce US port congestion. However, its success is contingent upon port and TEU transit infrastructure spending on the Gulf Coast
Forger 11 - Material Handling Industry of America Senior Vice President of Professional Development (Gary, December 1, 2011, “The Panama Canal Expansion Will Be A Supply Chain Game Changer”, http://www.mhia.org/news/industry/11159/the-panama-canal-expansion-will-be-a-supply-chain-game-changer)JCP

Equally important is West Coast congestion. To begin, there’s the matter of moving all that cargo through Long Beach and other Pacific ports. There’s also the issue of where do the TEUs go next and how much effort does it take to move them to their staging destinations.

Those destinations are being pushed out further and further from the ports themselves. Today, it’s difficult, if not impossible, for an importer to build a 1 million square foot distribution center much closer than 90 – 100 miles from Long Beach.

To help ease this congestion, other West Coast ports as far north as Prince Rupert Island, British Columbia have been expanded and modernized. But then there is always the issue of port location relative to the time to market. 

That combination of factors puts the new Panama Canal at the epicenter of a strategic supply chain shift. According to Jones Lang Lasalle, 25% of imports currently coming through the West Coast could shift to East Coast ports as a direct result of the Canal expansion. In fact, the firm cites the Panama Canal as one of the five most compelling change agents in the supply chain going forward.

This fundamental shift will significantly change the region-of-origin orientation of the two coasts. Today the west is largely focused on Asia and the east on Europe and the Americas. Going forward, Asian imports will be much more prevalent in eastern ports.

Already cities from the East Coast to the Midwest are building new supply chain infrastructure to accommodate such a massive shift in import traffic, according to real estate giant Cushman and Wakefield. 

Ports of Savannah, Charleston, Jacksonville, Miami, Baltimore and Philadelphia have announced projects to enlarge and deepen channels to make way for the larger ships. Meanwhile, the Hampton Roads and New York/New Jersey ports are already in position to benefit from the shift.

Georgia and South Carolina are co-developing the $500 million Jasper Ocean Terminal. This project is expected to handle 7 million cargo containers annually.

But it doesn’t stop there. The non-port city of Dallas is ready to handle increased intermodal traffic. Other inland ports are expected to benefit nicely from the import shift. Of particular note are Atlanta, Chicago and Columbus.

According to Cushman and Wakefield the mode mix of shipments is changing as shippers look to keep as much product as possible on the most efficient modes of transportation for as long as possible. This means maximizing rail and sea transport over trucking and air.

That said, the Georgia Center for Innovation and Logistics points out that the Georgia is well positioned to deliver goods quickly from its ports by highway. Cargo arriving at Georgia ports is within two or fewer days from 80% of the U.S. industrial and commercial markets.

And that may prove to be a major supporting factor in the coming build out of distribution center (DC) capacity in the southeast especially. Not only will more facilities be needed, but distribution networks may already be undergoing a significant shift, says Cushman and Wakefield.

The firm foresees a shift from super distribution centers to a hub-and-spoke model of smaller DCs. The driving force is the high cost of energy and the low efficiency of less-than-truckload shipments typical of the large DC model.

So what started out just as an expansion of the Panama Canal is certain to have a major impact on the flow of imports into the U.S. It will also have a major impact on the flow of goods once they get to the U.S., creating new supply chain efficiencies.

A2: Inspections

Congestion results in less secure ports – inspections are rushed

Alexander 9 – PhD. , Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute for Policy Studies and Director of its International Center for Terrorism Studies (Yonah, 2009, “Terror on the High Seas: From Piracy to Strategic Challenge, Volume 1 (Google eBook)”, pg 267)JCP

Port Congestions: Port security must be prepared to deal with the maritime crime problems resulting from cargo congestion in ports. In many countries rapid growth and surges in containerized maritime trade are resulting in severe congestion in marine terminals. Consequently, this is causing inefficiencies in the processing and control of containers, accompanied by expedited customs inspections.

Ironically, a common government response to port congestion is to relax customs inspections in an attempt to expeditiously clear backlogged cargo. These circumstances create additional opportunities for unauthorized access to idle or misplace cargo and inspire cursory examinations of shipping documentation. These conditions are providing smugglers with substantial opportunities at relatively low risk.

A2: Bioterror threat exaggerated

Just because a bioterror attack hasn’t happened doesn’t mean it won’t - the risk is high and always increasing

Cole 12 – PhD. in political science, Prof at Rutgers University and the University of Medicine and Dentistry of New Jersey. He has written extensively on bioterrorism issues and on terror medicine (Jan 18, 2012, “Bioterrorism: Still a Threat to the United States,” http://www.ctc.usma.edu/posts/bioterrorism-still-a-threat-to-the-united-states)JCP

Contention #5: The threat of bioterrorism has been exaggerated and does not warrant expanded support.

A 2011 assessment in Science magazine of the “biodefense boom” noted that critics questioned its justification, “especially because no new attacks have occurred.”[19] If the validity of a threat depends primarily on when it was last actualized, the threat of a nuclear attack would be deemed negligible. After all, the last (and only) use of a nuclear weapon occurred nearly 70 years ago when the United States dropped two atomic bombs on Japan to end World War II. Iran’s current quest for nuclear arms, and the West’s alarmed reaction, demonstrates the thinness of the “when-last-used” prescription.

Yet even disregarding recency of occurrence, alleged exaggeration of the biothreat remains an issue. William Clark, a professor and chair emeritus of immunology at UCLA, has written that: “It is almost inconceivable that any terrorist organization we know of [could develop] a bioweapon capable of causing mass casualties on American soil.”[20] Others have stated, more cynically, that the threat of bioterrorism “has been systematically and deliberately exaggerated.”[21]

The WMD Commission holds a contrary view. After interviewing more than 250 government officials and non-governmental experts, the commission issued a report in December 2008. Its chilling conclusion found that a weapon of mass destruction will probably be used in a terrorist attack within five years, and that weapon will likely be a biological agent.[22] Despite skepticism by some about the commission’s calculation, it nonetheless highlighted the particular concern afforded to the biological threat.

The commission’s conclusion was influenced by the low cost of the 2001 anthrax attacks, the ease with which they were launched (via the mail), the fact that al-Qa`ida and other terrorist groups have sought to develop biological weapons, and the rapid advances in biotechnology that could be used to develop new and more deadly biological weapons.

In disputing the commission’s judgments, a group of scientists at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation contended that the commission’s threat assessments were speculative and relied on unjustified assumptions.[23] Yet the tide of concern about bioterrorism remains high, as reflected in U.S. funding levels and statements of support by numerous government officials.

Descriptions of possible bioterrorism scenarios are often hyperbolic, but they contain enough substance to warrant thoughtful programs for preparedness.

2AC Texas Spending DA

txDOT will be able to fund necessary improvements for Panama shipping now, however major state projects such as the CP would cause public backlash and block those developments
Dickson 12 Transportation Reporter for Fort Worth Star Telegram (Gordon, May 27, 2012, “Texas not ready for bigger ships that Panama Canal expansion will allow,” http://www.star-telegram.com/2012/05/27/3990371/texas-not-ready-for-bigger-ships.html)JCP
Texas response

The Texas Transportation Department, for example, is creating a canal stakeholder working group to give input in the state's planning for roads, rail and other parts of the grid. The working group includes BNSF, the Texas Farm Bureau, Texas Motor Transportation Association and Texas Association of Manufacturers.

The idea is to develop multiple Texas ports for deep-water vessels and build roads and rail lines to support them, said Bill Meadows of Fort Worth, a Texas Transportation Commission member who has also been to the canal.

"Texas doesn't need to be picking between Corpus Christi and Houston. Let them all have their competitive gigs going on," Meadows said. "TxDOT is going to put together a state marketing plan that highlights the connectivity features of the state's transportation system. Our $1.4 billion expansion of Interstate 35 figures prominently into this discussion -- and I-35W and I-35E expansion [in Fort Worth and Dallas] figure prominently into the discussion."

The working group will be asked to put together a document over the next six months or so highlighting how goods from the canal could be shipped into the interior of the U.S. after arriving at a Texas port.

Last week in Houston, a state House interim transportation committee held a meeting to take comments about the potential impact of canal freight. Additional funds of $1 billion to $3.5 billion may be needed to prepare roads, rail lines and other transportation components for the additional freight, one official testified.

But the state shouldn't be left paying that bill by itself, said committee chairman and state Rep. Larry Phillips, R-Sherman.


"There's a federal fee charged on containers that goes to the federal government, and they get $125 million to $135 million in Houston. We get about $25 million back," Phillips told the Star-Telegram in a phone interview.

He said he toured the Port of Houston last week and learned of its plans to pay for improvements including the dredging, as well as installing larger cranes to accommodate the bigger ships. The improvements could cost up to $150 million and are being paid for locally because Port of Houston officials say applying for federal funding could delay the project by a decade.

But Phillips said that many other improvements will be needed and that the region should ask for federal dollars for those projects.

"We have to address at-grade crossings through the Harris County area to get to San Antonio or Dallas or Fort Worth or other places around the state," he said. "We have to look at investing in rail relocation. The other thing is what the highways can take. We hope the federal government will help return our tax dollars and help make those investments in our ports and infrastructure."

Public pitch


Officials who support increased funding for freight movement across Texas may face resistance from the public, which rejected Gov. Rick Perry's vision for the Trans-Texas Corridor, a planned statewide grid of toll roads, rail lines and utilities that was abandoned several years ago because of opposition from thousands of residents.

Many components of the Trans-Texas Corridor plan live on, however, in the state's transportation planning. For example, one group recently submitted a proposal to build a freight rail line parallel to the Interstate 35 corridor, and the proposal is being evaluated by the Transportation Department.

But Phillips believes that Texans are regaining confidence in the Transportation Department, which in recent years has undergone two sunset reviews and had a leadership change.

For example, Welch said, the Port of Freeport estimates its return on investment in widening its channel will be $2 for every $1 spent.

Phillips believes the public will support investment in projects that improve freight movement if they're convinced that the return is worthwhile.

"We had to go through a restructuring of TxDOT," he said, "so the citizens know their dollars were going to be invested wisely."

Taking advantage of the canal expansion is critical to counteract the increasing negative economic trends in Texas – namely inflation and regulatory increases

Johnson 12 (Feb 1, 2012; “Economist: Local economy on rise for next 2 years, but taxes going up ,” http://www.yourhoustonnews.com/pasadena/news/economist-local-economy-on-rise-for-next-years-but-taxes/article_7ab67002-003d-54c1-b9ad-80e31f68f700.html)JCP
Area business leaders came away from an international trade conference Tuesday with more than few words of encourage on the local economic front.

“I come basically bearing good news,” said economist Brian Beaulieu. “Left to our own devices, we (Texas) will grow.”

The long-time managing partner with the Institute for Trend Research, who was addressing several hundred participants at the Harris County International Trade & Transportation Conference, said he expected an increasingly good financial picture both locally and nationally until 2014.

“If you are busy now, you will be busier the next two years,” Beaulieu said, adding that the Greater Houston Area would have the advantage of “tremendous mitigation” just as the economy begins to slow again – the opening of the Panama Canal expansion, expected by some analysts to increase container shipments from Asia alone by at least 15 percent.

Beaulieu, who boasts a 95 percent accuracy rate in charting economic patterns, offered a few unexpected observations along the way:

“Federal taxes are going up. To think otherwise is to be in denial,” he said, adding that closing loopholes does, in effect, raise taxes.

Congress will not eliminate federal changes to health-care regulations, which will go into effect in 2014.

Among his more positive assessments, Beaulieu said his firm expects European currency to “hold together” into at least 2013, primarily because of German’s influence.

Also, he said, getting loans is no longer a problem. There was a caveat, though.

“So long as you don’t try to get a mortgage on a single-family dwelling, there is no credit crisis,” he said.

From a business standpoint, his advice was simple: ““If you sleep all the way through the night, you are not borrowing enough.”

There was a downside, too.


ITR projections anticipate a “nagging” inflation rate of 4 to 5 percent to be with us for some time. Also, unlike federal predictions of an unemployment rate of 6.5 percent by 2014, Beaulieu expects it to be closer to 8 percent.

Beaulieu’s remarks came during the keynote address of the all-day event at the Intercontinental Houston-Galleria hotel.

Texas functions as a model of effective fiscal policies that provides direction to the entire country, maintaining this beacon of truth is key to counteract forces trying to destroy the US economy

WSJ 11 (June 10, 2011, “The Lone Star Jobs Surge” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304259304576375480710070472.html#printMode)JCP
Richard Fisher, the president of the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas, dropped by our offices this week and relayed a remarkable fact: Some 37% of all net new American jobs since the recovery began were created in Texas. Mr. Fisher's study is a lesson in what works in economic policy—and it is worth pondering in the current 1.8% growth moment.

Using Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) data, Dallas Fed economists looked at state-by-state employment changes since June 2009, when the recession ended. Texas added 265,300 net jobs, out of the 722,200 nationwide, and by far outpaced every other state. New York was second with 98,200, Pennsylvania added 93,000, and it falls off from there. Nine states created fewer than 10,000 jobs, while Maine, Hawaii, Delaware and Wyoming created fewer than 1,000. Eighteen states have lost jobs since the recovery began.

The data are even more notable because they're calculated on a "sum of states" basis, which the BLS does not use because they can have sampling errors. Using straight nonfarm payroll employment, Texas accounts for 45% of net U.S. job creation. Modesty is not typically considered a Texas virtue, but the results speak for themselves.

Texas is also among the few states that are home to more jobs than when the recession began in December 2007. The others are North Dakota, Alaska and the District of Columbia. If that last one sounds like an outlier at first, remember the government boom of the Obama era, which has helped loft D.C. payrolls 18,000 jobs above the pre-crisis status quo. Even so, Texas is up 30,800.

What explains this Lone Star success? Texas is a big state, but its population of 24.7 million isn't that much bigger than the Empire State, about 19.5 million. California is a large state too—36.9 million—and yet it's down 11,400 jobs. Mr. Fisher argues that Texas is doing so well relative to other states precisely because it has rejected the economic model that now prevails in Washington, and we'll second that notion.

Mr. Fisher notes that all states labor under the same Fed monetary policy and interest rates and federal regulation, but all states have not performed equally well. Texas stands out for its free market and business-friendly climate.

Capital—both human and investment—is highly mobile, and it migrates all the time to the places where the opportunities are larger and the burdens are lower. Texas has no state income tax. Its regulatory conditions are contained and flexible. It is fiscally responsible and government is small. Its right-to-work law doesn't impose unions on businesses or employees. It is open to global trade and competition: Houston, San Antonio and El Paso are entrepôts for commerce, especially in the wake of the North American Free Trade Agreement.

Based on his conversations with CEOs and other business leaders, Mr. Fisher says one of Texas's huge competitive advantages is its ongoing reform of the tort system, which has driven litigation costs to record lows. He also cited a rule in place since 1998 in the backwash of the S&L debacle that limits mortgage borrowing to 80% of the appraised value of a home. Like a minimum down payment, this reduces overleveraging and means Texas wasn't hurt as badly by the housing crash as other states.

Texan construction employment has contracted by 2.3% since the end of the recession, along with manufacturing (a 1.8% decline) and information (-8.4%). But growth in other areas has surpassed these losses. Professional and business services accounted for 22.9% of the total jobs added, health care for 30.5% and trade and energy for 10.6%.

The Texas economy has grown on average by 3.3% a year over the last two decades, compared with 2.6% for the U.S. overall. Yet the core impulse of Obamanomics is to make America less like Texas and more like California, with more government, more unions, more central planning, higher taxes. That the former added 37% of new U.S. jobs suggests what an historic mistake this has been.

Economic decline triggers nuclear war

Harris and Burrows 9 (Mathew, PhD European History at Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) and Jennifer, member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf, AM)
Increased Potential for Global Conflict Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks_and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world. 
xt. Panama K2 Texas Econ

The canal expansion is critical to Texan economic growth, must maintain infrastructure focus to keep up
Gleason 11 – Houston Chronicle reporter (Rachel, November 2011, “Panama Canal project may affect local roadways,” http://www.chron.com/neighborhood/article/Panama-Canal-project-may-affect-local-roadways-2270177.php)JCP


While it is expected to be a boon for Texas' economy, the Panama Canal expansion has local officials worried about the effects on the already bustling Texas 288 and other Brazoria County roadways.

A deeper, wider canal will mean bigger ships coming to Freeport and more trucks using Texas 288 to carry cargo to Houston and beyond.

"Texas is poised for dramatic - almost volcanic - growth," Mike Wilson, director of trade development for the Port of Freeport, said at a recent quarterly luncheon for the Greater 288 Partnership.

The state's roadways and rail lines might not be able to keep up - there's little state and federal money on hand for improvements, Wilson said. 

The panama expansion will facilitate rapid economic growth for Texas 

Kerin 12 – contributing writer at GenWhy press, junior at University of Dallas majoring in economics and finance (April 2012, “The global impact of the Panama Canal renovation,” http://genwhypress.com/2012/04/02/the-global-impact-of-the-panama-canal-renovation/)JPC
In essence, the expansion of the Panama Canal will re-distribute shipping tonnage from both alternate routes back to Panama. It is important to note that this is what economists refer to as “positive-sum game” or a “non-zero-sum game.” From the standpoint of Asian business, there is a positive net gain to be had from this change:  every firm will be able to operate at higher levels of efficiency and net profit, resulting in a further opportunity for economies of scale.

Another outcome to take into consideration, is the effect on Texas’ economy. The Port of Houston is already the strongest shipping hub the United States: the Port ranks “1st in U.S. imports (9.8% of U.S. total)” and “2nd in U.S. export tonnage (11.5% of U.S. total).” According to a 2011 Self-Evaluation Report published by the Port itself, the “Houston region is well positioned for growth via the Panama Canal and will be one of the most positively impacted U.S. ports as a result of the expansion.” This is nothing but good news for the Texas Metroplex region. For a variety of reasons, an increase in trade is always accompanied by economic growth.

The expansion of the Panama Canal is an exciting time for the international trade.  The precise economic benefits may be uncertain, but it is an exciting time nonetheless.

A2: Texas Econ Resilient

The Texas economy is set for future growth and recovery however drought, oil inflation, debt and education cuts mean that it’s on the brink
Perryman 12 –PhD, President and Chief Executive Officer of The Perryman Group (www.perrymangroup.com). He also serves as Institute Distinguished Professor of Economic Theory and Method at the International Institute for Advanced Studies (M Ray, 1/4/12, “Slow pace to economic recovery,” http://www.news-journal.com/lindale/opinion/slow-pace-to-economic-recovery/article_d9e8d6f0-3d26-5bb9-9495-5ad3c9ed8d84.html)

Both rounds of our economic forecasting process this year indicated that, despite a slowdown in public employment, Texas is set to remain one of the top-performing areas of the United States.

This decades-old pattern stems from a number of characteristics including a friendly attitude toward business, favorable tax structure, lower cost structure, location, natural resources, relatively strong incentive programs, and economic and regulatory policies.

These factors enhance opportunities for relocating businesses, expanding operations, and creating jobs—particularly in the growth industries of the future. While business cycles are inevitable, we have the groundwork in place for future economic growth.

Texas lawmakers dealt with a number of difficult matters this year, one of them being a significant gap between projected revenue and what would need to be spent to maintain the status quo. Virtually every program and agency was subject to a hard look, with cuts falling on many. While a balanced budget was reached (partially by kicking the can down the road and leaving a shortfall as the next session begins), I have grave concerns about some of the decisions (particularly in the areas of education and certain aspects of health and human services) in that they may cause bigger problems (and costs) down the road.
The Lone Star State suffered through the worst drought in half a century, with some regions seeing the worst conditions on record. While parts of the United States dealt with devastating floods, Texas crops withered and reservoirs shrank. Agriculture losses were in the billions and many cities were near crisis points. While the fall has brought some relief, we still have a long way to go to recover (and there are indications that this summer could be another dry one).

Oil prices were high through the year, sparking a flurry of drilling activity in Texas, but also leading to inflationary fears. While oil is certainly essential to the US economy and higher prices are undesirable from the perspective of national economic growth, I also don’t think high oil prices will be an insurmountable threat to the recovery. Much of the run-up was fueled by political unrest in the Middle East, as many nations went through notable regime changes, the end result of which will not be known for some time. Gold prices also hit historic levels and maintained the longest bull market in history.

In April, Standard & Poor’s Ratings Services for the first time began to discuss a potential downgrade of US sovereign debt. In August, S&P downgraded US sovereign debt to AA+ status, shaking confidence and rocking already jittery financial markets. While in reality the threat of default is zero and demand for US debt is the highest since 1995, US debt levels are problematic and must be dealt with.

Inflamed rhetoric, demagoguery, and incessant posturing was rampant as Congress and the White House bumbled and stumbled toward a debt ceiling increase, thus avoiding a major disaster of astronomical proportions that was totally of their own making. While the best way to solve the United States’ fiscal problem is a tough question (with many answers of varying merit), one thing is clear: we have chosen to tax about 65 cents for every dollar we spend in the federal government, and that’s simply not a situation we can maintain.

The United States was certainly not alone is dealing with debt; problems in Greece, Italy, and other southern European nations are far worse and drew much attention throughout the year. The euro’s stability was threatened and, given the interconnected nature of the business complex, the global recovery was also called into question. While progress has been made toward workable solutions, we are not out of the woods on this one.
Another event of 2011 which we will never forget was the earthquake of historic proportions and associated tsunami which devastated Japan. The loss of life and tragic scenes were difficult to comprehend, and returning to normalcy was a mammoth task. While most companies are back up and running and the global supply chain issues stemming from the tragedy are largely resolved, the infrastructure losses were massive and the potential for nuclear energy around the world was given a notable setback.

A milestone was passed when the global population topped seven billion, setting off reactions ranging from celebrations to doomsday predictions related to our planet’s ability to support so many humans. Whether you see the population reaching seven billion as wonderful or terrible, one thing is certain: we are reaching these billion-level changes with rapidly increasing speed and some nations will be hard pressed to deal with their burgeoning numbers of citizens.

The space shuttle Discovery flew its final mission before retiring to a museum, ending an era which began way back in 1984. The contributions of NASA and the shuttle program to the economy are much larger than most people realize, and it was bittersweet to watch the last shuttle mission come to a safe conclusion. Another instance of closure was when the informal but powerful reign of Osama bin Laden, the mastermind behind the unprecedented terrorist attacks on American soil of September 11, 2001, was finally ended by a team of US soldiers.

Several of 2011’s challenges have only been temporarily dealt with (such as the debt ceiling and future payroll taxes), and of course next year will bring its own situations. However, as I’ve said in this column in recent weeks, I expect moderate growth for the US and Texas economies, though I don’t think the path will always be a smooth one.

A2: txDOT has money

txDOT needs more money just to meet basic transportation needs

CBS 6/1 (6/1/12, “More Texas Toll Roads Likely With Help From Congress,” http://dfw.cbslocal.com/2012/06/01/more-texas-toll-roads-likely-with-help-from-congress/)JCP
Drivers may soon have to pick their poison between raising the gas tax or building more toll roads?

Michael Morris is Director of Transportation for the North Central Texas Council of Governments. He and other transportation officials believe a gas tax hike is unlikely. “A region like ours is growing by a million people every ten years,” explained Morris. “We need some ability to continue to build transportation.”

Morris helped craft a letter that was sent to members of Congress who are currently hashing out a transportation bill.

The letter was signed by nearly two dozen transportation agencies and officials nationwide, including the Texas Department of Transportation. “The old saying is the squeaky wheel gets the grease,” said TX-DOT spokesman, Mark Pettit. ”With the departments of transportation across the country, everybody is squeaking,” Pettit added.

In the letter, TX-DOT, along with the other agencies urged Congress to give them more freedom to seek alternative means of funding, including adding more toll roads. “The growth is tremendous and our ability to keep up with that growth and have the funding for transportation to do that is necessary,” Pettit explained.

TX-DOT estimates it will cost nearly $500 billion to meet the state’s transportation needs by 2030. Since raising the gas tax is unlikely, toll roads that pay for themselves have become the unpopular alternative.
Texas is already having trouble funding roads and basic infrastructure
Cuero Record 12 – newspaper in Texas city of Cuero (3/13/12, “TxDOT plans four-way stop at intersection of highways,” http://www.cuerorecord.com/index.asp?Story=3743)JCP

Jasek also stressed that drivers use extreme caution with the high amount of trucks on the roads. 

“We have inexperienced drivers,” Jasek said. “Probably everyone in this room has a story about something stupid a truck driver has done.”

Jasek said TxDOT is limited by state budget cuts.

“Our guys are doing their best to try to hold these roads together,” Jasek said. “We are facing budget issues. We’re to get to the damaged areas and take care of them.” 

Even if the plan is cheap, it’s not cheap in Texas – inefficiencies and politics

Texas Tribune 12 – local newspaper (May 1, 2012, “In Central Texas, Educating Voters About New District,” http://www.texastribune.org/texas-politics/2012-legislative-election/new-districtnew-candidates-hd-136/)JCP
Matthews says that when it comes to transportation, it’s an issue of spending more than cuts. The Texas Department of Transportation says it will soon be out of money for new roads. Matthews points to $6 million earmarked for bike lanes in Austin.

“When you start hearing about projects like that, and as you amalgamate them across the state, I think that argument starts to fall on some deaf ears," Matthews said.

Dale agrees that TxDOT needs to better prioritize projects and perhaps even change its overall function.

"I think when you look at TxDOT itself, it shouldn't have as many engineers as it has today,” Dale said. “I don't think they should be in the business of building roads. They need to manage road projects and make them go much quicker."
A2: Won’t go to Texas

Shippers will elect to go to the port of Houston because critical rail connections
NYT 12 (Feb 18, 2012,“Canal Expansion Raises Expectations and Questions,” http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/19/us/expanded-panama-canal-raises-questions-for-houstons-port.html)

Jeff Moseley, president and chief executive of the Greater Houston Partnership, says the canal project is “a huge game-changer and the project of the century.” “It will take us decades to fully realize the potential of this new capacity,” he added. (The Greater Houston Partnership is a corporate sponsor of The Texas Tribune.)

Mr. Moseley is quick to emphasize the existing advantages of Houston as a port city, namely its railroad system. He said the rail lines would provide relief for highways clogged with cargo-laden trucks making the same passage as the trains, though less efficiently.

“There will be no more railroads built in America if you can imagine how prohibitive the cost would be, but Houston is blessed with this very strategic network rail — a fabulous grid that literally connects Houston between the Rocky Mountains and the Ohio Valley,” he said. 

Turns Oil Prices

Consistent functioning in the port of Houston is key to US oil supply
Elmquist 11 -  Currently a reporter on energy policy for Bloomberg, formerly a Reporter at Medill National Security Journalism Initiative Staff Writer at News & Record Reporter at Gazette Communications (Sonja, January 11, “Houston oil infrastructure exposed to storms,” http://global-warning.org/main/gulf/)JCP

The fourth largest city in the U.S., Houston is home to 2.25 million people as well as more than 3,000 energy firms. It has been an international energy leader since the oil boom in the first decades of last century.

More of America’s oil imports pass through the Port of Houston than any other U.S. port. Its 25-mile ship channel complex is surrounded by chemical tanks and a dense network of pipelines that carries the fuel and chemicals out to consumers.

The effects of an oil shutdown would go far beyond the inconvenience of expensive fill-ups. A stable energy supply is vital to aspects of America’s national security:  health, welfare and a functioning economy, according to the Department of Homeland Security’s critical infrastructure overview of the energy sector.
***State Budget Da – California***
2AC California Credit Rating DA 

California budget cuts avoid credit downgrade - CP implements new state spending which is fiscally unsustainable and guts Silicon Valley

MacDonald 6/11 (Elizabeth, Writer for the fox business network, June 11, 2012, “S&P: California Can't Afford to Bungle Budget”, http://www.foxbusiness.com/investing/2012/06/11/sp-california-cant-afford-to-bungle-budget///TS)

Standard & Poor’s tells FOX Business that California faces a downgrade to its outlook if the state doesn’t pass a credible budget in time, as Democrat governor Jerry Brown continues to struggle to close a $15.7 billion budget deficit. California must submit a budget June 15. S&P says that although California’s economy is about an eighth of U.S. gross domestic product -- and is about the size of Italy -- its budget deficit is a huge 30% of all 50 states’ budget deficit. Gabriel Petek, an S&P analyst and co-author with analyst David Hitchcock of a new report on California’s fiscal crisis, tells FOX Business in an interview that the state “faces a downgrade to its outlook” to negative “if it bungles its budget.” Petek says that S&P is “keeping a close eye on budget gimmicks” that the state has tried to use to paper over problems. Petek says that the most populous state in the country, with an economy the ninth largest in the world, already is “overly reliant on personal income taxes” and that the state’s “tax structure is behind the deficit, because it over relies on the personal income tax” as its source of revenue. He adds that “for California to rely on capital gains tax revenue from things like the Facebook initial public offering is like looking for change in the seat cushions.” FOX Business has already reported that California governor Jerry Brown was too optimistic in forecasting more than $2 billion in expected state capital gains revenue over five years from the social networking site’s IPO. Even the state’s own legislative analysts told the governor’s office its forecast was too rosy -- as investors could sit on the Facebook (FB: 32.15, -0.90, -2.72%) stock and not cash out, or simply move out of the state, among other things. Already, California has seen a migration of upper bracket taxpayers out of the state. It has the worst credit rating out of all 50 states at single A minus. Brown has backed steep cuts to social, health and welfare programs, and is asking state voters to approve a ballot measure this November that would hike the state's sales tax as well as personal income taxes on the wealthy. But S&P tells FOX Business that California’s problem is not just due to over-spending, or large pension and retirement liabilities for state workers, or an excessive tax burden. Spending as a share of its economy is lower than at any time in the past 39 years, and state retirement costs are not a current, but a long-term problem, the S&P analysts note. Instead, California’s main problem is its budget operation itself Petek and Hitchcock call it a “dysfunctional” and “deficient” revenue operation, which is in dire need of restructuring along the lines of how New Jersey reformed itself. Watch this rigmarole -- California’s state constitution requires it to enact a balanced budget. But “it does not also require that the state end the fiscal year in budgetary balance,” S&P notes. So an overflow of deficit hits the next fiscal year’s books, continuously -- a chronic problem. The state is also often strait-jacketed by constitutional requirements on budget moves like tax and spending, including a two-thirds majority of legislators to approve changes. “So its ability to make straightforward budget adjustments is complicated, a lot of times its budget gimmicks don’t work out,” S&P’s Petek tells FBN. Meaning, “the state passes budgets that balance on paper, but several months later, the budget is again out of balance and out of whack,” says Petek. “With that track record, that’s why the state has such a big cash flow deficit,” Petek adds. Worsened because the state, home to Silicon Valley and a huge housing market, has been careening from bubble to bubble. Standard & Poor's has already warned in a report earlier this year: "We could change the outlook to negative or lower the rating if we believe the state's credit quality weakens through the budget process." 
Credit Rating key to Silicon

Frank 12 (Stephen, publisher and editor of the California Political News and Views, May 15, 2012, “California Rotting Like a Beached Whale”, http://capoliticalnews.com/2012/05/15/california-rotting-like-a-beached-whale////TS)

One centrist Democrat I’ve read for years is Walter Russell Mead. He writes the Via Meadea blog for the American Interest. The name is a pun on several levels: his name, mead the beverage, media and via media, Latin for “middle of the road.” So he practically defines centrism in the Democratic Party. He just commented on Gov. Jerry Brown’s May Revise budget proposal and call for $8.5 billion in tax increases. Mead: “California’s budget woes combined with poor economic results have long made it a poster child for poor fiscal management. The state’s credit rating has been downgraded to an A- by S&P, the lowest rating for any U.S. state, and its budget and pension shortfalls are infamous. Even more so than in other states, the main political challenge for California’s politicians will be to put the state on firm fiscal footing. Given the state’s poor current condition [and] the rotten condition of its non-Hollywood, non-Silicon Valley economy, this process is bound to take years…. “California’s budget woes combined with poor economic results have long made it a poster child for poor fiscal management. The state’s credit rating has been downgraded to an A- by S&P, the lowest rating for any U.S. state, and its budget and pension shortfalls are infamous. Even more so than in other states, the main political challenge for California’s politicians will be to put the state on firm fiscal footing. Given the state’s poor current condition the rotten condition of its non-Hollywood, non-Silicon Valley economy, this process is bound to take years.”

Entrepreneurship is key to growth – companies create millions of jobs across all sectors of the economy
Strangler 10 (Dane Stangler, researcher and analyst at the Kauffman Foundation for Entrepreneurship., “'Brain gain' can fuel more start-ups,” April 23, 2010, Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/Money/Growthology/2010/0423/Brain-gain-can-fuel-more-start-ups///TS)
A recent post highlighted the importance of new and young companies to job creation in the U.S., implicitly raising an important question for policy makers: How can we increase the number of start-ups? Assuming it can be done, such an increase would not solve all of the economic challenges facing this country, but it would certainly help. New companies not only create millions of jobs across all sectors of the economy — they also introduce product and process innovations, boosting overall productivity. Saying start-ups are important is one thing, of course; actually designing policies to increase their number is something else entirely. Before making any recommendations, for example, we need to know more about the universe of start-ups. Are they more prominent in some sectors than others? Does the impact of new companies differ across sectors or geographic regions? Should policy focus on encouraging more new firms, or on enhancing the growth of those already in existence? How would any such policies affect established companies, large and small? Policymaking around entrepreneurship is evidently not clear-cut as there is still quite a bit we do not understand regarding start-ups. In the coming weeks we will try to explore these questions and illuminate the world of start-ups for policymakers. We’ll start with the lowest-hanging fruit of all, though one that may seem like poison to some in Washington: immigration. It’s commonly accepted that the United States is a nation of immigrants, settled and populated by those fleeing persecution, seeking commercial opportunities in a new land or looking for a fresh start. We have always recognized the important contributions of immigrants to the U.S. economy, from entrepreneurs like Samuel Slater (textile mills) to Andrew Carnegie (steel) to Andy Bechtolsheim (Sun Microsystems) to the laborers and workers who built this country with their hands. Recently, researchers have begun to paint a broader picture of the economic role of immigrant entrepreneurs. For example, Vivek Wadhwa and his research team have found that, from 1995 to 2006, fully one-quarter of new technology and engineering companies in the U.S. were founded by immigrants. In Silicon Valley, the figure was one-half. These firms constitute only a sliver of all companies, yet contribute an outstanding number of jobs and innovations to the economy. It makes sense, then, that if we are seeking to increase the number of new companies started each year in the U.S., we might look to immigrants. It turns out that Sens. John Kerry (D-MA) and Richard Lugar (R-IN) are thinking precisely along these lines, introducing the Start-Up Visa Act (PDF) in the Senate. This bill would grant a two-year visa to immigrant entrepreneurs who are able to raise $250,000 from an American investor and can create at least five jobs in two years. Without question, such a visa is a good idea and this legislation hopefully paves the way for future actions that would reduce the pecuniary threshold and focus more on job creation. Quite naturally, however, the promotion of immigrant entrepreneurs arouses suspicion among those on the right who harbor nativist views, and those on the left who perceive progressive immigration policies as a threat to American labor. Such views take the precisely wrong perspective: immigration, as we have seen, is a core American value. Immigrant entrepreneurs, moreover, come to the U.S. to make jobs for Americans, not take them. Further, many of those who promote immigration as a way to boost economic growth narrowly focus on “high-skilled” entrepreneurs, those who might start technology companies. Clearly, as Wadhwa’s research indicates, such companies are important to American innovation. But we exclude non-technology entrepreneurs at our peril — every new company, including those founded by immigrants, represents pursuit of the American dream. By closing our borders to immigrants in general or welcoming only those with certain skills, we leave out many who will start new firms in other industries. If not in the United States, they will go elsewhere to start their companies and create jobs. Entrepreneurs are implicit in Emma Lazarus’ poem: “Give me your tired, your poor/Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free.” Entrepreneurs start from nothing and work endlessly to build their companies, expressing their individual freedom through commerce. Why should we want to exclude them from the home of entrepreneurial capitalism? ADDENDUM: Ben Wildavsky's new book, The Great Brain Race, will be released soon and I highly recommend it to anyone interested in higher education, globalization, and immigration. It is a fantastically written book and, as noted in the title of this post, Ben posits this wonderful notion of "brain circulation." When discussing globalization and immigration and job creation in the very recent past (and, for that matter, still in the present), we have usually spoken in terms like "brain gain" and "brain drain," implying a zero-sum contest between countries and regions. Ben's book makes quite clear that we are moving into a world of brain circulation, wherein people circulate among countries and institutions, starting companies, creating jobs, propagating innovations--adding to the economies of many countries at once.

Economic decline causes nuclear war

Harris and Burrows 9 – PhD in European History @ Cambridge and Counselor of the US National Intelligence Council AND Member of the National Intelligence Council’s Long Range Analysis Unit (Mathew J. and Jennifer, “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Burrows.pdf, EMM)

Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world. 

California Economy
New spending destroys budget stability and wrecks the California economy

Krol 12 (Robert, is a professor of economics at California State University Northridge and author of a forthcoming Cato Journal paper on state budget institutions, 2012, “California Needs a Spending Limit”, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/california-needs-spending-limit///TS)
California's budget is once again in the red. The governor signed a balanced budget in August of last year, but before the ink was dry, a slowing economy, the real estate bust and a spate of unplanned spending resulted in a significant budget crunch. The Legislative Analyst's Office now projects a deficit of about $10 billion over the next 18 months, and Gov. Schwarzenegger says the shortfall may be as high as $14 billion. To be sure, the slowing economy has reduced revenues, but excessive spending remains the root cause of California's persistent financial troubles. The governor plans to declare a "fiscal emergency," requiring legislators in Sacramento to correct the deficit. The resulting legislation will likely include spending cuts, fee increases and borrowing. Details aside, Schwarzenegger must insist that any legislation contain an enforceable framework to help prevent future fiscal crises and allow for a voter referendum on a constitutional spending limit. The time is right. California's taxes are already high, so the solution is to control spending with a constitutional constraint limiting expenditure growth to inflation plus population growth. Schwarzenegger proposed a spending limit in 2005, but it was poorly designed, and voters had little incentive to support it. Now, the fiscal crunch is much worse. A new proposal should require legislators to get voter approval for any expenditures above the limit, and include a component allowing taxpayers to decide for themselves whether they want higher spending or a tax refund. Such a law would lessen the severity of budget shortfalls in economic downturns. Recent experience provides an example of how this would work. The state's revenues began to rise in the 2004-05 fiscal year. Since that time, pegging spending increases to inflation and population growth would have allowed spending to grow by 15 percent. Instead, expenditures increased by more than twice that much. If spending growth had been limited to 15 percent since 2004-05, we'd be facing a $7 billion surplus rather than a $2 billion deficit for the current fiscal year. Thirty states already have some form of a tax or government spending limit. Most of the limits link the growth of state expenditures to growth in personal income. California overwhelmingly passed a population growth plus inflation spending constraint in 1979, but it was amended by voters in 1990 to limit expenditure growth to increases in population plus growth in personal income. This more generous limit has never effectively constrained state spending. Linking spending growth to increases in population plus inflation is a more effective way to establish fiscal discipline in Sacramento. We know from other states that tax and spending limits can constrain the expansion of government. Research shows that the most effective limits are constitutional, written by voters and limit increases in spending rather than revenues. As an added bonus, financial markets reward states with expenditure limits by demanding lower interest rates on state borrowing. This offers significant savings over time. During economic booms, if revenues increase more than inflation plus population growth, the surplus should be refunded to taxpayers or used to shore up California's rainy-day fund. If state leaders wanted to spend some of the additional revenues, they should put their proposals up for a vote. California has little choice but to get its spending under control. Higher taxes are not an economically viable option. The Tax Foundation in Washington, D.C., ranks California 46th in its 2007 State Business Climate Rankings. Our neighboring states – Arizona, Nevada and Oregon – rank considerably better. Despite healthy revenue growth over the last few years, the California budget has been mismanaged. Schwarzenegger has been unable to make good on his pledge to reform Sacramento and get state lawmakers off of what he called "autopilot" spending. In the 2003 recall election, he ran as a budget reformer, promising he would "tear up the credit cards" and rein in runaway spending. He has failed to live up to his promises. A spending limit would give California some much-needed budget stability, and allow the governor to salvage his legacy. With a new fiscal mess brewing, it's time for him to try again.
California is key to the US economy

Williams 09 (Juliet, writer for the Huffington Post, June 29, 2009, “California's Ailing Economy Could Prolong US Recession”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/06/29/californias-ailing-econom_n_222616.html///TS)

SACRAMENTO, Calif. — California faces a $24 billion budget shortfall, an eye-popping amount that dwarfs many states' entire annual spending plans. Beyond California's borders, why should anyone care that the home of Google and the Walt Disney Co. might stop paying its bills this week? Virtually all states are suffering in the recession, some worse than California. But none has the economic horsepower of the world's eighth-largest economy, home to one in eight Americans. California accounts for 12 percent of the nation's gross domestic product and the largest share of retail sales of any state. It also sends far more in tax revenue to the federal government than it receives _ giving a dollar for every 80 cents it gets back _ which means Californians are keeping social programs afloat across the country. While the deficit only affects the state, California's deepening economic malaise could make it harder for the entire nation's economy to recover. When the state stumbles, its sheer size _ 38.3 million people _ creates fallout for businesses from Texas to Michigan. "California is the key catalyst for U.S. retail sales, and if California falls further you will see the U.S. economy suffer significantly," said retail consultant Burt P. Flickinger, managing director of Strategic Resource Group. He warned of more bankruptcies of national retail chains and brand suppliers. Even if California lawmakers solve the deficit quickly, there will likely be more government furloughs and layoffs and tens of billions of dollars in spending cuts. That will ripple through the state economy, sowing fear of even more job losses. Californians have already been scaling back for months as the state's unemployment rate has climbed to a record 11.5 percent in May. Increases to the income, sales and vehicle license taxes approved by lawmakers and Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger in February acted as a further drag on spending. Personal income declined in California in 2008 for the first time since the Great Depression, and income tax revenue fell by 34 percent during the first five months of this year. The decrease in spending is especially evident in automobiles. California is the nation's largest single auto market, and sales are down 40 percent from last year. Auto dealers see little hope of a quick turnaround, especially after a 1 percentage point increase in the state sales tax and hike of the vehicle license fee. State agencies also canceled contracts for hundreds of new vehicles, retroactive to March, said Brian Maas, director of government affairs for the California New Car Dealers Association. Because California's $1.7 trillion annual economy is so important, the state's treasurer has asked for federal help _ in the form of a guarantee that would allow California and other states to take out short-term loans at lower interest rates. A federal guarantee would cut the interest rate on the state's borrowing by as much as half, saving California taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars. "It's not that California got itself into trouble and wants the federal government to bail it out," said Rep. Brad Sherman, D-Los Angeles. "California wants the federal government to do for a fee that which Wall Street would do for a fee if Wall Street wasn't broken." But some members of Congress worry about setting a precedent for bailing out local governments. "You've got many states throughout this country, you've got many cities that are in tough financial problems, so they will all come for help," explained Rep. Kevin McCarthy, R-Bakersfield. Any extra federal assistance is sure to be a hard sell in Washington and elsewhere because of California's free-spending image. That may have been true before the recession, but the state cut $15 billion in government spending in February and plans to solve most of the $24 billion deficit through even more cuts. Government workers face the possibility of three-day-a-month furloughs, teachers are being laid off, lower-income college students stand to lose their grants and hundreds of thousands of poor children could go without health care. The recession is behind this fiscal turmoil. Some 1 million jobs are expected to be lost in California in two years and unemployment is estimated to peak at 12.3 percent in early 2010, said Jeff Michael, director of the Business Forecasting Center at the University of the Pacific in Stockton. Schwarzenegger has repeatedly stressed that he hasn't asked for a bailout and doesn't want any special treatment for California _ though he likely wouldn't reject more stimulus funding if it came his way. Economist Stephen Levy, director of the Center for the Continuing Study of the California Economy in Palo Alto, has argued for another nationwide stimulus package to help all states avoid further cuts to social programs intended to help vulnerable people. "If we are the bellwether, I would have Californians reach out to other states and really make a plea for national assistance," Levy said. "The recession is not our fault."

AT: Rainy Day Fund

California doesn’t have reserve or rainy day funds
Myers 10 (John, is Sacramento Bureau Chief for KQED Public Radio and "The California Report," heard daily on 23 public radio stations across the Golden State, July 29, 2010, “Budget +29: Does California Have A Rainy Day Fund?”, ()

http://blogs.kqed.org/capitalnotes/2010/07/29/budget-29-does-california-have-a-rainy-day-fund///TS)

As Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger hits the road to talk to groups around the state about the stalled budget talks here in Sacramento, he keeps telling audiences that California has no reserve "rainy day" fund. It's a statement that, one assumes, proves the need for systemic budget reform before he signs any new spending plan for the now 29 day late budget. But it's also hard to square with the past. That kind of comment, which he's now made at several recent events, seems to always get a nod of approval from the audience; after all, who doesn't think the state needs a place to sock away money for tough times? Trouble is, that's exactly what the newly elected Schwarzenegger persuaded voters to establish in the election held on March 2, 2004. That night, he called the passage of the two budget related measures he had been campaigning for a victory for "fiscal responsibility" in a state that had been battered by economic chaos. As we know, Proposition 57 and Proposition 58 were sibling proposals -- one approving $15 billion in borrowing to balance the budget, the other to ban all future borrowing (a topic that recently resurfaced) and... yes... create a rainy day fund. The governor himself signed the ballot argument in favor of Prop 58 which said, in part: The "rainy day fund" admittedly got less attention during that campaign than either the $15 billion of borrowing in Prop 57 or the promise that Prop 58 would force the state to "live within its means." And admittedly, it was not exactly the reserve fund he wanted. "Schwarzenegger wanted 10 percent of state revenue to go into the fund," wrote Joe Mathews in his 2006 book on the governor's early years. But Democrats in the Legislature balked, and the governor compromised. Prop 58's rainy day fund -- technically now known as the Budget Stabilization Account (BSA) -- would take a slice of annual revenues "until the balance in the account reaches $8 billion or 5 percent of General Fund revenues, whichever is greater," said the official ballot analysis. Though the campaign presented the BSA as a strong reform, its legacy since 2004 indicates otherwise. In the thoughtful new book California Crackup: How Reform Broke The Golden State and How We Can Fix It, the aforementioned Mathews and co-author Mark Paul make the following observation: ...the badly designed Budget Stabilization Account created by Prop 58 in 2004 has been a fiscal flop. Capped at $8 billion, or 5 percent of projected general fund revenues, it's too small to deal with the much larger revenue swings the state has experienced in the past three recessions. It requires the state to squirrel away 3 percent of revenues every year, without regard to California's budget or economic condition, but allows the governor to withhold all or part of the annual contribution, for any reason. And it allows up to half of the money in the account to be spent, whether it's rainy or sunny.
EXT: Silicon key to competitiveness 

Silicon key to competitiveness

West 11 (Darrell, is vice president and director of Governance Studies and a senior fellow at Brookings. He is also the founding director of the Center for Technology Innovation October 19, 2011, “Technology and the Innovation Economy”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/10/19%20technology%20innovation%20west/1019_technology_innovation_west.pdf///TS)

We need regional economic clusters that take advantage of innovation‐rich geographic niches. There are several examples of successful and geographically‐based clusters such as Silicon Valley, Boston’s Route 128, and the Research Triangle in North Carolina. In each of these areas, there is a combination of creative talent associated with terrific universities, access to venture capital, and state laws that promote innovation through tax policy and/or infrastructure development. Research has demonstrated that these innovation clusters generate positive economic results. According to a Brookings report by Mark Muro and Bruce Katz, “it is now broadly affirmed that strong clusters foster innovation through dense knowledge flows and spillovers; strengthen entrepreneurship by boosting new enterprise formation and start‐up survival, enhance productivity, income‐levels, and employment growth in industries, and positively influence regional economic performance.”27

Silicon Valley startups are the lynchpin of U.S competitiveness

Porter and Rivkin 12 (Michael and Jan, is the Bishop William Lawrence University Professor, is the Bruce V. Rauner Professor of Business Administration at Harvard Business School, March 2012, “The Looming Challenge to US Competitiveness”, http://www.wedc.wa.gov/Download%20files/HBR_LoomingCompetiveness.pdf///TS)
Macro foundations create the potential for long-term productivity, but actual productivity depends on the microeconomic conditions that affect business itself. A competitive nation exhibits a sound business environment (including modern transport and communications infrastructure, high-quality research institutions, streamlined regulation, sophisticated local consumers, and effective capital markets) as well as strong clusters of firms and supporting institutions in particular fields, such as information technology in Silicon Valley and energy in Houston. Competitive nations develop companies that adopt advanced operating and management practices. In a large country like the U.S., many of the most important drivers of competitiveness rest at the regional and local levels, not the national level. Though federal policies surely matter, microeconomic drivers tied to regions—such as roads, universities, pools of talent, and cluster specialization—are crucial. 7 Assessing the U.S. through this lens, we see significant cracks in its economic foundations, with particularly troubling deterioration in macro competitiveness. Problems include levels of government debt not seen since World War II; health care and primary education systems whose results are neither world-class nor reflective of the large sums spent on them; and a polarized and often paralyzed political system (especially at the federal level) that makes decisions only when facing a crisis. In micro competitiveness, eroding skills in the workplace, inadequate physical infrastructure, and rising regulatory complexity increasingly offset traditional strengths such as innovation and entrepreneurship.
Startups allow for innovation and rapid technological change
NYT 10 (Thomas L. Friedman, Editorial Desk, Op-Ed Columnist, New York Times, June 9, 2010, “A Gift For Grads: Start-Ups,”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/09/opinion/09friedman.html?_r=1///TS)
If you have a son or daughter graduating from college this year, you’ve probably gotten the word. When meeting this year’s college grads it’s best not to ask: “Hey, what are you doing next year?” Too many recent graduates don’t have an answer. They can’t find jobs even remotely related to their fields. This year’s graduation theme is: “Don’t ask. Can’t say.” We owe our young people something better — and the solution is not that complicated, although it is amazing how little it is discussed in the Washington policy debates. We need three things: start-ups, start-ups and more start-ups. Good jobs — in bulk — don’t come from government. They come from risk-takers starting businesses — businesses that make people’s lives healthier, more productive, more comfortable or more entertained, with services and products that can be sold around the world. You can’t be for jobs and against business. Alas, though, relations today between the Obama administration and “business” are pretty strained. I’m not talking about Wall Street, which deserves Obama’s lash. I’m talking about people who actually make stuff and sell it. I am talking about entrepreneurs and innovators. A surprising number of them told me they had voted for Obama, and an equally surprising number of them now tell me they’re unhappy. A lot of their criticism is unfair. Obama has never gotten the credit he deserves for stabilizing the terrifying economy he inherited — with virtually no help from Republicans. And business is never going to like anyone who raises income taxes, especially to pay for other people’s health care — even if it is in the national interest. That said, I think part of the business community’s complaint about Obama has merit. Although there are many “innovation” initiatives ongoing in this administration, they are not well coordinated or a top priority or championed by knowledgeable leadership. This administration is heavily staffed by academics, lawyers and political types. There is no senior person who has run a large company or built and sold globally a new innovative product. And that partly explains why this administration has been mostly interested in pushing taxes, social spending and regulation — not pushing trade expansion, competitiveness and new company formation. Innovation and competitiveness don’t seem to float Obama’s boat. He could use a buoyant growth strategy. What might that include? I asked two of the best people on this subject, Robert Litan, vice president of research and policy at the Kauffman Foundation, which specializes in innovation, and Curtis Carlson, the chief executive of SRI International, the Silicon Valley-based innovation specialists. Carlson said he would begin by creating a cabinet position exclusively for promoting innovation and competitiveness to ensure that America remains “the world’s new company formation leader.” “Secretary Newco” would be focused on pushing through initiatives — including lower corporate taxes for start-ups, reducing costly regulations (like Sarbanes-Oxley reporting for new companies), and expanding tax breaks for research and development to make it cheaper and faster to start new firms. We need to unleash millions of entrepreneurs. Litan said he’d staple a green card to the diploma of every foreign student who graduates from a U.S. university and push for a new meaningful entrepreneurs visa (the current one, the EB-5, requires $1 million of capital that few foreign entrepreneurs have). It would grant temporary residence to any foreigner who comes here to establish a company and permanent residency if that company generates a certain level of new full-time jobs and revenues. One of the best moves we could make, adds Litan, would be a long-term budget deal that would address the looming Social Security/Medicare payouts for baby boomers. Proving to the bond market that we have our long-term fiscal house in order would keep long-term interest rates low and thereby “encourage private investment more than any tax cut.” Nevertheless, I’d also cut the capital gains tax for any profit-making venture start-up from 15 percent to 1 percent. I want our best minds to be able to make a killing from starting new companies rather than going to Wall Street and making a killing by betting against existing companies. I’d also impose a carbon tax and balance that with a cut in payroll taxes and corporate taxes. Let’s tax what we don’t want and encourage what we do. “Fortunately, this is the best time ever for innovation,” said Carlson, for three reasons: “First, although competition is increasingly intense, our global economy opens up huge new market opportunities. Second, most technologies — since they are increasingly based on ideas and bits and not on atoms and muscle — are improving at rapid, exponential rates. And third, these two forces — huge, competitive markets and rapid technological change — are opening up one major new opportunity after another. It is a time of abundance, not scarcity — assuming we do the right things with a real national growth strategy. If we do not, it rapidly becomes a world of scarcity.” 

Tech Competitiveness Brink

U.S tech competitiveness is on the brink

Waters 11 (Richard, is the Financial Times West Coast Managing editor, January 19, 2011, “Technology: A dip in the Valley”, http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/abicomplete/docview/845811197/fulltext/1378AB9DBB936C2D72F/12?accountid=14667///TS)

When Facebook was accorded a $50bn valuation in a private financing launched this month, it looked like business as usual in Silicon Valley. The suburbs strung out along the peninsula below San Francisco that comprise the heart of the US technology industry had once again turned out a groundbreaking company to take the world by storm. To some industry veterans, however, eye-catching successes such as the social networking site - whose share offer by Goldman Sachs drew so much attention that the bank felt obliged to exclude US investors for regulatory reasons - provide little indication of the underlying trend in the country's technological competitiveness. If anything, they help to mask a deeper malaise that threatens the American system of innovation. Drawn by the quick profits from high-flying internet concerns, US technology investors have lost interest in the more serious work needed to sustain a lead in some of the world's most advanced industries, says John Seely Brown, a former head of Xerox's Palo Alto Research Center, once one of the Valley's most renowned corporate research and development laboratories. "We've lost the will for patient investment. In the natural sciences, you don't see ideas develop that fast," he says. Mr Seely Brown is far from alone. A deepening angst has gripped the US technology industry as the country has emerged from recession. If America is to create new, high-paying jobs, it is in the convergence of high science and entrepreneurial dynamism that much of the hope resides. But many leaders in the technology industry, which has been held up as a beacon of US economic leadership, no longer feel as confident of their own ability to deliver the goods. The tabular content relating to this article is not available to view. Apologies in advance for the inconvenience caused. "I don't know how many Facebooks you can build," says Bill Watkins, a computer industry veteran. Like others in Silicon Valley, he has been drawn into the region's latest boom industry: green technology. As chief executive of Bridgelux, a company that makes low-power lighting using light emitting diodes, he is at the forefront of a promising new field - but now warns that the LED industry is fast slipping away to Asia. The US remains the clear leader in science and technology on virtually any measure - its share of global R&D spending stands at 40 per cent, while it employs 70 per cent of the world's Nobel prizewinners and is home to 15 of the world's 20 top universities, according to Rand, a US think-tank. But the balance has been shifting. By 2007, the most recent date for which figures are available, Asia's share of global R&D spending had risen to 32 per cent, up five percentage points in the previous five years, according to Unesco. On paper, the 1.4m researchers in China now equal the number in the US, though their output has been far lower. Silicon Valley’s magnetic attraction for entrepreneurial talent from around the world is also less powerful than it was. About one-quarter of venture capital-backed companies in the US over the past 15 years were set up by immigrants, with a heavy bias towards technology industries, according to the National Venture Capital Association. That movement of talent in favor of the US does not look sustainable. With US venture capitalists redirecting more of their money to Asia, and start-ups from elsewhere winning support from American investors - new stock market listings by Chinese internet companies on Wall Street exceeded those by local American ones last year - many immigrant entrepreneurs are feeling an irresistible pull to return home. For US tech companies, this is not necessarily bad news. Adept at crossing borders to take advantage of new markets and tap low-cost workforces and pools of engineering talent elsewhere, their ties to their country of origin have been growing looser. But for the US itself, the risk of losing out on the next big technologies would be far more severe. As Mr Watkins says: "What's good for American stockholders is not necessarily good for America." In the popular psyche, American technological leadership seems almost innate. It is seen as the product of an ingenuity, a sense of risk-taking and a hunger for the new that could only have taken root in a country as democratic, socially mobile and close to its pioneer roots as the US. But such romantic notions have lately been taking a cold shower. Forget the loss of electronics manufacturing to Asia, which began in the 1980s, or the shift of information technology services to India, which has been the story of the past decade: the R&D and design work that goes into many areas of electronics manufacturing - bringing with it high-paying jobs - has also been moving elsewhere. And in entirely new markets such as green technology, despite strong US scientific credentials and heavy investment from Silicon Valley’s venture capital investors, the centre of gravity has been moving to Asia. The belief that American individuality and creativity somehow assure future leadership is "a clear exposition of the arrogance of empire", warns Michael Moritz, one of the Valley's leading start-up financiers. Freed of "the debilitating effects of affluence", he adds, "the need to succeed is far greater in the emerging economies". Nor is there any inherent resource advantage, as information and talent flow freely. "We're not smarter than they are," says Mr Watkins. Some of the trends that lie behind the erosion of leadership - such as the decline of the US share of the world's R&D spending, and the inability of its educational system to turn out enough science and technology students to feed national demand - have been playing out for decades. But the current angst has a more pointed cause. It comes from a sense of relative decline: others are catching up. The rise of China, in particular, has had a powerful psychological effect. In many ways, this unease is irrational. "Why should I be upset that other countries are lifting themselves out of poverty, whether that's physical or intellectual?" asks Nathan Myhrvold, a former chief technology officer at Microsoft whose current firm, Intellectual Ventures, has amassed one of the world's biggest portfolios of technology patents. For all the concerns, the US still has a big global lead. But that does little to erase the doubts. "Relative decline is decline," says Robert Atkinson, president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, a US think-tank. Even optimists such as Mr Myhrvold concede that, as Asia rises, Americans find themselves in an unfamiliar position. "The US is the new Europe," he says. There is also a growing fear of absolute decline as more parts of the US technology industry move offshore. "A company that loses its ability to develop its own manufacturing is on the road to oblivion," says Mr Moritz. The concern stems from the close ties between design and manufacturing that characterize the evolution of new technologies. Developing prototypes and refining manufacturing processes becomes harder when the design and manufacturing of products takes place half a world apart. As a result, the US is losing "the capabilities to build serious, complex stuff", warns Mr Seely Brown. The US machine tool industry has already largely been lost to other countries. Applied Materials, the world's largest maker of manufacturing equipment for the chip industry - and, increasingly, for solar cell makers - startled US rivals last year when it announced that its chief technology officer would move to China to be closer to the company's manufacturing plants. The failure of the US educational system to turn out enough engineers and others with needed technical backgrounds presents a second direct threat and has become a perennial subject of complaint for tech employers. "In the short run, you can fill gaps through immigration," says Brad Smith, general counsel of Microsoft. "But you have to question whether that's healthy and sustainable." The ability of the US to win the competition for talent is no longer taken for granted. Sophie Vandebroek, a Belgian engineer who moved to the US in the mid-1980s to train, says that at the time it was "the place to be - this was where the hot research was happening". Ms Vandebroek stayed and eventually became chief technology officer at Xerox - in spite of the low status accorded to engineers in the US: "It's kind of at the bottom of the professions." Now, she and others warn, US immigration rules that make it harder for foreign students to stay, along with the availability of good jobs at home, are causing the country to leach much-needed foreign workers. Concerns about competition are most heavily focused on new industries in which global leadership has yet to be established. The pressure is most acute in so-called green technologies. China and some other countries in Asia have adopted policies designed to wrest control of these industries even before they have become fully established, US executives and financiers warn. "We invented LEDs but we're losing the business to Asia, and it's the same with solar," says Mr Watkins of Bridgelux. The game is not yet lost. For now, in some industries that are still forming, the Valley boasts an impressive array of start-ups. In areas such as electric vehicles, advanced solar manufacturing and energy storage, it has established a technological lead, says Alan Salzman, managing partner of Vantage Point, a venture capital firm that specializes in green tech. "If this is the industrial revolution of the 21st century, then this is where the jobs are going to come from," he adds. If it is not to become left behind in businesses such as these, the industry's leaders say, it is time for a policy rethink. "Simply put, the US needs to decide it is 'open for business' and willing to compete in the global marketplace for factories and jobs," says Paul Otellini, chief executive of Intel. "Costs are higher here, not driven by labor rates but rather by lack of incentives or tax credits that are available to US corporations in most other countries." Without education reform, there will be a "critical engineering skills gap [that] will ultimately translate into fewer jobs and inventions in this country". The administration of President Barack Obama has signaled its greater willingness to consider such calls, though it is not yet clear whether powerful tech companies such as Intel will get what they want. Silicon Valley may still act as a magnet for the world's engineering and entrepreneurial talent. It is the place where many of the brightest Indian, Chinese and European brains still congregate. Facebook's success is evidence that "innovation is still kicking" and the American melting pot is still happening, says Mr Myhrvold. But for the country at large, it would not pay to take that much for granted. 

State Budget Cuts Bad

State budget cuts collapse their economies

Johnson et al 11 (Nicholas, serves as Vice President for State Fiscal Policy at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, a Washington, D.C-based research and policy institute.  He directs the Center’s State Fiscal Project, which publishes frequent reports on how state budget and tax decisions are affecting families and communities, and develops policies to enhance fiscal responsibility, equity, and accountability, Phil Oliff and and Erica Williams, both experts at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities center, February 9, 2011, “An Update on State Budget Cuts At Least 46 States Have Imposed Cuts That Hurt Vulnerable Residents and the Economy”, http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=1214///TS)
Cuts to state services not only harm vulnerable residents but also worsen the recession — and dampen the recovery — by reducing overall economic activity. When states cut spending, they lay off employees, cancel contracts with vendors, reduce payments to businesses and nonprofits that provide services, and cut benefit payments to individuals. All of these steps remove demand from the economy. For instance, at least 44 states and the District of Columbia have reduced overall wages paid to state workers by laying off workers, requiring them to take unpaid leave (furloughs), freezing new hires, or similar actions. State and local governments have eliminated over 400,000 jobs since August 2008, federal data show. Such measures are reducing not only the level and quality of services available to state residents but also the purchasing power of workers’ families, which in turn affects local businesses and slows recovery.

State Budget cuts hold down the private sector

Kingkade 11 (Tyler, is the Assistant Editor of HuffPost College and is based in New York. Prior to this role he covered politics for The Huffington Post and The Iowa Independent, and worked at the National Journal and for the CBS affiliate in Des Moines, Iowa. He was editor-in-chief of Ethos magazine at Iowa State University and also attended The Fund for American Studies at Georgetown University. His work has earned him national recognition by the Society of Professional Journalists, the Associated Collegiate Press, and the University of Georgia, December 21, 2011, “Record State Budget Shortfalls Likely To Drag Down The Private Sector For Years”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/08/29/public-spending-state-shortfalls-great-recession_n_940268.html///TS)
"When states cut spending, they cancel contracts they have," said Mike Leechman, director of state fiscal research at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. "There are all kinds of connections between the public and private sector. We don't have two economies." There are direct linkages -- private-sector doctors rely heavily on government payments, for instance -- and less direct connections. "[It could be] a paper supply company that gets a lot of its business from government. Or the restaurant across the street from the university where there have been layoffs. And so all these cuts that states have been making have really had a major impact," Leechman said. Even as signs of a slow recovery begin to emerge, a lack of spending by states is holding the private sector down and helping keep the overall economy at a stand still.
***State Budget Da – Nebraska***

*missing Obama good/bad impact work – we will turn out some before wave 2 is done so debates can happen over this one*
2AC Nebraska Budget DA

Nebraska’s budget is on the brink- future spending overstretches key priorities

Marmaduke 3/06 (*UPDATED on 6/17, 2012, Jacy, “Nebraska budget proposal leaves $17.64 million for emerging bills,” http://www.dailynebraskan.com/news/nebraska-budget-proposal-leaves-17-64-million-for-emerging-bills-1.2712832//MGD)
The Appropriations Committee unveiled its 2012 Budget Recommendations on Wednesday, but the 49-page document is more than a list of numbers. It's a reality check. Some senators were hopeful that a recovering economy might allow for increased spending, said Speaker Mike Flood of Norfolk, but last month's revenue forecast held the state flat for the next two years. The Appropriations Committee budget proposal allocated funding to 77 state agencies, including child welfare institutions and higher education-construction projects. The remaining $17.64 million beyond the minimum reserve must be distributed to fund bills emerging from what Flood called one of the most financially ambitious sessions in recent years. "Do the math, and there's not the authority that folks thought we'd have in January when the bills were introduced," Flood said. After at least three years of zero excess funding, the state boasted about $63 million beyond the minimum reserve this year, sending a message to legislators that it was time to spend. "Just having that out there after a lot of tough budget years, after tightening belts for so long, it seemed kind of like the prime time for new spending or reductions in revenue," said Appropriations Committee clerk Anne Fargen. So senators introduced ambitious bills calling for an overhaul of child welfare services, increased health care coverage and property tax reform, among other things. Additionally, Gov. Dave Heineman proposed major tax cuts that would result in a $326 million loss in revenue during a three-year period. "Everybody just wanted to get their idea out, and you get your idea out by presenting a bill," said Appropriations Committee chair Sen. Lavon Heidemann of Elk Creek. Flood said a lack of funding could put otherwise-popular bills in jeopardy. Each bill requires 25 votes in the body to move forward for consideration, and the senators will take funding into consideration. "You'll see a lot of bills that move through the system, and then (we'll have to) go up to some senators and say, ‘We simply don't have the money for this, and your bill is not probably going to pass,'" Flood said. "We're going to be in a very trying spot when it comes to deciding what the priorities of the state are." Fargen said appropriation requirements "can be a hindrance" for some bills when money is tight. 
That derails Nebraska’s environmental study

Fox News 4/19 (2012, “New proposed Keystone XL pipeline route unveiled,” http://www.foxnews.com/us/2012/04/19/new-proposed-keystone-xl-pipeline-route-unveiled/
LINCOLN, Neb. – Officials unveiled a new preferred route Thursday for the Nebraska portion of the stalled Keystone XL oil pipeline that avoids the state's groundwater-rich Sandhills region. The proposed route would veer east around the the Sandhills before looping back to the original route. Developer TransCanada has said the reroute adds about 100 miles to the original 1,700-mile project that would carry oil from Canada to the Gulf Coast. The company submitted the proposal after Gov. Dave Heineman allowed state officials to proceed with an environmental review. The review stalled in January when the Obama administration rejected a federal permit for the pipeline. Administration officials said they didn't have time to review the project before a congressional deadline and cited uncertainty about the Nebraska route. The full $7 billion pipeline would travel from Canada through Montana, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma and Texas. TransCanada wants to build the 36-inch pipeline to carry oil from tar sands in Alberta to refineries on the Texas Gulf Coast. Nebraska became a pivotal battleground for the project last year, pitting environmentalists and some landowners against unions and the oil industry. Heineman called a special session to address concerns over the pipeline's proposed path, and TransCanada executive eventually agreed to route the pipeline away from Nebraska's groundwater-rich Sandhills. Nebraska lawmakers passed a bill earlier this month authorizes the state Department of Environmental Quality to review possible routes through the state and hold at least one public hearing on its evaluation. Its findings would then be added to a federal environmental review, if the company reapplies for a project permit. Environmentalists say the pipeline still threatens Nebraska's water and wildlife, and they dispute company claims that it will create tens of thousands of U.S. jobs and reduce the nation's dependence on oil from hostile foreign nations. The review is expected to cost as much as $2 million. The state has spent roughly $153,000 since November but stopped the analysis after the permit was denied. Jane Kleeb, executive director of the group Bold Nebraska, said the proposed corridors still cross the Sandhills and the Ogallala aquifer, a groundwater supply that lies beneath Nebraska and smaller parts of seven other states. "All of the routes are unacceptable and show once again we cannot trust TransCanada," Kleeb said. 

Nebraska EIS is k/t delaying Keystone until after the election

Reuters 6/16 (2012, “Republicans fear uncertain scope of Keystone study” http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/06/16/keystone-idINL1E8HFIUR20120616) 

WASHINGTON/CALGARY, Alberta, June 15 (Reuters) - The scope of a planned environmental review of the Keystone XL oil pipeline from Canada could go beyond a small disputed portion in Nebraska and threatens to delay the project further, its Republican backers in Congress said on Friday. The State Department asked on Friday for public comments by the end of July to help determine the scope of an environmental review ordered earlier this year for the controversial pipeline. The review is designed to supplement a "final" environmental impact report issued last August. Republicans suggested the State Department request could expand the review beyond an 88-mile (140-km) portion of the route through Nebraska that has been altered because of environmental concerns. "In essence they're saying, 'OK, now we're going to start all over again,'" Senator John Hoeven, a Republican from North Dakota, said in an interview. "Who knows how long it's going to take them?" said Hoeven, who has championed efforts in Congress to get fast-track approval for the project. 

Delay is k/t rebuild Obama’s base for a November win

Bloomberg 11 (November, “Keystone Delay Wins Obama Election Support,” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-11-11/keystone-delay-wins-obama-election-support.html)
Susie Tompkins Buell, a co-founder of the Esprit clothing company, has raised and contributed at least $20 million to Democratic candidates and causes over the last 10 years. She was reluctant to contribute to President Barack Obama's re-election campaign, until yesterday. Buell was waiting for Obama to make a decision whether to allow TransCanada Corp. to build its Keystone XL oil pipeline, a 1,661-mile (2,673-kilometer) pipeline that would deliver 700,000 barrels a day of crude from Alberta's oil sands to the Gulf of Mexico by crossing Montana, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma and Texas. Yesterday, Obama's State Department said it would delay a decision on the project pending new studies on its environmental and health impacts. For some, he was punting the political football until after the next election. For Democratic supporters like Buell, it was just enough to sway opinion. She said she's now likely to contribute, even though she had hoped for outright rejection of the pipeline. ``I do want to see him step up, I don't want to see him run from this,'' she said in an interview. ``I think he's stalling for more information, and I think this will avoid a problem for him before the election.'' Delaying the decision is helping Obama repair frayed relations with environmentalists as he runs for re-election in 2012. A State Department official said politics played no role in its announcement yesterday that it will study alternate routes for the $7 billion pipeline. 

********INSERT OBAMA GOOD IMPACT********
Ext: Uniqueness

Despite moderate gains, budget projections for future spending still fall short

NECN.com 3/12 (2012, “Nebraska budget bills sent to Gov. Heineman,” http://www.necn.com/03/27/12/Nebraska-budget-bills-heading-to-governo/landing_politics.html?&apID=d7649609b6484161983604a8cf3af4a5)
LINCOLN, Neb. (AP) — Nebraska lawmakers approved an updated state budget Tuesday that includes funding for child welfare services, new college and university projects, and assistance for residents who are developmentally disabled.   ");?>    Lawmakers sent the budget package to Gov. Dave Heineman, who has not said whether he will approve or veto the additions. The four bills would add a combined $44 million to the state's current two-year, $7 billion spending plan. The bills offer a way to pay for the first year of Heineman's scaled-back tax cut plan, which would cost an estimated $97 million over three years. Lawmakers closely involved with the budget have said this year's talks are the most difficult they've faced in years. State revenues are expected to improve with the economy, but projections released in February fell short of the amounts state officials had wanted. 

Competing priorities and tight funding put the budget on the brink

WOWT Channel 6 3/25 (2012, “Nebraska's Budget Priorities Tough To Set,” http://www.wowt.com/news/headlines/Nebraskas_Budget_Priorities_Tough_To_Set_144147025.html)
Nebraska's recovery from the recession is making it tougher for lawmakers to set budget priorities than in years when money was tighter. Lawmakers entered this year's legislative session hoping that a small surplus would allow them to restore funding to programs that have experienced cuts. But the combined proposals have created a logjam in the Legislature, and many bills have been scaled back. Appropriations Committee Chairman Lavon Heidemann says lawmakers in past years have accepted that they needed to sacrifice to make it through the recession. But he says the slow recovery has created a pent-up demand to replenish state programs and offer tax relief. Speaker of the Legislature Mike Flood also notes that many lawmakers assumed that the state's February revenue forecast would come out higher than it did. 
Economy is overstretched- low employment proves

Stoddard 6/25 (2012, Martha, “Nebraska sheds state workers, paying fewest since 1995,” http://www.omaha.com/article/20120625/NEWS/706259955/1685//MGD) 
LINCOLN — State government in Nebraska is shrinking. Fewer people draw state paychecks than when Gov. Dave Heineman took office in 2005. The number of employees has declined in each year of his administration, reversing the upward trend seen under each of the three previous governors. A World-Herald analysis shows that the total dropped by 1,539 people — or 8 percent — during Heineman's administration. By the end of 2011, there were 17,717 full-time, part-time and temporary state workers. The last time state payrolls were smaller was in 1995. But observers, including Heineman, say the decline wasn't all the Republican governor's doing. The rocky economy and lawmakers' aversion to taxes also were factors. “It's too simple to say it's only one thing,” Heineman said. Regardless of cause, John S. McCollister, executive director of the Platte Institute, an Omaha-based conservative think tank, hailed the reductions. “I think the trend lines are going in the right direction,” he said. “What's not to like in those trend lines?” State Sen. Jeremy Nordquist of Omaha, a Democrat who sits on the Legislature's Appropriations Committee, said cutting state employment can be a mixed bag. “We don't need to have state jobs for the sake of having state jobs, but when we eliminate jobs, can we meet the needs of citizens?” he asked. Nordquist pointed to the state's recent experience with privatizing child welfare services and using call centers to process applications for public benefits. Both initiatives involved cutting state jobs — approximately 77 in child welfare, about 225 in economic assistance. In both cases, problems forced the state to hire back some employees this year. Shrinking government “means there's less people doing the work that needs to be done,” said Julie Dake Abel, executive director of the Nebraska Association of Public Employees, the main state employees union. But Heineman said his focus is on finding ways for state government to do more with less. “I think we're delivering the services that people want in a more efficient, more effective manner,” he said. “We are operating state government in a leaner manner.” Electronic filing of income tax returns, for example, means the State Department of Revenue no longer must hire 150 to 200 temporary workers to process tax returns. This year, around 90 percent of returns were filed online, Heineman said. The governor said he has instructed his agency directors to constantly seek efficiencies, including reviewing each vacant position before deciding whether to fill it. Quarterly reports of job vacancies show that directors increasingly opt to leave positions open or to delay filling them. The number of vacancies increased 59 percent from December 2009, the date of the first report, to April 2012. Despite Heineman's belt-tightening bent, there might be fewer vacancies and more state workers if not for the national recession and its impact on state tax revenues. State Sen. Lavon Heidemann of Elk Creek, the Appropriations Committee chairman, said the state has gone through some of the toughest economic times since the Great Depression in the 1930s. Lawmakers grappled with budget shortfalls three years in a row and met in a special session in 2009. The nearly $1 billion budget gap heading into the 2011 session was the largest in state history. Lawmakers closed the gaps by cutting the budget, using federal stimulus funds and dipping into the cash reserve. Their response didn't include tax increases. When faced with a similar budget problem, the 2002 Legislature turned to a combination of cuts and temporary tax increases. They passed the tax measure over Gov. Mike Johanns' veto. This time, few lawmakers expressed any appetite for revenue-raising measures, and Heineman was adamant about his opposition. Agencies coped with the budget cuts in part by eliminating positions and leaving jobs open. Temporary employees took the biggest hit. The number of temporary employees dropped 42 percent under Heineman. In contrast, the number of permanent workers, measured in full-time equivalents, dropped 5 percent. Nebraska is not alone in reducing state government employment because of the economy. Federal, state and local governments have shed 584,000 jobs since the recession officially ended in June 2009, according to the federal Bureau of Labor Statistics. Heineman was reluctant to predict whether Nebraska's state employment will continue to decline. “You might expect that trendline will continue. How rapidly, I don't know,” he said. The last time Nebraska state employee numbers dipped was under Gov. Ben Nelson, during another revenue slump in 1993 and 1994. The numbers started upward again when the economy improved. 

Link- $ 2Mil Study

EIS is k/t delay
Lengell 6/18 (2012, The Washington Times, “GOP sees roadblock to Keystone pipeline,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jun/18/gop-sees-keystone-roadblock/)
Capitol Hill Republicans say yet another environmental impact study of the controversial Keystone XL oil pipeline is unwarranted and nothing more than a stall tactic by the Obama administration that threatens the project. The State Department announced Friday it had ordered a new study because the Canadian firm TransCanada revised its proposed Canada-to-Nebraska pipeline to avoid Nebraska’s environmental sensitive Sandhills. In January, President Obama rejected the company’s previous bid because he said more time was needed to vet alternative routes. The Republican lawmakers say the new review should be limited only to the new 88-mile rerouted section in Nebraska, not the entire 900-plus mile route from the Montana-Canada border to Steele City, Neb. - a move they say is unnecessary in light of an exhaustive four-year study of the project completed last year. The “notice from the Department of State seems to be yet another obstructive tactic designed to appease a narrow constituency,” said Sen. John Hoeven, North Dakota Republican. “The environment does not change in the nine months since the issuance, nearly a year ago in August, of the final environmental impact statement. That document concluded that there are ‘no significant impacts.’ “ House Energy and Commerce Committee Chairman Fred Upton, Michigan Republican, said that expanding the review to the entire route would entangle the project in needless red tape and delay the creation of thousands of new jobs the project promises.  “With its proposed supplemental review, the Obama administration is taking yet another step farther away from energy security and job creation,” he said. The State Department said its primary goal is to review the pipeline’s proposed new section, an effort to be undertaken by an outside reviewer in conjunction with the state of Nebraska. The agency also said it will take another look at last year’s impact study to see if anything has changed. The study is expected to take six to nine months. TransCanada says reviewing the entire project is unnecessary because the previous study showed that it “would have a degree of safety over any other typically constructed domestic oil pipeline under current code.” “The final review should focus solely on the realigned route that avoids the Nebraska Sandhills,” TransCanada President and Chief Executive Russ Girling said. “The rest of the Keystone XL route remains the same. The geology of the route remains the same. The environmental conditions remain the same. Nothing else has changed.” Some environmentalists also are upset because they say the new review won’t consider possible climate change impacts of the pipeline, which would begin in the tar sands of Alberta, Canada. “The tar sands industry is linked to greenhouse gas emissions,” said Jane Kleeb, executive director of Bold Nebraska, a liberal advocacy group opposed to the pipeline. “In an honest assessment they’d realize that actually, no, this is not good for the environment.” Meanwhile on Capitol Hill, the Keystone pipeline threatens to derail a long-term bill to fund federal transportation projects. House Republicans have pressed to include the pipeline in the measure, while most Democrats in both chambers are adamant on leaving it out, saying it’s unrelated. The issue also continues to haunt presidential politics. One the biggest applause lines on Republican Mitt Romney’s ongoing six-state bus tour through the Rust Belt and Midwest has been his repeated vow to “get that pipeline in from Canada - even if I have to build it myself.” 

Nebraska has to pay 2 million

Berger 4-12 (2012, Rose, “Nebraska Lawmakers Approve $2M Study on Keystone XL Route Through State,” http://sojo.net/blogs/2012/04/12/nebraska-lawmakers-approve-2m-study-keystone-xl-route-through-state)
The Nebraska state legislature on Wednesday approved a bill (LB1161) that will allow Nebraska to proceed with a $2 million study to find a route for TransCanada's proposed Keystone XL tar sands pipeline through the state. Gov. Dave Heineman is expected to sign the measure into law. But what does this mean? It means a couple of things. First, it means that the global “people power” movement against the Keystone XL pipeline beat back the energy and oil industry in January when President Obama and the State Department denied TransCanada’s transnational permit. Our “united we stand” organizing strategy was effective. It forced the TransCanada to switch tactics. Now the oil industry is pushing a “divide and conquer” tactic. Its strategy is to break the pipeline up into state-sized parts and negotiate on each section. In Nebraska, new proposals to route the pipeline away from the environmentally sensitive Sandhills has removed a key political organizing tool from those of us who are working against the pipeline, especially in the Midwest. Second, it means that Nebraska needs cash and will move forward to get it. Since the oil industry lobbyists have convinced the Obama administration to allow new routes to be proposed, Nebraska has leapt into the maneuvering space – in part to keep filling the state’s depleted coffers with funds from the TransCanada cash cow. The bill approved today will re-start the pipeline “review” process on the state level. And, the bill requires TransCanada to reimburse the state for the route study. 

K/T Delay

Nebraska EIS is the gateway to delay and political stalling

Reuters 6/16 (2012, “Republicans fear uncertain scope of Keystone study” http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/06/16/keystone-idINL1E8HFIUR20120616) 

TransCanada downplayed the potential of additional delay, noting the State Department's notice indicated the review would be a "supplement" to the final environmental impact study completed in August 2011. "By its terms, this does not represent a restart of the entire (environmental review) process," said Shawn Howard, a spokesman for TransCanada. The only new element needing review was the revised route through Nebraska, the company said. The State Department said its study would focus on the new Nebraska route but could also examine any other new significant environmental concerns. The department reiterated on its website that it would need until the first quarter of 2013 to complete the review process. "We will conduct our review efficiently, using existing analysis as appropriate," the department said. The State Department also said it would look at the pipeline's impact on any national historic places or "cultural resources." But Fred Upton, the Republican chairman of the House of Representatives' Energy and Commerce Committee, said the review's parameters were not yet clear. "By not limiting the scope of the review to just the new Nebraska segment, the entire project could become tangled in unnecessary review and red tape, and subjected to attacks and stalling tactics by opponents," Upton said in a statement. The National Wildlife Federation wants the State Department to take a hard look at the project, Joe Mendelson, the group's director of climate and energy policy, said in a statement. "For starters, the State Department must thoroughly analyze the safety issues involved with transporting corrosive tar sands in the pipeline, account for the increased carbon emissions that will speed global warming," Mendelson said. The group also wants additional study of risks to endangered species and more consultation with American Indian tribes, he said. 

Delay K/T Obama Election

Delay until after the election preserves Obama’s base

Forbes 12 (January, Peter Cohan, “Keystone Pipeline: Winners and Losers,” http://www.forbes.com/sites/petercohan/2012/01/19/keystone-pipeline-winners-and-losers/)
President Obama. Obama made a wise political calculation that the loss of support from environmentalists who opposed the pipeline would be more costly in November than the political vitriol he will face from the Republican side. After all, if he had approved the Keystone Pipeline, his opponents would simply come up with more venom to spew in his direction. 

Pipeline Bad- Climate

Keystone spurs rapid warming, fails to create jobs and can’t reduce dependence

Sadanand 12 (3/27, Saheli, “SADANAND: What the frack?” http://www.yaledailynews.com/news/2012/mar/27/what-the-frack/)
The Keystone pipeline has attracted criticism because, if fully constructed, it would involve drilling tar sands in Alberta. Tar or oil sand drilling — the oil is literally mixed into the sand — is a particularly unclean and difficult method for oil extraction, requiring more effort and leading to substantially more dissemination of greenhouse gases than other methods. Proponents of the pipeline have argued it would lower American dependence on imported oil and create thousands of jobs. At a time when our oil supply is in foreign hands and the unemployment rate is over 8 percent, these are pretty good selling points. However, a study by the Cornell Global Labor Institute has shown that the economic benefits of the pipeline are offset by its high risk for spills. Between 2007 and 2010, pipelines that carry tar sand-derived oil suffered more spills per mile than pipelines carrying conventional crude oil. As originally proposed, the pipeline would cross through a fresh water source in Nebraska that serves over 2 million Americans and provides water to irrigate farms and ranches. Additionally, the Keystone pipeline will not substantially increase Canadian oil imports to the United States, according to the Department of Energy. Finally, there are concerns that if TransCanada — the corporation in charge of the pipeline — gets approval for the northern part of the pipeline, oil will simply bypass the Midwest and be shipped out from the Gulf for profit. The risk and ramifications of oil spills should not be lightly dismissed. It is time that supposedly pro-environment politicians take concrete steps to wean us off oil. One immediate step that Congress can and should take is renewing the renewable energy production tax credit, which will otherwise expire by the end of this year. This tax credit incentivizes renewable energy projects, sustaining the wind energy industry, for example. 

Environmental Vote Key

Environment key- multiple reasons

NPR 8 (Scott Horsley, January 30, “2008 Election Issues: Climate Change,” http://www.npr.org/news/specials/election2008/issues/climate.html//MGD)

Jan. 30, 2008 -- Historically, environmental issues have taken a back seat in national elections. But that appears to be changing. Climate change is moving to the front burner for many of the candidates vying for the Democratic and Republican nominations in 2008. The new awareness results from several factors: A growing consensus among Americans on the left and right that global warming issues must be addressed; concern over imported oil from the Middle East; and the newfound muscle of California's eco-voters, thanks to their state's early primary this year. 

2008 proves- environment is on par with the most serious election issues

Bomberg and Super 09- *PhD from UC Santa Barbara,Prof of  Politics and International Relations at the University of Edinburgh (Elizabeth and Betsy, “The 2008 US presidential election: Obama and the environment,” Environmental Politics Volume 18, Issue 3, 2009//MGD) 

In 2008 issues of environment and energy combined to form one of the dominant domestic policy concerns for voters. According to Gallup polls, environment or energy featured as one of the public's top three election issues. That summer, with gasoline (petrol) prices at an all-time high, energy issues outranked both Iraq and the economy as voters' top concern (Gallup 2008 ). 

Environmental policy is critical to the youth vote- that’s imperative for Obama 

Bomberg and Super 09- *PhD from UC Santa Barbara,Prof of  Politics and International Relations at the University of Edinburgh (Elizabeth and Betsy, “The 2008 US presidential election: Obama and the environment,” Environmental Politics Volume 18, Issue 3, 2009//MGD) 

In addition to the salience and framing of environmental issues, another striking feature of the campaign concerned mobilisation. Obama's candidacy inspired an enormous wave of civic and political engagement. Interest, passion and involvement by the young, African-Americans, and first-time voters are well documented. Two features are of particular interest here. First is the mobilisation of the youth vote. Young voters are increasingly Democratic voters, and in 2008 66% of 18–29 year old voters chose Barack Obama in the general election. In this age category, Democrats now also have an almost 2-to-1 registration advantage over Republicans compared with parity between the parties in 2004. Moreover, more young voters describe themselves as politically liberal (Keeter et al. 2008 ). This increase marks an acceleration of a year-on-year trend towards a greater proportion of young voters leaning towards the Democratic Party. It adds up to what Keeter et al. (2008 ) refer to as a ‘significant generational shift in political allegiance’. That demographic shift matters for the environment. Democrats continue to rate environmental issues – especially climate change – as far more important than do Republican voters (Dunlap and McCright 2008 ). An increase in young registered Democrats may thus both reflect and sustain heightened public concern on climate change and other issues. Secondly, independent from party affiliation, young voters are more environmentally concerned and tend to rate environmental issues as more important than do older cohorts. To illustrate, while 68% of all voters supported offshore drilling, only 57% of young voters did. Similarly, young voters are more likely than older voters to rate energy policy as the most important policy to them (Keeter et al. 2008 ). Rather than a one-off occurrence in 2008, it appears that young voters will in future be increasingly Democratic, liberal, and environmentally-minded compared to their older counterparts. 


Delay ---> Rejection


Pipeline delay and studies lead to ultimate rejection

CNN Money 11 (November 10, “Keystone pipeline delayed by Obama until 2013,” http://money.cnn.com/2011/11/10/news/economy/keystone_pipeline/index.htm//MGD)
However, the news was praised by environmentalists, who have been protesting the pipeline for months and hope the delay will ultimately lead to a scrapping of the plan altogether. "This is a major victory," said Daniel Kessler, spokesperson with Tar Sands Action. "It's a testament to the thousands of people who came out to protest in the streets, and we think the president responded to that." "We hope that the end result of the new review will show that the pipeline is not in the nation's best interest and it will be rejected," said Susan Casey-Lefkowitz, director of international programs at the Natural Resources Defense council. 

Obama Win Now

Obama will win a close reelection- electoral polling shows

All Voices 6/22 (2012,“Obama leading Romney in electoral votes, polling shows,” http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/12442855-obama-leading-romney-in-electoral-votes-polling-shows//MGD)

If the U.S. presidential election were held today, President Obama could count on 221 electoral votes, while presumptive GOP nominee Mitt Romney could count on 170. With 270 electoral votes needed to win the presidency and 538 up for grabs, 147 electoral votes currently fall into the tossup category. This data comes from the excellent website Real Clear Politics, which keeps a running record of recent state polling by several reputable firms and how their findings translate into the projection of electoral votes. With the president only 49 votes short of the number he needs to win re-election, it’s worth noting that in 2008, he won all but 10 of the 12 states currently classified as tossups. He lost Arizona to native son Sen. John McCain, and his loss in Missouri was by 3,903 popular votes out of nearly three million ballots cast, making the Show-Me State outcome his narrowest loss. The June 22, 2012, RCP composite polling data for Arizona and Missouri show Romney leading Obama in both states, by 4.7 points and 3 points respectively. But Obama holds leads, albeit narrow ones, in all of the remaining 10 states except North Carolina. Depending on your point of view and political leaning, this could be good or bad news. It’s good news for the Republicans in that it shows Obama’s vulnerability in 10 of the 28 states* he carried for 365 electoral votes in 2008. With the 2010 Census numbers now in place and congressional districts redrawn, those 10 states have a total of 126 electoral votes in play. Because polling indicates a close race in these states, Republicans can make the case that voters are having a case of collective buyers’ remorse. But it’s good news for the Democrats in that four of these 10 states – Colorado, Nevada, North Carolina and Virginia – voted Republican in both close elections of 2000 and 2004. The fact that they are competitive, Democrats can say, indicates that the voters Obama brought to the Democratic side are still in his corner. So if we take the numbers just as they are today and make the none-too-scientifically sound assumption that they will hold through Election Day, the final electoral vote tally will look like this: Obama 332, Romney 206. It’s a long time until Nov. 6, but for now, the incumbent is in the driver’s seat. 

Hispanic support

Page 6/25 (2012, Susan, “USA TODAY/Gallup Poll: Latinos strongly back Obama,” http://www.freep.com/article/20120625/NEWS15/120625025/USA-TODAY-Gallup-Poll-Latinos-strongly-back-Obama?odyssey=nav%7Chead//MGD)
WASHINGTON – President Barack Obama has built an overwhelming lead among Latino voters, a nationwide USA TODAY/Gallup Poll of Hispanics finds, as Republican challenger Mitt Romney faces a difficult path ahead to make inroads among what has been the nation's fastest-growing ethnic group for a generation. The president leads Romney 66%-25% among more than 1,000 Latino registered voters surveyed April 16 to May 31, matching his muscular showing in the 2008 election among Hispanics. Romney is in the weakest position among Latinos of any presidential contender since 1996 — and in those intervening 16 years their percentage of the electorate has doubled. Since the poll was taken, Obama has fortified Hispanic enthusiasm by announcing he would block the deportation of an estimated 800,000 undocumented young Latinos who were brought to the United States as children. In a subsequent USA TODAY/Gallup survey, taken Wednesday-Saturday, more than eight in 10 Latinos approved of the president's action, most of them strongly. 

Obama leads among undecided voters- but it’s a tight margin

AP 6/25 (2012,  “Obama, Romney vying to win wavering voters,” http://bostonglobe.com/news/nation/2012/06/24/voters-found-uncommitted-presidential-race/ChNALz2SRutMnQ8MNMtCzM/story.html//MGD)
They shrug at President Obama and Republican challenger Mitt Romney. They’re in no hurry to decide which one to support in the White House race. And they will have a big say in determining who wins the White House. One-quarter of US voters are persuadable, according to an Associated Press-GfK poll, and both Obama and Romney will spend the next four months trying to convince these fickle, hard-to-reach individuals that only he has what it takes to fix an ailing nation. Until November, Obama and Romney will spend huge amounts of time and money trying to win their votes, especially in the most competitive states that tend to swing between Republicans and Democrats each presidential election. Overall, the June 14-18 poll found that among registered voters, 47 percent say they will vote for the president and 44 percent for Romney, a difference that is not statistically significant. Obama and Romney face the same hurdle: winning over wavering voters without alienating core supporters they need to canvass neighborhoods and staff telephone banks this fall to help make sure their backers actually vote. ‘‘It presents an interesting challenge to the campaigns,’’ said Steve McMahon, a founding partner in Purple Strategies, a bipartisan crisis management firm. ‘‘Moving to the middle means winning these voters, but it also means creating problems with your base.’’ — ASSOCIATED PRESS 

Electoral maps
Cohen 6/14- writer for the Five Thirty Eight(2012, Micah, “Readers See Obama Slightly Ahead, With Ohio Crucial for Romney,” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/06/25/state-race-favors-romney-ahead-health-law-scramble//MGD)
In our overview of the state-by-state electoral projections issued by other media outlets, we asked FiveThirtyEight readers to weigh in using The Times’s build-your-own electoral map interactive. Twenty-seven readers obliged, and over all they see the race as most others do, including the FiveThirtyEight model: very close with a faint advantage to President Obama. Twenty-three of the 27 maps submitted had Mr. Obama winning re-election, but 18 of those 23 had him winning fewer than 300 electoral votes (it takes 270 to win). And more than half of the respondents predicted that the final Electoral College margin will be within 40 votes, whether Mr. Obama or Mr. Romney wins.  The average of readers’ electoral projections almost perfectly matched the current numbers from FiveThirtyEight. The reader average had Mr. Obama winning 280 votes to Mr. Romney’s 258. The FiveThirtyEight model has Mr. Obama with 286.8 votes to Mr. Romney’s 251.2. 

AT Support Inevitable

Not a guarantee- Keystone is a major sticking point and enthusiasm is at historic lows

Goldenberg 12- US environment correspondent of the Guardian (Suzanne, April 23, “Obama launches fundraising campaign to win back environmental voters,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/apr/23/obama-launches-fundraising-environmental-voters//MGD)
But Obama also wants to maintain an organising and fundraising edge. For green-minded voters, it will be difficult to rekindle the earlier enthusiasm of his 2008 campaign, when virtually every speech included a promise to help save a "planet in peril". Some campaigners have warned Obama could lose green voters because he failed to live up to that promise. Environmental groups were disappointed in Obama for failing to press strongly for a climate-change law. The bill that emerged from the House of Representatives in the summer of 2009 eventually died in the Senate. Last September, Obama overruled the environmental protection agency's efforts to limit ozone, sticking with standards set by George W Bush and regarded by scientists as weak and out-of-date. Obama won back some campaigners last January when he rejected the Keystone XL pipeline. But he moved last March to fast-track the southern portion of the pipeline. 

Keystone threatens environmental support- decisions in the next few months will be key

Goldenberg 12- US environment correspondent of the Guardian (Suzanne, April 23, “Obama launches fundraising campaign to win back environmental voters,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/apr/23/obama-launches-fundraising-environmental-voters//MGD)
Barack Obama has launched a new green re-election site hoping to make up with environmental voters ahead of next November's vote. Environmentalists for Obama is aimed at organising green voters, who have had a complicated relationship with the Obama White House. Republicans have gone out of their way to cast Obama as a leader who put the environment ahead of the economy. Newt Gingrich even called him "President Algae". But environmental groups are disappointed with Obama for blocking higher ozone standards, opening the door to Arctic drilling, encouraging fracking for oil and natural gas, and advancing the controversial Keystone XL tar sands pipeline. Now Obama is trying to get them back on his side. As the site points out, Obama also raised gas mileage standards for cars and set tough new standards that will effectively ban new coal plants. His 2009 economic recovery plan also ploughed millions into clean energy industry. "None of this progress came easy," Obama said in a video timed for release on Earth Day on Sunday. "What we do over the next few months will decide whether we have the chance to make even more progress." 

Nader proves that environmental voters will be enticed by independents absent democratic support- swings close elections

The American Prospect 02 (October 15 “Books in Review,” http://prospect.org/article/books-review-1//MGD)
Nader is at his slipperiest on the issue of whether his campaign tipped the election to George W. Bush. The evidence that he did so is unambiguous. First, by repeating his charge that there was no significant ideological distance between the two major-party candidates, Nader helped bolster the message of Bush, who sought to blur unpopular Republican positions on key issues. Second, by peeling off substantial blocks of liberals in states such as Oregon, Minnesota and Wisconsin, he forced Al Gore to devote precious time and money to shoring up states that would (if not for Nader) have been safely Democratic, leaving him fewer resources for swing states such as Ohio, Tennessee and Florida. Third, and most directly, Nader won 97,488 votes in Florida. Appearing on a talk show after the election, Nader cited polls that showed that, had he not run, only 38 percent of his voters would have backed Gore versus 25 percent for Bush. Strangely, Nader held up these numbers as a defense against the spoiler charge. Yet the very data cited by Nader, if applied to Florida, shows that he took a net 12,000 votes from Gore -- more than enough to hand the state, and the electoral college, to Bush. 

More ev

LA Times 2k (November 8, “Nader comes into play in unlikely area,” http://articles.latimes.com/2000/nov/08/news/mn-48907//MGD)
WASHINGTON — Closing out an eight-month-long, $7-million shoestring presidential campaign, Green Party nominee Ralph Nader seemed set to affect the presidential elections where nobody expected it: Florida. In the Sunshine State, where Republican Texas Gov. George W. Bush maintained a razor-thin margin over Democratic Vice President Al Gore, Nader drew nearly 100,000 votes, more than enough to tip the election in Gore's direction.  Many pundits believe that many of those who voted for Nader would have cast their ballots for Gore, but Nader repeatedly had rebuffed pleas from Democratic leaders that he withdraw his candidacy. 

AT Union Support

Delay k/t help Obama manage competing interests

NYT 11 (November 10, “U.S. Delays Decision on Pipeline Until After Election,” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/11/11/us/politics/administration-to-delay-pipeline-decision-past-12-election.html//MGD)
WASHINGTON — The Obama administration, under sharp pressure from officials in Nebraska and restive environmental activists, announced Thursday that it would review the route of the disputed Keystone XL oil pipeline, effectively delaying any decision about its fate until after the 2012 election. The State Department said in a statement that it was ordering a review of alternate routes to avoid the environmentally sensitive Sand Hills region of Nebraska, which would have been put at risk by a rupture of the 1,700-mile pipeline carrying a heavy form of crude extracted from oil sands formations in Alberta to refineries in Oklahoma and the Gulf Coast. The move is the latest in a series of administration decisions pushing back thorny environmental matters beyond next November’s presidential election to try to avoid the heat from opposing interests — business lobbies or environmental and health advocates — and to find a political middle ground. President Obama delayed a review of the nation’s smog standard until 2013, pushed back offshore oil lease sales in the Arctic until at least 2015 and blocked new regulations for coal ash from power plants. The proposed project by a Canadian pipeline company, TransCanada, similarly put the president in a political vise, squeezed between the demand for a secure source of oil and the thousands of jobs the project will bring, and the loud agitation of environmental advocates who threatened to withhold electoral support next year if he approved it. Mr. Obama said in an interview with an Omaha television station last week that he would make the ultimate decision about the pipeline, but sought to portray Thursday’s announcement as solely a State Department matter and not the result of political calculation. “I support the State Department’s announcement today regarding the need to seek additional information about the Keystone XL pipeline proposal,” the president said in a statement. “Because this permit decision could affect the health and safety of the American people as well as the environment, and because a number of concerns have been raised through a public process, we should take the time to ensure that all questions are properly addressed and all the potential impacts are properly understood.” He said he remained committed to a politically balanced diet of increased domestic oil and gas production combined with incentives for the development of carbon-free alternatives. While environmental groups welcomed their temporary victory on the pipeline project, some expressed skepticism about the president’s motives. Glenn Hurowitz, an environmental activist and senior fellow at the Center for International Policy, said the delay could leave the final decision in the hands of Mr. Obama’s Republican successor. 

AT Keystone Good

Approval is inevitable- it’s just a question of whether Obama can delay until 2013

Metzler 12 (Rebekah, March, “Dem Says Obama Won't Move on Keystone Pipeline Until After Election,” http://www.usnews.com/news/blogs/ballot-2012/2012/05/15/dem-says-obama-wont-move-on-keystone-pipeline-until-after-election)
A former Democratic senator who supports the controversial Keystone Pipeline XL project says it will eventually be approved by the Obama administration. Byron Dorgan, a former senator from North Dakota who served on the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee, now works for the K Street firm Arent Fox. Dorgan said during an American Petroleum Institute forum on energy politics and the 2012 presidential election Tuesday that while the decision is rife with politics, the pipeline will eventually win approval. "I assume it's going to be debated substantially on the campaign trail," he said. "[But] at the end of the day, this country will have a Keystone Pipeline." 

